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Renormalization of shell model of turbulence
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Renormalization enables a systematic scale-by-scale analysis of multiscale systems. In this paper,
we employ renormalization group (RG) to the shell model of turbulence and show that the RG
equation is satisfied by |un|2 = KK062/3]€,:2/3 and v, = V*\/KKoel/?’k;MS, where ky,,u, are the
wavenumber and velocity of shell n; v., Kk, are RG and Kolmogorov’s constants; and € is the
energy dissipation rate. We find that v, =~ 0.5 and Kk, ~ 1.7, consistent with earlier RG works on
Navier-Stokes equation. We verify the theoretical predictions using numerical simulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Renormalization group (RG) analysis has been em-
ployed to model turbulence. Orszag [I] and Forster et al.
[2] performed one of the first perturbative renormaliza-
tion analysis. Yakhot and Orszag [3] performed detailed
analysis using e expansion. The other perturbative RG
works are by Zhou et al. [4], Zhou [5], McComb and Shan-
mugasundaram [0 [7], McComb [8 9], Eyink [10], Martin
et al. [I1], Bhattacharjee [12], and Adzhemyan et al. [13].
Among these works, McComb, Zhou, and coworkers em-
ployed self-consistent RG (using “dressed Green’s func-
tion”) that has nonperturbative features. The above set
of works show that the renormalized turbulent viscosity
v(k) ~ k=*3, where k is the wavenumber.

Recently, researchers have employed ezact renormal-
ization group equation (ERGE) to turbulence [T4HI6].
Here, either sharp or smooth filter is employed during
coarsening. A more formal implementation of ERGE is
via functional renormalization group (FRG). Tomassini
[177], Fontaine et al. [I8], and Canet [19] employed FRG to
hydrodynamic turbulence and shell model. They derived
formulas for the velocity correlations and multiscaling ex-
ponents. For Navier-Stokes equation, Canet [19] reported
v(k) ~ k~!, rather than v(k) ~ k=*3.  Fedorenko
et al. [20] performed FRG to decaying Burgers, hydrody-
namic, and quasi-geostrophic turbulence. Among many
results, Fedorenko et al. [20] showed that for hydrody-
namic turbulence, the second-order structure function
scales as [ (the distance between two points), rather than
Kolmogorov’s predictions of [2/3.

Mejia-Monasterio and Muratore-Ginanneschi [21] per-
formed nonperturbative renormalization group analysis
of stochastic Navier-Stokes equation with power-law forc-
ing. Here, they renormalized the viscosity, the forc-
ing amplitude, and the coupling constants. Using field-
theoretic tools, Biferale et al. [22] constructed optimal
subgrid closure for the shell models; they related the
closure scheme to large-eddy simulations. In addition,
Eyink [I0] used operator product expansion (OPE) and

* mkv@iitk.ac.in

T shadab@iitk.ac.in

discovered multiscaling for the shell model. Some other
notable field-theoretic works (not RG) on turbulence are
[23-26).

In this paper, we employ RG scheme based on the dif-
ferential equation, as in [3| 4, 8]. Note that the shell
model involves discrete wavenumbers, hence its renor-
malization does not involve complex integration, as in
hydrodynamic turbulence. For inviscid shell model, our
RG procedure yields v(k) = 0 as the solution of the RG
equation, which is similar to the Gaussian fixed point of
Wilson ¢* theory [27]. We verify several RG predictions
using numerical simulation of the shell model. We use
temporal autocorrelation function for the velocity field
to compute the renormalized viscosity [28] [29].

In one of the important works on hydrodynamic turbu-
lence, Kraichnan [30] argued that large-scale structures
sweep the small-scale fluctuations; this phenomenon is
referred to as sweeping effect. These interactions are
naturally multiscale (across many wavenumbers). Note,
however, that multiscale interactions are absent in the
shell models, which has local interactions among the
wavenumber shells. Hence, we expect that sweeping ef-
fect may be suppressed in the shell model. This is pre-
cisely what we observe in our RG calculation of the shell
model.

In this paper, we compute the renormalized viscosity
in the shell model using momentum-space RG proposed
by Wilson [27] (see Sec. II). Here, we assume that the
coarse-grained velocity field is random satisfying time-
stationarity. Our calculation does not require quasi-
Gaussian approximation for the velocity field. In Sec. III,
we compute the energy flux of the shell model; here,
we assume the velocity field to be quasi-Gaussian. The
flux calculation enables us to compute Kolmogorov’s con-
stant. Interestingly, our predictions for the shell model
are quite close to those for the Navier-Stokes equation.
In Sec. IV, we extend our RG calculation to show that
sweeping effect is suppressed in the shell model.

In Sec. V, we describe how we verify the theoretical
predictions using numerical simulations. We observe that
the numerical results are in good agreement with the the-
oretical predictions. In Sec. VI, we compare our results
with those from earlier works. We conclude in Sec. VII.
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FIG. 1. Division of wavenumber shells into < and > par-
titions during the computation of v, at k = k,,. Under the
coarse-graining, the u< variables are unaltered, whereas u”~
variables are averaged out.

II. RENORMALIZATION OF VISCOSITY

The Sabra shell model is [31H30]

du,
—19 . * *
— +Ukju, = —iMNarkpuy Unyo + a2kn 10y, Unq

dt
— agkp_oUn_1Un_2] + fn, (1)

where u,, represents the velocity field for the shell n; o
is the microscopic kinematic viscosity; a1, as, as are con-
stants with a; + as + a3 = 0; and k,, = kob™ with b as a
constant. In this paper, we choose a; = 1,a2 = —1+1/b,
a3 = —1/b, and b in the range (1.2,2). Here, f, repre-
sents the forcing, which is employed at small n’s. This
forcing injects energy at large scales that cascades to
small scales as the energy flux. Note that triadic inter-
actions of hydrodynamic turbulence are modelled better
with Sabra model than GOY model [31].

The coupling constant (coefficient of the nonlinear
term) A is not renormalized due to the Galilean invari-
ance [2, @ [37], and we set A = 1. Refer to Appendix A
for details. In addition, we consider u,, to be random, as
in fully-developed turbulence, rather than introducing a
separate noise term in the inertial range [5l 6], 37, [38].
Thus, we avoid noise renormalization. In this self-
consistent approach, we renormalize only the viscosity.

Following Wilson [15], we coarse-grain the system over
a wavenumber shell, and compute the consequent correc-
tion to the viscosity. The wavenumber space is already
divided in the shell model of turbulence, which makes the
computation simpler than that for Navier-Stokes equa-
tion. The locality of interactions too simplifies the RG
calculation. We denote the renormalized viscosity at
wavenumber k,, by v,.

Renormalization is often performed in (k,w) space.
However, for the shell model, the renormalization cal-
culation in (k,t) space is concise and convenient. Hence,
we adopt this scheme. In Appendix B, we will briefly
discuss the renormalization of the shell model in (k,w)
space.

For computing the renormalized viscosity at k,, in the
inertial range where f, = 0, we coarse-grain the sys-
tem by averaging over w7, (t) and u,,  ,(t) (see Fig. [1)).

Following RG conventio?l, we label the variables to be

averaged using > symbol, whereas those to be retained
using < symbol. Under this notation,

d .
(G + 782 ) w0 = =ik, @000
+a2kn—1u2i1(t)ui+1(t)
—agkn—2uy_1(t)uy_5(t)]. (2)
The variables with < superscript remain unaltered un-
der coarse-graining. However, u, ,(t) and u,,  ,(t) vari-
ables are assumed to be random with zero mean. Note

that u~ variables need not be Gaussian. Under these
assumptions,

<u;il(t)un+l(t)> = u
(upy_o(t)uy_1(t)) = u
Based on the above simplification,
(g + 7k3) us (1) — iaskn—ous_y (Hug_o(t)
= —iarkn (ui7, (O)u; 5(t)) . (5)

To compute the right-hand side (RHS) of Eq. (), we
evaluate w7 | () and u,,, ,(t) using Green’s function tech-
nique. For example,

t
WZs(t) = / 0 Gyt — 1) % (—i) arknt5 (24 (1)
+a2kn—1u;11(t/)ui+3(tl)

—azknuy (t)ug 4 ()],

where G, 2 (t—t') is the Green’s function. Note, however,
that w7 5(t) and u,,, ,(t) are absent at this stage. Hence,

t
2 o(t) = /O At Gyt — ¢ Yiashnus (¢ )z, (¢).(7)

Substitution of Eq. in the RHS of Eq. yields
t
I [ Gt~ makus () (07 (1)
0
t
= alagki/ dt'Grya(t —t)Crir(t —tus(t), (8)
0

where C,, 1 (t — t') is unequal time correlation.

In self-consistent RG procedure, it is assumed that the
decay rates of Green’s and correlation functions are de-
termined by the renormalized viscosity [9] 24]. Hence,

Gt —t") = 0(t —t)exp[-v k2 (t —t)],  (9)
Cp(t —t) = Cu(t) exp|—vpk2(t — 1), (10)

where C), (t) is equal-time correlation (t = t'), and 6(t—t')
is the step function. Note that G, (7) and C,(7) decay
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FIG. 2. Feynman diagrams associated with the viscosity
renormalization. These diagrams are related to the RHS of

Eq. .

with a time scale of 7. = (v,k2)~!. Equations (9} [L0) are
valid for 7 < 7., after which C,, and G,, decay rapidly to
zero [1, 28, 29, [39, 40.

Substitution of Gy, (t—t') and C,,(t—t') of Egs. @
in Eq. yields

I1 = a1a3k72LCn+1 (t)

t
X / dt’ expl—(Vni1ks 1 + Vnaki 1) (= t)]us (),
0

(11)

Now, we employ Markovian approximation, according to
which the integral of Eq. gets maximal contributions
from ¢’ near t [1]. This is possible when v,k2 > 1 [1].
Since the integral is peaked near t = t/, u,(t') — uy,(¢)
and

alagk,%CnH(t)

I, = us(t). 12
! Vn+1k72L+1 +Vn+2k72L+2 n() ( )

Such assumptions are made in Eddy-damped Quasi-
normal Markovian (EDQNM) approximation of hydro-
dynamic turbulence [I].

The RHS of Eq.(5) has another contribution to v,
which is computed by expanding w7, (t) using Green’s
function. Following similar approach as above, we com-
pute new term as

aia9 ki Cn+2 (t)

2 2
V’ﬂ+1kn+1 + Vn+2kn+2

I, = u;(t) (13)

The Feynman diagrams associated with I and Iy are
exhibited in Fig. Here, the loop-diagrams represent
the self-energy in which the wavy and solid lines are the
Green’s function and correlation function respectively.

These calculations reveal that the RHS of Eq. is
proportional to uy. Hence, the prefactors of I; and Iy

will provide corrections to v to yield v,,. That is,

_aikp[a3Crya (1) 4 a2Crya(t)]

v k2 = vk? 14
e " Vn+1k721+1 + Vn+2k'721+2 14)
Note, however, that 7 < v,,. Hence,
k2[asChii(t Cria(t
VnkTQL:_a’l n[a3 +1( )+CL2 +2( )] (15)

2 2
Vﬂ+1kn+1 + Vﬂ+2kn+2

Note that we compute renormalized viscosity at the cor-
responding coarse-graining step. At the present level,
Vp+41,Vn+2,... have been computed already, whereas,
Vpn—1,Vn—2,... would be computed at subsequent stages.
Also note that during the computation of v,,_1, u; and
u, . would belong to > shells.

In Eq. , v, and C,, are both unknowns. RG equa-
tion for Navier-Stokes equation too has a similar implicit
form. Zhou et al. [38], and McComb and Shanmuga-
sundaram [6] employed self-consistent procedure to solve
such an implicit equation (also see [B, 87, [41]). Follow-
ing these authors, we attempt the following functions for
Cy(t) and vy, which are inspired by Kolmogorov’s theory
of turbulence:

Co(t) = Kyoe?3k2/3, (16)
vpk? = V*K;{{fel/gki/ig, (17)

where Ky, is Kolmogorov’s constant, € is the viscous
dissipation rate, and v, is the RG constant associated
with v,,. Substitution of the above in Eq. yields

2 a(asb™/ + asb™1?) (18)
* b2/3 + b4/3 :

In Fig. 3] we plot v, for b ranging from 1.2 to 2.0. Here,
v, ~ 0.5, in particular, v, ~ 0.48 for b = 1.5. The v,
computed above are remarkably close to that for Navier-
Stokes equation [5} 6], 37, B8] ATH43], which gives credence
to the RG computation described in this paper.

It is important to note that the above derivation does
not require quasi-Gaussian assumption for v~ variables.
We only need to assume time-stationarity for these vari-
ables. In addition, we approximate (u<u~) = u< (u”) =
0, rather than expanding it further. These assumptions
and local interactions in the shell model provide sim-
plification in comparison to the RG calculations for the
Navier-Stokes equation [5], 6, 37, B8], 41].

Equation yields

Ung1/Vn = (kng1 /kn) ™43 = b74/3, (19)

As is customary in quantum field theory [44], we make a
change of variable as b = exp(l), with which

Unt1 = vp exp(—41/3) = v,[1 —41/3], (20)
when b — 1 or | — 0. Hence,

dv 4
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FIG. 3. For the shell model with various b’s, the RG constant
v, computed using RG (solid blue curve) and using numer-
ical simulations (blue circles). Also, Kolmogorov’s constant
Kxko computed using field theory (solid red curve) and using
numerical simulations (red squares). The analytical and nu-
merical v,.’s match quite well, but numerical Kk, is around
1.6 times smaller than the analytical counterpart.

Therefore, v,, increases with the decrease of k,,, akin to
running coupling constant in quantum chromodynamics.
Note, however, that v, is not the coupling constant; in-
stead, it is the coefficient of the viscous term, which is
linear (analogous to mass term in quantum field theory).
We remark that the scaling of Eqs. breaks
down when k — 1/L, where L is the system size.
The dominant frequency at k = k,, is

Wn ~ vk ~ e3E3, (22)

For small k,,, w, — 0. This is one of the assumptions
of RG schemes in (k,w) space. Refer to Appendix B for
details.

For 7 = 0, f, = 0, and d-correlated (white noise) ini-
tial condition, w,, remains d-correlated, as in Euler turbu-
lence [30, 45}, [46]. Therefore, <u7*1i1(t) uy 5 (t)) = 0 [see
Eq. . leadlng to no correction or renormalization of
the viscosity. Thus, v, = 0 for the inviscid shell model.
This solution corresponds to the Gaussian fized point in
Wilson’s ¢* theory [27].

In Sec. ITI, we will compute the energy flux for the shell
model using field-theoretic techniques.

III. ENERGY FLUX COMPUTATION

In this section, we compute the energy flux for the
shell model perturbatively. The energy flux at k = k,, is
defined as [33], [35], 47]

Hn = 20;3]6 1$[<Un 1(t)
—2ayk S{(u (£)u 41 (1)

n(Ouni1(t))]
Junt2(t))].  (23)
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FIG. 4. Feynman diagrams associated with the first term of

Eq. .

We compute (IL,,) by averaging Eq. under the as-
sumption that u,(t)’s in the inertial range are quasi-
Gaussian with zero mean, an assumption used in eddy-
damped quasi-normal Markovian (EDQNM) approxima-
tion and in direct interaction approximation (DIA) [Il
23]. To zeroth order, (IL,) = 0, which is the energy flux
for Euler turbulence; this flux corresponds to the Gaus-
sian fixed point, v = 0.

However, (II,,) # 0 to the first order of perturbation.
The Feynman diagrams associated with the first order in
perturbation for the first and second terms of Eq. are
exhibited in Figs. [d]and [f]respectively. Let us analyze the
expansion of the first Feynman diagram of Fig. [4 Here,
Un+1(t) has been expanded as

t
() = [ Gt = ) iarkyril ¢ unsa(t)
0

—iagknul (t ) uno(t)
+ia3kn—1un(t/)un—l(t/)]7 (24)

substitution of which in the first term of Eq. , or in
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FIG. 5. Feynman diagrams associated with the second term

of Eq. .
the first Feynman diagram of Fig. [ yields

¢
Is = 2a§k3_1/ dt' exp[—vpy1ka,  (t—t')]
0
xS (g, ()5, 1 (D () un—1 ()]

¢
= 2(1%]4:2_1/ dt' exp[—vn i1k, (t — )]
0

X (ur, ()un () (1 ()un—1(t'))
2 CnCn—l

= 242k
3Kn—1
S Z Y R S VY - A S VY

. (25)

In the above derivation, we use the following properties:
L (up (), (t)) = 8p,mChn(t) exp[—vn k2 (t — t)].

2. {abed) = (ab) (cd) + (ac) (bd) + (ad) (bc) when

a,b, c,d are Gaussian variables.

Using similar analysis, we derive the other integrals of
the energy flux as

I, = 2a2a3k‘2_1Cn,lCnH/denrl., (26)
Is = 2aya3k?_,C,Cpy1/denrl., (27)
Is = —2a3k2Cp 410, 2/denr2., (28)
I; = —2a1a2k2C,,Chyo/denr2., (29)
Iy = —2a1a3kC,Cpyq/denr2., (30)

with
denrl. = vy _1k2_y + Vpk2 + Uny1kZyq, (31)
denr2. = vy k2 + Vpy1kZy ) + Uny2kiio. (32)
The integrals I3, I4, I5 correspond to the first term of
Eq. , whereas Ig, I7, Is correspond to the second term

of Eq. . By adding I3 to Ig and using k,, = kob", we
derive

3/2
K,

numr
() =e= v, 14 b2/3 £ pa/3’ (33)
where
numr = 2a3b*3(a167%3 + ay + azb?’?)

—2&1 (alb_2 + agb_4/3 + agb_2/3). (34)

Equation reveals that the energy flux is indepen-
dent of wavenumber, consistent with Kolmogorov’s the-
ory of turbulence [48H50]. Using Eq. , we compute
Kk, and plot it in Fig.[3] We observe Kk, to be a weak
function of b. In particular, for b = 1.5, Kk, ~ 1.71,
which is close to the theoretical, experimental, and nu-
merical values of Kolmogorov’s constant [37), [50].

IV. SWEEPING EFFECT IN SHELL MODEL

Kraichnan [30] showed that large-scale flow structures
sweep smaller ones, a phenomenon called sweeping ef-
fect. Here, large-scale velocity structures interact with
small-scale ones. Kraichnan [30] observed that the sweep-
ing effect leads to k~3/2 energy spectrum, rather than
usual k=53 spectrum. To overcome this discrepancy,
Kraichnan [51] proposed Lagrangian-History Closure Ap-
proximation for Turbulence. Note that the shell model
involves local interactions, thus drastically reduce the
sweeping effect.

To test the sweeping effect in the field-theoretic calcu-
lation of shell model, we introduce a term iUgk,,u,, in the
left-hand side of Eq. , where Uy, a constant, represents
the mean flow. Under renormalization, the above term
appears as iU, kyuy, where U, represents the renormal-
ized parameter corresponding to Uy. With U, the RG
flow equation [Eq. (L5)] gets transformed to

B a1k2[azChy1 + a2Cpio)

] nkn nkQ = )
Wakn + vk, denr. (35)
denr. = i[Upt1knt1 + Unioknia] + Vng1kZ i1 + Vngok?Z o
(36)
Using dimensional analysis, we argue that
U, = U.e'Bk13, (37)
substitution of Eqgs. (16)17] in Eq. yields
p—2/3 p—4/3
(iU + V*)Q __m [as + az ] ) (38)

b2/3 + b4/3



The only possible solution of Eq. is
U.=0, or U, =0, (39)

and v, is given by the same formula as Eq. . Hence,
sweeping effect is absent in the RG calculation of the
shell model, and v(k) is independent of Uy. However, in
Sec. V, we show that the numerical results deviate from
the above prediction.

V. NUMERICAL VERIFICATION

To test the predictions of the above field-theoretic cal-
culations, we solve Sabra shell model, Eq. , numer-
ically. We employ 40 shells, v = 1075, Uy = 0, and
fourth-order Runge-Kutta (RK4) time marching scheme
with dt = 107°. The shell model is forced randomly at
shells n = 0 and 1 so as to provide a constant energy
supply rate; we choose € = 2 for all our runs. To test the
dependence of v and Kk, on b, we vary b from 1.2 to 2
in the interval of 0.1. We also perform another simula-
tion with Uy = 0.5 and b = 1.5 to test the field-theoretic
predictions on the sweeping effect. We carry out the
simulations till 2000 eddy turnover times, and report the
energy spectra and fluxes after the system has reached a
steady state.

As expected, for Uy = 0 and finite v, in the inertial
range, the energy spectrum C,, ~ k~2/3 and the energy

flux IT,, ~ € = 2 [33, 135, 136]. See the red curves of Fig. [f]

for an illustration for b = 1.5. Using Eq. , we com-
pute the Kolmogorov’s constants for various b’s and plot
them in Fig. 3] We observe that for b = 1.5, Kk, = 1.05,
which is approximately 1.6 times smaller than the theo-
retically predicted value of 1.71 (for the shell model). See
Fig. [3] for an illustration. This discrepancy between the
numerical and analytical Kk, is possibly due to various
approximations employed in the theoretical calculations,
an issue that needs a closer investigation.

For the Uy = 0.5 run, we again observe Kolmogorov’s
spectrum (apart from a hump) and constant energy flux
(blue curves in Fig. @ Here, Kk, =~ 0.92. For the spe-
cial case with ¥ = 0 and white noise initial condition,
numerical simulation yields C,, ~ constant and nearly
zero energy flux, consistent with the field-theoretic pre-
dictions. We illustrate the above energy spectrum and
flux in the insets of Fig. [6]

To validate the renormalized viscosity of Eq. 7 we
compute v, numerically using the normalized correlation
function R, (7), which is defined as

)
c,’

R, (1) (40)

where C(7) and C,, are the unequal-time and equal-time
correlations respectively (see Eq. )

We observe that the numerically-computed R, (7) is
real. For small 7 and inertial range k,’s, R,(7) =~
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FIG. 6. For the numerical simulation of shell model with

b = 1.5: (a) plots of normalized energy spectra Cre 2323

vs. kyn for Ug = 0 (red curve) and Uy = 0.5 (blue curve). (b)
The corresponding energy fluxes IT,, are shown using the same
color convention. We observe C,, ~ kn 2/3 and constant II,
in the inertial range. The insets in (a,b) exhibit C, and I,

for the v = 0 case (equilibrium behaviour).

exp[—k?/ ®7], which is consistent with Eqs. . As
illustrated in Fig. [7] for b = 1.5 and Uy = 0,

R, (1) ~1.03 exp(—0.57ki/37') (41)

when v, k27 < 1. A comparison of Eq. with Eq.
reveals that v, ~ 0.57/(K{.2€/3) ~ 0.44, which is in
good agreement with the RG prediction of 0.48 (see
Sec. II). However, we cautiously remark that the numer-
ical v, has significant errors.

For Uy = 0.5, we compute R,(7) and fit it with
exp(—v,k27). In Fig. |8| we plot R, (7) for shells n = 5
to 9. We observe that R, (1) for Uy = 0.5 is steeper than
the RG predictions. This is contrary to the RG predic-
tion that the mean flow does not affect the renormalized
viscosity. Clearly, the analytical computation underes-
timates the dissipation arising due to nonzero Uy. This
issue needs a closer examination that will be pursued in
future.

In Sec. VI, we compare our results with earlier RG
works on the shell model and hydrodynamic turbulence.
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FIG. 7. For the shell-model simulation with b = 1.5 and Uy =
0, plots of R, (7) vs. vnk27 [Eq. ] The chained straight
line represents the best-fit curve R, (7) = 1.03 exp(—0.57k27)
in the interval v,k27 = (0.1,0.75).
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FIG. 8. For the shell-model simulation with b = 1.5 and
Uo = 0.5, plots of Ry (7) vs. Unk27. The chained straight line
represents the best-fit curve R, (7) = 1.06 exp(—0.51k2%7)
in the interval v,k27 = (0.1,0.6) for n = 5. Note that the
shells 8 and 9 do not follow the best-fit curve.

VI. COMPARISON WITH EARLIER WORKS

There are only a small number of works on renor-
malization group analysis of the shell model. Recently,
Fontaine et al. [18] preformed functional renormalization
group (FRG) analysis of the shell model and computed
the multiscaling exponents. They observed that

Cp ~ ko8, (42)
Unk2 ~ kSv, (43)

with ap = 0.633 £ .004 and o, = —0.741 £ 0.01. Sub-
stitution of the above in renormalization group equation

[Eq. (15)] yields
ag + 20, = 2. (44)

Note that Fontaine et al. [I§]’s ag and «,, satisfy Eq.
to a good approximation. Fontaine et al. [I§] reported
that the proportionality constant for Cy(7 = 0), which is
Kx,, is approximately 1.15.

In a different application of field theory, Eyink [I0]
employed operator product expansion to the shell model
and computed various correlations and structure func-
tions. Note, however, that Fontaine et al. [18] and Eyink
[10] do not report the RG constant v, in their calcu-
lation. We remark that the multiscaling exponents are
related to the fluctuations in the energy flux, i.e., for
(112) [42, 52, 53]. The self-consistent calculation pre-
sented in this paper may be extendible to the computa-
tion of (TI2).

It is important to compare our predictions on v, and
Kk, with the past works on hydrodynamic turbulence.
Yakhot and Orszag [3] observed that v, = 0.39 and
Kk, = 1.617. McComb and Shanmugasundaram [7]
computed that v, ~ 0.40 and Kk, ~ 1.8. Zhou et al.
[38] also reported v, &~ 0.40. Our field-theoretic compu-
tation of the shell model yields v, =~ 0.50 and K, = 1.7,
with minor variations depending on the value of b. Using
ERG, Tomassini [I7] showed that E(k) ~ k—1:666%0.001
whereas Kx, lies in the range of 1.124 to 1.785 depending
on the chosen function. Clearly, the shell model predic-
tions are reasonably close to the earlier works on hydro-
dynamic turbulence.

There are subtle differences between the RG schemes
for the shell model and hydrodynamic turbulence. The
RG procedure for the shell model does not involve any
integral, and hence is simpler than that for HD turbu-
lence. In addition, we make fewer assumptions in the
RG implementation of the shell model. For example, u~
variables are assumed to be time-stationary, but not nec-
essarily quasi-Gaussian. Note that many past RG works
assume that v~ is quasi-Gaussian (see e.g., [9]). In ad-
dition, the RG computation of the shell model is nearly
exact. In Eq. , we substitute the expansion of ufjrl
and u,, , one after the other, and then solve for the v,
under Markovian approximation. Also, note that the lo-
cal interactions in the shell model suppresses the sweeping
effect proposed by Kraichnan [30].

We conclude in the next section.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we employ RG analysis to the shell
model of turbulence, and show that a combination of
Kolmogorov’s spectrum C,, = KK062/3I<:;2/3 and v, =
V*Ké/ozel/?’k:;l/s is a solution of the RG flow equation.
Our calculations predict that for b = 1.5, v, =~ 0.48
and Kk, &~ 1.71, which are in good agreement with
the numerical results, except that the numerical Kk,
is around 1.6 times smaller than the theoretical predic-
tion. Note that the field-theoretic predictions for the
shell model and the Navier-Stokes equation are close to
each other [6] 37, [38].



The computation employed in this paper can be easily
generalized to the shell models for scalar and magneto-
hydrodynamic turbulence. We also believe that the fluc-
tuations in the energy flux for the shell model could be
computed using the method outlined in this paper.
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Appendix A: Galilean invariance leads to
non-renormalizibilty of coupling constant

It can be easily shown that the coupling constant A
of Navier-Stokes equation (NSE) remain unchanged on
renormalization due to Galilean invariance [2, [O B7].
Here, the derivation is reproduced in brief.

We write the renormalized Navier-Stokes equation as
onu(x,t) + Mu(x,t) - Vu(x,t) = —=Vp(x,t) + vV3u(x, t),

(A1)
where u(x,t), p(x,t) are the velocity and pressure fields
respectively, A is a measure of the nonlinear interaction,
and v is the kinematic viscosity. Note that A = 1 for the
original NSE, but it may get renormalized under scaling.

We consider two reference frames: Lab references
frame, where the fluid has mean velocity Uy = Uz,
and the moving reference frame, where the velocity is
u'(x/,t') with zero mean. We denote the variables in the
lab frames using unprimed variables, but those in the
moving frame using primed variables. The variables in
the two reference frames are related to each other via
Galilean transformation, which is
t=1t;

=2 +Ut; y=y9y; z=2; (A2)

Oy =0y Oy =0y; 0,=0.; 0 =0y—Uyd,; (A3)

u(x,t) = U2 +u'(x,t');  p(x,t) =p'(x',t), (Ad)

substitution of which in Eq. (Al]) yields
Opu! (X', t') + AN[Upz + o' (%', )] - V'u/ (%', t)
—UpOpd (X', ') = =V'p'(x,t) + V20 (X, t). (A5)

Note that Eq. (A5) is transformed to Eq. (A1) in primed
variables only if

A= 1. (A6)

Thus, it has been shown that A is unchanged under RG
due to Galilean invariance. For further discussion, refer
to Forster et al. [2] and McComb [9] [37].

The shell model is written in Fourier space. Hence,
it is not possible to extend the above derivation to the
shell model. However, using the analogy between the
shell model and Navier-Stokes equation, it is reasonable
to assume that A\ = 1 for the shell model, and that A
remains unaltered under RG operation.

Appendix B: Renormalization of shell model in
(k,w) space

In this Appendix, we will briefly discuss renormaliza-
tion of the shell model in (k,w) space. Note that the
shell model is already divided in k space. The forward
and inverse Fourier transforms of u,, are defined as fol-
lows:

un(t) = /_00 ;i—(:un(w) exp[—iwt], (B1)
up(w) = /_C>C dt uy, (t) expliwt]. (B2)

Fourier transform of Eq. yields the following equa-
tion for us (w):

dw’
R o

+a2kn_1ui‘§1 (W — w)u;+1 (@)

(—iw + 7k2)u

—agkn gty _o(w —wug i (w

We perform ensemble averaging over u,, ,; and u,, , vari-
ables. Following the method of Sec. II, we arrive at

<u;251(w’ —W)ur>L+1(W/)> = 0, (B4)
<“:—2(W - W/)Us—l(wl» Uy _g(w — W )uy_q ().

(B5)

Consequently, only the first term of Eq. yields a
nonzero correction to the viscosity.

The renormalized viscosity receives contributions from
the two Feynman diagrams of Fig. 2] For the first loop
diagram, we expand u,,_,(w’) as follows

(—iw + Vn+2k3+2)ui+2(w') =
dw//
i 172 / "
_Z/ 2w [a1knraun s (W' — wug 4 (W)

+azkni1a2uy 7 (W' — W, g(w")
—wug g (W) (B6)

—azkpuy (W

Note, however, that u;7 ;(w) and u}7,(w) are absent at
this stage of expansion. Hence, only the last term of

Eq. survives. Therefore,
>

—iagh, [ S )
n+2

—iw' + Vpyok?Z o

, (B7)

— W)ty o (W)

1. (B3)



substitution of which in the RHS of Eq. (B3)) yields
. dw' ,

X = —iarky, / o <Uni1(wl - w)uﬁﬁ(w/))
diw/diﬂ@:ﬁﬂwl —w)ui+1(w”)>
2 27

xus(w' —w"),

dw’ <\u> (W — w)|2>
= k2 [ == ntl <(w). (B8
|fL1a3 n/ o —iw/+Vn+2k,r2L+2 Up, (w) ( )

Since v, is computed for a long time limit, we set w — 0
in the above integral. Hence, the square-bracketed term

of Eq. is

h = o [ 42
! R —iw' + UpyokZ o

2
= a1a3k .
" —iw' 4 VpgokZ o

(B9)

Now, we employ Wiener-Khinchin theorem to simplify
the frequency spectrum as

iz () = / T 4G (T exp(—i),  (B10)

where C,,y1(7) is the correlation function defined in
Eq. (L0). With this,

dw'  exp(—iw'T)

oo
I = ajask? / drChyi(7)

— 00

27 —iw + UnyokZ,
(B11)

An application of contour integral over the lower part of
w' plane yields

2
Il = alagknCnH

x/ dr exp|— (Vg1 k2 1 + Vpgok? 1)7]
0

k2C,
- TR (B12)
Vn+1kn+1 + Vn+2kn+2
The second Feynman diagram of Fig. 2] yields
k2C,
I, = — 192 n+2 (B13)

2 2 :
Vn+1kn+1 + V7L+2kn+2

The steps beyond this point are same as those de-
scribed in Sec. II.
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