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ABSTRACT

We report on the critical influence of small-scale flow structures (e.g., fronts, vortices, and waves)
that immediately arise in hot-exoplanet atmosphere simulations initialized with a resting state. A hot,
1:1 spin—orbit synchronized Jupiter is used here as a clear example; but, the phenomenon is generic and
important for any type of hot synchronized planet—gaseous, oceanic, or telluric. When the early-time
structures are not captured in simulations (due to, e.g., poor resolution and/or too much dissipation),
the flow behavior is markedly different at later times—in an observationally significant way; for exam-
ple, the flow at large-scale is smoother and much less dynamic. This results in the temperature field,
and its corresponding thermal flux, to be incorrectly predicted in numerical simulations, even when

the quantities are spatially averaged.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A hallmark of nonlinear dynamical systems is their
sensitivity to initial condition (Poincaré 1914; Lorenz
1963). In such systems, infinitesimal perturbations at
early times are quickly amplified by the evolution, lead-
ing to loss of predictability in certain variables and mea-
sures (Lorenz 1964). This phenomenon, often referred
to as the “butterfly effect”, lies at the heart of chaos
and underscores the inherent unpredictability of many
complex systems. As a highly nonlinear system, the hot-
exoplanet atmosphere should also exhibit this paradig-
matic feature. Indeed, numerical simulations of hot-
exoplanet atmospheres are sensitive to their initial states
and their ability to represent the flows across an ade-
quate range of dynamically significant scales (Cho et al.
2008; Thrastarson & Cho 2010; Cho et al. 2015; Skinner
& Cho 2021).

Early efforts to simulate hot (1:1 spin—orbit synchro-
nized) exoplanet atmospheres have utilized a simple
setup for the initial and forcing conditions (e.g., Show-
man & Guillot 2002; Cho et al. 2003; Cooper & Show-
man 2006; Cho et al. 2008; Dobbs-Dixon & Lin 2008;
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Showman et al. 2008; Menou & Rauscher 2009; Rauscher
& Menou 2010). In this setup, an atmosphere which is
initially at rest is set in motion by “relaxing” the tem-
perature field to a prescribed distribution on a specified
timescale. A salient feature here is that the relaxation
time can be very short (i.e., much shorter than the ad-
vective time scale), particularly above the ~10° Pa level
in altitude. Despite its simplicity, this setup provides
valuable insights, especially in the absence of detailed
information. Hence, it continues to be in use today.
However, it has long been known that small differences
in physical setup or numerical method can lead to obser-
vationally significant variances in the predicted flow and
temperature distributions (e.g., Cho et al. 2008; Thras-
tarson & Cho 2010, 2011; Polichtchouk & Cho 2012;
Polichtchouk et al. 2014; Cho et al. 2015). For example,
numerical resolution, initial flow state, thermal relax-
ation timescale, strength and form of numerical dissi-
pation, and altitude of peak heat absorption all affect
the predictions (e.g., Skinner & Cho 2021; Hammond &
Abbot 2022; Skinner et al. 2023).

In this letter, we highlight the profound effect of struc-
tures that arise at early-time on the late-time flow. Here
simulations are performed at high resolution with low
dissipation to capture the small-scale dynamics accu-
rately. Past studies have generally focused on the state
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of the flow a long time after the start of the simulation,
often referred to as the “equilibrated” state.! Little fo-
cus has been given to transient flow dynamics that occur
during the first ~10 days of the simulation en route to
the equilibrated state. The tacit assumption has been
that the evolution would “forget” the initial condition
and head inexorabaly to the same quasi-stationary state,
due to the strong forcing.

2. MODEL

The governing equations, numerical model and phys-
ical setup in this work are same as those in Cho et al.
(2021) and Skinner & Cho (2022). Therefore, only a
brief summary is presented here; we refer the reader to
the above works for more details—as well as to Skinner
& Cho (2021), Polichtchouk et al. (2014), and Cho et al.
(2015) for extensive convergence test and inter-model
comparisons. As in all of the aforementioned works, here
the hydrostatic primitive equations (PE) are solved to
study the three-dimensional (3D) atmospheric dynam-
ics. The dissipative PE, with pressure p serving as the
vertical coordinate, read:
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In equations (1), ((x,t) = k -V x v is the vor-
ticity and 6(x,t) = V - v is the divergence, where
x € R3, k is the local vertical direction, v(x,t) is
the velocity and V operates along constant p (iso-
baric) surfaces; ©(x,t) = (¢,/II) T is the potential tem-
perature, where ¢, is the specific heat at constant p,
I = cp(p/pret)”, £ = R/c, and R the specific gas con-
stant and T'(x,t) is the temperature; ®(x,t) = gz is the
specific geopotential, where g is a constant and z(x,t)
is the height; w = Dp/Dt is the vertical velocity, where
D/Dt = 9/0t+ v-V +w d/dp is the material derivative;
n=—(¢+f)kxv—0v—9(wv)/dp, where f = 2Qsin ¢
is the Coriolis parameter with 2 the planetary rotation

rate and ¢ the latitude; p = p/(RT) is the density;
D¢(v,p), Ds(v,p) and Dg (v, p) are the dissipations, de-
pendent on the dissipation coefficient v = v(p) and order
p € ZT; and, Q(x, t; 7-) is the net heating rate, where 7,
is the relaxation time parameter. The boundary condi-
tions in this work are free-slip (i.e., w = 0) at the top and
bottom isobaric surfaces and periodic in the zonal (lon-
gitudinal) direction. Throughout this letter, the lat-
eral coordinates are (longitude, latitude) = (A, ¢); and,
time, length, pressure and temperature are expressed in
units of planetary day (7 = 3 x 10°s), planetary radius
(R, = 10%m), reference pressure (prr = 10°Pa), and
reference temperature (Tief = 1500 K), respectively.

The (—0—O formulation of the PE in equations (1)
facilitates the use of pseudospectral method to solve
the equations accurately in the lateral direction. Unlike
other numerical methods (e.g., finite difference or finite
element), which offer algebraic convergence, the spec-
tral method offers exponential convergence—i.e., the er-
ror decays exponentially fast with the number of grid
points, leading to dramatically improved accuracy for
the same or similar computational cost. In applying
the spectral method to solve equations (1), the mapping
v — vcos ¢ is employed because the components of v
are not well suited for representation in scalar spectral
expansions (Robert 1966). The formulation of PE in p
vertical coordinates offers a practical simplifications of
the equations as well as clarity of presentation; a second-
order finite difference scheme is used for the p direction.

The resolution of the numerical simulations presented
here is T341L20—i.e., 341 total (n) and zonal (m)
wavenumbers each in the Legendre expansion and 20
vertical levels spaced linearly in p = [0.1,1.0].> For
the time integration, the second-order leapfrog scheme
is used with timestep size, At = 4.0 x 107°. Follow-
ing Thrastarson & Cho (2011), a small Robert—Asselin
filter (Robert 1966; Asselin 1972) value (e = 0.02) is ap-
plied to suppress the growth of the computational mode
arising from using the scheme to integrate first-order
(in time) equations. All simulations are initialized from
rest (i.e., v.= 0) and evolve under the prescribed ther-
mal forcing Q(x,t; 7,.) (see, e.g., Skinner & Cho 2022,
Fig.1). Equations (1) are integrated to ¢ = 1000.

The only parameters varied among the simulations
presented in this letter are the order p and coefficient

I Presently, there is no universally accepted unique state or an
“equilibration time” for hot-Jupiters, as both depend on the
physical setup, initial condition, and numerical algorithm of the
simulation (e.g., Cho et al. 2008; Thrastarson & Cho 2010; Cho
et al. 2015; Skinner & Cho 2021; Skinner et al. 2023).

2 Note that simulations with different setup may not be numeri-
cally converged throughout the entire computational domain at
this resolution (see Skinner & Cho 2022); however, the resolution
is adequate to lucidly demonstrate the phenomenon highlighted
here.
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of (hyper)viscosity v2, in
Dy(vip) = v [PV + I (2)

where y € {¢, 6,0} and C is a correction term that com-
pensates the damping of uniform rotation. Here vy, of
5.9 x 1079 and 1.5 x 1073 (in units of R2P 7 1) are
carefully chosen paired with p of 1 and 8, respectively,
to ensure that the energy dissipation rate at the trunca-
tion wavenumber n; (=341) is the same for both p val-
ues. At T341 resolution, decreasing p and/or increasing
v, serve to modulate the energy dissipation behavior in
small-scale flow structures.

3. RESULTS

Fig. 1 presents the main result of this paper. When
forced by a large day—mnight temperature contrast
ramped up on a short timescale, energetic small-scale
structures quickly emerge in hot-exoplanet atmospheric
flows, and the preclusion or mitigation of these struc-
tures cause significant differences in the long-term flow
and temperature distributions.® Here by “short” we
mean a period smaller than 1 and by “small” we mean
a lateral size smaller than 1/10. The significant role of
small-scale structures on the flow has been noted and ad-
dressed from the inception of hot-exoplanet atmosphere
studies by Cho et al. (2003) and explicitly demonstrated
to depend on viscosity and resolution in numerical sim-
ulations in subsequent studies (e.g., Thrastarson & Cho
2011; Cho et al. 2015; Skinner & Cho 2021; Skinner et al.
2023). In this letter, we highlight the importance of
elongated, sharp fronts (that subsequently roll up into
long-lived vortices) and internal gravity waves (Watkins
& Cho 2010)—Dboth of which unavoidably arise at the
beginning of simulation (as well as throughout the sim-
ulation): the structures are generated in response to the
atmosphere’s attempt to adjust to the applied forcing.

The figure shows the ((\, ¢) fields from two simula-
tions (A and B) at illustrative p-levels (0.05 and 0.95)
and times (0.25, 2.50 and 500). The fields are shown in
the Mollweide projection, centered at the planet’s sub-
stellar point (A =0, ¢ =0). The two simulations are
identical in every way—except energy is removed more
rapidly in a slightly wider range of small scales in sim-
ulation B than in simulation A for a very brief interval
of time, ¢t = [0,3). Two p-levels (corresponding to near
the top and near the bottom of the simulation) are pre-

sented, but the points made in this paper are generic to
the entire range of p-levels in the simulation.

At t = 0.25, the flows of the two simulations are essen-
tially identical (cf., A and B in the left column at both
p-levels). At this time, the added dissipation in B has
not had a chance to act on the flow (as quantified be-
low). However, at t = 2.5, the difference in dissipation is
clearly felt by the flow: sharp vorticity fronts (shear lay-
ers) in the eastern hemisphere of the day-side and near
the equator are markedly different (cf., A and B in the
center column at both p-levels). In general, sharp fronts
demarcate the outer boundaries of planetary-scale het-
ons? and flanks of an azonal “equatorial jet”; however,
unlike in B, the fronts have spawned a large number of
small-scale vortices (storms) in A. At ¢ = 500, long after
the simulations have been brought back to an identical
dissipation condition, not only are the flows still differ-
ent but even more so, compared with those at ¢ = 2.5:
hetons are no longer present, and the cyclonic modon®
clearly seen at the center of the frames in A has grown
more intense, while a modon is not really present in
B. Note that the difference in the flow is not due to a
temporary “phase offset”. The difference persists over
the entire duration of the simulations after ¢ = 3. We
emphasize here that this difference cannot be captured
below T341 resolution because the structures themselves
are not captured (Skinner & Cho 2021).

Fig. 2 shows the (specific) kinetic energy spectrum,
E = E(n), of the flows presented in Fig. 1. In Fig. 2,
uniform ranges of E' and n are used for ease of com-
parison. The top row contains the spectra of the flow
from the p = 0.05 level, and the bottom row contains
the spectra of the flow from the p = 0.95 level. In sum,
the figure shows that the difference in viscosity, which is
limited to the small scales and for only a brief period at
the beginning of the simulation, spreads and persists in
spectral space—long after the difference has ceased. The
spreading is a fundamental property of nonlinearity in
equation (1) and also occurs in the full Navier—Stokes
equations (e.g., Dobbs-Dixon & Lin 2008; Mayne et al.
2014; Mendonga et al. 2016), from which equations (1)
derive.

3 The dynamical state leading to the generation of small-scale
structures, such as fast gravity waves, is known as an unbalanced
state in geophysical fluid dynamics (e.g., Phillips 1963; Eliassen
1984).

4 A heton is a columnar vortical structure with opposite signs of
vorticity at the top and bottom of the column (e.g., Kizner 2006);
cf., B in the center column at the two p-levels. Here there is a
quartet of hetons—composed of a pair of modons, vortex cou-
plets (Hogg & Stommel 1985), that span across the equator (e.g.,
Skinner & Cho 2022); the hetons are tilted in the vertical direc-
tion.

composed of two baroclinic cyclones, one in the northern hemi-
sphere with positive vorticity and one in the southern hemisphere
with negative vorticity

5
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Figure 1. Vorticity field ¢ (in units of 77 ') from two T341L20 resolution simulations (A and B) at two p-levels and three times
since t = 0. The fields are in Mollweide projection, centered on the substellar point (A = 0, ¢ = 0); here X is the longitude and ¢
is the latitude. Simulations (A and B) are identical—except B uses p = 1 (i.e., V?) dissipation with coefficient v = 5.9x 107° (in
units of Ri 771), to damp small-scale flow structures more rapidly for ¢ < 3; both simulations use the same p and v thereafter.
Simulation A is a reference simulation, which uses p = 8 (i.e., V') dissipation with v = 1.5 x 10™*® (in units of R,°77"),
to permit small-scale flow structures to evolve much less encumbered for the entire duration of the simulation (¢ = 1000). At
t = 0.25, the fields from the two simulations are essentially identical at both of the p-levels. However, at ¢t = 2.5, the impact of
the difference in damping treatment is clear: numerous small-scale vortices along the fronts, jet flanks, and storm peripheries
are entirely missing in simulation B. At ¢ = 500, the two simulations exhibit significant, qualitative differences—long after the
difference in dissipation has ceased; note, e.g., the absence of a strong giant modon in B. A brief, “minor” difference at the
small scales very early in the simulation has a persistent, major consequence at the large scale.

At t = 0.25, the spectra for A and B are identical at
both p-levels, as expected from the corresponding phys-
ical space fields in Fig. 1. Clearly, the dynamics is not
affected by the difference in viscosity at this time—at all
scales. In contrast, at ¢t = 2.5, a large difference can be
seen between the spectra for A and B—especially at the
small scales, n = 20. In fact, the difference is huge in
the 25 < n < 300 subrange. At this time all four spec-
tra are still evolving, but the overall shapes of each one
are effectively stationary after ¢ ~ 20. Long after the
dissipation rate has been rendered identical across the

entire spectrum (at ¢ = 3), the spectra at t = 500 are
still noticeably different—this time much more at the
large scales, n < 20. At p = 0.05, the difference is sig-
nificant for only select n’s (e.g., n = 2 and n = 3); but,
at p = 0.95, the difference is significant for the entire
n < 20 subrange. At the latter p-level, the difference
is in fact significant across essentially the entire range
of well-resolved scales above the dissipation range (i.e.,
n < 200); this is again consistent with the corresponding
physical space fields in Fig. 1.
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Figure 2. Specific kinetic energy spectrum, £ = E(n), of the flows from simulations A and B in Fig. 1 at p = 0.05 (top row)
and p = 0.95 (bottom row). At ¢ = 0.25, the spectra are identical for the two simulations at both p-levels. At ¢ = 2.5, the
spectra at both p-levels are markedly different, especially at large n, where the spectra for simulation B are much steeper than
those for simulation A. This reflects the absence of small-scale vortices along the fronts, jet flanks and vortex peripheries, in
simulation B. At ¢ = 500, long after all the parameters in both simulations have been rendered identical (at ¢ = 3), the spectra
at both p-levels are still very different—particularly at p = 0.95; notice the very large deficit of E at small n. This is due to the
absence of a strong giant modon in simulation B. The initial difference in the small scales has spread to the large scales, due to

the nonlinearity intrinsic in the solved equations.

Broadly, energy is accumulated in both the large-
n and small-n subranges (heuristically, n = 100 and
n < 10, respectively).® However, the accumulations
are different in the two simulations. As the simulations
evolve, their spectra become increasingly dissimilar for
n < 10, until each simulation reach a different quasi-
equilibrium state (Cho et al. 2021). Note that these are
the scales which are directly comparable with observa-
tions as well as explicitly represented in most current
numerical models. Of course, because of the nonlinear
interaction, inclusion of n > 10 is necessary to accu-
rately represent n < 10 (e.g., Boyd 1989; Skinner & Cho
2021). Therefore, given the general behavior seen here,
it is not difficult to argue that the difference would only
increase with resolutions greater than that employed in
the present study. It also explains in part why past hot-
exoplanet simulations in which small scales have been
poorly resolved, or altogether missing, would not be able
to produce the result of high-resolution simulations at
the large scales—as pointed out in many studies in the
past (e.g., Thrastarson & Cho 2011; Polichtchouk & Cho

6 This is unlike in incompressible (or small Mach number), 3D
and two-dimensional (2D) turbulence. In the 3D case, energy
cascades forward to large n; and, in the 2D case, energy cascades
backward to small n.

2012; Cho et al. 2015; Skinner & Cho 2021). Because
under-resolved and/or over-dissipated models would not
be able to capture the sensitivity and complexity of the
flow, they would give a specious appearance of stability
or consistency in their predictions for the large scale.

Fig. 3 presents a clearer picture of the behavior over
time, focusing on averaged quantities. As already al-
luded to, these averaged quantities are important for
observations. In the figure, the blackbody tempera-
ture flux, .Z (t) = o(T*) s, is considered; here ((-))ss
represents a line-of-sight projection (a cosine factor)
weighted average over a disk centered on the substel-
lar point (SS), and o is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant.
The flux for each simulation is normalized by the initial
flux, j@(.) = <TO%_)>SS, so that j(.) = j(.) /ﬁo(.); for
example, .Z, = .Z,(t) is the normalized flux for simula-
tion A. The value of the normalization is same for both
simulations and is also independent of the location of the
disk center, due to the spatially uniform temperature
distribution used at ¢ = 0. The duration, ¢t = [0, 500],
is shown in the figure, but the general behavior is un-
changed up to t = 1000. We note that such a long
duration is unlikely to be physically realistic, given the
highly idealized initial and forcing conditions employed;
however, it does illustrate the robustness of the behavior
discussed.
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Figure 3. Disk-averaged, normalized, blackbody-

temperature flux . (t) difference between simulations A and
B in Fig. 1 at the indicated p-levels. The flux is averaged
over a disk centered on the substellar point, (A=0, ¢$=0) and
weighted by a cosine projection factor (see text). Even under
averaging, a significant difference is present—with the differ-
ence increasing towards the top of the simulation domain.
Here the maximum deviation from the mean corresponds
to an averaged temperature ((7')ss) difference of ~ 100K
and ~ 75K at p = 0.05 and p = 0.95 (i.e., = 11.5% and
~ 5% of the planet’s disk-averaged T at secondary eclipse,
respectively). The differences are chaotic in time and is not
due to a simple “phase-shift” between the flows in the two
simulations. Only up to ¢t = 500 is shown for clarity, but
the behavior is qualitatively the same up to ¢ = 1000, the
duration of these simulations. Significantly, the differences
are large enough to affect the interpretations of current- and
next-generation telescope observations.

As can be seen, large differences in .# (t) persist (even
when the field is averaged over a disk) over a long time.
The difference ranges approximately +0.4 at p = 0.05
and 0.1 at p = 0.95 for ¢ 2 8 and continues for the
entire duration of the simulations. The variations cor-
respond to disk-averaged temperature differences of up
to 100K at p = 0.05 and £75K at p = 0.95. Such
differences, which stem from the acute sensitivity in-
herent in the equations’, directly impact the ability to
correctly predict and/or interpret observations from cur-
rent and next-generation telescopes (e.g., James Webb
Space Telescope and Ariel). This underscores the criti-
cal importance of accurately and consistently represent-
ing small-scale flows throughout the entirety of the sim-

7 Such differences also arise when different numerical algorithms

and/or models are employed.

ulation. The absence of such representation, even for
a brief period, permanently degrades the fidelity of the
model predictions.

Fig. 4 shows a more detailed picture of the effect of the
differences under “well resolved” condition. The figure
presents .Z () at p = 0.95 for six T341L20 simulations—
all identical except for the (v, p) pairs, (1.5 x 10742, 8)
and (5.9 x 1075, 1); see Eq. 2. In the simulations, the
dissipation applied is “switched on or off” at different
times, indicated by a background shading of green and
red for V!¢ and V? operators, respectively; the dashed
lines indicate the time the dissipation changes during the
simulation. In the figure, panels A and D present ref-
erence simulations, with a fixed dissipation setting for
all t. Panels B and C present simulations with param-
eters identical to those in the simulation of A but with
a stronger dissipation rate, (v, p) = (5.9 x 107, 1), ap-
plied for ¢ < 3 and t < 20 respectively. Panels E and F
present simulations with parameters identical to those
in the simulation of D but with a weaker dissipation
rate, (v, p) = (1.5 x 107*3, 8), also applied for t < 3
and t < 20 respectively.

Broadly, two distinct types of .% (t) behaviors emerge
(cf., Skinner & Cho 2021): 1) a dynamic and chaotic
large-scale flow characterized by multiple, persistent
large-amplitude oscillations; and, 2) persistent, regu-
lar oscillations that “kick in” after a period of small-
amplitude oscillations. The two types can be seen in
the left and right columns of Fig. 4, respectively. The
first type is caused by dynamical instability and turbu-
lent motion of energetic, planetary-scale vortices, which
ultimately migrate around the planet; these giant vor-
tices, which may be singlets or doublets (Skinner et al.
2023), interact with a large number of small vortices
during the migration in a way reminiscent of Brownian
motion (panels A-C). In this case, the planet’s vortic-
ity and temperature fields are highly inhomogeneous,
with strong meridional (north-south) asymmetries and
vigorous mixing on the large scale. The second type
is caused by a long-lived, planetary-scale, meridionally
symmetric modon, which is weaker (lower |(|) than the
giant vortices in the first type. After a transient period
of large excursions from near the substellar point at the
beginning of the simulation, there is generally a period
of “quiescence”, when the modon’s position is nearly
fixed at the substellar point (e.g., 120 < ¢t < 260 in
panel D). After this quiescent state, the modon tran-
sitions to a one of westward “migration” around the
planet—subsequently either transitioning back to the
quiescent state (¢t ~ 275 in panel D) or remaining in
the migrating state (¢ ~ 230 in panel D).
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Figure 4. Time-series of .Z (t) at p = 0.95 for six simulations (A-F), in which the duration and value of (p, v/) pairs, (8,1.5x1074%)
and (1,5.9 x 1076)7 are different. The p values, corresponding to V!¢ and V? operators, are distinguished by the background
shading (light green and light red, respectively), and the time at which the dissipation form changes during the simulation is
indicated by the dashed line. Otherwise, all simulations are identical-—including the values of normalization and ﬁ~(0) (=1).
The simulation in A is the simulation in Fig. 1A. (A, D) are reference simulations, with p and v fixed for the entire duration.
(B, C) correspond to simulations that are identical to A, but with enhanced dissipation of small scales for t < 3 and t < 20,
respectively. (E, F) correspond to simulations that are identical to D, but with reduced dissipation of small scales for ¢ < 3 and
t < 20, respectively. Having the reduced dissipation on for a longer period appears to hasten the transition to a large-amplitude
oscillatory state (cf., D, E and F); and, having the enhanced dissipation on for a longer period appears to introduce long-period

variation (cf., B and C). Differences in dissipation rate of small scales influence the evolution in complicated ways.

Notice that the quiescent state is not always present
in a simulation (panel F). However, when it is present
(panels D and E), there is nearly a fourfold reduction
in .% variations as well as a sustained high amplitude
in .# compared with .% in the migrating state (present
in all of panels D-F). Both the reduction of variation
and sustenance of high amplitude occur because there
is little or no heat transport away from the dayside. In
contrast, when the modon migrates westward, it mixes
and advects heat to the western terminator or beyond.
The timescale of the mixing/advection is fast, evinced
by the short decay time of the regular peaks seen in
panels D—F; it is equal to the radiative cooling timescale
for the p-level shown in the figure.

It is clear from Fig. 4 that model predictions are highly
sensitive to the dissipation rate of the small scales. It
follows that the sensitivity would also be exhibited when
the small scales are entirely absent. For example, sim-
ulations in the right column of the figure suppress the
small scales throughout the majority of their evolution,

but permit small scales to be less encumbered for the
first 3 and 20 days (E and F, respectively). The result-
ing evolutions are noticeably different in the two sim-
ulations, despite their being identical otherwise. Less
dramatic, but still noticeable, behaviors are seen in the
opposite situation, in which the small scales are more
suppressed for the first 3 and 20 days of the evolution
(B and C, respectively). In C, a long-period variation
not seen in A appears in the evolution; in B, a sug-
gestive transition to a “quiescent”-like state is observed
(cf., A). Even a difference for a very brief period, early in
the evolution (e.g., t < 3), could lead to an observation-
ally significant variation later in the evolution, stemming
from the inherent nature of nonlinearity.

4. DISCUSSION

In this letter, we have presented results from high-
resolution atmospheric flow simulations with a setup
(initial, boundary and forcing conditions) commonly
employed for hot-exoplanets. Our simulations explicitly
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show that the behavior of the atmosphere at the large-
scale is highly sensitive to the rate of energy loss in the
small scales (both intentional and not). Surprisingly, the
sensitivity is present even if the increase in the rate is
operating only for a very brief period. Hence, deviation
from high-resolution results are fully expected when the
small scales are poorly resolved or altogether missing, as
demonstrated by Skinner & Cho (2021); as in that study,
the sensitivity is comprehensively illustrated in physi-
cal, spectral and temporal spaces here. In this study,
we clearly demonstrate that high-resolution is necessary
for generating accurate predictions—especially for com-
parison with, and interpretation of, observations.

More broadly, high-resolution is also critical for under-
standing ageostrophic, turbulent flows in general. The
presence (or preclusion) of the small-scale structures,
which appear almost immediately in the flow (¢t < 1),
leads the atmospheres to settle into a qualitatively differ-
ent quasi-equilibrium state. The small-scale flow struc-
tures generated at early times of the evolution are sharp,
elongated fronts that roll up into energetic vortices and
radiated gravity waves. These form in response to the
atmosphere’s attempt to adjust to the applied forcing—
regardless of the degree to which the radiative process
has been idealized: the aggressive response is due to the
rapidity of the thermal relaxation to a high day-—night
temperature gradient. The need for high resolution and
balancing to address such atmospheres has been noted
since the beginning of exoplanet atmospheric dynamics
studies by Cho et al. (2003): in that study, nonlinear
balancing and slow lead-up to the full thermal forcing
have been employed at T341 resolution.

This work has significant implications for general cir-
culation and climate modeling of hot-exoplanets. Mod-
els that use any combination of low order dissipation,
low spatial or temporal resolution, high explicit viscos-
ity coefficients, and/or strong basal drags to force nu-
merical stabilization are at risk. This is because all of
these expediencies preclude small-scale flows from being
adequately captured throughout the simulation’s evolu-
tion. In our view, it is unlikely that the state of the
hot-exoplanet atmosphere can be usefully captured in
such models.

Accurately simulating the atmosphere is a complex
and difficult problem. This is the case even for the
Earth, for which observation-infused inputs to the nu-
merical models are available and the dynamics are
geostrophically balanced. Importantly, effects of small-
scales very similar to those described here are well
known in Earth climate simulation studies (Rial et al.
2004; Sriver et al. 2015; Deser et al. 2020); however,
as expected, their effects are weaker compared to those
for hot-exoplanets. Despite this, the effects have not
been much explored in exoplanet studies. The preclu-
sion of small-scale structures poses a particularly critical
problem in hot-exoplanets. The high sensitivity of the
overall flow to small-scale structures, which arise early
in the simulation, means that considerable care must
be taken to: 1) sensibly initialize the simulation; and,
2) accurately represent structures of wide-ranging scales
throughout the entire duration of the simulation.
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