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Transformer neural operators have recently become an effective approach for surrogate modeling of nonlinear systems governed
by partial differential equations (PDEs). In this paper, we introduce a modified implicit factorized transformer (IFactFormer-
m) model which replaces the original chained factorized attention with parallel factorized attention. The IFactFormer-m model
successfully performs long-term predictions for turbulent channel flow, whereas the original IFactFormer (IFactFormer-o), Fourier
neural operator (FNO), and implicit Fourier neural operator (IFNO) exhibit a poor performance. Turbulent channel flows are
simulated by direct numerical simulation using fine grids at friction Reynolds numbers Reτ ≈ 180, 395, 590, and filtered to coarse
grids for training neural operator. The neural operator takes the current flow field as input and predicts the flow field at the
next time step, and long-term prediction is achieved in the posterior through an autoregressive approach. The prediction results
show that IFactFormer-m, compared to other neural operators and the traditional large eddy simulation (LES) methods including
dynamic Smagorinsky model (DSM) and the wall-adapted local eddy-viscosity (WALE) model, reduces prediction errors in the
short term, and achieves stable and accurate long-term prediction of various statistical properties and flow structures, including the
energy spectrum, mean streamwise velocity, root mean square (rms) values of fluctuating velocities, Reynolds shear stress, and
spatial structures of instantaneous velocity. Moreover, the trained IFactFormer-m is much faster than traditional LES methods.
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1 Introduction

Turbulence simulation is an important research area with
significant applications in aerospace, energy, and many
engineering fields [1-4]. Common methods for turbu-
lence simulation include direct numerical simulation (DNS),
large eddy simulation (LES), and Reynolds-averaged Navier-
Stokes (RANS) method. DNS directly solves the Navier-
Stokes equations, offering the high accuracy, but it is diffi-
cult to use for complex problems with high Reynolds num-
bers [5, 6]. LES resolves the large-scale flow structures and

models the effects of small-scale ones using a subgrid-scale
(SGS) model [7, 8], achieving a balance between accuracy
and efficiency. RANS method merely solves the averaged
flow field with the modeling of the effects of fluctuating flow
field, and is widely used for practical engineering problems
[9,10]. These traditional turbulence simulation methods gen-
erally have high computational costs, even the less expensive
RANS method, which greatly limits their application.

The introduction of machine learning (ML) techniques is
expected to solve this problem [11]. Neural operator (NO)
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models are considered as an effective method for simulating
physical systems governed by partial differential equations
(PDEs), due to their theoretical foundation [12]. The trained
NO model can make efficient and fast predictions, serving as
a lightweight surrogate model. As a pioneer of neural opera-
tors, Lu et al. [13] introduced deep operator network (Deep-
ONet), which for the first time employed neural networks to
learn operators. Li et al. [14] proposed the Fourier Neural
Operator (FNO), which leverages discrete Fourier transforms
to perform feature fusion in the frequency domain, signifi-
cantly enhancing both the model’s speed and accuracy. Sub-
sequent works have made a series of improvements based on
the two models mentioned above [15-23].

In recent years, transformer neural operators have been
gradually developed [24-30]. Li et al. [24] applied an
attention-based encoder-decoder structure to predict tasks re-
lated to systems governed by partial differential equations.
Hao et al. [25] proposed a general neural operator trans-
former that encodes information including initial conditions,
boundary conditions, and equation coefficients into the neu-
ral network, while extracting the relevant physical fields and
their correlations. The transformer neural operators devel-
oped in the aforementioned works suffer from high compu-
tational costs and excessive memory usage. As a result, a
series of subsequent studies focused on investigating the per-
formance of lightweight transformer neural operators. Li et
al. [26] proposed a low-rank transformer operator for uni-
form grids, which significantly reduces computational cost
and memory usage by employing axial decomposition tech-
niques to sequentially update features in each direction. Wu
et al. [27] proposed an efficient transformer neural operator
for handling non-uniform grids, which projects spatial points
onto a small number of slices and facilitates information ex-
change between the slices. Chen et al. [28] proposed a trans-
former neural operator that relies solely on coordinate repre-
sentations. By eliminating the need for complex function val-
ues as inputs, this approach significantly improves efficiency.

In evaluating the effectiveness of a NO for turbulence sim-
ulation, in addition to comparing prediction accuracy over
short time periods, another important criterion is its ability
to achieve long-term stable predictions. Specifically, this in-
volves assessing whether statistical quantities and structures
remain consistent with high-precision numerical simulation
results over extended periods. Li et al. [31] showed that
the FNO [14] exhibited explosive behavior over time when
predicting chaotic dissipative systems, and successfully pre-
dicted the long-term statistical behavior of dissipative chaotic
systems by introducing dissipation regularization. Li et al.
[32] designed an implicit U-Net enhanced FNO (IU-FNO),
which achieved accurate and stable long-term predictions in
isotropic turbulence, free shear turbulence, and decaying tur-

bulence. Oommen et al. [33] applied a diffusion model to
correct the long-term prediction results of the FNO, signifi-
cantly improving the consistency between the predicted en-
ergy spectrum and the true distribution.

However, most existing transformer neural operators tend
to focus solely on reducing the single-step error and delay-
ing the accumulation of errors in time integration as much
as possible, while overlooking the ability to make long-term
stable predictions. Li et al. [34] introduced the transformer-
based neural operator (TNO), which combines a linear at-
tention with spectral regression, achieving long-term stable
predictions in both isotropic turbulence and free shear flow.
However, the attention for each points often incurs signifi-
cant computational overhead. Yang et al. [35] fouced on
the long-term prediction capability of low-rank transformer
neural operators in turbulence simulation. In tests on three-
dimensional isotropic turbulence, they showed that the origi-
nal factorized transformer (FactFormer) [26] did not diverge
over extended periods, but the predicted high-wavenumber
energy spectrum was inconsistent with the true value. By
designing an implicit factorized transformer (IFactFormer),
they successfully achieved long-term stable and accurate pre-
dictions.

In this paper, we investigate the long-term prediction capa-
bility of the IFactFormer model for turbulent channel flows
at three friction Reynolds numbers Reτ ≈ 180, 395, and
590. We show that the original IFactFormer (IFactFormer-
o) model in previous work [35], fails to achieve long-term
stable predictions of turbulent channel flows. We identify
potential causes for this failure and propose solutions. By
making appropriate adjustments to the network architecture,
specifically replacing the chained factorized attention with
parallel factorized attention, we introduce a modified version,
IFactFormer-m. While only adding minimal computational
time and memory usage, the IFactFormer-m model signifi-
cantly outperforms IFactFormer-o in terms of single-step pre-
diction accuracy, and achieves precise long-term predictions
of statistical quantities and flow structures. The IFactFormer-
m model demonstrates more accurate and stable long-term
predictions compared to neural operators including FNO [8],
implicit FNO (IFNO) [36], and IFactFormer-o [35], as well
as traditional LES models including the dynamic Smagorin-
sky model (DSM) and the wall-adapted local eddy-viscosity
model (WALE).

This paper consists of five sections. Section 2 presents
the problem statement, introducing the Navier-Stokes (N-S)
equations, the LES method, and the learning objectives of NO
for this task. Section 3 presents several transformer neural
operators and discusses modifications to the original IFact-
Former model. Section 4 compares several machine learn-
ing models with traditional LES models in turbulent channel
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flows. Section 5 concludes the paper with a summary.

2 Problem statement

In this section, we first provide a brief introduction to the N-S
equations and the LES method, followed by a discussion on
the role of NO models and their learning objectives.

2.1 Navier-Stokes equations

Turbulence is widespread in nature and is a highly nonlinear,
multiscale system. It is generally believed that its dynamics
are governed by the N-S equations. The incompressible form
of the N-S equations is as follows [1]:

∂ui

∂xi
= 0, (1)

∂ui

∂t
+
∂
(
uiu j

)
∂x j

= −
∂p
∂xi
+ v

∂2ui

∂x j∂x j
+ Fi, (2)

where ui denotes the velocity component along the i-th coor-
dinate axis, p represents the pressure normalized by the con-
stant density ρ, ν is the kinematic viscosity, and Fi refers to
the forcing term acting in the i-th direction. Consider the tur-
bulent channel flows with the lower and upper walls located
at y = 0 and y = 2δ, respectively.

Considering that the velocities in the three coordinate
directions are (u, v,w) = (u1, u2, u3) with fluctuations
(u′, v′,w′) =

(
u′1, u

′
2, u
′
3

)
, the total shear stress is given by [1]:

τ(y) = ρν
∂⟨u⟩
∂y
− ρ

〈
u′v′

〉
, (3)

where ⟨·⟩ represents the spatial average over the homoge-
neous streamwise and spanwise directions, and ⟨u′v′⟩ is the
Reynolds shear stress. At the wall, the boundary condition
u (x, t) = 0, so the wall shear stress is

τw ≡ ρν

(
∂⟨u⟩
∂y

)
y=0

. (4)

The friction velocity uτ and viscous lengthscale δν are defined
by [1]:

uτ ≡
√
τw

ρ
, δv ≡ v

√
ρ

τw
=

v
uτ
. (5)

Therefore, the definition of the friction Reynolds number Reτ
is given by:

Reτ ≡
uτδ
ν
=
δ

δν
. (6)

2.2 Large eddy simulation

DNS involves directly solving the N-S equations on a fine
mesh to fully resolve all the scales of the flow. However, the
inherent multiscale nature of turbulence limits the applicabil-
ity of DNS to turbulence problems at high Reynolds numbers
due to its high computational cost. LES aims to resolve the
large-scale turbulent structures on a coarse grid, thus reduc-
ing computational cost. Consider the spatial filtering opera-
tion as described below [1]:

f̄ (x) =
∫
Ω

G(r, x; ∆̄) f (x − r)dr, (7)

where G is the grid filter, ∆̄ is the filter width and f is a phys-
ical quantity distributed over the spatial domain Ω. The fil-
tered N-S equations can be obtained by applying Eq. (7) to
Eq. (1) and Eq. (2), as follows [1]:

∂ūi

∂xi
= 0, (8)

∂ūi

∂t
+
∂
(
ūiū j

)
∂x j

= −
∂p̄
∂xi
−
∂τi j

∂x j
+ ν

∂2ūi

∂x j∂x j
+ F i. (9)

Unlike the N-S equations, the filtered N-S equations are un-
closed due to the introduction of unclosed SGS stress τi j,
which is defined as:

τi j = uiu j − ūiū j. (10)

A series of SGS models have been developed to approx-
imate the SGS stresses [37-41]. The Smagorinsky model
(SM) is given by [37]:

τi j −
δi j

3
τkk = −2C2∆̄2|S̄ |S̄ i j, (11)

where δi j is the Kronecker delta function, C is an empirical
coefficient. The strain rate of the filtered velocity S̄ i j and
characteristic filtered strain rate

∣∣∣S̄ ∣∣∣ are given by:

S̄ i j =
∂ūi/∂x j + ∂ū j/∂xi

2
, |S̄ | =

√
2S̄ i jS̄ i j. (12)

For the dynamic Smagorinsky model (DSM) [38], the em-
pirical coefficient C in Eq. (11) can be derived as:

C =

√ 〈
Li jMi j

〉
⟨MklMkl⟩

, (13)

where

Li j = ˜̄uiū j − ˜̄uĩū j, Mi j = α̃i j − βi j, (14)

with

αi j = 2∆̄2|S̄ |S̄ i j, βi j = 2˜̄∆2
|˜̄S |˜̄S i j. (15)

In these expressions, the overbar denotes filtering at scale ∆̄,
while the tilde represents a test filtering operation at a dou-
bled scale ∆̃ = 2∆̄.
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Compared to the classical Smagorinsky model, the wall-
adapting local eddy-viscosity (WALE) model [41] naturally
drives the eddy viscosity to zero near the wall, making it more
suitable for wall-bounded turbulence. The WALE model is
given by:

τi j −
δi j

3
τkk = 2νtS̄ i j, (16)

where the eddy-viscosity νt is given by:

νt =
C2

w∆̄
2
(
S d

i jS
d
i j

)3/2(
S̄ i jS̄ i j

)5/2
+

(
S d

i jS
d
i j

)5/4 , (17)

where Cw = 0.5 is a constant and

S d
i jS

d
i j =

(
S 2S 2 + Ω2Ω2

)
6

+
2S 2Ω2

3
+ 2IVSΩ, (18)

with

S =
√

S̄ i jS̄ i j, Ω =

√
Ω̄i jΩ̄i j,

IVSΩ = S̄ ikS̄ k jΩ̄ jlΩ̄li, (19)

and

Ω̄i j =
∂ūi/∂x j − ∂ū j/∂xi

2
. (20)

In Section 4, DSM and WALE models will be compared as
representative traditional LES methods with machine learn-
ing methods.

2.3 Problem definition

Considering that Gt is a Banach space of functions depending
on time t, defined on compact domains X ⊂ Rdx , mapping
into Rdy . The true operator is denoted by H : Gt → Gt+δt,
where δt is the time step. The goal of neural operator is to
develop a model Ĥϕ parameterized by ϕ ∈ Φ, where the opti-
mal parameters ϕ∗ are identified by solving the minimization
problem as follows [13]:

min
ϕ∈Φ

M∑
j=1

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥Ĥϕ

[
g(t)

j

]
(xi) − g(t+δt)

j (xi)
∥∥∥∥2
, (21)

thereby approximating the true operator H . Here, M
represents the number of input–output pairs. The vec-
tors g(t) =

[
g (t, x1) , g (t, x2) , . . . , g (t, xN)

]
and g(t+δt) =[

g (t + δt, x1) , g (t + δt, x2) , . . . , g (t + δt, xN)
]

correspond to a
function g(t) ∈ Gt and g(t+δt) ∈ Gt+δt evaluated at a set of fixed
locations {xi}

N
i=1 ⊂ X, respectively. In this study, we aim to

develop a neural operator for flow field evolution trained on
coarse grids with large time steps, thereby replacing tradi-
tional LES methods.

3 Transformer neural operator

In this section, the first part explains how attention-based neu-
ral operators approximate the true operator by leveraging a
parameterized integral transform. The second part discusses
the drawback of the chained factorized attention, and pro-
poses the parallel factorized attention. The final part intro-
duces the overall architecture of the modified implicit factor-
ized transformer.

3.1 Factorized attention

The self-attention mechanism [42] dynamically weights the
input by computing the correlations between different posi-
tions in the input vector, thereby capturing the dependencies
among various positions. The perspectives of previous work
[27, 43, 44] demonstrated that the standard attention mecha-
nism can be viewed as a Monte Carlo approximation of an
integral operator. Considering an input vector ui ∈ R

1×din

with din channels in N points (1 ≤ i ≤ N), query qi ∈ R
1×d,

key ki ∈ R
1×d and value vi ∈ R

1×d vectors with d channels
are first generated through linear transformations as follows:

qi = uiWq, ki = uiWk, vi = uiWv, (22)

where
{
Wq,Wk,Wv

}
∈ Rdin×d. Subsequently, the attention

weights αi j are computed for q and k using the following
equation:

αi j =
exp

[
g
(
qi,k j

)]∑n
s=1 exp

[
g (qi,ks)

] , (23)

where g is a scaled dot-product as follows:

g
(
qi,k j

)
=

qi · k j
√

d
. (24)

Finally, the attention weights αi j are applied to the value vec-
tors v j to capture the dependencies between different posi-
tions in the sequence as follows:

zi =

n∑
j=1

αi jv j ≈

∫
Ω

κ (xi, ψ) v j (ψ) dψ. (25)

Here, the i-th row vector
(
αi

)
j

is regarded as the global ker-
nel function κ (xi, ψ) of the approximate integral operator for
point xi.
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Figure 1 (a) The original factorized attention, which processes each axis sequentially; (b) The modified factorized attention, which processes each axis in
parallel.

3.2 Attention-based integral neural operator

The standard self-attention mechanism is often criticized for
its quadratic computational complexity. Li et al. [26] pro-
posed the factorized attention, which alleviates this issue.
Due to the need for chained integration along each axis, we
refer to this as the chained factorized attention, as illustrated
in Figure 1(a). Specifically, for points on a Cartesian grid
with N1 × N2 × N3 = N points in an three-dimensional space
Ω1 × Ω2 × Ω3, the chained factorized attention decomposes
the kernel function in Eq. (25) into three separate kernel func-
tions along each axis

{
κ(1), κ(2), κ(3)

}
: R × R 7→ R, and per-

forms the integral transformation in the following manner
[26]:

z
(
x(1)

i1
, x(2)

i2
, x(3)

i3

)
=

∫
Ω3

κ(3)
(
x(3)

i3
, ψ3

) ∫
Ω2

κ(2)
(
x(2)

i2
, ψ2

)
∫
Ω1

κ(1)
(
x(1)

i1
, ψ1

)
v (ψ1, ψ2, ψ3) dψ1dψ2dψ3, (26)

where each kernel is obtained through a learnable projection
followed by Eq. (22) and Eq. (23). The goal of the learn-
able projection is to compress the original input vector onto
each axis. The calculation formulas for the three axes are as
follows:

ϕ(1)
(
x(1)

i1

)
= h(1)ω(1)

∫
Ω2

∫
Ω3

γ(1)u
(
x(1)

i1
, ψ2, ψ3

)
dψ2dψ3, (27)

ϕ(2)
(
x(2)

i2

)
= h(2)ω(2)

∫
Ω1

∫
Ω3

γ(2)u
(
ψ1, x

(2)
i2
, ψ3

)
dψ1dψ3, (28)

ϕ(3)
(
x(3)

i3

)
= h(3)ω(3)

∫
Ω1

∫
Ω2

γ(3)u
(
ψ1, ψ2, x

(3)
i3

)
dψ1dψ2. (29)

Here, ω(s) = Ns/N is a constant,
{
h(1), h(2), h(3)

}
are multilayer

perceptron (MLP) and
{
γ(1), γ(2), γ(3)

}
are linear transforma-

tion.
The above scheme has a drawback: all kernel functions{

κ(1), κ(2), κ(3)
}

are derived from the original input function u.
These kernel functions are often effective at capturing the
dependencies between different positions within the current
function. However, for κ(2) and κ(3), the dependencies need to
be evaluated on two new function∫
Ω1

κ(1)
(
x(1)

i1
, ψ1

)
v (ψ1, ψ2, ψ3) dψ1, (30)∫

Ω2

κ(2)
(
x(2)

i2
, ψ2

) ∫
Ω1

κ(1)
(
x(1)

i1
, ψ1

)
v (ψ1, ψ2, ψ3) dψ1dψ2. (31)

Considering that these two functions mentioned above are ob-
tained through a series of complex computations involving
the input function u and parameters of neural network, and
since the parameters are unknown to the kernel functions κ(2)

and κ(3), they are tasked with evaluating the dependencies on
an unknown system. This undoubtedly presents a significant
challenge. In the works of Li et al. [26] and Yang et al. [35],
the FactFormer and IFactFormer models, which are based
on chained factorized attention, achieved promising test re-
sults in certain two-dimensional flows and three-dimensional
isotropic turbulence. This success is likely due to the fact
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that, for isotropic problems, the learned dependencies in dif-
ferent axes are consistent, making the evaluation relatively
easier. This, to some extent, obscures the underlying issue.

Based on the above analysis, we propose parallel factor-
ized attention, as illustrated in Figure 1(b). Compared to
Eq. (26), the form of the integral transformation is modified
as follows:

w(s) =

∫
Ωs

κ(s)
(
x(s)

is
, ψs

)
v (ψ1, ψ2, ψ3) dψs, (32)

w = Concat
(
w(1),w(2),w(3)

)
, (33)

z = Linear (w) . (34)

Here, s = 1, 2, 3, “Linear” is a linear transformation from R3d

to Rd, and “Concat” means that concatenate the input func-
tion on channel dimension. The above simple modification
allows each kernel function to focus on learning the depen-
dencies along different axes of the current function.

3.3 Implicit factorized transformer

By utilizing the designed parallel factorized attention, we
propose the modified implicit factorized transformer model
(IFactFormer-m), as illustrated in Figure 2. The IFactFormer-
m model consists of three components: the input layer
I : Rdin → Rd, parallel axial integration layer (PAI-layer)
P : Rd → Rd, and the output layer O : Rd → Rdout . For
the temporal prediction of three-dimensional incompressible
turbulence, it is assumed that din = dout = 3. The input
and output layers are three-layer MLPs, used to map the
input function to a high-dimensional space and project the
function from the high-dimensional space back to the low-
dimensional space. The PAI-layer is a global nonlinear op-
erator, used to approximate the integral transformation in the
high-dimensional space to update the input function. Consis-
tent with previous works [32,35,36,45], we adopt an implicit
iteration strategy, where the parameters are shared across
each PAI-layer. This approach effectively enhances the sta-
bility of the model in long-term turbulent flow predictions.
Therefore, the overall operator of the L-layer IFactFormer-m
model can be expressed as O ◦ P ◦ · · · ◦ P︸       ︷︷       ︸

L

◦I.

Consider the input function u ∈ Rd discretized into the
vector ui ∈ R

1×d at points {xi}
N
i=1. The computation formula

for the PAI-layer is given as follows:

u
′

i = ui +
1
L

MLP (zi)

= ui +
1
L

MLP (P-Fact-Attn (ui)) , (35)

where “MLP” is three-layer, “P-Fact-Attn” denotes the par-
allel factorized attention and the output vector u′i is the dis-
cretized representation of the updated function u′. The factor

of 1/L performs scale compression, ensuring that the final
scale remains consistent for any given number of implicit it-
erations L.

Figure 2 Overall design of IFactFormer-m. The left side presents the
overall framework based on implicit iteration. The right side illustrates the
internal structure of the parallel axial integration layer (PAI-layer).

4 Numerical Results

In this section, the first part discusses the construction of the
dataset of turbulent channel flows. The second part compares
the IFactFormer-m with other ML models, including FNO,
IFNO and IFactFormer-o, as well as traditional LES methods
including DSM and WALE.

4.1 Dataset of turbulent channel flows

We compute turbulent channel flows at three friction
Reynolds numbers Reτ ≈ 180, 395, and 590 on fine grids
using DNS, employing an open-source framework Xcom-
pact3D [46, 47]. We perform LES calculations and train
ML models on a coarse grid. Table 1 presents the relevant
parameters, with all simulations conducted in a cuboid do-
main of size [4π, 2, 4π/3], where the X-direction represents
the streamwise direction, the Y-direction the wall-normal di-
rection, and the Z-direction the spanwise direction. ∆X+ and
∆Z+ represent the normalized grid spacings in the stream-
wise and spanwise directions, respectively, while ∆Y+w in-
dicates the distance from the wall to the first grid point.
The superscript “+” denotes a distance that has been non-
dimensionalized by the viscous lengthscale δν, e.g., y+ =
y/δν.

We perform filtering and interpolation on the DNS data
to obtain filtered DNS (fDNS) data on the LES grid. The
fDNS data is then used for training and testing the ML mod-
els. The DNS time step is set to 0.005, while the time step
of the ML model is 200 times larger. Considering the wall
viscous time τν = δ2

ν/ν, the wall viscous time steps of the ML
model are 7.5τν, 14.6τν, and 20.7τν for the three Reynolds
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Table 1 Parameters for the DNS, LES and ML of turbulent channel flow.
Resolution Domain Reτ ν ∆X+ ∆Y+w ∆Z+

DNS

192 × 129 × 64 [4π, 2, 4π/3] 180 1/4200 11.6 0.98 11.6

256 × 193 × 128 [4π, 2, 4π/3] 395 1/10500 19.1 1.4 12.8

384 × 257 × 192 [4π, 2, 4π/3] 590 1/16800 19.3 1.6 12.9

LES & ML

32 × 33 × 16 [4π, 2, 4π/3] 180 1/4200 69.6 3.93 46.4

64 × 49 × 32 [4π, 2, 4π/3] 395 1/10500 76.4 5.6 51.2

64 × 65 × 32 [4π, 2, 4π/3] 590 1/16800 115.8 6.4 77.4

Table 2 Model configurations of FNO, IFNO, IFactFormer-o and IFactFormer-m.

Model Reτ ≈ 180 Reτ ≈ 395 Reτ ≈ 590

FNO & IFNO
Layer: 10
Modes: 8
Dim: 96

Layer: 5
Modes: 16
Dim: 64

Layer: 5
Modes: 16
Dim: 64

IFactFormer-o & IFactFormer-m
Layer: 10
Heads: 5
Dim: 96

Layer: 5
Heads: 5
Dim: 96

Layer: 5
Heads: 5
Dim: 96

numbers Reτ ≈ 180, 395, and 590, respectively. A total of 21
fDNS datasets are generated, each retaining data from 400
snapshots. Among the first 20 datasets, 80% and 20% are
randomly selected for training and testing the model, respec-
tively, with the final dataset reserved for post-analysis. For
all ML models, the previous frame snapshot of velocity field
u(T ) is used to predict the next frame snapshot u(T+1).

4.2 Results comparision

The first comparison focuses on several different ML mod-
els, with an emphasis on both the accuracy of short-term pre-
dictions and the stability of long-term predictions. To en-
sure a fair comparison, the training parameters for all mod-
els are kept consistent across the same dataset. The AdamW
optimizer [48] is employed, with an initial learning rate of
0.0005. The step learning rate scheduler is multiplied by a
factor of 0.7 every 5 epochs, and the batch size is 2. Detailed
hyperparameter settings for various models are provided in
Table 2. Here, “Layer” refers to the number of layers for the
FNO model, while for the other three models, it represents
the number of implicit iterations. “Modes” refers to the num-
ber of frequencies retained in the frequency domain, “Heads”
refers to the number of multi-head attention and “Dim” refers
to the number of channels in the latent space. The relative L2

error is used as the loss function for both training and testing
as follows:

L2 =
∥û − u∥
∥u∥

, (36)

where û represents the predicted velocity field and u is the
ground truth of velocity field.

Figure 3 shows the test loss curves for four ML models
in turbulent channel flows with different friction Reynolds
numbers Reτ. Both the IFactFormer-o and IFactFormer-m
models outperform FNO and IFNO in terms of convergence
speed and accuracy. The IFactFormer-m model achieves a
higher accuracy after just one training step, surpassing the ac-
curacy of FNO and IFNO at convergence. This result demon-
strates the powerful fitting capability of the transformer-
based model, enabling high-precision predictions in a short
time frame. The accuracy of IFactFormer-m is significantly
higher than that of IFactFormer-o, which demonstrates the ef-
fectiveness of the parallel factorized attention. Additionally,
we observe that as the Reynolds number increases, the test er-
ror at convergence for all models tends to rise, indicating that
the learning difficulty increases with the growing nonlinearity
of the system.

We utilize a group of data that is excluded from both the
training and test sets, and perform long-term forecasting us-
ing four different ML models through an autoregressive ap-
proach. The total number of forecasted time steps is 400,
which means that the fluid passes through the channel ap-
proximately 21.25 times in a physical sense. The total wall
viscous time spans are 3000τν, 5840τν, and 8280τν for the
three Reynolds numbers, respectively. By analyzing these
predictions, we can compare the long-term forecasting capa-
bilities of the different models.

Pearson correlation coefficient is used to measure the de-
gree of linear correlation between two variables a and b, and
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Figure 3 The test loss of FNO, IFNO, IFactFormer-o and IFactFormer-m models at various Reynolds numbers: (a) Reτ ≈ 180; (b) Reτ ≈ 395; (c) Reτ ≈ 590.

Figure 4 The correlation coefficient curve of streamwise velocity using FNO, IFNO, IFactFormer-o and IFactFormer-m models at various Reynolds numbers:
(a) Reτ ≈ 180; (b) Reτ ≈ 395; (c) Reτ ≈ 590.

its formula is given as follows:

r =

∑n
i=1 (ai − ā)

(
bi − b̄

)
√∑n

i=1 (ai − ā)2 ∑n
i=1

(
bi − b̄

)2
. (37)

Here n is the number of grids, ¯(·) representes the mean values
over the spatial grid. This coefficient closer to 1 indicates a
stronger correlation. Figure 4 shows the Pearson correlation
coefficients among the predicted streamwise velocity from
four models, two LES methods, and fDNS at each forecasted
time step. The correlation of FNO and IFNO sharply de-
clines within very short time steps, even dropping below zero
at Reτ ≈ 395, and 590, followed by divergent behavior that
prevents further predictions in these three cases. Although
the IFactFormer-o model is capable of making 400-step pre-
dictions, the correlation coefficient gradually decreases over
time. Among the four ML models, only the IFactFormer-m
model is able to maintain a correlation coefficient around 0.9
over the 400-step prediction. In the traditional LES methods,
the WALE model diverges at Reτ ≈ 590. For the other two
Reynolds numbers Reτ ≈ 180, and 395, the correlation coef-
ficients of the WALE model surpass those of the DSM model,
but are slightly lower than those of the IFactFormer-m model.

Figure 5-7 present cross-sectional snapshots of the stream-
wise velocity fields in an x-y plane predicted by the four
ML models at different Reynolds numbers in the 10th, 50th,
200th, and 400th time steps. As the Reynolds number in-

creases, the turbulent channel flow exhibits more small-scale
features. Comparing the images in the first column of Fig-
ure 6 and 7, it can be observed that FNO and IFNO have lost
a significant amount of small-scale structures in their pre-
dictions at the tenth time step, only capturing the relatively
larger-scale structures. In contrast, both IFactFormer-o and
IFactFormer-m are able to retain the small-scale structures.
This may be attributed to the high-frequency truncation in
the frequency domain required by FNO and IFNO. As time
progresses, the IFactFormer-o model begins to predict an in-
creasing number of “non-physical” states. In contrast, the
IFactFormer-m model significantly alleviates this issue, accu-
rately maintaining multi-scale structures of turbulent channel
flows even after 400 time steps.

Among the four ML models mentioned above, only the
IFactFormer-m model achieves stable long-term predictions.
Therefore, subsequent comparisons are made only between
the traditional LES method and the predicted results of
IFactFormer-m. Due to the divergent behavior of the WALE
model in simulating channel turbulence at Reτ ≈ 590 on the
grid used in this study, the DSM model is the only one consid-
ered as the representative LES model in this case. All com-
parative results presented below are time-averaged statistics
obtained by averaging 400 time steps.

Figure 8 compares the streamwise and spanwise energy
spectra of the IFactFormer-m model and the traditional LES
model at various Reynolds numbers. At different Reynolds
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Figure 5 Evolution of streamwise velocity (in an x-y plane) for the turbulent channel flow at Reτ ≈ 180. From left to right, the snapshots correspond to the
10th, 50th, 200th, and 400th time steps, respectively.

Figure 6 Evolution of streamwise velocity (in an x-y plane) for the turbulent channel flow at Reτ ≈ 395. From left to right, the snapshots correspond to the
10th, 50th, 200th, and 400th time steps, respectively.



Yang H Y, et al. Sci. China-Phys. Mech. Astron. () Vol. No. -10

Figure 7 Evolution of streamwise velocity (in an x-y plane) for the turbulent channel flow at Reτ ≈ 590. From left to right, the snapshots correspond to the
10th, 50th, 200th, and 400th time steps, respectively.

Figure 8 The energy spectrum at various Reynolds numbers: (a)-(c) streamwise spectrum at Reτ ≈ 180, 395, 590; (d)-(f) spanwise spectrum at
Reτ ≈ 180, 395, 590.

numbers, the energy spectra predicted by the IFactFormer-
m model are closer to the fDNS spectra than those calcu-
lated by the DSM and WALE traditional LES models. We
observe that as the Reynolds number increases, the high-
frequency portion of the streamwise energy spectrum pre-
dicted by the IFactFormer-m model is relatively smaller than
that of the fDNS, indicating that as time steps progress, the er-

ror in the IFactFormer model accumulates at the small scales.
However, this does not severely impact the prediction of
IFactFormer-m of the large scales. For the energy spectrum
in the non-dominant direction, while IFactFormer-m outper-
forms the DSM and WALE models, there is still significant
room for improvement. An effective approach could be to use
a diffusion model to correct the model’s predictions, thereby
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Figure 9 The mean streamwise velocity at various Reynolds numbers: (a) Reτ ≈ 180; (b) Reτ ≈ 395; (c) Reτ ≈ 590.

Figure 10 The rms fluctuating velocities at various Reynolds numbers: (a)-(c) rms fluctuation of streamwise velocity at Reτ ≈ 180, 395, 590; (d)-(f) rms
fluctuation of wall-normal velocity at Reτ ≈ 180, 395, 590; (g)-(i) rms fluctuation of spanwise velocity at Reτ ≈ 180, 395, 590.

reducing the errors in the energy spectrum [33]. Figure 9 presents the predicted mean streamwise velocity
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by the different models at various Reynolds numbers. Both
DSM and WALE provide relatively accurate predictions of
the mean streamwise velocity, with slight errors in the near-
wall region. The IFactFormer-m model, however, can accu-
rately predict the mean streamwise velocity at all locations,
almost perfectly overlapping with the fDNS curve.

The root-mean-square (rms) fluctuating velocities are cru-
cial quantities in turbulence characterization, and can be used
to measure the intensity or energy of turbulence. Figure 10
shows the predicted rms fluctuating velocities in the stream-
wise, wall-normal, and spanwise directions by different mod-
els at various Reynolds numbers. The IFactFormer model ac-
curately predicts the rms velocity fluctuations in all three di-
rections at Reτ ≈ 180, but shows some deviation at Reτ ≈ 395
and 590. However, the traditional DSM and WALE meth-
ods already exhibit significant errors, even at lower Reynolds
numbers. This clearly demonstrates that the IFactFormer-m
model is capable of predicting turbulence with more realis-
tic intensity at very coarse grids compared to traditional LES
methods.

Figure 11 shows the predicted Reynolds shear stress ⟨u′v′⟩
from IFactFormer-m, DSM and WALE. The Reynolds shear
stress ⟨u′v′⟩ exhibits an antisymmetric distribution on either
side of the plane y = 1. Both IFactFormer-m and WALE ac-
curately predict the location and intensity of the maximum
Reynolds shear stress, while the DSM model exhibits notable
discrepancies.

Table 3 presents a comparison of the computational costs
required to predict 80000 DNS time steps using two LES
methods and four ML models. The DSM and WALE mod-
els are run on 16, 32, and 64 cores for the three Reynolds
numbers Reτ ≈ 180, 395, and 590, using Intel(R) Xeon(R)
Gold 6148 CPUs @ 2.40 Ghz. The four ML models are all
run on a single NVIDIA V100 GPU and a CPU configuration
of Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6240 CPU @2.60 GHz for infer-
ence. The ML models are at least ten times faster in terms of
prediction speed compared to traditional LES methods, sug-
gesting that the IFactFormer-m model has the potential to re-
place traditional LES methods for more accurate and efficient
predictions.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we propose a modified implicit factorized trans-
former model (IFactFormer-m), which significantly enhances
model performance by modifying the original chained fac-
torized attention to parallel factorized attention. Compared
to FNO, IFNO, and the original IFactFormer (IFactFormer-
o), the IFactFormer-m model achieves more accurate short-
term predictions of the flow fields and more stable long-

term predictions of statistical quantities in turbulent chan-
nel flows at various Reynolds numbers. We further com-
pare the IFactFormer-m model with traditional LES methods
(DSM and WALE), using a range of time-averaged statisti-
cal quantities, including the energy spectrum, mean stream-
wise velocity, rms fluctuating velocities, and shear Reynolds
stress. The results demonstrate that the trained IFactFormer-
m model is capable of rapidly achieving accurate long-term
predictions of statistical quantities, highlighting the poten-
tial of ML methods as a substitute for traditional LES ap-
proaches.

Of course, current ML models also face a number of chal-
lenges, including but not limited to: 1. The training process
still requires a large amount of data; 2. The relationship be-
tween the stability of long-term predictions and factors in-
cluding model architecture and training strategies remains
unclear; 3. The generalization ability of the model is infe-
rior to that of traditional methods.

Looking ahead, developing a physics-informed machine
learning model with lower data or no data requirements that
can provide stable long-term predictions of turbulence war-
rants further investigation [49-56]. Additionally, it would be
highly meaningful to develop a machine learning model capa-
ble of generalizing across Reynolds numbers and geometries.
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