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Abstract
Ocean turbulence parameterization has principally been based on processed-based ap-
proaches, seeking to embed physical principles so that coarser resolution calculations can
capture the net influence of smaller scale unresolved processes. More recently there has
been an increasing focus on the application of data-driven approaches to this problem.
Here we consider the application of online learning to data-driven eddy parameteriza-
tion, constructing an end-to-end differentiable dynamical solver forced by a neural net-
work, and training the neural network based on the dynamics of the combined hybrid
system. This approach is applied to the classic barotropic Stommel-Munk gyre problem
– a highly idealized configuration which nevertheless includes multiple flow regimes, bound-
ary dynamics, and a separating jet, and therefore presents a challenging test case for the
online learning approach. It is found that a suitable network architecture which is suit-
ably trained can lead to a coarse resolution neural network parameterized model which
is stable, and has both a reasonable mean state and intrinsic variability. This suggests
that online learning is a powerful tool for studying the problem of ocean turbulence pa-
rameterization.

Plain Language Summary

The global ocean has large scale flows which are important for transporting quan-
tities such as heat around the world. However when looked at more closely, on top of these
large scale ocean flows there are also much smaller and very complicated flow features.
Computer simulations of the ocean cannot capture all of these complicated small-scale
features, and so instead we try to add their effects into the computer models. In this ar-
ticle we seek to use a machine learning approach to learn what the effect of these miss-
ing small scale flow features should be. We specifically apply ‘online learning’, which mon-
itors how well the model is doing and uses this to improve the model. We apply this to
a very basic ‘ocean-in-a-box’ model which captures some of the key principles of a wind
driven ocean basin. The basic model is simple enough that we can study it in detail, but
complicated enough that this is a difficult test for the online learning approach.

1 Introduction

The ocean is a highly turbulent fluid, and numerical ocean modeling requires the
use of appropriate turbulence closures so as to represent the impact of unresolved small
scales (Fox-Kemper et al., 2019; Hewitt et al., 2020). Ocean parameterization efforts for
large-scale and long-time numerical modeling have often focused on the ocean mesoscale,
seeking to capture the net effect of this largest scale component of ocean turbulence, with
the aim of more physically realistic larger-scale and longer-term calculations at lower cost
and non-eddy-resolving resolution.

At coarse and non-eddy-resolving resolution the ocean mesoscale is often param-
eterized using a form of the Gent-McWilliams parameterization (Gent & McWilliams,
1990; Gent et al., 1995). Extensions of the Gent-McWilliams parameterization have been
developed, and in particular there has been a focus on maintaining energetic consistency
by imposing energetic constraints on the parameterization (Cessi, 2008; Eden & Great-
batch, 2008; Jansen, Adcroft, et al., 2015; Mak et al., 2018).

As computational power has increased there has been an increasing move towards
ocean parameterization in the partially eddy resolving ‘gray zone’ (Christensen & Zanna,
2022), where the largest scales of the turbulent field can be captured explicitly. A key
focus has been on backscatter capable parameterizations (Jansen & Held, 2014; Grooms
et al., 2015; Jansen, Held, et al., 2015; Bachman, 2019; Juricke et al., 2020; Yankovsky
et al., 2024), which can tackle an excessive numerical drain of energy at smaller scales,
and which can be motivated by the physical principle of energy backscatter by barotropic
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stability. As numerical methods improve and computational power increases further (see
e.g. the recent Silvestri et al. (2024)) it is reasonable to expect that parameterizations
for increasingly small-scale processes will continue to need to be developed.

Alongside these process-based approaches, in recent years there has been an increas-
ing effort to apply data-driven methods. This has principally focused on offline diagnos-
tic approaches: finding some means of diagnosing missing ‘eddy’ terms, and then apply-
ing data analysis or machine learning techniques to find ways to predict those missing
eddy terms given knowledge only of low resolution fields. An oceanographic data-driven
approach of this type is described in Porta Mana and Zanna (2014), for an idealized quasi-
geostrophic model of ocean gyres. Here, coarse graining of model fields and diagnosed
equation terms was used to test relationships between a missing eddy term and proposed
parameterizations. However the proposed parameterization which resulted involves an
indefinite Helmholtz operator, causing difficulties when applied in a deterministic prog-
nostic calculation (Zanna et al., 2017).

This type of data-driven methodology naturally extends to an ‘offline’ learning ap-
proach, with reference data obtained from a high resolution model, and the data used
to train a machine learning system (Bolton & Zanna, 2019; Guillaumin & Zanna, 2021;
Ross et al., 2023; Srinivasan et al., 2024) or for equation discovery (Zanna & Bolton, 2020).

The central issue encountered in these offline approaches is that having a small but
finite error in a tendency does not mean that there is a small error in a solution to dy-
namical equations. Small contributions might be missed in offline training, but never-
theless be essential for stability. This might particularly be expected to be the case in
systems which backscatter at one scale and dissipate at another, as there is no clear rea-
son for the dissipation to correspond to tendencies of large magnitude.

More recently ‘online’ learning approaches have been applied. Also known as ‘hy-
brid’ or ‘a posteriori’ approaches, these methods consider a numerical solver coupled to
a neural network. Examples appear in finite element modeling using FEniCS (Berg &
Nyström, 2018; Mitusch et al., 2021), ADCME (Huang et al., 2020), and Firedrake (Bouziani
& Ham, 2023). Online learning has recently been applied with notable success for at-
mospheric general circulation modeling in Kochkov et al. (2024), has been applied for
fluid flow modeling (Sirignano et al., 2020; Um et al., 2020; Kochkov et al., 2021; List
et al., 2022), and for fluid super-resolution (Page, 2024). An application of online learn-
ing to an ocean relevant single layer quasi-geostrophic model is described in Frezat et
al. (2022), and an application to a two-layer quasi-geostrophic baroclinic instability prob-
lem is described in Yan et al. (2024).

The core change in an online learning approach is to define some input to a model
in terms of a neural network, and then to define a loss in terms of the output of the com-
bined neural network and dynamical solver. For example in the quasi-geostrophic ap-
plication in Frezat et al. (2022) the model is forced with an additional neural network
defined term, and the solution of the dynamical equations at lower resolution is compared
with a higher resolution reference. Such an online approach directly tackles the stabil-
ity issues previously encountered in offline approaches – if the parameterized model is
unstable, then this can be expected to lead to an increased loss. In Frezat et al. (2022)
an online learning approach is indeed found to lead to improved stability.

An online learning approach presents significant additional technical challenge as
compared against an offline approach. Evaluation of a loss, comparing evolved solutions
with reference data, requires the solution of dynamical equations, increasing the com-
putational cost. Worse, evaluation of the gradient of the loss, required for efficient train-
ing, requires the ability to differentiate through the dynamical model and solve the re-
sulting discrete adjoint equations. The required derivative information can be obtained
using automatic differentiation (Griewank & Walther, 2008; Baydin et al., 2018) (also

–3–



manuscript submitted to Journal of Advances in Modeling Earth Systems (JAMES)

referred to as ‘algorithmic differentiation’ or ‘autodiff’), but this still requires the imple-
mentation of the entire dynamical model in a form which is compatible with an auto-
matic differentiation tool. Automatic differentiation has been applied with great success
to ocean modeling in the differentiable MITgcm code (Heimbach et al., 2002, 2005), and
is a key technology in the well-establish use of variational data assimilation (e.g. as ap-
plied for ocean state estimation with ECCO, Forget et al. (2015)). The key change is that,
whereas variational data assimilation is used to infer fields in discrete spaces, online learn-
ing is used to infer an operator mapping between discrete spaces.

This article describes the application of an online learning approach in an ideal-
ized, but nevertheless challenging, ocean relevant configuration. Specifically a classic wind-
forced barotropic Stommel-Munk model in a double gyre configuration is considered. This
configuration is sufficiently simple that a high resolution eddy resolving reference cal-
culation can be performed without significant computational cost, but nevertheless in-
cludes a number of challenging elements: the domain is bounded, the flow is anisotropic
and inhomogeneous, the flow exhibits multiple regimes in different parts of the domain,
and the flow includes the dynamics of a separating jet.

At coarse resolution the model is driven by an extra neural network term, allow-
ing neural networks to be trained by comparing dynamically evolved solutions with ref-
erence data. The dynamical equations are implemented using Python with JAX (Frostig
et al., 2018), and the neural networks are implemented with Keras (Chollet et al., 2024)
using the JAX backend, providing an end-to-end differentiable system suitable for on-
line learning, and with the side-benefit of allowing the entire system to run efficiently
on a GPU. This efficiency significantly aids in both the generation of reference data and
neural network training

This article represents a first attempt to apply online learning in a bounded and
inhomogeneous ocean configuration, and seeks to determine whether online learning can
be used for an improved representation of the mean flow and variability. A secondary
aim is to assess the ability of online learning to learn a form for explicit numerical dis-
sipation at coarse resolution. While this article is not primarily focused on issues gen-
eralizability, some ‘out-of-sample’ tests are performed.

A practical parameterization must be both generalizable to new problems of inter-
est, and cheap enough to use – versus, say, simply increasing resolution. This article makes
use of deep convolutional neural networks consisting of multiple filters in each layer, and
applies these with a very simple, small, and efficient dynamical model. The specific neu-
ral network architectures tested here may not be competitive in terms of practical per-
formance. The purpose, rather, is to test the viability of online learning when applied
to ocean turbulence problems.

While performance and stability is variable, the key findings are that a coarse res-
olution model driven by a suitably powerful neural network, after appropriate online train-
ing, is able to run stably, is able to maintain a reasonable mean flow state, and is more-
over able to maintain a reasonable level of intrinsic variability. Remarkably, isolated ed-
dies are observed evolving in coarse resolution simulations, despite the very low resolu-
tion used.

The article proceeds as follows. In section 2 the end-to-end differentiable Python
JAX model is introduced, and the methodology used for online learning is described. Sec-
tion 3 investigates the performance of trained neural networks for this problem, focus-
ing on the ability of the resulting combined dynamical model and neural network sys-
tem to capture the mean, variability, and to remain numerically stable. Generalizabil-
ity is briefly considered in section 4. The article concludes in section 5.
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Table 1. Physical parameters. L, β, τ0, and D are as in Marshall and Adcroft (2010).

Parameter Symbol Value

Domain size 2L 4000 km
Meridional derivative of planetary vorticity β 2× 10−11 m−1 s−1

Laplacian viscosity coefficient ν 10 m2 s−1

Linear drag coefficient r 10−7 s−1

Maximum wind stress magnitude τ0 0.1 Nm−2

Density ρ0 103 kgm−3

Depth D 500 m

2 Methodology

2.1 Equations and discretization

A classic Stommel-Munk double gyre configuration on a β-plane is considered (see
chapter 19 of Vallis (2017)). With a rigid lid approximation and using a stream-function–
vorticity formulation the dynamical equations are

∂tζ + u · ∇(ζ + βy) = −rζ + ν∇2ζ +
1

ρ0D
∇⊥ · τ,

ζ = ∇2ψ.

Here ζ is the relative vorticity, ψ is the stream function, u = ∇⊥ψ is the velocity, β is
the meridional derivative of the planetary vorticity, r is a linear drag coefficient, ν is a
Laplacian viscosity coefficient, ρ0 is the density, D is the depth, and τ is the surface wind
stress. x and y are the zonal and meridional coordinates, and t is time. The equations
are solved in a domain x ∈ [−L,L] and y ∈ [−L,L]. Physical parameters and the wind
stress are based on Marshall and Adcroft (2010), although here a Laplacian viscosity is
used and a linear drag is included. Parameters are listed in Table 1, with a wind stress

τ = τ0 cos
(πy
L

)(
1
0

)
, (1)

where τ0 is the maximum surface wind stress magnitude. No-normal-flow and free-slip
boundary conditions are applied, with ψ = 0 and ζ = 0 on all boundaries. The use of
free-slip boundary conditions simplifies the use of implicit timestepping for the dissipa-
tion terms, and also later simplifies the application of convolutional neural networks, where
zero padding is applied.

The equations are discretized in space using the Arakawa Jacobian (Arakawa, 1966)
for the advection term, second order centred differencing for other spatial derivatives,
and interpolation of the wind stress curl. This leads to a semi-discrete form

dtζ̃ = −N(ψ̃, ζ̃ + βỹ) + L(ζ̃) + Q̃.

Here ˜(. . .) denotes a vector of degrees-of-freedom for a discretized field. N(·, ·) denotes
the discretization for the advection term, L(·) is a linear operator denoting the discretiza-
tion of the linear drag and Laplacian viscosity terms, and Q̃ is the discrete wind stress
forcing term. A neural network forced system is constructed by adding an additional term

dtζ̃ = −N(ψ̃, ζ̃ + βỹ) + L(ζ̃) + Q̃+ αoutputFθ(αinputζ̃),

where Fθ(·) represents a neural network with weights θ. Normalization factors

αinput =
1

|β|L,

αoutput =
τ0π

ρ0DL
,
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are used to non-dimensionalize the neural network input and output.

A fully discrete system is reached by applying a CNAB2 time discretization (Ascher
et al., 1995), with the linear drag and Laplacian viscosity terms represented by L(·) treated
implicitly using a Crank-Nicolson discretization, and the remaining terms (including the
neural network term) treated explicitly using a second order Adams-Bashforth discretiza-
tion. On the first timestep a CNAB1 discretization is used, with a forward Euler discretiza-
tion applied for the explicit terms. Elliptic problems are solved using Fast Fourier Trans-
forms. Online training is performed in single precision, and all other calculations are per-
formed in double precision.

2.2 Implementation

The dynamical model is implemented in Python using the JAX library. Neural net-
works are implemented using the Keras library using the JAX backend. Crucially, since
both the dynamical model and the neural networks are implemented using JAX, the com-
bined system is end-to-end differentiable and runs on a GPU.

In order to train a neural network, the entire combined dynamical model and neu-
ral network system is itself defined to be a custom Keras Dynamics layer. The custom
layer takes, as input, an initial condition for the discrete relative vorticity field ζ̃, and
timesteps the numerical model (evaluating the neural network on each timestep), while
periodically appending the current relative vorticity field to the layer outputs. This is
illustrated schematically in Figure 1. A Dynamics layer can conceptually itself be con-
sidered to be a recurrent network, with a nested neural network defining the forcing term
and a fixed layer defining the timestep. The Dynamics layer is used to define an outer
Keras model mapping inputs (initial conditions) to outputs (the dynamical trajectory
evaluated from those initial conditions) which can then be trained. The current imple-
mentation allows any neural network to be embedded within the dynamical model, so
long as evaluation of the network does not change its state or have other side effects other
than to update the dynamical model (e.g. batch normalization can not currently be used).

Note that the dynamical model therefore supports two types of coupling with neu-
ral networks: a neural network can be embedded within and used to force the dynam-
ical model, and the dynamical model can be embedded within a more complicated net-
work. Only the former is applied in this article.

2.3 Data generation

A dataset is generated by running the dynamical model, with no neural network
forcing, at a high resolution. Specifically the model is run with a uniform resolution 2049×
2049 grid, corresponding to a grid spacing of 1.95 km, with a Laplacian viscosity of ν =
10 m2 s−1. The Munk length for this configuration is Lm = (ν/β)1/3 = 7.94 km and
the Stommel length is Ls = r/β = 5 km. A timestep of ∆t = 2 minutes is used.

A pseudorandom perturbation is applied to the initial relative vorticity field, and
then the model is integrated for a spinup period of 12 years (where in this article all units
of years refer to common years of 365 days). After the spinup period the model is in-
tegrated for a further 12 years for data generation. Within the data generation window,
and every hour, a filtered and coarse grained relative vorticity field is generated by first
applying a Gaussian filter with a width of 62.5 km, and then downsampling onto a uni-
form resolution 65×65 grid with grid spacing 62.5 km, leading to a filtered and coarse
grained relative vorticity field on a grid with a grid spacing of 62.5 km. This leads to a
total of Ndata = 105121 hourly values for a filtered and coarse grained relative vortic-
ity.
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Figure 1. A Dynamics layer. The layer takes as input an initial relative vorticity, and steps

the model while evaluating the neural network (NN), periodically adding the current relative

vorticity to the output. Here the Dynamics layer takes 2M steps and outputs every 2 steps – this

is the configuration later used in this article, where the Dynamics layer outputs every hour, with

timesteps of 30 minutes, and integrates over a window of M = 24w hours.

The Gaussian filter as used here, with width equal to the target grid scale, is as
in Zanna and Bolton (2020). The choice of filtering and coarse graining operator is found
to be an important element when applying offline learning in Ross et al. (2023). See also
Frezat et al. (2022) where the use of a Gaussian filter or a sharp spectral cutoff is com-
pared in online learning.

An important detail in online learning, as it is applied here, is that the training data
is used to both define a loss, and also to initialize coarse resolution calculations during
training. Given the factor 32 increase in grid spacing applied here, together with the fine
scales which appear in the vorticity field in the high resolution reference calculation, we
choose a filtering and coarse graining operator which reduces grid scale noise on the coarse
resolution grid.

2.4 Training and validation data sets

A Dynamics layer maps a single input value for the relative vorticity to a number
of output values defined by integrating the dynamical model with the neural network forc-
ing. The training set should therefore similarly consist of a set of input initial conditions,
together with a set consisting of later output states associated with each initial condi-
tion.

The training set is defined using the first 80% of the 12 year record of filtered and
coarse grained relative vorticity. A set of windows of a given length – each of length, say
w days – is defined. Within each window the first value for the filtered and coarse grained
relative vorticity defines an input, and the later values define an associated output.
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Specifically for a batch size of b the first

⌊
4Ndata

5 −M − 1

Mb

⌋
Mb+M + 1

hourly values in the 12 year dataset are assigned to the training set, where Ndata is the
total number of hourly outputs and M = 24w is the number of hourly outputs within
each window. At the start of training, and at the end of each epoch, a pseudorandom
initial index i0 ∈ [0,M ] is chosen. Each window in the training set then ranges over
hour indices i ∈ [i0 + nM, i0 + (n+ 1)M ] for non-negative integer n, with the first in-
dex defining an input, and the remaining indices defining the associated output. The use
of a pseudorandom initial index i0 provides a richer dataset, ensuring that different pos-
sible evolution periods are considered during training. The order of the windows is also
shuffled at the start of training and at the end of each epoch.

The final 20% of the data is assigned to a validation. Specifically windows in the
validation set have hour indices i ∈ [i1 + nM, i1 + (n+ 1)M ] for non-negative integer
n, where i1 = ⌊4Ndata/5⌋.

2.5 Neural network architectures

Two neural network architectures are considered. The first network is a convolu-
tional neural network (CNN). The CNN is a based on the architecture used in Frezat
et al. (2022), although is smaller, with 7 convolutional layers each with 32 filters of width
5 and with ELU activation functions (Clevert et al., 2016), followed by a final linear con-
volution layer of width 5 with a single filter. All convolutional layers use padding. The
CNN has a total of 155425 trainable weights.

The second network is a residual neural network (ResNet). This network similarly
consists of 7 convolutional layers each with 32 filters of width 5 and with ELU activa-
tion functions, and with padding. However skip connections are added from the input
layer, and from all subsequent layers. Each skip connection permits a trainable scaling
factor and trainable scalar bias, and the output is then formed by adding the results –
so that the output is a linear combination of the input and the output of each layer, plus
some scalar bias. The rationale here is that earlier layers might include more local in-
formation – for example representing lower order differential operators – and that it might
be beneficial to include this information more directly in the output. The ResNet has
a total of 154857 trainable weights.

The two considered neural network architectures are illustrated schematically in
Figure 2.

2.6 Coarse resolution configuration and training

The Dynamics layer is configured at a much lower resolution, matching the 65×
65 grid of the filtered and coarse grained data. A larger timestep of ∆t = 30 minutes
is used, but all other parameters are unchanged. Crucially the explicit Laplacian viscos-
ity of only ν = 10 m2 s−1 is retained at coarse resolution. Such a low explicit viscos-
ity is unsuitable for long simulations at this low resolution – the model, with no neural
network contribution, is in fact stable in this configuration, but has significant grid scale
noise. Retaining a very low explicit viscosity in the coarse resolution dynamical model
leaves the neural network to infer an appropriate form for the dissipation. That is, we
are starting with an inherently under-dissipated model, and leave the neural network to
apply an appropriate form of dissipation.
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CNN ResNet

Figure 2. The two neural network architectures considered in this article. Left: The con-

volutional neural network (CNN). Right: The residual neural network (ResNet). Convolution

layer notation is as in Figure 2 of Frezat et al. (2022). In the ResNet, single filter and width

1 convolution layers are used to construct a linear combination of the input and convolutional

layer outputs, with a bias. All convolutional layers include a bias, and all convolution layers with

width greater than 1 use padding.
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A loss is defined

Jloss = 104
1

β2L2

1

4L2

1

M

1

Nwindows

∑

i∈{1,...,M}

∑

j∈{1,...,Nwindows}

(ζ̃i,j − ζ̃C,i,j)
TW

(
ζ̃i,j − ζ̃C,i,j

)
.

Here ζ̃i,j is the degree-of-freedom vector for the value for hour i in window j, with a to-
tal of Nwindows considered output windows each with M = 24w hourly outputs. ζ̃C,i,j

is the degree-of-freedom vector for the corresponding filtered and coarse grained relative
vorticity. W is here set equal to a diagonal matrix with elements equal to ∆x2C for in-
terior nodes and zero for other nodes, where ∆xC is the coarse resolution grid spacing.
With this definition the loss is a scaled squared L2 mismatch, excluding boundary nodes.
The factor 104 is included with the intention of improving training, but the value of this
factor, and optimizer parameters, were not investigated in detail.

Training is performed using the AdamW optimizer (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019),
with Keras default training parameters. A batch size of 10 is used. Training is performed
over increasing window lengths, starting from a length of w = 1 day and increasing to
w = 60 days in increments of 1 day. Optimization for 5 epochs is performed at each
window width, with the neural network state retained from the previous window, and
with the optimizer re-initialized when changing window length. This is analogous to the
training approach in Frezat et al. (2022) and Kochkov et al. (2024), but note the re-initialization
of the optimizer here.

3 Results

3.1 Control

A control calculation is first considered, using the coarse resolution 65× 65 grid
with no neural network forcing. The model is integrated for a spinup of 12 years, and
then mean quantities are computed by time averaging over a further 12 years. Through-
out this article (. . .) denotes a 12 year time average after a 12 year spinup, and (. . .)

′
de-

notes a deviation from this time average. Time averages for the 2049×2049 reference
calculation are computed using values of fields evaluated every hour, and time averages
for other calculations are computed using fields evaluated every timestep, with the time
averages computed using composite trapezoidal rule integration.

The instantaneous potential vorticity field q = ζ+βy, at the end of the full 24 year
simulation of the control calculation, is shown in Figure 4. While the coarse resolution
calculation is able to run stably with the unsuitably low Laplacian viscosity of 10 m2 s−1,
the results are clearly polluted with significant grid scale noise. The mean transport stream
function for the coarse resolution 65×65 control calculation is shown in Figure 8. Com-
pared with the high resolution 2049×2049 reference the mean jet is poorly represented
at coarse resolution, with a significantly reduced eastward extent.

In this barotropic jet configuration the flow exhibits properties of barotropic in-
stability in the upstream jet region, and then the flow transitions in the downstream re-
gion, exhibiting properties of barotropic stability and with eddy energy backscattering
to drive the mean flow – see Waterman and Hoskins (2013) for a discussion. The reduced
eastward extent of the jet in the coarse resolution calculation suggests that these mech-
anisms – and in particular the downstream forcing of the jet by eddy backscatter – are
incorrectly represented at coarse resolution.

3.2 Convolution neural network (CNN)

The convolutional neural network (CNN) was trained using the filtered and coarse
grained high resolution dataset, leading to 60 trained neural networks associated with
window lengths of 1–60 days. The training and validation loss as reported by Keras dur-
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Figure 3. Training and validation loss during training of the CNN (left) and ResNet (right),

as reported by Keras. Every 5 epochs the window length is increased and the optimizer re-

initialized. Only the loss after each epoch is shown.

ing training are shown in the left panel of Figure 3. The loss steadily increases as the
window length is increased.

When used prognostically to form a CNN parameterized model with a 65×65 grid
the performance is poor. In many cases the simulations are numerically unstable – only
the networks associated with window lengths of w = 10 days and greater led to sta-
ble calculations. Those cases that were stable led to highly unphysical behavior. A typ-
ical feature at lower window lengths is a spurious potential vorticity anomaly on the south-
ern boundary (not shown). While this disappears at longer window lengths, the result-
ing flows exhibit non-physical features such as mean flows with incorrect mean trans-
ports or inaccurate variability (not shown).

This poor performance does not necessarily mean the CNN architecture is unsuit-
able for this problem – the networks may be poorly trained. However, rather than fo-
cusing on methods to improve training we instead move to the ResNet configuration.

3.3 Residual neural network (ResNet)

The residual neural network (ResNet) was also trained using the filtered and coarse
grained high resolution dataset, leading to a further 60 trained neural networks associ-
ated with window lengths of 1–60 days. The training and validation loss as reported by
Keras during training are shown in the right panel of Figure 3. The loss again steadily
increases as the window length is increased. However, in terms of the loss, the ResNet
performance is superior to the CNN across all window lengths.

The ResNet is used prognostically to form a ResNet parameterized model with a
65 × 65 grid. The two shortest window lengths at w = 1 day and w = 2 days led to
numerical instability, but all other cases led to stable calculations.

Figure 4 shows the instantaneous potential vorticity at the end of the 24 year sim-
ulation after training up to a window length of w = 4 days. Remarkably coherent ed-
dies can be observed despite the coarse resolution. A notable property is that the po-
tential vorticity field appears smooth, despite the use of a very low explicit viscosity. That
is, it appears that the neural network has learned to apply a dissipation to remove smaller
scale noise, while also allowing the development of eddying dynamics on resolvable scales.

Kinetic energy spectra are shown in Figure 5. Note that here and throughout this
article ‘energy’ refers to the ‘energy per unit mass’. After training up to a window length
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2049× 2049 65× 65

65× 65 + ResNet, w = 4 days

Figure 4. Instantaneous potential vorticity q + βy, normalized by βL, after 24 years, for the

high resolution 2049 × 2049 reference, the coarse resolution 65 × 65 control, and the ResNet pa-

rameterized model after training up to a window length of w = 4 days. Note that different color

scales are used.

of w = 3 days the ResNet parameterized model exhibits excessive large scale energy.
However after training up to a window length of w = 4 days the ResNet parameter-
ized model spectrum rather closely matches that of the filtered and coarse grained data.
There is some modest build of energy near the grid scale, but the solution remains dra-
matically smoother than for the 65×65 control. Much more small scale energy is seen
at some longer window lengths, which is particularly apparent at window length w =
58 days (not shown).

The large-scale kinetic energy is diagnosed by computing the sum of the energies
in the largest wavenumbers, up to and including k = 20 (where k = 1 corresponds to
a wavelength of 4L), and the results for all stable ResNet parameterized models are shown
in Figure 6. There is a general pattern of decreasing large scale kinetic energy with in-
creasing window length.

Figure 7 shows the domain averaged mean and eddy kinetic energies for each of the
ResNet parameterized models, with the mean kinetic energy defined via Kmean = u ·
u/2 and eddy kinetic energy via K = u′ · u′/2. The value from the high resolution 2049×
2049 reference is also shown. In addition, the energy associated with the Gaussian fil-
tered and coarse grained data is shown via the red dotted line. The mean energies for
the ResNet parameterized models generally vary around the mean energy associated with
the filtered and coarse grained data, albeit with significant variability, and with a de-
creasing trend with window length. For the shortest window length the ResNet param-
eterized model has an eddy kinetic energy which is significantly higher than might be
expected given the training set. The eddy kinetic energy then decreases as the window
length is increased, until at long window lengths the eddy energy is very low.
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Figure 5. Time-averaged kinetic energy spectra for the ResNet parameterized model after

training to different window lengths w = 3 to w = 6 days (black) with the time-averaged ki-

netic energy spectrum for the high resolution 2049 × 2049 reference (red) and filtered and coarse

grained data (dotted red). Ek has units m4/s2 and is defined so that, up to discretization error,

the sum of the full spectrum is the domain integral of the time-averaged kinetic energy. The

wavenumber k is normalized, with k = 1 corresponding to a wavelength of 4L.
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units of m2 s−2, for the ResNet parameterized models (black crosses) after training to different

window lengths w days. The energy for the high resolution 2049 × 2049 reference is shown with

the red line, and the energy associated with the filtered and coarse grained data is shown with

the red dotted line.

The pattern in eddy kinetic energy suggests that there might be a trade-off asso-
ciated with the training window length. The window length may need to be sufficiently
large that the neural network is trained to ensure numerical stability – numerical insta-
bility may need to have sufficient time to develop and influence the loss in order for the
neural network to be trained to avoid it. However the window length may also need to
be sufficiently short, so that it is within the range of predictability of the reference sys-
tem.

Figure 8 shows the mean stream function for the ResNet parameterized model with
a number of different window lengths, with the high resolution 2049 × 2049 reference
and coarse resolution 65×65 control for comparison. The eastward extent of the mean
jet is generally improved compared to the coarse resolution 65 × 65 control, although
there is significant variability, and at longer window lengths there are cases with more
limited extent (not shown).

Figure 9 shows the eddy kinetic energy for the ResNet parameterized model trained
up to window lengths of w = 3, w = 4, and w = 5 days, with the high resolution 2049×
2049 reference for comparison. The eddy kinetic energy associated with the filtered and
grained data is also shown. These ResNet parameterized models exhibits significant in-
ternal variability, with a reasonable match with the filtered coarse grained data, both
in terms of location and magnitude.

The general pattern in the ResNet parameterized system is that, once the neural
network is trained up to a window size sufficient for numerical stability, but for window
lengths that are not too long, the system has an improved mean flow state in terms of
the mean jet extension, and improved internal variability The improvement over the non-
parameterized coarse resolution reference is dramatic, with the parameterized system be-
ing significantly smoother and with modest near grid scale noise, but also having resolved
kinetic energy which is, for shorter window lengths, comparable with the energy in the
filtered and coarse grained data. That is, online learning at shorter window lengths leads
to a parameterized system which looks similar to a filtered and coarse grained view of
the original high resolution system used to generate the training data.
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2049× 2049 65× 65

65× 65 + ResNet, w = 3 days 65× 65 + ResNet, w = 4 days

65× 65 + ResNet, w = 7 days 65× 65 + ResNet, w = 8 days

65× 65 + ResNet, w = 16 days 65× 65 + ResNet, w = 17 days

Figure 8. Mean transport stream function for the high resolution 2049 × 2049 reference, the

coarse resolution 65 × 65 control, and for the ResNet parameterized models after training up to

different window lengths, in units of Sv. Note that different color scales are used.
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2049× 2049 65× 65

2049× 2049, filtered + coarse grained 65× 65 + ResNet, w = 3 days

65× 65 + ResNet, w = 4 days 65× 65 + ResNet, w = 5 days

Figure 9. Eddy kinetic energy for the high resolution 2049 × 2049 reference, the coarse reso-

lution 65 × 65 control, associated with the filtered and coarse grained data, and for the ResNet

parameterized model after training up to different window lengths, with units m2 s−2. Different

color scales are used for the reference and control (upper two panels), and matching color scales

are used for the remaining panels.
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2049× 2049 65× 65 + ResNet, w = 4 days

Figure 10. Mean transport stream function, in units of Sv, for the out-of-sample test with

a rotated wind stress and increased maximum wind stress magnitude. Left: The high resolution

2049 × 2049 reference. Right: The ResNet parameterized model, after training up to w = 4 days.

Note that different color scales are used.

4 Generalizability tests

In the preceding section the trained ResNets have been assessed only against their
ability to simulate dynamics within ranges of parameters that appear in the dataset. This
leads to concerns regarding generalizability. For example, one can ask whether the neu-
ral networks can be applied to more general configurations, and to explore questions which
could not have been explored using the training set alone.

Note that, to an extent, the discussion in the preceding section has already con-
sidered an ‘out-of-sample’ problem in time. The neural networks were trained using sim-
ulations only over limited windows, but then prognostic calculations over much longer
time periods were considered. In this section two further more directly out-of-sample cases
are considered: one exploring a modification to external parameters, and one exploring
symmetry preservation, each applied for the ResNet architecture.

4.1 Modified external parameters

For an out-of-sample test, the wind stress is rotated by θ = π/6, meaning that
(1) is modified to

τ = τ0 cos

(
π(y cos θ − x sin θ)

L

)(
cos θ
sin θ

)
.

The wind stress magnitude is also increased to τ0 = 0.15 Nm−2. All other parameters
are left unchanged, and the trained ResNets are used unmodified. ResNets trained up
to window lengths w = 1 to w = 24 days are considered.

In this case the three shortest window lengths at w = 1, w = 2, and w = 3 days
led to numerical instability. All other cases led to stable integrations for both the 12 year
spinup, and during a further simulated 12 years during which time-averaged diagnostics
were computed.

Figure 10 shows the mean transport stream function for the reference calculation,
and for the ResNet parameterized model after training up to a window length of w =
4 days. It is clear that features of the high resolution 2049×2049 reference flow are qual-
itatively reproduced, including an appropriate tilt of the mean jet, and an additional cir-
culation in the southeast corner of the domain, although there is some difference in mag-
nitude.
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2049× 2049

2049× 2049, filtered and coarse grained 65× 65 + ResNet, w = 4 days

Figure 11. Eddy kinetic energy in the out-of-sample test with a rotated wind stress and in-

creased maximum wind stress magnitude, for the high resolution 2049×2049 reference, associated

with the filtered and coarse grained data, and for the ResNet parameterized model trained up to

w = 4 days, with units m2 s−2. Note that a different color scale is used for the reference, and that

matching color scales are used for the remaining two panels.

Figure 11 shows the eddy kinetic energy for the ResNet parameterized model trained
up to a window length of w = 4 days, with the high resolution 2049 × 2049 reference
and the eddy kinetic energy as diagnosed from the filtered and coarse grained data for
comparison. The ResNet parameterized model again has a notable degree of variabil-
ity in the region of the separating jet, although is somewhat less energetic than the fil-
tered and coarse grained data. At w = 17, w = 18, w = 19, and w = 23 days days a
spurious large scale eddy energy is seen, perhaps suggesting some degree of instability
(not shown).

4.2 Symmetry

Convolutional neural networks are a natural architecture for embedding transla-
tional symmetry. However the barotropic vorticity equation exhibits other symmetries,
and in particular the system is symmetric under a coordinate inversion, x → −x, to-
gether with a change of sign for ζ, ψ, β, and the wind stress curl term. For the neural
network parameterized models as applied here, the neural network maps a vorticity to
a vorticity tendency. In order for the neural network to exhibit the appropriate symme-
try it would need to be invariant under a combination of a horizontal flip and sign change
to both its input and output – a non-trivial symmetry which the neural networks do not
intrinsically respect.

The invariance of the ResNet to a reflection of the x-coordinate was tested, chang-
ing the sign of β and the sign of the wind stress curl term, and otherwise using the ResNets
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obtained after training up to w = 24 days unmodified. The performance of the ResNet
parameterized models in this case is poor. Only window lengths w = 7, w = 9, w =
14, and w = 17 days led to stable integrations for a full 24 year calculation. Unphys-
ical features are apparent, such as significant deflection of the mean jet (for w = 7, w =
9, and w = 14 days), spurious mean circulations in the eastern corners (for w = 7,
w = 9, and w = 14 days), and significant eddy energy on the eastern boundary (par-
ticularly for w = 9, w = 14, and w = 17 days) (not shown).

It is clear that the ResNet parameterized models do not generalize after applying
a symmetry transformation under which the reference model, used to generate the train-
ing data, is invariant.

5 Summary and conclusions

This article has considered the application of online learning to a highly idealized
barotropic ocean gyre model, seeking to assess the performance of neural network pa-
rameterized models at coarse resolution. It is found that, while stability and performance
is variable, when suitably configured and trained, such models can lead to reasonable mean
flows and intrinsic variability, and can lead to stable solutions despite the very low ex-
plicit viscosity used. Moving from a convolutional neural network to a residual neural
network led to a very significant improvement in results. With the residual neural net-
work there appears to be a trade-off when choosing the training window length between
stability, obtained at longer window lengths, versus increased variability, obtained at shorter
window lengths.

Out-of-sample tests have been briefly considered. A test with a tilted wind stress
of increased magnitude suggests some degree of generalizability, with a reasonable rep-
resentation of the mean flow and variability. However a symmetry test led to a clear fail-
ure – the neural network parameterized results changed when applying a symmetry trans-
formation under which the dynamics should be invariant, leading to instability or worse
results.

While the ResNet applied here is relatively modest is size, evaluation of the net-
work still has a very significant relative computational cost. On a single CPU, timestep-
ping with network evaluation is ∼ 100 times the cost of timestepping alone – noting that
the dynamical model considered here is simple, small, and efficient. Evaluation of con-
volutional layers is parallelizable, but detailed performance analysis on a GPU is com-
plicated by the very small size of the coarse resolution dynamical model. It neverthe-
less seems important to investigate whether smaller and cheaper neural networks can also
be applied to this problem – since it is essential that a neural network parameterized model
should compete, in terms of performance, with simply increasing dynamical model res-
olution. Note the recent work of Srinivasan et al. (2024) reporting offline learning results
with much smaller neural networks.

It should also be noted that online learning as applied here may learn not only from
the supplied training data, but also from the coarse resolution numerics. That is, the sys-
tem must learn not only to add missing physics, but also to correct any numerical prob-
lems added by the use of coarse resolution. While the trained neural networks might be
more immediately useful for constructing emulators, it is unclear whether a neural net-
work, trained using online learning when embedded within one model, might be suitable
for embedding within any other model.

In principle, with a sufficiently expressive neural network, one might hope to sim-
ply use the neural network to model the full dynamics. However this would discard our
existing physical knowledge. Online learning bridges the gap between process-based knowl-
edge, which has been studied and developed over the course of decades, with machine
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learning techniques, allowing machine learning to be applied to those parts of a prob-
lem where our knowledge is lacking.

Open Research Section

Calculations in this article make use of bt ocean, which is available at
https://github.com/jrmaddison/bt ocean. The version of bt ocean as used in this arti-
cle is at Maddison (2024a), and scripts are at Maddison (2024b). Trained neural networks
are at Maddison (2024c).
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