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ABSTRACT

Neural operators are promising surrogates for dynamical systems but when trained with standard
L2 losses they tend to oversmooth fine-scale turbulent structures. Here, we show that combining
operator learning with generative modeling overcomes this limitation. We consider three practical
turbulent-flow challenges where conventional neural operators fail: spatio-temporal super-resolution,
forecasting, and sparse flow reconstruction. For Schlieren jet super-resolution, an adversarially
trained neural operator (adv-NO) reduces the energy-spectrum error by 15× while preserving sharp
gradients at neural operator-like inference cost. For 3D homogeneous isotropic turbulence, adv-NO
trained on only 160 timesteps from a single trajectory forecasts accurately for five eddy-turnover
times and offers 114× wall-clock speed-up at inference than the baseline diffusion-based forecasters,
enabling near-real-time rollouts. For reconstructing cylinder wake flows from highly sparse Particle
Tracking Velocimetry-like inputs, a conditional generative model infers full 3D velocity and pressure
fields with correct phase alignment and statistics. These advances enable accurate reconstruction
and forecasting at low compute cost, bringing near-real-time analysis and control within reach in
experimental and computational fluid mechanics.
See our project page: https://vivekoommen.github.io/Gen4Turb/
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Introduction

In this work, we explore how generative modeling and operator learning can be applied synergistically to address three
central challenges in turbulence: spatio-temporal super-resolution, forecasting with limited data, and reconstruction
from sparse observations. Our approach combines adversarial training with operator learning for super-resolution
and forecasting. We further leverage generative models to reconstruct turbulent flows from extremely sparse Particle
Tracking Velocimetry (PTV)-like velocity measurements, achieving phase alignment and matching flow statistics even
when trained with as few as 150 snapshots. To place these contributions in context, we first recall how turbulence
modeling and simulation have evolved over the past decades.

In the early 1970s, Howard W. Emmons argued that direct numerical simulation (DNS) of turbulence would never be
computable with standard Fourier methods, because the quadratic nonlinearity in Navier-Stokes would inevitably alias
high-wavenumber energy back into the resolved band [1]. That pessimism was overturned when Patterson & Orszag
introduced the simple 3/2-rule: zero-pad the Fourier modes to 1.5 N in each direction, multiply in physical space,
then truncate back to N, thereby removing all aliasing and enabling the first practical DNS of homogeneous isotropic
turbulence on a (2π)3 grid [2, 3] in 1972. These ideas were later extended to complex-geometry flows using the spectral

∗Corresponding author: george_karniadakis@brown.edu

ar
X

iv
:2

50
9.

08
75

2v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
fl

u-
dy

n]
  1

0 
Se

p 
20

25

https://vivekoommen.github.io/Gen4Turb/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2509.08752v1


Learning Turbulent Flows with Generative Models

element method, see e.g., [4] in 1993. However, simulating turbulent flows remains computationally expensive due to
the need for fine temporal discretizations in DNS as well as relatively cheaper large-eddy simulations (LES). These
small time steps are typically required to ensure numerical stability and accurately resolve the nonlinear dynamics of
turbulence. In contrast, neural operators (NOs) [5, 6] offer a promising alternative for modeling turbulent flows by
effectively learning non-linear mappings across larger time intervals, potentially bypassing restrictive time-stepping
constraints.

Neural networks, and more recently neural operators, have gained traction in scientific computing due to their ability
to approximate complex input-output functional mappings with fast inference once trained offline. They have been
applied across a range of domains - from fluid dynamics and weather forecasting to materials science and quantum
chemistry. Theoretical results like the universal operator approximation theorem by Chen and Chen [7] have further
accelerated interest by guaranteeing that neural operators can learn mappings between infinite-dimensional function
spaces. Several architectures have been proposed, including the Deep Operator Network (DeepONet) [5], which
uses branch and trunk networks to learn functionals; the Fourier and Laplace Neural Operators (FNO & LNO) [6, 8],
which use global convolutions; and the Convolutional Neural Operator (CNO)[9], which replaces them with local
regular convolutions. Despite their success, these models exhibit spectral bias [10] - that is, they struggle to capture
high-frequency components, which limits their accuracy for systems with rich multiscale dynamics, such as turbulence.

The architecture of the neural operator plays a critical role in how well it handles high-frequency content. U-shaped
convolutional architectures, such as CNO and Time-Conditioned UNet (TC-UNet) [11, 12], preserve the fine-scale
details better than global architectures like FNO or DeepONet [12, 13]. However, even these models struggle when
applied to turbulent flows, where the energy spectrum follows a power-law decay across a wide range of wavenumbers.
This difficulty becomes more pronounced at higher Reynolds numbers, where the inertial range extends deep into the
high-frequency regime. In such cases, even expensive UNet-based operators often fail to model the dynamics associated
with small-scale structures. In this work, we examine the root cause of this failure - not in the architecture, but in the
way these models are trained.

Conventionally, neural operators are trained by minimizing a Euclidean loss, typically L1 or L2 error between the
predicted and true states. While effective in reducing global error, this loss function implicitly favors low-frequency
components, which dominate the energy spectrum in turbulent flows. As a result, the model can achieve low loss values
while ignoring high-frequency content, leading to over-smooth predictions. Even architectures that are capable of
representing high frequencies may fail to learn them under MSE-like training. Addressing this requires rethinking how
we train neural operators."

Several recent works have targeted spectral bias in neural networks/operators by introducing clever techniques to
penalize spectral content. They include phase-shift networks, multi-scale DNNs, and adaptive activations to better
balance learning across low and high frequency modes [14]. A similar multi-scale branching strategy within the Fourier
Neural Operator [15] has also been investigated. Chakraborty et al. [16] introduced the Binned Spectral Power loss,
a frequency-domain loss that bins spectral energy and adaptively weights errors across bands to explicitly penalize
mismatches in energy distribution. Khodakarami et al. introduced high-frequency scaling (HFS)[17], where they
decomposed the latent feature maps into non-overlapping patches, separating the low and high-frequency components,
which helped them achieve more accurate and localized representations of multiscale flows. Physics-informed neural
networks (PINN) [18] also suffer from spectral bias [19] because, again, the L2 norm of the PDE residuals is typically
minimized. Recent remedies include Fourier feature embeddings [20], architectural modifications [21], and improved
optimizers [22, 23]. However, in practice, PINNs must be retrained for each new initial or partially observed condition,
making it less practical for real-time inference. There have also been efforts to leverage recent advances in generative
models for modeling multiscale systems like turbulence.

At its core, generative models are trained to synthesize new samples that fall within the training distribution, often
conditioned on partial or low-fidelity information. By learning the full probabilistic structure of the data, they naturally
mitigate the low-frequency bias that burdens deterministic operators. Generative adversarial networks (GANs)[24],
diffusion models[25], and, more recently, flow matching [26] techniques have all proven effective at learning turbulent
flow dynamics. Yousif et al.[27] used a GAN to spatially super-resolve slices of the instantaneous velocity field in
channel flow with longitudinal ribs from their downsampled counterparts. Li et al.[28] employed a GAN to infer one
instantaneous velocity component from another in rotating turbulent flow, and achieved closer statistical alignment with
DNS than CNNs and EPOD. GAN-based workflows have also been used for spatially super-resolving isotropic[29],
wall[30, 31], and reactive turbulent flows[32]. Similarly, diffusion model-based frameworks [33, 34] have been applied
to two-dimensional Kolmogorov flows. Although the diffusion models can estimate high-resolution states with good
spectral fidelity, the iterative denoising makes them more expensive compared to GANs. So it would be useful to
evaluate the trade-off between inference cost and spectral fidelity across different generative methods. Moreover, many
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of these studies focus on spatial super-resolution, whereas temporal super-resolution is also vital in turbulence, especially
in settings like Schlieren systems, where achieving higher frame rates requires expensive high-speed cameras.

To simulate the temporal evolution of turbulent flows, Du et al. [35] introduced the Conditional Neural Field Latent
Diffusion (CoNFiLD) model, which integrates conditional neural-field encoding with latent diffusion to generatively
synthesize spatiotemporal turbulence. While CoNFiLD produces time-coherent trajectories with strong spectral and
statistical fidelity, its inference relies on iterative latent-diffusion sampling and is not formulated as a supervised, direct
next-state forecaster mapping ut → ut+∆t. Oommen et al. [13] trained a NO to directly forecast the future states, and
used a diffusion model conditioned on the NO output to recover the fine-scale turbulent features that were smeared
out due to the spectral bias of NO. Molinaro et al. [36] introduced GenCFD by directly employing a diffusion model
conditioned on the initial condition and physical lead time to generate time-evolving turbulent flow fields, achieving
improved mean-field reconstruction and energy-spectrum alignment on several test cases compared to standard NOs.
However, during inference, each time step of the generated trajectory requires iterative denoising-based sampling using
the diffusion model. While this is faster than DNS and can be further accelerated by batch-based parallelization in
modern GPUs, avoiding iterative denoising is still desirable.

The generative models discussed above learn the functional prior of turbulent flows by training on ensembles of
simulated trajectories. During inference, they can sample from the posterior distribution of flow fields conditioned on
available observations. However, in practice, previous works like CoNFiLD and GenCFD require on the order of 102 to
103 volumetric training trajectories to effectively learn these priors. In turbulence, generating 102 to 103 volumetric
trajectories using high-fidelity DNS incurs a substantial computational burden, which displaces the practical advantage
of faster downstream inference. Leveraging NOs with stronger inductive biases, enhanced with generative modeling
principles to mitigate spectral bias, can make turbulence surrogates substantially more data efficient.

Beyond forecasting, generative models have also been adopted for reconstructing full turbulent flow fields from
sparse measurements. Parikh et al. [37] used flow matching to reconstruct full turbulent fields using only sparse
wall measurements in near-wall turbulence. Similarly, Huang et al. [38] and Buzzy et al. [39] demonstrated that
diffusion models conditioned on partial measurements can reconstruct full functions. Chakraborty et al.[40] also used
a conditional diffusion model to reconstruct ERA5 atmospheric data from spatially-unstructured IGRA radiosonde
observations. These advances suggest a natural extension to experimental fluid mechanics, where full turbulent flow
fields could be reconstructed from sparse PTV measurements, providing a bridge between limited experimental data
and high-fidelity flow representations.

Contributions: Building on these developments, the major contributions of our work are as follows.

1. We propose an adversarially trained neural operator (adv-NO) that bridges operator learning and generative
modeling for spatio-temporal super-resolution and forecasting, leading to 10× lower energy-spectrum error
than vanilla NO and 114× speed-up compared to current generative model benchmarks.

2. We adapt a conditional diffusion model for zero-shot flow reconstruction from sparse PTV-style velocity
measurements and achieve phase alignment in the observed regions while recovering correct global statistics,
a setting directly relevant to experimental fluid mechanics.

3. We demonstrate both forecasting and flow reconstruction under severely limited data, training on only a single
trajectory for each task, using 160 snapshots for forecasting and 150 for reconstruction.

Additionally, we perform detailed comparisons and analyses. (a) Compared to diffusion models, GANs, and VAEs, adv-
NO offers a favorable balance between inference cost and spectral fidelity. (b) Physics-informed (divergence-penalized)
variants fail to mitigate spectral bias. (c) Parseval-Plancherel analysis explains why conventional L2-trained NOs
underrepresent high frequencies (spectral bias). (d) Fourier analysis of learned kernels reveals that adv-NO naturally
develops a high-pass filtering behavior, mitigating spectral bias. A detailed outline of this study is illustrated in Figure 1.
We present our results in the next section, followed by the Discussion and Methods sections.

Results

Spatio-temporal super-resolution of Schlieren visualizations

High-speed Schlieren imaging is widely used to visualize compressible flows [41, 42]. Here, we consider impinging jet
experiments to capture the interaction between a compressible air jet and a flat plate using Schlieren imaging, which
visualizes gradients in fluid density. The flow is under-expanded with a nozzle exit Mach number of 1, and the jet is
directed at ambient temperature onto the surface. A standard Z-type Schlieren setup is used to record the resulting
shock structures and flow features. Further details can be found in [43, 44]. Here, we train our surrogate NO to perform
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Task 1: Super-resolution
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Future States

Task 2: Forecasting

Case: Impinging Jet
• Can a NO achieve spectral fidelity?
• Can generative models fix spectral bias?
• We compare VAE, GAN and DM, with NO. 

Case: Homogeneous Isotropic Turbulence (3D) 
• Can physics-informed training help?
• Can generative models offer further 

improvements, with limited training data?

Task 3: Flow Reconstruction

Test Setup 1 Test Setup 2 Test Setup 3 Test Setup 4

Case: Cylinder Wake (3D)
• Can generative models perform zero-shot flow field reconstruction, in a  data-scarce setting?
• Can generative models reconstruct flow with phase-alignment and statistical agreement?

(in space & time)

• Turbulence is characterized by 
slow-decaying energy spectra

• The vanilla MSE-trained neural 
operators (NO) remain oblivious 
to its fine-scales

• We leverage generative models to 
address these limitations in three 
types of problems encountered in 
turbulence 
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Fig. 1: Outline of the study. Schematic overview of the three turbulence modeling tasks investigated in this work:
(1) super-resolution of low-resolution flow fields in both space and time, (2) forecasting turbulent flow evolution from
limited training data, and (3) zero-shot full-field reconstruction from partial observations. We compare conventional
MSE-trained neural operators (NO) against generative models and physics-informed variants, highlighting mitigation of
spectral bias. For 3D tasks, we train with limited data, acknowledging the difficulty of obtaining high-fidelity DNS or
experimental datasets.

spatio-temporal super-resolution, reconstructing high-resolution, high-framerate (HRHF) states from low-resolution,
low-framerate (LRLF) Schlieren visualizations. Unlike typical computer vision super-resolution, which focuses solely
on spatial upscaling, we simultaneously recover fine spatial details and intermediate temporal states.

The dataset consists of 1000 snapshots with a resolution of [128, 256] spanning the spatial domain [−0.8, 5.6] ×
[−1.45, 1.75]. Each snapshot is separated by a time interval of τ = 4.76µs. The first 800 timesteps are used for
training, the next 100 for validation and the last 100 for testing. The original dataset is the HRHF representation
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Model Field Error
(NRMSE)

Energy-Spectrum Error
(NRMSE)

# params
(M)

Compute
(GFLOPs)

Inference time
(s)

Peak VRAM
(GB)

NO 0.0542 0.1601 2.4 8.82 0.010 0.2898
adv-NO 0.0662 0.0109 2.4 8.82 0.010 0.2898
NO+VAE 0.0615 0.1098 2.4 + 2.1 14.08 0.014 0.2982
NO+GAN 0.0646 0.0112 2.4 + 1.7 118.92 0.014 0.2964
NO+DM 0.0692 0.0140 2.4 + 2.4 558.78 0.697 0.3171

Table 1: Errors and computational costs for models in the super-resolution study. Compute, inference time, and peak
VRAM were measured for one sample on the same device and precision.

(uHRHF (x, t)). The LRLF state (uLRLF (x, t)) is created by subsampling the HRHF by a factor of 8 along space
and 4 along time as shown in Figure 2 a). We train the surrogate NO, TC-UNet[11], to learn the mapping from
[uLRLF (x, t+ τ), uLRLF (x, t+5τ)]→ [uHRHF (x, t+ τ), uHRHF (x, t+2τ), uHRHF (x, t+3τ), uHRHF (x, t+
4τ), uHRHF (x, t+ 5τ)].

As discussed earlier, the conventional NO trained to minimize the Euclidean error suffers from spectral bias and
subsequently estimates over-smoothed states. We compare predictions of NO with other generative algorithms often
used in the computer vision community for image super-resolution problems. Specifically, we train variational
autoencoder (VAE), generative adversarial network (GAN), and diffusion model (DM) to super-resolve the over-
smoothed NO predictions (NO+Gen) as shown in Figure 2 b). We also consider an NO that was adversarially trained
against a discriminator (adv-NO). In Figure 2 c) and d), we compare the energy spectra and predicted density gradients,
respectively, at t+ 3τ . Figure 2 e), compares the error in the log of energy spectrum against the per-sample inference
cost in terms of giga-floating-point operations (GFLOPs). Additionally, we report the normalized-root-mean-squared-
error (nRMSE) of the field and log-energy-spectrum, number of trainable parameters, and compute cost in terms of
per-sample GFLOPs, inference time and peak VRAM usage in Table 1.

Adv-NO, NO+GAN, and NO+DM achieve the best energy spectrum, followed by NO+VAE. Adv-NO offers the best
accuracy-compute trade-off, recovering spectra and sharp gradients at NO-like inference cost. In Figure 2 e), NO+GAN
appears more computationally demanding because its generator super-resolves NO outputs using residual-in-residual
dense blocks (RRDB) [45], which incur higher compute than conventional residual blocks. Similarly, NO+DM performs
iterative denoising-based super-resolution of NO predictions, adding 32 forward passes per sample, and thus further
increases compute. While adv-NO and NO+Gen recover high-frequency content, the fine scales of their predictions
are not perfectly phase-aligned with the ground truth, yielding slightly higher field errors than NO[13], as shown
in Table 1. We also compare super-resolved states estimated using NO and adv-NO with bicubic interpolation in
Appendix B. While these results demonstrate how generative models can improve spatial and temporal fidelity within
known sequences, we now turn to the harder challenge of forecasting turbulent flow evolution beyond the observed
training window.

Forecasting with limited training data

Training a data-driven surrogate to forecast turbulent flows is notoriously difficult because generating high-fidelity
volumetric, time-resolved ground truth is extremely expensive, and experimental measurements of full 3D fields are
rarely available. In practice, one is often limited to a handful of snapshots from a direct numerical simulation. With that
constraint, we train our neural operator to forecast three-dimensional forced homogeneous isotropic turbulence (HIT)
using only 160 time-steps from a single simulated trajectory for training.

HIT is a classical benchmark because, unlike shear dominated flows, it isolates the non-linear energy cascade of small-
scale eddies under statistically stationary conditions. We generated our HIT dataset with a spectral-element solver nekRS
([46]) at a Taylor Reynolds number Reλ = 90, where Reλ = urmsλ/ν characterizes the ratio of inertial to viscous
scales (λ is the Taylor microscale, ν the kinematic viscosity). The flow state was saved every t = τ(= 0.04) (normalized
time units). The eddy-turnover time [47] tE was computed as u2rms/ε, where ε = 2νS : S is the mean dissipation rate
and S = 1

2 (∇u+∇uT ) is the rate-of-strain tensor. Using this single 160-step trajectory, we try to forecast five eddy-
turnover time scales (see Training and Implementation Details in the Methods section for architecture sizes and training
configurations). To effectively train the surrogates to learn the evolution dynamics under limited training data, we split
the available single trajectory of 160 snapshots of u = [u, v, w, P ] to multiple sub-trajectories. Specifically, the surrogate
NO and its variants are trained to learn the mapping - [u(x, t− 3τ), · · · ,u(x, t)]→ [u(x, t+ τ), · · · ,u(x, t+ 4τ)].
During inference, the states beyond t+ 4τ are estimated autoregressively, by feeding the surrogate model’s prediction
as its own input. In this experiment, we compare the standard NO, adv-NO, and a physics-informed variant of the NO
that is constrained to satisfy the mass-conservation by penalizing the divergence of the velocity field vector computed
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d) The Super-resolved States (at 𝑡 + 3𝜏)

c) Energy Spectrum

a) Objective: Spatio-temporal super-resolution (LRLF input → HRHF output)
𝑡 + 𝜏 𝑡 + 5𝜏𝑡 + 3𝜏

NO adv-NO

b) NO vs adv-NO vs NO + Gen

NO

Gen Gen Gen

e) Error vs Cost

Fig. 2: Spatio-temporal super-resolution. a) Our objective: learn the mapping from low resolution low framerate
(LRLF) input to high resolution high framerate (HRHF) output. b) Schematic of learning setups for conventionally
trained neural operator (NO), adversarially trained NO (adv-NO), and NO combined with generative (Gen) models -
variational autoencoder (VAE), generative adversarial network (GAN), and diffusion model (DM). Gen is used to super-
resolve NO-predicted states. c) Comparing the energy spectrum at t+3τ . d) Super-resolved density gradients predicted
by NO, adv-NO, and NO+Gen models. e) Spectrum error versus inference cost per sample for five models. Adv-NO
attains low error at orders-of-magnitude lower computational cost than NO+GAN and NO+DM while outperforming
NO and NO+VAE with similar costs.

using spectral derivatives. We call it NO +∇ · u in this study. The DNS was performed using the spectral element
method[48], which satisfies the conservation laws at the quadrature points of each spectral element in a weak sense. For
training NO and its variants, the DNS solution was interpolated using the solver’s polynomial basis from quadrature
points onto an equi-spaced grid, where the divergence-free property is no longer satisfied. To address this issue, we
enforce incompressibility by solving for ϕ from∇2ϕ = ∇ · u, and using u−∇ϕ as the updated solution. The results
of this study are provided in Figure 3.

We compare the kinetic energy (KE) at ∆t = 2tE(= 14τ) predicted by NO, adv-NO and NO+∇·u against the reference
DNS simulated using the spectral element method in Figure 3 b). The velocity and pressure states are separately
visualized in Figure C.1. The KE and the [u, v, w, P ] states predicted by adv-NO achieve better phase alignment with
DNS compared to NO and NO+∇·u. The time-averaged energy spectrum compared in Figure 3 c) further highlights the
over-smoothing/spectral bias suffered by NO. The energy spectra comparison between NO and NO+∇ · u suggests that
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c) Energy Spectrum d) Error Evolution

b) Kinetic Energy predicted after two eddy-turnover time-scales (𝑡 = 2𝑡!)
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a) Objective: Forecasting Homogeneous Isotropic Turbulence (HIT)

Fig. 3: Forecasting Homogeneous Isotropic Turbulence (Reλ = 90). The kinetic energy (KE) estimated using the
spectral element method is used as a reference for comparing the predictions of NO, adv-NO, and a physics-informed
variant of the neural operator that penalizes the divergence of the velocity vector. All the models were trained only
on 160 timesteps of a single trajectory. The states at t = 2tE (tE is the eddy-turnover time) are visualized in b). The
energy spectrum averaged across time is provided in c). The evolution of RMSE of u over the entire forecast horizon
(5tE), is provided in d).

penalizing the divergence does not correct the spectral bias of a conventional L2-trained NO. This result is explainable
because NO+∇ · u also minimizes an L2 norm of the mass-conservation PDE residual, and therefore, struggles to
minimize the fine-scale features that arise in the PDE residual of the NO prediction due to spectral bias. That being
said, enforcing incompressibility does help NO+∇ · u achieve a better phase-alignment than NO. In Figure 3 d), we
investigate how the field error evolves across the entire forecast horizon of over five eddy-turnover time scales (which
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Model Field Error
(NRMSE)

Energy-Spectrum Error
(NRMSE)

# params
(M)

Compute
(GFLOPs)

Inference time
(s)

Peak VRAM
(GB)

NO 0.0326 0.0865 6.2 1056.38 0.082 1.8959
adv-NO 0.0265 0.0235 6.2 1056.38 0.082 1.8959
NO+∇ · u 0.0320 0.1262 6.2 1056.38 0.082 1.8959
GenCFD 0.0327 0.0587 6.2 45 297.99 7.804 28.5566

Table 2: Errors and computational costs for models in the forecasting study. Compute, inference time, and peak VRAM
were measured for one sample on the same device and precision.

corresponds to 36 τ ). For the field error, we take the RMSE of the normalized velocity and pressure states at each
timestep. The time-evolution of kinetic energy and energy spectrum is further visualized in Figure C.2. The adv-NO is
able to preserve the Kolmogorov scaling throughout the forecast horizon and maintains phase alignment well until 4tE .

We also benchmark adv-NO against GenCFD [36], a conditional score-based diffusion model that conditions on the
“lead time" ∆t and generates forecasts through iterative denoising. In our low-data setting, a one-shot GenCFD mapping
from u(x, t) to [u(x, t+τ), . . . ,u(x, t+36τ)] did not converge because of the weak input-output correlation between
states separated by a ∆t = 36τ(∼ 5 tE). We therefore adopt the same 4τ -ahead setup used for adv-NO and roll
out autoregressively to 5 tE . Both models have ≈ 6M parameters and are trained for 48 GPU-hours. Except for the
above-mentioned changes, the default training/inference settings were adopted unchanged. GenCFD is unable to
reconstruct the fine-scale turbulent structures and outputs noisy predictions under the data-scarce setting, as shown
in Figure 4. Forecasting 36 timesteps with GenCFD takes 228s on an NVIDIA-H100 GPU, because of the iterative
denoising of each forecasted timestep, making it over a hundred times slower than adv-NO. A detailed error-cost
analysis is provided in Table 2.

We further assess small-scale structure via the invariants of the velocity-gradient tensor A = ∇u, defined as the
coefficients of its characteristic polynomial λ3+Pλ2+Qλ+R = 0, with P = −trA (P = 0 for incompressible flow),
Q = − 1

2 tr(A
2), and R = − detA. Writing A = S + Ω with strain S = (A+A⊤)/2 and rotation Ω = (A−A⊤)/2,

one has Q = 1
2 (∥Ω∥

2
F − ∥S∥2F ), so Q > 0 indicates rotation-dominated regions and Q < 0 strain-dominated regions.

We normalize Q by ⟨AijAij⟩ and R by ⟨AijAij⟩3/2. We compare the joint PDF p(Q,R) by overlaying isocontours
(Fig. 4b), which exhibits the typical tear-drop shape in the Q-R plane. Adv-NO aligns best with the DNS.

Flow reconstruction from partial observations

Unlike forecasting, where we predict future flow states from a history of complete snapshots, many experimental
scenarios involve the inverse problem of reconstructing the full flow field from only sparse and partial measurements.
In experimental fluid mechanics, the complete flow field is rarely accessible. Techniques such as particle tracking
velocimetry (PTV) provide velocity measurements only at the locations of seeded particles, resulting in inherently
sparse data. These measurements are typically sparse [49] and are often restricted to a smaller subdomain or a single
plane of the flow[50]. Direct pressure measurements are even more challenging. Here, we aim to reconstruct the full
three-dimensional velocity and pressure fields from sparse PTV-like velocity observations, ensuring phase alignment
near the measurement region while also matching the global flow statistics, under very limited number of training
samples.

To achieve this, we train a conditional generative model to sample directly from the posterior distribution p(full flow |
partial observations). In this study, the model is trained on high-fidelity DNS data of the cylinder wake at Re =
U∞D
ν = 11, 000, where U∞ is the inflow velocity, D is the diameter of the cylinder and ν is the kinematic viscosity,

generated by using the spectral element code nekRS ([46]) in the domain [−12D, 20D]× [−10D, 10D]× [0, 9.6D],
where the cylinder axis is placed on x = 0, y = 0. Nonetheless, the training data is collected in the domain
[−4D, 4D]× [−4D, 4D]× [0, 2D]. During training, the model learns to infer missing flow information by conditioning
on partially observed inputs.

Specifically, we generate a binary mask for each of the four physical variables [u, v, w, P ]. The entries are randomly
set to zero (missing) or one (observed) according to a mask fraction sampled uniformly from U(0, 1). Half of each
mini-batch uses independent random masking per channel, while the other half uses a single random mask replicated
across all channels. This mask is multiplied with the flow field to produce the masked input, which we then concatenate
with the mask itself. This concatenated tensor (with 4+4 channels) serves as the conditioning input to the model. (See
Algorithm 1 in SI). Sampling mask fractions that range from 0 to 1, enables the training to span the full spectrum
between deterministic reconstruction (mask fraction = 0, no missing data) and purely generative reconstruction (mask
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xy-plane

Compute time to forecast 36𝜏
(on an NVIDIA-H100)

114x Faster

a)

b)

Fig. 4: Comparison with diffusion model baseline. a) We compare adv-NO with GenCFD for forecasting homo-
geneous isotropic turbulence. The mid-xy plane of the u-velocity is visualized. In this data-scarce setting, GenCFD
predictions appear noisy and struggle to reconstruct fine-scale structures, whereas adv-NO retains small-scale detail
without requiring iterative denoising. Inference time to forecast 36 τ on an H100 is also reported. Keeping the model
size and training costs the same, adv-NO is ∼ 114× faster than GenCFD. b) We plot and compare the isocontours of
the joint probability distribution of Q and R at t = 5tE . Adv-NO aligns best with DNS.

fraction = 1, all data missing). This variability enables the model to get exposed to the entire continuum of partial
observations.

We compare two conditional generative approaches: a diffusion model variant - EDM [51], and a Real-ESRGAN adapted
for 3D flow reconstruction [52]. Here, we learn instantaneous flow field reconstruction from sparse measurements
without learning the dynamics. So we do not call our implementation adv-NO, but a GAN with a UNet generator that
is not time-conditioned. See Methods for details on how we adapt these generative models, originally designed for
2D image synthesis, to the volumetric reconstruction of 3D vector fields. Both models are conditioned identically on
masked DNS data, allowing us to directly compare their ability to reconstruct full flow fields from sparse observations.
Training, validation, and test datasets consist of 150, 18, and 17 snapshots, respectively. Again, our datasets are small to
reflect the limited access to experiments and high-fidelity simulations. After training the models, we investigate the
model’s ability to zero-shot reconstruct the velocity fields from sparse velocity observations in the domain (Test Setup
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1), on a plane (Test Setup 2), in a sub-domain (Test Setup 3), and reconstruction of the full pressure field from sparse
velocity observations (Test Setup 4), as shown in Figure 5. For each Test Setup, the input velocity measurements are
randomly sampled from the region highlighted in green, and the pressure field is completely masked out to mimic the
real PTV experiments.

In Test Setup 1, when the mask fraction is 0.5, both DM and GAN achieve good phase alignment with matching
statistics. But GAN fails when the mask-fraction is increased to 0.99. The kinetic energy of the reconstructions, energy
spectra, and intermittency for mask fractions = 0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9, 0.99 are visualized in Figure D.1. Both DM and
GAN are able to successfully reconstruct the vortex street for all mask fractions (except GAN when mask fraction=0.99).
A detailed illustration of Test Setup 2 is provided in Figure D.2. The DM achieves strong phase alignment on the
measurement plane (z = 0). The phase alignment gradually decreases on planes that are farther from the observation
plane. The corresponding energy spectra and intermittency indicate that the DM recovers turbulent statistics accurately.
In contrast, GAN severely overestimates the higher velocity gradients, as seen in the intermittency plots (Figure 5) and
fails to reconstruct the vortex street. We observe a very similar trend for DM and GAN in the context of phase alignment
and turbulent statistics, in Test Setup 3 (see Figure D.3). The pressure reconstructions corresponding to different mask
fractions are illustrated in Figure D.4. The diffusion model achieves strong phase alignment for all the mask fractions
considered. The GAN reconstructions are suboptimal for mask fractions up to 0.9, and fail when the mask fraction is
0.99. Across all test setups, the conditional diffusion model demonstrates robust reconstruction capability from sparse
observations, recovering both large and small-scale features even when the available data is severely limited.

Discussion

Model suitability across tasks

In the flow reconstruction task, the GAN fails when there is a large missing region. We believe the issue arises from the
UNet-based generator, whose local convolutions make it ineffective at aggregating global context when observations
are extremely sparse [53]. In contrast, diffusion models learn to denoise from a wide range of data-corruptions/signal-
to-noise ratios by learning score functions via Langevin dynamics, thereby enabling reconstruction of flow fields that
are locally and globally consistent. For spatio-temporal super-resolution and forecasting, where extreme data sparsity is
not an issue, adversarial training performs well and is, in fact, a better choice than diffusion models as it avoids the
computational overhead of iterative denoising. Next, we analyze why NOs struggle to learn high-frequency content by
leveraging Parseval-Plancherel Identity[54].

Spectral bias in NO

All the cases investigated in the Results sections exhibit a slow-decaying energy spectrum, and we observe that the NO
trained to minimize Euclidean errors like MSE predicts over-smoothed states. The energy spectrum analysis further
reveals that the energy of NO predictions at higher wavenumbers is significantly lower than the true reference. To better
understand this behavior, we analyze the drawbacks associated with training a neural network/operator by minimizing
the Euclidean Error, like the L2 norm for instance.

Let f(x) be the true function approximated by the NO fθ(x). By the Parseval-Plancherel identity, which states that the
total energy in the physical space equals that in spectral space, the squared L2 norm of the error to be minimized can
also be represented in the frequency domain as follows,

∥e(x)∥22 =

∫
Ω

|f(x)− fθ(x)|2dx (1)

=

∫ kmax

k0

|F(f)(k)−F(fθ)(k)|2dk, (2)

where F(·) represents Fourier transformation.

Let k0 < k1 < · · · < kn−1 < kmax represent the wavenumbers used to separate the squared L2 norm to n segments.
The squared L2 norm of the error can now be represented as,

∥e(x)∥22 =

∫ k1

k0

|F(f)(k)−F(fθ)(k)|2dk + · · ·+
∫ kmax

kn−1

|F(f)(k)−F(fθ)(k)|2dk (3)

= term1 + · · ·+ termn. (4)

When the system of interest exhibits a decaying energy spectrum, like turbulence, the system’s energy is E(k) =∫ kmax

k0
F(f)(k)dk, is such that term1 > term2 > · · · > termn. For turbulent systems that are characterized by a

10



Learning Turbulent Flows with Generative Models

Te
st 

Se
tu

p 
1

Te
st 

Se
tu

p 
2

Te
st 

Se
tu

p 
3

Te
st 

Se
tu

p 
4

Fig. 5: Zero-shot Flow Reconstruction. We evaluate zero-shot reconstruction from only sparse velocity measurements
without requiring pressure inputs, thereby mimicking real PTV experiments. Test setups 1 to 3 reconstruct the full
velocity field from sparse velocity measurements. Test Setup 1 - from measurements in the full domain (like volumetric
PTV), Test Setup 2 - from measurements on a plane (like planar PTV), Test Setup 3 - from measurements in a sub-
domain. In Test Setup 4, we reconstruct the full pressure field from sparse velocity measurements. We compare the
PDFs of the gradient of the velocity (intermittency) reconstructed by GAN and DM (1 and 4 have the same kinetic
energy). All results are reported on the test dataset without further fine-tuning.

power-law scaling of the energy spectrum, term1 + term2 + · · · + termi could be orders of magnitude larger than
termi+1 + · · ·+ termn for several 1 < i < n. Subsequently, a NO trained to minimize ∥e(x)∥2 prioritizes the lower
wavenumbers that bear more energy than the higher wavenumbers that carry less energy.
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Previous works have shown that gradient-based training prioritizes low frequencies before high ones-“spectral bias” [10,
55, 56, 57, 58]. But these prior analyses mostly consider shallow networks and specific activations. For example, Xu et
al.[55] establish a per-parameter gradient ordering for a one-hidden-layer tanh network implying a rate ordering under
gradient flow. We instead work in the operator-learning regime, involving maps N : U → V with physically realistic
spectra, and models whose Fourier sensitivity decays with frequency at initialization. Under these milder assumptions,
we prove (i) the gradient mass at initialization concentrates on low wavenumbers; and (ii) trained solutions exhibit a
quantifiable high-frequency energy deficit relative to the target. A detailed analysis is provided in Appendix A. Our
analysis is architecture-agnostic and yields a global integral bound on gradient mass together with an explicit tail-energy
gap over realistic training horizons.

Our analysis on the spectral bias of neural operators also implies that pointwise L2 error is a poor error metric for
evaluating multi-scale systems. In this context, it overweighs low-wavenumber (high-energy) errors and underweighs
high-wavenumber discrepancies, enabling smoothed predictions to achieve low errors. This bias is amplified further
when a dominant mean/large-scale component is present (e.g., our impinging jet), where NO yields lowest NRMSE (see
Table 1) while erasing fine-scale structure completely. For this reason, we also include the error in energy-spectrum as
an additional metric.

Fourier analysis of the learned kernels in NO and adv-NO

To understand how adversarial training affects the NO, in Figure 6 d), we compare the channel-wise mean of the Fourier
transformations of convolutional kernels from the same TC-UNet-based NO architecture, trained in the conventional
and adversarial way. For reference, in Figure 6 a) and c) we show the FFT of a low-pass (Gaussian) filter and a
high-pass (Laplace) filter. For each of the encoder and decoder blocks, the conventional NO tends to filter out the
high-wavenumber features more aggressively compared to the adv-NO. The Fourier analysis suggests that adversarial
training of the NO facilitates easier transformation/transmission of the high-wavenumber information - a critical
property for better modeling of turbulent systems.

Future Works

The framework we propose is not limited to turbulence but can be applied out-of-the-box to a broad class of multiscale
systems where data generation or collection is extremely challenging. While our current work focuses on flows over
regular grids in simple domains, Du et al. [35] demonstrated that generative models can seamlessly handle complex
geometries with irregular meshes, albeit requiring large amounts of training data. Developing a framework that can
handle complicated geometries while being data-efficient could be challenging but impactful. In this work, we employed
a UNet-based backbone for implementing both the GAN and diffusion models, which, while effective, may be less
computationally scalable than transformer-based architectures. However, transformer-based frameworks often overfit
rapidly in data-scarce settings. Developing computationally scalable architectures that remain robust under limited-data
conditions can be a significant advancement in the context of similar studies. Leveraging physics-informed learning
to extend our generative modeling framework to unseen flow configurations, boundary conditions, and geometries,
without relying on additional simulations, presents an exciting new direction for future research.

Methods

Neural Operators (NO)

Neural operators G are built to learn mappings between function spaces, with the goal of approximating the true
underlying operator N . Formally, for an operator N : U → V defined between Banach spaces U and V , we train a
surrogate operator Gθ to learn the mapping U → V . Specifically, in super-resolution we learn GSRθ : ULRLF → UHRHF

that maps a sparsely sampled/low-resolution field uin = uLRLF ∈ ULRLF (defined only on a subset of (x, y, t)) to its
dense/high-resolution counterpart utar = uHRHF ∈ UHRHF. In forecasting we learn GFCθ that advances the state in
time, taking as input uin = u(·, t) or, more generally, a short history window uin = [u(·, t− (m− 1)∆t), . . . , u(·, t)]
and predicting the future field utar = u(·, t+∆t). Both tasks are trained by supervised loss minimization over pairs
(uin, utar):

θ∗ = argmin
θ

E(uin, utar)

[
∥utar − Gθ(uin) ∥p

]
, (5)

where for super-resolution (uin, utar) = (uLRLF, uHRHF) and for forecasting (uin, utar) = (u(·, t or history), u(·, t+
∆t)). ∥·∥p denotes an appropriate Lp norm (p is typically 1 or 2), which measures the discrepancy between the target
utar and the neural operator prediction Gθ(uin).
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Fig. 6: Fourier analysis of the learned parameters. a) and c) shows the Fourier transform of a low-pass (Gaussian)
and high-pass (Laplace) filters, respectively. b) is a schematic of a UNet-based NO with 4 encoder (ei) and 4 decoder
(di) convolutional layers. d) Comparing the mean of the FFT magnitude of the learned convolutional kernels trained
conventionally and adversarially. The adv-NO kernels are more similar to the high-pass filter than NO kernels.

Here, we use a time-conditioned UNet [11, 12] as our neural operator, which takes uin and ∆t as the input, and predicts
utar. This makes the operator continuous in time, while the spatial side is still discretized on a grid. Our model is
mesh-dependent, but it still qualifies as operator learning since the target is the underlying operator N . The lack of
strict mesh-invariance could raise concerns, but in practice these architectures often outperform Fourier Neural Operator
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(FNO) and its variants [11, 12]. One reason is the favorable inductive bias: convolutions naturally capture locality and
translation symmetry in the data, and temporal conditioning makes the dynamics easier to model. This also makes the
time-conditioned UNet especially effective in low-data regimes, which is often the case in turbulence, where DNS and
experiments are expensive to generate/access.

Adversarially Trained Neural Operators (adv-NO)

The Lp objective in Equation 5 yields accurate low-wavenumber structure but under-penalizes errors at high wavenum-
bers, leading to over-smoothing (spectral bias) in both super-resolution and forecasting of multi-scale systems like
turbulence. We resolve this limitation while retaining the operator’s temporal conditioning and fast inference by training
the same Gθ but adversarially against a discriminator.

Given an input uin (LRLF snapshot for super-resolution or a history window for forecasting) and the target utar, let

uf = Gθ(uin)

Since uf is estimated by the NO, we treat it as a “fake” state and utar as a “real” state. We adopt the relativistic average
GAN (RaGAN) objective [59], where a UNet-based discriminator estimates the relative realness between the real (utar)
and fake (uf ) samples as shown below.

LD = −Eutar

[
log σ

(
Dψ(utar)− E[Dψ(uf )]

)]
− Euf

[
log

(
1− σ(Dψ(uf )− E[Dψ(utar)])

)]
, (6)

LG = −Eutar

[
log

(
1− σ(Dψ(utar)− E[Dψ(uf )])

)]
− Euf

[log σ(Dψ(uf )− E[Dψ(utar)])] , (7)

where σ(·) is the sigmoid and expectations are over minibatch samples.

During training, the discriminator parameters ψ are updated by minimizing LD, which encourages it to assign higher
relative scores to real samples and lower scores to generated ones. The surrogate operator was trained using a
combination of L1 loss, perceptual loss, and adversarial loss (LG) (Equation 7). L1 loss simply penalizes the difference
between the utar and uf , and guides the learning of the low-wavenumber structures. Perceptual loss is computed
on intermediate feature maps from a pre-trained network. Let {ϕl}Ll=1 denote the first L convolutional layers of
a pre-trained network. The perceptual loss is defined as

∑L
l=1 wl

∥∥ϕl(utar) − ϕl(uf )∥∥1. For 2D data we use the
first five layers of VGG-19 [60] with weights (w1, . . . , w5) = (0.1, 0.1, 1, 1, 1). For 3D data we use the first three
layers of 3D-ResNet10 from Med3D [61] with weights (w1, w2, w3) = (0.1, 0.1, 1). Adversarial loss LG drives the
time-conditioned neural operator to produce outputs that the discriminator considers more realistic than real samples on
average. The surrogate operator’s parameters θ are updated by minimizing the composite loss term,

LadvNO = ∥utar − uf∥1 +
L∑
l=1

wl
∥∥ϕl(utar)− ϕl(uf )∥∥1 + βLG, (8)

where ϕl is the lth feature map from a pretrained network, weighed by wl. β is a hyper-parameter coefficient that
controls the contribution of LG [52] and was set to 0.1.

The first term in Equation 8 guides the large-scale accuracy. Adversarial loss LG (third term), and the perceptual loss
(second term) helps approximate the high-frequency turbulent structures without sacrificing the temporal coherence
from the operator formulation. We alternate NO (θ ← argminLadvNO) and discriminator (ψ ← argminLD) updates,
progressively refining the NO by adversarially training it against an improving discriminator, during the course of
training.

We also investigate a complementary strategy where we use generative models (VAE, DM, GAN) to super-resolve
the smooth states estimated by the NO. The NO handles temporal evolution, while the generator restores fine-scale
structure. Next, we overview the different generative models used in this work.

Variational Autoencoders (VAE)

We use an improved Vector-Quantized Variational Autoencoder (VQ-VAE) [62], adapted for super-resolution tasks.
The unique aspect of VQ-VAE is that the continuous Gaussian latent space of a standard VAE is replaced with a discrete
codebook of learnable embeddings. The finite set of embeddings serves as a learnable dictionary of features, which
helps the model to compress similar inputs into the same code, improving generalization and interpretability. Moreover,
the mapping to integer code yields a compact representation which also helps with memory constraints. The training of
VQ-VAE is governed by the loss L defined as,

LV AE = ||utar −VAE(Gθ(uin))||22 + ||γ[ze(utar)]− ek||22 + β||ze(utar)− γ[ek]||22, (9)
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where VAE(Gθ(uin)) is the state super-resolved by the VQ-VAE that takes NO predictions as its input. ze(utar) is the
continuous latent representation mapped by the encoder, ek is the nearest codebook vector quantized from its continuous
representation ze(utar), γ[·] is stop gradient function and β is a hyperparameter balancing the encoder commitment.
The stop-gradient function γ[·], prevents gradients from flowing through certain parts of the model, effectively treating
them as constants during training. This is crucial in VQ-VAE because the quantized output is non-differentiable,
as it’s constructed using nearest-neighbor lookup. In the loss term ||γ[ze(utar)] − ek||22, the stop gradient function
ensures that the encoder output ze(x) is kept constant, so that only the codebook vectors ek are updated. In contrast,
in the commitment loss term β||ze(utar) − γ[ek]||22, the code book vectors are treated as constant, ensuring only
encoder parameters are updated. We observed that VQ-VAEs in their original form struggle to capture the fine-scaled
turbulent structures. This occurs due to the compression and quantization during the codebook construction. Small
oscillations become indistinguishable during nearest-neighbor lookup and hence, the decoder struggles to reconstruct
high-wavenumber features solely from these quantized coarse latents. To address these issues, we use UNet-style
skip connections to propagate the intermediate features from the encoder through concatenation at the decoder. This
facilitates reconstructions of fine edges and small oscillations, relaxing the codebook quantized space bottleneck.
Importantly, this modification aligns well with our super-resolution objective, since the goal is not dimensionality
reduction but accurate recovery of fine-scale turbulent features.

Diffusion Models (DM)

We also consider a conditional score-based diffusion model to refine fields via denoising score matching across multiple
noise levels. Let u denote a field and ucond the conditioning signal. The score network sϕ(u;σ, ucond) estimates the
gradient of the log-density of the Gaussian-perturbed conditional distribution,

sϕ(u;σ, ucond) ≈ ∇u log pσ(u | ucond) ,

where pσ is the data distribution corrupted with N (0, σ2I). Following EDM[51], we sample σ from a log-normal
schedule and minimize a preconditioned denoising score-matching objective over pairs (ucond, utar):

min
ϕ

Eσ, ε, (ucond,utar)

[
ω(σ)

∥∥ sϕ(utar + σε;σ, ucond) +
1
σ ε

∥∥2
2

]
,

where ε∼N (0, I) and ω(σ) is the EDM preconditioning weight. In other words, the score network sees the target
corrupted by Gaussian noise at level σ (i.e., utar + σε) and is trained to predict the corresponding noise-scaled direction
−ε/σ that removes this corruption. For super-resolution, the conditioning signal ucond = Gθ(uin), the oversmoothed
NO output and for flow reconstruction, ucond is the sparse observation. We start sampling from a Gaussian noise at
a large σ0 and progressively lower σ→ 0, updating the sample with the learned score at each step. We use EDM’s
noise schedule and a Heun-style sampler for efficiency and stability. Training across a log-spaced range of σ yields
multi-scale fidelity, where large σ captures coarse structure and small σ restores high-wavenumber detail, but at the cost
of iterative sampling.

Generative Adversarial Network (GAN)

The GAN implemented in our work is based on Real-ESRGAN [52], which is an extension to the ESR-GAN [45],
designed to achieve enhanced super-resolution performance compared to previously developed GAN-based models. A
deep convolutional upsampling network with residual-in-residual dense blocks (RRDB) [45] is used as the generator,
and a UNet architecture is used as the discriminator. The RRDB stacks three Residual Dense Blocks, each with five
3× 3 convolutions. These nested convolutions substantially increase compute, explaining the higher FLOPs we report
for NO+GAN in Table 1. For training, we follow the relativistic average GAN (RaGAN) objective described earlier,
and include a VGG-19-based perceptual loss. RaGAN compares the relative realness of real vs. generated samples,
which sharpens textures and stabilizes adversarial updates. A UNet discriminator with spectral normalization is used to
increase discriminator capacity and stabilize training. Perceptual loss is computed on VGG-19 features before activation,
together with an L1 content loss to learn large-scale structures.

Extending from 2D to 3D: Memory-efficient network adaptations

For the spatio-temporal super-resolution problem, the perceptual loss in adv-NO and GAN was computed on the 2D
feature representations projected by the pretrained layers of VGG-19, which is a 2D convolutional network as discussed
earlier. For forecasting three-dimensional isotropic turbulence with adv-NO and reconstructing the three-dimensional
cylinder wake with GAN, we utilize a pre-trained 3D ResNet from the Med3D [61], which was originally trained on
biomedical images of human organs. Specifically, we used the first three pre-trained layers of 3D-ResNet10 from
[61] with weights of {0.1, 0.1, 1}. However, we encountered out-of-memory errors. To make our implementation
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memory-efficient, we modified how we utilized the discriminator. Instead of sending the full 1283 or 256× 256× 32
dimensional snapshots for HIT and cylinder cases, respectively, as the input to the UNet-based discriminator and
pretrained 3D-ResNet10, we utilized randomly sampled smaller sub-domains of size 323 to compute the adversarial
and perceptual losses. This strategy helped us avoid out-of-memory errors. Our 3D implementation of the diffusion
model[51] for the cylinder wake reconstruction also encountered out-of-memory errors. In this case, the culprit was
the linear and full attention blocks in the neural network architecture, which we turned off to make the network more
memory efficient.

Training and implementation details

All models used in the spatio-temporal super-resolution of 2D Schlieren images contained approximately two to
four million trainable parameters, while those used for 3D forecasting and sparse flow reconstruction contained
approximately six million parameters. We intentionally selected relatively small models to ensure efficient training on a
single GPU and to enable effective learning in the low-data regime.

All models were trained using the Adam optimizer [63] with a learning rate of 10−4, and training was performed until
convergence, with a maximum wall-clock time of 48 hours per experiment. For the conventional NO trained solely
to minimize the L2 loss, we additionally employed a linear warm-up followed by a cosine annealing learning rate
scheduler [12] to accelerate convergence. While this setup enabled faster training, the conventional NO consistently
suffered from spectral bias, as discussed earlier. To mitigate this limitation, we further trained the NO adversarially
(adv-NO) and also evaluated VAE-, GAN-, and diffusion-based frameworks for super-resolving the NO-predicted states.
In general, adv-NO, VAE, GAN, and diffusion models exhibited slower convergence compared to conventional NOs but
achieved superior reconstruction of fine-scale structures and turbulent dynamics as reported in Figure 2. All training
and inference were conducted on a single NVIDIA H100 GPU using the PyTorch framework [64].

16



Learning Turbulent Flows with Generative Models

Acknowledgements

The authors acknowledge Dr. Zhen Zhang, Prof. Martin Maxey and Prof. Johannes Brandstetter for the insightful
discussions.

Funding: We acknowledge the funding from MURI/AFOSR FA9550-20-1-0358 project, the DOE-MMICS SEA-
CROGS DE-SC0023191 award and DARPA-ABAQuS program grant number HR00112490526. We also acknowledge
the computational resources and services at the Center for Computation and Visualization (CCV), Brown University.

Author Contributions: V.O.: Conceptualization, Methodology, Software, Formal Analysis, Investigation, Data Cura-
tion, Writing - Original Draft, Writing - Review & Editing and Visualization. S.K.: Methodology, Software, Formal
Analysis, Investigation, Writing - Original Draft and Writing - Review & Editing A.B.: Methodology, Software, Formal
Analysis, Investigation, Writing - Original Draft and Writing - Review & Editing Z.W.: Software, Investigation, Valida-
tion, Resources, Data Curation, Writing - Original Draft and Writing - Review & Editing G.E.K.: Conceptualization,
Validation, Formal Analysis, Resources, Writing - Review & Editing, Supervision, Project administration and Funding
acquisition

Competing Interests: The authors declare no competing interests.

Data and Code Availability: The data and code will be made available after acceptance at our GitHub Repository[65]

References

[1] Howard W Emmons. Critique of numerical modeling of fluid-mechanics phenomena. Annual Review of Fluid
Mechanics, 2(1):15–36, 1970.

[2] Steven A Orszag and GS Patterson Jr. Numerical simulation of three-dimensional homogeneous isotropic
turbulence. Physical review letters, 28(2):76, 1972.

[3] Steven A Orszag. Spectral methods for problems in complex geometrics. In Numerical methods for partial
differential equations, pages 273–305. Elsevier, 1979.

[4] George Em Karniadakis and Steven A Orszag. Nodes, modes and flow codes. Physics Today, 46(3):34–42, 1993.

[5] Lu Lu, Pengzhan Jin, Guofei Pang, Zhongqiang Zhang, and George Em Karniadakis. Learning nonlinear
operators via deeponet based on the universal approximation theorem of operators. Nature machine intelligence,
3(3):218–229, 2021.

[6] Zongyi Li, Nikola Kovachki, Kamyar Azizzadenesheli, Burigede Liu, Kaushik Bhattacharya, Andrew Stuart,
and Anima Anandkumar. Fourier neural operator for parametric partial differential equations. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2010.08895, 2020.

[7] Tianping Chen and Hong Chen. Universal approximation to nonlinear operators by neural networks with arbitrary
activation functions and its application to dynamical systems. IEEE transactions on neural networks, 6(4):911–917,
1995.

[8] Qianying Cao, Somdatta Goswami, and George Em Karniadakis. Laplace neural operator for solving differential
equations. Nature Machine Intelligence, 6(6):631–640, 2024.

[9] Bogdan Raonic, Roberto Molinaro, Tobias Rohner, Siddhartha Mishra, and Emmanuel de Bezenac. Convolutional
neural operators. In ICLR 2023 workshop on physics for machine learning, 2023.

[10] Nasim Rahaman, Aristide Baratin, Devansh Arpit, Felix Draxler, Min Lin, Fred Hamprecht, Yoshua Bengio, and
Aaron Courville. On the spectral bias of neural networks. In International conference on machine learning, pages
5301–5310. PMLR, 2019.

[11] Oded Ovadia, Vivek Oommen, Adar Kahana, Ahmad Peyvan, Eli Turkel, and George Em Karniadakis. Real-time
inference and extrapolation with time-conditioned unet: Applications in hypersonic flows, incompressible flows,
and global temperature forecasting. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 441:117982,
2025.

[12] Jayesh K Gupta and Johannes Brandstetter. Towards multi-spatiotemporal-scale generalized pde modeling. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2209.15616, 2022.

[13] Vivek Oommen, Aniruddha Bora, Zhen Zhang, and George Em Karniadakis. Integrating neural operators with
diffusion models improves spectral representation in turbulence modelling. Proceedings of the Royal Society A,
481(2309):20240819, 2025.

17

https://github.com/vivekoommen/Gen4Turbulence


Learning Turbulent Flows with Generative Models

[14] Zhi-Qin John Xu, Lulu Zhang, and Wei Cai. On understanding and overcoming spectral biases of deep neural
network learning methods for solving pdes. Journal of Computational Physics, page 113905, 2025.

[15] Zhilin You, Zhenli Xu, and Wei Cai. Mscalefno: Multi-scale fourier neural operator learning for oscillatory
function spaces. arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.20183, 2024.

[16] Dibyajyoti Chakraborty, Arvind T Mohan, and Romit Maulik. Binned spectral power loss for improved prediction
of chaotic systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.00472, 2025.

[17] Siavash Khodakarami, Vivek Oommen, Aniruddha Bora, and George Em Karniadakis. Mitigating spectral bias in
neural operators via high-frequency scaling for physical systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.13695, 2025.

[18] Maziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George E Karniadakis. Physics-informed neural networks: A deep learning
framework for solving forward and inverse problems involving nonlinear partial differential equations. Journal of
Computational physics, 378:686–707, 2019.

[19] Juan Diego Toscano, Vivek Oommen, Alan John Varghese, Zongren Zou, Nazanin Ahmadi Daryakenari, Chenxi
Wu, and George Em Karniadakis. From pinns to pikans: Recent advances in physics-informed machine learning.
Machine Learning for Computational Science and Engineering, 1(1):1–43, 2025.

[20] Sifan Wang, Hanwen Wang, and Paris Perdikaris. On the eigenvector bias of fourier feature networks: From
regression to solving multi-scale pdes with physics-informed neural networks. Computer Methods in Applied
Mechanics and Engineering, 384:113938, 2021.

[21] Sifan Wang, Bowen Li, Yuhan Chen, and Paris Perdikaris. Piratenets: Physics-informed deep learning with
residual adaptive networks. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 25(402):1–51, 2024.

[22] Sifan Wang, Ananyae Kumar Bhartari, Bowen Li, and Paris Perdikaris. Gradient alignment in physics-informed
neural networks: A second-order optimization perspective. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.00604, 2025.

[23] Sifan Wang, Shyam Sankaran, Panos Stinis, and Paris Perdikaris. Simulating three-dimensional turbulence with
physics-informed neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.08972, 2025.

[24] Ian J Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, Mehdi Mirza, Bing Xu, David Warde-Farley, Sherjil Ozair, Aaron
Courville, and Yoshua Bengio. Generative adversarial nets. Advances in neural information processing systems,
27, 2014.

[25] Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel. Denoising diffusion probabilistic models. Advances in neural
information processing systems, 33:6840–6851, 2020.

[26] Yaron Lipman, Ricky TQ Chen, Heli Ben-Hamu, Maximilian Nickel, and Matt Le. Flow matching for generative
modeling. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.02747, 2022.

[27] Mustafa Z Yousif, Linqi Yu, and Hee-Chang Lim. Super-resolution reconstruction of turbulent flow fields at
various reynolds numbers based on generative adversarial networks. Physics of Fluids, 34(1), 2022.

[28] Tianyi Li, Michele Buzzicotti, Luca Biferale, and Fabio Bonaccorso. Generative adversarial networks to infer
velocity components in rotating turbulent flows. The European Physical Journal E, 46(5):31, 2023.

[29] Ludovico Nista, Heinz Pitsch, Christoph DK Schumann, Mathis Bode, Temistocle Grenga, Jonathan F MacArt,
and Antonio Attili. Influence of adversarial training on super-resolution turbulence reconstruction. Physical
Review Fluids, 9(6):064601, 2024.

[30] Haokai Wu, Kai Zhang, Dai Zhou, Wen-Li Chen, Zhaolong Han, and Yong Cao. High-flexibility reconstruction
of small-scale motions in wall turbulence using a generalized zero-shot learning. Journal of Fluid Mechanics,
990:R1, 2024.

[31] Antonio Cuéllar, Alejandro Güemes, Andrea Ianiro, Óscar Flores, Ricardo Vinuesa, and Stefano Discetti. Three-
dimensional generative adversarial networks for turbulent flow estimation from wall measurements. Journal of
Fluid Mechanics, 991:A1, 2024.

[32] Mathis Bode, Michael Gauding, Zeyu Lian, Dominik Denker, Marco Davidovic, Konstantin Kleinheinz, Jenia
Jitsev, and Heinz Pitsch. Using physics-informed enhanced super-resolution generative adversarial networks for
subfilter modeling in turbulent reactive flows. Proceedings of the Combustion Institute, 38(2):2617–2625, 2021.

[33] Dule Shu, Zijie Li, and Amir Barati Farimani. A physics-informed diffusion model for high-fidelity flow field
reconstruction. Journal of Computational Physics, 478:111972, 2023.
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A Analysis of spectral bias in Neural Operators

We perform a frequency-resolved analysis of training dynamics in the operator-learning regime, assuming physically
realistic target spectra and initializations whose Fourier sensitivity decays with frequency. Our analysis is architecture-
agnostic and shows (i) global concentration of gradient mass on low wavenumbers at initialization and (ii) an explicit
high-frequency tail-energy deficit over realistic training horizons.

Lemma: Let Ω ⊆ Rd be bounded and f ∈ L2(Ω). We extend f by zero to Rd while keeping the same notation f , and
we use the unitary Fourier transform given by

ĝ(k) = (2π)−d/2
∫
Rd

g(x) e−ik·x dx, ∥g∥L2(Rd) = ∥ĝ∥L2(Rd). (10)

For θ ∈ Rp let fθ denote the model output and L(θ) be the associated L2 loss given by

L(θ) = ∥f − fθ∥2L2(Ω) =

∫
Rd

∣∣f̂(k)− f̂θ(k)∣∣2 dk. (11)

Let Sθ(k) =
∥∥∇θ f̂θ(k)∥∥. We assume that at initialization θ = θ0 and

(a) f̂θ0 ∈ L2(Rd) (e.g. f̂θ0 ≡ 0), and

(b) Sθ0 ∈ L2(Rd) with vanishing tail:
∫
|k|>K

Sθ0(k)
2 dk → 0 as K →∞.

Then

(i) For every ε > 0 ∃Kε <∞ such that∥∥(∇θL(θ0))≤Kε

∥∥ ≥ (1− ε)
∥∥∇θL(θ0)∥∥, (12)

where (∇θL(θ))≤K denotes the contribution to

∇θL(θ) = 2ℜ
∫
Rd

(
f̂θ(k)− f̂(k)

)
∇θf̂θ(k) dk (13)

for {|k| ≤ K}.
(ii) For every θ and K ≥ 0, ∫

|k|>K

∣∣f̂θ(k)∣∣2 dk ≤ 2L(θ) + 2

∫
|k|>K

∣∣f̂(k)∣∣2 dk. (14)

Sketch of the Proof:

From unitary fourier transfrom we have

ĝ(k) = (2π)−d/2
∫
Rd

g(x) e−ik·x dx, ∥g∥L2(Rd) = ∥ĝ∥L2(Rd). (15)

Now using Parseval-Plancherel identity [66], we can write Eqn (2) as

L(θ) =
∫
Rd

∣∣f̂(k)− f̂θ(k)∣∣2 dk (16)

=

∫
Rd

(
f̂(k)− f̂θ(k)

) (
f̂(k)− f̂θ(k)

)
dk. (17)

Let fθ be differentiable (Frechet/Gateaux) in θ, then based on assumption (b), for any direction ν ∈ Rp, by chain rule
we have

DνL(θ) = 2ℜ⟨fθ − f, Dνfθ⟩L2(Rd) = 2ℜ
〈
f̂θ − f̂ , Dν f̂θ

〉
L2(Rd)

. (18)

Now using Riesz representation, Eqn (9) is equivalent to

∇θL(θ) = 2

∫
Rd

ℜ
[
(f̂θ(k)− f̂(k))∇θf̂θ(k)

]
dk. (19)
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Now let, for θ = θ0 and for a cutoff K ≥ 0, we have

g≤K(θ0) = 2ℜ
∫
|k|≤K

(f̂θ0(k)− f̂(k))∇θf̂θ0(k)dk, (20)

g>K(θ0) = 2ℜ
∫
|k|>K

(f̂θ0(k)− f̂(k))∇θf̂θ0(k)dk. (21)

From Eqn. (10) we have
∇θL(θ0) = g≤K(θ0) + g>K(θ0). (22)

Therefore, ∥∥g≤K(θ0)
∥∥ ≥ ∥∥∇θL(θ0)∥∥− ∥∥g>K(θ0)

∥∥. (23)

Now using triangle inequality in Rp and |ℜz| ≤ |z|,∥∥g>K(θ0)
∥∥ ≤ 2

∫
|k|>K

∣∣f̂θ0(k)− f̂(k)∣∣ ∥∥∇θf̂θ0(k)∥∥ dk. (24)

Now applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

||g>K(θ0)|| ≤ 2||f̂θ0 − f̂ ||L2(|k|>K)||Sθ0 ||L2(|k|>K). (25)

From (a) and (b) we have∥∥f̂θ0 − f̂∥∥L2(|k|>K)
→ 0 and

∥∥Sθ0∥∥L2(|k|>K)
→ 0 (K →∞). (26)

Hence, 2||f̂θ0 − f̂ ||L2(|k|>K)||Sθ0 ||L2(|k|>K) → 0, and therefore

∃Kε <∞ s.t.
∥∥g>Kε(θ0)

∥∥ ≤ ε∥∥∇θL(θ0)∥∥. (27)

From Eqn. (14) and (16) we have∥∥g≤Kε(θ0)
∥∥ =

∥∥(∇θL(θ0))≤Kε

∥∥ ≥ (1− ε)
∥∥∇θL(θ0)∥∥. (28)

We have,

|a| − |b| ≤ |a− b|, |a|2 ≤ 2 |a− b|2 + 2 |b|2. (29)

Now using Eqn. (23) and a = ˆfθ(k) and b = f̂(k) and then integrating over |k| > K we have,∫
|k|>K

∣∣f̂θ(k)∣∣2dk ≤ 2

∫
|k|>K

∣∣f̂θ(k)− f̂(k)∣∣2dk + 2

∫
|k|>K

∣∣f̂(k)∣∣2dk. (30)

Now from Eqn. (8) and (25), we have∫
|k|>K

∣∣f̂θ(k)∣∣2 dk ≤ 2

∫
Rd

∣∣f̂θ(k)− f̂(k)∣∣2 dk + 2

∫
|k|>K

∣∣f̂(k)∣∣2 dk = 2L(θ) + 2

∫
|k|>K

∣∣f̂(k)∣∣2 dk. (31)
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B Super-resolving Schlieren images of an impinging jet - Additional Results

Figure B.1 compares the superresolved states estimated through bicubic interpolation, conventional NO trained to
minimize the Euclidean error, and the adversarially trained NO (adv-NO). The bicubic interpolation and NO suffer
from spectral bias/over-smoothing. The energy spectrum plots in the last row clearly indicate that the extent of spectral
bias is worse in bicubic interpolation compared to NO. Furthermore, at t+ 3τ , where even the low resolution input is
non-existent, the low-wavenumbers estimated through bicubic interpolation does not align with the reference. Whereas,
the NO is able to learn the dynamics of at least the low wavenumbers correctly. However, the Euclidean error-based
training causes the NO to remain completely oblivious to the dynamics at the higher wavenumbers. This limitation can
be avoided altogether through adversarial training of the NO, which is able to estimate states with almost perfectly
aligned energy spectra.

Fig. B.1: Impinging jet. Super-resolution of low-resolution, low-frame-rate (LRLF) Schlieren visualizations of an
impinging jet. The model reconstructs high-resolution, high-frame-rate (HRHF) density gradients, by upscaling the
spatial and temporal resolutions by a factor of 8 and 4 respectively. The last row compares the energy spectrum of
the density gradient reconstructed through bicubic interpolation, conventional neural operator (NO), and adversarially
trained neural operator (adv-NO).
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C Forecasting Forced Homogeneous Isotropic Turbulence - Additional Results

Fig. C.1: Forecasting Homogeneous Isotropic Turbulence (HIT) (Reλ = 90). The velocity and the pressure states
simulated using spectral element method is used as a reference for comparing the predictions of NO, adv-NO and a
physics-informed variant of the neural operator that penalizes the divergence of the velocity vector. All the models were
trained only on 160 timesteps of a single trajectory. The states at ∆t = 2tE (tE is the eddy turnover time) is visualized.
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time (t)

Fig. C.2: Evolution of kinetic energy (KE) in HIT (Reλ = 90). We show the time evolution of KE by visualizing the
mid xy, yz, zx planes. The columns represent the time evolution from one to five eddy turnover time-scales (tE) The
last row shows the energy spectrum as it evolves in time.
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D Flow reconstruction from partial observations

Algorithm 1 Preparing Masked Inputs for Training

1: Input: full flow tensor x ∈ Rbs×4×nx×ny×nz

2: Sample mask fraction α ∼ U(0, 1)
3: if rand() < 0.5 then
4: Independent masking:
5: for each sample b in mini-batch do
6: Generate random mask mb ∈ {0, 1}4×nx×ny×nz with fraction α zeros
7: end for
8: else
9: Shared mask across fields:

10: for each sample b in mini-batch do
11: Generate one mask m ∈ {0, 1}1×nx×ny×nz with fraction α zeros
12: mb ← repeat(m, 4)
13: end for
14: end if
15: Masked input: xmasked ← x ·m
16: Conditional input: xin ← concat(xmasked,m)
17: return xin
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Fig. D.1: Zero-shot flow reconstruction: Sensitivity to mask fraction. The masked input, kinetic energy of the
reference DNS, kinetic energy of the velocity fields reconstructed by Diffusion Model and GAN, their energy spectra
and intermittency curves are visualized for different mask fractions. Both DM and GAN are able to successfully
reconstruct the vortex street for all mask fractions (except GAN when mask fraction=0.99)
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a)

b)

Fig. D.2: Test setup 2 – reconstruction of the full 3D flow field from sparse velocity measurements on a single
plane (z = 0). a) Kinetic energy (KE) from DNS and KE reconstructed by the diffusion model (DM) and GAN, at
different planes. b) Comparison of the spatially averaged energy spectrum and velocity intermittency between DNS,
DM, and GAN reconstructions.
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a)

b)

Fig. D.3: Test setup 3 – reconstruction of the full 3D flow field from sparse velocity measurements in a sub-
domain. a) Kinetic energy (KE) from DNS and KE reconstructed by the diffusion model (DM) and GAN, at different
planes. b) Comparison of the energy spectrum and velocity intermittency between DNS, DM, and GAN reconstructions.
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Fig. D.4: Test setup 4 – reconstruction of the full 3D pressure field from sparse velocity measurements. Pressure
field from DNS and those reconstructed by the diffusion model (DM) and GAN, at the mid-plane slice, for different
mask fractions.
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