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Understanding how rivers adjust to the sediment load they carry is critical to predicting the
evolution of landscapes. Presently, however, no physically based model reliably captures the depen-
dence of basic river properties, such as its shape or slope, on the discharge of sediment, even in the
simple case of laboratory rivers. Here, we show how the balance between fluid stress and gravity
acting on the sediment grains, along with cross-stream diffusion of sediment, determines the shape
and sediment flux profile of laminar laboratory rivers which carry sediment as bedload. Using this
model, which reliably reproduces the experiments without any tuning, we confirm the hypothesis,
originally proposed by Parker [1], that rivers are restricted to exist close to the threshold of sediment
motion (within about 20%). This limit is set by the fluid-sediment interaction and is independent
of the water and sediment load carried by the river. Thus, as the total sediment discharge increases,
the intensity of sediment flux (sediment discharge per unit width) in a river saturates, and the river
can only transport more sediment by widening. In this large discharge regime, the cross-stream
diffusion of momentum in the flow permits sediment transport. Conversely, in the weak transport
regime, the transported sediment concentrates around the river center without significantly altering
the river shape. If this theory holds for natural rivers, the aspect ratio of a river could become a
proxy for sediment discharge — a quantity notoriously difficult to measure in the field.

Flowing from mountains to oceans, rivers traverse im-
mense distances across the land, eroding, transporting,
and depositing sediment along the way, thereby shaping
much of the landscape we see on Earth [2–5]. However,
a precise understanding of how rivers adjust their shape
to the amounts of sediment and water they transport is
lacking. This is partly due to the difficulty of collecting
sediment flux measurements in the field, and partly due
to the complicated coupling between the flow and the
sediment bed.

In rivers that carry a small amount of sediment, sedi-
ment grains are typically close to their threshold of mo-
tion — below this threshold, any sediment carried by a
river would be deposited, building the river bed until it
eventually reaches the threshold, while, above the thresh-
old, uncompensated erosion of the bed would quickly
bring the river back to the threshold [6]. For this rea-
son, early theories were formulated for inert rivers (rivers
that do not transport sediment) and assumed that such
rivers construct their own bed so that the grains on the
bed surface are exactly at the threshold of motion [7–
10]. Under this assumption, they showed that the shape
of the river channel is independent of its water discharge,
which can only affect the size of the river. This thresh-
old theory accounts for the observation that the width of
rivers increases as the square root of their discharge, an
empirical correlation known as Lacey’s law [10, 11].

In active rivers (those that transport sediment), sedi-
ment transport is driven only by a small departure of the
shear stress from its threshold value [5, 9]. The minute-
ness of this departure makes the study of active rivers
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challenging. It means that, to find the sediment flux,
one needs to measure or calculate the stress with high
precision — simple order-of-magnitude estimates are not
sufficient [12]. This is a daunting task, since the stress
sensitively depends on the river shape, which, in turn,
adjusts to the stress distribution.

Parker [1] first addressed the question of active rivers
with a model in which a turbulent river splits into in-
ert banks and a flat, active bottom. He found that the
cross-stream diffusion of momentum, which distributes
stress from faster flowing regions to slower ones, is essen-
tial to enable sediment transport in a stable river chan-
nel. His model qualitatively agreed with real rivers — he
found that the stress on the river bed is at most about
20% above critical, which limits the intensity of sediment
transport. It is, however, unclear why a river should
sharply split into inert banks and a flat bottom, as re-
quired by Parker’s model. Moreover, it is unclear how
a river transitions from an inert, threshold channel to a
singular configuration of Parker as its sediment discharge
increases.

Since field measurements are difficult, a good place to
test our understanding of rivers is the laboratory [13].
However, even laboratory investigations have been a chal-
lenge in themselves [14–16] — stable single-thread rivers
were only recently produced in a laboratory setting [17–
19]. Nevertheless, these experiments have been enlighten-
ing — by focusing on straight, laminar, stationary rivers,
they presented strong support for the threshold hypoth-
esis of inert rivers. So far, however, they have not been
compared to Parker’s theory for active rivers.

Another key insight that arose from experiments is
that the grains that are carried as bedload (i.e. that
are dragged along the river bed) [20] diffuse laterally by
randomly hitting other grains on the bed surface along
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their way [21, 22]. In analogy with a gas placed in a
gravitational field, the balance between gravity and dif-
fusion distributes the transported grains over the bed
so that the concentration of moving grains exponentially
falls off with increasing elevation above the channel cen-
terline [22]. This Boltzmann distribution of the moving
grains relates the sediment flux to the shape of the river.
The role of sediment diffusion was recognized early in
rivers that transport their sediment in suspension [23],
but these experiments have shown that this mechanism
also applies to bedload transport.

In this paper, we use the experiments of Abramian et
al. [19] (section I) to understand what sets the channel
shape of active rivers. In our theory, the above mech-
anisms combine to shape the river — the shape of the
channel determines the stress, the stress determines the
sediment flux, while the Boltzmann distribution relates
the sediment flux back to the shape (section II). In equi-
librium, these mechanisms are all coupled together, and
their simultaneous coexistence determines a unique river
channel for given discharges of water and sediment (as-
suming the channel is straight and single-thread). There-
fore, the problem can be solved self-consistently, at least
in principle. However, this problem is difficult since the
fluid stress anywhere on the bed depends on the entire
shape of the river.

We bypass this issue by simplifying the equation for
the fluid stress, assuming that the aspect ratio of a river
(ratio of width to depth) is large (section III). We then
formulate a model for the steady-state shape of a straight,
laminar river with bedload transport by using this mini-
mal representation for the stress, and including the Boltz-
mann distribution for the moving grain density. This
model takes the form of a second-order boundary value
problem (BVP) which can be analyzed numerically (sec-
tion IV) and analytically (section V). We note that this
is a well defined problem only for a river in equilibrium
(steady-state), so that it does not answer how the river
reaches this equilibrium.

In the limit of large water and sediment discharge, the
river in our model splits into inert banks and a flat ac-
tive bottom, exactly as prescribed in Parker’s [1] model.
We, thus, show how Parker’s [1] model arises as a limit of
our theory. We call this limit the “Parker regime” (sec-
tion VI), and we define a condition for reaching it. Like
Parker [1], we find that laminar rivers cannot exist far
from the threshold of sediment motion and, thus, cannot
accommodate a sediment flux (discharge per unit width)
larger than a maximum. We find that this maximum de-
pends only on the friction coefficient of the sediment, µt.
Since the sediment flux is bounded, a river in the Parker
regime has to widen to accommodate a larger sediment
discharge. Moreover, we find that momentum diffusion
in the flow plays a key role in sediment transport. We
compare our results with laboratory experiments and find
good agreement without any tuning. In this way, for the
first time, we provide support for Parker’s hypothesis in
a controlled setting. However, we also discover another

qualitatively different regime, which applies to rivers with
large water but small sediment discharge. In this “weak
transport regime” (section VII), sediment transport re-
lies on the diffusion of sediment, and a higher load is
accommodated by increasing the sediment flux without
altering the shape of the river which carries it.

In both theory and experiments, we find that the as-
pect ratio of a river strongly depends on its sediment dis-
charge. This suggests that, in the field, the shape of the
river could be used as a proxy for its sediment load. To
verify this, however, our theory would have to be adapted
for turbulent flows — a task we leave for the future.

We also leave the mathematical details, tables for ex-
perimental runs, and other results that are not necessary
to understand the main points of the paper to the Sup-
plementary Information (SI).

I. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we briefly describe the experiments of
Abramian et al. [19], which inspired the present the-
ory. A schematic and a photograph of the experiment
are shown in Fig. 1, and experimental parameters are
summarized in Table S1 of the SI.

The setup consisted of an inclined tank, 190 cm ×
90 cm× 10 cm in size, filled with plastic sediment made
up of grains of diameter ds = 0.83 ± 0.2 mm and den-
sity ρs = 1490 kg m−3. At the inlet, a mixture of wa-
ter and glycerol was pumped into the tank, at a dis-
charge Qw ≈ 1 l min−1, which was kept as constant as
possible during all experimental runs. The density and
viscosity of the fluid were ρf = 1160 ± 5 kg m−3 and
ν = 10−5 m2 s−1. The high fluid viscosity, achieved by
adding glycerol to the mixture, kept the fluid flow lam-
inar (the Reynolds number remained below about 10 in
all experiments). The fluid found its way to the outlet at
the opposite end of the tank, meanwhile carving its own
channel through the sediment. Additionally, dry sedi-
ment was injected into the system at a prescribed rate,
Qs. Abramian et al. [19] performed 5 experimental runs
in which they varied the sediment discharge between 0
and 60 grains s−1.

A typical river forms as follows. First, the experiment
goes through a transient during which the fluid erodes
more sediment than is injected at the inlet. At this stage,
a single channel of width W ∼ 5 cm quickly forms, whose
downstream slope, S, slowly changes over time until it
reaches steady-state at S ∼ 0.01. The duration of this
transient, T , roughly corresponds to the time to build
a sediment channel of constant slope, S, and width, W ,
over the entire length of the tank, L ∼ 2 m, by exchang-
ing sediment at a rate Qs ∼ 100 grains s−1 with the bed.
A simple scaling analysis yields T ∼ L2WS/(d3sQs) ∼
5 h, consistent with typical transients in the experiments.
The exact duration of the transient depends on the ini-
tial setup of the experiment and can be shortened by,
for example, setting the initial inclination of the tank
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FIG. 1: (a) Experimental setup of Abramian et al. [19].
(b) Photograph of the sediment bed taken with the

overhead camera. Brown lines represent trajectories of
tracked grains.

close to the steady-state slope of the river. After reach-
ing steady-state, the river transports as much sediment
along its bed as is delivered by the sediment feeder. Sed-
iment travels as bedload — grains roll, slip, and bounce
on the sediment bed. The river channel typically ap-
pears to be roughly straight with only minor sinuosity,
and, once formed, it does not move significantly. More-
over, the steady-state river is insensitive to the initial
setup of the experiment — it selects its own width, W ,
depth, Dmax, and downstream slope, S, regardless of the
initial conditions. Beyond a certain value of sediment
discharge (about Qs ≈ 90 grains s−1), the channel desta-
bilizes into intertwined threads that form a braided river.
The range of Qs explored in these experiments covered
the entire range of sediment discharge for which a stable
single-thread river can form.

To characterize the shape of these experimental rivers,
Abramian et al. [19] measured the sediment bed eleva-

tion along a cross-section with a laser sheet. They con-
stantly monitored the river using an overhead camera,
and tracked the trajectories of moving colored grains,
which allowed them to measure the profile of sediment
flux, qs, across the river (to avoid possible confusion, we
emphasize here that the sediment discharge, Qs, is the
integral of the sediment flux, qs, over the cross-section of
the river). We show two rivers and their sediment flux
profiles in Fig. 2; profiles for the other runs are shown
in Fig. S1 and their properties are summarized in Table
S2 of the SI. Most sediment concentrates near the chan-
nel center over a well-defined bed section of width WT .
We define this transport width, WT , as the width that re-
lates the sediment discharge and the mean sediment flux,
Qs = WT 〈qs〉. To make WT a robust quantity resistant
to experimental noise, we define 〈qs〉 to be the average
sediment flux over a probability density function qs/Qs,
so that

〈qs〉 ≡
1

Qs

∫ W/2

−W/2
q2s(y)dy . (1)

Figure 3 and Fig. S2 of the SI illustrate how the char-
acteristics of laboratory rivers change as the sediment
discharge, Qs, increases: the rivers become wider, shal-
lower, steeper, and transport sediment more intensely.

II. THE MECHANISMS THAT SHAPE A RIVER

Keeping in mind the rivers of Abramian et al. [19],
the goal of the present paper is to understand how an
active laminar river adapts its own depth and sediment
flux profiles, D(y) and qs(y), to the fluid and sediment
discharges, Qw and Qs, it carries. In this section, we will
start by reviewing the equations which govern the flow
and the transport of sediment in such a river. Through-
out the paper, x will represent the downstream, y the
cross-stream, and z the vertical coordinate, measured
with respect to the surface of the river (Fig. 2a). We
restrict our attention to a straight river that is uniform
in the x-direction. Accordingly, we only need to consider
its cross-section in the (y, z) plane.

Stokes flow

In a straight river, the flow is forced by gravity that
pushes the fluid down a slope, S. This slope is usually
very small (for the experiments of Abramian et al. [19],
S ∼ 0.01). The laminar flow in such a river obeys the
Stokes equation

ν∆u = −gS , (2)

where u is the downstream component of the velocity,
g = 9.81 m s−2 is the gravitational acceleration, S is the

slope in the downstream (x) direction, and ∆ ≡ ∂2

∂y2 +
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FIG. 2: (a) and (b) River cross-sections from the experiments of Abramian et al. [19] (brown line) and the present
model (blue lines). Aspect ratio is preserved. (c) and (d) Corresponding sediment flux profiles, qs(y), for the

experiments (red lines) and our model (blue lines). Panels on the left ((a) and (c)) correspond to an inert river (no
sediment discharge, Qs = 0), while the right panels ((b) and (d)) correspond to an active one (sediment discharge
Qs ≈ 44 grains s−1). The transport width, WT = Qs/〈qs〉, with 〈qs〉 given by Eq. 1, as well as the maximum
sediment flux, qs,max, are marked with arrows in panel (d). The downstream slope, S, could not be measured

accurately, but it is approximately S ≈ 0.005 for the inert river and S ≈ 0.01 for the active one.

∂2

∂z2 is the Laplacian operator in the (y, z) plane. The
boundary conditions are that the velocity vanishes on
the bed (u = 0 when z = −D) and that there is no shear
stress on the free surface (∂u/∂z = 0 when z = 0).

The term gS in Eq. 2 is the force driving the fluid
flow. In the experiments, the slope is not prescribed a
priori. Instead, the river selects it while forming its own
bed. It depends on the river’s discharges and we cannot
prescribe it arbitrarily. Importantly, the Stokes flow is
scale-invariant — the flow in two channels of a different
size but the same shape looks the same, and one can find
one from the other by simple rescaling of lengths and
velocity.

If we can find the velocity in the channel by using Eq.
2, we can also get the stress, τ , shearing the bed surface.
This stress is proportional to the gradient of u in the
direction normal to the bed surface, with the dynamic
viscosity, ρfν, acting as a constant of proportionality.
To get an idea of how the stress depends on the channel
shape, we integrate Stokes law, Eq. 2, along the vertical
direction, and find an equation for τ :

τ = (ρfgSD + ρfν(ūD)′′) cosφ , (3)

ū ≡ 1

D

∫ 0

−D
udz , (4)

where primes denote y-derivatives, ū is the vertically av-
eraged flow velocity, and φ is the angle between the vector

normal to the bed’s surface and the vertical (see SI sec-
tion S2.1 for a detailed derivation). Equation 3 follows
without approximation from the Stokes equation. The
first term of Eq. 3, ρfgSD, is simply proportional to the
weight of the water column. It corresponds to the stress
that the fluid would exert on a perfectly flat surface. It
ignores the transfer of momentum across stream and we
will call it the “shallow-water component”, in reference
to the celebrated shallow-water approximation. The sec-
ond term, ρfν(ūD)′′, accounts for the viscous transfer of
momentum across the stream (along y), and we will call
it the “momentum diffusion component”. Finally, the
term cosφ accounts for the orientation of the bed sur-
face. Equation 3 is not closed — in order to find τ , we
still need to solve the Stokes equation for u to get the
vertically averaged velocity, ū. Since we hope to bypass
the solution of the Stokes equation, Eq. 3 is not very
useful in its present form; we will, however, close it by
assuming the river is much wider than it is deep (section
III).

Sediment transport

If the forces acting to dislodge sediment grains are too
weak, the grains remain trapped on the river bed, and
there is no sediment transport [24]. The existence of this
threshold force is an instance of Coulomb’s law of friction
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FIG. 3: River properties as a function of the sediment discharge, Qs, normalized by the characteristic discharge,
Q∗s ≈ 74 grains s−1, given by Eq. 23. Red dots represent the experiments (error bars estimated in SI section S1).
Blue lines represent the numerical solutions to Eq. 13 using the experimental parameters (see Table S1 of the SI).
Light blue shading corresponds to the uncertainty in the parameter estimates (Table S1 of the SI). The numerical
solutions transition from the weak transport regime (black dotted line) to the Parker regime (black dashed line)
when Qs ∼ Qs,t ≈ 8.6 grains s−1 (Eq. 29). (a) River aspect aspect ratio, W/Dmax. The weak transport regime

assumes a fixed bed shape so the aspect ratio is constant. (b) Downstream slope, S. The slope is too small for direct
measurement. As in panel (a), the fixed bed shape in the weak transport regime leads to a constant slope, while the
Parker regime follows from Eq. 24. (c) Normalized maximum sediment flux, qs,max/qµ, where qµ is the prefactor of

the sediment transport law (Eq. 7). The weak transport regime corresponds to Eq. 27 while the Parker regime
corresponds to Eq. 19. (d) Transport width, WT ≡ Qs/〈qs〉, normalized by the total width, W . The weak transport

regime corresponds to Eq. 28, while the Parker regime follows from Eqs. 19, 20, and 24.

[17].
On a flat bed, the fluid acts tangentially to the bed sur-

face, dislodging the grains, while gravity acts normally,
anchoring the grains to the bed. In such a case, the sed-
iment flux depends on the so-called Shields parameter,
θ, which is proportional to the ratio Ff/Fg of the fluid
force acting on a single grain, Ff ∝ τd2s, and the grain’s
weight, Fg ∝ (ρs − ρf )gd3s [24]:

θ ≡ τ

(ρs − ρf )gds
. (5)

The onset of sediment transport is a complicated phe-
nomenon under active investigation [25–27]. However, a
simple representation of sediment transport is to assume
that on a flat bed, there exists a threshold Shields pa-
rameter, θt, below which there is no sediment transport,

while for small deviations above this threshold, the sedi-
ment flux, qs, increases linearly with the distance to the
threshold [28],

qs = q0(θ − θt) for θ > θt . (6)

The values of θt and q0 can be directly measured in ex-
periments. The pre-factor q0 is of the order of the ratio
of the velocity, vs, of a moving grain to its area, d2s —
q0 ∝ vs/d

2
s, where vs is proportional to the Stokes set-

tling velocity, vs ∝ (ρs − ρf )d2sg/ρfν [29, 30].
On a rounded bed (as in Figs. 2a and b), we cannot

simply use the Shields parameter as a criterion for grain
motion, since gravity has both a normal and a tangen-
tial component with respect to the bed surface. Grains
in such a configuration begin to move when the ratio, µ,
of tangential forces acting to dislodge the grains to nor-
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mal forces acting to keep them in place becomes greater
than a certain value, µt, which we can roughly interpret
as the friction coefficient [17]. We can estimate this fric-
tion coefficient independently from θt in experiments, e.g.
by building a heap of sediment and finding the angle at
which its grains begin to topple. Abramian et al. [18]
hypothesized that the transport law for the flat bed can
be generalized to a curved bed — i.e. that the flux, qs,
is proportional to the distance of µ to threshold, µt:

qs = qµ(µ− µt) for µ > µt . (7)

To keep this expression consistent with Eq. 6 for the
flat bed, we must have qµ ≡ q0θt/µt, since, on a flat
bed, µ = µtθ/θt [17]. Although Eq. 7 is difficult to test
independently in an experiment, we will show that it is
consistent with the experiments of Abramian et al. [19].
Parameters θt, µt, and q0 depend on the grain shape and
on the Reynolds number at the grain scale. Abramian
et al. [18] found them to be θt = 0.167 ± 0.003, µt =
0.9 ± 0.2, and q0 = 544 ± 48 grains cm−1s−1 in their
experiments.

To find µ, we need to consider the forces acting on
a grain of sediment — the fluid force, Ff , acts tangen-
tially, while gravity has both a tangential (downhill) com-
ponent, Fg sinφ, and a component normal to the bed,
Fg cosφ. Because the downstream slope of a channel, S,
is small, the gravitational force is approximately perpen-
dicular to the fluid shear force, Ff , and the force ratio,
µ, is therefore

µ =

√(
Ff

Fg cosφ

)2

+ (tanφ)2 , (8)

The ratio of fluid force to gravity, Ff/Fg, is proportional
to the Shields parameter. In particular, we must have
Ff/Fg = µtθ/θt, since, on a flat bed, µ = µt when θ = θt.
With this relation, using Eq. 3 for stress, and relating φ
to depth as tanφ = D′, we can express the force ratio µ
from Eq. 8 as

µ =

√(
µtρfS

θt(ρs − ρf )ds

)2(
D +

ν

gS
(ūD)′′

)2

+D′2 ,

(9)
Neglecting the cross-stream momentum diffusion, (ūD)′′,
yields a purely shallow-water model, which Seizilles et al.
[17] used to find the shape of inert rivers.

Sediment diffusion

Due to random interactions with the river bed, grains
traveling downstream also diffuse laterally, towards areas
of the bed where sediment transport is less intense [21].
This cross-stream diffusion of sediment opposes gravity,
which pulls the grains down towards the center of the
channel. Abramian et al. [22] showed that, in equilib-
rium, the downhill flux of sediment due to gravity is bal-
anced by this uphill diffusive flux of sediment. Like the

Boltzmann equilibrium of a gas in a gravitational field,
this balance leads to the exponential distribution of the
moving grains as a function of the flow depth:

qs = qBe
D/λ . (10)

The last parameter in this equation, λ, is the charac-
teristic scale for sediment diffusion, and is analogous to
the temperature in a gas. Since sediment diffusion is
driven by the bed roughness, λ scales with the grain size
(λ ≈ 0.12ds ± 20% [22]).

The prefactor, qB, is the sediment flux at the banks of
the river (D = 0). Since the flux at the banks is very
small compared with the flux at the bottom, qB does not
yield the correct scale for the sediment flux (qs,max/qB ∼
1023 for the experiment with Qs = 60 grains s−1). For
this reason, we rewrite Eq. 10 in a more convenient
form by defining a parameter ξ with units of depth,
such that qB ≡ qµe

−ξ/λ, where qµ is the prefactor of
the sediment transport law, Eq. 7. In this way, qµ
gives the correct scale for the sediment flux, while ξ is
of the order of the maximum depth of an active river
(qs,max/qµ ∼ 0.2 and ξ/Dmax ∼ 1.05 for the experiment

with Qs = 60 grains s−1). As we will see below, the max-
imum river depth, Dmax, is generally less than ξ, so the
maximum flux in a river is typically less than qµ. With
this, Eq. 10 becomes

qs = qµe
(D−ξ)/λ . (11)

The parameter ξ controls the intensity of sediment flux
and ensures that the sediment discharge is the integral
of the flux, Qs = qµ

∫
exp((D − ξ)/λ)dy. As an integra-

tion constant, its value depends on the discharges trans-
ported by the river, but it is not immediately obvious
how. A vanishing sediment discharge in rivers corre-
sponds to ξ → ∞, while finite values of the sediment
discharge correspond to smaller values of ξ. Sediment
transport in a river is significant when the difference,
Dmax − ξ, between the river depth and ξ, is of the order
of λ. This is why ξ of active rivers is of the order of the
maximum depth, while it is much greater than the depth
of inert ones. In the experiments of Abramian et al. [19],
ξ is not set a priori, but only becomes measurable after
the river has formed, and, in that sense, plays a similar
role as the slope, S.

Equation 11 relates the sediment flux, qs, to the river
shape, D(y), and has been confirmed repeatedly in ex-
periments [21, 22]. We note that, unlike the gas which
simply adjusts to the external field, the river selects its
own potential (i.e. its own shape), D(y).

III. BOUNDARY VALUE PROBLEM

The relations for the flow, sediment flux, and sediment
diffusion we introduced above combine to determine the
equilibrium shape of a river. In particular, the Stokes
law, Eq. 2, relates the river depth profile, D(y), to the
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vertically averaged fluid velocity profile, ū(y). Then, the
sediment flux equations, Eqs. 7 and 9, relate this fluid
velocity to the sediment flux profile. Finally, the Boltz-
mann distribution, Eq. 11, relates the sediment flux back
to the depth profile, thereby closing the system of equa-
tions for D(y). However, solving these equations simulta-
neously to get a self-consistent depth and sediment flux
profiles is a difficult task — one needs to solve a two-
dimensional, partial differential equation with a moving
boundary. Instead, in order to make sense of these equa-
tions, we propose to approximate the average velocity,
ū.

Seizilles et al. [17] showed that the shallow-water ap-
proximation accounts for the equilibrium shape of inert
laminar rivers. This approximation, which assumes that
there is no transfer of momentum between adjacent fluid
columns, i.e. that we can neglect the y-derivatives of u in
the Stokes equation, is exact when the bed is completely
flat. It also works well when depth variations occur on
length scales that are much longer than the depth itself.
In the case of our river, this would apply when the aspect
ratio of the river is large. Neglecting the y-derivatives in
Eq. 2, we find that the vertically averaged shallow-water
velocity, ūsw, is proportional to the square of the depth,
a result known as the lubrication approximation [31]

ūsw =
gSD2

3ν
. (12)

On a flat bed, where Eq. 12 is exact, the fluid stress, τ ,
would only contain the shallow-water contribution pro-
portional to depth, τsw = ρfgSD (Eq. 3). Approximat-
ing stress in this way would allow us to close the system of
equations for the river shape, in a way similar to Seizilles
et al. [17]. However, it turns out that keeping only the
shallow-water contribution to the stress yields unrealistic
profiles for active rivers (i.e. when Qs > 0) (SI section
S7.1). Parker [1] first suggested that the cross-stream dif-
fusion of momentum plays an important role for bedload
sediment transport in rivers. In line with his sugges-
tion, we keep the momentum diffusion term, (ūD)′′, in
the expression for the stress, but approximate ū with the
shallow-water velocity, ūsw, given by Eq. 12. Then, com-
bining Eqs. 7, 9, and 11, we get an ordinary differential
equation expressed solely in terms of the depth and its
derivatives:
√
S2

L2
s

(
D + 1

3 (D3)′′
)2

+D′2 − µt = e(D−ξ)/λ , (13)

where we have introduced a length scale of the order of
the grain size, Ls, that is a combination of parameters
directly measurable in our experimental setup:

Ls ≡
θt(ρs − ρf )ds

µtρf
. (14)

We discuss this approximation in detail in the SI sections
S2.2 and S2.3, where we show that it is the first term in

a series expansion for large aspect ratio, W/Dmax — it
corrects the shallow water stress with a term of order
D2

max/W
2. There, we also show that the contribution

of momentum diffusion, (D3)′′/3, in Eq. 13 is of the
same order as the contribution of gravity, D′, so that
it should not be neglected in a self-consistent model of
a river (SI section S2.2). Recognizing that momentum
diffusion is essential to form active rivers, and finding
a suitable approximation for it, is a major theoretical
contribution of our paper. In principle, Eq. 13 could
fail to be a meaningful approximation of the stress in a
channel with an aspect ratio of order one, but, in our
case, it meaningfully corrects the stress for rivers under
all experimental conditions we tested (even in the case of
inert rivers with W/Dmax ∼ 4).

Equation 13 is an ordinary differential equation. To
solve this second-order problem, we need to specify two
boundary conditions. For a solution of Eq. 13 to be
a river, the depth needs to vanish on the banks and
the center needs to be flat. Therefore, Eq. 13 is a
boundary value problem (BVP) with boundary condi-
tions D(y = −W/2) = 0 and D′(y = 0) = 0. There
are several parameters that enter our equation, some of
which are directly measurable in our experimental setup
(µt, λ, and Ls), while others depend implicitly on the
discharges of fluid and sediment and become apparent
only after the river has formed (S and ξ). Although the
river width, W , is unknown a priori, it is not an inde-
pendent parameter — it can be inferred through solv-
ing Eq. 13 for a given choice of other parameters (SI
section S3.1). We emphasize that Eq. 13 describes the
equilibrium river profile, and, therefore, does not convey
anything about transient, time-dependent processes that
occur as the river approaches the equilibrium.

IV. DEPENDENCE ON WATER AND
SEDIMENT DISCHARGE

If we choose the parameters µt, λ, Ls, S and ξ, we
can numerically solve Eq. 13 to get a unique river pro-
file, D(y) (SI section S3.1). However, since S and ξ are
not directly measurable in our experiment, we cannot
immediately determine the shape of the river by simply
prescribing the discharge of fluid and sediment in the
same way as we would in an experiment. The depen-
dence of S and ξ on the discharges is complicated, and,
on the theoretical grounds, we can only say that the in-
ert river, Qs = 0, corresponds to ξ → ∞, while active
rivers correspond to smaller values of ξ. Nevertheless,
we can find this dependence numerically as follows. For
each solution, D(y), of our equation that corresponds to
a particular choice of S and ξ, we can find the discharges
of fluid and sediment as

Qw =

∫ W/2

−W/2

gSD3

3ν
dy , Qs =

∫ W/2

−W/2
qµe

(D−ξ)/λdy ,

(15)
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where we relate the fluid discharge, Qw =
∫
Dūdy, to the

depth profile by approximating ū with the shallow-water
velocity, ūsw (Eq. 12), and use the Boltzmann distri-
bution (Eq. 11) to relate the sediment flux to depth.
Keeping µt, λ, and Ls fixed to their experimental val-
ues, Qw and Qs are only functions of the parameters S
and ξ. Inverting these relations numerically yields the
model parameters as functions of the discharges of water
and sediment, S(Qw, Qs) and ξ(Qw, Qs). This allows us
to directly compare our theory to the experiments (SI
section S3.2). We find that the theoretical cross-sections
and sediment flux profiles resemble their experimental
counterparts, without any fitting parameter (Fig. 2).

Encouraged by this result, we now describe how our
theoretical rivers depend on Qw and Qs (see also SI sec-
tion S3.3). As we increase the water discharge, Qw, the
width and depth of the river increase approximately as

Q
1/3
w , while its slope decreases roughly as Q

−1/3
w (SI Fig.

S5f), in accordance with the result of Seizilles et al. [17]
for inert rivers. This 1/3 exponent is a signature of the
laminar flow in our rivers, in contrast with natural tur-
bulent ones which scale with the 1/2 exponent of the em-
pirical Lacey’s law [10, 11]. Though the size of a river in
our model may vary by orders of magnitude under vary-
ing Qw, its shape, described for example by the aspect
ratio, does not change much unless the river transports
a significant amount of sediment. On the other hand,
increasing Qs while keeping Qw fixed makes the river
wider and shallower, while affecting its overall scale only
slightly. In short, the water discharge sets the size of the
river, while the sediment discharge sets its shape.

In Fig. 3, we show that our predictions fall within
the uncertainty range of observations of Abramian et al.
[19]. The aspect ratio and the transport width, WT , in-
crease with sediment discharge in both the model and
the experiments (Figs. 3a and d). The sediment flux in-
creases and saturates for large sediment discharge (Fig.
3c). This explains why the river becomes wider as we
increase Qs — if the sediment flux, qs, saturates, the
river needs to widen to accommodate a larger sediment
discharge. At the same time, this widening forces the
river to become shallower in order to maintain a con-
stant fluid discharge, Qw, so that its overall size does not
change much while its aspect ratio grows. The simple,
nearly linear relationship between the aspect ratio and
the sediment discharge shown in Fig. 3a means that this
basic geometric property of the river shape can be used
to infer the sediment load, at least in the case of straight,
laminar, single thread rivers.

Since the downstream slope, S, is very small, it cannot
be measured directly in the experiments. Nevertheless,
our theory makes a prediction for it, which we show in
Fig. 3b: the predicted slope is of the order of 0.01, and
increases almost linearly with Qs.

z̃

D̃max,0

µt

Inert river (ξ̃ →∞)

1 unit

(a)

z̃

D̃max

Active river (ξ̃ > ξ̃c)

(b)

ỹ

z̃

D̃max,c

Infinite river (ξ̃ = ξ̃c)

(c)

FIG. 4: River solutions in the non-dimensional ỹ-z̃
space for µt = 0.9, λ̃ = 0.1, and varying ξ̃. Black dashed
lines in panels (b) and (c) represent the inert river from

the upper panel. Aspect ratio is preserved. (a) Inert

river (ξ̃ →∞). Brown dot marks the non-dimensional

inert river depth, D̃max,0. This depth is greater than

the friction coefficient, D̃max,0 > µt, marked by the

horizontal dotted line. (b) Active river (ξ̃ = 1.33 > ξ̃c).

Brown dot marks the depth, D̃max. (c) Infinite limiting

river (ξ̃ = 1.3237 ≈ ξ̃c). Brown dot marks the limiting

depth, D̃max,c.

V. INERT, ACTIVE, AND LIMITING RIVER

We can simplify our model by making Eq. 13 non-
dimensional, thereby reducing the number of parame-
ters that represent the river. To that end, we rescale
all lengths by Ls/S

ỹ ≡ yS

Ls
, D̃ ≡ DS

Ls
, λ̃ ≡ λS

Ls
, ξ̃ ≡ ξS

Ls
.

(16)
In terms of these non-dimensional parameters, Eq. 13
becomes:

√(
D̃ + 1

3 (D̃3)′′
)2

+ D̃′2 − µt = e(D̃−ξ̃)/λ̃ , (17)

where, now, the primes stand for derivatives with respect
to ỹ. The non-dimensional depth, D̃, is of order one,
regardless of the size of the original river. Therefore,
Eq. 17 describes the river shape, while the ratio Ls/S
sets its size. The river shape depends on only three non-
dimensional parameters — µt, λ̃, and ξ̃.

When ξ̃ → ∞ (Fig. 4a, SI section S4.3), the river be-
comes inert as the exponential on the right-hand side of
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Eq. 17 vanishes. In this case, the dependence on ξ̃ and
λ̃ vanishes, so the river shape depends only on the fric-
tion coefficient, µt. Since the friction coefficient is a fixed
property of the sediment grains, the fluid discharge, Qw,
cannot change the shape of such a river. Instead, the fluid
discharge can only affect its size by changing the scale
factor, Ls/S. Physically, this is because the laminar flow
is scale-free, which makes the inert river shape indepen-
dent of its size. An inert river, thus, reaches a maximum
depth D̃max,0(µt). To calculate its value, we need to nu-
merically solve Eq. 17, but unlike the complete theory
of section III, this is a straightforward problem since it
depends on a single, directly measurable parameter. For
µt = 0.9 which corresponds to the experiments, we nu-
merically find D̃max,0(µt) ≈ 1.1. From Eq. 17, we can

express this depth as D̃max,0 = µt − 1
3 (D̃3)′′|center, since

the gravity contribution, D̃′, vanishes at the river center.
Thus, the momentum diffusion contribution to the stress
(the term 1

3 (D̃3)′′ in Eq. 17) ensures that the dimension-
less inert river depth is greater than the friction coeffi-
cient (D̃max,0 > µt) — had we ignored the momentum
diffusion, the inert river depth would have been exactly
µt. Physically, the diffusion of momentum relieves some
of the stress from the river center, so, to remain at the
threshold of sediment motion, the river has to be deeper
than it would be without momentum diffusion. In the
next section, we will show that this fact is crucial for the
transport of sediment.

As ξ̃ decreases to finite values, the river becomes ac-
tive (Fig. 4b). The banks of such a river largely retain
the shape of the inert one, but its bottom part, which
carries most of the sediment, widens, and the discharge
of sediment increases. For a particular value of ξ̃, say ξ̃c,
which depends on µt and λ̃, the river becomes infinitely
wide and transports an infinite amount of sediment (Fig.
4c, SI section S4.2). Such a river has a finite, well-defined

depth, D̃max,c(µt, λ̃). This means that, for given values

of λ̃ and µt, there exists a river-solution with a highest
possible sediment flux, qs,c = qµ(D̃max,c − µt). The ex-
istence of this limiting flux explains the saturation of qs
for large values of total sediment discharge, Qs, that we
see in Fig. 3c. It also means that, in our model, the dis-
tance to threshold in a river, µ − µt, is always less than
D̃max,c−µt. Numerically, we find D̃max,c−µt ≈ 0.22 for

experimental parameters (µt = 0.9 and λ̃ = 0.02). In the
next section, we will estimate the limiting flux, qs,c, by
assuming sediment diffusion is weak (λ → 0), in which
case qs,c only depends on the friction coefficient, µt.

VI. THE PARKER REGIME

Moving grains accumulate at the bottom of the river
due to gravity, while they climb back onto the banks by
diffusion [22]. The Boltzmann distribution, Eq. 11, im-
plies that diffusion can pull the grains up by a height that
is of the order of the length scale λ. Therefore, the region

of the bed over which transport occurs has a depth that is
within several λ of the maximum, Dmax. Since λ is small
(less than the grain size), rivers that transport a signifi-
cant amount of sediment need a wide, and essentially flat
bottom. Moreover, a small λ means the sediment trans-
port decreases rapidly towards the banks, so the banks
are nearly inert and, thus, close to the threshold of sed-
iment motion. If, following this reasoning, we neglect
sediment diffusion altogether by taking the limit λ → 0,
the river sharply separates into a flat, active bottom and
curved, inert banks (Fig. 5b). We will call this sim-
plified configuration the “Parker regime,” after Parker
[1] who constructed a similar model for natural gravel-
bed rivers. The limit λ → 0 is equivalent to assuming
that the fluid discharge is large (to ensure that λ is small
compared with the width of the inert banks), and that
the sediment discharge is large (to ensure that λ is small
compared with the width of the active, flat bottom).

We begin the investigation of this regime by first find-

ing the depth, D
(P )
max, of a Parker river (denoted by the

superscript (P )). The banks in this approximation are
inert and, thus, satisfy our model, Eq. 17, with the right-
hand side set to zero. Therefore, their non-dimensional
depth matches that of an inert river, D̃max,0(µt), and we

can set, D̃
(P )
max = D̃max,0(µt). In dimensional units, this

becomes

D(P )
max =

LsD̃max,0(µt)

S(P )
. (18)

We note that this dimensional depth of a Parker river dif-
fers from that of an inert river, since the slope of a Parker
river, S(P ), is different from the slope of an inert river, S0

— these slopes depend on the shape of the entire channel,
not only on the banks. The non-dimensional inert river
depth, D̃max,0, depends only on the friction coefficient, µt
(section V). For this reason, the river depth given by Eq.

18 is inversely proportional to its slope, D
(P )
max ∝ 1/S(P ),

regardless of the fluid and sediment discharges. This is
consistent with the original model of Parker, as well as
with observations in natural rivers [1, 32].

Once we know the depth of a Parker river, we can find
its sediment flux. Since the bottom is flat, the cross-
sectional profile of the sediment flux is a rectangle of

height q
(P )
s and width W

(P )
T (black dashed line in Fig.

5d). The flat bottom feels only the shallow-water com-
ponent of the stress so the force ratio on the bottom is

µ = D̃
(P )
max (Eq. 9). According to the transport law, Eq.

7, this yields a sediment flux

q
(P )
s

qµ
= D̃max,0(µt)− µt , (19)

where we used D̃
(P )
max = D̃max,0(µt). Therefore, the sedi-

ment flux, and, correspondingly, the distance to thresh-
old, µ−µt, depend only on the friction coefficient, µt, and
have the same value regardless of the discharges of fluid
and sediment — this is the gist of the Parker regime. Nu-
merically solving Eq. 17 for an inert river (with µt = 0.9),
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Weak transport regime (Qs = 5 grains s−1)

1 cm

(a)

Bank Bank
Flat

bottom

qs = 0 qs = 0qs > 0

Parker regime (Qs = 40 grains s−1)

(b)

−3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3

y [cm]

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

q s
/
q µ

Numerical solution
Weak transport regime

(c)

−3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3

y [cm]

Parker regime(d)

FIG. 5: Asymptotic regimes. Black dashed lines correspond to the Parker regime while the black dotted lines
correspond to the weak transport regime. Top row panels ((a) and (b)) show river depth profiles in our model. The

brown lines are numerical solutions of Eq. 13 for two values of sediment discharge, Qs. The numerical and
asymptotic depth profiles are not distinguishable by eye and the error is of the order λ (or about 2% of the

maximum depth) — the maximum deviation of the asymptotic approximation from the numerical solution is about
0.05 mm ≈ 0.5λ in panel (a) and about 0.15 mm ≈ 1.5λ in panel (b). The vertical black lines in panel (b) split the

river in three parts used to construct the Parker river. Lower row panels ((c) and (d)) show the dimensionless
sediment flux profiles, qs/qµ, that correspond to upper panels. Blue lines are numerical solutions.

we find D̃max,0−µt ≈ 0.2. The sediment flux of a Parker

river, q
(P )
s , is an approximation of the limiting flux, qs,c,

we discussed in section V — in fact, q
(P )
s is the limit of qs,c

as λ→ 0. For typical experimental parameters (µt = 0.9

and λ̃ = 0.02), qs,c is less than 10% higher than q
(P )
s , so

the Parker regime approximates the numerical solution
well.

The sediment flux q
(P )
s ≈ 0.2qµ we find for a laminar

river corresponds to a fluid-induced stress on the river
bottom that is about 22% higher than critical. Interest-
ingly, this value of the stress is comparable to observa-
tions in natural rivers, and to the original Parker’s theory
for turbulent rivers [1, 33]. There is no reason to expect
that this proportion should be exactly the same for lami-
nar and turbulent flows. However, that it is independent
from the water and sediment discharges, and of order
one, is likely not a coincidence. The scale-independence
of the flow ensures that the bank shape (i.e. D̃max,0(µt))
is independent of the discharges (section V). Thus, the
discharge-independent sediment flux likely results from
the scale-independence of the flow, under both laminar
and turbulent conditions.

The difference D̃max,0 − µt vanishes in the classical
shallow-water approximation (section V). As a conse-
quence, if we ignored momentum diffusion, the river
could not carry any sediment — sediment transport in

the Parker regime is only possible because momentum
diffuses across the stream. Indeed, this tends to homog-
enize the distribution of shear stress over the bed, espe-
cially on the banks, where the bed is curved. As a con-
sequence, the deeper parts of the banks hand over some
of the momentum to the shallower parts of the banks.
This means that, in order to stay at the threshold of
sediment motion, the banks need to be deeper than they
would be in the absence of momentum diffusion. This in-
creased depth then causes excess stress on the flat river
bottom, which only feels the shallow-water component
of the stress, thereby driving sediment transport (SI sec-
tion S7). This is why we need to keep track of momentum
diffusion, even in a minimal model of a river.

The weakness of sediment diffusion, characterized by a
small diffusion length, λ, ensures that rivers remain close
to the threshold. For a small but finite λ, we numerically
find that the maximal distance to threshold is approxi-
mately D̃max,c−µt ≈ D̃max,0(µt)−µt+Sλ/Ls (SI section
S4.4). The term Sλ/Ls is negligible for large rivers with
a small slope, such as the ones in the experiments we
are considering (Sλ/Ls ≈ 0.022 for highest experimental
Qs). The fact that rivers tend towards the Parker regime
as the fluid and sediment discharges increase is, thus,
the reason they do not exceed the threshold significantly
more than D̃max,0(µt)−µt. In short, it is the combination
of significant momentum diffusion with weak bedload dif-
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fusion that maintains the laboratory rivers of Abramian
et al. [19] near the threshold.

Once we have identified the sediment flux, q
(P )
s , all

other properties follow straightforwardly. In particular,

we can get the width of the active bottom, W
(P )
T , as

W
(P )
T = Qs/q

(P )
s . (20)

The total width of a Parker river, W (P ) = W
(P )
T +W

(P )
0 ,

is then the sum of W
(P )
T and the bank width, W

(P )
0 =

W̃0Ls/S
(P ). Here, W̃0 is the non-dimensional width of

an inert river that is only a function of µt (numerically,

we find W̃0 ≈ 6.4 for µt = 0.9).
From here, we can find the aspect ratio of a Parker

river as

W (P )

D
(P )
max

=
W̃0

D̃max,0

+
Qs

q
(P )
s D

(P )
max

. (21)

This equation shows how the geometry of a river can be
used to infer its sediment load. Namely, from Eq. 21,
the sediment discharge is

Qs = q(P )
s D(P )

max

(
W (P )

D
(P )
max

− W̃0

D̃max,0

)
. (22)

The quantities q
(P )
s and W̃0/D̃max,0 are universal in that

they only depend on the properties of the sediment and
the general properties of the flow (such as its laminar-
ity). As such, they are independent of the discharges of
fluid and sediment. All other quantities on the right hand

side of Eq. 22 are geometric (D
(P )
max and W (P )). There-

fore, one can estimate the sediment load of a river in the
Parker regime by simply measuring its width and depth.
Equation 22 follows from general considerations that al-
low the Parker regime to exist — such as, for example,
that the river splits into an active bottom and inert banks
whose shape is independent of the discharges. It is likely
that these conditions also apply to turbulent rivers. So,
we speculate that Eq. 22 holds for natural rivers in the

Parker regime, although with different values of q
(P )
s and

W̃0/D̃max,0. On an ensemble of rivers with varying fluid

and sediment discharge, q
(P )
s would represent the max-

imum observed sediment flux, while W̃0/D̃max,0 would
be the minimum observed aspect ratio. So, to estimate
the sediment load of a natural river, one could begin by
estimating the minimum aspect ratio and maximum sedi-
ment flux on a large dataset of rivers, and then measuring
the width and depth of a particular river. We demon-
strate the validity of this method on our experimental
dataset in the SI section S6.

The transport width of a Parker river becomes com-
parable to the river size when the sediment discharge

is Qs ≈ q
(P )
s Ls/S

(P ). This defines a characteristic dis-
charge in the Parker regime, Q∗s:

Q∗s = qµ

(
νQw
gLs

)1/3

, (23)

where we approximated the slope with that of an inert
river (Eq. S38 of the SI) and neglected dimensionless fac-
tors of order one. When the sediment discharge is much
greater than Q∗s, the aspect ratio of a river grows with the
sediment discharge, while for Qs much smaller than Q∗s,
it becomes that of the inert river. In the experiments, we
find Q∗s ≈ 74 grains s−1. Interestingly, this value is close
to the discharge Qs ≈ 90 grains s−1 at which the experi-
mental rivers destabilize into braids, suggesting that Q∗s
may define an upper bound for the sediment load a sin-
gle channel can carry. Determining this would, however,
require an analysis that is beyond the scope of this paper.

Finally, to find the slope of the Parker river, S(P ), we
first compute its water discharge, Qw (Eq. 15). The
water discharge of a Parker river is a sum of the the
bank and the flat bottom contributions. In particular,
we find (SI section S5)

Qw =
gL4

s

νS(P )3

(
Q̃w,0 +

QsS
(P )D̃3

max,0

3q
(P )
s Ls

)
(24)

where Q̃w,0 ≡ 1
3

∫ W̃0/2

−W̃0/2
D̃3

0dỹ, is the dimensionless dis-

charge of an inert river with a depth profile D̃0(ỹ), and

is, again, only a function of µt (Q̃w,0 ≈ 1.22 for µt = 0.9).

The above equation can be inverted to get S(P ) as a func-
tion of Qw, Qs, and other measurable parameters, but,
since the inverted expression is cumbersome, we do not

show it here. To leading order, S(P ) ∝ Q
−1/3
w , so the

Parker river inherits the basic scaling of laminar rivers
[17].

In Figs. 5b and d, we show that the cross-section and
sediment flux profiles of rivers in the Parker regime cap-
ture well the numerical solutions of our model, Eq. 13,
when the sediment discharge is large. In Fig. 3, we com-
pare the Parker river properties to numerical solutions
of the full theory and experiments (black dashed lines
in Fig. 3). The slope and shape of numerical solutions
are well approximated by the Parker regime for the entire
range of sediment discharge (Figs. 3a and b). Conversely,
the sediment flux profile (qs and WT ) for the Parker river
is a good approximation of the full theory only when the
sediment discharge is large enough. This is not surpris-
ing, since, according to the Boltzmann distribution, Eq.
11, the flux is a sensitive function of the depth so, to get
a reasonable estimate of the flux, we need to estimate the
depth accurately with a precision that is of the order of
the diffusion length, λ.

When the sediment discharge is small, sediment diffu-
sion becomes important, and the Parker regime cannot
account for the sediment transport (Fig. 5c). In the next
section, we consider this weak transport regime.

VII. WEAK TRANSPORT REGIME

When the sediment discharge is small, the sediment
flux concentrates about the center of the river, and does
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not significantly alter its shape. The sediment flux profile
in this case is analogous to the density of an ideal gas in
a fixed potential — the fixed bed shape sets the potential
well in which the traveling grains distribute themselves.

A random walker that makes steps of length λ in a fixed
potential well with a characteristic size L would spend
the majority of its time moving around in an area with a
size of the order of

√
λL. Therefore, we expect the sedi-

ment grains in this weak transport regime to concentrate
in a region of a size WT ∼

√
λLs/S0, where Ls/S0 is the

characteristic size of an inert river. As a consequence, the
sediment flux would be about qs ∼ Qs

√
S0/λLs. Thus,

unlike the Parker river which changes its width to ac-
commodate its sediment load, the weak-transport river
adjusts its sediment flux.

We can formalize this argument by first assuming that
the depth profile is approximately that of an inert river,
D0. Close enough to the center, we can approximate this
depth with a parabola,

D0 ≈ Dmax,0 −
κ

2
y2 , (25)

where κ ≡ −D′′0 |center is the curvature of the bed at the
center. If only this quadratic part of the depth profile is
relevant, the Boltzmann distribution of traveling grains,
Eq. 11, becomes a Gaussian:

qs = qs,maxe
− κ

2λy
2

. (26)

Here, qs,max is a constant that depends on qµ, λ, and ξ.
This approximation is valid when the sediment discharge
is small enough to leave the depth profile unaltered, and
when the fluid discharge is large enough to keep

√
λ/κ

small compared with the river size.
To specify the sediment flux profile, we first relate the

curvature at the river bottom, κ, to the depth of an inert
river, Dmax,0, using Eq. 13. Then, by integrating the
sediment flux profile, Eq. 26, we can find the maximum
flux, qs,max, and the transport width, WT = Qs/〈qs〉, as
functions of Qs (we find 〈qs〉 through Eq. 1):

qs,max = Qs

√
S0(D̃max,0 − µt)

2πλLsD̃2
max,0

, (27)

WT =

√
4πλLsD̃2

max,0

S0(D̃max,0 − µt)
, (28)

where S0 can be estimated from the fluid discharge, Eq.
15, using the inert river profile (Eq. S38 of the SI). We

can see that qs,max ∝ Qs
√
S0/λLs and WT ∝

√
λLs/S0,

as anticipated.
Unlike the Parker regime, the weak transport regime

requires sediment diffusion — it does not exist when
λ vanishes. Figures 3 and 5 show that the sediment
flux profile in the numerical model transitions smoothly
from the weak transport regime to the Parker regime.
This transition happens when Qs approximately equals
qµ
√
λLs/S0, at which point the weak transport sediment

flux overcomes the limiting flux of the Parker regime.
This defines a transitional sediment discharge, Qs,t, given
by

Qs,t = qµ

(
λ3νQw
gLs

)1/6

. (29)

For the experiments we are considering, we find Qs,t ≈
8.6 grains s−1. A large river (with λS/Ls → 0) remains
in the weak transport regime when Qs � Qs,t, and enters
the Parker regime if Qs � Qs,t. When λ vanishes, the
transitional discharge tends to zero, and the river is al-
ways in the Parker regime. Interestingly, the experiments
span both regimes — one experimental run of Abramian
et al. [19] has Qs ≈ 12.6 grains s−1, comparable to Qs,t.
This means that λ in the experiments is small enough
for the two regimes to be valid approximations, but still
large enough for the weak transport regime to be visible.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we relied on a recent experimental suc-
cess in obtaining single-thread laminar rivers, and we de-
veloped a physical theory that correctly represents the
shape of a river as a function of its water and sediment
discharges. In steady-state, the balance between grav-
ity and the stress induced by the fluid flow, along with
the diffusion of sediment across the channel, determines
the shape of the river. We greatly simplify the problem
of calculating the fluid stress, which in general depends
on the entire channel shape, by relating it to the local
river depth and its derivatives only. Although this model
can be numerically solved relatively easily, the relation-
ship between the river properties and the discharges of
water and sediment is not immediately obvious. Fortu-
nately, when the sediment discharge is small or large, the
relationships between the properties of the river and its
discharges reduce to simple algebraic expressions. When
the sediment load of a river is large, we find that the
diffusion of momentum across the stream generates an
excess of stress on the river bottom, which drives sedi-
ment transport. Momentum diffusion, thus, plays a key
role in determining the shape of the channel, in accor-
dance with the model originally proposed by Parker [1].
This is not the case in the weak transport regime, which
relies on the diffusion of sediment.

Rivers in our model never deviate much from the
threshold of sediment motion. As their sediment dis-
charge increases, the sediment flux approaches a max-
imum, which forces the river to widen and get shal-
lower. This saturation of the sediment flux results
from the weakness of sediment diffusion and the scale-
independence of the flow. Most likely, natural rivers also
meet these conditions, which is why the original model of
Parker [1] has proven to be a fair representation of natu-
ral, gravel-bed rivers. According to our theory, however,
there exists another, small discharge regime in which a
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river’s shape is independent of its sediment discharge,
while its sediment flux is proportional to it. To our
knowledge, this regime remains to be identified in the
field.

Although our model is aimed at a relatively narrow
subset of rivers (straight, laminar rivers that transport
uniform, non-cohesive sediment as bedload and with con-
stant water and sediment discharge), it is tempting to ex-
trapolate it to natural rivers which have been observed
to maintain their channel close to the threshold of sedi-
ment motion. The common explanation for this is that
hillslope processes, which feed rivers with sediment, are
slow, so that rivers carry only a small sediment load. We
show that this is not necessarily true — our rivers are
always close to the threshold, regardless of the sediment
discharge, due to the nature of the fluid-sediment inter-
action.

Increasing the sediment discharge significantly beyond

the last experimental point of Abramian et al. [19] desta-
bilizes the rivers into several smaller channels that form
a braided river. Curiously, this happens when the trans-
port width of a river becomes comparable to its size. In
the future, this may help us identify a mechanism for
braiding, which is still debated [3, 6, 34].

Our model provides a link between the shape of the
river and its sediment load. It, thus, presents an oppor-
tunity for field measurements, whereby one could esti-
mate the sediment discharge of a river by measuring its
width and depth. Before this method can bed applied to
natural rivers reliably, we should first extend the present
theory to the case of turbulent flow, which will be the
focus of future work.
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S1. Experimental parameters and uncertainties

In this section we summarize the parameters used in the experiments of Abramian et al. (1), show the results for each of the
experimental runs, and describe how we estimate the river properties and their uncertainties.

S.1.1. Details of the experimental runs. In Table S1, we show the experimental parameters and their uncertainties (uncertainties
are estimated in Abramian et al. (1)). In Fig. S1, we show the depth and sediment flux profiles for each of the experiments of
Abramian et al. (1) and compare them to our model predictions. In Table S2 and Fig. S2, we show the properties of these
rivers.

We can see that our model predicts rivers that are slightly wider than the experiments (by about 20%), while the depth,
Dmax, is not biased in an obvious way. The width of the sediment flux profiles is captured quite accurately, but the experimental
profiles seem to be somewhat higher (by about 30% for the maximum sediment flux).

In our model, the bed slope at the river bank approximately equals the friction coefficient, D′|D=0 ≈ µt, since the stress,
τ , vanishes when D = 0 and the sediment flux, qµexp[−ξ/λ], is negligible (Eq. 13 of the main text). However, some of the
experiments show a high bank angle, unusual for granular material with irregular grains. This could be due to capillary forces
acting near the bank, to rivers being not fully in equilibrium, to surface armoring by removing the loose grains (2), or to
the fact that the fluid stress does not necessarily vanish near the bank. In fact, using the value µt = 1.2, combined with
a length-scale, Ls, smaller by about 20% (which is within the experimental uncertainty), makes our model agree with the
experiment well in all metrics. However, to avoid treating µt as a tuning parameter, we decided to use µt = 0.9, which is the
largest value estimated in an independent experiment (3).

S.1.2. Estimating the river properties and their uncertainties. We estimated all of the river properties based on the cross-sections
of Fig. S1. In particular, we estimated the total sediment discharge, Qs, as the integral of the sediment flux profile found by
grain tracking. We identify the uncertainty in the sediment discharge from the fluctuations of Qs about the mean, once the
equilibrium is reached (Fig. 2 in Abramian et al. (1)). Next, we estimate the width, W , as the distance from one bank to
the other, where we identify the banks by the sudden change of slope. In doing so, we introduce an error that is of the order
of the grain size. However, we can also estimate the natural variability of the river width along its path from the overhead
images of the experiment. We find it to be about 5% of the mean — an error larger than that introduced by the cross-section
measurement. For this reason, we identify the uncertainty for the width with this natural variability. Next, we estimate the
depth, Dmax, by taking the minimum of a parabola we fit to the the river bottom, in order to minimize the error due to bed
roughness. Abramian et al. (1) estimate the measurement error of depth due to laser inaccuracy to be about 0.5 mm. We do
not have access to the natural variability of the depth, although we can say that it is at least of the order of the grain size.
Again, this natural variability is greater than the measurement error estimated by Abramian et al. (1), so we take the error of
Dmax to be ds = 0.83 mm for all experiments. We follow a similar procedure to find the maximum sediment flux, qs,max —
we fit a parabola around the center of the sediment flux profile, and take its maximum to be qs,max. Again, we do not have
access to the natural variability of qs,max along the river’s path, so we take the error of qs,max to be the difference between the
observed maximum sediment flux profile and the height of the fitted parabola.

As we noted in section Dependence on Water and Sediment Discharge of the main text, the downstream slope cannot be
measured directly. However, we can estimate it indirectly. The sediment flux at the river center, qs,max, is driven only by
the fluid stress, which is about τ ≈ ρfgDmaxS in the shallow-water approximation. Therefore, dropping the contributions of
momentum diffusion and gravity from Eq. 13 of the main text, we find DmaxS/Ls ≈ µt + qs,max/qµ, and we can estimate the
slope in the experiment as

S ≈ Ls
Dmax

(
µt + qs,max

qµ

)
. [S1]

This is the estimate we show in Fig. S2. This estimate is not independent from our model. We can, nevertheless, use it to
check the consistency between the parameters in our model and the experiments. We estimate the error for the slope calculated
in this way as a combination of the errors for the quantities that enter Eq. S1.

The quantities we described above are all point-measurements and, therefore, are sensitive to the roughness of the bed and
measurement error. On the other hand, integral quantities such as the mean sediment flux, 〈qs〉, and transport width, WT , are
robust against such errors. In this case, we expect that the uncertainty of 〈qs〉 and WT is mostly due to their natural variability
in time and space, rather than by any measurement error. We, however, do not have access to measurements that would allow
us to estimate the variability, so we assume that the natural variability of 〈qs〉 is of the same order as the variability of the
sediment flux profile across the channel. Therefore, we take the uncertainty of 〈qs〉 to be equal to the uncertainty of qs,max — a
conservative estimate. Finally, since WT = Qs/〈qs〉, we estimate its uncertainty as a combination of the uncertainty of the
sediment discharge and that of the mean sediment flux.
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Table S1. Table of parameters used in the experiments and the model.

Definition Notation Value Unit
Grain diameter ds 0.83 ± 0.2 mm
Fluid viscosity ν 10−5 m2s−1

Fluid density ρf 1160 ± 5 kg m−3

Sediment density ρs 1490 kg m−3

Fluid discharge Qw 0.97 ± 0.05 l min−1

Sediment discharge Qs (0, 60) grains s−1

Threshold Shields parameter θt 0.167 ± 0.003 None
Friction coefficient µt 0.9 ± 0.2 None

Sediment diffusion length λ 0.10 ± 0.03 mm
Sediment flux scale qµ 107 ± 30 grains cm−1s−1
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Fig. S1. Depth and sediment profiles for all experiments of Abramian et al. (1). The left column are the measured (brown lines) and modeled (blue dashed lines) depth profiles.
The right column are the measured (red lines) and modeled (blue lines) sediment flux profiles.
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Table S2. River properties for each of the experiments performed by Abramian et al. (1).

Experiment label Sediment discharge Unit
1 0

grains s−1
2 12.6 ± 1.2
3 24 ± 2.4
4 44.9 ± 4.5
5 59.7 ± 6.0

Quantity Experiment label Value Unit

Width, W

1 3.20 ± 0.16

cm
2 3.36 ± 0.17
3 3.53 ± 0.18
4 4.83 ± 0.24
5 4.56 ± 0.23

Depth, Dmax

1 0.744 ± 0.083

cm
2 0.748 ± 0.083
3 0.530 ± 0.083
4 0.474 ± 0.083
5 0.539 ± 0.083

Maximum sediment flux, qs,max

1 0

grains s−1cm−1
2 15.96 ± 0.09
3 24.65 ± 1.44
4 26.97 ± 3.07
5 27.42 ± 2.44

Transport width, WT

1 n/a

cm
2 1.01 ± 0.11
3 1.24 ± 0.22
4 2.16 ± 0.53
5 2.46 ± 0.49

Downstream slope, S

1 0.005 ± 0.002

None
2 0.006 ± 0.002
3 0.009 ± 0.004
4 0.011 ± 0.005
5 0.009 ± 0.004
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Fig. S2. Comparison of various river properties in dimensional units between our model and experiments of Abramian et al. (1). Slope in panel (c) is estimated using Eq. S1.
We only show the weak transport regime for the properties related to the sediment flux.
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S2. Fluid induced stress, τ

In this section we will first derive Eq. 3 of the main text for the fluid stress, τ . Then, we will show that this stress can be
written as a series expansion that assumes the aspect ratio of the channel is large. We will show that our model, Eq. 13 of the
main text, is the first term in this expansion. Finally, we will test our approximation on several tractable examples.

S.2.1. Deriving the fluid stress equation. In this section, following Devauchelle et al. (4), we derive equation 3 of the main text
for the fluid stress, τ . To that end, we first integrate the Stokes’ flow equation, Eq. 2 of the main text, over the vertical to get

ηv

∫ 0

−D

∂2u

∂y2 dz − τz = −ρfgSD , [S2]

where the z-component of the stress is τz ≡ −ηv ∂u
∂z

∣∣
z=−D, and we have used the boundary condition that the stress vanishes

at the surface, τz(z = 0) = 0. To get Eq. 3 of the main text, we need to pull the y-derivatives in Eq. S2 outside the integral.
Doing this, we get ∫ 0

−D

∂2u

∂y2 dz = ∂2

∂y2

∫ 0

−D
udz + dD

dy
∂u

∂y

∣∣∣∣
z=−D

, [S3]

where we have used the boundary condition that the velocity vanishes at the boundary, u(z = −D) = 0. We can use this same
condition to relate the term ∂u

∂y

∣∣
z=−D

to the shear stress, τz. Namely, differentiating the boundary condition, u(z = −D) = 0,
yields

∂u

∂y

∣∣∣∣
z=−D

= dD
dy

∂u

∂z

∣∣∣
z=−D

. [S4]

Substituting relations Eqs. S3 and S4 into Eq. S2, we find

ηv
d2

dy2 (Dū)− τz

(
1 +

(
dD
dy

)2
)

= −ρfgSD , [S5]

where we have introduced ū(y) ≡ 1
D

∫ 0
−D udz. Equation S4 relates the y and z components of the stress as τy = D′τz. This

means that the total stress, τ , is related to τz as

τ =
(
τ2
z + τ2

y

)1/2 = τz
(
1 +D′2

)1/2
, [S6]

where prime stands for d/dy. Substituting Eq. S6 into Eq. S5, we can express τ as

τ = ηv(Dū)′′ + ρfgSD

(1 +D′2)1/2 , [S7]

Identifying
(
1 +D′2

)−1/2 with cosφ, we finally retrieve Eq. 3 of the main text

τ =
(
ηv(Dū)′′ + ρfgSD

)
cosφ , [S8]

So far, we made no approximation to get here from the original Stokes equation (Eq. 2 of the main text).

S.2.2. The stress approximation as a series expansion. In the main text, we used the shallow-water velocity to approximate
the fluid stress (Eqs. 12 and 13 of the main text). In this section, we will show that this approximation is the first term in a
series expansion that assumes the aspect ratio of the river is large. In this way, this approximation may be systematically
improved, assuming that the series converges.

We begin with the Stokes equation
∂2u

∂y2 + ∂2u

∂z2 = −gS
ν

[S9]

If the channel depth, D(y), varies smoothly, then the second y-derivative of velocity scales as U/W 2 while the second z-derivative
scales as U/D2

max, where U is the velocity scale. Therefore, if the aspect ratio, W/Dmax, is large, the z-derivative is much
larger than the y-derivative. We can make this obvious by rescaling the variables in the Stokes equation as

ŷ = y

W
, ẑ = z

Dmax
, û ≡ u ν

gSD2max
[S10]

In these new coordinates, the channel has unit width and depth, and the fluid is driven with a unit forcing. The Stokes equation
then becomes

D2
max
W 2

∂2û

∂ŷ2 + ∂2û

∂ẑ2 = −1 [S11]

We can then expand the velocity as
û = û(0) + û(1) + û(2) + ... , [S12]
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where û(0) is the term of the order unity, û(1) is the term of the order D2
max/W

2, û(2) is the term of the order D4
max/W

4, etc.
Equating orders in the Stokes equation, we get (back in the physical coordinates)

∂2u(0)

∂z2 = −gS
ν

, [S13]

∂2u(0)

∂y2 + ∂2u(1)

∂z2 = 0 , ... [S14]

The boundary conditions for each term are the same — velocity at each order must vanish on the channel bed and its
z-derivative must vanish on the fluid surface. From Eq. S13, we can see that the zeroth order term is in fact equal to the
shallow-water velocity, u(0) ≡ usw. All of the terms in the expansion are polynomial in z, and we can easily find each term of
order (n+ 1) based on the previous term of order (n) by performing integration over z. In this way, we find for the first two
terms:

u(0) = gS

2ν
(
D2 − z2) , [S15]

u(1) = gS

4ν
(
D2 − z2) (D2)′′ . [S16]

The term u(1) is inversely proportional to the square of the aspect ratio since the correcting factor, (D2)′′, is of order D2
max/W

2.
From here, we can find the vertically averaged velocity as an expansion:

ū = ū(0) + ū(1) + ... [S17]

ū(0) = gSD2

3ν , [S18]

ū(1) = gSD2

6ν (D2)′′ . [S19]

Equation S18 for the zeroth order velocity is the same as Eq. 12 of the main text for the shallow-water velocity. With this, we
can find the fluid stress. Recall the exact equation for the stress, Eq. 3 of the main text,

τ =
(
ρfgSD + ρfν(ūD)′′

)
cosφ . [S20]

We can also write the stress as an expansion
τ = τ (0) + τ (1) + ... , [S21]

where τ (0) is the leading order term, and τ (1) is proportional to D2
max/W

2. Using the expansion for ū, we see that

τ (0) = ρfgSD cosφ [S22]

τ (1) = ρfν(ū(0)D)′′ cosφ =
[
ρfgS

1
3
(
D3)′′] cosφ . [S23]

Since (D3)′′ ∼ D3
max/W

2, the first-order term is about D2
max/W

2 times smaller than the leading order term: τ (1) ∼
τ (0)D2

max/W
2. The cosine term in the above equations is cosφ =

(
1 +D′2

)−1/2, and, since D′2 ∼ D2
max/W

2, this term could
also be expanded in a series but, for convenience, we keep the entire term here.

The zeroth order term, τ (0), with cosφ ≈ 1, is the shallow-water stress that was used previously to estimate the shape of
inert rivers (5). Our approximation (Eq. 13 of the main text) amounts to truncating the τ -series at first order, τ ≈ τ (0) + τ (1).
In the main text, we showed that the river is formed by the combined action of fluid stress and gravity. The gravity term in
the force ratio, (D′)2, is of the order of D2

max/W
2, and is, therefore, of the same order of magnitude as τ (1). For this reason,

keeping only the shallow-water term in the force ratio, µ, is inconsistent, since it neglects a stress term that is comparable to
gravity.

Although the expansion above may be corrected to arbitrary order, it is always local — the stress is always a function of the
depth and its derivatives. To get non-local effects, whereby the stress depends on the entire bed shape, we would have to add
infinitely many terms in the expansion.

S.2.3. Testing the approximation. In the previous section we showed that the fluid velocity and stress can be found using a
series expansion when the flow is shallow enough. In this section, we will explicitly test this expansion on several examples for
which exact solutions exist.

As a first example, we look at the flow over an inclined surface with an opening angle φ, that we assume to be small (Fig.
S3a). In this case, the depth profile is given by

D(y) = y tanφ . [S24]
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This problem is not well-posed since we do not specify the boundary condition on the open edge of the wedge. Nevertheless, if
the conditions far away do not matter, the solution of Stokes equation and the corresponding stress should be

u = gS

2ν
D2 − z2

1− (tanφ)2 , [S25]

τz = gSρfD

1− (tanφ)2 , [S26]

where τz is the vertical component of the stress. We can see that the exact solution has the same form as the shallow-water
approximation with the correction factor 1− (tanφ)2. Our approximation to first order yields

u = gS

2ν
(
D2 − z2) (1 + (tanφ)2) , [S27]

τz = gSρfD
(
1 + (tanφ)2) , [S28]

where we have expanded the cosine terms in Eq. S22 and S23 to first order in φ. Equations S27 and S28 show that our
approximation is correct to first order in φ. We compare the stress in our approximation to the exact solution, and to the
shallow-water stress in Fig. S3d. For tanφ ≥ 1, our approximation breaks down. In fact, the exact solution given by Eqs. S25
and S28 also breaks down at tanφ = 1. For large angles, the exact solution we presented above is not viable because, in that
case, the boundary condition at the far end cannot be ignored. This is an example of a non-local effect we mentioned in the
previous section — for tanφ ≥ 1, our approximation breaks down because it can only relate the flow to the local bed shape.

As our second example, we consider the flow in an elliptic channel with a ratio of semi-major to semi-minor axes equal to
R = W/(2Dmax), that we assume to be large (Fig. S3b). The depth profile is given by

D(y) = 1
R

√(
W

2

)2
− y2 , [S29]

The exact solution of the Stokes equation in such a channel is

u = gS

2ν

(
D2 − z2)R2

(1 +R2) [S30]

τz = gSρfDR
2

1 +R2 , [S31]

Our approximation to first order gives

u = gS

2ν
(
D2 − z2)(1− 1

R2

)
[S32]

τz = gSρfD
(

1− 1
R2

)
[S33]

Our approximation provides the correct first order when R is large, but fails when R ≥ 1. The reason is the same as before —
in a narrow channel, rather than being controlled by the local depth configuration, the fluid velocity becomes dominated by the
side walls. We compare our approximation with the exact solution and the shallow-water approximation in Fig. S3e.

Finally, we consider the flow the flow over a sinusoidally perturbed bed (Fig. S3c). The depth profile in this case is given by
D(y) = D0 + δ sin(ky) , [S34]

where δ is the amplitude and k is the wavenumber of the perturbation. If δ is small, the full Stokes equation can be linearized
to find the stress. Abramian et al. (6) derived the expression for the stress in this case:

τz = gSρfD0 + gSρfδ (1− kD0tanh(kD0)) sin(ky) . [S35]
We expect our approximation to work when the wavelength of the perturbation is large compared with the flow depth (i.e.
when kD0 is small), but should not be limited by δ. Therefore, we can compare our approximation to the result of Abramian
et al. (6) when both δ/D0 and kD0 are small. In this case, our approximation yields:

τz = gSρfD0 + gSρfδ
(
1− (kD0)2) sin(ky) [S36]

Again, this is the correct first order expansion of Eq. S35 for small kD0. In the classical shallow-water theory, the stress,
τz = gSρfD, is always in phase with the depth perturbation. Conversely, in the linearization of Abramian et al. (6), Eq. S35,
the phase of the stress can reverse when the wavelength of the perturbation is small enough, so that the stress maximum
is where the flow is shallowest. This feature of the full linearized equation is reproduced in our approximation. This shows
that our approximation can capture qualitative effects of the cross-stream diffusion of momentum. We compare our first
order approximation, linearization of Abramian et al. (6) (Eq. S35), and the shallow-water approximation for a sinusoidal
perturbation in Fig. S3f.

It is clear that our approximation cannot always work. For example, in a rectangular channel, our approximation predicts
uniform stress and velocity above the entire flat bottom, to all orders of the approximation. This is clearly not the case in
reality, since the fluid must slow down near the vertical walls. The effect of the walls is, again, an example of a non-locality —
the velocity of the fluid is not only determined by the local depth and its derivatives, but is also affected by the far away walls.
Therefore, in all cases we considered above, the failure of our approximation was related to the non-locality of the velocity field.
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Fig. S3. Comparison of stress between our first order approximation (blue lines), shallow-water approximation (black dashed lines), and a analytical reference solution (red
lines) in examples for which an analytical solution is available. The upper row shows the channel shape, along with the velocity field of the analytical solution (lighter blue stands
for faster moving fluid). The lower row shows the normalized stress profile, τ(y/L)/ρfgSL, where L is a reference length scale that is different for each example. The spatial
coordinates, y and z, in upper and lower panels are also normalized by L. (a) and (d) Flow over an inclined surface of an opening angle φ = 25◦ (Eqs. S24 to S28). The
reference length scale in this case can be arbitrarily chosen. (b) and (e) Flow in an elliptic channel with a ratio of the semi-major to semi-minor axis R = 1.8 (Eqs. S29 to S33).
The reference length scale is the channel width, L = W . (c) and (f) Flow over a surface with a small-amplitude, large-wavelength perturbation, δ/D0 = 0.2 and kD0 = 0.9
(Eqs. S34 to S36). The reference length scale is the unperturbed channel depth, L = D0.
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S3. River profile as a function of water and sediment discharges

As we mentioned in the main text, our model is completely determined by setting five parameters — µt, λ, Ls, S, and ξ. Of
those, µt, λ, and Ls are directly measurable in the experiments, while S and ξ depend implicitly on discharges Qw and Qs. In
this section we describe how we numerically find this relation to get the river profiles as a function of the discharges of water
and sediment.

S.3.1. Solving the boundary value problem. To get the river as a function of the discharges, we first need to be able to solve
our model, Eq. 13 of the main text, for given values of the parameters µt, λ, Ls, S, and ξ. This presents a slight challenge. We
described this model as a second order boundary value problem with boundary conditions D = 0 when y = 0, and D′ = 0
when y = −W/2. There are two problems here — first, the second derivative, D′′, given by Eq. 13 of the main text, diverges
when D → 0, and, second, the width of the river, W , is unknown a priori, so the second boundary condition is ill-defined. To
deal with the first issue, we expand the solution near D = 0, so that we only consider depths larger than some small value,
ε. Thus, we change the first boundary condition to D = ε when y = 0 (we can arbitrarily shift the solution along y due to
translational invariance). To deal with the second issue, we replace the second boundary condition with a new condition for D′
that, like the first boundary condition, starts at y = 0. In this way, instead of dealing with a boundary value problem, we can
solve a simpler initial value problem. To do this, we need to approximate the slope near the river bank, D′, when the depth,
D = ε, is small. We use the fact that D′′, which is a known function of D and D′, diverges when D → 0. In particular, on the
left river bank (when D = ε and D′ > 0), D′′ → ∞ as ε → 0 for all solutions with D′ smaller than that of the river, while
D′′ → −∞ for all solutions with D′ greater than that of the river. Therefore, for small D, the river approximately lies on
the curve D′′(D,D′) = 0. We can thus invert the relation D′′(ε,D′) = 0 to find D′ when y = 0, therefore defining the second
initial condition. In summary, we solve the initial value problem, D = ε and D′′(ε,D′) = 0 when y = 0, by forward stepping
and we stop when we reach the river center, D′ = 0. Once we find the left bank, the right bank follows by symmetry.

S.3.2. Interpolating the model. Once we can find a river for given model parameters, we fix µt, λ, and Ls to their experimental
values and then solve our model (Eq. 13 of the main text) for multiple values of S and ξ to create a grid of solutions for a
range of model parameters (Fig. S4a). For each numerical solution in this grid, we can find Qw and Qs using Eq. 15 of the
main text. Interpolating over this grid, we then find S and ξ (or any other property of the river rivers such as the width or
depth) as functions of Qw and Qs.

One problem is how to choose the range of S and ξ for the solution grid. Namely, increases in the sediment discharge are
controlled by minute differences of ξ̃ (on the order of 10−9) from ξ̃c, where ξ̃ ≡ ξS/Ls (see section Inert, active, and limiting
river of the main text). To probe a significant range of sediment discharge, we need to explore ξ̃ in a very narrow range
around ξ̃c. We do not know the value of ξ̃c a priori, and we have to find it numerically. Moreover, the value of ξ̃c changes
with S, so for each S, we need to independently estimate ξ̃c to high precision. Since there are no river-like solutions below ξ̃c,
we can easily identify whether a solution with given parameters S and ξ has ξ̃ > ξ̃c or ξ̃ < ξ̃c. Therefore, we can find ξ̃c by
a shooting method. Moreover, in the process of approaching ξ̃c by interval halving, we solve our model for multiple values
of ξ, so we can immediately use the solutions with ξ̃ < ξ̃c in our interpolation grid. This also has the useful property that
exponentially approaching ξ̃c leads to approximately linearly increasing Qs. Therefore, by finding ξ̃c, we probe the space of
sediment discharge more or less uniformly. Once we find ξ̃c for a given S, we add the solutions to the interpolation grid, we
choose randomly a different S, and we repeat the procedure.

To probe the relevant range of S that corresponds roughly to the fluid discharge in the experiments, Qw, we look at inert
rivers (Qs = 0). Using Eq. 15 of the main text, we can write the fluid discharge as

Qw = gL4
s

νS3

∫ W̃/2

−W̃/2

D̃3

3 dỹ , [S37]

where tildes stand for quantities made non-dimensional with the length scale, Ls/S, as defined in Eq. 16 of the main text.
The term Q̃w =

∫
D̃3/3dỹ is the non-dimensional fluid discharge that depends on the shape of the river, but not its size. As

we have discussed in section Inert, active, and limiting river of the main text, the shape of non-dimensional inert rivers only
depends on µt. So, for an inert river, Q̃w,0(µt) is independent of the fluid discharge. Therefore, we find that

S0 =
(
gL4

sQ̃w,0(µt)
νQw

)1/3

when Qs = 0 . [S38]

Based on this expression, we estimate the order of magnitude of the experimental slope. Then, taking values between, for
example, S0/5 and 5S0, ensures that we cover the range S that is relevant for our experiment, even when the sediment discharge
is finite.

S.3.3. Dependence on water and sediment discharges. In Fig. S5, we show how several river properties depend on the
discharges of fluid and sediment in our model. Namely, the aspect ratio increases with the sediment discharge, and only depends
on the fluid discharge for large values of the sediment discharge.The shape of an inert river (Qs = 0) is independent of the fluid
discharge. The maximum sediment flux, qs,max, increases with the sediment discharge and is largely independent of the fluid
discharge. In fact, for large fluid discharge, Qw, the maximum sediment flux saturates at qµ(D̃max,0 − µt), as predicted by
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the Parker regime. Figure S5f shows that the downstream slope, S, scales approximately as Q−1/3
w (for an inert river, this

scaling is exact, Eq. S38). Therefore, the scale of the river, given by Ls/S roughly increases with fluid discharge as Q1/3
w . The

sediment discharge affects the slope, S, and the size of the river only slightly (Fig. S5c).
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Fig. S4. An interpolation grid of solutions used to find model dependence on discharges of fluid and sediment. Each grey point is a solution to our model with different values of
S and ξ (and fixed µt, λ, Ls). For visual clarity, we only show every fifth point. (a) Interpolation grid in the space of model parameters, ξ and S. The horizontal axis shows the
logarithm of the difference between ξ̃ and the limiting value ξ̃c which is approximately proportional to the sediment discharge. Solid lines correspond to constant sediment
discharge (red lines; numbers denote the value in grains s−1) and fluid discharge (blue lines; numbers denote the value in l min−1) found after interpolation. The non-smooth
appearance of some of these lines for small and large values of S is due to the sparseness of the grid. (b) Interpolation grid in the space of fluid and sediment discharge, Qw
and Qs. Each point on this grid has a corresponding point in panel (a). Solid lines correspond to constant aspect ratio (red lines) and width (blue lines; numbers denote the
value in cm).
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Fig. S5. (a-c) River properties in our model as a function of sediment discharge, Qs, for various values of fluid discharge, Qw . (a) Aspect ratio, Dmax/W . (b) Maximum
sediment flux, qs,max/qµ. (c) Downstream slope, S. (d-f) River properties in our model as a function of fluid discharge, Qw , for various values of sediment discharge, Qs.
(d) Aspect ratio, Dmax/W . (e) Maximum sediment flux, qs,max/qµ. (f) Downstream slope, S. The black dashed line corresponds to a curve S = (Q∗w/Qw)1/3, where
Q∗w ≡ gL4

sQ̃w,0/ν ≈ 2.6× 10−7 l min−1 is the characteristic fluid discharge.
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S4. Non-dimensional river model

In section Inert, active, and limiting river of the main text, we discussed our model in non-dimensional form (Eq. 17 of the
main text). In this section, we discuss the mathematical properties of Eq. 17, such as its fixed points and its phase portrait.
These properties clarify why an infinite, limiting river exists in our model. In addition, we support claims made in sections
Inert, active, and limiting river and The Parker regime of the main text about inert and infinite rivers.

S.4.1. Fixed points. Since Eq. 17 of the main text is of second order, the second derivative of the depth, D̃′′, is a function of D̃
and D̃′. Thus, we can view it as a dynamical system that can be integrated by forward-stepping, starting from a given value of
D̃ and D̃′.

Fixed points of this equation are defined as points in the D̃-D̃′ space (the phase space), that give constant solutions under
integration. This is satisfied when D̃′ = 0 and D̃′′ = 0. Inserting these conditions into Eq. 17 of the main text yields

D̃ = µt + e(D̃−ξ̃)/λ̃ . [S39]

Solving this transcendental equation for D̃ yields the depths of the fixed points. For given values of the parameters µt, λ̃, and
ξ̃, Eq. S39 has zero, one, or two solutions. We find that when ξ̃ = ξ̃bif, Eq. S39 has only one solution at depth D̃bif (the
subscript “bif” stands for “bifurcation”), where

ξ̃bif = µt + λ̃(1− ln λ̃) , [S40]
D̃bif = µt + λ̃ . [S41]

For ξ̃ < ξ̃bif, there is no fixed point, while for ξ̃ > ξ̃bif there are two (at depths D̃1 and D̃2; brown circle and star in Figs. S6
and S7). These fixed points represent flat solutions that extend to infinity in the ỹ-direction (Fig. S6c).

S.4.2. Phase portrait. We now explore how the shape of the river depends on the model parameters µt, λ̃, and ξ̃ by looking at
the phase portrait, i.e. the trajectories described by Eq. 17 in the D̃-D̃′ space (7). In addition, we use the phase portrait to
unambiguously show that there exists an infinite, limiting river.

In Fig. S6a, we show an example of a phase portrait for given parameters µt, λ̃, and ξ̃. Each trajectory in the phase portrait
corresponds to a bed profile that satisfies Eq. 17 under different boundary conditions (black lines in Fig. S6a). Depending
on the boundary conditions, Eq. 17 has multiple, qualitatively different solutions (Fig. S6d-g). However, for a given set of
parameters, µt, λ̃, and ξ̃, there exists only one channel-like solution of Eq. 17 with two banks where the depth vanishes (blue
line in Fig. S6a and b). Such a solution is the only one that can represent a river transporting finite amounts of water and
sediment.

In Fig. S7, we show how the phase portrait changes as we change ξ̃, but keep µt and λ̃ fixed. For ξ̃ →∞ (Fig. S7a), the
river is inert and reaches a maximum depth D̃max,0 > µt, while there exists only one fixed point at D̃1 → µt. Decreasing ξ̃ to
finite values (Fig. S7b), the second fixed point appears, and the river depth lies between the two points, D̃1 < D̃max < D̃2. For
a particular value ξ̃ = ξ̃c (Fig. S7c), the river solution passes through the second fixed point, D̃max,c = D̃2. Therefore, the river
becomes infinite in the ỹ − z̃ space. The value of ξc depends on µt and λ̃, but it exists for any value of these parameters.

Reducing ξ̃ below this critical value, ξ̃c, changes the phase portrait such that no river solution can exist anymore (Fig. S7d)
— the river solution does not exist since the two banks (solutions starting at D̃ = 0) do not join at the center. Reducing ξ̃ even
further, below ξ̃bif (Fig. S7e), the two fixed points merge and disappear so that there are neither river nor fixed point solutions.

We show the positions of the fixed points, D̃1 and D̃2, and the river depth, D̃max, as a function of ξ̃ in the bifurcation
diagram, Fig. S7f. There, we can see that, as ξ̃ decreases from ξ̃ →∞ to finite values, the river depth increases until it meets
with D̃2 at ξ̃ = ξ̃c.

The existence of ξ̃c implies a limiting flux qs,c of the river (section Inert, active, and limiting river of the main text). By the
same reasoning, one would be tempted to conclude that the existence of ξ̃bif indicates a maximum sediment flux for a flat
bed (that could be realized, for example, in a flume experiment). This is, however, not true — when ξ̃ →∞, the fixed points
at D̃1 = µt and D̃2 →∞ have sediment fluxes qs,1 = 0 and qs,2 →∞. Decreasing ξ̃ to finite values, qs,1 increases while qs,2
decreases until they meet, thereby covering the entire range of possible sediment flux values from 0 to ∞. A flat bed in a flume
can, therefore, carry any sediment flux, at least in principle. In practice, however, some of these solutions may become unstable
to perturbations (6).

S.4.3. Inert river. In the Parker and weak transport regimes, the shape of the river is determined by that of an inert river. We
cannot find the properties of an inert river in our model analytically; instead, to find its profile, D̃0(ỹ), we have to solve Eq. 17
of the main text with ξ̃ →∞: √(

D̃0 + 1
3 (D̃3

0)′′
)2 + D̃′20 − µt = 0 . [S42]

The only parameter in this equation is µt, so the inert river shape only depends on this friction coefficient. In Fig. S8, we
show how its properties — depth, D̃max,0, width, W̃0, non-dimensional fluid discharge, Q̃w,0, and aspect ratio, W̃0/D̃max,0 —
depend on µt (blue lines in Fig. S8).
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We can understand how these properties generally depend on µt by comparing them to the inert, shallow-water river whose
shape can be found analytically (black dashed lines in Fig. S8). After neglecting the momentum diffusion, Eq. S42 becomes

√
D̃2

sw,0 + D̃′2sw,0 − µt = 0 , [S43]

where D̃sw,0 is the depth of an inert shallow-water river. This equation has a simple solution (5)

D̃sw,0 = µt cos ỹ . [S44]

From here, we find that the shallow-water inert river has D̃max,sw,0 = µt, W̃sw,0 = π, Q̃w,sw,0 = 4µ3
t/9, and an aspect ratio of

W̃sw,0/D̃max,sw,0 = π/µt. These values represent bounds for our model — Fig. S8 shows that the inert river in our model has a
depth greater than µt, a width greater than π, a non-dimensional fluid discharge greater than 4µ3

t/9, and an aspect ratio greater
than π/µt. For small µt, our model approaches the shallow-water inert river, while, as we increase µt, the non-dimensional
inert river in our model becomes less and less like the shallow-water one.

S.4.4. Limiting river depth, D̃max,c. In the main text, we noted that the value of the non-dimensional depth of an infinite, flat
river, D̃max,c, depends on parameters µt and λ̃ (section Inert, active, and limiting river of the main text), and we explained
that for vanishing λ̃, D̃max,c equals the inert river depth, D̃max,0(µt) (section The Parker regime of the main text). In Fig.
S9, we show how D̃max,c(λ̃, µt) depends on λ̃ with µt fixed. There, we numerically show that, for small λ̃, the depth D̃max,c
behaves as

D̃max,c(λ̃, µt) ≈ D̃max,0(µt) + λ̃ for λ̃� 1 . [S45]
For experimental parameters (µt = 0.9 and λ̃ = 0.02), we find that the relative error between D̃max,c and Eq. S45 is about
0.06%. Although we do not understand exactly why this relationship holds, we found it to be true for all the values of µt we
tested.
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Fig. S6. (a) A phase portrait of Eq. 17 of the main text for µt = 0.9, λ̃ = 0.1, and ξ̃ = 1.37. The horizontal axis is the non-dimensional depth, D̃, and the vertical axis is its
ỹ-derivative, D̃′. Black dashed curves mark the boundaries of the region of D̃-D̃′ space on which Eq. 17 is well-defined. Black trajectories represent solutions to Eq. 17 for
different initial conditions. The blue line represents the river solution shown in panel (b), while the blue dot and blue squares represent the river center and banks. The river
solution is unique and acts as a separatrix between two regions of qualitatively different solutions in the phase space (streamwise streaks and underwater channels). Brown
circle and brown star represent the two fixed points at depths D̃1 and D̃2. Brown lines are solutions ending in the second fixed point and separate regions of the phase space
with qualitatively different solutions. A constant depth solution corresponding to the first fixed point, D̃1, is shown in panel (c). Different colored shadings are regions of the
phase space with qualitatively different solutions. An example of a solution from each of these regions is marked with a colored dotted line and shown in panels (d)-(g).
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Fig. S7. (a)-(e) Phase portraits of Eq. 17 of the main text for µt = 0.9, λ̃ = 0.1, and varying ξ̃. Notation is the same as in Fig. S6. (a) Inert river (ξ̃ →∞). There exists only
one fixed point at D̃1 = µt. (b) Active river (ξ̃ = 1.37 > ξ̃c). River solution passes between the two fixed points. (c) Infinite, limiting river (ξ̃ = 1.3237 ≈ ξ̃c). The river
solution reaches a maximum depth at the second fixed point, D̃max,c = D̃2. (d) No river solution, but fixed points still exist (ξ̃ = 1.3 < ξ̃c). The blue line shows the solutions
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points merge and disappear. (f) The bifurcation diagram for µt = 0.9 and λ̃ = 0.1. The brown lines represent the depths of the fixed points as a function of ξ̃ — lower branch
corresponds to the first fixed point, D̃1 (brown circle in panels a-e), while the upper branch corresponds to the second fixed point, D̃2 (brown star in panels a-e). When ξ̃ →∞,
the first fixed point approaches the friction coefficient (D̃1 → µt), while the second tends to infinity (D̃2 →∞). The two fixed points meet at (ξ̃, D̃) = (ξ̃bif, D̃bif) (brown dot;
ξ̃bif ≈ 1.23, D̃bif = 1). The blue line corresponds to the river depth, D̃max (blue dot in panels a-e). When ξ̃ →∞, the river approaches the inert river depth, D̃max,0 (blue
triangle). The river meets the second fixed point at (ξ̃, D̃) = (ξ̃c, D̃max,c) (blue star; ξ̃c ≈ 1.3237, D̃max,c ≈ 1.21). At this point the river is flat and infinitely wide.
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Fig. S8. Properties of non-dimensional inert rivers as a function of the friction coefficient, µt. The blue lines correspond to our model (Eq. S42), while the black dashed lines
correspond to the shallow-water inert river (Eq. S44). (a) Difference between non-dimensional depth and the friction coefficient, D̃max,0 − µt. Black dashed line corresponds
to D̃max,0 − µt = 0. (b) Non-dimensional width, W̃0. Black dashed line corresponds to W̃0 = π. (c) Non-dimensional fluid discharge, Q̃w,0 ≡

∫
D̃3/3dỹ. Black dashed

line corresponds to Q̃w,0 = 4µ3
t/9. (d) Aspect ratio, W̃0/D̃max,0. Black dashed line corresponds to W̃0/D̃max,0 = π/µt.

Predrag Popović, Olivier Devauchelle, Anaïs Abramian, and Eric Lajeunesse 19 of 28



0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10

λ̃

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

D̃
m

a
x
,c
−
D̃

m
a
x
,0

λ̃ experiment
Our model
D̃max,c = D̃max,0(µt) + λ̃

Fig. S9. The dependence of limiting river depth, D̃max,c, on λ̃. The vertical axis shows the difference between the limiting and inert river depth, D̃max,c − D̃max,0, while the
horizontal axis is the value of λ̃ (µt = 0.9 is fixed). The blue line results from numerical solution of Eq. 17 of the main text. The black dashed line represents the function
D̃max,c − D̃max,0 = λ̃. The red shading represents the estimate and the variability of λ̃ observed in the experiments.
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S5. Parker regime

The Parker regime corresponds to a river with no sediment diffusion that splits its channel into inert banks and a flat, active
bottom (section The Parker regime of the main text). Such a river has a rectangular sediment flux profile of width W (P )

T and
height q(P )

s .
In Fig. S10, we show that the Parker regime is, in fact, the limit of our model when λ→ 0. The sediment flux profile of Eq.

13 of the main text approaches the rectangular shape of the Parker regime as λ decreases. This is to be expected — when the
sediment diffusion length scale, λ, vanishes, the sediment flux, qs = qµ exp[(D − ξ)/λ], also vanishes for D < ξ, and becomes
infinite for D > ξ. Therefore, to have a meaningful solution when λ→ 0, the river bottom must be flat with a depth, Dmax = ξ.
Physically, vanishing sediment diffusion means that gravity pulls each moving grain of sediment towards the river bottom from
which it cannot escape by random collisions with the bed. When λ is finite, the region over which inert banks transition to the
flat bottom always has a finite size of the order λ. When the water and sediment discharges are large, both the bank width,
W0, and the transport width, WT , are large too, so we can neglect the transition region: this is the gist of the Parker regime.

The depth, sediment flux, transport width, and total width of a river in the Parker regime are (as we explained in section
The Parker regime of the main text):

D(P )
max = Ls

S(P ) D̃max,0 , q(P )
s = qµ(D̃max,0 − µt) , W

(P )
T = Qs

q
(P )
s

, W (P ) = Ls
S(P ) W̃0 + Qs

q
(P )
s

. [S46]

To get the above quantities, we need to find the downstream slope, S(P ). This follows from the fluid discharge constraint.
According to Eq. 15 of the main text, the fluid discharge is

Qw = gS(P )

ν

∫ W/2

−W/2

D3

3 dy = Qw,0 + gS(P )

ν

D
(P )3
max

3 W
(P )
T , [S47]

where Qw,0 ≡
∫W0/2
−W0/2

D3
0

3 dy is the contribution from the inert banks. A dimensional fluid discharge, Qw, can be related to the
non-dimensional one, Q̃w =

∫
D̃3

3 dỹ, through

Qw = gL4
s

νS3 Q̃w , [S48]

so that Eq. S47 becomes

Qw = gL4
s

νS(P )3 Q̃w,0 + gS(P )

ν

D
(P )3
max

3 W
(P )
T , [S49]

where Q̃w,0 ≡
∫ W̃0/2
−W̃0/2

D̃3
0

3 dỹ depends only on µt. Combining Eq. S49 with Eqs. S46, we retrieve Eq. 24 of the main text

Qw = gL4
s

νS(P )3

(
Q̃w,0 +

QsS
(P )D̃3

max,0

3qµLs(D̃max,0 − µt)

)
. [S50]

Depending on the physical parameters that enter it, Eq. S50 can have multiple solutions for S(P ), but there is always only one
positive, real solution.
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Fig. S10. Sediment flux profile of a river in our model with Qs = 30 grains s−1 and Qw = 1 l min−1 and the varying sediment diffusion length scale, λ. The blue lines are
the numerical sediment flux profiles for different values of λ, while the black dashed line is the Parker regime (Eqs. S46) in the limit λ→ 0.
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S6. Estimating sediment discharge based on river geometry

Our model predicts a link between the river geometry and its sediment load. Here, we will use our experimental dataset to
show how to estimate the sediment discharge of a river from the shape of its cross-section.

Equation 22 of the main text relates the sediment discharge to river depth and width, assuming we know the universal
quantities, such as the limiting sediment flux and the inert river aspect ratio (q(P )

s and W̃0/D̃max,0 in Eq. 22). Although these
universal quantities follow from the theory, various approximations we made may make them inaccurate. Moreover, for a
natural river, for which the theory is not yet available, these quantities are unknown a priori. On an ensemble of rivers with
different water and sediment discharges, q(P )

s is the maximum allowed sediment flux while W̃0/D̃max,0 is the minimum allowed
aspect ratio. Therefore, instead of using our theoretical predictions, here we estimate q(P )

s and W̃0/D̃max,0 as the maximum
sediment flux and minimum aspect ratio from our experimental dataset. Thus, we estimate q(P )

s |exp. ≈ 27.4 grains cm−1s−1

and W̃0/D̃max,0|exp. ≈ 4.3. Using these values, we show in Fig. S11 that the sediment discharge estimated using Eq. 22 of the
main text falls within the uncertainty range of the measurements.
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Fig. S11. Comparing the measured sediment discharge (x-axis) to that estimated using Eq. 22 of the main text (y-axis). Black dashed line is a one-to-one line.
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S7. Effects of momentum diffusion

In section The Parker regime of the main text, we claimed that momentum diffusion is essential for the existence of a steady-state
channel with a non-vanishing sediment discharge, as first suggested by Parker (8). In this section, we will first illustrate this
statement by comparing our model to the shallow-water river without momentum diffusion. Then, we will investigate the effect
of momentum diffusion in detail by considering the forces acting on the river bed.

S.7.1. Comparison with shallow-water rivers. The shallow-water model, which neglects the cross-stream diffusion of momentum
entirely, is defined by a first order ordinary differential equation:

√
D̃2sw + D̃′2sw − µt = e(D̃sw−ξ̃)/λ̃ . [S51]

When ξ̃ →∞, the right-hand side vanishes and the model reduces to Eq. S43 for an inert shallow-water river, which has been
successfully used to predict the shape of experimental inert rivers (5). We compare the inert shallow-water river with the
experiment and our model in Figs. S12a, c, and e. There, we can see that, while there exists some difference between the
models and the experiment, they are largely comparable to each other.

However, when sediment transport is included (ξ̃ <∞), this model is insufficient to reproduce the experiments. We compare
an active experimental river with our model and the shallow-water model in Figs. S12b, d, and f. We can see that, while our
model and the experiment seem comparable to each other, the shallow-water model is nothing alike. This result may seem
somewhat paradoxical — although we expect that the shallow-water approximation should work better for a wider river, we
find that the wider the river, the worse the shallow-water approximation is. We resolve this apparent paradox in the next
section.

S.7.2. Momentum diffusion in the Parker regime. In this section, we look closely at the components of the force ratio, µ, to
understand the role of momentum diffusion. We explain that momentum diffusion controls the sediment transport through a
matching condition at the interface of the river banks and the flat bottom — a condition that does not depend on the width of
the river.

Figure S13a shows a river in the Parker regime (in non-dimensional coordinates, for convenience) — it is sharply split into
curved, inert banks, and a flat, active bottom. Figure S13b shows how the various components of the force ratio, µ, depend on
the position within this river. These components are

µsw ≡ D̃ , [S52]

µmd ≡ 1
3(D̃3)′′ , [S53]

µg ≡ D̃′ , [S54]
µ2 = (µsw + µmd)2 + µ2

g , [S55]

where µsw is the shallow-water contribution, µmd is the momentum diffusion contribution, and µg is the gravity contribution to
the total force ratio. The banks are kept at threshold by the combined action of the shallow-water stress, momentum diffusion,
and gravity, while the bottom only feels the shallow-water stress. At the point where banks and flat bottom connect the banks
have a depth D̃ = D̃max, a slope D̃′ = 0, and a second derivative D̃′′ = −κ̃ < 0, where κ̃ is the curvature of the banks at
their deepest point. The components of the force ratio are, correspondingly, µsw = D̃max, µg = 0, µmd = −D̃2

maxκ̃ < 0. The
threshold condition for the banks is, thus, µsw + µmd = µt, which means that the depth must be greater than the friction
coefficient, D̃max = µsw = µt − µmd > µt. The bottom feels only the shallow-water stress, and, therefore, must be above the
threshold, µ|bottom = µsw = D̃max > µt.

Therefore, the absence of sediment transport on the banks translates into excess stress on the flat bottom. The sediment
flux on the bottom, qs/qµ = µ|bottom − µt = −µmd, corresponds to the jump in the momentum diffusion contribution due to
the sudden disappearance of curvature. Thus, the sediment flux is driven by the boundary condition at the junction of the
curved banks with the flat bottom.

Written in terms of depth and its derivatives, the sediment flux is qs/qµ = D̃2
maxκ̃. The curvature, κ̃ ≡ −D̃′′, scales roughly

as κ̃ ∼ D̃max,0/W̃
2
0 , so the sediment flux scales as qs/qµ ∼ D̃3

max,0/W̃
2
0 . Taking the depth, D̃max,0, to be of order one, the

sediment flux is inversely proportional to the square of the aspect ratio of an inert river, W 2
0 /D

2
max,0. Parker (8) likewise found

that the distance to threshold is inversely proportional to the aspect ratio squared — a signature of the cross-stream diffusion
of momentum.

Without cross-stream momentum diffusion, there can be no sediment transport in the limit λ→ 0 in our model. When λ is
small but non-vanishing, the maximal sediment flux is qs,c/qµ ≈ D̃max,0(µt)− µt + λ̃, where we used Eq. S45 for the depth of
the infinite, limiting river, D̃max,c. The first term in this equation, D̃max,0(µt)− µt, is the contribution to sediment transport
from the momentum diffusion, while the second term, λ̃, is the contribution from the sediment diffusion. For experimental
parameters (µt = 0.9 and λ̃ = 0.02), we thus find that momentum diffusion is responsible for about 90% of the sediment
transport.
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Fig. S12. River profiles in the experiment (panels (a) and (b)), our model (panels (c) and (d)), and shallow-water approximation (panels (e) and (f)). Profiles in the left column
(panels (a), (c), and (e)) are inert rivers, while profiles in the right column (panels (b), (d), and (f)) are active rivers with Qs = 24 grains s−1. Red lines in panels (b), (d), and
(f) represent the sediment flux profile where the zero, qs = 0, is vertically shifted in the plots to coincide with the river bottom. While inert rivers in both our model and the
shallow-water model are comparable with experiments, momentum diffusion is necessary to capture the shape of active rivers.
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ỹ

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Fo
rc

e
ra

ti
o,
µ

µmd = 1
3

(D̃3)′′ (momentum diffusion)

µsw = D̃ (shallow water)

µg = D̃′ (gravity)

µ =
√

(µsw + µmd)2 + µ2
g (total)

(b)

Fig. S13. Explanation of the mechanism of sediment transport by momentum diffusion. (a) Half a river in our model for λ→ 0 and µt = 0.9. The river sharply splits into
curved, inert banks and a flat, active bottom. (b) Components of the force acting on the bed as a function of the position along the bed. The blue line represents the total

force ratio, µ =
√

(µsw + µmd)2 + µ2
g . The dashed brown line represents the shallow-water contribution to the stress, µsw = D̃. The solid brown line represents the

momentum diffusion contribution to the stress, µmd = (D̃3)′′/3. The dotted brown line represents the gravity contribution, µg = D̃′. On the banks, all three contributions are
non-vanishing and keep the banks at the threshold, µ = µt. On the bottom, only the shallow-water contribution exists and the force ratio is above threshold, µ > µt. The
shallow-water and gravity contributions transition continuously from the banks to the bed, but the momentum diffusion contribution experiences a jump which corresponds to a
jump in the force ratio, µ. This jump drives sediment transport.
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