
Magnetic Taylor-Proudman Constraint Explains Flows into the Tangent Cylinder
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Tangent Cylinders (TCs) have shaped our understanding of planetary dynamos and liquid cores.
The Taylor-Proudman Constraint (TPC) due to planetary rotation creates these imaginary surfaces
separating polar and equatorial regions but cannot explain the flows meandering through them.
Here we establish and verify experimentally that magnetic fields aligned with rotation drive flows
into TCs, linked to the flows along TCs by a magnetic Taylor-Proudman constraint. This con-
straint explains and quantifies how magnetic fields reshape rotating flows in planetary interiors and
magnetorotating flows in general.

Geophysical and astrophysical flows, whether atmo-
spheres, accretion disks, stellar or planetary interiors are
often strongly constrained by the Coriolis force produced
by background rotation. The Taylor-Proudman Con-
straint (TPC) expresses that rotation mainly renders the
flow 2D, and 2D-solenoidal in the plane normal to rota-
tion [1–3]. To remain 2D and 2D-solenoidal in planetary
interiors shaped as spherical shells, the flow must follow
geostrophic contours, aligned with surfaces of constant
height, i.e. concentric cylinders [3]. For this reason, in
planetary interiors with a solid inner core, the ”tangent
cylinder” (TC, Fig. 1) extruded from the solid core along
the rotation axis, is often considered as a mechanical bar-
rier separating polar and equatorial regions. Both regions
are convective, but with different dynamics and they are
believed to play different roles in the dynamo mechanism
that sustains planetary magnetic fields [4–8].
The paradox, here is that many dynamo theories, espe-
cially for the Earth, demand that the Lorentz and the
Coriolis forces be of the same order, i.e. in the magne-
tostrophic regime, to recover large-scale magnetic fields
[9, 10]. Within the TC too, the TPC determines the
dynamics of convective Taylor columns [11–13], and the
Lorentz force needs to act at the leading order to recover
the large structures conducive to dynamo action there
[10, 14–19]. However, where the Lorentz forces com-
petes with the Coriolis force, the TPC is violated [20–
23]. The scenario of a flow structure articulated around
an impermeable TC then breaks down as it cannot ex-
plain recently discovered flows meandering in and out of
it [7, 24]. Interestingly, magnetohydrodynamic (MHD)
flows in a homogeneous magnetic field exhibit similar ten-
dencies to two-dimensionality to rotating flows[25–28],
and also follow geostrophiclike contours aligned with so-
called ”characteristic surfaces” [29–31]. Yet, although
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both axial magnetic fields and rotation act individually
alike, a theory for their combined action is both missing
and needed to understand the flow in the TC region, and
how Lorentz and Coriolis forces constrain the convective
structures inside it. Here we derive and experimentally
verify the physical foundation of such a theory.
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FIG. 1. Sketch of the Earth’s structure with liquid outer core
and solid inner core (right) and the Little Earth Experiment,
its rotating hemisphere filled with sulphuric acid, protruding
heater, cooling tank and height-adjustable PIV system (left).

The physical model is a fluid (density ρ, viscosity
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ν, electric conductivity σ) with boundaries at z =
h−(x, y, t) and z = h+(x, y, t), subject to a magnetic
field B(x, y, z, t), assumed along êz for simplicity, and
to a constant background rotation Ωêz. Splitting vectors
and operators into their components along and normal
to êz (subscripts z and ⊥), e.g. ∇⊥ = (∂x, ∂y), the di-
mensionless velocity u, pressure p and electric current J
are governed by the Navier-Stokes equations

Ro(∂t+u·∇)u⊥+∇⊥p = (u⊥+ΛJ⊥Bz)×êz+Ek∆u⊥,(1)

Ro(∂t+u·∇)uz+∂zp = fb + Ek∆uz, (2)

∇ · u = 0. (3)

The Ekman, Rossby numbers Ek = ν/(2Ωh2
0), Ro =

U/(2Ωh0), and buoyancy force fb = O(Ro)[32] based on
typical velocity U and outer core shell thickness h0 are
very small in the regime of fast rotation relevant to plan-
ets (for the Earth Ek ≃ 10−15 and Ro ≳ 10−6), but the
Elsasser number Λ = σB2

0/(2ρΩ) ∈ [10−1, 102] based on
typical axial field B0 is not [33]. The electric current J is
expressed by Ohm’s law in terms of the electric potential
ϕ and magnetic vector-potential A, and satisfies charge
conservation,

J = −∇ϕ+Bzu× êz + ∂tA, ∇ · J = 0. (4)

In geophysical context, these equations are usually closed
with the induction equation and magnetic flux conser-
vation. The magnetic TPC, however, only requires an
expression of the electric current. The idea is to express
the total Lorentz-Coriolis force as the product of a single
solenoidal current c and êz. c is chosen as the compound
current of mass and charge c⊥ = u⊥ + ΛBzJ⊥ and its
vertical component cz = uz+Λ(BzJz−

∫
J ·∇Bzdz) is de-

fined up to an integration constant to ensure conservation
of the compound massic and electric charge associated to
c, i.e. ∇ · c = 0. Then at O(Ek,Ro), Eqs. (1), (2) im-
ply that bulk variables (denoted ·̃) satisfy the ”magnetic
Taylor-Proudman constraint” (MTPC) [22, 23],

∂z c̃⊥ = ∂zũ⊥ + Λ∂z(BzJ̃⊥) = 0, (5)

∇⊥ · c̃⊥ = ∇⊥ · ũ⊥ + Λ∇⊥ · (BzJ̃⊥) = 0. (6)

These equations express that in the rapidly rotating
limit, the current becomes quasi-2D and quasihorizon-
tally solenoidal. Without magnetic field, the bulk
horizontal velocity ũ⊥ becomes 2D and horizontally
solenoidal. Here, by contrast, ũ⊥ may be z-dependent

and horizontally divergent, as long as ΛJ̃⊥Bz possesses
the opposite z-dependence and horizontal divergence.
The magnetic counterpart of the topological constraint
forcing the flow along geostrophic contours is found by in-
tegrating the conservation of compound charge (∇·c = 0)
along êz. Noting that regardless of the boundary condi-
tions at z = h±, the current at each boundary cz(z = h±)
is the sum of the current due to the motion of the bound-
aries (neglecting the electric displacement current) and
the current through them c±w ,

cz(z = h±) = ∂th
± + c±⊥ · ∇⊥h

± + c±w , (7)

it follows that∫ h+

h−
∇⊥ · c⊥dz = cw−∂th− c+⊥ · ∇⊥h

+ + c−⊥ · ∇⊥h
−,

(8)
where h = h+ − h− and cw = c−w − c+w . To account for
the viscous boundary layers of thickness δ ∼ Ek1/2 [34]
at z = h±, we decompose the current c into its bulk
value c̃ satisfying Eqs. (5), (6) and two corrections for

the boundary layers cBL± − c̃, which vanish in the bulk,

lim
|z−h±|δ−1→∞

cBL±
− c̃ = 0. (9)

Then, using the Leibniz integral rule,∫ h+

h−
∇⊥ · c⊥dz = c̃⊥ · ∇⊥

∫ h+

h−
dz (10)

+(∇⊥ · c̃⊥)
∫ h+

h−
dz − c+⊥ · ∇⊥h

+ + c−⊥ · ∇⊥h
−

+∇⊥ ·
∫ h+

h−
cBL−

⊥ − c̃⊥dz + ∇⊥ ·
∫ h+

h−
cBL+

⊥ − c̃⊥dz.

The second term in the rhs is O(Ek,Ro) due to the
MTPC (6). The last two terms stem from the current
generated within the boundary layers to balance vis-
cous forces, and fed into the bulk. From the compound
charge conservation in the boundary layer, these scale
as c⊥δ = O(Ek1/2). Then from (8) and (10), the bulk
current obeys the ”topological MTPC”:

c̃⊥ · ∇⊥h = c0 +O(Ek1/2, Ro), (11)

where c0 = −∂th+cw. Equation (11) generalizes the con-
cept of geostrophic contour to include not only the effect
of the Lorentz force but also permeable, electrically con-
ducting and moving boundaries: when boundaries are
impermeable to c (cw = 0) and steady (∂th = 0), it con-
strains the quasi-2D current c̃⊥ to follow the geostrophic
contours. The current may however deflect from them to
absorb current (c0) either incurred by the motion of the
boundaries (−∂th) or fed through them (cw) if they are
not impermeable or not electrically insulating.
We can now express the MTPC in terms of the veloc-
ity field: Eq. (11) expresses the geometric constraint on
a quasi-2D solenoidal current in a 3D domain, regard-
less of the definition of that current, so that Eq. (11)
and Ohm’s law (4) impose independent constraints from
which J can be eliminated. Denoting normal and tan-
gential components to a given geostrophic contour in the
z-averaged plane by indices n and s, and u0 = c0(∂nh)

−1,
these imply (dropping tildes)

un + ΛBzJn = u0 +O(Ek1/2, Ro), (12)

Jn = −∇nϕ+Bzus + ∂tAn. (13)

Using electric charge conservation and Ohm’s law (4),
and considering time-averaged quantities (denoted ⟨·⟩t),
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(12) and (13) yield the ”kinematic MTPC”,

∆⟨B−1
z (un − u0)⟩t

+Λ[∇(∇ · ⟨Bzun⟩tês) · ên + ∆zs⟨Bzus⟩t] = 0. (14)

The key result here is that unlike the current c⊥, the
flow u⊥ does not follow the geostrophic contours, even
if c0 = 0. Instead, it is constrained by Eq. (14) to cross
them. In planetary interiors with a solid core, flows
across TCs have been observed or simulated but never
quantified [20, 23, 24]. The kinetic MTPC (14) can
measure which part of these through-flows is incurred
by the axial component of the planetary magnetic field.

We shall now seek experimental evidence for these
flows and for their compliance to the MTPC in a simple
TC geometry. Experiments are performed in the ”Lit-
tle Earth Experiment” (LEE) device [35–37]. LEE is
a model for the convection in the TC subject to back-
ground rotation and externally imposed axial magnetic
field B = B0êz. The working fluid is sulphuric acid at
30% mass (viscosity ν = 1.3× 106 m2/s, density ρ = 1.3
kg/m3, thermal expansion coefficient α = 5.5×10−4 K−1,
thermal diffusivity κ = 1.7×10−7 m2/s and Prandtl num-
ber Pr = 12). Its transparency and electric conductivity
(σ = 83 ± 2 Sm) make it the ideal choice for optical ve-
locimetry in MHD flows [38, 39]. MHD experiments are
usually conducted with liquid metals, with an electrical
conductivity ∼ 104 higher than sulfuric acid. Hence, to
keep Λ = σB2

0/(2ρΩ) ∼ 1 with Ek ∼ 10−5, magnetic
fields ∼ 10 T are needed, i.e. ∼ 102 times greater than
in liquid metal convection experiments [40, 41].
At LEE’s heart lies a hemispherical transparent vessel
filled with the acid (inner diameter 2R = 0.285 m), ro-
tating around its vertical axis (Fig. 1). It is placed at the
bottom of a cylindrical tank filled with water that ensures
a constant, cold temperature TC at all its boundaries but
the bottom one. At the bottom, a coaxial cylindrical
heating element (radius RTC = 0.05 m) protruding by
hH = 0.0225 m into the vessel fulfils two functions: first,
its upper surface is kept at fixed hot temperature TH to
create an unstable temperature gradient prone to drive
convection within the vessel. Second, its edge incurs a
radial jump in domain height akin to the equatorial edge
of the Earth’s inner core, where a TC develops under
fast rotation. The heater thus acts as a solid core and
the hemispherical vessel wall represents the core-mantle
boundary. The heater side wall and the vessel bottom
wall are thermally insulated.
In acid, the magnetic diffusivity η is much greater than in
metals, so for typical velocities of 10−3 to 10−1 ms−1, the
magnetic Reynolds number Rm = Uh0/η= U(R− hH)/η
measuring the ratio of magnetic field advection to mag-
netic diffusion is, at most around 10−6. This places LEE
in the quasistatic MHD (QSMHD) regime for which the
induced magnetic field is negligible compared to the ex-
ternally imposed magnetic field B0, so Bz = 1 [42].
Particle Image Velocimetry (PIV) provides two time-
dependent velocity components in two planes: at zbot =

0.22h0 = 0.24hTC, above the heater and ztop = 0.74h0 =
0.8hTC, just below the point where the TC meets the
inner vessel wall (hTC is the TC’s height at r = RTC).
The temperature is measured at the heater surface and at
the outer surface of the acid vessel wall with thermocou-
ples, and time-averaged to calculate the free-fall velocity
U = [gα(TH − TC)h0]

1/2 and Ro[32]. Velocity fields are
then recorded over 10 min when the difference between
these temperatures is statistically steady. All data pre-
sented here is averaged over that time.
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FIG. 2. Time and azimuthally averaged radial profiles of ra-
dial (a) and azimuthal (b) velocities in LEE, renormalized
by rotation speed, which is more precisely measured in LEE
than U . The inset sketches show (a) the single cell recircula-
tion and (a), (b) the positions of the PIV planes.

The TC in LEE provides a geostrophic contour to
test the relation predicted by the MTPC between the
time-averaged azimuthal flow along it and radial flow
through it without boundary current (c0 = 0) [indices
(s, n) become (θ, r) in Eq. (14)]. While in the ab-
sence of magnetic field, the classical TPC extinguishes
the flow through the TC when Ek ≪ 1 and Ro ≪ 1
[36, 43], the MTPC predicts that any azimuthal flow with
a nonlinear z-dependence should incur a radial flow for
Λ > 0. This flow is tracked through the azimuthally
and time-averaged profiles of both velocity components
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in both PIV planes. The examples plotted in Fig. 2
for Ro ∈ [0.034, 0.062], Ek ≃ 1.3 × 10−5 and Λ from
0 to 0.832, span the geostrophic and magnetostrophic
regimes where the MTPC applies. Magnetic (Λ > 0)
and nonmagnetic (Λ = 0) cases exhibit very different ve-
locity profiles: while a significant azimuthal flow exists
in all cases (in the nonmagnetic case, it is due to the
thermal wind incurred by the radial temperature gradi-
ent [36]); the nonmagnetic flow only has a nonzero radial
component in localized convective plumes within the TC
(r/RTC < 1), visible through radial oscillations in the
profile. The radial velocity also remains 0 to within mea-
surement precision at the TC boundary. The thermal
plumes and corresponding oscillations subsist for Λ > 0
in the top plane. In stark contrast to the nonmagnetic
case, however, a radially converging inflow occupies the
entire TC in the top plane. In the bottom plane, a radial
flow also appears for Λ > 0 but outward. Hence, the
patterns of radial velocity on both planes imply that a
meridional recirculation made of at least one cell crosses
the TC boundary when Λ > 0. Furthermore, the inten-
sity of this recirculation relative to the azimuthal flow
increases with Λ, and is accompanied by a much stronger
zonal flow than for Λ = 0. This flow structure subsists
at all background rotations (Ek ∈ {0.82, 1.3, 3} × 10−5)
and forcing parameters (5 × 10−4 ≤ Ro ≤ 0.3) we ex-
plored, regardless of variations in flow topology. Both
the meridional flow pattern and the enhanced zonal flow
are consistent with the relation between radial and az-
imuthal flow predicted by the MTPC (14). We shall now
quantify this relation across LEE’s parameter range.

LEE’s 2D PIV data cannot give the derivatives of the
velocity in both axial and radial directions that a local
evaluation of the MTPC terms would demand. Hence the
MTPC is averaged azimuthally, and radially within the
TC to yield a scaling relation more amenable to experi-
mental comparison (see Supplementary Material [44]):

⟨rur(z)⟩t,θ,r≤RTC
∼ K(z)[Λ⟨ruθ⟩t,θ,r≤RTC

]z
top

zbot . (15)

Coefficient K(z) is obtained in each PIV measurement
plane at z = zbot and z = ztop from measurements in
both planes, by estimating derivatives in Eq. (14) as the
ratio of velocities averaged over horizontal sections of the
TC to the length scales of velocity gradients: the length
scale for ∂2

zzuθ between the two PIV planes is the dis-
tance between them. For ∂2

zzur, the length scales near
the top and bottom planes may differ and are constrained
by mass conservation, assuming a single meridional recir-
culation cell.
Both sides of Eq. (15) are shown in Fig. 3(a). The
data collapses approximately along ⟨rur⟩t,r≤RTC,θ =

0.408KΛ[⟨ruθ⟩t,r≤RTC,θ]
ztop

zbot(fitted with confidence inter-
val 0.95), as predicted by the MTPC scaling for the mean
flow (15). The concentration around the origin (ur ≃ 0)
of all points at Λ = 0 confirms that the flow across the
TC is controlled by the classical TPC in the absence of
magnetic field, so that averages within the TC provide

(a)

(b)

FIG. 3. Radial vs. azimuthal velocities, azimuthally and ra-
dially averaged within the TC (a) time-averaged velocities (b)
rms of velocity fluctuations, and fit to corresponding scaling
relations derived from the MTPC. Full (open) symbols: mea-
surements at z = zbot (z = ztop). Different markers of the
same type correspond to different thermal forcing, spanning
5× 10−4 ≤ Ro ≤ 0.3 across all cases.

a good measure of the flow across it. Radial averaging
still incurs some data scattering, as flows recirculating
within the TC (e.g through convective plumes) add a
contribution to ⟨rur⟩t,r≤RTC ,θ that is not constrained by
the MTPC. A measure of this effect is captured by the
nonzero values of ⟨rur⟩t,r≤RTC ,θ for Λ = 0 visible in the
inset: it introduces a greater relative error where either
the velocities or Λ are small. Nevertheless, the linear
trend imposed by the MTPC clearly dominates.
Lastly, the fact that LEE operates in the QSMHD regime
offers additional insight into the MTPC: since ∂tA ∼
Rm|u × êz|, it can be neglected in Eq. (4) so that Eq.
(14) applies at each time t, instead of only on average.
Hence, in QSMHD regimes, the MTPC applies to veloc-
ity fluctuations u′ too. Azimuthal averages of rms of
velocity fluctuations are, unlike the time-averaged veloc-
ities, not constrained by global mass conservation, so the
gradients of u′

r and u′
θ share similar length scales: data

from both planes collapse on almost the same fitted line

⟨ru′2
r ⟩

1/2
t,r≤RTC,θ = 0.734Λ⟨ru′2

θ ⟩
1/2
t,r≤RTC,θ, shown in Fig. 3



5

(b), with similar slopes for top and bottom planes. This
shows not only that the average flow through the TC is
controlled by the MTPC, but that so are its fluctuations
within the QSMHD regime.
These results show that when magnetic field and back-
ground rotation are aligned, the MTPC reshapes the
global structure of flows near geostrophic contours such
as planetary TCs. The MTPC provides a quantitative
tool to predict the topology of such flows dominated by
competing Coriolis and Lorentz forces. Indeed, the evi-
dence in LEE that a polar magnetic field incurs a merid-
ional flow in the polar region, but also significantly en-
hances the zonal flow there provides quantitative theo-
retical support to recent dynamo simulations and obser-
vations where these phenomena occur [7, 20, 24]. The
MTPC also offers a theoretical framework to extend the
current understanding of how the TPC shapes convec-
tive Taylor columns in rotating convection [11, 45] to
similar structures observed in magnetorotating convec-
tion [10, 19, 46]. In actual planetary interiors, however,
the MTPC only applies in regions of axial magnetic field
(Eqs. (5), (6)) and so may need amending to capture
the topology of meridional TC flows incorporating the
magnetic field topology [47]. Similarly, with the gener-
alized MTPC (11) incorporating conducting, permeable

and moving boundaries, more complex dynamics at the
solid-liquid core boundary, such as unsteadiness due to
the solidification-remelting cycle of the inner core [48], or
stratification [49] may also be accounted for. Finally, the
MTPC applies to magnetorotating flows in general, so
its implications beyond geophysics and astrophysics also
concern numerous other fields such as material science,
e.g. alloy casting and stirring or crystal growth [50].
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Method to calculate K(z) in Eq. (15) from experimental data

We now simplify the general expression of the MTPC in Eq. (14) for the purpose of comparing its prediction to
the data obtained from LEE. To this end, since the TC is axisymmetric, and more generally in planetary context,
geostrophic contours are circular, the directions tangential and normal to them s and n are respectively the azimuthal
and cylindrical-radial coordinates (bearing in mind that geostrophic contours are defined in the z−averaged plane).
Further averaging (14) along the azimuthal direction yields a simpler equation linking radial and azimuthal velocity
components:

∆rz〈B−1
z (ur − u0)〉t,θ + Λ∂2zz〈Bzuθ〉t,θ = 0. (1)

Additionally, in the case of LEE, the magnetic field is assumed homogeneous (Bz = 1) and the top and bottom
boundaries impermeable and electrically insulating (u0 = 0). To obtain more reliable estimates from the measurements
and reduce the noise associated to the measurement over the single line following the TC boundary, we average (1)
over horizontal sections of the TC (Distances are henceforth normalised by the TC’s radius RTC for simplicity):

∂r〈ur〉t,θ,r=1 + ∂2zz〈rur〉t,θ,r≤1 + Λ∂2zz〈ruθ〉t,θ,r≤1 = 0. (2)

Up to this point, the MTPC is still in exact form. We now need to estimate its different terms using data available
to us from PIV measurements. The radial velocity at the TC boundary is estimated from its average over the TC’s
horizontal cross section i.e. at constant z, again to reduce noise:

〈ur〉t,θ,r=1 ' 〈rur〉t,θ,r≤1. (3)

Then, taking the TC radius as lengthscale for the radial derivative, the first term in Eq. (1) is estimated at each of
the PIV measurement planes as:

∂r〈ur(z = zbot)〉t,θ,r=1 ' εbotr 〈rur〉t,θ,r≤1 (4)

∂r〈ur(z = ztop)〉t,θ,r=1 ' εtopr 〈rur〉t,θ,r≤1 (5)

Here, εbotr and εtopr are either 1 or -1 to reflect the concavity of the radial velocity profiles (see figure 2a in the main
text) that implies that where the radial velocity is mostly positive (resp. negative) within the TC, its radial derivative
at the TC boundary is negative (resp. positive). The horizontal PIV does not provide us with access to the vertical
derivatives so they must be estimated from the measurements in the top and bottom planes, respectively at z = zbot

and z = ztop. Using the distance between the two PIV planes ∆hPIV as lengthscale for the vertical derivatives of
azimuthal velocity yields an estimate for the second derivative applicable to both planes:

∂zz〈ruθ〉t,θ,r≤1 ' [〈ruθ(ztop)〉t,θ,r≤1 − 〈ruθ(zbot)〉t,θ,r≤1]/∆h2PIV,

' [Λ〈ruθ〉t,θ,r≤1]z=z
top

z=zbot/∆h
2
PIV. (6)

Unlike the azimuthal velocity, the azimuthal and time-averaged radial velocity, is constrained by mass conservation
imposing that its sum over the TC surface must be zero. To take advantage of this property, we assume, based on
the profiles of radial velocity in figure 2(a)), that the meridional recirculation consists of a single cell, represented on
figure 1: The radial flow ∼ utopr enters (or exits) the upper part of the TC over a height ∼ ltopz and ∼ ubotr and exits
(or enters) it in the bottom part over a height lbotz = hTC − ltopz . Mass conservation then imposes that

utopr ltopz ' −ubotr lbotz . (7)

Top and bottom radial velocities through the upper and lower sections are estimated using the PIV measurements
in the top and bottom planes averaged over horizontal cross-sections of the TC, utopr ' 〈rur(z = ztop)〉t,θ,r≤1 and

ubotr ' 〈rur(z = zbot)〉t,θ,r≤1. l
top/bot
z are then obtained by solving the mass conservation (7) together with the

constraint that ltopz + lbotz = hTC.

lbotz =
utopr

utopr − ubotr

hTC, (8)

ltopz = − ubotr

utopr − ubotr

hTC. (9)
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hTC

lbotz
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FIG. 1. Schematic meridional section of LEE representing the heater (in black), the TC (green dashed line) and the one-cell
meridional recirculation assumption(flow direction in blue).

Then using ltopz and lbotz as lengthscales for the vertical derivatives of radial velocities in the the in- and outflow regions
of the TC respectively provides us with the estimates:

∂2zz〈rur〉(z = zbot) ' εbot〈rur(z = zbot)〉t,θ,r≤1/(l
bot
z )2, (10)

∂2zz〈rur〉(z = ztop) ' εtop〈rur(z = ztop)〉t,θ,r≤1/(l
top
z )2. (11)

Here εbot and εtop take the values 1 or -1 to reflect the local concavity of the z−profile of radial velocity imposed by
the signs of 〈rur(z = zbot)〉t,θ,r≤1 and 〈rur(z = ztop)〉t,θ,r≤1 to form a single-cell meridional recirculation. Gathering
all estimates, (1) eventually leads to the scaling relation (15) from the main text:

〈rur(z)〉t,θ,r≤1 ∼ K(z)Λ[〈ruθ〉t,θ,r≤1]z
top

zbot , (12)

where the coefficient K(z) is calculated in each PIV measurement plane as:

K(z = zbot) = − (lbotz )2

∆h2PIV [εbotr (lbotz )2 + εbot]
, (13)

K(z = ztop) = − (ltopz )2

∆h2PIV

[
εtopr (ltopz )2 + εtop

] . (14)

In practice, measurements in both PIV planes at z = zbot and z = ztop are required to estimate the r.h.s. of Eq. (12)
at each of the two PIV measurement planes. Hence, each set of PIV measurements in both planes for a given set of
parameters Ek, Λ, Ro returns two points in figure 3a, one for each plane (denoted by open and full symbols).
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