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Abstract. Motivated by the need for energetically consistent climate models, the Boussinessq-Coriolis (BC) equations
are studied with a focus on the averaged vertical heat transport, ie the Nusselt number. A set of formulae are derived by
which arbitrary Fourier truncations of the BC model can be explicitly generated, and Criteria are given which precisely
guarantee that such truncated models obey energy relations consistent with the PDE. The Howard-Krishnamurti-Coriolis
(HKC) hierarchy of such energetically consistent ODE models is then implemented in MATLAB, with code available on
GitHub. Several theoretical results are proven to support a numerical analysis. Well-posedness and convergence of the HKC
hierarchy toward the BC model are proven, as well as the existence of an attractor for the BC model. Since the rate of
convergence is unknown, explicit upper and lower bounds on the attractor dimension are proven so as to provide guidance
for the required spatial resolution for an accurate approximation of the Nusselt number. Finally, a series of numerical studies
are performed using MATLAB, which investigate the required spatial resolution and indicate the presence of multiple stable
values of the Nusselt number, setting the stage for an energetically consistent analysis of convective heat transport.

1. Introduction

In the study of climate, general circulation models aim to accurately represent phenomena in the atmosphere and ocean
using equations from fluid dynamics. In order to be computationally tractable, these models must make approximations
and, in so doing, can violate energy conservation and other physical principles [8]. The main goal of this paper is to develop
a mathematically rigorous framework for studying vertical heat transport in atmospheric convection via a combination of
theoretical and numerical results, with a particular focus on energetic consistency.

The models considered in this paper are the three-dimensional, non-dimensionalized Boussinesq Oberbeck equations
with a Coriolis force
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P

[
∂tu + u · ∇u

]
+∇p = ∆u + πRT ê3 − S ê3 × u,

∇ · u = 0,

∂tT + u · ∇T = ∆T,

(1)

and its Galerkin truncations. Here u = (u1, u2, u3), T , p are the non-dimensionalized velocity, temperature and pressure
of a fluid lying in a box x = (x1, x2, x3) ∈ [0, 2πk1 ]× [0, 2πk2 ]× [0, π] for shape parameters ki, and êi denotes the unit vector in
the ith direction. The fluid is assumed to be periodic in x1, x2 and it is assumed that the fluid configuration is horizontally
aligned, ie it is independent of the variable x2. Due to this condition it suffices to consider the behavior on the plane
x2 = 0, hence the domain is taken to be Ω = [0, 2πk1 ] × [0, π]. The fluid is assumed to be heated from below and cooled
from above, hence the non-dimensionalized temperature T must satisfy the boundary conditions

(2) T (x1, 0, t) = 1 , T (x1, π, t) = 0.

Furthermore, the fluid is assumed to satisfy the impenetrability and free slip conditions at the top and bottom boundaries

(3) u3 = 0 , ∂x3
u1 = ∂x3

u2 = 0 for x3 = 0, 1.

The parameters P,R are the Prandtl and Rayleigh numbers, whereas the parameter S, referred to as the "rotation number",
is proportional to the angular speed of the rotating frame.

This model was chosen because it is a simple model which still captures many features of atmospheric convection.
Vertical heat transport is of interest, so no hydrostatic assumption is made. Rotation plays an important role, so the
velocity field must be 3d. The fully 3d case still presents intractable theoretical problems, so the horizontal alignment
assumption is made to provide a nice analytic setting. This assumption is invariant under the full 3d evolution, though such
solutions will most often be dynamically unstable. By inserting approximate values relevant for atmospheric convection
as in A one finds that the parameter values should be roughly as follows:

(4) P ≈ 1 , R ≈ 1016 , S ≈
{

0 near the equator,
106 near the poles.
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Note that the rotation number S rather than the Rossby number is used in this paper, since the case S = 0 is a relevant
parameter value for geophysical flows. Finally, the free-slip condition implies that the fluid can slip along the boundary
with zero viscosity. Despite the small viscosity this is somewhat unphysical, but it simplifies the analysis considerably.

As mentioned, the main quantity of interest is the average vertical heat transport, as measured by the Nusselt number.
Using the notation ⟨·⟩ to denote the volume integral and an overbar to denote an infinite time average

⟨f⟩ :=
∫
Ω

f(x)dx , f̄ := lim
t→∞

1

t

∫ t

0

f(s)ds,

the Nusselt number is then defined as the vertical heat flux averaged over time and space:

(5) Nu := 1 +
k1
2π2

⟨u3T ⟩.

The Nusselt number depends in a complicated way on the parameters, R,P,S, k1 and on the initial states (u0, T0), and
this dependence is analyzed here. An important aspect for this analysis is energetic consistency. Energy conservation is
not to be expected in a model such as (1), but rather the kinetic and potential energy should obey the following definite
rules:

(6)
d

dt
⟨1
2
|u|2⟩ = −P⟨|∇u|2⟩+ πPR⟨u3T ⟩ ,

d

dt
⟨(1− x3

π
)T ⟩ = − 1

π
⟨u3T ⟩+ ⟨(1− x3

π
)∂2x3

T ⟩.

These will be referred to as the balance equations for kinetic and potential energy, and a numerical approximation of (1)
will be said to be energetically consistent if these are satisfied. While there are abundant numerical studies regarding
the Nusselt number [30, 31, 17, 26], the question of energetic consistency, and its influence on the approximate Nusselt
number, remains relatively unaddressed. Another important aspect for the present analysis concerns how much spatial
and temporal resolution are required for an accurate representation of the flow, which also influence the approximate
Nusselt number. Finally, "stable" Nusselt number values, i.e. those realized by solutions with dynamic stability, are of
particular interest, since these are most relevant for climate applications.

In this paper a hierarchy of truncated ODE models, referred to as the HKC hierarchy, is developed and it is proven
analytically that each model in the hierarchy is energetically consistent. One ascends the HKC hierarchy by adjoining
more Fourier modes, obtaining higher spatial resolution by considering a higher dimensional ODE. The HKC hierarchy
is then implemented in MATLAB and used to compute approximations of Nu as a function of the Rayleigh number and
rotation numbers. The results of these numerical studies provide strong evidence of multi-stability of Nu, suggest that the
required spatial resolution increases as R1/2, and in general map out the dependence of Nu on R and S. Figure 1 displays
the temperature field of a fluid flow computed from one of the models in this hierarchy, and different Nusselt number
values computed using HKC models of increasing spatial resolution.

(a) (b)

Figure 1. For P = 10, k1 = 1√
2
, (a) The temperature field of the HKC 190 model with R = 7500,S = 0

and (b) Nusselt number approximations computed over 0 ≤ R ≤ 1500 and 0 ≤ S ≤ 20 using the HKC 1,
HKC 3 and HKC 6 models.

It can be difficult to discern the sources and sizes of error only by comparing numerical methods to each other.
Most of this paper focuses on theoretical results to set the stage for an unambiguous intercomparison. Beyond the
energetic consistency mentioned above, these include well-posedness, regularity and the existence of a compact attractor
for (1), estimates on the attractor dimension, and a bifurcation analysis. Indeed, while the well-posedness theory provides
convergence results showing that the Nusselt number can in principle be computed, such theorems fall short of providing
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concrete information about the rate of convergence. Thus bounds on the attractor dimension are obtained to address the
required spatial resolution.

Thus the structure of the paper can be summarized as follows. In section 2 the HKC hierarchy is defined and energetic
consistency is proven analytically. In section 3 well-posedness, regularity and dynamical properties of the Boussinesq
Coriolis model (1) are established analytically. In section 4 the attractor dimension of (1) is studied, wherein a lower
bound is obtained by studying the local bifurcations occurring at the origin and an upper bound is given by the analogue
of Temam’s result. Section 5 presents the results of several numerical studies into heat transport that address various
numerical issues and interesting dynamical behaviors. In order to make this work more accessible, code for generating
these models in LATEX, MATLAB and Mathematica was written, and can be found on GitHub at https://github.
com/rkwelter/HKC_CodeRepo. Finally, these results are interpreted in a larger context in section 6.

1.1. Notation and basic definitions. In this paper, scalars are written in normal font, vectors v in bold, matrices M
and operators in calligraphic, parameters P in serif and sets S in script. Generally subscripts will be used to denote the
component of a vector or matrix, and superscripts will be used to indicate indexed quantities. There will be a couple of
exceptions to this rule, namely that some quantities will be indexed by the symbols u, θ as subscripts to indicate a different
definition for the two different variables, and the subscript zero (e.g. u0) will be used to indicate initial conditions. This
should not cause confusion, since these could not indicate a component of a vector or matrix.

For a Banach space B, ∥ · ∥B will denote the norm, B′ the dual and (·, ·)B′ the dual pairing. When B is a Hilbert space
(·, ·)X denotes the inner product. Ck, W k,p, Hk = W k,2 and Lp will denote the space of k times differentiable functions,
the Sobolev spaces, the Hilbert Sobolev spaces and the Lebesgue spaces respectively. For k < 0, Hk is the well-known
negative Sobolev space. Unless otherwise specified these will denote functions defined on Ω; when referring to functions
defined on another domain Ω′, the notation Ck(Ω′) and so on will be used. All functions defined on Ω are assumed periodic
in x1. For k ≥ 0 let Ck

0 be the corresponding subspace with zero trace, and for k > 0 let W k,p
0 , Hk

0 be the closure of Ck
0

in W k,p, Hk. Similarly let Ck
σ be the space of incompressible vector fields u = (u1, u2, u3)

T with components in Ck and
satisfying the boundary conditions (3), and let Wk,p

σ , Hk
σ, Lp

σ denote the closure of C∞
σ in W k,p, Hk and Lp, respectively.

Since one can translate to a moving frame if necessary, without loss of generality one can take these vector valued function
spaces such that u1, u2 have zero mean. We will use the following notation to denote the product spaces

H0 := L2
σ × L2 , Hk := Hk

σ ×Hk
0 , Ck := Ck

σ × Ck
0 .

For a Banach space B, let Ck([0, T ];B) denote the space of mappings f : [0, T ] 7→ B such that t 7→ ∥f(t)∥B belongs
to Ck([0, T ]), and so on for the spaces W k,p([0, T ];B), Hk([0, T ];B) and Lp([0, T ];B). For a semi-group of operators
S(t) : [0,∞) × B 7→ B, a subset Y ⊂ B is said to be functionally invariant under S(t) if S(t)Y = Y for all t > 0, and is
said to attract another set Z ⊂ B if for all z0 ∈ Z

lim
t→∞

inf
y∈Y

∥S(t)z0 − y∥B = 0.

A set A ⊂ B is the global attractor for S(t) if it is the maximal functional invariant set which attracts all bounded subsets
of B.

For a vector v ∈ Rd the notation |v|p = (
∑

i v
p
i )

1/p will be used and |v| = |v|2. K = diag(k1, 1) will denote the 2 × 2
diagonal matrix with k1, 1 on the diagonal and ηm, V will denote the normalizing constants defined by

(7) ηm := ηm1ηm3 , ηm :=

{
1 if m > 0,
1√
2

if m = 0,
V :=

( π2

2k1

)1/2
.

We will define δ to be an indicator function as follows:

δi,j :=

{
1 if i = j,
0 if i ̸= j,

δv,ṽ := Πd
i=1δ

vi,ṽi .

P = (R,S,P, k1) will denote the vector of parameters for (1), and P will be said to be admissible if R,S ≥ 0, P, k1 > 0.

1.2. Reformulation as an evolution equation. It is desirable to write the system (1) as an evolution equation on a
function space. To this end, define θ, pdev to be the temperature and pressure deviations from the pure conduction profiles:

θ = π(T − 1) + x3 , pdev = p− πR(x3 −
1

2π
x23).

Inserting these into (1) and applying the (Leray) projector, P, onto divergence-free vector fields, one obtains the following
evolution equation:

∂tu = P∆u + P
[
PRθê3 − PS ê3 × u − u · ∇u

]
,

∂tθ = ∆θ + u3 − u · ∇θ.
(8)

The velocity field u should have finite kinetic energy, hence a natural choice of function space for the velocity is L2
σ, and

the function θ is equal to zero at both boundaries, hence a natural choice of function space is H1
0 .
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2. The HKC hierarchy of rotating convection models

2.1. Generic reduced order rotating convection models. As described above, the first goal of this paper is to develop
a hierarchy of ODE models by expanding the variables u, θ in a Fourier series and projecting (8) onto the corresponding
Fourier coefficients. In this section, we lay out the fundamentals of the projection process by which a generic Fourier
truncation results in an ODE system. We start by looking for a general expansion of the form

u(x, t) =
∑
n
un(t)vn(x) , θ(x, t) =

∑
n
θn(t)fn(x).(9)

where un(t), θn(t) are Fourier coefficients corresponding to some sinusoidal functions vn(x), fn(x) yet to be defined. One
could naively choose the functions vn(x), fn(x) to be complex exponentials typical for Fourier expansions, but eventually
the nonlinear analysis becomes much messier due to the complicated implicit relationships between the Fourier coefficients
required to enforce the real-valued condition, boundary conditions and divergence free conditions. Since we avoid complex
exponentials, let us briefly motivate the choice of the definitions of vn(x), fn(x) by recalling some basic facts about
Fourier expansions in one dimension. In this case a real-valued, periodic function f(x1) defined on [0, 2π] can be expanded
in terms of Fourier coefficients f̂m1,p1 via

f(x1) =
1

(2π)1/2
f̂0,1 +

∑
m1∈Z>0

f̂m1,1
cos(m1x1)

(π)1/2
+ f̂m1,2

sin(m1x1)

(π)1/2
.

Here we see that using sinusoids requires that the Fourier coefficients be indexed by two quantities, namely a wave number
m1 and a phase p1, describing whether the coefficient corresponds to cosine or sine. Furthermore, the number of phases
depends on the wave number, e.g. for m1 = 0 there is only one phase, corresponding to cos(0) = 1, whereas sin(0) = 0
is not included in the expansion. Finally, for a Fourier expansion of a vector field one must additionally specify which
component of the vector is being expanded, which is done here by using a "component" index c.

With this in mind, the index n = (m1,m3, p1, c) will consist of a wave vector m = (m1,m3), a phase index p1 and a
component index c. Due to the horizontal alignment condition, m2 is always zero and hence excluded. We will slightly
abuse the notation and write n = (m, p1, c) at times. Since θ is a scalar one can just use the usual Fourier expansion
satisfying the Dirichlet boundary conditions. Hence define the functions fn via

f (m,1,c) :=
ηm

V
cos(k1m1x1) sin(m3x3) , f (m,2,c) :=

ηm

V
sin(k1m1x1) sin(m3x3) .(10)

Since θ is a scalar only c = 1 is defined, but this gives a unified notation with the velocity field. The expansion for u is
more complicated since u is a divergence free vector field. In this case, one can expand either the first or second component
of the vector field, and the third is determined by the divergence free condition. Hence define a family of vector fields

v(m,1,1) :=
ηm

|Km|V

 m3 sin(k1m1x1) cos(m3x3)
0

−k1m1 cos(k1m1x1) sin(m3x3)

 ,

v(m,2,1) :=
ηm

|Km|V

 m3 cos(k1m1x1) cos(m3x3)
0

k1m1 sin(k1m1x1) sin(m3x3)

 ,(11)

v(m,1,2) :=
ηm

V
ê2 sin(k1m1x1) cos(m3x3) , v(m,2,2) :=

ηm

V
ê2 cos(k1m1x1) cos(m3x3).

One can quickly check that these vector fields are divergence free and satisfy the boundary conditions. One can also check
that the following orthonormality properties are satisfied:

(12) ⟨vn · vñ⟩ = δn,ñ , ⟨fnf ñ⟩ = δn,ñ.

It can also be checked that the collection (11) is complete and hence nothing is missed by the expansion (9). This is
slightly more involved and a distraction from the present goal, hence is carried out in B.1.

As above, some of the functions vn(x), fn(x) can equal zero due to the fact that sin(0) = 0. We therefore define the
admissible wave, phase and component index sets by simply inspecting (10),(11) for sine:

Mθ = Z≥0 × Z>0 , Mu = Z2
≥0 \ {0} ,(13)

Pm =

{
{1, 2} if m1 > 0,
{1} otherwise, C m

u =

{
{1, 2} if m3 > 0,
{2} if m3 = 0 .

Define also

Nθ = {n : m ∈ Mθ , p1 ∈ Pm , c = 1} , Nu = {n : m ∈ Mu , p1 + 1 ∈ Pm , c ∈ C m
u }.

Henceforth, whenever referring to vn(x), fn(x) or the corresponding coefficients it is always assumed that n ∈ Nu or
n ∈ Nθ respectively. Furthermore, any calculation involving the phase index p1 and component c is taken to be mod
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2 (e.g. u(m,1,3) = u(m,1,1)). Note m = 0 is not included for either variable: for θ it is excluded due to the boundary
conditions, and without loss of generality it is excluded for u due to the Galilean invariance of (1).

The above basis can be used to construct reduced order models via Galerkin truncation of the full PDE model. In
general, this can be done by considering expansions of the form

(14) uM (x, t) =
∑

n∈N M
u

un,M (t)vn(x) , θM (x, t) =
∑

n∈N M
θ

θn,M (t)fn(x).

in which N M
u ⊆ Nu, N M

θ ⊆ Nθ are some finite index sets. Define the projection operators PM
u ,PM

θ associated to these
index sets via

PM
u
[
v
]
=

∑
n∈N M

u

⟨v · vn⟩vn(x) , PM
θ

[
g
]
=

∑
n∈N M

θ

⟨gfn⟩fn(x).

One can consider the reduced problem obtained by projecting of the full problem (8) onto this basis, as follows

∂tuM = P∆uM + PRPM
u
[
θM ê3

]
− PSPM

u
[
ê3 × uM

]
− PM

u
[
uM · ∇uM

]
,

∂tθ
M = ∆θM + PM

θ

[
uM3
]
− PM

θ

[
uM · ∇θM

]
.

(15)

This truncated PDE can also be viewed as a system of ODE’s for the finite set of Fourier coefficients, where the equation
for un can be recovered by computing the inner product of the first equation with vn, and the equation for θn can be
recovered by computing the inner product of the second with fn. For each n ∈ N M

u one thereby obtains an equation of
the following form:

(16)
d

dt
un,M = −P|Km|2un,M + (−1)p1PR

k1m1

|Km|
δc,1θn,M − (−1)c

PSm3

|Km|
u(m,p1,c+1),M −Nn,M

u ,

and for each n ∈ N M
θ one obtains an equation of the following form:

(17)
d

dt
θn,M = −|Km|2θn,M + (−1)p1

k1m1

|Km|
un,M −Nn,M

θ .

The linear terms in the system (16) - (17) are obtained easily from the relations

(18) ⟨vn3 f ñ⟩ = (−1)p1k1m1

|Km|
δm,m̃δp1,p̃1δc,1 , ⟨vn ·

(
ê3 × vñ)⟩ = (−1)cm3

|Km|
δm,m̃δp1,p̃1δc+1,c̃,

which can be established from the explicit formulas for vn, fn. Abstractly, the nonlinear terms are given by

(19) Nn,M
u =

∫
Ω

vn ·
[(

uM · ∇
)
uM
]
dx , Nn,M

θ =

∫
Ω

fn ·
[
uM · ∇θM

]
dx.

However, to write (16) - (17) as an ODE system one must insert the expansions for uM , θM to determine these sums
explicitly in terms of the Fourier variables un,M , θn,M , namely one must find the time-independent constants Iαu , Iαθ such
that

Nn,M
u =

∑
n′∈N M

u

∑
n′′∈N M

u

Iαu u
n′,Mun′′,M , Nn,M

θ =
∑

n′∈N M
u

∑
n′′∈N M

θ

Iαθ u
n′,Mθn

′′,M ,

where the multi-index α := (n,n′,n′′) is used to indicate that Iαu , Iαθ depend on all of the indices involved in the triad
interaction. These constants are explicitly derived in B.2 by computing inner products of the basis elements inserted into
(19). This derivation is somewhat involved, but much of the coming analysis only requires general properties of Iαu , Iαθ
rather than their precise form, so the reader could skip this derivation on a first read. The proof of Theorem 2 as well
as the numerical implementation do require the precise formulas for Iαu , Iαθ and so for a complete definition of the ODE
model we give the general formulas here. First, we introduce some notation to describe the triad interactions:

ϕ := (p1, p
′
1, p

′′
1) , µk := (mk,m

′
k,m

′′
k) for k = 1, 3,(20)

ξ1 := (1, 1, 1) , ξ2 := (1, 2, 2) , ξ3 := (2, 1, 2) , ξ4 := (2, 2, 1).

The constants Iαu , Iαθ are zero unless the wave number and phase triads µk,ϕk satisfy certain compatibility conditions,
namely µk must satisfy convolution type conditions, the phases ϕ1 satisfy sinusoidal orthogonality conditions, and the
component indices c, c′, c′′ satisfy pointwise orthogonality conditions:

(21) mk = |m′
k ±m′′

k | for k = 1, 3 , ϕ ∈ {ξk}k≤4 , c′ = 1 , c′′ = c.

When these conditions are satisfied then one can write

Iαθ = Cαζα,3 , Iαu = Cα

{
−m3m

′′
3 ζ

α,1+(−1)p1+p′′1 k21m1m
′′
1 ζ

α,3

|Km||Km′′| if c = 1,

−ζα,1 if c = 2.
(22)
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where

Cα =
k1

4ηmηm′ηm′′ |Km′|V
.

In order to specify the coefficients ζα,j , j = 1, 3, we introduce the phase maps

ρ1(ϕ) := ϕ+ (1, 1, 0) , ρ2(ϕ) = ϕ+ (1, 0, 1) , ρ3(ϕ) = ϕ+ (0, 1, 1) , ρ4(ϕ) = ϕ .

The coefficients ζα,j are then given by

(23) ζα,j = (−1)p
′′
1m′

3m
′′
1s

(µ1,ρj(ϕ))s(µ
3,ξj) + (−1)p

′
1m′

1m
′′
3s

(µ1,ρj+1(ϕ))s(µ
3,ξj+1) ,

in which the sign coefficients are defined as follows:

s(µ,ξ1) := 1 , s(µ,ξ2) := Sm,m′,m′′
, s(µ,ξ3) := Sm′,m′′,m , s(µ,ξ4) := Sm′′,m,m′

,

Sa1,a2,a3 :=

{
−1 if a1 = a2 + a3,

1 otherwise.

(24)

2.2. Mode selection criteria and the HKC hierarchy.

2.2.1. Energetic consistency. The formulas from the previous section enable one to write down a system of ODE’s for any
choice of a finite set of Fourier modes N M

u ,N M
θ . We turn now to the question of how to choose these sets to best retain

the behavior of the full system. Sufficiently regular solutions u, θ of (8) should satisfy the following balance equations,
where ω := ∇× u:

d

dt
⟨1
2
|u|2⟩ = −P⟨|∇u|2⟩+ PR⟨u3θ⟩,(25)

d

dt
⟨1
2
θ2⟩ = −⟨|∇θ|2⟩+ ⟨u3θ⟩,(26)

d

dt
⟨(1− x3

π
)θ⟩ = ⟨(1− x3

π
)∂2x3

θ⟩ − 1

π
⟨u3θ⟩,(27)

d

dt
⟨ω⟩ = P⟨∂2x3

ω⟩+ ⟨(ω · ∇)u⟩+ PS⟨∂x3
u⟩.(28)

These balance relations are physically meaningful, since they express the time evolution of kinetic energy, temperature
variance, potential energy and the total vorticity for the PDE (1), respectively. For any choice of index sets N M

u , N M
θ

the same balance equations (25), (26) hold also for the truncated fields uM , θM , since these balances are derived from
inner products of the evolution equations for uM , θM with themselves, hence projection operators PM

u ,PM
θ in (15) have

no effect in their derivation. More concretely, the projectors PM
u ,PM

θ have a self-adjointness property, namely for any
scalar functions F,G ∈ L2

0 one has

(29) ⟨PM
θ [F ]G⟩ =

〈 ∑
n∈N M

θ

⟨Ffn⟩fnG
〉
=
〈
F

∑
n∈N M

θ

⟨fnG⟩fn
〉
= ⟨FPM

θ [G]⟩,

and a similar identity holds for PM
u . Since also PM

θ [θM ] = θM it follows that the projectors disappear when computing
these "self" inner products, so for instance with the nonlinear terms one can then integrate by parts:

⟨θM · PM
θ

[
uM · ∇θM

]
⟩ = ⟨θM ·

[
uM · ∇θM

]
⟩ = ⟨uM · ∇1

2
(θM )2⟩ = 0.

However, it has been recognized in several works that the balance equations (27),(28) can fail to hold in a truncated ODE
model unless the modes are selected in a particular way [15, 28, 12], and this failure can lead to unphysical dynamics such
as unbounded trajectories [16]. We first consider the following mode-selection Criterion:

Criterion 2.1. (Energy balance): For any pair n′ ∈ N M
u ,n′′ ∈ N M

θ satisfying

(30) m′
1 = m′′

1 > 0 , p′ = p′′ , c′ = c′′ = 1 ,

and m′
3 = m′′

3 , one must have (0, 2m′
3, 1, 1) ∈ N M

θ . On the other hand, if any pair n′ ∈ N M
u ,n′′ ∈ N M

θ satisfies (30)
and m′

3 ̸= m′′
3 , then one can have (0, |m′

3 −m′′
3 |, 1, 1) ∈ N M

θ if and only if (0,m′
3 +m′′

3 , 1, 1) ∈ N M
θ .
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 2. A depiction of the Fourier modes included in the minimal model which contains the modes
in (31) and satisfies Criterion 2.1.

To illustrate this Criterion, consider the example depicted in Figure 2. Suppose one wanted to study an energetically
consistent truncated ODE which includes the following Fourier modes:

(31) {(1, 1, 1, 1), (1, 3, 1, 1)} ⊂ N M
u , {(1, 1, 1, 1)} ⊂ N M

θ .

Since both N M
u and N M

θ contain the mode (1, 1, 1, 1), Criterion 2.1 says one must additionally include the mode (0, 2, 1, 1)
in N M

θ :
{(1, 1, 1, 1), (1, 3, 1, 1)} ⊂ N M

u , {(1, 1, 1, 1), (0, 2, 1, 1)} ⊂ N M
θ .

Considering now the pair n′ = (1, 3, 1, 1) ∈ N M
u and n′′ = (1, 1, 1, 1) ∈ N M

θ , note that since (0, 2, 1, 1) in N M
θ , Criterion

2.1 says one must additionally include the mode (0, 4, 1, 1) in N M
θ . Thus the minimal model satisfying Criterion 2.1 which

contains the modes in (31) is given by

N M
u = {(1, 1, 1, 1), (1, 3, 1, 1)} , N M

θ = {(1, 1, 1, 1), (0, 2, 1, 1), (0, 4, 1, 1)} .

In the following proposition, it is proven that Criterion 2.1 is necessary and sufficient to prove (27) also holds for the
corresponding truncated model, and that (25)-(27) then imply the existence of a global attractor.

Proposition 2.2. For any admissible parameters P, index sets N M
u ,N M

θ and initial condition XM
0 = (uM

0 , θ
M
0 ) a

unique smooth solution XM (t) = (uM (t), θM (t)) of the truncated ODE model (16) - (17) with X(0) = X0 exists. The
following statements hold:

(a) The potential energy equation (27) holds with u, θ replaced by uM , θM if and only if Criterion 2.1 (i) is satisfied.
(b) If (27) holds, then there exists a forward invariant ball depending only on P,R, k1 and |N M

θ | which monotonically
attracts all solutions lying outside. Thus all solutions are global and the semi-group SM (t), defined by

(32) SM (t)
[
XM

0

]
:= XM (t),

admits a compact global attractor A M .

Proof. The ODE models are locally Lipschitz, so the Cauchy-Lipschitz theorem is sufficient to guarantee existence of
smooth, short-time solutions. Global existence follows from the presence of an attracting ball, which can be proven using
the balances. Hence we consider the first balance (27). Computing the inner product of the temperature equation in (15)
with (1− x3

π ), one obtains
d

dt
⟨(1− x3

π
)θM ⟩ = ⟨(1− x3

π
)∂2x3

θM ⟩ − ⟨(1− x3
π
)PM

θ

[
uM · ∇θM

]
⟩.(33)

Let lM (x3) denote the projection of the linear background state onto the modes included in the index set N M
θ :

(34) lM (x3) := PM
θ

[
1− x3

π

]
=

∑
(0,m3,0,1)∈N M

θ
m3>0

2√
k1m3

sin(m3x3)√
2V

.

This function of course depends only on the vertical variable, and in fact the set of vertically stratified modes will occur
so often in our analysis that we define

M ∗ = {m ∈ Z2
≥0 : m1 = 0 , m3 > 0} ,(35)

N ∗
u = {n ∈ Nu : m ∈ M ∗} , N ∗

θ = {n ∈ Nθ : m ∈ M ∗}.
7



Focusing on the last term in (33), one finds the following by using (29), the mean-free property of θ and integrating by
parts

⟨(1− x3
π
)PM

θ

[
uM · ∇θM

]
⟩ = ⟨lM (x3)uM · ∇θM ⟩ = ⟨∂x3 l

M (x3)u
M
3 θ

M ⟩.

Comparing with the expression in (27), one sees that the ODE model obeys a consistent potential energy balance iff

(36) ⟨∂x3
lM (x3)u

M
3 θ

M ⟩ = ⟨uM3 θM ⟩.
Inserting the Fourier expansions into the left hand side of (36) gives

⟨∂x3
lM (x3)u

M
3 θ

M ⟩ = 2
∑

n∈N M
θ ∩N ∗

θ

⟨cos(m3x3)u
M
3 θ

M ⟩

= 2
∑

n∈N M
θ ∩N ∗

θ

∑
n′∈N M

u

∑
n′′∈N M

θ

un′,Mθn
′′,M ⟨cos(m3x3)v

n′

3 f
n′′

⟩.(37)

The orthogonality properties of the sinusoidal functions imply that the only terms which survive in this sum satisfy
m′

1 = m′′
1 , p′1 = p′′1 , c′ = c′′ = 1 and either m3 = m′

3 +m′′
3 , m3 = m′

3 −m′′
3 or m3 = −m′

3 +m′′
3 . On the other hand,

inserting the Fourier expansions into the right hand side of (36) one has

⟨uM3 θM ⟩ =
∑

n′∈N M
u

∑
n′′∈N M

θ

un′,Mθn
′′,M ⟨vn

′

3 f
n′′

⟩,

so using (18) one must have m′ = m′′, p′1 = p′′1 , c′ = c′′ = 1:

⟨uM3 θM ⟩ =
∑

n′∈N M
u ∩N M

θ

un′,Mθn
′,M (−1)p1

k1m1

|Km|
.(38)

Assume now that Criterion 2.1 (i) is satisfied. Then for each term appearing in (37) with m′
3 ̸= m′′

3 the terms with
m3 = m′

3 +m′′
3 and m3 = |m′

3 −m′′
3 | are both included in the sum, and one can easily check that

⟨cos
(
(m′

3 +m′′
3)x3

)
vn

′

3 f
n′′

⟩ = −⟨cos
(
|m′

3 −m′′
3 |x3

)
vn

′

3 f
n′′

⟩,
since here only the integral in x3 needs consideration. Thus all such terms cancel out. Furthermore, for each term
appearing in (37) with m′

3 = m′′
3 the index m3 = 2m′

3 is included in the sum, and by inserting the definitions (10), (11)
and computing the integrals one can similarly check that

−2⟨cos(2m′
3x3)v

n′

3 f
n′
⟩ = (−1)p1+1 4

π

k1m1

|Km|

∫ π

0

cos(2m′
3x3) sin

2(m3x3)dx3 = (−1)p1
k1m1

|Km|
.

Thus (37) and (38) are equal and (36) holds. On the other hand if Criterion 2.1 (i) is not satisfied, then it is clear that at
least one term which appears on one side of (37), (38) does not appear on the other side, either because it is not included
in the sum, or because a cancellation fails to occur.

For part (b) note that by combining the balance equations (25) - (27) one obtains the following:

(39)
1

2

d

dt

〈 |uM |2

PR
+
(
θM
)2

+ 4π(1− x3
π
)θM

〉
= −

〈 |∇uM |2

R
+ |∇θM |2 − 2π(1− x3

π
)∂2x3

θM
〉
.

This alone implies the existence of an attracting ball BM for the ODE system. To see why, one can use (29) and by
adding a constant term inside the time derivative to complete the square, the left hand side becomes

1

2

d

dt

〈 |uM |2

PR
+
(
θM + 2πlM (x3)

)2〉
.

For the right hand side one can use (29), integrate by parts and add and subtract a term to obtain the following:〈
− |∇θM |2 + 2π(1− x3

π
)∂2x3

θM
〉
=
〈
(θM + πlM )∆θM + θM∆πlM + T̃ − T̃

〉
,

where T̃ = πlM (x3)∆πl
M (x3). Hence by integrating by parts, one obtains〈
− |∇θM |2 + 2π(1− x3

π
)∂2x3

θM
〉
=
〈
−
∣∣∇(θM + πlM

)∣∣2 + π2
∣∣∇lM ∣∣2〉 .

Letting ρ := 2π√
k1
|N M

θ ∩ N ∗
θ |1/2 , (39) can thus be rewritten as

(40)
1

2

d

dt

〈 |uM |2

PR
+
(
θM + 2πlM

)2〉
= −

〈 |∇uM |2

R
+
∣∣∇(θM + πlM

)∣∣2〉+ ρ2 .

On the right hand side one sees the time derivative of a weighted H0 norm of (uM , θM + 2πlM ), and on the left one has
the a weighted H1 norm of (uM , θM + πlM (x3)) subtracted from a positive constant. Thus the H0 norm decreases until
the H1 is smaller than the positive constant, and hence a ball containing the region where this H1 norm is smaller will
be attracting. In fact, the weighted norms in (40) express ellipsoids in phase space with principle semi-axes PR, 1 and R,
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1 along the uM , θM directions respectively. To prove existence of an attractor one only needs an attracting ball, but we
point out that using these ellipsoids gives a bound on θM which is independent of R.

Denoting such an attracting ball by BM , recall that the ω-limit set of BM with respect to S(t) is defined

ω(BM ) := ∩s>0∪t>sS(t)BM ,

where the overline denotes the closure. Since BM is forward invariant, this is an intersection of compact sets, hence
compact. It is easy to check that it is forward invariant, attracts the bounded sets of the phase space, and that it is the
maximal set with these properties. Thus A M := ω(BM ) is the global attractor..

□

Turning now to the vorticity balance (28), consider the following mode selection Criteria:

Criteria 2.3. (i) (Vorticity balance): Suppose n′,n′′ ∈ N M
u satisfy

m′
1 = m′′

1 > 0 , m′
3 +m′′

3 odd , p′ = p′′ + 1 .

If c′ = c′′ = 1, then one can have (0, |m′
3−m′′

3 |, 2, 1) ∈ N M
u if and only if (0,m′

3+m
′′
3 , 2, 1) ∈ N M

u . On the other
hand, if (c′, c′′) = (1, 2) or (2, 1) then one must have both (0,m′

3 +m′′
3 , 2, 2), (0, |m′

3 −m′′
3 |, 2, 2) ∈ N M

u .
(ii) (Rotating vorticity balance): If S ̸= 0 and m3 > 0 is odd, (0,m3, p1, c) ∈ N M

u ⇒ (0,m3, p1, c+ 1) ∈ N M
u .

In the following Proposition, it is proven that these Criteria are necessary and sufficient to ensure that (28) also holds
for the corresponding truncated model. Similar to Prop. 2.2, the essence of the proof involves checking when the curl
operator commutes with the projection operator PM

u . However, the analysis is more technical due to the curl operator,
and so the proof is given in C.

Proposition 2.4. For any admissible parameters P, index sets N M
u ,N M

θ and initial condition XM
0 = (uM

0 , θ
M
0 ) let

XM (t) = (uM (t), θM (t)) be the solution of the truncated ODE model (16) - (17) with X(0) = X0. The vorticity equation
(28) holds for ωM := ∇× uM ,uM if and only if Criteria 2.3 are satisfied.

2.2.2. Buoyancy criterion, invariant subspaces, phase locking and the HKC hierarchy. In this section we define the Howard-
Krishnamurthy-Coriolis (HKC) hierarchy of ODE models, the main computational tool used herein. In order to converge
the PDE in the limit, the index sets in this hierarchy should be chosen to increase to eventually include all Fourier modes,
ie one should have N M

u ⊆ N M̃
u for M < M̃ and ∪MN M

u = Nu. Furthermore at each step in the hierarchy Criteria
2.1, 2.3 should be satisfied. Two further considerations are involved in the definition of the HKC hierarchy: buoyancy
instabilities and computational expense.

Based only on Criteria 2.1, 2.3 one could include a velocity mode u(m,p1,1) in the model without including the corre-
sponding temperature mode θ(m,p1,1) or vice versa. In the full PDE, these two modes are coupled via the buoyancy force,
and in Section 4.1 below we shall see that this coupling gives rise to a linear instability, which in turn produces a non-trivial
sub-manifold of the attractor. Since an accurate representation of the attractor is important for the Nusselt number, we
adopt the following additional mode-selection Criterion so that the ODE models also contain such sub-manifolds:

Criterion 2.5. (Buoyancy): For all m ∈ Z2
>0, (m, p1, 1) ∈ N M

u ⇔ (m, p1, 1) ∈ N M
θ .

Invariant subspaces provide the opportunity to study solutions to (8) which are lower dimensional, hence less computa-
tionally expensive. One can deduce the existence of many invariant subspaces of the Boussinesq-Coriolis system from the
compatibility conditions (21). For example the fully 2d planar convection system can be seen to be invariant when the
rotation is set to zero by checking the nonlinear couplings of the different phases c = 1, 2. While there are many possible
interesting choices of invariant subspaces, this paper will focus on invariant subspaces coming from the phase condition in
(21) as done by Olson and Doering [19], so as to have results to compare against. Note that the phase condition implies
that every nonlinear term for the phase p1 = 2 must always contain a term with either p′1 = 2 or p′′1 = 2, and hence if all
such modes are initially zero then they will remain so for all time. In fixing the phases of the sinusoids, one throws away
the translation invariance of (1), e.g. the convection rolls will occur at fixed locations, hence this is referred to as "phase
locking". Olson and Doering specifically use the following phase locking condition:

(41) p1 = m1 +m3 + 1 mod 2.

This is a somewhat unusual choice, but one can check via (21) that it is indeed invariant. This choice might have been
made so that Olson and Doering could study models with shear flows while also setting things up such the Lorenz model
appears as the first model in their hierarchy. Note especially that the admissible phase conditions in (13) together with
the phase lock condition (41) imply that only certain Fourier variables are included depending on the wave vector m.

We are therefore ready to define the HKC hierarchy. For a given wave vector m ∈ Z2
≥0, the phases p1 will always be

chosen according to (41) and all admissible component indices c will always be included. Since the phase p1 is always
9



determined by (41) we will henceforth drop this from the notation and simply write um = u(m,p1,1), wm = u(m,p1,2) and
θm = θ(m,p1,1). We also adopt a different notation for the index sets:

MM
u := {m ∈ Z2

≥0 : (m, p1, 1) ∈N M
u } , MM

w = {m ∈ Z2
≥0 : (m, p1, 2) ∈ N M

u } ,

MM
θ = {m ∈ Z2

≥0 : (m, p1, 1) ∈ N M
θ }.

To specify the models we choose these wave vector sets via the following iterative algorithm. Define an ordering on the
wave vectors by saying m > m̃ iff

m1 +m3 > m̃1 + m̃3 , or m1 +m3 = m̃1 + m̃3 and m1 > m̃1.

Let mi denote the ith smallest wave vector in Z2
>0 according to this order, e.g. m1 = (1, 1),m2 = (2, 1), and so on. The

first HKC model is defined via

M 1
u := M 1

w := {(0, 1), (1, 1)} , M 1
θ := {(1, 1), (0, 2)},

For M > 1 and mM
1 > 1, the M th HKC model is defined by simply adjoining the next mode mM to the M − 1th model,

as displayed in Figure 3:

MM
u := MM−1

u ∪ {mM} , MM
w := MM−1

w ∪ {mM} , MM
θ := MM−1

θ ∪ {mM}.

(a) (b)

Figure 3. A depiction of the mode selection process, displaying which Fourier variables are included in
the (a) HKC-2 and (b) HKC-10 models, respectively. The black line indicates the progression of higher
order models, the colors indicate which index sets MM

u ,MM
w ,MM

θ include the mode m, and the dashed
lines indicating when the vertically stratified modes are adjoined to ensure that Criteria 2.1, 2.3 are
satisfied.

For the case mM
1 = 1, the HKC-M model is defined by adjoining mM , but one must additionally include the vertically

stratified temperature mode required for energy consistency as in Criterion 2.1. Although not required by Criteria 2.1, 2.3
the shear velocity modes u(0,m3), w(0,m3), w(m1,0) are also included at this stage so as to have a more complete model. In
particular, the choice to adjoin the w(m1,0) modes beginning from HKC-2 was made so that the lowest order model is the
well-known Lorenz-Stenflo model, which is useful for testing. Therefore in this case the HKC model is defined as follows:

MM
u := MM−1

u ∪ {mM , (0, 2mM
3 − 1)} , MM

θ := MM−1
θ ∪ {mM , (0, 2mM

3 )} ,

MM
w := MM−1

w ∪ {mM ,(0, 2mM
3 − 1), (mM

3 − 1, 0)} .
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Due to relative simplicity of the lowest level model of this hierarchy, the HKC-1 model is given here explicitly:

d

dt
θ(0,2) = −4θ(0,2) +

k1√
2(k21 + 1)V

u(1,1,1)θ(1,1)

d

dt
u(1,1) = −P(k21 + 1)u(1,1) − PRk1√

k21 + 1
θ(1,1) +

PS√
k21 + 1

w(1,1)

d

dt
w(1,1) = −P(k21 + 1)w(1,1) − PS√

k21 + 1
u(1,1)

d

dt
θ(1,1) = −(k21 + 1)θ(1,1) − k1√

k21 + 1
u(1,1) − k1√

2(k21 + 1)V
u(1,1)θ(0,2).

(42)

together with the equations

d

dt
u(0,1) = −Pu(0,1) + PSw(0,1) ,

d

dt
w(0,1) = −Pw(0,1) − PSu(0,1).

which are decoupled from the rest of the system and hence u(0,1), w(0,1) decay exponentially. As noted this model is
essentially the Lorenz-Stenflo model [25], aside from a linear change of variables and the trivial addition of u(0,1), w(0,1).

In general the Mth model in the HKC hierarchy is a system of ODE’s of dimension

(43) 3M + 4
⌊√8M + 1− 1

2

⌋
− 1,

and one can define an analogous Nusselt number as follows:

NuM = 1 +
k1
2π2

⟨uM3 θM ⟩.

On the other hand, note that by taking the infinite time averages of the evolution equations in (6), one obtains the
following equivalent expressions for the Nusselt number in terms of θ:

Nu = 1 +
k1
2π2

⟨u3θ⟩ = 1 +
k1
2π2

⟨|∇θ|2⟩ = 1 +
k1
2π

⟨(1− x3
π
)∂2x3

θ⟩.

These various expressions are useful in different contexts. For instance while the first has a clear physical interpretation as
the average vertical heat transport, it is clear from the second that the Nusselt number must be greater than or equal to 1,
i.e. a convective flow transports more heat than the pure conductive state. Since the same evolution equations hold for the
HKC models, one has the analogous equivalent expressions. In the computational work below, the third expression will be
most useful, since it expresses the Nusselt number in terms of the least number of modes. Furthermore the computational
work involves only finite time approximations of the infinite time average. Hence the finite time Nusselt number is defined
via the third expression as follows:

(44) NuM (t) := 1−
∑

m∈MM
θ ∩M∗

√
k1m3

π

1

t

∫ t

0

θm,M (s)ds.

3. Existence of solutions and attractors

3.1. Well-posedness and attractor theory. In this section it is shown that the above PDE (8) is well-posed and that
solutions to the HKC hierarchy converge to solutions of (8). Furthermore it shown that the PDE admits a compact
global attractor, hence the Nusselt number (5) is well-defined. Since the fluid is assumed to be horizontally aligned,
the well-posedness theory for the model (8) is similar to that in the two-dimensional, non-rotating case (for example
[27]). However, the proof here is in a slightly different context (3d velocity, non-zero rotation), contains more details, and
provides further regularity such that (25) - (28) are satisfied in a classical sense. First, some classical inequalities will be
used in the existence proof, given in the following Lemma. Since an explicit basis has been given, these inequalities can
be established by referring to the Fourier basis, hence the proofs are omitted.

Lemma 3.1. (a) (Poincaré) For u ∈ H1
σ, θ ∈ H1

0 one has

(45) ∥u3∥L2 ≤ ∥∇u3∥L2 , ∥θ∥L2 ≤ ∥∇θ∥L2 , ∥ui∥L2 ≤ 1

min(1, k21)
∥∇ui∥L2 for i = 1, 2.

(b) (Gagliardo-Nirenburg-Sobolev) Let p ∈ [2,∞) and σ = p−2
p . There exists a constant C > 0 such that for any

u ∈ H1 having mean-zero one has

(46) ∥u∥Lp ≤ C∥u∥1−σ
L2 ∥∇u∥σL2 .
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(c) (Gronwall) Suppose v(t), a(t), β(t) ∈ C
(
[0,∞);R

)
and β(t) is non-negative. If the left hand side of the following

holds ∀t ≥ 0, then the right hand side holds ∀t ≥ 0:

(47) v(t) ≤ a(t) +

∫ t

0

β(s)v(s)ds ⇒ v(t) ≤ a(t) +

∫ t

0

a(s)β(s) exp
[ ∫ t

s

β(r)dr
]
ds.

The following theorem proves existence of smooth solutions for (8) with Lipschitz dependence on initial conditions,
which implies uniqueness. A maximum principle is then proven, which together with the balances (25) - (27) imply the
existence of an absorbing ball in H0. By bootstrapping to prove existence of an absorbing ball in H1, we show that all
solutions are in fact global and obtain a compact global attractor in H0.

Theorem 1. (a) Given any admissible P, X0 = (u0, θ0) ∈ H0, τ > δ > 0 and κ ∈ Z≥0 there exists a unique
X(t) = (u(t), θ(t)) ∈ C([0, τ ];H0)∩L2((0, τ);H1)∩Cκ([δ, τ ];Cκ) such that X(0) = X0 which solves (8) for t ∈ (0, τ), and
satisfies (25) - (28) in the classical sense. Furthermore, one has Lipschitz dependence on initial conditions, i.e. letting
X(t),X∗(t) denote solutions with initial conditions X0,X∗

0, one has

∥X(t)−X∗(t)∥2H0 ≤ ∥X0 −X∗
0∥2H0

(
1 + p(t) exp

[
p(t)

])
for a.e. t ∈ [0, τ ] ,

where p(t) = (PR+ 1)t+
C∥X0∥2H0

min(P2, 1)
e(PR+1)t .

(48)

Thus the semi-group S(t)
[
X0

]
:= X(t) is well defined and continuous.

(b) If ∥θ0∥L∞ ≤ π then ∥θ(t)∥L∞ ≤ π for a.e. t > 0. On the other hand, if ∥θ0∥L∞ ≤ π is not assumed, then

θ(t) = Θ(t) + θ̃(t),

where ∥Θ(t)∥L∞ ≤ π for a.e. t > 0 and
∥θ̃(t)∥L2 ≤ C(1 + ∥θ0∥L2)e−t.

(c) There exists an absorbing ball in H1 for the semi-group S(t). Thus one can take τ = ∞ and S(t) admits a compact
global attractor A .

Proof. For X0 ∈ H0 let XM
0 = (uM

0 , θ
M
0 ) denote the projection onto the modes defined by the Mth index set in the

hierarchy. Note that the Galerkin solutions satisfy
1

2

d

dt
∥uM∥2L2 + P∥∇uM∥2L2 = PR⟨uM3 θM ⟩ ,

1

2

d

dt
∥θM∥2L2 + ∥∇θM∥2L2 = ⟨uM3 θM ⟩,

hence integrating and applying Young’s inequality one obtains

1

2
∥uM (t)∥2L2 + P

∫ t

0

∥∇uM (s)∥2L2ds ≤
1

2
∥uM

0 ∥2L2 +
PR

2

∫ t

0

[
∥uM3 (s)∥2L2 + ∥θM (s)∥2L2

]
ds,

1

2
∥θM (t)∥2L2 +

∫ t

0

∥∇θM (s)∥2L2ds ≤
1

2
∥θM0 ∥2L2 +

1

2

∫ t

0

[
∥uM3 (s)∥2L2 + ∥θM (s)∥2L2

]
ds.(49)

By adding these two inequalities and neglecting the integral terms on the left hand side, one obtains the following by using
Gronwall’s inequality (47)

(50) ∥XM (t)∥2H0 ≤ ∥XM
0 ∥2H0 exp

[
(PR+ 1)t

]
≤ ∥X0∥2H0 exp

[
(PR+ 1)τ

]
.

This bound is independent of t and M , hence for any τ > 0 all of the Galerkin solutions are uniformly bounded in
L∞([0, τ ];H0). Inserting (50) into (49), one obtains a bound on the L2([0, τ ];H1) norm which is independent of t,M :

(51)
∫ t

0

∥XM (s)∥2H1ds ≤
1

2min(P, 1)
∥X0∥2H0

(
1 + (PR+ 1)τ exp

[
(PR+ 1)τ

])
.

Having proven XM is uniformly bounded in L∞([0, τ ];H0) ∩ L2((0, τ);H1), one can inductively show that for any k > 0

the sequence t
k
2 XM is uniformly bounded in L∞((0, τ);Hk) ∩ L2((0, τ);Hk+1), which implies that for any 0 < δ < τ

the sequence XM is uniformly bounded in L∞((δ, τ);Hk) ∩ L2((δ, τ);Hk+1). The method is the same as the derivation
of (50), (51), but involves more complicated arithmetic, hence is carried out in D.1.1. From (15), one sees that for any
Y = (v, φ) ∈ H1 one has

⟨∂u
M

∂t
· v⟩ = −P⟨∇uM : ∇PM

u [v]⟩+ PR⟨θM ê3 · PM
u [v]⟩

− PS⟨(ê3 × uM ) · PM
u [v]⟩ − ⟨PM

u [v] · (uM · ∇uM )⟩,

⟨∂θ
M

∂t
φ⟩ = −⟨∇θM · ∇φ⟩+ ⟨uM3 PM

θ [φ]⟩ − ⟨PM
θ [φ](uM · ∇θM )⟩.

(52)
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Note that by integrating by parts, using Cauchy-Schwarz and (46) one obtains∣∣⟨PM
u [v] · (uM · ∇uM )⟩

∣∣ ≤ ∥uM∥2L4∥∇v∥L2 ≤ C∥uM∥L2∥∇uM∥L2∥∇v∥L2 ,∣∣⟨PM
θ [φ](uM · ∇θM )⟩

∣∣ ≤ ∥uM∥L4∥θM∥L4∥∇φ∥L2

≤ C∥uM∥1/2L2 ∥∇uM∥1/2L2 ∥θM∥1/2L2 ∥∇θM∥1/2L2 ∥∇φ∥L2 .

(53)

One can then square both sides of (52), integrate over [0, τ ], and bound all of the terms on the right hand side using
(50),(51), (53). One thus obtains a uniform bound for ∂tXM in the space L2([0, τ ];H−1), hence by the Aubin-Lions lemma
[22] the collection of Galerkin solutions is relatively compact in L2([0, τ ];H0). Thus a sub-sequence converges strongly
to some X(t) in L2([0, τ ];H0). In the same way, for any k > 1 one can obtain a uniform bound for ∂tXM in the space
L2([δ, τ ];H−k), and together with the uniform bound in L2([δ, τ ];Hk) the Aubin-Lions Lemma says that any sub-sequence
which converges strongly in L2([0, τ ];H0) must have a further sub-sequence which converges strongly in L2([δ, τ ];Hk−1).

In fact, every sub-sequential limit must belong to the more regular subspace L∞([0, τ ];H0) ∩ L2([0, τ ];H1). Let XMi

be a sub-sequence which converges strongly to some X(t) in L2([0, τ ];H0). Since this sub-sequence is again uniformly
bounded in L∞([0, τ ];H0), it is relatively compact in the weak-* topology due to Banach-Alaoglu. Hence there must be
some point X∗(t) ∈ L∞([0, τ ];H0) and a further sub-sequence such that for all Y(t) ∈ L1([0, τ ];H0) one has

(54) lim
j→∞

∫ τ

0

〈(
XMij (t)− X∗(t)

)
· Y(t)

〉
dt = 0.

Since one has strong convergence this gives that for all Y(t) ∈ L2([0, τ ];H0) one has

(55)
∫ τ

0

〈(
X(t)− X∗(t)

)
· Y(t)

〉
dt,

and hence X(t) = X∗(t) belongs to the subspace L∞([0, τ ];H0). Similarly, since this sub-sequence is uniformly bounded
in L2([0, τ ];H1), it is relatively compact in its weak-* topology. However, since this is a Hilbert space this is the same
as its weak topology, hence there must be some (apriori possibly distinct) point X∗(t) ∈ L2([0, τ ];H1), and a further
sub-sequence such that for all Ỹ(t) ∈ L2([0, τ ];H1) one has the following, where : denotes the Frobenius product:

lim
j→∞

∫ τ

0

〈
∇
(
XMij (t)− X∗(t)

)
: ∇Ỹ(t)

〉
dt = 0.

Since ∆ : H1 7→ H−1 is an isometry this implies (54) holds for all Y(t) = ∆Ỹ(t) ∈ L2([0, τ ];H−1), thus (55) holds for
such Y(t) and hence X(t) = X∗(t) ∈ L2([0, τ ];H1). In the same way, one can show that the uniform bounds of XM in
L∞((δ, τ),Hk) ∩ L2((δ, τ),Hk+1) imply that the sub-sequential limits belong to these spaces as well.

Testing (15) with Y ∈ C∞([0, τ ];C∞) one can then use the respective strong, weak and weak-* convergence to show
that (8) holds for any sub-sequential limit X(t), where ∂tu, ∂tθ are the distributional derivatives in time. Since (8),
and all of the terms on the right hand side have been shown to have certain regularity, it then becomes clear that the
distributional derivatives ∂tX(t) belong to L2([0, τ ];H−1), and using the Lions-Magenes lemma one can conclude that
X(t) ∈ C([0, τ ];H0), and that the following holds in a distributional sense

1

2

d

dt
∥u∥2L2 = ⟨∂tu(t),u(t)⟩ ,

1

2

d

dt
∥θ∥2L2 = ⟨∂tθ(t), θ(t)⟩ .

In fact, since these sub-sequential limits belong to L∞((δ, τ),Hk) for any k implies that they belong to Cι((δ, τ);Cι) due
to the Sobolev embedding and the fact that the time derivatives can be expressed in terms of the spatial derivatives by
virtue of the differential equation (8). Since these sub-sequential limits solve (8) in a strong sense for t ∈ [δ, τ ], it follows
that (25) - (28) hold as well.

Having proven existence and regularity, one can show the Lipschitz dependence on initial conditions (48), from which
uniqueness clearly follows. This is proven in D.1.2, along with the maximum principle in Theorem 1, part (b).

Next, it is proven that the evolution defined by (8) admits an attracting, forward invariant ball in H0. Using (b) one
can prove that for any ϵ > 0 there exists t∗(ϵ) > 0 such that ∥θ(t)∥L2 ≤

√
π|Ω| + ϵ for all t > t∗(ϵ). One can therefore

prove the velocity eventually enters a ball in L2, where it remains ever after as follows. Testing the momentum equation
with u, one obtains

1

2P

d

dt
∥u∥2L2 = −⟨|∇u|2⟩+ R⟨u3θ⟩ ≤ −min(1, k21)⟨u21 + u22⟩ − ⟨u23⟩+ R∥θ∥L2∥u3∥L2

≤ −min(1, k21)⟨u21 + u22⟩ − ⟨u23⟩+ R(
√
π|Ω|+ ϵ)∥u3∥L2

≤ −min(1, k21)⟨u21 + u22⟩ −
(
∥u3∥L2 − 1

2
R(
√
π|Ω|+ ϵ)

)2
+

R2(
√
π|Ω|+ ϵ)2

4
.(56)
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Thus the radius of (∥u1∥L2 , ∥u2∥L2 , ∥u3∥L2) decreases unless the norms of the solution lie in the ellipsoid centered at
(∥u1∥L2 , ∥u2∥L2 , ∥u3∥L2) = (0, 0, 12R(

√
π|Ω|+ ϵ)). Therefore any larger ball centered at the origin containing this ellipsoid

in its interior is an attracting, forward invariant set, for instance the ball B(0,R(
√
π|Ω|+ 2ϵ)).

Finally, one can bootstrap the result to prove the evolution defined by (8) admits an attracting, forward invariant ball
in H1

σ ×H1
0 . First, by integrating the equations for the L2 norms from time t to t+ 1, one obtains

1

2P

(
∥u(t+ 1)∥2L2 − ∥u(t)∥2L2

)
= −

∫ t+1

t

∥∇u(s)∥2L2ds+ R

∫ t+1

t

⟨u3(s)θ(s)⟩ds,

1

2

(
∥θ(t+ 1)∥2L2 − ∥θ(t)∥2L2

)
= −

∫ t+1

t

∥∇θ(s)∥2L2ds+

∫ t+1

t

⟨u3(s)θ(s)⟩ds,

hence for t > t∗(ϵ) one can use Cauchy-Schwarz, Young’s inequality and the bounds on the L2 norms of u, θ to obtain∫ t+1

t

∥∇u(s)∥2L2ds ≤
R

2
(R+ 1 +

2

P
)(
√
π|Ω|+ 2ϵ) ,∫ t+1

t

∥∇θ(s)∥2L2ds ≤
1

2
(R+ 3)(

√
π|Ω|+ 2ϵ).

(57)

Next, by testing the momentum equation with −∆u, then using Cauchy-Schwarz, Poincaré and Young’s inequalities
together with taking v = ∆u in (53), one obtains

1

2P

d

dt
∥∇u∥2L2 = −∥∆u∥2L2 +

1

P
⟨
(
(u · ∇)u

)
·∆u⟩+ R⟨∇u3 · ∇θ⟩

≤ −∥∆u∥2L2 +
1

P
∥(u · ∇)u∥L2∥∆u∥L2 + R∥∇u3∥L2∥∇θ∥L2

≤ −1

2
∥∆u∥2L2 +

1

P
∥u∥1/2L2 ∥∇u∥L2∥∆u∥3/2L2 +

R2

2min(1, k41)
∥∇θ∥2L2

≤ −1

4
∥∆u∥2L2 +

27

4P4
∥u∥2L2∥∇u∥4L2 +

R2

2min(1, k41)
∥∇θ∥2L2 .

Hence one has
d

dt
∥∇u∥2L2 ≤

( 27

2P3
∥u∥2L2∥∇u∥2L2

)
∥∇u∥2L2 +

PR2

min(1, k41)
∥∇θ∥2L2 ,

and together with (57) it follows from the Gronwall inequality, that for t > t∗(ϵ) + 1 one has

∥∇u(t)∥2L2 ≤
(PR2(R+ 3)

2min(1, k41)
+

R

2
(R+ 1 +

2

P
)
)
(
√
π|Ω|+ 2ϵ) exp

[27R3

4P3
(π|Ω|+ 2ϵ)3(R+ 1 +

2

P
)
]
.

The same argument can be used to obtain a bound on ∥∇θ∥2L2 , thus proving the result.
Finally, since the attracting ball B ⊂ H1 is compactly embedded in H0, the proof A = ω(B) has the properties of the

global attractor is the same as in the finite dimensional case above. □

4. The dimension of the attractor and an analysis of bifurcations

As the above proof of Theorem 1 has shown, one has the convergence result that for any τ > 0 and any ϵ > 0 there
exists a M∗(τ, ϵ) > 0 such that for all M > M∗(τ, ϵ) one has

(58) ∥X − XM∥L2([0,τ ];H0) < ϵ.

Hence with a solution to a sufficiently large HKC model one can approximate the Nusselt number via∣∣1
τ

∫ τ

0

∫
Ω

[
u3θ − uM3 θ

M
]
dxdt

∣∣ ≤ 1

τ1/2
∥X∥C([0,τ ];H0)∥X − XM∥L2([0,τ ];H0) <

Cϵ

τ1/2
,

where the constant C depends only on the initial condition and the radii of the absorbing balls above. However, note that
the above proof makes use of the Aubin-Lions lemma. Unlike contraction mapping techniques, this abstract result does not
provide any information about the rate of convergence. Hence even for finite time averages the number of necessary modes
M∗(τ, ϵ) is unknown. Furthermore, it is unclear whether the above result about finite time approximation is sufficient for
an infinite time average such as the Nusselt number, since in the worst case one could have M∗(τ, ϵ) → ∞ as τ → ∞.

This section therefore aims at studying the properties of the global attractor for (8) in order to provide a stronger
theoretical basis for the numerical heat transport analysis in section 5. This global attractor likely has a highly complicated,
fractal structure which can be difficult to study, so first we study the local bifurcations which give rise to the unstable
manifold at the origin. This is a smooth sub-manifold of the attractor about which analytical statements can be made.
In this way one obtains a nice lower bound on the dimension of the attractor which can help inform how large M∗(τ, ϵ)
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might be. Next, we adapt Temam’s result on the Hausdorff dimension of the attractor to the present case, giving an upper
bound on the complexity of the attractor as a function of the Rayleigh number.

4.1. Local bifurcations at the origin and a lower bound on the attractor dimension. The analysis of the
unstable manifold at the origin begins with a detailed analysis of the linearization of (8) about the origin, denoted L0.
Note only terms with the same wave vector m are coupled via L0, hence L0 acts on L2

0 × L2 by multiplying each X̂
m

by
a corresponding matrix L̂0,m. In the case m ∈ Z2

>0 these matrices are given explicitly as follows:

(59) L̂0,m =


−P|Km|2 PS m3

|Km| (−1)|m|1+1PR k1m1

|Km|

−PS m3

|Km| −P|Km|2 0

(−1)|m|1+1 k1m1

|Km| 0 −|Km|2

 ,

whereas when either m1 or m3 is zero it is an appropriate submatrix (recall (13)). Due to the block diagonal action, the
spectrum of L0 is just the set of eigenvalues of L̂0,m, ranging across m ∈ Z2

≥0. The interesting case for these eigenvalues
is m ∈ Z2

>0, since in all other cases the eigenvalues have strictly negative real part for all parameter values. In this case
the eigenvalues λm,j must belong to at least one of the following discs in the complex plane, due to Gershgorin’s theorem:

(60) |λm,j + P|Km|2| ≤ P(R+ S) , |λm,j + P|Km|2| ≤ PS , |λm,j + |Km|2| ≤ 1 .

For fixed P, the radii are fixed while the centers of these discs tend to −∞ as −|Km|2 when |m| becomes large.
The following Lemma studies how these eigenvalues behave as P are varied. The statements in this Lemma prove that

as the Rayleigh number increases the eigenvalues of L̂0,m must either appear as depicted in Figure 4 panel (a), or as in
Figure 4 panel (b) in the special case of low Prandtl and high rotation. The proof is given in E.1.

Lemma 4.1. For any admissible parameters P and m1,m3 ≥ 1, let the critical Rayleigh numbers Rm,1,Rm,2 be defined
by

(61) Rm,1 =
|Km|6 + S2m2

3

k21m
2
1

, Rm,2 =
2(P+ 1)|Km|6 + 2P2

P+1S
2m2

3

k21m
2
1

,

and let Rm,c = min(Rm,1,Rm,2). Furthermore let the rotation threshold Sm be defined by

(62) Sm =


√

1+P
1−P

|Km|3
m3

if 0 < P < 1,

|Km|3

2m3

√
P(P−1)

if P > 1,

The following statements hold:
(i) For all 0 ≤ R < Rm,c, the matrix L̂0,m has eigenvalues with strictly negative real parts, and for all R > Rm,c at

least one has positive real part.
(ii) For all R > Rm,1, the matrix L̂0,m has two (possibly complex valued) eigenvalues with strictly negative real parts,

and a third real valued eigenvalue with positive real part.
(iii) There exists a unique R∗ := R∗(P,S, k1,m) ≥ 0 such that L0,m has two complex conjugate eigenvalues for 0 ≤

R < R∗, and has three distinct real eigenvalues for R > R∗. Furthermore R∗ = 0 if and only if S = 0.
(iv) If 0 < P < 1, then the rotation S determines whether a (real) eigenvalue or a conjugate pair of eigenvalues cross

the imaginary axis:

|S| < Sm ⇒ R∗ < Rm,1 < Rm,2 ,

|S| = Sm ⇒ R∗ = Rm,1 = Rm,2 ,

|S| > Sm ⇒ Rm,2 < R∗ < Rm,1.

(v) If P ≥ 1 then Rm,1 < Rm,2. When P = 1, R∗ < Rm,1 whereas for P > 1 one has

|S| > Sm ⇔ R∗ > Rm,1 , |S| = Sm ⇔ R∗ = Rm,1 .

In particular, Lemma 4.1 characterizes how the eigenvalues can cross the imaginary axis as the Rayleigh number
is increased, which will determine what kind of bifurcations can occur. In particular, there are four types of crossing
scenarios, which will simply be referred to as type 1,2,3,4. The crossing depicted in Figure 4 panel (a) will be referred
to as type 1, which occurs when Rm,1 < Rm,2. Lemma 4.1 (iv),(v) show that this is the more common crossing scenario.
The crossing of the conjugate eigenvalues in panel (b) will be referred to as type 2, which occurs in the more special case
when Rm,2 < Rm,1. As shown in panel (b), subsequent to a type 2 crossing the complex eigenvalues meet and one of the
real eigenvalues returns across the imaginary axis. This will be referred to as type 3. Finally, the crossing that occurs
when Rm,1 = Rm,2 will be referred to as type 4.
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Figure 4. Eigenvalues of the matrix L0,(1,1) as a function of R, for k1 = 1/
√
2. (a) For P = 2, S = 9

2
√
2
+1,

0 ≤ R ≤ 200, a type 1 crossing occurs at R(1,1),1. (b) For P = 1/2, S = 9
2
√
2
+ 2, 0 ≤ R ≤ 200, a type 2

crossing occurs at R(1,1),2, and a type 3 crossing occurs at R(1,1),1.

With the spectral picture in hand, the next ingredient required to classify the bifurcations at the origin is further
regularity for the semi-group S(t) obtained in Theorem 1. Although Theorem 2 only uses the Frechet regularity of S(t)
at the origin, the following Proposition provides global Frechet regularity used in Theorem 3. The proof is given in D.2.

Proposition 4.2. For admissible P and X0 ∈ H0, let X(t) be the solution of (8) given in Theorem 1, and let LX0(t) be
the linearization of (8) along X(t), given explicitly by

(63) LX0(t)

(
g
ψ

)
:=

(
P∆g+ P

[
PRψê3 − PS ê3 × g− u · ∇g− g · ∇u

]
,

∆ψ + g3 − u · ∇ψ − g · ∇θ.

)
,

where P is the Leray projector. For any τ > δ > 0, κ ∈ Z≥0,Y0 ∈ H0 there exists a unique Y(t) = (g(t), ψ(t)) ∈
C([0, τ ];H0) ∩ L2((0, τ);H1) ∩ Cκ([δ, τ ];Cκ) with Y(0) = Y0 which solves the following equation:

(64)
d

dt
Y(t) = LX0(t)Y(t) .

The semi-group S(t) is uniformly Frechet differentiable at X0, with Frechet derivative FX0(t) given by

FX0(t)Y0 := Y(t) .

In order to understand how the unstable manifold unfolds as the Rayleigh number is increased, we need a holistic view
of the critical Rayleigh numbers Rm,c across all wave numbers m. We must therefore consider the level curves of Rm,1,Rm,2

in the m1,m3 plane, as well as the boundary (P + 1)|Km|6 = (1 − P)S2m2
3 along which these are equal. Specifically, let

the level curves m3(m1,P), m̃3(m1,P) solve

Rk21m
2
1 = (k21m

2
1 +m2

3)
3 + S2m2

3 for 0 < k1m1 < R1/4,

Rk21m
2
1 = 2(P+ 1)(k21m

2
1 + m̃2

3)
3 +

2P2

P+ 1
S2m̃2

3 for 0 < k1m1 <
R1/4

(2P+ 2)1/4
.

(65)

At any given parameter value P, each of the variables um, θm with m3 lying below these level curves give rise to a linear
(buoyancy) instability, which we will see corresponds one dimension of the unstable manifold. Figure 5 below depicts the
progression of instabilities as the Rayleigh number increases, corresponding to an increasingly high dimensional unstable
manifold. For P ≥ 1, the progression must be similar to that shown in (a), where an intersection a level curve of Rm,1 with
an integer vertex m corresponds to an eigenvalue of L0,m crossing the imaginary axis. Here all of the crossings are of type
1. For 0 < P < 1, the progression must be similar to that shown in (b), where the red curve depicts the boundary along
which Rm,1,Rm,2 are equal. Inside the red boundary, intersections of the solid curves with the integer vertices correspond
to crossings of type 2, whereas intersections with the dashed curve correspond to a crossing of type 3. If any integer
vertices lie on the red boundary curve, then these correspond to a crossing of type 4 at the appropriate Rayleigh number.
All other crossings are of type 1.
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(a) (b)

Figure 5. (a) For P = 2, S = 10
√
5, k1 = 1, the level curves of Rm,c as R increases. (b) For P = 1/2,

S = 100
√
5, k1 = 1, the boundary curve Rm,1 = Rm,2 (red), as well as level curves of Rm,c. For wave

vectors m inside the red boundary, the solid curves indicate the initial (Hopf) type 2 crossing and dashed
curves indicate the subsequent type 3 crossing.

It is possible that multiple critical Rayleigh numbers can be equal, i.e. Rm̃,c = Rm,c with m̃ ̸= m, in which case more
complicated bifurcations could occur. On the other hand, in E.2 it is proven that m3, m̃3 are strictly concave functions of
m1, and the boundary curve is a strictly concave function of m3. This puts a nice constraint on the complexity of possible
scenarios for simultaneous critical Rayleigh numbers. For example, when P ≥ 1, one can have a maximum of two critical
Rayleigh numbers with the same value of m3.

Before we study the bifurcations associated to these crossings, we need to introduce some notation. First, we introduce
M c

P ⊂ Z2
>0 be the set of all wave vectors m which are critical at parameter value P, ie M c(P) := ∪ℓ≤4M c,ℓ(P), where

M c,ℓ(P) ⊂ Z2
>0 are defined to be the set of all wave vectors m ∈ Z2

>0 such that the eigenvalues of L0,m have a crossing
of type ℓ at a given Rayleigh number R. Explicitly,

M c,1 = {m ∈ Z2
>0 : Rm,1 = R} , M c,2(P) = M c,3(P) = M c,4(P) = ∅,

for P ≥ 1, whereas for 0 < P < 1, these are defined as

M c,1(P) = {m : Rm,1 = R , |S| < Sm} , M c,2(P) = {m : Rm,2 = R , |S| > Sm},
M c,3(P) = {m : Rm,1 = R , |S| > Sm} , M c,4(P) = {m : Rm,1 = R , |S| = Sm}.

Similarly, we let M s,M u ⊂ Z2
≥0 denote the sets of all wave vectors which are stable and unstable at parameter P,

respectively. Explicitly, these sets are given by

M s(P) = {m : Rm,c > R} , M u(P) = {m : Rm,c < R}.

Let Xs,Xc,Xu denote the projections of X onto the corresponding index sets M s,M c,M u.
In the following theorem, it is proven that the unstable manifold of the origin W u(0) exists, and its dimension d(W u(0))

is estimated in terms of the parameters P. In particular, by holding S constant d(W u(0)) increases as R1/2 as R → ∞,
and by holding R constant d(W u(0)) collapses as S−1 as S → ∞. The bifurcations giving rise to the unstable manifold are
then classified in the special case when only one mode is critical and all eigenvalues are distinct, hence |Sc| ̸= Sm. Note
that this theorem is not meant to be an exhaustive summary of all possible bifurcations, but only a proof regarding typical
bifurcations, and the case of simultaneous critical modes and degenerate eigenvalues should be quite rare in parameter
space. The proof is given in E.3.

Theorem 2. (a) For admissible P,S, k1, let R∗ = minm∈Z2
>0

Rm,c. For R > R∗ a non-trivial unstable manifold of the
origin W u(0) exists, and one has

d(W u(0)) ∼ R1/2

k1(1 +
S2

R )1/2
.

More precisely, there exists constants C0,u
1 , C0,u

2 > 0 such that one has the following bounds, and furthermore one has the
following limit

(66)
⌊ C0,u

1 R1/2

k1(1 +
S2

R )1/2

⌋
≤ d(W u(0)) ≤

⌊ C0,u
2 R1/2

k1(1 +
S2

R )1/2

⌋
, lim

R→∞

k1
R1/2

d(W u(0)) =
1

2
.

17



Since W u(0) ⊂ A , one immediately obtains the following lower bound:

(67) dHaus(A ) ≥ d(W u(0)) .

(b) For admissible Pc, suppose M c(Pc) is non-empty. Then the PDE (8) undergoes a local bifurcation at (u, θ,P) =
(0, 0,Pc). If |M c| = 1 and |Sc| ≠ Sm these bifurcations are classified as follows:

(i) If m ∈ M c,1 and Pc ≥ m3

k1m1
then a supercritical pitchfork bifurcation occurs as R is increased through Rc with the

other parameters fixed. If Pc < m3

k1m1
then let

(68) Cm =
1

m3
|Km|3

(
(
m3

k1m1P
)2 − 1

)−1/2 .

If |Sc| < Cm then a supercritical pitchfork bifurcation occurs, whereas if |Sc| > Cm a subcritical pitchfork bifurca-
tion occurs. If m ∈ M c,3, then the same bifurcations occur as R is decreased through Rc.

(ii) If m ∈ M c,2, P ≥ 1
2 and m3 ≥

√
2k1m1 then a supercritical Hopf bifurcation occurs.

Remark 4.3. Note that the rotation number S could just as well be treated as the control parameter, rather than the
Rayleigh number, and the same bifurcations occur. For example, as one decreases the rotation S through Sc, the critical
Rayleigh number Rc defined in (61) decreases through the fixed Rayleigh number R.

4.2. Upper bound on the attractor dimension for the Boussinesq Coriolis model. Here we apply the techniques
of Temam [27] to obtain an upper bound on the dimension of the attractor. Since the attractor presumably has a fractal
structure, it is more precise to use alternative notions of dimension. Therefore recall that the d-dimensional Hausdorff
measure of A is the number

µH(A , d) := sup
ϵ>0

inf
C∈Cϵ

∑|C|

i=1
rdi ,

where Cϵ is the collection of all coverings C of A by balls Bi of radius 0 < ri ≤ ϵ. The Hausdorff dimension of A ,
dHaus(A ), is defined as the unique number such that for all d ∈ [0,∞) one has µH(A , d) = 0 if d > dHaus(A ) and
µH(A , d) = ∞ if d < dHaus(A ). On the other hand the box-counting dimension of A is defined

dbox(A ) := lim sup
ϵ→0

log nA (ϵ)

log 1/ϵ
,

where nA (ϵ) is the number of balls of radius ≤ ϵ which is necessary to cover A . Note that Temam refers to the box-
counting dimension as the fractal dimension, whereas others use the term fractal dimension more generally to refer to any
index which characterizes fractal sets by quantifying their complexity.

Temam et al’s result is for non-rotating, planar flows, hence S = 0, and u2(x, t) = 0 for all t ≥ 0. For S = 0, the
condition u2(x, t) = 0 is invariant for the flow defined by (1), their result can be stated in our notation as follows:

Theorem 3 (Foias, Manley, Temam [10] Theorem 5.1). For S = 0, u2,0(x) = 0, let A be the global attractor of S(t)
defined in Theorem 1 (a). There exists constants CHaus, Cbox depending only on P, k1 such that

(69) dHaus(A ) ≤ CHaus(1 + R) , dbox(A ) ≤ Cbox(1 + R).

In fact, one can check that this result carries over to the general case S ≥ 0, u2,0(x) ̸= 0, with different constants
C̃Haus, C̃box. Hence (69) is used in the analysis in section 5 with C̃Haus. The proof for the general case is so similar to that
in [10] that it is not repeated here in full detail. However, by carefully analyzing the proof, one can extract the constant
C̃Haus, hence a sketch of the proof is provided in F to show how these arise. The result is as follows:

(70) C̃Haus =
320π3

P(1 + P)min(1, k21)
.

Remark 4.4. Note that while (69) is independent of the rotation number, this bound is not necessarily sharp. Indeed, the
analysis of the local bifurcations at the origin and the numerical work in section 5 strongly suggest that the rotation plays
a significant role. However, a rotation dependent bound ended up being too difficult to prove for the present work, since
the rotation is energy neutral and hence doesn’t enter into (57), hence one must use new methods. This same problem
arises in background field arguments, described in the conclusion section.

5. Numerical analysis

This section summarizes some numerical investigations into heat transport in the Boussinesq Coriolis model via the
HKC models. First, an overview of some heat transport phenomenology is given, leading to the goals for the numerical
studies. A summary of the codes written to achieve these goals is then given. The results of several numerical studies
regarding convergence and dynamics are then presented. Note that all of the computations were done using MATLAB on
a standard laptop or desktop, and as mentioned above the codes are available on GitHub.
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5.1. Context, goals and code inventory. In order to provide context for the numerical results below, we summarize
here some heat transport phenomena which are fairly well understood, and give a more detailed account in G. Already
one can gain many qualitative insights by carefully considering the HKC-1 model. Figure 6 depicts the heat transport
for the HKC-1 model, in which one can see an intimate correspondence between the dynamics of this model and its heat
transport. Here we chose the parameters (P, k1) equal their classical Lorenz values (10, 1/

√
2), since with this choice there

is a huge body of literature to compare to.

(a) (b)

Figure 6. For P = 10, k1 = 1√
2
, Nusselt number approximations for the HKC-1 model (a) for S = 0

with random initial conditions (green) and the fixed point values, with blue indicating local stability and
red indicating instability and (b) for random initial conditions 0 ≤ S ≤ 20, 0 ≤ R ≤ 1000.

Panel (a) depicts a bifurcation diagram of the Nusselt number as R increases with S fixed at 0, where blue and red curves
indicate locally stable and locally unstable equilibria, respectively. Solutions with random initial conditions are depicted
in green. For very small Rayleigh numbers, the origin is the global attractor and hence all solutions have Nu1 = 1. At
R = 6.75, a pair of nontrivial fixed points emerge from the origin in a pitchfork bifurcation, representing steady convection
rolls. They are locally stable for 6.75 ≤ R ≲ 166.97, and solutions with random I.C.’s track their Nusselt number. At
R ≈ 166.97 these fixed points lose stability in a subcritical Hopf bifurcation, whereupon solutions tend to the famous
chaotic attractor. One then observes that trajectories exhibit less heat transport than those of the unstable fixed points.
In this case, the fluid seems to be spending more energy moving around chaotically and hence transports less energy.

Panel (b) depicts the Nusselt number computed for random initial conditions as a function of both R and S. The
effect of rotation seems to always be to stabilize simpler dynamical behavior. This stabilization can increase Nu1 only
as it moves the dynamics out of the chaotic region, but typically the rotation decreases the heat transport, and it never
increases Nu1 above the maximal rate realized among solutions with S = 0. As the rotation becomes very large Nu1 must
decrease down to 1, since eventually the stabilizing effect becomes so strong that vertical motion is impossible and the
origin becomes the global attractor.

Several of the above phenomena seem to carry over the PDE. For example, it is proven that vertical motion is suppressed
to zero in the limit of infinite rotation (see for example [1]), so vertical convective heat transport will be zero. Since the
rotation drops out of the energy balance equation, the rotation cannot increase the heat transport above the bound for
the S = 0 case. There is numerical evidence suggesting that the maximal heat transport for the PDE is also realized by
time-independent solutions [30], although this remains unproven.

The PDE may have qualitative similarities to the HKC-1 model, but one must use an ODE of appropriately high spatial
resolution to have any chance of accurately representing the PDE quantatively. For instance, it is widely believed that the
PDE exhibits unbounded heat transport as R → ∞, whereas it can be proven analytically that the heat transport in the
HKC-1 model tends toward a constant value [21]. The required spatial resolution to accurately capture the heat transport
of the PDE at given Rayleigh and rotation numbers is unknown and presents one of the main questions studied herein.
In the 6 dimensional HKC-1 model the short time steps and long integration times required by the chaotic dynamics are
expensive but not prohibitive. If the dimension required for accurate heat transport were to increase as in (69), then the
computational expense would very quickly become prohibitive.

Therefore the goals of the numerical studies below aim at addressing issues which fall roughly into two categories:
(1) Convergence issues: How long must one integrate a trajectory to obtain an approximation of the infinite time

average? How large are the errors associated with step-size, especially for solutions which appear chaotic (ie
persistent errors)? For a given R,S, how large must M be such that the heat transport values from the HKC-M
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model appear to converge? How does this compare to the bounds in section 4? How large is the error associated
with using an insufficiently large model?

(2) Dynamical issues: What are the dynamically stable values of the heat transport (ie heat transport obtained
by all initial conditions in a set of positive measure)? At a given Rayleigh number, are there multiple stable heat
transport values? What heat transport do stationary solutions exhibit, and how much does this differ from time
dependent solutions? How can chaotic solutions be identified?

The codes begin with the script ModelConstructor.m which takes as input a positive integer M , and writes a file
called HKCM.m containing the right hand side of (16) - (17). Solutions of the HKC-M model can then be simulated with
the function FluidSolver.m, which takes as input the desired parameters P and model number M , uses ode45 to call
HKCM.m and saves the trajectory along with the parameters. FluidSolver.m was written so that it can be given an initial
condition (either random or near-uniform) and start at t = 0, or it can extend an already computed trajectory for a specified
time. Several codes are then available to visualize the trajectory, either in phase space, or via the corresponding velocity
or temperature fields. Several codes are also available to compute the cumulative average heat transport corresponding to
these trajectories using the expression (44). The function HeatTransport_Trajectory.m takes a single trajectory and
computes its heat transport, whereas the script HeatTransport_Iterator.m is initialized with an array of Rayleigh
and rotation numbers, computes trajectories for each parameter value by calling FluidSolver.m and then computes
the corresponding heat transport.

5.2. Convergence issues. The first convergence issue was that of convergence in time, namely the step size for the
numerical integration must be chosen sufficiently small to approximate the ODE solution well, and the total integration
time must be chosen sufficiently long to obtain a good approximation for the infinite time average. Regarding this first
issue, most of the time some small step size such as ∆t = 10−3 was chosen, and then ode45’s built in error control was
used to determine whether smaller time steps were needed by setting the relative and absolute error.

Regarding the long integration time, the function HeatTransport_Iterator.m was designed to first compute a
trajectory for some long integration time such as 105 time increments. The function HeatTransport_Iterator.m
then enters into a loop which tests the fluctuations in the heat transport value, and either continues the trajectory if the
fluctuations are larger than a specified threshold or saves the data if the fluctuations are acceptably small. Specifically,
the trajectory is extended by an additional 103 time units until the standard deviation in the second half of the trajectory
was less than 2% of the cumulative heat transport at the end of the trajectory. Most commonly the solutions exhibited
quick convergence toward an apparent infinite-time average, although in rare cases a trajectory can spend a long time
near solutions which are weakly unstable (see for example Figure 13), hence long integration times may be required.

In order to study the convergence of the ODE models toward the PDE, trajectories were generated using HeatTransport_Iterator.m
for each the following HKC-M models, beginning from a random perturbation of the uniform initial state (u0(x), T0(x)) =
(0, 1/2):

(71) M = 1 , 3 , 6 , 10 , 21 , 36 , 45 , 55 , 66 , 78 , 91 , 105 , 120 , 136 , 153 , 171 , 190 .

These corresponding to the 1st through 19th completed shell. For each model, a trajectory was generated with P = 10,
k1 = 1/

√
2, for each pair of R,S in the following range:

(72) R = [1, 50 : 50 : 500, 600 : 100 : 1000, 2000 : 1000 : 5000] , S = 0 : 50 : 400.

where x0 : ∆x : xf is the MATLAB notation denoting the set of all integers beginning from x0, incrementing by ∆x and
ending with xf . For these trajectories, the relative and absolute error in ode45 were set to 10−10, the time increment
was set to 10−4, the trajectories were initially integrated for 104 time increments, or 103 more time increments until the
fluctuations in heat transport met the 2% error threshold. The results are shown in Figure 7, although for clarity only a
smaller selection of models is displayed and the dependence on the parameters R,S is shown separately.
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(a) (b)

Figure 7. Heat transport model comparison (a) for all 0 ≤ R ≤ 5000,S = 0 and (b) for R = 5000,
0 ≤ S ≤ 400.

Panel (a) in Figure 7 displays the dependence of the heat transport on R for S = 0. Most prominently, this figure
displays that in each HKC model the heat transport increases rather rapidly for low Rayleigh numbers, then the rate of
increase levels off for higher Rayleigh numbers. This increase is fairly monotonic, although with some fluctuations. The
higher dimensional HKC models almost always exhibit more heat transport than the lower dimensional models. We point
out one interesting exception where at the value R = 500 the HKC-55 model appears to exhibit less heat transport than
many of the others. Rather than a peculiarity of this model, this might be due to the random initial conditions, and we
will return to this point later. All HKC models tend to agree fairly well for low Rayleigh numbers, but as one moves toward
higher Rayleigh numbers the lower dimensional models one by one exhibit significantly less heat transport than the higher
dimensional models. As described above, one sees that the HKC-1 model levels off to an apparently constant value, as one
would expect from analytical results, and already by R = 5000 exhibits around 5 times less transport than the HKC-190
model. It might be that the failure mechanism for the HKC-1 model described above also appears in each truncated model,
where the heat transport eventually levels off to a constant value as the Rayleigh number begins to vastly dominate over
the viscosity of the smallest scale of the truncated model. Even the HKC-105 model seems to lie significantly below the
other models beginning around R = 2000. On the other hand, the HKC-136, HKC-153 and HKC-190 all seem to agree
quite well in Figure 7 (a), so on this range it seems that these models are accurately representing the PDE.

Panel (b) in Figure 7 shows the dependence of the heat transport on the rotation number for R = 5000. The heat
transport decreases with increasing rotation for all models, although more slowly for the higher dimensional HKC models.
This decrease appears to be monotonic, although one sees that the slopes are not strictly increasing. One sees a more
interesting relationship across the HKC models, where for S ≥ 100 the HKC-190 model seems to exhibit slightly less heat
transport than the HKC-136 and HKC-153 models. This again could be due to the random initial conditions, but it is
somewhat curious that it is so consistent. Finally, in this case the HKC-105, HKC-136, HKC-153 and HKC-190 all seem
to agree quite well over the whole range, and one sees that all models tend to agree for higher rotation numbers. Hence
for higher rotation, the PDE seems well represented by lower dimensional models.

In order to quantify the apparent convergence across models of different spatial resolutions, the heat transport for each
model in (71) was compared to the heat transport from the HKC-190 model at each Rayleigh and rotation number in
(72). For definiteness, the value 10% was chosen arbitrarily, and if the heat transport from a given model was within 10%
of the heat transport value from the HKC-190 model, then that the model was considered to represent the PDE "well".
The dimension of the smallest model found in this way will be referred to as the empirical Nusselt dimension, dNusselt.
In Figure 8 below, one can see the plot of dNusselt, indicating the increasing computational cost associated with resolving
the flow as the Rayleigh number increases.
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Figure 8. The computational cost measured by the empirical Nusselt dimension dNusselt vs. the dimen-
sion of the minimal HKC model containing all unstable modes dunstable.

The lower bound on the Hausdorff dimension found from (67) was found to be quite small compared to the plot of
dNusselt. This is not at all surprising, and in fact this is not a meaningful comparison because the attractor must of course
be embedded in a larger ambient space. In order to provide a more meaningful comparison, the quantity dunstable was
plotted in red in Figure 8 panel, defined as the minimal HKC model which contains all of the unstable modes at the origin.
The upper bound 69 was not depicted in 8, because this is far larger, on the order of 105 for most of the range depicted
in Figure 8.

The two graphs plotted in Figure 8 seem to agree fairly well, although for larger rotation numbers it is noticeable
that dunstable jumps up immediately to high dimension when the Rayleigh number crosses a critical threshold, whereas
dNusselt ramps up over a larger range of Rayleigh numbers. This is not surprising because the structures developing after
a critical threshold are initially small and do not immediately produce a large change in transport. It is also noticeable
that dNusselt fluctuates in a non-monotonic way. This is surprising, and possibly just a result of the crude nature of this
comparison. This study should be interpreted as a rough idea about how much resolution is needed, since it is limited by
the fact that only the restricted number of HKC models in (71) was used, rather than every HKC model from 1 to 190.
Furthermore this study does not necessarily compare across different HKC models for analogous initial conditions. As we
shall see in the coming section this dependence of the heat transport is nontrivial due to the presence of multiple stable
values of transport, hence the comparison across models may be skewed by the fact that trajectories for each model were
initialized using random perturbations of the uniform state.

5.3. Dynamical issues. While stationary solutions are important for understanding the dynamics of any system, they
are particularly important in Rayleigh-Bénard convection since it is thought that they might maximize heat transport
[30, 19]. Hence this subsection presents results on heat transport and stability properties of all equilibria bifurcating from
the origin tracked using MATCONT, a MATLAB software project for numerical continuation and bifurcation analysis of
parameterized dynamical systems [6].

After some experimentation, the HKC21 model was selected for analysis using MATCONT, since this model was found
to be large enough to represent the PDE over a decent range of Rayleigh numbers, but also small enough where a host
of numerical continuations could be performed. Fixing S,P, k1 at (0, 10, 1/

√
2) and starting at the origin, the Rayleigh

number was increased from 0 to 2000, and the equilibria bifurcating from the origin were tracked. The second generation
equilibria arising at each branch point were then tracked through R = 2000, as well as the third generation. The heat
transport along each branch was then computed, and the result is depicted in Figure 9 below. This figure displays the
stability information as well, where the heat transport corresponding to locally stable equilibria is depicting in blue vs the
heat transport for unstable equilibria is depicted in red. The branches of equilibria also exhibited many Hopf bifurcations,
hence these were continued as well. Some of these branches of periodic solutions were locally stable for a range of Rayleigh
numbers, hence locally stable periodic solutions are depicted in purple vs locally unstable periodic solutions in orange.
These branches of periodic solutions typically lost stability via torus bifurcations, and hence the stable heat transport
values were not tracked further due to the extreme complexity. Furthermore, a time dependent solution beginning from
a random perturbation of the uniform state was computed for each of the following Rayleigh numbers, and depicted in
green:

R = 0 : 5 : 2000 .
A very complicated bifurcation structure is evident in Figure 9, and in fact Figure 9 only displays the branches which
were most directly related to the stable transport values. Dozens of branches had to be left out to avoid overcrowding

22



the plot. Most interestingly, there appear branches which emerge from the origin as unstable, but later restabilize for a
range of Rayleigh numbers by ejecting further unstable equilibria, leading to the presence of multiple stable values of heat
transport at a given Rayleigh number. From Figure 7 panel (a) one sees that the HKC-21 model might only be accurate
for the PDE up to around R = 500, but the multi-stability appears well before this, and the dynamics of the HKC-21
model are interesting nevertheless. In the region of multi-stability, note that the green points do not fall exactly on the
blue equilibria branches, and the points seem roughly evenly distributed between the two branches. This might indicate
that these two branches have comparably sized basins of attraction which are fairly close together, and the values of the
time dependent trajectories are tainted by finite integration time errors.

Figure 9. Heat transport bifurcation diagram for HKC-21 with the Rayleigh number as the control
parameter at S = 0.

Figure 10 depicts the analogous study using the rotation number as the control parameter at R = 2000. In this case,
a time dependent solution beginning from a random perturbation of the uniform state was computed for each of the
following rotation numbers:

S = 0 : 1 : 200 .

These were again depicted in green. At this high Rayleigh number the branches of periodic solutions were found to be
too expensive to compute, hence they are not depicted. However, the equilibria apparently regain stability fairly quickly
and seem to explain the observed values of heat transport after S ∼ 25. As one might expect, the bifurcation diagram
was found to be symmetric in S, hence for S < 0 the bifurcation diagram is the mirror image of that shown in panel
(b). However, it is interesting because several of the branches form closed loops with their mirror image which cannot be
accessed by tracing branches from the origin. This is for instance the case for the branch with maximal heat transport at
S = 0. In particular the stability might not be explained by tracing the stability to the origin. For instance, in the region
60 ≤ S ≤ 80, note that the green points fall fairly far away from the two stable branches. While this could again just be
a finite integration time error, the trajectories seemed to show good convergence in time here. It could be that there is
a stable branch here which could not be found by tracking the bifurcations either beginning from the origin or beginning
from one of the branches found with S = 0.
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Figure 10. Heat transport bifurcation diagram for HKC-21 with the rotation number as the control
parameter at R = 2000.

In order to study this apparent multi-stability further, the HKC-55 model was selected. From Figure 7, one sees that
this model could be sufficiently high dimensional to represent the PDE up to roughly R = 1000, but also sufficiently low
dimensional where many simulations could be performed for different initial conditions. To gather statistical information
regarding the multi-stability, trajectories were simulated at 48 initial conditions obtained from randomly perturbing from
the uniform state. This was done for each of the following R and S values:

(73) R = [0 : 50 : 500, 600 : 100 : 1000, 1250 : 250 : 3000] , S = 0 : 50 : 300.

The results are plotted in Figure 11 below. The trajectories were then binned binned into groups according to their Nusselt
number, where a trajectory was put into group i if its Nusselt number was closest to the ith element of the following vector:

(74) Nu55 = 0 : 0.5 : 10.

The number of initial conditions falling into each bin is depicted in Figure 12 at S = 0 for a few Rayleigh number values.

(a) (b)

Figure 11. (a) The dependence of the heat transport on the Rayleigh number for 48 random initial
conditions in the HKC-55 model (b) A frequency plot counting the number of initial conditions exhibiting
various Nusselt number values.
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At R = 350 the distribution of Nusselt values is distinctly bimodal with two peaks of roughly even frequency, whereas
for other values there seems to be a more dominant heat transport value. Nevertheless at all values of the Rayleigh in
Figure 12 there is a non-trivial spread of Nusselt values, reflecting a multi-modal distribution.

Figure 12. A frequency plot counting the number of initial conditions exhibiting various Nusselt number
values for 350 ≤ R ≤ 600, S = 0.

6. Conclusions

This paper has provided several results to aide both theoretical and applied researchers. Explicitly computing the
formulas for the Galerkin truncations enabled the HKC hierarchy to be implemented in MATLAB, which can be of use
for applied researchers. Criteria 2.1, 2.3 were shown to not only guarantee the energetic consistency desired by climate
researchers, but compact dynamical behavior as well. The well-posedness theory and upper bound on the attractor
dimension carry over from the two-dimensional case, and the rotation in the present case apparently does not ruin the
smoothness properties or increase the radius or dimension of the attractor. By studying the local bifurcations at the
origin, one mechanism by which the attractor increases in complexity was identified and a rate of increase was given.
Furthermore, several heuristic steps toward an analysis of heat transfer were given in the numerical results, including a
basic outline of the dependence of the heat transport on the Rayleigh and rotation numbers, convergence results as one
looks at higher dimensional HKC models, and results on bifurcations and multi-stability. In particular, multiple stable
values of heat transport presents an interesting challenge for representing convection as a sub-grid process, since one
would in fact need to know what is going on beneath the subgrid scale to get the correct value of transport. The studies
conducted herein could inform a stochastic representation of sub-grid convection, where the stochastic measure is chosen
to be consistent with the frequency statistics in Figure 12.

These results invite further analysis. On the applied side, one natural next step is to extend the hierarchy to allow
fully 3-dimensional flows, rather than horizontally aligned flows. In this paper a careful study of the convergence across
models was conducted for Rayleigh and rotation numbers only up to around 5000 and 400 respectively, but with more
computational resources one could certainly use the HKC models herein at higher parameter values. One could push
this even further by exploiting the convolution type conditions in (21), for example one could study the special class of
solutions to (1) such that m ∈ 100Z2

≥0 for all un, θn. Even using relatively few modes one could study solutions with
very fine scale structures using this class. A sequel paper is already underway to address these issues. The results could
then be used to compare heat transport in established climate models such as ICON-A [11] or to specific heat transport
parameterizations. For the model studied herein such direct comparisons would only be reasonable in a restricted physical
regime. One could add moisture into the model and it seems very likely that the energetic consistency Criteria would
remain the same. A further challenge would be to consider more physically realistic boundary conditions, for instance
with no-slip conditions or allowing the upper boundary to behave as a free surface.

On the theoretical side, the results herein open up a new approach toward obtaining universal upper bounds on the
Nusselt number. The standard approach for such bounds is the background field method [7], which for instance provides
the sharpest known bound in the non-rotating, free slip case [32], namely that for fixed P, k1 there exists a constant CP,k1

such that

(75) sup
(u0,T0)

Nu ≤ 1 + CP,k1R
5/12 for all R ≥ 0.

25



To the best knowledge of the author the only analytical result in the rotating case was obtained by Constantin et al. [4,
5] in the special case where P = ∞, very far from relevant for atmospheric flows. The background field method appears
to fail for the rotating case when P <∞, since many of the global analytical estimates use quadratic expressions such as
the kinetic energy ∥u∥2L2 formed by computing an inner product of a term with itself, and due to the skew-symmetry of
the Coriolis term the dependence on rotation disappears. In this case one might have to apply more advanced techniques
such as the more general auxiliary function method [3], which when combined with convex optimization techniques has
been successful in obtaining bounds for several ODE systems [9, 13, 20]. The results of this paper allow one to apply such
techniques to arbitrary Fourier truncations of the BC model.

While the bounds on the attractor dimension obtain here give a rough idea of the required spatial resolution, the
reduction of the BC model to the ODE system is still not fully rigorous. For more ideal equations, such as reaction-
diffusion or Navier-Stokes-alpha models, one can make a fully rigorous reduction to an ODE system by showing the
existence of an inertial manifold, which loosely speaking is a graph Γ : RM 7→ L2 such that the solution uM (t) to a
sufficiently high dimensional ODE (say, of dimension M) satisfies

∥u(t)− (uM (t) + ΓuM (t))∥L2 ≤ Ce−t.

With an inertial manifold in hand one could recover infinite time averages from the PDE (such as the Nusselt number) by
solutions of the ODE system. Progress continues in the general theory of inertial manifolds [33], but challenges remain to
prove existence for Navier-Stokes type models. However, studying inertial manifolds in the models developed herein may
provide insights regarding how this could be done for the full BC system.

Appendix A. Non-dimensionalization and values of the physical parameters

Using variables with physical units, the three dimensional Boussinesq equations with a Coriolis force are given as:

∂t̃v + v · ∇v +
1

ρ
∇p̃ = ν∆v + gα(T̃ − T̃r)ê3 − 2s ê3 × v ,

∇ · v = 0 ,

∂tT̃ + v · ∇T̃ = κ∆T̃ .

(76)

Here v = (v1, v2, v3), T̃ , p̃ are the velocity, temperature and pressure of a fluid depending on y = (y1, y2, y3) ∈ [0, L1] ×
[0, L2] × [0, H] and t̃ ≥ 0. The parameters ρ, ν, g, α, Tr, s, κ are the density, kinematic viscosity, gravitational constant,
thermal expansion coefficient, local angular speed of the rotating frame, thermal diffusivity and reference temperature.
The temperature is held constant at the top and bottom, hence T̃ (y1, y2, 0) = T̃b, T̃ (y1, y2, H) = T̃t, and it is assumed
that T̃b > T̃t. Without loss of generality one can choose the reference temperature T̃r = T̃t and rescale as follows:

x =
πy
H

, t =
H2

π2κ
t̃ , u =

Hv
πκ

, T =
T̃ − T̃t

T̃b − T̃t
, p =

H2

π2κνρ
p̃ ,

and obtain the non-dimensionalized system (1). The dimensionless parameters in (4) are given explicitly by

(77) P =
ν

κ
, R =

gαH3(Tt − Tb)

π4κν
, S =

2sH2

π2ν
.

The gravitational constant near the surface of the Earth is given by g ≈ 9.8m
s2 . Taking the fluid to represent air, some

values for the physical parameters are as follows:

ρ ≈ 1.2
kg

m3
, ν ≈ 4.3 · 10−5m

2

s
, α ≈ 1.5 · 10−3 1

K
, κ ≈ 1.9 · 10−5m

2

s
.

There is some choice involved in the other parameters, depending on what is to be modelled. For instance, the local
angular speed is zero at the equator or s ≈ 1.6 · 10−5 1

s near the poles. If the box Ω is taken to represent the troposphere
then some approximate values are given by

Tb ≈ 300K , Tt ≈ 222 , H ≈ 104m.

Inserting these values into (77) one obtains (4).

Appendix B. Model construction

B.1. Completeness of the general Fourier expansion for divergence-free vector fields. First, artificially extend
the domain by defining u for x3 ∈ [−π, 0) by an odd extension for u3 and an even extension for u1, u2 in order to satisfy the
boundary conditions. The sinusoidal functions are a complete basis for L2([0, 2π]), hence one can expand each component
of the vector field. As mentioned above one can assume each component has zero mean, and furthermore due to the
even/odd properties above u1, u2 must be given only in terms of cos(m3x3) and u3 must be given only in terms sin(m3x3).
Defining the following index sets

I1 = {m1,m3 > 0} , I2 = {m1 > 0,m3 = 0} , I3 = {m3 > 0,m1 = 0},
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one therefore has the following general expansion

u(x, t) =
∑

m∈I1

[(
ûm,1
1 ê1 + ûm,1

2 ê2
)
cos(m3x3) + ûm,1

3 ê3 sin(m3x3)
]
cos(k1m1x1)

+
[(
ûm,2
1 ê1 + ûm,2

2 ê2
)
cos(m3x3) + ûm,2

3 ê3 sin(m3x3)
]
sin(k1m1x1)

+
∑

m∈I2

(
ûm,1
1 ê1 + ûm,1

2 ê2
)
cos(k1m1x1) +

(
ûm,2
1 ê1 + ûm,2

2 ê2
)
sin(k1m1x1)

+
∑

m∈I3

(
ûm,1
1 ê1 + ûm,1

2 ê2
)
cos(m3x3) + ûm,1

3 ê3 sin(m3x3),

where for m ∈ I1 the Fourier coefficients are given by

ûm,1
ℓ (t) =

1

V 2

∫ 2π
k1

0

∫ π

−π

uℓ(x, t) cos(k1m1x1) cos(m3x3)dx ,

ûm,2
ℓ (t) =

1

V 2

∫ 2π
k1

0

∫ π

−π

uℓ(x, t) sin(k1m1x1) cos(m3x3)dx ,

for ℓ = 1, 2 and

ûm,1
3 (t) =

1

V 2

∫ 2π
k1

0

∫ π

−π

u3(x, t) cos(k1m1x1) sin(m3x3)dx ,

ûm,2
3 (t) =

1

V 2

∫ 2π
k1

0

∫ π

−π

u3(x, t) sin(k1m1x1) sin(m3x3)dx .(78)

For m ∈ I2,I3 the Fourier coefficients are defined similarly.
For m ∈ I1, one can use the definitions of the ûm,j

ℓ , integrate by parts and apply the incompressibility condition to
establish that for each j one must have the relation

(79) (−1)jk1m1û
m,j+1
1 +m3û

m,j
3 = 0.

This relation then reduces the number of coefficients to be considered for each m. In this case each component of the
vector field has two Fourier coefficients for a total of six, namely ûm,j

ℓ for j ≤ 2, ℓ ≤ 3. However, the condition 79 implies
there can be at most one independent Fourier coefficients for each j, hence one ends up with four independent coefficients.
Therefore there is some transformation carrying the four corresponding vector fields to the four vector fields in (11). For
m ∈ I2,I3, the analogue of (79) shows that one of the Fourier coefficients must be zero, hence in these cases there is
some transformation carrying the two remaining linearly independent vector fields to the two vector fields in (11).

B.2. Derivation of the explicit form of the nonlinear terms. We drop the superscript M for this derivation.
Expanding the expressions (19) using the Fourier expansions (9), one obtains the following:∫

Ω

vn ·
[(

u · ∇
)
u
]
dx =

∫
Ω

vn ·
[(∑

n′

un′
vn′

· ∇
)∑

n′′

un′′
vn′′]

dx

=
∑
n′

∑
n′′

un′
un′′

∫
Ω

vn ·
[
(vn′

· ∇)vn′′]
dx,∫

Ω

fn ·
[
u · ∇θ

]
dx =

∫
Ω

fn ·
[∑

n′

un′
vn′

· ∇
∑
n′′

θn
′′
fn′′]

dx

=
∑
n′

∑
n′′

un′
θn

′′
∫
Ω

fn ·
[
vn′

· ∇fn′′]
dx.

Having extracted the time dependent terms, denote the (time-independent) integrals via

Iαu =

∫
Ω

vn ·
[
(vn′

· ∇)vn′′]
dx , Iαθ =

∫
Ω

fn ·
[
vn′

· ∇fn′′]
dx,

where we have used α := (n,n′,n′′). Next, we expand the dot products in terms of the vector components via

Iαu =
∑
i=1,3

∑
j≤3

Jα
i,j , Iαθ =

∑
i=1,3

J̃α
i ,

in which

(80) Jα
i,j =

∫
Ω

vnj ·
[
vn

′

i ∂xi
vn

′′

j

]
dx , J̃α

i =

∫
Ω

fn ·
[
vn

′

i ∂xi
fn′′]

dx .
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Note the value i = 2 is excluded since the derivative in x2 is zero. Since the component of vn
′

i must match the derivative
∂xi in (80), and only the second component of v(m

′,p′
1,2)

i is non-zero, one must have c′ = 1. Similarly one must have c = c′′,
since otherwise vn,vn′′

have no matching non-zero components, and hence the expression for Iαu simplifies:

Iαu =

{
Jα
1,1 + Jα

3,1 + Jα
1,3 + Jα

3,3 if c = 1,

Jα
1,2 + Jα

3,2 if c = 2.

In order to explicitly resolve the integrals (80) in a concise way, let k3 = 1, and let the sinusoidal functions hm,p1 and
phase matrices Gn be defined

hm,1(y) := cos(my) , hm,2(y) := sin(my),

G(m,p1,1) := diag
[ m3

|Km|
, 0, (−1)p1

k1m1

|Km|
]

, G(m,p1,2) := diag
[
0, 1, 0

]
.

Using this notation one can write all of the cases in (10),(11) in the following general expressions

(81) vn =
ηm

V
Gn

hm1,p1+1(k1x1) cos(m3x3)

hm1,p1+1(k1x1) cos(m3x3)

hm1,p1(k1x1) sin(m3x3)

 , fn =
ηm

V
hm1,p1(k1x1) sin(m3x3),

where we recall that the phase and component indices p1, c are taken mod 2. Define also the sign function σp′′
1

i,j to give the
signs produced by taking the derivative ∂xi

of the jth component in (80):

σ
p′′
1

i,j := σ
p′′
1

i σj , σ
p′′
1

i :=

{
(−1)p

′′
1 +1 if i = 1,

−1 if i = 3,
, σj :=

{
1 if j = 1, 2,

−1 if j = 3.

Finally, for µ = (m,m′,m′′), ϕ = (p1, p
′
1, p

′′
1), let E(µ,ϕ) be the evaluation of the sinusoidal integral:

E(µ,ϕ) :=

∫ 2π

0

hm,p1(y)hm
′,p′

1(y)hm
′′,p′′

1 (y)dy.

We can now pull out all parameter dependence and explicit dependence on m,m′,m′′ from the integrals by inserting (81)
into (80):

(82) Jα
i,j =

ηmηm
′
ηm

′′

V 3
Gn
j,jGn′

i,iGn′′

j,j σ
p′′
1

i,jkim
′′
i Î

α
i,j , J̃α

i =
ηmηm

′
ηm

′′

V 3
Gn′

i,iσ
p′′
1

i,3kim
′′
i Î

α
i,3,

in which the integrals Îαi,j are given as follows (after using the substitutions y = k1x1, y = 2x3):

Îα1,1 = Îα1,2 =
1

2k1
E(µ1,p1+1,p′

1+1,p′′
1 )E(µ3

2 ,1,1,1) , Îα3,1 = Îα3,2 =
1

2k1
E(µ1,p1+1,p′

1,p
′′
1 +1)E(µ3

2 ,1,2,2) ,

Îα1,3 =
1

2k1
E(µ1,p1,p

′
1+1,p′′

1 +1)E(µ3

2 ,2,1,2) , Îα3,3 =
1

2k1
E(µ1,p1,p

′
1,p

′′
1 )E(µ3

2 ,2,2,1) ,(83)

where µk are as in (20) Note if either µ1 = 0 or µ3 = 0 then the integrals don’t need to be evaluated, since Jα
i,j = J̃α

i = 0
already follows from the fact that m′

k = m′′
k = 0, c′ = 1 in (82). Hence we can assume at least one wave number mk,m

′
k,m

′′
k

is non-zero for both k = 1, 3.
It remains to evaluate the eight integrals E(µ,ϕ) for ϕ ∈ {1, 2}3. First, for any µ ∈ Z3

≥0 one has

E(µ,1,1,2) = E(µ,1,2,1) = E(µ,2,1,1) = E(µ,2,2,2) = 0 .

since these are integrals of odd functions over the domain [−π, π] (after using a substitution). This then gives the phase
condition (21) on p1, p

′
1, p

′′
1 . So one need only consider the remaining four integrals, and as in (83) µ can have either

integer or half integer components. In order to evaluate these, one can repeatedly apply the angle addition formulas:

cos(m′y) cos(m′′y) =
cos((m′ +m′′)y) + cos((m′ −m′′)y)

2
,

cos(m′y) sin(m′′y) =
sin((m′ +m′′)y)− sin((m′ −m′′)y)

2
,

sin(m′y) sin(m′′y) =
cos((m′ −m′′)y)− cos((m′ +m′′)y)

2
,

sin(m′y) cos(m′′y) =
sin((m′ +m′′)y) + sin((m′ −m′′)y)

2
.

(84)
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To see how the evaluation procedure works, consider the specific example

E(µ,1,2,2) =

∫ 2π

0

cos(my) sin(m′y) sin(m′′y)dy.

In this case, E(µ,1,2,2) = 0 if m′ = 0 or m′′ = 0 since sin(0) = 0, so E(µ,1,2,2) should be proportional to the amplitude
factor A(µ,1,2,2) := χm′,m′′

, where

χm,m′
:=

{
0 if m = 0 or m′ = 0,

1 otherwise.
Expanding via (84), one obtains

E(µ,1,2,2) =
1

4

∫ 2π

0

[
cos
(
(m+m′ −m′′)y

)
+ cos

(
(m−m′ +m′′)y

)
− cos

(
(m−m′ −m′′)y

)
− cos

(
(m+m′ +m′′)y

)]
dy.

If no convolution condition is satisfied (i.e. m ̸= |m′ ±m′′|) then in the case where m,m′,m′′ are integers one obtains
w−1 sin(wx) for each of the integrands (for some w ̸= 0), which then evaluates to zero due to periodicity. If m,m′,m′′

are only half integers, then a convolution-type condition must still be satisfied, since the function w−1 sin(wx) is zero at
both boundaries if w ̸= 0 is a half integer. On the other hand, if m′,m′′ > 0 and a convolution-type condition is satisfied,
then the integral is non-zero. If m = m′ +m′′ then it is negative, otherwise it is positive. The absolute value is equal to
π
2 if m,m′,m′′ are all non-zero, or π if m = 0. By repeating this procedure for each of the remaining integrals E(µ,ϕ), one
arrives at the following general statements:

(1) E(µ,ϕ) = 0 if the triad µ doesn’t satisfy a convolution-type condition of the form m = |m′ ±m′′|.
(2) If µ ̸= 0 satisfies a convolution condition and ϕ ∈ {ξi}i≤4 then

(85) E(µ,ϕ) =
π

2(ηmηm′ηm′′)2
s(µ,ϕ)A(µ,ϕ),

for the sign coefficients s(µ,ϕ) given in (24), and amplitude factors A(µ,ϕ) given as follows:

A(µ,ξ1) = 1 , A(µ,ξ2) = χm′,m′′
, A(µ,ξ3) = χm,m′′

, A(µ,ξ4) = χm,m′
.

Note however that the amplitude factors A(µ,ϕ) enter into the analysis to handle the case sin(0) = 0. However, in our
choice of admissible phases (13) we have specifically excluded these cases, and by this reason one should always have
sin(mx), sin(m′x) ̸= 0. The sinusoid sin(m′′x) for m′′ = 0 might not be avoided by (13), but since this sinusoid is obtained
by taking a derivative one always has the factor m′′ = 0 in (82) which enforces Jα

i,j = 0 or J̃α
i = 0. Hence for all µ,ϕ

chosen via (13) one can take A(µ,ϕ) = 1, and (22) - (23) then follow from collecting (80) - (85) and simplifying.

Appendix C. Proof of vorticity balance

Proof. Note that the vorticity ωM = ∇× uM must satisfy

(86) ∂tω
M = P∆ωM +∇×PM

u
[
PRθM ê3 − PS(ê3 × uM )− uM · ∇uM

]
,

Computing the volume integral of (86), one can eliminate the horizontal derivatives in the viscous term using periodicity,
and only ∂2x3

ω cannot be eliminated due to the boundary conditions, as for (28). There are then three terms to consider,
the buoyancy term, the nonlinear term and the Coriolis term, as follows:

T1 = ⟨∇ × PM
u
[
θM ê3

]
⟩ , T2 = −⟨∇× PM

u
[
uM · ∇uM

]
⟩ , T3 = −⟨∇× PM

u
[
ê3 × uM

]
⟩ .

In order to transform these terms into those in (28), we consider their expression in Fourier space. First, consider the effect
of the curl and projection operators. For a vector valued function F one can use the definition of the projection operator
PM

u , apply the curl operator and compute the spatial integral, and then eliminate all of the terms involving derivatives in
x1 due to the periodicity:

⟨∇ × PM
u
[
F
]
⟩ =

∑
n∈N M

u

〈
F · vn〉〈∇× vn〉

=
∑

n∈N M
u

〈
F · vn〉(⟨∂x3

vn1 ⟩ê
2 − ⟨∂x3

vn2 ⟩ê
1
)
.(87)

Furthermore note that only the terms for which m1 = 0 are non-zero, since ∂x3
vn1 , ∂x3

vn2 otherwise have zero mean. Since
m1 = 0, it follows from (13) that p = 2 and from the definition (11) one has

v(0,m3,2,1) =
ê1

√
2V

cos(m3x3) , v(0,m3,2,2) =
ê2

√
2V

cos(m3x3) .
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One can therefore evaluate the integrals in (87), and one finds that the only non-zero terms in the sum must have m3

odd. Thus the curl of the projection gives the following sum:

⟨∇ × PM
u
[
F
]
⟩ =

∑
n∈N M

u ∩N ∗
u

m3 odd

4√
k1

〈
F · vn〉(δc,2ê1 − δc,1ê2

)
.(88)

Thus each of the terms T1, T2, T3 are sums over such restricted indices n. The buoyancy term T1 can therefore be eliminated
since from (18) one has

⟨θM ê3 · vn⟩ =
∑

ñ∈N M
θ

(−1)p1k1m1

|Km|
δm,m̃δp1,p̃1δc,1θñ,M = 0 ,

since m1 = 0. By expanding the nonlinear term, integrating by parts and using m1 = 0, one finds

(89) ⟨
[
(uM · ∇)uM

]
· vn⟩ = −

∑
n′∈N M

u

∑
n′′∈N M

u

un′,Mun′′,M
〈
vn

′

3 vn′′
· ∂x3v

n〉.
Due to the orthogonality of the sinusoids, one sees that the only terms which remain in this sum must satisfy m′

1 = m′′
1

and m3 = |m′
3±m′′

3 |. Clearly vn
′

3 must be non-zero, hence m′
1,m

′
3 > 0 and c′ = 1. Furthermore, since only one component

of vn is non-zero, the dot product in (89) involves only one component of vn′′
, so the phase p′ of vn3 must match the phase

of this component, hence one finds c′′ = c and p′+ p′′ = 1 mod 2. One can then insert the definitions of vn
′

3 ,vn′′
and since

the phases match the horizontal integral is easily evaluated. The vertical integral has fixed phase and can be evaluated as
in B.2 via (85). For c′′ = 1 one obtains the following:〈

vn
′

3 vn′′
· ∂x3

vn〉 = (−1)p
′+1k1m

′
1m

′′
3m3

2
√
2|Km′|Km′′|V

δm
′
3δc

′,1δc
′′,c

ηm
′
3ηm

′′
3

s(µ
3,ξ4) ,

whereas for c′′ = 2 one obtains〈
vn

′

3 vn′′
· ∂x3

vn〉 = (−1)p
′+1k1m

′
1m3

2
√
2|Km′|V

δm
′
3δc

′,1δc
′′,c

ηm
′
3ηm

′′
3

s(µ
3,ξ4) .

In order to avoid repeated terms in the expression for T2, one can impose m′
3 > m′′

3 by adding the corresponding term
with n′,n′′ reversed, and hence by collecting the above results, one obtains the following expression:

(90) T2 =
∑

n′,n′′∈N M
u

m′
3+m′′

3 odd
m′

3>m′′
3

(−1)p
′ 2

π
k1m

′
1δ

m′
1,m

′′
1 δp

′,p′′+1an′,n′′
un′,Mun′′,M ,

in which

an′,n′′
=

∑
n∈N M

u ∩N ∗
u

m3=m′
3±m′′

3

m3


δc,2
(
δc

′,2δc
′′,1δm

′′
3

|Km′′| s(µ
3,ξ3) − δc

′,1δc
′′,2

|Km′|ηm′′
3

)
δc,1δc

′,1δc
′′,1δm

′′
3

|Km′||Km′′|
(
m′′

3 −m′
3s

(µ3,ξ3)
)

0

 .(91)

On the other hand, for the vorticity balance to hold one must have

(92) T2 = ⟨(ωM · ∇)uM ⟩ ,

hence we consider the expression of the right hand side in Fourier space. Expanding the right hand side one obtains:

⟨(ωM · ∇)uM ⟩ =
∑

n′∈N M
u

∑
n′′∈N M

u

un′,Mun′′,M
〈(
(∇× vn′

) · ∇
)
vn′′〉

.

For the third component vn
′′

3 , one can simply integrate by parts to cancel the various terms from the curl, whereas for
the first two components one cannot integrate by parts in the vertical direction without obtaining a boundary term. Thus
one obtains the following: 〈(

(∇× vn′
) · ∇

)
vn′′〉

=
∑
j=1,2

〈
(−∂x3

vn
′

2 ∂x1
+ ∂x1

vn
′

2 ∂x3
)vn

′′

j

〉
êj

One can then insert the definitions of vn′
,vn′′

. Since vn
′

2 must be non-zero, one has c′ = 2, the orthogonality of sinusoids
implies m′

1 = m′′
1 and since each term involves a derivative in x1 one has m′

1 > 0. The phases of the components must
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match, hence one finds p′+p′′ = 1, and then the horizontal integral is easily evaluated. By evaluating the vertical integral
as well one find m′

3 +m′′
3 must be odd. In the case c′′ = 1 one obtains the following:〈(
(∇× vn′

) · ∇
)
vn′′〉

= δc
′,2δm

′
1,m

′′
1 δp

′,p′′+1 (−1)p
′
4k1m

′
1m

′′
3

π|Km′′|
ηm

′
3ηm

′′
3 δc

′′,1ê1.

whereas in the case c′′ = 2 one obtains the following:〈(
(∇× vn′

) · ∇
)
vn′′〉

= δc
′,2δm

′
1,m

′′
1 δp

′,p′′+1 (−1)p
′
4k1m

′
1m

′′
3

π|Km′′|
ηm

′
3ηm

′′
3 (δc

′′,1ê1 + δc
′′,2ê2).

In order to avoid repeated terms one can again impose m′
3 > m′′

3 by adding the corresponding term with n′,n′′ reversed,
and hence by collecting the above results, one obtains the following expression:

(93) ⟨(ωM · ∇)uM ⟩ =
∑

n′,n′′∈N M
u

m′
3>m′′

3

(−1)p
′ 4

π
k1m

′
1δ

m′
1,m

′′
1 δp

′,p′′+1bn′,n′′
un′,Mun′′,M ,

in which

bn′,n′′
= ηm

′′
3
(m′′

3δ
c′′,1δc

′,2

|Km′′|
− m′

3δ
c′,1δc

′′,2

|Km′|
)
ê1 .(94)

Hence in order for the vorticity balance to hold one must have

an′,n′′
= 2bn′,n′′

,

for all n′,n′′ ∈ N M
u such that m′

1 = m′′
1 > 0, p′ = p′′ + 1, m′

3 +m′′
3 odd. There are three cases to consider:

(1) If c′ = c′′ = 2, it is immediate from the definitions (91), (94) that both an′,n′′
and bn′,n′′

are zero.
(2) If c′ = c′′ = 1, note that the first component of both an′,n′′

and bn′,n′′
are zero, so only the second component

needs to be considered. The second component of bn′,n′′
is explicitly zero. The second component of an′,n′′

is zero if neither (0,m′
3 + m′′

3 , 2, 1) and (0, |m′
3 − m′′

3 |, 2, 1) are included in N M
u . On the other hand, if both

(0,m′
3 +m′′

3 , 2, 1) and (0, |m′
3 −m′′

3 |, 2, 1) are included in N M
u , then one has∑

n∈N M
u ∩N ∗

u
m3=m′

3±m′′
3

m3

(
m′′

3 −m′
3s

(µ3,ξ3)
)
= (m′

3 +m′′
3)(m

′′
3 −m′

3) + (m′
3 −m′′

3)(m
′′
3 +m′

3) = 0 .

On the other hand, if only one of (0,m′
3 + m′′

3 , 2, 1) or (0, |m′
3 − m′′

3 |, 2, 1) is included in N M
u , then the above

cancellation does not occur.
(3) If either (c′, c′′) = (1, 2) or (c′, c′′) = (2, 1) then the second component of both an′,n′′

and bn′,n′′
are zero, hence

one only need consider the first. Here it is clear that both (0,m′
3 + m′′

3 , 2, 2) and (0, |m′
3 − m′′

3 |, 2, 2) must be
included in N M

u , since one has∑
n∈N M

u ∩N ∗
u

m3=m′
3±m′′

3

m3δ
m′′

3 s(µ
3,ξ3) = (m′

3 +m′′
3)− (m′

3 −m′′
3) = 2m′′

3 ,

∑
n∈N M

u ∩N ∗
u

m3=m′
3±m′′

3

m3

ηm
′′
3

=

{
(m′

3 +m′′
3) + (m′

3 −m′′
3) m′′

3 > 0√
2m′

3 m′′
3 = 0

= 2ηm
′′
3m′

3 .

Thus Criterion 2.3 (i) is exactly what is required for (92) to hold.
Finally, we consider T3. For the balance to hold one requires

(95) −PS⟨∇ × PM
u
[
ê3 × uM

]
⟩ = PS⟨∂x3

uM ⟩ ,

which is trivial for S = 0, hence we consider S ̸= 0. Considering the left hand side of (95), one recalls from (18) that〈
(ê3 × vñ) · vn〉 = (−1)cm3

|Km|
δm,m̃δp1,p̃1δc+1,c̃,

hence the only non-zero terms in the sum (88) must satisfy m = (0,m3) = m̃, m3 odd, and p = p̃. Therefore T3 has the
form

T3 = −
∑

n∈N M
u ∩N ∗

u
m3 odd

∑
ñ∈N M

u
ñ=(0,m3,p,c+1)

4√
k1
uñ(δc,2ê1 + δc,1ê2

)
.
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On the other hand, using the periodicity in x1 and evaluating the vertical integral, one finds

⟨∂x3
uM ⟩ =

∑
n∈N M

u

un⟨∂x3
vn⟩ = −

∑
n∈N M

u ∩N ∗
u

m3 odd

4√
k1
un(δc,1ê1 + δc,2ê2

)
.

Comparing these two expressions one sees that, for (95) to hold, the mode u(0,m3,p,c) can be included in N M
u if and only

if the mode u(0,m3,p,c) is included as well, as in Criterion 2.3 (ii). □

Appendix D. Well posedness and regularity proofs

D.1. Additional proofs in Theorem 1.

D.1.1. Further regularity.

Proof. We have already obtained uniform bounds for {XM}M≥0 in L∞((0, τ);H0) and L2((0, τ);H1), so one can assume
that for some k ≥ 0 one has that for 0 ≤ k̃ ≤ k the sequence {t k̃

2 XM}M≥0 is uniformly bounded in L∞((0, τ);Hk̃) ∩
L2((0, τ);Hk̃+1). We show that this implies the sequence {t k+1

2 XM}M≥0 is uniformly bounded in L∞((0, τ);Hk+1) ∩
L2((0, τ);Hk+2). Let α ∈ Z2

≥0 be such that |α| = k + 1. As above the strategy is to show that for some non-negative
A(t) ∈ L∞((0, τ)), B(t) ∈ L1((0, τ)) and C > 0 one has the bound

(96) tk+1∥∂αx XM (t)∥2H0 + C

∫ t

0

sk+1∥∂αx XM (s)∥2H1ds ≤ A(t) +

∫ t

0

B(s)sk+1∥∂αx XM (s)∥2H0ds ,

and hence Gronwall’s inequality gives the L∞((0, τ);Hk+1) bound. Inserting the L∞((0, τ);Hk+1) bound into (96) gives
the L2((0, τ);Hk+2) bound. By differentiating (15) and computing an inner product with tk+1∂αx XM one obtains

1

2
tk+1 d

dt

[
∥∂αx XM∥2H0

]
= tk+1

〈
∂αx XM · L0∂αx XM

〉
−

∑
α1+α2=α

(
α

α1

)
tk+1

〈
∂αx XM ·

((
∂α1
x uM · ∇

)
∂α2
x XM

)〉
,

where L0 is the linearization of (8) about the origin. Using Young’s inequality as in (49) one has

(97)
〈
∂αx XM · L0∂αx XM

〉
≤ 1

2
(PR+ 1)∥∂αx XM∥2H0 −min(P, 1)∥∂αx XM∥2H1

and by also adding the term k+1
2 tk∥∂αx XM∥2H0 to both sides and integrating in time, one obtains

tk+1∥∂αx XM (t)∥2H0 + 2 min(P, 1)

∫ t

0

sk+1∥∂αx XM (s)∥2H1ds

≤
∫ t

0

(
(k + 1)sk + (PR+ 1)sk+1

)
∥∂αx XM (s)∥2H0ds+

∑
α1+α2=α

2

(
α

α1

)
Nα1,α2 ,(98)

where

Nα1,α2 =

∫ t

0

sk+1
∣∣∣〈∂αx XM (s) ·

((
∂α1
x uM (s) · ∇

)
∂α2
x XM (s)

)〉∣∣∣ds .

Due to the inductive assumption, one can include the first terms on the right hand side of (98) in the functions A(t) and
B(t) respectively, so one need only consider the terms in the sum. Note that when α1 = 0 one has〈

∂αx XM (s) ·
((

uM (s) · ∇
)
∂αx XM (s)

)〉
=

1

2

〈
uM (s) · ∇|∂αx XM (s)|2

〉
= 0 ,

hence one need only bound the terms for which |α1| > 0. For such α1, one can integrate by parts, apply Cauchy-Schwarz
twice and then apply (46) to obtain the bound

Nα1,α2 =

∫ t

0

sk+1
∣∣∣〈∂α2

x XM (s) ·
((
∂α1
x uM (s) · ∇

)
∂αx XM (s)

)〉∣∣∣ds
≤
∫ t

0

sk+1∥∂α2
x XM (s)∥L2×L4∥∂α1

x XM (s)∥L4×L4∥∂αx XM (s)∥H1ds

≤
∫ t

0

sk+1∥∂α2
x XM (s)∥

1
2

H0∥∂α2
x XM (s)∥

1
2

H1∥∂α1
x XM (s)∥

1
2

H0∥∂α1
x XM (s)∥

1
2

H1∥∂αx XM (s)∥H1ds .
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For a sufficiently small ε > 0 (yet to be chosen), one then obtains the following from Young’s inequality

Nα1,α2 ≤ 1

ε

∫ t

0

sk+1∥∂α2
x XM (s)∥H0∥∂α2

x XM (s)∥H1∥∂α1
x XM (s)∥H0∥∂α1

x XM (s)∥H1ds

+ ε

∫ t

0

sk+1∥∂αx XM (s)∥2H1ds .(99)

The first term on the right hand side of (99) is then dealt with in one of two possible ways, depending on α1,α2:
(1) Case 1: 0 < |α1|1 ≤ k and 0 < |α2|1 ≤ k (if k > 0)

In this case one can directly apply the L∞((0, τ);Hk̃) and L2((0, τ);Hk̃+1) bounds from the induction hypothesis
to the H0 and H1 terms respectively, hence here the first term on the right hand side of (99) is included in A(t).

(2) Case 2: α1 = α
Here one must instead apply Young’s inequality again to obtain the bound

Nα1,α2 ≤ 1

ε3

∫ t

0

sk+1∥XM (s)∥2H0∥XM (s)∥2H1∥∂αx XM (s)∥2H0ds

+ 2ε

∫ t

0

sk+1∥∂αx XM (s)∥2H1ds ,(100)

Due to the L∞((0, τ);H0) and L2((0, τ);H1) bounds one has a uniformly bound on∫ t

0

∥XM (s)∥2H0∥XM (s)∥2H1ds ,

hence the first term on the right hand side of (100) can be included in B(t).
Finally, by choosing ε such that ∑

α1+α2=α

2ε

(
α

α1

)
= 2|α|1+1ε <

min(P, 1)

2
,

the sum over the second terms in the right hand sides of (99), (100) involving ∥∂αx XM (s)∥H1 can be absorbed in the
corresponding term on the left hand side of (98), and hence (96) holds with C = min(P, 1)/2.

□

D.1.2. Lipschitz dependence on initial conditions and maximum principle.

Proof. First we prove the Lipschitz dependence on initial conditions in (48). Suppose that X(t), X∗(t) are two different
sub-sequential limits with initial conditions X0,X∗

0 (not necessarily distinct). The difference X̃ = X − X∗ must satisfy

1

2

d

dt
∥X̃∥2H0 + P∥ũ∥2H1 + ∥θ̃∥2H1 =

(
PR+ 1

)〈
ũ3θ̃
〉
−
〈
ũ ·
(
u · ∇u − u∗ · ∇u∗)〉− 〈θ̃(u · ∇θ − u∗ · ∇θ∗

)〉
.

Integrating over [0, t], one can use

(101) u · ∇u − u∗ · ∇u∗ = ũ · ∇u + u∗ · ∇ũ , u · ∇θ − u∗ · ∇θ∗ = ũ · ∇θ + u∗ · ∇θ̃,

and together with the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and a bound similar to (53) one obtains

∥X̃(t)∥2H0 + 2min(P, 1)

∫ t

0

∥X̃(s)∥2H1ds(102)

≤ ∥X̃0∥2H0 +

∫ t

0

(
(PR+ 1)∥X̃(s)∥2H0 + C∥X(s)∥H1∥X̃(s)∥H1∥X̃(s)∥H0

)
ds ,

for a.e. t ∈ [0, τ ]. One can then use Young’s inequality on this last term as follows

C

∫ t

0

∥X(s)∥H1∥X̃(s)∥H1∥X̃(s)∥H0ds

≤ C2

8min(P, 1)

∫ t

0

∥X(s)∥2H1∥X̃(s)∥2H0ds+ 2min(P, 1)

∫ t

0

∥X̃(s)∥2H1ds .

This last term can be cancelled with the identical term on the left hand side of (102), and then (102) together with
Gronwall’s inequality and (51) gives (48). It follows that if X̃0 = 0 then X̃(t) = 0, hence the limit is unique.

The maximum principle in Theorem 1, part (b) is the analogue of Temam’s Lemma 3.2 in Chapter 3 of [27], and
the proof therein carries through identically for the present problem. To briefly recall, the proof is given in terms of
the temperature T in order to eliminate the additional u3 term, since part (a) provides existence for T with the same
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regularity as θ, although with different boundary conditions. Set T̃+ = max(T − 1, 0), T̃− = max(−T, 0). By testing the
temperature in (1) with T̃+, one obtains

1

2

d

dt
∥T̃+∥2L2 + ∥T̃+∥2H1 = 0,

and by the Poincaré inequality and Gronwall’s inequality one has

∥T̃+(t)∥L2 ≤ ∥T̃+(0)∥L2e−t,

for a constant C. The same reasoning applies to T̃−, and taking T̃ = T̃+ − T̃− is sufficient to prove (b)..

□

D.2. Further regularity of the semi-group.

Proof of Prop. 4.2. For Y0 ∈ H0, The existence of the solution Y(t) of the linearized equation (64) can obtained by
essentially the same Galerkin argument as for the existence of X(t) in Theorem 1, treating now X(t) as a forcing term.
In so doing, one obtains constants Cτ,X0

1 , Cτ,X0

2 and the following bounds analogous to (50), (51):

(103) sup
0≤t≤τ

∥Y(t)∥2H0 ≤ Cτ,X0

1 ∥Y0∥2H0 ,
∫ t

0

∥Y(s)∥2H1ds ≤ Cτ,X0

2 ∥Y0∥2H0 .

This is left to the reader to verify. To verify the uniform Frechet differentiability for X0 ∈ H0, let X′
0 = X0 +Y0 and let

X(t),X′(t) be the solutions of (8) corresponding to X0,X′
0. Define

Z(t) =

(
uZ

θZ

)
= X′(t)− X(t)− Y(t) .

This solves the following equation

d

dt
Z(t) = L0Z(t)− (u′ · ∇)X′(t) + (u · ∇)X(t) + (u · ∇)Y(t) + (g · ∇)X(t)

= L0Z(t)− (uZ · ∇)X′(t)−
(
(u + g) · ∇)Z(t)− (g · ∇)Y(t) .

Computing inner products and using the analogue of (97) one arrives at

1

2

d

dt
∥Z(t)∥2H0 +min(P, 1)

∥∥Z(t)∥∥2H1 ≤1

2
(PR+ 1)∥Z(t)∥2H0

+
∣∣〈Z ·

(
(uZ · ∇)X′(t)

)〉∣∣+ ∣∣〈Z ·
(
(g · ∇)Y(t)

)〉∣∣ .

Integrating in time, using the fact Z(0) = 0, integrating by parts and applying Cauchy-Schwarz gives

∥Z(t)∥2H0 + 2 min(P, 1)

∫ t

0

∥∥Z(s)∥∥2H1ds ≤
∫ t

0

[
(PR+ 1)∥Z(s)∥2H0 + 2∥Z(s)∥2L4×L4∥X′(s)∥H1

+ 2∥Z(s)∥H1∥Y(s)∥2L4×L4

]
ds .

Using (46) and Young’s inequality these last two terms can be bounded as follows∫ t

0

∥Z(s)∥2L4×L4∥X′(s)∥H1ds ≤ min(P, 1)

4

∫ t

0

∥Z(s)∥2H1ds

+
1

min(P, 1)

∫ t

0

∥X′(s)∥2H1∥Z(s)∥2H0ds ,∫ t

0

∥Z(s)∥H1∥Y(s)∥2L4×L4ds ≤
min(P, 1)

4

∫ t

0

∥Z(s)∥2H1ds

+
1

min(P, 1)

∫ t

0

∥Y(s)∥2H1∥Y(s)∥2H0ds .

Subtracting the integral of the H1 norm from both sides and using (103), one obtains the bound

∥Z(t)∥2H0 +min(P, 1)

∫ t

0

∥∥Z(s)∥∥2H1ds ≤
2Cτ,X0

1 Cτ,X0

2 ∥Y0∥2H0

min(P, 1)
∥Y0∥4H0

+

∫ t

0

[
(PR+ 1) +

2∥X′(s)∥2H1

min(P, 1)

]
∥Z(s)∥2H0 .
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Finally, using Gronwall’s lemma one obtains

sup
0≤t≤τ

∥Z(t)∥2H0

∥Y0∥2H0

≤ Cτ,X0

3 ∥Y0∥2H0 ,

for some constant Cτ,X0

3 . □

Appendix E. Proofs regarding the local bifurcations at the origin

E.1. Proof of Lemma 4.1.

Proof. For m ∈ Z2
≥1, the eigenvalues of L̂0,m, denoted λm,j , j = 1, 2, 3, must solve the following characteristic equation:

(λm)3 + c2(λ
m)2 + c1(λ

m)2 + c0 = 0 ,

c2 = (2P+ 1)|Km|2 ,(104)

c1 = P
(
(P+ 2)|Km|4 + PS2

m2
3

|Km|2
− R

k21m
2
1

|Km|2
)

,

c0 = P2
(
|Km|6 + S2m2

3 − Rk21m
2
1

)
.

For convenience, define the λm,j to be descending by lexicographic order, so that λm,1 has largest real part, or with largest
real part and positive imaginary part if this is ambiguous. Note that the sum

∑
j λ

m,j must equal −(2P+1)|Km|2, hence
for all values of P at least one of the eigenvalues must have negative real part. According to the Routh-Hurwitz criteria,
the characteristic equation has roots with negative real parts iff the coefficients ck in (104) are positive and c2c1 − c0 > 0.
These quantities are clearly positive at R = 0, so one can check that the coefficient c0 in (104) changes sign at Rm,1, the
quantity c2c1 − c0 changes sign at at Rm,2, and the coefficient c1 changes sign at Rm,3 defined by

Rm,3 =
(P+ 2)|Km|4 + PS2m2

3

k21m
2
1

.

For P ≥ 1 one can verify Rm,1 < min(Rm,2,Rm,3). On the other hand, for 0 < P < 1 one has Rm,1 < min(Rm,2,Rm,3)
only for |S| < Sm. For |S| = Sm one has Rm,1 = Rm,2 = Rm,3, and |S| > Sm one has Rm,2 < min(Rm,1,Rm,3). Hence
claim (i) follows. Since the last coefficient is equal to the product Πjλ

m,j and at least one of the roots must have negative
real part, claim (ii) follows. When Rm,2 < Rm,1 the last coefficient in the characteristic equation is strictly positive on an
interval around R = Rm,c, hence claim (iv) above follows if claim (iii) is proven.

To prove claim (iii), note that the discriminant D(λ) of the characteristic equation is given by

|Km|6D(λ) =4R̃3 +
(
(P− 1)2|Km|6 − 12m2

3P
2S2
)
R̃2

− 4m2
3P

2S2
(
5(P− 1)2|Km|6 − 3m2

3P
2S2
)
R̃

− 4m2
3P

2S2
(
(P− 1)2|Km|6 +m2

3P
2S2
)2 ,

in which R̃ = k21m
2
1PR. For S = 0 this is always positive, whereas for S ̸= 0 this is negative for R = 0 and positive for R

sufficiently large, hence claim (iii) follows if this discriminant has only one positive root in R. To this end let ρ1, ρ2, ρ3
denote the roots of the discriminant, and note that in the special case P = 1, the roots of the characteristic equation are

λm,1 = −|Km|2 +

√
k21m

2
1R−m2

3S
2

|Km|2
, λm,2 = −|Km|2 ,(105)

λm,3 =− |Km|2 −

√
k21m

2
1R−m2

3S
2

|Km|2
,

so here it is obvious that the discriminant has only one positive root in R, and in fact one has ρ1 = ρ2 = ρ3 =
m2

3S
2

k21m
2
1
. Note

also that ρ1, ρ2, ρ3 depend continuously on P. One can therefore check how the roots ρi behave for 0 < |P − 1| ≪ 1 by
checking the discriminant of the discriminant D(D(λ)), given by

D(D(λ)) =
16

|Km|12
m2

3P
2S2(P− 1)4

(
(P− 1)2|Km|6 − 27m2

3P
2S2
)3 .

This is of course zero for P = 1, but for 0 < |P− 1| < 27m2
3P

2S2

|Km|6 it is negative, i.e. there is one real root ρ1, which must be
positive by continuity, and two complex roots ρ2, ρ3. Note that the product of the roots must be

ρ1ρ2ρ3 = 4m2
3S

2
(
(P− 1)2|Km|6 +m2

3P
2S2
)2 .

35



Since this is strictly positive for S ̸= 0, the roots ρj can only cross the imaginary axis as a pair of complex conjugates, hence
ρ1 must remain positive on 0 < |P− 1| < 27m2

3P
2S2

|Km|6 . The complex roots ρ2, ρ3 join on the real axis at |P− 1| = 27m2
3P

2S2

|Km|6 ,
and apriori one could then see additional positive roots. However, note that the sum of the roots must equal

ρ1 + ρ2 + ρ3 =
1

|Km|6
(
12m2

3P
2S2 − (P− 1)2|Km|6

)
.

This is positive only for |P − 1| < 12m2
3P

2S2

|Km|6 , so the pair of complex conjugate roots ρ2, ρ3 must cross the imaginary axis

and have negative real part before the conjugate roots join on the real axis. Finally, for |P−1| > 27m2
3P

2S2

|Km|6 the roots ρ2, ρ3
are trapped on the negative real axis, and it follows that R∗ := ρ1 is the unique positive root of the discriminant.

Finally, by inserting R = Rm,1 into the characteristic equation and solving the quadratic equation for the non-trivial
roots, one obtains the following expressions, from which (v) plainly follows:

λm,2 = −(P+
1

2
)|Km|2 +

√
1

4
|Km|4 + P(1− P)

S2m2
3

|Km|2
,(106)

λm,3 = −(P+
1

2
)|Km|2 −

√
1

4
|Km|4 + P(1− P)

S2m2
3

|Km|2
.

□

E.2. Analysis of the level curves of the critical Rayleigh numbers. Both equations in (65) can be brought to the
form

x2 = (x2 + y2)3 + ry2 for 0 < x < 1 ,
via the transformations

x =
k1m1

R1/4
, y =

m3

R1/4
, r =

S2

R
, x = (2P+ 2)1/4

k1m1

R1/4
, y = (2P+ 2)1/4

m̃3

R1/4
, r =

2P2S2

R(P+ 1)
,

respectively. The above is cubic in y2 with discriminant −(1 + r)x2. Since this is strictly negative, there is precisely one
real root. For the case r = 0 it is trivial to prove y(x) is concave, since there is a nice explicit solution. For r > 0, let
ξ = x2, η = y2 and implicitly differentiate:

(107) ξ = (ξ + η)3 + rη ⇒ dη

dξ
=

1− 3(ξ + η)2

3(ξ + η)2 + r
,

d2η

dξ2
= −

6(ξ + η)(1 + dη
dξ )

2

3(ξ + η)2 + r
.

Using the chain rule, one finds

dy

dx
=
x

y

dη

dξ
,

d2y

dx2
=

1

y3
[
2ξη

d2η

dξ2
− η

dη

dξ
− ξ
(dη
dξ

)2]
,

which must be negative to prove concavity. Since 0 < x < 1 and ξ = x2, η = y2 one must have 0 < ξ < 1 and
η > 0. Furthermore since ξ, η solve (107), one has η < min(ξ1/3 − ξ, 1r ξ) < 1 − ξ. Note that dη

dξ is strictly positive for

ξ + η < 1√
3
=: U0,1, and zero for ξ + η = U0,1, hence d2y

dx2 is easily seen to be strictly negative on this region.

We must therefore check that d2y
dx2 is negative on the region U0,1 < ξ+ η < 1. For this we expand the above and obtain

(3(ξ + η)2 + r)
(
2ξη

d2η

dξ2
− η

dη

dξ
− ξ
(dη
dξ

)2)
=3η(ξ + η)2 − η − 12ξη(ξ + η)

( 1 + r

3(ξ + η)2 + r

)2
− ξ
(1− 3(ξ + η)2

3(ξ + η)2 + r

)2
.

On the right hand side there is one positive term and three negative terms, hence we split the positive term between the
negative terms using some constants f i,j1 , f i,j2 > 0 yet to be chosen:

(3(ξ + η)2 + r)
(
2ξη

d2η

dξ2
− η

dη

dξ
− ξ
(dη
dξ

)2)
= ηT1 + η(ξ + η)T2 + T3,

T1 = (3− f i,j1 − f i,j2 )(ξ + η)2 − 1 ,

T2 = f i,j1 (ξ + η)− 12ξ(
1 + r

3(ξ + η)2 + r
)2 ,

T3 = f i,j2 η(ξ + η)2 − ξ
(3(ξ + η)2 − 1)2

3(ξ + η)2 + r
.
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One easily finds where these terms are non-positive:

T1 ≤ 0 ⇔ ξ + η ≤
(
3− f i,j1 − f i,j2

)−1/2
=: U i,j ,(108)

T2 ≤ 0 ⇔ f i,j1 (ξ + η)
(
3(ξ + η)2 + r

)2 ≤ 12ξ(1 + r)2,(109)

T3 ≤ 0 ⇔ f i,j2 η(ξ + η)2
(
3(ξ + η)2 + r

)
≤ ξ
(
3(ξ + η)2 − 1

)2
.(110)

In the region U i−1,j
1 < ξ + η ≤ U i,j one can use η < ξ1/3 − ξ to prove ξ > (U i−1,j)3. One can therefore ensure the

inequality for T2 on this region by choosing f i,j1 , f i,j2 such that:

(111) 0 ≤ 12(U i−1,1)3(1 + r)2 − f i,j1 U i,j
(
3(U i,j)2 + r

)2
=: Qi,j(r).

On the other hand, the right hand side of the inequality in (110) is zero at the boundary ξ + η = U0
1 , hence first we must

take f1,12 = 0 and then T3 < 0 is trivially satisfied. Choosing f1,11 = 1.16 for instance, the resulting Q1,1(r) is a quadratic
polynomial with strictly positive coefficients, hence (111) is satisfied and d2y

dx2 < 0 for ξ + η ≤ U1,1 ≈ 0.74 for all r > 0.
One can then iteratively expand the region on which d2y

dx2 is known to be negative by choosing f i,12 = 0 and choosing f i,11

such that Qi,1(r) has strictly positive coefficients. For example, one could choose

f2,11 = 1.49 , f3,11 = 1.61 , f4,11 = 1.66 , f5,11 = 1.68 ⇒ U5,1 ≈ 0.87 .

Further iterations only yield smaller improvements, so we must choose f i,j2 > 0. However, note the left hand side of the
last inequality in (110) increases unboundedly with r, hence first we choose f5,21 = 2, f5,22 = 0. This gives T3 < 0, T1 ≤ 0
on the whole domain ξ + η ≤ 1, but then Q5,2 has some negative coefficients:

Q5,2(r) ≈ 5.91r2 + 3.83r − 10.09 ⇒ Q5,2(r) > 0 for r ≥ 1.03 .

Therefore T2 ≤ 0 on ξ + η ≤ 1 for r ≥ r5 := 1.03.
Thus it remains to prove d2y

dx2 < 0 on the region U5,1 < ξ + η < 1 for r < r5. To do so we can iteratively choose
f i,12 , f i,12 > 0 to find an extended region U i−1,1 < ξ+η ≤ U i,1 where d2y

dx2 is negative for all 0 < r < ri−1, although it is now
nontrivial to enforce T3 ≤ 0. To do so one can use the upper bound η ≤ ξ1/3− ξ to prove η ≤ ηi−1,j := U i−1,1−

(
U i−1,1

)3
on this new domain, and hence one has T3 ≤ 0 if f i,11 , f i,12 are chosen such that

0 ≤
(
U i−1,1

)3(
3
(
U i−1,1

)2 − 1
)2 − f i,12 ηi−1,1

(
U i,1

)2(
3
(
U i,1

)2
+ ri−1

)
=: V i,1,

Choosing f6,11 = 1.24, f6,12 = 0.61 gives V 6,1 > 0 and Q6,1(r) strictly positive, and finally choosing f7,11 = 0, f7,12 = 2
proves negativity on the remaining part of the region ξ + η ≤ 1.

On the other hand, the boundary curve m1(m3,P) at which Rm,1 = Rm,2 is easily shown to be concave. For P ≥ 1,
there is no boundary curve, whereas for 0 < P < 1 m1(m3,P) must solve:

(112) S2(1− P)m2
3 = (P+ 1)(k21m

2
1 + m̃2

3)
3 for 0 < m3 <

(
S2(1− P)

P+ 1

)1/4

.

Using y = ( (1−P)
1+P S2)−1/4m3, x = ( (1−P)

1+P S2)−1/4k1m1 one finds a solution which is clearly strictly concave on this interval:

x =
√
y2/3 − y2 for 0 < y < 1 .

E.3. Proof of Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. There are plenty of tools available for proving the existence of the unstable manifold, but for con-
creteness we invoke specifically the invariant manifold theorem of Chen, Hale and Tan [2]. For a semi-group S(t) of
operators acting on a Banach space B, this theorem requires the following hypotheses:

(i) (Regularity) S(t) : [0,∞)×B 7→ B is continuous in t, Lipschitz in B and for each τ > 0 bounded as follows:

sup
0≤t≤τ

sup
u,v∈B
u ̸=v

∥S(t)
[
u
]
− S(t)

[
v
]
∥B

∥u− v∥B
<∞.

For each t ∈ [0, τ ] one can also decompose S(t) = L(t) +R(t), where L(t) is a bounded linear operator and R(t)
is globally Lipschitz and Frechet differentiable at 0, and satisfies R(t)[0] = 0, DR(t)[0] = 0.

(ii) (Spectral gap) There are subspaces B1, B2 with B = B1 ⊕B2 which are invariant with respect to L(t) and are
associated with continuous projections Pi : B 7→ Bi. Also L(t) commutes with Pi. If Li(t) = L(t)|Bi , then L1(t)
has bounded inverse and there exist constants Ci and αi such that α1 > α2 ≥ 0 and for t > 0 one has

(113) ∥L1(−t)P1∥C(B;B) = ∥
(
L1(t)

)−1P1∥C(B;B) ≤ C1α
−t
1 , ∥L2(t)P2∥C(B;B) ≤ C1α

t
2 .
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(iii) (Nonlinearity small compared to spectral gap) The constants Ci, αi are related to the nonlinearity via

(114)
(
√
C1 +

√
C2)

2

α1 − α2
sup

u,v∈B
u ̸=v

∥R(t)
[
u
]
−R(t)

[
v
]
∥B

∥u− v∥B
< 1 .

In fact, (i) slightly overstates the required regularity, but this is fine for the present case. When these are satisfied, the
theorem gives the existence of a globally Lipschitz function Ψ : B1 → B2 with Ψ(0) = 0 whose graph is invariant under
the semi-group S(t) and satisfies certain growth/decay estimates. One can verify that the hypotheses hold for the present
case as follows, and hence the unstable manifold exists.

(i) The required regularity for S(t) was obtained in Theorem 1. Defining

L(t) := exp
[
L0t
]

, R(t) := S(t)− L(t) ,

it follows from Lemma 4.1 that L(t) is a bounded linear operator, and the Lipschitz property and R(0) = 0 follow.
Of course, the Lipschitz constant in (48) is only bounded on bounded subsets of H0, but since one only needs to
prove existence in a neighborhood of the origin, one can introduce a cutoff function such that R(t) is zero outside
of some ball around the origin, and hence obtain a global Lipschitz constant. One can also check that S(t) is
Frechet differentiable at the origin and that DS(t)[0] = L(t).

(ii) The required subspaces are given by B1 = span (Xu), B2 = span (Xs)⊕span (Xc), which are clearly invariant under
L(t) since they are formed by the spectral projections of L0, and similarly the commutability property is obvious.
Since L1(t) acts on only a finite number of Fourier modes, it is invertible. Letting β1 = maxm∈Mu Re(λm,j), β2 =
maxm∈Ms∪Mc Re(λm,j) be the largest real parts among the stable/center and unstable eigenvalues, respectively,
the growth/decay estimates (113) hold with α1 = eβ1 , α2 = eβ2 .

(iii) One can check using Duhamel’s formula that with R(t) defined as above one has the Lipschitz bound

∥R(t)
[
X0

]
−R(t)

[
X∗

0

]
∥H0 ≤ C(t)∥X0∥H0∥X0 − X∗

0∥H0 ,

where C(t) is independent of X0,X∗
0. As above, this Lipschitz constant is unbounded on the whole domain, but by

considering short times and using a cutoff function on a sufficiently small neighborhood of the origin the spectral
gap condition (114) is satisfied.

The dimension of the unstable manifold is found simply by counting the number of positive eigenvalues of each L0,m

at a given set of parameters. In the case P ≥ 1, each integer vertex m under the level curve Rm,1 corresponds to exactly
one positive eigenvalue, hence the number of positive eigenvalues is comparable to the area under this curve. This area
can be computed by using the substitution k1m1 = R1/4x, m3(m1) = (R + S2)1/4y(x), r = (1 + S2

R )−3/4, and then using
Cardano’s formula to solve (65) for y:∫ R1/4/k1

0

m3(m1)dm1 =
R1/2(1 + S2

R )1/4

k1

∫ 1

0

y(x, r)dx =
R1/2(1 + S2

R )1/4

k1
F (r) ,

F (r) :=

∫ 1

0

[(√
p+

r
2
3x2

2

) 1
3 −

(√
p− r

2
3x2

2

) 1
3 − r

2
3x2
] 1

2

dx , p :=
(1− r

4
3 )3

27
+
r

4
3x4

4
.

This integrand is smooth for r ∈ (0, 1], continuous for r ∈ [0, 1] and equal to zero at r = 0. In order to determine the
asymptotic behavior as r → 0, note the integrand is not smooth but one can expand using the identity

√
1− z = 1− z

2
− z2

8
− z3

16
+

z4

256 (20 + 4z + z2)

1− z
2 − z2

8 − z3

16 +
√
1− z

,

and analogous identities for (1 ± z)1/3, (1 ± z)2/3. Note that the last term in this expansion can be uniformly bounded
in a neighborhood of z = 0 by a term of order z4. Using these expansions one can obtain the following identity in a
neighborhood of r = 0:

F (r) = r

∫ 1

0

√
x2 − x6dx+ O(r5/3) =

π2

8
r + O(r5/3) .

Thus F (r)/r is bounded above and below by some constants on r ∈ [0, 1], and the bounds in (66) follow. On the other
hand, when 0 < P < 1 the integer vertices m which undergo type 2 crossings temporarily increase the dimension by 2,
before the subsequent type 3 crossing decreases the dimension by 1. As in Figure 5 the set of such integer vertices is
bounded by a convex curve and is therefore finite, so in this case the bound (66) still holds with different constants. One
can check F (1) = 1/2, and since the number of integer vertices contained beneath the level curve will be asymptotically
equal to the area under the curve, one obtains the limit in (66).

The result of part (b) follows by proving the existence of a parameter dependent invariant manifold in a neighborhood
of the origin and a small neighborhood of Pc, determining its Taylor coefficients out to second order and analyzing the
reduced system. The theorem of Chen, Hale and Tan doesn’t address higher orders of smoothness required for order two
Taylor coefficients, hence we use here Theorem 3.3 of Chapter 2 of Haragus and Iooss’s book [14], which gives existence
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of a smooth, parameter dependent center manifold under some conditions regarding the equation itself rather than the
semigroup. For Banach spaces Z ↪→ Y ↪→ X with continuous embeddings and an equation of the form

du

dt
= Lu+ R(u, µ) ,

the Theorem of Haragus and Iooss requires the following hypotheses:
(i) L is a bounded linear operator from Z to X , and R is a Ck map from some neighborhood of (u, µ) = (0, 0) in

Z × Rm into Y . Furthermore R(0, 0) = 0, DuR(0, 0) = 0.
(ii) Decomposing the spectrum σ of L as σ = σ+ ∪ σ0 ∪ σ−, where

σ± = {λ ∈ σ;Re(λ) ≷ 0} , σ0 = {λ ∈ σ;Re(λ) = 0} ,

the set σ0 must consist of a finite number of eigenvalues with finite multiplicity and there must exist a positive
constant γ > 0 such that

inf
λ∈σ+

Re(λ) > γ , sup
λ∈σ−

Re(λ) < γ .

(iii) There exist positive constants ω0 > 0, c > 0, and α ∈ [0, 1) such that for all ω ∈ R, with |ω| > ω0 we have that iω
belongs to the resolvent set of L, and

∥(iωI − L)−1∥L (Z ) ≤
c

|ω|
, ∥(iωI − L)−1∥L (Y ,Z ) ≤

c

|ω|1−α
.

In particular, hypothesis (i) requires that the nonlinear term must be C2. This is easily verified if one chooses Z = C2,
Y = C1, X = C0. Since the semi-group has been shown to have smoothing properties, one can restrict to these
subspaces, especially since the goal is only to classify the bifurcations, rather than prove growth/decay estimates for
solutions beginning from general initial data. The other hypotheses have already been verified, for instance (iii) follows
from the application of Gershgorin’s theorem (60). Hence a C2 center manifold exists.

In order to analyze the bifurcation structure, recall the projections Xs,Xc,Xu introduced in before the statement of
Theorem 2. Furthermore let Xm denote the vector of all of the Fourier variables with a wave vector m ∈ Z2

≥0, for one has
the following explicit expression:

(115) Xm =


(um, wm, θm) m1,m3 > 0,

(um, wm) m1 = 0 , m3 > 0 , m3 odd,
θm m1 = 0 , m3 > 0 , m3 even,
wm m1 > 0 , m3 = 0.

The PDE (8) can be rewritten as an equation for each Xm, analogous to (16) - (17) but now with m ranging over all
m ∈ Z2

≥0 \ {0}. In particular we write (8) as

(116)
d

dt
Xm = L0,mXm − Nm,c(Xc,Xs,Xu)− Ñ

m,c
(Xs,Xu) ,

where Nm,c denotes the sum of all nonlinear terms which involve at least one variable from Xc and Ñ
m,c

is all other
nonlinear terms involving only variables from Xs,Xu. Since we only consider the case |M c| = 1, for m ∈ M c, the only
nonlinear terms involving variables from Xc are as follows:

Nm,c =

 I
(m,m,2m)
u umu2m + I

(m,2m,m)
u u2mum

I
(m,m,2m)
w umw2m + I

(m,2m,m)
w u2mwm + I

(m,m,(2m1,0))
w umw(2m1,0)

I
(m,m,2m)
θ umθ2m + I

(m,2m,m)
θ u2mθm + I

(m,m,(0,2m3))
θ umθ(0,2m3)

 ,

where we have written Iµu , Iµw , I
µ
θ for the coefficients Iαu , Iαθ defined in (22)-(23). This is unambiguous, since the component

information c, c′, c′′ is determined by the variables u,w, θ, and the phase information ϕ is determined by the wave vector
triad µ, since we are considering phase locked solutions as in (41). Many of these terms drop out, for instance one can
check by inserting m′ = m,m′′ = 2m into (23) that I(m,m,2m)

u = 0. By evaluating Iµu , Iµw , I
µ
θ , one finds

Nm,c = Im

 0

−umw(2m1,0)

umθ(0,2m3)

 for Im :=
(−1)|m|1k1m1m3√

2|Km|V
.

By integrating by parts, one can check the following anti-symmetry property

I(m,m′,m′′)
w =

∫
Ω

vn ·
[
(vn′

· ∇)vn′′]
dx = −

∫
Ω

vn′′
·
[
(vn′

· ∇)vn]dx = −I(m
′′,m′,m)

w ,
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and one finds the same property for Iµθ , hence one has the explicit equations
d

dt
w(2m1,0) = −4Pk21m

2
1w

(2m1,0) − Imumwm − Ñ (2m1,0),c(Xs,Xu) ,(117)

d

dt
θ(0,2m3) = −4m2

3θ
(0,2m3) + Imumθm − Ñ (0,2m3),c(Xs,Xu) .(118)

Next, as proven in Lemma 4.1 some of the eigenvalues of L0,m have strictly negative real part, hence the corresponding
eigenprojections of Xm belong to the stable subspace at Pc. On the other hand, the eigenprojections corresponding to
the eigenvalue(s) which pass through the imaginary axis will be called "critical variables".

In order to separate the critical variables from the stable subspace, we need to consider the eigenvectors of L0,m. For
admissible P and m ∈ Z2

>0, let λm,j denote the eigenvalues of L0,m in lexicographic order, as described after (104). By
inserting −P|Km|2 into (104) one obtains k21m

2
1PR(1− P), hence for P ̸= 1, S ̸= 0 none of the eigenvalues λm,j are equal

to −P|Km|2. For such P one can therefore define

(119) ṽm,j :=


|Km|2 + λm,j

−PS m3(|Km|2+λm,j)
|Km|(P|Km|2+λm,j)

(−1)|m|1+1 k1m1

|Km|

 .

We claim that for arbitrary admissible P (also for P = 1, S = 0), one can then define the following matrix Vm

(120) Vm
i,j := lim

P̃→P

P̃ ̸=1 , S̸̃=0

ṽm,j
i

|ṽm,j |
.

For P = 1 and S = 0, one has λm,2 = −P|Km|2, hence (119) is of indeterminate form. The eigenvalues λm,j are always
continuous functions of P, and using the characteristic equation (104) one obtains the identity

(121)
PSm3(|Km|2 + λm,j)

P|Km|2 + λm,j
=

(PRk21m
2
1 − |Km|2(P|Km|2 + λm,j)(|Km|2 + λm,j))

PSm3
.

Using this identity and the normalization one sees that the limit in (120) is also well defined, and the matrix Vm defined in
this way is then automatically has continuous dependence on P. The vectors ṽm,j are easily verified to be eigenvectors and
hence the columns of Vm inherit this property. Since we assume |Sc| ≠ Sm the eigenvalues are distinct in a neighborhood
of Pc, hence the eigenvectors are linearly independent.

Since the matrix Vm has full rank one can define Um = (Vm)−1 and separate the stable variables from the critical
variables by projecting Xm onto the eigenspaces:

Zm := UmXm , Dm := UmL0,mVm = diag(λm,1, λm,2, λm,3) .

Then (116) becomes:

(122)
d

dt
Zm = D0,mZm − ImUm

∑
j≤3

 0

−Vm
1,jZ

m
j w

(2m1,0)

Vm
1,jZ

m
j θ

(0,2m3)

− UmÑ
m,c

(Xs,Xu) .

Furthermore we will denote the critical variables by Zm,c, and note that Zm,c = Zm
1 , Z

m
2 , or (Zm

1 , Z
m
2 ), depending on

the type of eigenvalue crossing. Now we apply the center manifold theorem, which says that all non-critical variables can
be written as a graph over the critical variables, and since Ψ(0) = 0, ∇ZcΨ(0) = 0 all non-critical variables are at least
quadratic in the critical variables. In order to classify the type of bifurcation that occurs, (122) must be rewritten solely in
terms of the critical variables out to cubic order. The terms belonging to Ñ

m,c
, Ñ (2m3,0),c, Ñ (0,2m3),c consist of products of

non-critical variables, hence are quartic order and can therefore be neglected. So one needs only determine quadratic the
Taylor coefficients for w(2m1,0), θ(0,2m3). While in general the center manifold may not be unique, the Taylor coefficients
of Ψ at 0 are unique, hence one can determine them using the invariance condition. More explicitly, in the case where
Zm,c = Zm

1 , one writes w(2m1,0), θ(0,2m3) in terms of Taylor coefficients w(2m1,0)
1,1 , θ(0,2m3)

1,1 as follows:

w(2m1,0) = w
(2m1,0)
1,1 (Zm

1 )2 + O(|Zm
1 |3) , θ(0,2m3) = θ

(0,2m3)
1,1 (Zm

1 )2 + O(|Zm
1 |3) ,

One can then solve for w(2m1,0)
1,1 , θ(0,2m3)

1,1 by matching the left and right hand sides of (117), (118), and the result can be
inserted into (122) to determine the type of bifurcation that occurs.

From this point, the cases above must be considered more or less individually. In the case m ∈ M c,1 one has Zm,c = Zm
1 ,

and hence Zm
2 , Z

m
3 are non-critical and can be ignored. One obtains the following Taylor coefficients:

w
(2m1,0)
1,1 =

−ImVm
1,1Vm

2,1

2(λm,1 + 2Pk21m
2
1)

, θ(0,2m3) =
ImVm

1,1Vm
3,1

2(λm,1 + 2m2
3)

,
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where we note that since λm,1 = 0 at Pc the denominators are strictly positive in a neighborhood of Pc. Inserting these
into (122) one obtains

(123)
d

dt
Zm
1 = λm,1Zm

1 − 1

2
(Im)2(Vm

1,1)
2
( Um

1,2Vm
2,1

λm,1 + 2Pk21m
2
1

+
Um
1,3Vm

3,1

λm,1 + 2m2
3

)(
Zm
1

)3
+ O(|Zm

1 |4).

By using the explicit expressions (119) one obtains the following identity at P = Pc:

(124)
Um
1,2Vm

2,1

λm,1 + 2Pk21m
2
1

+
Um
1,3Vm

3,1

λm,1 + 2m2
3

=
k21m

2
1P

2(|Km|6 +m2
3S

2)−m4
3S

2

2k21m
2
1m

2
3P((1 + P)|Km|6 + (P− 1)S2m2

3)
.

Note this expression also holds when Pc = 1 and/or Sc = 0 due to continuity. Hence if Pc ≥ m3

k1m1
or Pc < m3

k1m1
and

|Sc| < Cm the coefficient of (Zm
1 )3 is strictly positive in a neighborhood of Pc. Therefore if one increases R through

Rc one has λm,1 passing from the negative real axis to the positive real axis, hence a supercritical pitchfork bifurcation
occurs. Alternatively if Pc < m3

k1m1
and |Sc| > Cm the coefficient of (Zm

1 )3 is strictly negative in a neighborhood of Pc,
hence a subcritical pitchfork bifurcation occurs.

The case m ∈ M c,3 is similar, although here one has Zm,c = Zm
2 , and hence Zm

1 , Z
m
3 are non-critical and can be

ignored. In this case one obtains the following Taylor expansion to quadratic order, where again the denominators are
strictly positive in a neighborhood of Pc:

w
(2m1,0)
1,1 =

−ImVm
1,2Vm

2,2

2(λm,2 + 2Pk21m
2
1)

(
Zm
2

)2
+ O(|Zm

2 |3) ,

θ(0,2m3) =
ImVm

1,2Vm
3,2

2(λm,2 + 2m2
3)

(
Zm
2

)2
+ O(|Zm

2 |3) ,

Inserting these into (122) one obtains

(125)
d

dt
Zm
2 = λm,2Zm

2 − 1

2
(Im)2(Vm

1,2)
2
( Um

2,2Vm
2,2

λm,2 + 2Pk21m
2
1

+
Um
2,3Vm

3,2

λm,2 + 2m2
3

)(
Zm
2

)3
+ O(|Zm

2 |4).

By using the explicit expressions (119) one obtains the following identity at P = Pc:

(126)
Um
2,2Vm

2,2

λm,2 + 2Pk21m
2
1

+
Um
2,3Vm

3,2

λm,2 + 2m2
3

=
k21m

2
1P

2(|Km|6 +m2
3S

2)−m4
3S

2

2k21m
2
1m

2
3P((1 + P)|Km|6 + (P− 1)S2m2

3)
.

The right hand side is the same as in (124), however in this case if one decreases R through Rc one has λm,2 passing from
the negative real axis to the positive real axis, hence the same bifurcations occur by decreasing R.

Next, consider the case m ∈ M c,2. In this case one has Zm,c = (Zm
1 , Z

m
1 ), and Zm

3 is non-critical and can be ignored.
Note that λm,1, λm,2 are complex conjugates, hence their eigenvectors are also complex conjugates, and since (um, wm, θm)
are real Zm

1 , Z
m
2 are complex conjugates as well. Therefore define ρ, ϕ such that Zm

1 = ρeiϕ, Zm
2 = ρe−iϕ. One obtains

the following Taylor expansions to quadratic order:

w(2m1,0) =
−ImVm

1,1Vm
2,1

2(λm,1 + 2Pk21m
2
1)

(
Zm
1

)2 − Im(Vm
1,1Vm

2,2 + Vm
1,2Vm

2,1)

λm,1 + λm,2 + 4Pk21m
2
1

Zm
1 Z

m
2

−
ImVm

1,2Vm
2,2

2(λm,2 + 2Pk21m
2
1)

(
Zm
2

)2 ,

θ(0,2m3) =
ImVm

1,1Vm
3,1

2(λm,1 + 2m2
3)

(
Zm
1

)2
+
Im(Vm

1,1Vm
3,2 + Vm

1,2Vm
3,1)

λm,1 + λm,2 + 4m2
3

Zm
1 Z

m
2 +

ImVm
1,2Vm

3,2

2(λm,2 + 2m2
3)

(
Zm
2

)2 .

One can then insert these into (122). Using the chain rule and Taylor expanding the resulting sinusoids, it follows that ρ
and ϕ must solve

(127)
d

dt
ρ = Re(λm,1)ρ− (Im)2C(ϕ)ρ3 + O(ρ4) ,

d

dt
ϕ = Im(λm,1) + O(ρ2) ,

where

C(ϕ) =|Vm
1,1||Um

2,2|
(
cos
(
Arg[Vm

1,1]− Arg[Um
2,2]
)
+ cos

(
2ϕ+ Arg[Vm

1,1] + Arg[Um
2,2]
))

×
( Re(Vm

1,1Vm
2,2)

Re(λm,1) + 2Pk21m
2
1

+

∣∣∣∣ Vm
1,1Vm

2,2

λm,1 + 2Pk21m
2
1

∣∣∣∣ cos (2ϕ+ Arg[
Vm
1,1Vm

2,2

λm,1 + 2Pk21m
2
1

]
))

+ |Vm
1,1||Um

2,3|
(
cos
(
Arg[Vm

1,1]− Arg[Um
2,3]
)
+ cos

(
2ϕ+ Arg[Vm

1,1] + Arg[Um
2,3]
))

×
( Re(Vm

1,1Vm
3,2)

Re(λm,1) + 2m2
3

+

∣∣∣∣ Vm
1,1Vm

3,2

λm,1 + 2m2
3

∣∣∣∣ cos (2ϕ+ Arg[
Vm
1,1Vm

3,2

λm,1 + 2m2
3

]
))

.
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For any t > 0 one can integrate the first equation in (127) to obtain the following:

(128) ρ(t) = ρ0 +

∫ t

0

[
Re(λm,1)ρ(s)− (Im)2C(ϕ)ρ3(s) + O(ρ4)

]
ds .

From the second equation in (127), one sees that in a neighborhood B1(0) of ρ = 0 the time derivative of the phase is
bounded below, for instance by 1

2 Im(λm,1). For some (possibly smaller) neighborhood B2(0), solutions with ρ0 ∈ B2(0)

will remain inside B1(0) for at least time t = 4π
Im(λm,1) , and hence these solutions will make a full orbit from ϕ = 0 to

2π. Hence these solutions have a well defined first return time t∗(ρ0), and one can therefore define the Poincaré map
ρ0 7→ ρ(t∗) by evaluating (128) at t∗. By iterating the formula (128), using a first order Taylor expansion in ρ0, and
changing variables from t to ϕ one obtains the following formula for the Poincaré map:

ρ(t∗) = ρ0 + Re(λm,1)(1 + Re(λm,1)B(ρ0))ρ0 − (Im)2ρ30

∫ 2π

0

C(ϕ)dϕ+ O(ρ40) .

where B(ρ0) is a term from the Taylor expansion involving dρ
dρ0

, hence can be bounded. We look for a nontrivial solution
where ρ(t∗)− ρ0 = 0, corresponding to a periodic orbit. Since the term B(ρ0)Re(λ

m,1) can be made arbitrarily small in a
neighborhood of P = Pc, we look for solutions of

Re(λm,1)− (Im)2ρ20

∫ 2π

0

C(ϕ)dϕ+ O(ρ30) = 0 .

In this case, one has λm,3 = −(2P + 1)|Km|2 at P = Pc, hence one can insert this into (104) to obtain the purely
imaginary eigenvalues:

λm,1 = i
P

|Km|

√
1− P

1 + P
m2

3S
2 − |Km|6 , λm,2 = −i P

|Km|

√
1− P

1 + P
m2

3S
2 − |Km|6 .

Note that m ∈ M c,2 only occurs for P < 1, S > 0, hence one has |Vm
1,1| > 0, and by using the explicit expressions (119)

one obtains the following identity at P = Pc:∫ 2π

0

C(ϕ)dϕ = πf∗(T1 + T2 + T3 +
P(m2

3 − k21m
2
1)

4m4
3 + |λm,1|2

T4) ,

where

f∗ =
PS2m2

3|Km|5

|ṽm,1|2
(
|Km|6(1 + P)2(1 + 3P) + (1− P)P2m2

3S
2
)
(P2|Km|4 + |λm,1|2)

,

which is clearly strictly positive for P < 1, and

T1 =
(1 + P)(P|Km|4 + |λm,1|2)

2Pk21m
2
1

− P
( 1

m2
3

+
1

|Km|2
)(

(2P2 − 1)|Km|4 + |λm,1|2
)

,

T2 =
1 + P

2

[2Pk21m2
1(P|Km|4 + |λm,1|2) + |λm,1|2(1− P)|Km|2

|λm,1|2 + 4P2k41m
4
1

]
,

T3 = (1 + P)
(2P+ 1)|Km|2

(
P|Km|4 + |λm,1|2 − 2Pk21m

2
1(1− P)|Km|2

)
2(|λm,1|2 + 4P2k41m

4
1)

,

T4 =
(
P(1 + 2P)k21m

2
1 + (6P2 + P− 2)m2

3

)
|Km|2 + (2 + P+

2m2
3

|Km|2
)|λm,1|2 .

Note that T2 is a sum of strictly positive terms for P < 1. One can easily check that if m3 ≥
√
2k1m1 then all of the

negative terms in T1, T3 are more than compensated by the positive terms, hence these are strictly positive. Finally, the
prefactor for T4 is clearly positive for m3 ≥ k1m1, and furthermore one has 6P2+P−2 ≥ 0 for P ≥ 1/2, hence T4 is a sum
of positive terms. Therefore in this case, if one increases R through Rc a supercritical Hopf bifurcation occurs. Note that
for m3 ≤ k1m1 it is possible that the integral of C(ϕ) is negative, in which case a sub-critical Hopf bifurcation occurs.
Theorem 2 gives only a partial statement regarding the Hopf bifurcations at the origin only because of the complexity of
determining the sign of the integral of C(ϕ), which is left open.

.

□
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Appendix F. Sketch of the proof regarding the upper bound on the attractor dimension

The crux of the proof studies how d-dimensional infinitesimal volumes are expanded or contracted by the flow, for
arbitrary d > 0. The goal is to find d large enough such that all higher dimensional infinitesimal volumes are contracted
by the flow, and the Hausdorff dimension of the attractor can be no larger than d (see the general theorems on the relation
between the Lyapunov exponents and the Hausdorff dimension [27] Theorems V.3.1, V.3.3). In order to study the distortion
of infinitesimal volumes by the flow, one considers solutions of the linearization about the flow along the attractor. Namely
for an initial condition X0 ∈ A , let X(t) denote the solution and for j = 1, ..., d, let Yj(t) = (gj(t), ψj(t)) be the solution
of (64) for some initial conditions Yj

0 = (gj
0, ψ

j
0) ∈ H0. The d-dimensional volume of the parallelepiped formed by these

vectors is given by the determinant of the matrix of inner products, and it can be shown (for instance [27] Lemma V.1.2)
that this volume evolves via the formula:

det
(〈

Yi(t) · Yj(t)
〉)d

i,j=1
= det

(〈
Yi

0 · Y
j
0

〉)d
i,j=1

exp
[ ∫ t

0

Tr
[
LX0(τ) ◦ Qd(τ)

]
dτ
]
,

where Qd(τ) is the orthogonal projector of L2
σ × L2 onto the subspace spanned by Yj(τ), j = 1, ..., d. Letting Ŷ

j
(τ) =

(vj(τ), φj(τ)), j = 1, ..., d be orthonormal vectors spanning this same subspace, one has from the definition of LX0(τ)

Tr
[
LX0(τ) ◦ Qd(τ)

]
=

d∑
j=1

〈
Ŷ

j
(τ) · LX0(τ)Ŷ

j
(τ)
〉

=

d∑
j=1

−P∥vj∥2H1 − ∥φj∥2H1 + (PR+ 1)
〈
φjvj3

〉
−
〈
φj
(
vj · ∇θ

)
+ vj ·

[
vj · ∇u

]〉
.

The first two sign indefinite terms are easily bounded as follows using Cauchy-Schwarz, the maximum principle |θ(τ)| ≤ π,
Young’s inequality, and the fact that (vj , φj) are normalized:∣∣⟨φj

(
vj · ∇θ

)
⟩
∣∣ = ∣∣⟨θ(vj · ∇φj

)
⟩
∣∣ ≤ π∥vj∥L2

σ
∥φj∥H1 ≤ π∥φj∥H1 ≤ 1

2

(
π2 + ∥φj∥2H1

)
,〈

φjvj3
〉
≤ 1

2

(
∥vj3∥2L2 + ∥φj∥2L2

)
≤ 1

2
.

The last term sign indefinite term is more difficult to bound, and requires use of the Sobolev-Lieb-Thirring inequality,
which in this case states

(129) ∥
d∑

j=1

(vj)2∥L2
σ
≤ κ1

d∑
j=1

∥vj∥H1
σ
,

for a constant κ1 depending only on the domain Ω. Hence one obtains∣∣ d∑
j=1

⟨vj
(
vj · ∇u

)
⟩
∣∣ ≤ ∥u∥H1

σ
∥

d∑
j=1

(vj)2∥L2
σ
≤ 1

2

(κ21
P
∥u∥2H1

σ
+ P

d∑
j=1

∥vj∥2H1
σ

)
.

Putting all of these equations together, one obtains

Tr
[
LX0(τ) ◦ Qd(τ)

]
≤ π2 + 1

2
d+

κ21
2P

∥u∥2H1
σ
− 1

2

( d∑
j=1

P∥vj∥2H1 + ∥φj∥2H1

)
.

The fact that (vj , θj) are mutually orthogonal puts constraints on their Fourier expansions, and hence the following sum
is bounded below by choosing (vj , θj) to have the d lowest allowed wavenumbers (m1,m3). The H1 norms give a factor
m2

1 +m2
3, but since there are n+ 1 wavenumbers with m1 +m3 = n, the sum behaves as a sum over j:

d∑
j=1

P∥vj∥2H1 + ∥φj∥2H1 ≥
d∑

j=1

(1 + P)min(1, k21)j ≥ (1 + P)min(1, k21)
d(d+ 1)

2
.

Finally, since (57) applies for all time for initial conditions on the attractor, one obtains∫ t

0

Tr
[
LX0(τ) ◦ Qd(τ)

]
dτ

≤
(
− (1 + P)min(1, k21)

4
d(d+ 1) +

π2 + 1

2
d+

κ21
2P

R

2
(R+ 1 +

2

P
)(
√
π|Ω|+ 2ϵ)

)
t.

This is quadratic in d, with leading coefficient negative, hence one can solve for the d such that all higher dimensional
volumes are contracted. By gathering together the constants in this argument, one arrives at (70).
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Remark F.1. Note that the constant κ1 in the Lieb-Thirring inequality (129) can be taken to be

κ1 =
4π2

min(1, k1)
inf

1<k<2
2k
∫ ∞

0

ds

(1 + s)k

∫ 1

0

ρ1−k(1− ρ)kdρ.

This can be extracted by following the arguments in the Appendix of [27], although in these arguments there is a confusing
notational choice, perhaps a typo. Specifically, in the proof of the Birman-Schwinger inequality (Proposition 2.1) the
exponent k ≥ 1 is not the same k which arises in the definition of the operator A in (1.1).

Appendix G. A survey of heat transport phenomena in the HKC-1 model

Consider the following remarks regarding the dynamics in the HKC-1 model, each of which appears as an aspect in the
heat transport plots in Figure 6. First consider S = 0, where the HKC-1 model reduces to the Lorenz ’63 model.

Remark G.1. The following statements can be proven analytically:
(a) (Fixed points and maximal transport) For small Rayleigh HKC-1 admits a Lyapunov function, so the origin

is the global attractor for R < R(1,1),c = 6.75, thus for any initial condition one has Nu1 = 1 (see [24]). Similar to
Theorem 2 (b), a pair of nontrivial fixed points emerge from the origin in the pitchfork bifurcation at R = 6.75.
These fixed points exhibit the maximal heat transport for the Lorenz model [23]. They are locally stable for
6.75 ≤ R ≲ 166.97, and at R ≈ 166.97 they lose stability in a subcritical Hopf bifurcation, whereupon solutions
tend to the famous chaotic attractor.

(b) (Chaotic region) The chaotic attractor is ergodic [29], so the heat transport is well-defined. This proof implies
that in principle one could perform a rigorous numerical integration along the chaotic attractor to obtain its heat
transport value within some desired error bounds, although the author is unaware of any work where this has been
carried out.

(c) (Large Rayleigh region) As the Rayleigh number becomes very large, the heat transport of the fixed points tends
toward a constant value. Furthermore, the chaotic attractor collapses down to a stable periodic orbit [21], and
the heat transport realized on this periodic orbit tends to another constant which is strictly less than that of the
non-trivial fixed points.

Furthermore, the following statements appear to be true from numerical experiments and past studies, although the author
is unaware whether they have been settled analytically:

(d) (Fixed points) For 6.75 ≤ R ≲ 166.97 the non-trivial fixed points appear to have a large basin of attraction
and may be globally attractive. Thus in Figure 6 (a) solutions with random initial conditions appear to converge
to the fixed point value, hence their Nusselt number does as well. As R approaches 166.97 orbits exhibit long,
"psuedo-chaotic" behavior before settling down on the fixed points, thus a very long integration time is required
and a finite time approximation may fail to capture the infinite Nusselt number. Conversely, above the critical
threshold trajectories may spend an arbitrarily long time near the fixed points before eventually eventually tracking
the chaotic attractor. As depicted in Figure 13 the heat transport may erroneously appear to converge to some
value for a long time before slowly transitioning to another value.

Figure 13. The apparent convergence of the finite time Nusselt number from HKC-1 towards an infinite
time average for two different (random) initial conditions. A time increment of 10−3 was used and the
trajectories were computed for 5 · 105 time steps. The trajectory in orange was started closer to a non-
trivial fixed point and requires a very long integration time for an accurate heat transport value.

In this case both trajectories were determined from random perturbations from one of the non-trivial fixed points.
The trajectory in blue depicts the type of convergence scenario which was most commonly observed, namely after
an initially large fluctuation the cumulative average quickly settles down to some value. The trajectory in orange
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depicts another, more rare convergence scenario which was observed. In this case the trajectory spends a fairly
long time close to the fixed point before eventually converging to another value, hence the heat transport first
appears to converge to one value before transitioning to another. HeatTransport_Iterator.m thus continues
this trajectory until this threshold was met.

(e) (Chaotic region) Accurate numerical integration along the chaotic attractor is a difficult and computationally
expensive task fraught with subtle sources of error. For example, the persistent errors studied by Noethen [18] do
not average out over long integration times, but also require very small step sizes for accuracy. In Figure 6 (a) the
trajectories were computed with step sizes of 10−4 for 4 ·105 time steps, and it was found that by the heat transport
values changed by less than 5% when decreasing the step size by a factor of 1/2 and computing for 8 · 105 steps.
One observes here that trajectories appear to exhibit less heat transport than those of the unstable fixed points. In
this case, the fluid seems to be spending more energy moving around chaotically and hence transports less energy.

Introducing now S > 0, consider the analogous statements and the effects of rotation:

Remark G.2. The following statements can be proven analytically:
(a) (Fixed points) The origin is globally stable at least on the same region R < 6.75, and locally stable on the larger

parameter region R < R(1,1),c = 6.75 + 2S2, and the non-trivial fixed points emerge in a pitchfork bifurcation only
at this higher thermal forcing threshold. After they emerge, the non-trivial fixed points are also locally stable on
a larger parameter region. This larger region has a boundary given by a somewhat complicated function in S, but
properly contains the region R < 166.97 + 7.18S2 with simpler boundary.

(b) (Maximal transport) At any fixed value of R, the maximal heat transport among solutions with S > 0 can never
exceed the maximal heat transport among solutions with S = 0.

Furthermore, the following statements appear to be true from numerical experiments and past studies, although the author
is unaware whether they have been settled analytically:

(a) The origin appears to be the global attractor on the larger parameter range 0 ≤ R ≤ R(1,1),c.
(b) Fixing S > 0 and increasing R, one sees a similar story as for the S = 0 case, although unfolding over a larger scale

of Rayleigh numbers. The non-trivial fixed points appear to be globally attractive for higher Rayleigh numbers, and
the system enters an apparently chaotic region only after an increasingly large threshold.

(c) On the other hand, by fixing R and increasing S one sees a reversal of the story above. Beginning from a region
with chaotic dynamics, the non-trivial fixed points stabilize as one increases the rotation, and eventually these
non-trivial fixed points merge with the origin.
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