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Abstract
Recent observational constraints on the internal structure of Jupiter and Saturn suggest that these planets have

“fuzzy" cores, i.e., gradients of the concentration of heavy elements that might span a large fraction of the planet’s
radius. These cores could be composed of a semi-convective staircase, i.e., multiple convective layers separated
by diffusive interfaces arising from double-diffusive instabilities. However, to date, no study has demonstrated
how such staircases can avoid layer mergers and persist over evolutionary time scales. In fact, previous work
has found that these mergers occur rapidly, leading to only a single convective layer. Using 3D simulations, we
demonstrate that rotation prolongs the lifetime of a convective staircase by increasing the timescale for both layer
merger and erosion of the interface between the final two layers. We present an analytic model for the erosion
phase, predicting that rotation increases the erosion time by a factor of approximately Ro−1/2, where Ro is the
Rossby number of the convective flows (the ratio of the rotation period to the convective turnover time). For
Jovian conditions at early times after formation (when convection is vigorous enough to mix a large fraction of
the planet), we find the erosion time to be roughly 109 yrs in the non-rotating case and 1011 yrs in the rotating
case. If these timescales are confirmed with a larger suite of numerical simulations, the existence of convective
staircases within the deep interiors of giant planets is a strong possibility, and rotation could be an important
factor in the preservation of their fuzzy cores.

Key words: Jupiter (873), Saturn (1426), Solar system gas giant planets (1191), Planetary interior (1248),
Hydrodynamics (1963), Hydrodynamical simulations (767), Convective zones (301)

1. Introduction
Determining whether gas giants are fully mixed is crucial

for understanding their internal structure and evolution. The
strength and distribution of compositional gradients affect
heat transport, long-term cooling, and magnetism. Prior to
the Juno and Cassini missions, gas giants were thought to
be composed of a central core of heavy elements underneath
a convective hydrogen-helium envelope. However, measure-
ments of Jupiter’s gravity field (Bolton et al. 2017a,b; Wahl
et al. 2017; Militzer et al. 2022; Howard et al. 2023) and
seismology of Saturn’s interior with waves in Saturn’s rings
(Mankovich & Fuller 2021) stand in conflict with that pic-
ture, and instead point toward “fuzzy” cores wherein heavy
element abundances smoothly decrease from the core into the
outer regions (e.g., Helled & Stevenson 2024).

Recent formation models have shown that gas giants can
form with composition gradients, but their subsequent sur-
vival for billions of years is still not well understood (Helled
& Stevenson 2017; Müller et al. 2020; Stevenson et al. 2022).
This is because formation models predict that planets are born
significantly hotter than today. Consequently, convection is so
vigorous that the heavy element gradient everywhere except

in the innermost region becomes mixed on short timescales
∼1 Myr (e.g., Guillot et al. 2004; Vazan et al. 2015; Müller
et al. 2020). Alternatively, a fuzzy core could possibly arise
from a giant impact between a large planetary embryo and
the proto-Jupiter/Saturn (Liu et al. 2019). However, the con-
ditions required for such an impact (head-on collision, and
10𝑀⊕ impactor) are unlikely (Helled et al. 2022).

While formation and evolution models, which are necessar-
ily one-dimensional and spherically symmetric, have demon-
strated that convection is efficient enough to mix most of the
planet’s interior, they lack a detailed treatment of how com-
position and heat are transported at convective boundaries.
Further, by construction they do not capture instabilities that
could prevent large-scale convection. In fact, under appro-
priate circumstances, the interaction of thermal and compo-
sition gradients, both present in the planet’s interior, can trig-
ger double-diffusive instabilities, leading to semiconvection
(Leconte & Chabrier 2012, 2013). These hydrodynamical in-
stabilities can form convective staircases, series of convective
layers separated by sharp interfaces across which transport
of heat and chemical species is achieved by molecular dif-
fusion (just like the many layers in a cafe latte which form
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Figure 1. Left: Illustration of the model setup (adapted from Ziv et al. 2024, with permission of the authors). A local Cartesian domain is placed in the deep
interior of the planet (not to scale). Right: 3D visualizations of the density field for the non-rotating case (left) and rotating case (right). For both simulations,
the snapshots are shown at times when 4 convective layers are present in the fluid. As in experiments of pure thermal convection, the morphology of the flow
is different depending on whether the flow is rotating or not. Both simulations have the same diffusivities, thermodynamic properties, and strength of thermal
driving.

due to the very same physics, see, e.g., Xue et al. 2017).
However, multi-dimensional simulations of semiconvection
in astrophysical fluids have shown that staircases do not sur-
vive over long timescales as they have a tendency to merge
quickly until a single well-mixed layer remains (e.g., Mirouh
et al. 2012; Wood et al. 2013; Moll et al. 2017; Zaussinger &
Kupka 2019; Fuentes et al. 2022; Tulekeyev et al. 2024).

Rotation, another potential mechanism to mitigate mixing,
has received less attention despite being a well-known factor
that hampers thermal convection in oceanic, atmospheric,
and stellar fluid dynamics (e.g., Stevenson 1979; Barker et al.
2014; Aurnou et al. 2020). In our previous work (Fuentes
et al. 2023; Hindman & Fuentes 2023), we demonstrated
that rotation significantly slows the advancement of an outer
convection zone into a stably-stratified region by reducing
the kinetic energy available for upward transport of heavy
material. Given that rotation prevents strong mixing, it raises
the question of whether rotation can also prevent the merger
and prolong the lifetime of a convective staircase.

In this work, we examine the effect of rotation on semicon-
vection, focusing our study on understanding the dynamical
timescale of layer erosion. In Section 2 we present and de-
scribe our numerical experiments. In Section 3 we present
an analytic model of the erosion of a convective-staircase that
reproduces our numerical results. We conclude in Section 4
with a summary and discussion of how our results apply to
gas giants.

2. Numerical simulations
In the following, we present two hydrodynamic simula-

tions, with and without rotation, to highlight the effects of
rotation on the evolution of a convective staircase. We initial-
ize the fluid so that both the temperature and the concentra-
tion of heavy elements (and thus the mean molecular weight)

increase linearly with depth. The mean molecular weight
gradient is strong enough relative to the temperature gradient
such that the combined density increases with depth (i.e., the
system is stable against over-turning convection according to
the Ledoux criterion). This configuration is susceptible to a
double-diffusive instability. After an initial phase of weak,
instability-driven turbulence, layer formation occurs due to
the interaction of the turbulent fluxes and background gra-
dients of heat and mean molecular weight (see the excellent
review by Garaud 2021).

For simplicity, we focus on a small polar region deep within
the planet’s interior (see Figure 1), such that the depth of the
domain 𝐿𝑧 is much smaller than a density scale height (com-
parable to the planet’s radius) and the flows are subsonic. Un-
der those conditions, the Boussinesq approximation is valid,
and the effects of curvature can be neglected (Spiegel & Vero-
nis 1960). We model this region using a Cartesian domain (𝑥,
𝑦, 𝑧) with constant gravity and uniform rotation, both aligned
with the vertical axis: 𝒈 = −𝑔𝒛, 𝛀 = Ω𝒛. The density of
the fluid depends on both composition and temperature. In
what follows, all results are presented in dimensionless form.
For additional details on the numerical setup, nondimension-
alization, and code, we refer the reader to the Appendix.

As seen in snapshots of the simulations (Figure 1), rota-
tion significantly affects the spatial scales of the convective
flow. In the non-rotating case, the length scales are approx-
imately isotropic, while in the rotating case, the horizontal
length scale of the flow is much smaller than the vertical scale
(with vortices and thin columns, as expected from the Taylor-
Proudman theorem, e.g., Proudman 1916; Taylor 1917). Note
for the run without rotation, the density within each individ-
ual convection layer is approximately uniform, whereas in
the rotating case, each convective layer has a small residual
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Figure 2. Horizontally-averaged concentration of heavy elements at depth 𝑧 and time 𝑡 (normalized by the thermal diffusion time across the box 𝜏𝑇 = 𝐿2
𝑧/𝜅𝑇 ).

Results are shown for both, the non-rotating and rotating cases (panels a and b respectively). Layer formation occurs in both cases, but layers persist for a longer
time in the rotating case. The vertical dashed-line in both panels denotes the time at which the non-rotating case becomes fully mixed. Note that the horizontal
axis is not the same in both panels.

density gradient (see also Figure 5). Even when composition
is well-mixed, the inefficiency of the vertical heat transport
in rotating convection is well known to develop a small ver-
tical temperature gradient in the layer (see, e.g., Julien et al.
1996a,b).

2.1. Qualitative evolution of a convective staircase
Figure 2 provides a summary of the evolution of the concen-

tration of heavy elements present in the simulation. The color
scale indicates the horizontal average of the compositional
concentration 𝐶 as a function of nondimensional time, 𝑡/𝜏𝑇 ,
and height within the fluid layer, 𝑧/𝐿𝑧 . Time is measured in
thermal diffusion times defined by 𝜏𝑇 = 𝐿2

𝑧/𝜅𝑇 , where 𝜅𝑇 is
the thermal diffusivity. Initially, the composition has a linear
distribution with height, but over a relatively short amount of
time (≈ 0.017 and 0.025 for the nonrotating and rotating sim-
ulations, respectively) the fluid develops multiple well-mixed
convective layers separated by stably-stratified interfaces. We
find that both the nonrotating and rotating models form 6 lay-
ers (see Figure 2). Once the layers form, they immediately
begin to merge.

For example, in the nonrotating model (Figure 2a), the two
innermost and the two outermost layers grow in thickness
and engulf the layers sandwiched in between. This process

completes around 𝑡 ≈ 0.03 𝜏𝑇 , leaving four layers, two inner
layers and two outer layers. The outer layers then start to
devour the inner layers with the engulfment requiring ∼ 0.07
more thermal diffusion times. The penultimate state, two
layers of roughly equal size, is achieved around 𝑡 ≈ 0.1 𝜏𝑇 .
These two final layers persist over time, since there is a density
jump across the common interface that prevents their instan-
taneous merger and mixing. However, the layers slowly mix
across the interface and the density difference between them
decreases until the final merger at roughly 𝑡 = 0.2 𝜏𝑇 . Hence,
the erosion of the final interface takes roughly one-tenth of
a thermal diffusion time. The rotating model (Figure 2b),
appears to undergo similar processes, except that the mergers
and interface erosion take much longer to occur. The initial
layer mergers do not complete until 𝑡 = 0.33 𝜏𝑇 and the final
internal interface takes roughly 0.2 thermal diffusion times to
erode, i.e., the merging of the initial layers and the erosion of
the final two layers take approximately three times and two
times longer, respectively, than in the non-rotating case.

We emphasize that the erosion process is a turbulent mix-
ing mechanism (i.e., entrainment) not a diffusive one. As
show in Figure 3, the compositional transport across the in-
terface is mostly dominated by the convective flux in both
the rotating and the non-rotating simulations. Certainly, in
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Figure 3. Vertical profiles of the convective and diffusive composition fluxes
for the non-rotating case (blue) and rotating case (orange). The fluxes are
shown at the beginning of the erosion phase of the remaining two layers.
The solid and dashed lines denote the contribution to the flux purely due to
convection and diffusion, respectively.

the outer portions of the interface, turbulent mixing domi-
nates. Even within the very center of the interface, diffusion
only carries roughly 50–60% of the composition flux with the
remainder carried by turbulent mixing. So while, diffusion
does play a role in chemical transport across the interface,
it does so primarily by controlling the width of the inter-
face. As shown by Fernando (1989), in a two-layer system,
the equilibrium thickness of the diffusive interface is gov-
erned by a balance between thickening due to diffusion and
thinning caused by convective entrainment. It is also worth
mentioning that Under Jovian conditions, the diffusivity ratio
is smaller by an order of magnitude with respect to our sim-
ulations (i.e. 𝜅𝐶/𝜅𝑇 ∼ 0.01). Adopting a smaller chemical
diffusivity would further diminish the role of compositional
diffusion leading to its subdominance in interface erosion.

As we show later, an important parameter for the mixing
timescales of the fluid is the Rossby number, defined as the
ratio of the rotational period to the convective turnover time,
Ro ≡ 𝑈conv/2Ωℓ, where 𝑈conv is the characteristic scale of
the convective velocity, and ℓ is the characteristic lengthscale
of the convection. Rapidly rotating flows have Ro ≪ 1, and
the efficiency of convective mixing is much smaller than for
non-rotating flows. In our simulations, we calculate Ro using
the r.m.s. velocity of the fluid in each convective layer as a
proxy for𝑈conv, and set ℓ to the thickness of a convective layer
in the staircase. Figure 4 shows profiles of the r.m.s. velocity
for the rotating case, at different stages during the evolution
of the staircase. As expected, we find that as layers merge,
the freefall distance of each surviving layer increases, leading
to an increase in the convective velocity (see Equation 2 for
how 𝑈conv depends on ℓ). However, the ratio 𝑈conv (ℓ)/ℓ
decreases. Consequently, the Rossby number, shown at the
top of each curve in Figure 4, decreases after each merger,
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Figure 4. Vertical profiles of the r.m.s velocity for 4 different phases during
the evolution of the convective staircase for the rotating case. From the
r.m.s velocity, we have estimated the Rossby number, Ro, of the flow (see
main text). As expected, as layers merge the flow velocity increases. Time
increases as the system evolves from 6 to 4 to 2 and finally to 1 layer.

starting with Ro ≈ 0.107 in the 6-layers phase, and ultimately
reaching Ro ≈ 0.044. We also note that initially, when there
are 6 layers in the fluid, the velocity and size of each layer is
uniform. Later on, the outer convective layers have a larger
speed than the interior layers, engulfing them and leaving
only two layers that slowly erode each other until a single
convective layer remains.

3. Analytic model for the erosion phase
A complete characterization of all the timescales involved

in the problem, and how they change with the choice of pa-
rameters is beyond the scope of this work. However, in what
follows, we present a detailed model for the erosion stage that
reproduces our numerical results.

When the layered system has reached its penultimate state,
it has two well-mixed, convecting layers of equal thickness
(𝐿𝑧/2) separated by a thin stably stratified interface (see Fig-
ure 5a). The mass density of the fluid in the upper layer is less
than the density of the fluid in the lower layer. The convection
in each layer is maintained by a constant heat flux 𝐹𝐻 driven
through the system. Due to the partial mixing that occurs
across the thin interface, the density contrast between the two
layers, Δ𝜌, decreases with time (see Figure 5b), changing
the gravitational potential energy across the layer at a rate
𝑑 (Δ𝐸)/𝑑𝑡 = −(1/8)𝑔𝐿2

𝑧𝑑 (Δ𝜌)/𝑑𝑡. If we assume that the en-
ergy required for mixing across the interface comes from and
is proportional to the kinetic energy flux in each convective
layer (“the entrainment hypothesis”, e.g., Linden 1975), one
can derive an evolution equation for the density difference
between the two layers,

𝑑Δ𝐸

𝑑𝑡
= −

𝑔𝐿2
𝑧

8
𝑑Δ𝜌

𝑑𝑡
≈ 2 × 𝜀

2
𝜌0𝑈

3
conv , (1)

where the preceding factor of 2 in the final expression ac-
counts for entrainment from above and below the interface,
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Figure 5. Panel (a): Density profile at the beginning of the erosion phase
for the non-rotating and rotating cases. Note that in the rotating case, the
density is not constant within the convection zone. Instead, there is a positive
density gradient due to the thermal structure of the fluid in the convection zone
(in nonrotating convection, the temperature becomes isothermal whereas in
rotating convection, the fluid develops a small temperature gradient). Panel
(b): Evolution of the density contrast between the two layers during the
erosion phase. For both cases Δ𝜌 decreases linearly with time, but the
rotating case decays at a slower rate. Further, the initial density contrast at
the beginning of the erosion phase is smaller for the rotating case (likely due
to diffusion since it takes longer for the fluid to reach this stage).

𝜌0 is the average density of the fluid, and 𝜀 is the mixing
efficiency (≈ 0.5–1, e.g., Fuentes & Cumming 2020).

We see that given 𝑈conv, Equation (1) can be integrated
to obtain Δ𝜌(𝑡). In the non-rotating and rapidly-rotating
limits, typical convective speeds (𝑈NR and 𝑈R, respectively)
can be estimated using mixing-length theory and turbulent,
diffusion-free scaling laws for convective heat transfer (e.g.,
Stevenson 1979; Ingersoll & Pollard 1982; Barker et al. 2014;
Aurnou et al. 2020). Following the derivation of Fuentes et al.
(2023), we obtain

𝑈NR ∼
(
𝛼𝑔𝐹𝐻ℓ

𝜌0𝑐𝑃

)1/3
, 𝑈R ∼

(
𝛼𝑔𝐹𝐻

𝜌0𝑐𝑃

)2/5 (
ℓ

2Ω

)1/5
. (2)

In these expressions, 𝛼 is the coefficient of thermal expansion,
𝑐𝑃 is the specific heat capacity at constant pressure, and
ℓ = 𝐿𝑧/2 is the approximate thickness of each convective
layer. Since these speeds are temporally constant, integration
of Equation (1) gives

Δ𝜌(𝑡) = Δ𝜌0

(
1 − 𝑡

𝜏

)
, (3)

where Δ𝜌0 is the initial density contrast (𝑡 = 0 measured from
the beginning of the erosion phase), and 𝜏 is the time required
for Δ𝜌 → 0 (the mixing timescale of the two convective
layers). Assuming that 𝜀 ≈ 1 for both cases, but taking into
account that Δ𝜌0 is different, we find

𝜏NR ∼
Δ𝜌0,NR𝑐𝑃𝐿𝑧

4𝛼𝐹𝐻

, 𝜏R ∼ 𝜏NR

(
Δ𝜌0,R

Δ𝜌0,NR

)
Ro−1/2 , (4)

where Ro = 𝑈𝑅/2Ωℓ is the Rossby number of the flow
(approximately the same in each convective layer), defined
in terms of the rotationally-constrained convective velocity.
Therefore, in a rapidly rotating system where Ro ≪ 1, the
erosion timescale of the convective interface increases by a
factor of Ro−1/2 (the ratio between the initial density jumps
is of order unity). This is the same relation that we found in
our previous paper for the timescale for an outer convection
zone to mix a layer with a stable compositional gradient (see
Equation 10 in Fuentes et al. 2023).

We find a good agreement between the model and our simu-
lations. First, the decrease in the density jump across the inter-
face is linear in time (see Figure 5b), just as predicted by Equa-
tion (3). Second, when comparing the mixing timescales, the
ratio between the erosion time in the rotating case and the non-
rotating case is (0.19/0.09) ≈ 2.11. Equation (4) predicts that
this ratio is given by (Δ𝜌0,R/Δ𝜌0,NR)Ro−1/2. In our numerical
results, we find Ro ≈ 0.077 in the erosion phase (see Figure 4),
and (Δ𝜌0,R/Δ𝜌0,NR) ≈ 0.130/0.192 ≈ 0.68 (Figure 5b).
Then, the predicted ratio is ≈ 0.68 × (0.077)−1/2 ≈ 2.44,
just like in the simulations. The small (but negligible) differ-
ences between the numerical results and the model could be
due to the effects of thermal diffusion, which we did not take
into account, and possibly a mixing efficiency that depends
weakly on rotation.

Given the agreement between the model and our numerical
results, it is encouraging to compute values of the timescales
relevant for gas giants. For typical Jovian conditions in the
deep interior, at 𝑡 ∼ 108 yrs after formation (where a large
fraction of the planet is expected to be convective)

𝜏NR,J ∼ 109 yrs
(

Δ𝜌0

1 g cm−3

) (
𝑐𝑃

108 erg g−1 K−1

) (
𝐿𝑧

109 cm

)
×
( 𝛼

10−5 K−1

)−1
(

𝐹𝐻

105 erg cm−2 s−1

)−1
,

(5)

and
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𝜏R,J ∼ 1011 yrs
(
𝜏NR,J

109 yrs

) (
Ro

10−5

)−1/2
, (6)

where the numbers were inferred from Cumming et al. (2018)
and Helled et al. (2022). This is a difference of two orders
of magnitude, and the mixing time is longer than the current
age of Jupiter or Saturn. We emphasize that evaluating the
numbers at later times would give even longer timescales,
since convection becomes weaker as the planet’s luminosity
decreases with time.

4. Discussion
Our results suggest that a convective staircase can persist

over long timescales provided that convection is rotationally-
constrained (Ro ≪ 1), a condition that is satisfied by giant
planets. This is because rapid rotation changes the morphol-
ogy of the convective flow (dominated by thin plumes) and
reduces the kinetic energy flux available for compositional
mixing, as recently shown by Fuentes et al. (2023).

Despite the simplifications made in our model (e.g., ignor-
ing spherical geometry and density stratification) and the un-
certainties in the interior parameters of gas giants (particularly
for Δ𝜌0 and the mixing efficiency 𝜀), we have demonstrated
that the effect of rotation is substantial in rapidly rotating gas
giants, increasing the erosion time of the staircase by two or-
ders of magnitude, for Jovian conditions at 𝑡 ∼ 108 yrs after
formation. The effect is even larger at later times since the
convective strength becomes smaller as the planet’s luminos-
ity decreases with time. Also, a smaller value of the mixing
efficiency for the rotating case will just make the timescale
longer, once again supporting our hypothesis that rotation
prolongs the lifetime of a convective staircase.

Characterizing the timescale of the initial mergers is also
of great interest, as it would allow us to determine the cur-
rent evolutionary stage of the fuzzy cores in Jupiter and Sat-
urn. For example, Saturn’s seismology indicates the presence
of a stably stratified region, which likely requires a semi-
convective staircase with many steps, giving the planet a
dense spectrum of gravity modes. If Saturn were in the ero-
sion phase, there would be only a single interface and hence a
single interface mode in the pulsation spectrum, which con-
tradicts the ring-seismology inferences (Fuller 2014; Belyaev
et al. 2015; Mankovich & Fuller 2021). Unlike the erosion
phase, where the staircase consists of only two steps of equal
size throughout the process, the initial mergers occur in a
fluid region with many steps of size ℎ, which merge over
time, causing ℎ to increase. From Equations (6) and (7) in
Fuentes et al. (2023), and using the same parameters, the
growth rate of a convective layer by engulfing fluid from a
stable region below is ℎNR ∼ 3 × 109 cm (𝑡/4.5 Gyr)1/2 for
the non-rotating case, and ℎR ∼ 2 × 108 cm (𝑡/4.5 Gyr)5/12

for the rotating case. This suggests that over the age of the
solar system, the planet would be nearly fully mixed in the
non-rotating case, while about ∼ 10 convective layers would
remain in the staircase for the rotating case.

Another factor that could influence convective mixing and
the lifespan of a staircase is the presence of magnetic fields.
For example, the preference for fluid flows to move parallel
to the magnetic field direction means that a vertical field
geometry can significantly reduce horizontal mixing when
the field strength is sufficiently large (e.g., Yan et al. 2019).
Recently, Sanghi et al. (2022) investigated semiconvection in
the presence of a uniform vertical background magnetic field,
finding that a sufficiently strong field delays layer formation
and substantially reduces the internal flux across the layers.
However, different field geometries could lead to different
results (e.g., Calkins et al. 2023).

We encourage future work to either confirm or refute our
findings using a larger suite of numerical simulations. More
detailed models of the growth and merging rates of semi-
convective layers would significantly improve the estimates
mentioned above and help assess the possible structures of
giant planets over evolutionary timescales. It is also impor-
tant to emphasize that semiconvection is not only relevant for
the thermal evolution and transport processes in giant planets,
but also in stars (e.g., Spruit 2013; Zaussinger & Spruit 2013;
Ding & Li 2014; Moore & Garaud 2016). Recently, semicon-
vection has been shown to be crucial for understanding the
internal dynamics, magnetism, and potential habitability of
icy moons (e.g., Vance et al. 2021; Wong et al. 2022; Naseem
et al. 2023; Idini & Nimmo 2024). The Rossby number in icy
moons is also small (Ro ≪ 1, see, e.g., Bire et al. 2022) and
therefore the results obtained in this work could be applicable
to them.
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Appendix

A. Fluid equations and numerical methods
We express the fluid quantities as the sum of a linear hy-

drostatic background (denoted by the subscript 0) and a dy-
namic perturbation to the background (denoted by primes),
e.g., the total temperature and composition are expressed as
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𝑇 = 𝑇0 (𝑧) + 𝑇 ′, and 𝐶 = 𝐶0 (𝑧) + 𝐶′, respectively. The den-
sity perturbations satisfy 𝜌′/𝜌0 ≪ 1, and are related to 𝑇 ′

and 𝐶′ through 𝜌′ = 𝜌0 (𝛽𝐶′ − 𝛼𝑇 ′), as demanded by the
Boussinesq approximation (Spiegel & Veronis 1960). Here,
𝛽 and 𝛼 are the coefficients of compositional and thermal
contraction/expansion (both assumed positive constants), re-
spectively. Before presenting the fluid equations, we non-
dimensionalize them using [𝑇] = |𝜕𝑧𝑇0 |𝐿𝑧 , [𝐶] = |𝜕𝑧𝐶0 |𝐿𝑧

as units of temperature and composition. We use the domain’s
depth 𝐿𝑧 as the unit of length, and the thermal diffusion time
𝜏𝑇 = 𝐿2

𝑧/𝜅𝑇 (where 𝜅𝑇 is the thermal diffusivity) as the unit
of time. By this choice, a unit of pressure corresponds to
[𝑃] = 𝜌0 (𝜅𝑇/𝐿𝑧)2. The dimensionless equations are

∇ · 𝒖 = 0 , (A1)
𝐷𝒖

𝐷𝑡
+ Pr

Ek
𝒛 × 𝒖 = −∇𝑃′ + RaPr

(
𝑅𝜌𝐶

′ − 𝑇 ′) 𝒛 + Pr∇2𝒖 ,

(A2)
𝐷𝐶

𝐷𝑡
= Le−1∇2𝐶 , (A3)

𝐷𝑇

𝐷𝑡
= ∇2𝑇 , (A4)

where 𝐷/𝐷𝑡 = 𝜕𝑡 + 𝒖 · ∇, and 𝒖 is the velocity field.
There are 5 dimensionless numbers that characterize the

evolution of the flow. These are the Rayleigh number Ra,
Ekman number Ek, density ratio 𝑅𝜌, Prandtl number Pr, and
Lewis number Le, which are defined respectively as

Ra =
𝛼𝑔 |𝜕𝑧𝑇0 |𝐿4

𝑧

𝜅𝑇𝜈
, Ek =

𝜈

2Ω𝐿2
𝑧

, (A5)

𝑅𝜌 =
𝛽 |𝜕𝑧𝐶0 |
𝛼 |𝜕𝑧𝑇0 |

, Pr =
𝜈

𝜅𝑇
, Le =

𝜅𝑇

𝜅𝐶
, (A6)

where Ω is the rotation rate, 𝜈 is the kinematic viscosity, and
𝜅𝑇 and 𝜅𝐶 are the thermal and compositional diffusivities,
respectively. 𝑅𝜌 is the ratio of the stabilizing and destabilizing
effect of the compositional and thermal buoyancy.

We initialize the fluid with linear distributions of tempera-
ture and composition, 𝑇0 (𝑧) = 1− 𝑧, 𝐶0 (𝑧) = 1− 𝑧, and fix
the flux of temperature and composition at the top and bottom
of the domain, so the boundary conditions for temperature and
composition are 𝜕𝑧𝑇 |𝑧=0,1 = 𝜕𝑧𝐶 |𝑧=0,1 = −1 . The boundary
conditions for the velocity are impenetrable and stress free at
both boundaries (𝑧 · 𝒖 = 𝑥 · 𝜕𝑧𝒖 = �̂� · 𝜕𝑧𝒖 = 0 at 𝑧 = 0, 1).

The simulations in this work use Ra = 2×109, Pr = Le−1 =

0.1, and Ek = 3 × 10−6. We set the Coriolis force to be
identically zero in the non-rotating case (Ek = ∞). Double-
diffusive instabilitites are expected to occur when the density
ratio lies within a finite range 𝑅𝜌 ∈ [1, (Pr + 1)/(Pr +Le−1)]
(e.g., Garaud 2018, 2021). However, it is likely that layer
formation occurs only in a narrower range 𝑅𝜌 ∈ [1, 𝑅max],
where 𝑅max is uncertain but has been estimated to be 𝑅max ≈
Pr−1/2 (Mirouh et al. 2012; Wood et al. 2013). For 𝑅𝜌 > 𝑅max,
the fluid evolves into a state of enhanced diffusion instead of
forming layers (Mirouh et al. 2012; Wood et al. 2013). In this

work we have Pr = Le−1 = 0.1, giving the upper bound for
double-diffusive instabilities as (Pr + 1)/(Pr + Le−1) ≈ 5.5,
and 𝑅max ≈ 3.2. Moll & Garaud (2017) showed that the
onset of double-diffusive instabilities is not directly affected
by rotation, but it is likely that 𝑅max depends on the rotation
rate. For simplicity, and to ensure layer formation in all our
runs, we set the density ratio to 𝑅𝜌 = 1.25.

Under Jovian conditions, Ra = O(1043), Ek = O(10−17),
and Le−1 ≈ Pr = O(10−2). Unfortunately, the value of
the density ratio 𝑅𝜌 is unknown given our ignorance on the
compositional and thermal stratification in the deep interiors
of the gas giants (see, e.g., Guillot et al. 2004; French et al.
2012). However, by fixing Ra ≫ 1, Ek ≪ 1, Pr < 1, and
Le−1 < 1, we ensure that our simulations are qualitatively in
the same dynamical regime as gas giants.

We time-evolve equations A1–A4 using the Dedalus pseu-
dospectral solver (Burns et al. 2020) version 3, using timestep-
per SBDF2 (Wang & Ruuth 2008) and CFL safety factor 0.2.
All variables are represented using a Chebyshev series with
384 terms for 𝑧 ∈ [0, 1] and Fourier series with 384 terms in
the periodic 𝑥 and 𝑦 directions, where 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [0, 0.75]. We
use the 3/2-dealiasing rule in all directions, so that nonlinear-
ities are calculated in physical space on a 5763 grid. To start
our simulations, we add random-noise temperature perturba-
tions sampled from a normal distribution with a magnitude of
10−5 compared to the initial temperature field. Using 2048
cores, the non-rotating and rotating runs took 20 and 55 days
to finish, respectively.

References

Aurnou, J. M., Horn, S., & Julien, K. 2020, PhRvR, 2, 043115
Barker, A. J., Dempsey, A. M., & Lithwick, Y. 2014, ApJ, 791, 13
Belyaev, M. A., Quataert, E., & Fuller, J. 2015, MNRAS, 452, 2700
Bire, S., Kang, W., Ramadhan, A., Campin, J.-M., & Marshall, J. 2022,

JGRE, 127, e07025
Bolton, S. J., Adriani, A., Adumitroaie, V., et al. 2017a, Sci, 356, 821
Bolton, S. J., Lunine, J., Stevenson, D., et al. 2017b, SSRv, 213, 5
Burns, K. J., Vasil, G. M., Oishi, J. S., Lecoanet, D., & Brown, B. P. 2020,

PhRvR, 2, 023068
Calkins, M. A., AlRefae, T., Hernandez, A., Yan, M., & Maffei, S. 2023,

PhRvF, 8, 123501
Cumming, A., Helled, R., & Venturini, J. 2018, MNRAS, 477, 4817
Ding, C. Y., & Li, Y. 2014, MNRAS, 438, 1137
Fernando, H. J. S. 1989, JFM, 209, 1
French, M., Becker, A., Lorenzen, W., & et al. 2012, ApJS, 202, 5
Fuentes, J. R., Anders, E. H., Cumming, A., & Hindman, B. W. 2023,

ApJL, 950, L4
Fuentes, J. R., & Cumming, A. 2020, PhRvF, 5, 124501
Fuentes, J. R., Cumming, A., & Anders, E. H. 2022, PhRvF, 7, 124501
Fuller, J. 2014, Icar, 242, 283
Garaud, P. 2018, AnRFM, 50, 275
—. 2021, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2103.08072
Guillot, T., Stevenson, D. J., Hubbard, W. B., & Saumon, D. 2004, in

Jupiter. The Planet, Satellites and Magnetosphere, ed. F. Bagenal, T. E.
Dowling, & W. B. McKinnon, Vol. 1, 35–57

Helled, R., & Stevenson, D. 2017, ApJL, 840, L4
Helled, R., & Stevenson, D. J. 2024, AGUA, 5, e2024AV001171
Helled, R., Stevenson, D. J., Lunine, J. I., et al. 2022, Icar, 378, 114937
Hindman, B. W., & Fuentes, J. R. 2023, ApJL, 957, L23



8

Howard, S., Guillot, T., Bazot, M., et al. 2023, A&A, 672, A33
Idini, B., & Nimmo, F. 2024, PSJ, 5, 15
Ingersoll, A. P., & Pollard, D. 1982, Icarus, 52, 62
Julien, K., Legg, S., McWilliams, J., & Werne, J. 1996a, DyAtO, 24, 237
—. 1996b, JFM, 322, 243
Leconte, J., & Chabrier, G. 2012, A&A, 540, A20
—. 2013, NatGe, 6, 347
Linden, P. F. 1975, JFM, 71, 385
Liu, S.-F., Hori, Y., Müller, S., et al. 2019, Natur, 572, 355
Mankovich, C. R., & Fuller, J. 2021, NatAs, 5, 1103
Militzer, B., Hubbard, W. B., Wahl, S., et al. 2022, PSJ, 3, 185
Mirouh, G. M., Garaud, P., Stellmach, S., Traxler, A. L., & Wood, T. S.

2012, ApJ, 750, 61
Moll, R., & Garaud, P. 2017, ApJ, 834, 44
Moll, R., Garaud, P., Mankovich, C., & Fortney, J. J. 2017, ApJ, 849, 24
Moore, K., & Garaud, P. 2016, ApJ, 817, 54
Müller, S., Helled, R., & Cumming, A. 2020, A&A, 638, A121
Naseem, M., Neveu, M., Howell, S., et al. 2023, PSJ, 4, 181
Proudman, J. 1916, RSPSA, 92, 408
Sanghi, A., Fraser, A. E., Tian, E. W., & Garaud, P. 2022, ApJ, 935, 33

Spiegel, E. A., & Veronis, G. 1960, ApJ, 131, 442
Spruit, H. C. 2013, A&A, 552, A76
Stevenson, D. J. 1979, GApFD, 12, 139
Stevenson, D. J., Bodenheimer, P., Lissauer, J. J., & D’Angelo, G. 2022,

PSJ, 3, 74
Taylor, G. I. 1917, RSPSA, 93, 99
Tulekeyev, A., Garaud, P., Idini, B., & Fortney, J. J. 2024, PSJ, 5, 190
Vance, S. D., Journaux, B., Hesse, M., & Steinbrügge, G. 2021, JGRE, 126,

e06736
Vazan, A., Helled, R., Kovetz, A., & Podolak, M. 2015, ApJ, 803, 32
Wahl, S. M., Hubbard, W. B., Militzer, B., et al. 2017, GeoRL, 44, 4649
Wang, D., & Ruuth, S. J. 2008, JCM, 26, 838
Wong, T., Hansen, U., Wiesehöfer, T., & McKinnon, W. B. 2022, JGRE,

127, e2022JE007316
Wood, T. S., Garaud, P., & Stellmach, S. 2013, ApJ, 768, 157
Xue, N., Khodaparast, S., Zhu, L., et al. 2017, NatCo, 8, 1960
Yan, M., Calkins, M. A., Maffei, S., et al. 2019, JFM, 877, 1186
Zaussinger, F., & Kupka, F. 2019, ThCFD, 33, 383
Zaussinger, F., & Spruit, H. C. 2013, A&A, 554, A119
Ziv, M., Galanti, E., Sheffer, A., et al. 2024, A&A, 686, L7


