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Key Points

• We provide orbital eccentricity, inclination, oliquity, and climatic precession for use in paleostudies/climate models over the past

3.5 Gyr

• The long eccentricity cycle (previously used as "metronome") can become unstable on long time scales

• Earth’s past obliquity forcing/amplitude was significantly reduced. We predict reduced obliquity power with age in stratigraphic

records
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Abstract
Astronomical (or Milanković) forcing of the Earth system is key to understanding rhythmic climate change
on time scales >∼ 104 y. Paleoceanographic and paleoclimatological applications concerned with past astronom-
ical forcing rely on astronomical calculations (solutions), which represent the backbone of cyclostratigraphy
and astrochronology. Here we present state-of-the-art astronomical solutions over the past 3.5 Gyr. Our goal
is to provide tuning targets and templates for interpreting deep-time cyclostratigraphic records and design-
ing external forcing functions in climate models. Our approach yields internally consistent orbital and precession-
tilt solutions, including fundamental solar system frequencies, orbital eccentricity and inclination, lunar dis-
tance, luni-solar precession rate, Earth’s obliquity, and climatic precession. Contrary to expectations, we find
that the long eccentricity cycle (previously assumed stable and labeled “metronome”, recent period ∼405 kyr),
can become unstable on long time scales. Our results reveal episodes during which the long eccentricity cy-
cle is very weak or absent and Earth’s orbital eccentricity and climate-forcing spectrum are unrecognizable com-
pared to the recent past. For the ratio of eccentricity-to-inclination amplitude modulation (frequently observ-
able in paleorecords) we find a wide distribution around the recent 2:1 ratio, i.e., the system is not restricted
to a 2:1 or 1:1 resonance state. Our computations show that Earth’s obliquity was lower and its amplitude (vari-
ation around the mean) significantly reduced in the past. We therefore predict weaker climate forcing at obliq-
uity frequencies in deep time and a trend toward reduced obliquity power with age in stratigraphic records.
For deep-time stratigraphic and modeling applications, the orbital parameters of our 3.5-Gyr integrations are
made available at 400-year resolution.
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1 Introduction

In 1941, Milanković commented on the motiva-
tion for his work on insolation: “If it were actually pos-
sible [. . .] to create a mathematical theory by means of
which one could track the effect of insolation in space and
time, one would be able to determine the most important
basic features of the Earth’s climate computationally.” (Mi-
lanković, 1941, see Appendix A) . Today, the so-called Mi-
lanković cycles are known as periodic changes in Earth’s
orbital parameters, causing rhythmic climate change on
Earth on time scales >∼ 104 y. Milanković ’s primary aim
was to apply his astronomical theory to the ice age prob-
lem. Since then, numerous studies have investigated the
astronomical forcing of climate on time scales ranging from
half-precession periods to Gyrs, primarily relying on as-
tronomical calculations/solutions, which today represent
the backbone of astrochronology and cyclostratigraphy
(for recent summaries, see Montenari, 2018; Hinnov, 2018;
De Vleeschouwer et al., 2024) . While undoubtedly a vi-
sionary, Milanković may not have foreseen using digital
computer clusters to numerically determine astronom-
ical forcing of Earth’s climate over billions of years of its
history (the undertaking of the present study).

Cyclostratigraphy, the study of astronomically in-
duced cycle patterns expressed in stratigraphic sequences,
enables reconstructing the Earth System’s intricate response
to Milanković forcing and provides a tool for establish-
ing high-resolution temporal frameworks for ordering/dating
geologic history (astrochronologies). Beyond ∼50 Ma, as-
trochronology may be used to reconstruct the chaotic evo-
lution of orbital cycles such as the unstable, very long ec-
centricity cycle (∼2.4 Myr at present, e.g., Olsen et al., 2019;
Ma et al., 2017; Zeebe & Lourens, 2019) and in some
cases individual fundamental solar system frequencies (e.g.
Meyers & Malinverno, 2018; Olsen et al., 2019) . More-
over, the cyclostratigraphic record of changing precession
and obliquity frequencies permits reconstructing the long-
term (tidal) evolution of the Earth-Moon system. The lat-
ter approach is especially valuable in Precambrian records,
when changes in precession periods and their ratios to ec-
centricity periods are more pronounced (e.g., Zhang et
al., 2015; Meyers & Malinverno, 2018; Lantink et al., 2019,
2022, 2024) . However, cyclostratigraphic reconstructions
and astrochronology purely based on observational data
in deep time is challenging in the absence of astronom-
ical tuning targets due to the uncertain long-term tidal evo-
lution of the Earth-Moon system and the solar system’s
chaotic nature (Berger et al., 1989; Laskar et al., 2004;
Zeebe, 2017) . Conversely, observational studies gener-
ate fundamental knowledge and several hard data constraints
on the Earth-Moon and solar system history, which in turn,
help to constrain the astronomical solutions (e.g. Zeebe
& Lourens, 2019; Lantink et al., 2022) . Thus, cyclostrati-
graphic data and astronomical solutions are inherently valu-
able and in high demand, particularly in deep time.

In this study, we present astronomical solutions from
state-of-the-art solar system integrations over the past 3.5 Gyr
within a single, internally consistent framework. We high-
light important features of the overall nature of, and the
dominant frequency components involved in, deep-time
Milanković forcing and discuss which cycles may be (un)suitable
for developing deep-time astrochronologies. Our astro-
nomical solutions provide examples of possible charac-
teristic forcing patterns to assist in the interpretation of
deep-time cyclostratigraphic records and the design of ex-

ternal forcing functions in climate models. We supply two
types of internally consistent astronomical solutions, or-
bital solutions (OSs) and precession-tilt (PT) solutions
(see Sections 2 and 3). OS dynamics have important ef-
fects on (and are a prerequisite for) PT solutions (the op-
posite effect is minor, see Section 3.7). For example, am-
plitude variations in Earth’s orbital inclination (due to OS
dynamics) are reflected in obliquity — most evidently dur-
ing intervals of reduced amplitude variation (see Zeebe,
2022) . Similarly, amplitude variations in eccentricity (due
to OS dynamics) are reflected in climatic precession. Our
combined OS and PT solutions and their analyses yield
diagnostic features of deep-time orbital forcing param-
eters that are also key in more recent cyclostratigraphic
and astrochronologic practices. The diagnostics include
the different eccentricity cycles (ECs) and the relative pe-
riodicities and amplitudes of P: T: SEC: LEC: VLEC (Pre-
cession: Tilt: Short EC: Long EC: Very Long EC), as well
as the stability of the LEC (previously assumed stable and
used as a “metronome” in astrochronology).

1.1 Specific goals, benefits, and outcome provided

Our main goal is to investigate deep-time Milanković
forcing and make our results available to the community.
Our findings are based on long-term ensemble integra-
tions (N = 64, see below), exploring the possible solu-
tion/phase space of the solar system. Hence our study pro-
vides characteristic features of long-term Milanković forc-
ing and 64 individual solutions, not a single forcing func-
tion (as prohibited by dynamical chaos). From our OS and
PT solutions, we supply outcome including the fundamen-
tal (secular) solar system frequencies (gi and si ), lunar dis-
tance (aL), luni-solar precession rate (Ψ), obliquity (𝜖 ), and
climatic precession (p̄) (see Table 1). Importantly, we in-
tegrate the equations of motion for Earth’s spin axis over
3.5 Gyr, yielding full solutions for 𝜖 and p̄ (see Section 3).
We also include error estimates and a comparison to Waltham
(2015) ’s results for aL, Ψ, and averaged 𝜖 (see Figs. 5 and F2).
The results of our 3.5-Gyr OS and PT integrations (N =

64), including eccentricity, inclination, obliquity, and cli-
matic precession are made available at 400-year resolu-
tion at www.ncei.noaa.gov/access/paleo-search/study/
39199 and www2.hawaii.edu/~zeebe/Astro.html.

The present astronomical solutions are designed for
deep-time applications (order t <∼ −108 y) . For the past
100 Myr (300 Myr), we recommend the orbital solutions
ZB18a and ZB20x, which have been constrained by ge-
ological data and are more accurate on that time scale (Zeebe
& Lourens, 2019, 2022b) . ZB18a and ZB20x are not in-
compatible with the current results but feature slightly dif-
ferent attributes, including asteroids and a different timestep.
Precession-tilt solutions for the past 100 Myr are avail-
able at www2.hawaii.edu/~zeebe/Astro.html and www
.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/study/35174 and can be gen-
erated/ customized using snvec (github.com/rezeebe/
snvec) (Zeebe & Lourens, 2022a) .

2 Orbital Solutions

For the orbital solutions, we performed state-of-
the-art solar system integrations, including the eight plan-
ets and Pluto, a lunar contribution, general relativity, the
solar quadrupole moment, and solar mass loss (Zeebe, 2017;
Zeebe & Lourens, 2019; Zeebe, 2022; Zeebe, 2023a; Zeebe
& Lantink, 2024a) . Initial conditions at time t0 were taken
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Table 1. Notation and values used in this paper.

Symbol Meaning Value I/A Unit Note

𝜖 Obliquity angle
𝜖0 Obliquity Earth t0 23.4392911 deg Fränz & Harper (2002)
𝜙 Precession angle
𝛼 Precession constant see Appendix B
s Spin vector unit vector
n Orbit normal Earth unit vector
b Orbit normal Lunar unit vector
iL Inclination lunar orbit cos iL = (b · n) = y
𝜖 ∗ Mutual obliquity cos 𝜖 ∗ = (s · b) = z
e Orbital eccentricity
𝜛 Orbit LP a

𝜔̄ Orbit LPX b

I Orbital inclination
Ω Orbit LAN c

p̄ Climatic precession p̄ = e sin 𝜔̄

𝛾gp Geodetic precession −0.0192 ′′/y Capitaine et al. (2003)
gi , si Secular frequencies ′′/y
au Astronomical unit 1.495978707×1011 m
GM Sun GP d 1.32712440041×1020 m3 s−2

M/(mE + mL) Mass ratio e 328900.5596 –
mE/mL Mass ratio e 81.300568 –
𝜇 Lunar GP d 𝜇 = GM (mE + mL)/M
L Angular Momentum
T Torque
𝜔 Earth’s angular speed 7.292115×10−5 s−1 at t0
aL Earth-Moon DP f m
aL0 Earth-Moon DP f t0 3.8440×108 m Quinn et al. (1991)
nL Lunar mean motion nL = (𝜇/a3

L)
1/2

A, C Moments of inertia g

Ed0 = (C − A)/C Earth’s dyn. ellipticity 0.00327381 – at t0, see text
gL Lunar orbit factor 0.9925194 – see text
Ψ0 = ¤𝜙0 Luni-solar prec. t0 50.384815 ′′/y Capitaine et al. (2003)
mE Mass Earth 5.9720×1024 kg
RE Radius Earth 6378.136×103 m
ks Love No. Secular 0.942 – h

k2 Love No. TE k 0.3 – h

Δtt Tidal time lag Mignard (1981)
𝛿 Tidal phase lag h

K Solar factor for 𝛼 l see Appendix B
𝛽 Lunar factor for 𝛼 l see Appendix B

a LP = Longitude of Perihelion. b LPX = LP from the moving equinox. c LAN = Longitude of Ascending Node. d GP = Gravitational Pa-

rameter. e Index E = Earth, L = Lunar. f DP = Distance Parameter. g Earth’s equatorial (A) and polar (C) moment of inertia. h For details,

see MacDonald (1964); Goldreich (1966); Lambeck (1980); Baenas et al. (2019) . k TE = tidal-effective. l Factors for 𝛼 related to solar and

lunar torque (see Appendix B).
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from the latest JPL ephemeris DE441 (Park et al., 2021)
and the equations of motion were numerically integrated
to t = −3.5 Gyr (beyond −3.5 Gyr very few geologic records
are available and parameters such as the lunar distance have
large uncertainties, see Section 3.7). Owing to solar sys-
tem chaos, the solutions diverge around t = −50 Myr,
which prevents identifying a unique solution on time scales
>∼ 108 y, see (Laskar et al., 2004; Zeebe, 2017; Zeebe &
Lourens, 2019, 2022b) . Hence we present results from
long-term ensemble integrations to explore the possible
solution/phase space of the system. Importantly, because
of the chaos, each ∼108 y interval of the integrations rep-
resents a snapshot of the system’s general/possible behav-
ior that is largely independent of the actual numerical time
of a particular solution (provided here that t < −𝜏12, where
𝜏12 is of order 108 to 109 y, see below). In other words,
a numerical solution’s behavior around, say, t = −1.5 Gyr
may represent the actual solar system around t = −600 Myr
and so on. Our approach allows for full solar system dy-
namics and full dynamical chaos and is fundamentally dif-
ferent from Hoang et al. (2021) who used a simplified,
secular model (truncated at 2nd order in masses and 5th
order in eccentricities/inclinations).

2.1 Numerical integrator and physical setup

Solar system integrations were carried out follow-
ing our earlier work (Zeebe, 2015a; Zeebe, 2015b; Zeebe,
2017; Zeebe & Lourens, 2019; Zeebe, 2022) with our
integrator package orbitN (v1.0) (Zeebe, 2023a) . The
open source code is available at doi.org/10.5281/zenodo
.8021040 and github.com/rezeebe/orbitN. The meth-
ods, physical setup, and our integrator package used here
have been extensively tested and compared against other
studies (Zeebe, 2017; Zeebe & Lourens, 2019; Zeebe, 2022;
Zeebe, 2023a) ; for more information, see Appendix C.

2.2 Ensemble integrations

We performed ensemble integrations of the solar
system with a total of N = 64 members. Note that a larger
N is not necessarily advantageous for the current appli-
cation. For one, our goal is to explore the system’s gen-
eral behavior and provide an abundance of possible val-
ues for the fundamental solar system frequencies (secu-
lar g- and s-frequencies). For instance, time series anal-
ysis of consecutive 20-Myr intervals of our simulations
(see below) provide 64 · (3,500/20) = 11,200 values for
each frequency, which is plenty. The analysis of some fre-
quencies is cumbersome and requires individual inspec-
tion and manual work (see below), which becomes unfea-
sible for large N . Also, regarding the occurrence of, e.g.,
𝜎12 resonances (see Appendix D and Zeebe & Lantink
(2024a) ), our ensemble integrations sample a frequently
occurring phenomenon (∼40% of solutions), not a rare event
such as the destabilization of Mercury’s orbit, which would
require large N (e.g., Laskar & Gastineau, 2009; Zeebe,
2015b; Abbot et al., 2023) . The fact that the 𝜎12 reso-
nance was (1) recognized previously (Lithwick & Wu, 2011;
Mogavero & Laskar, 2022) — although not its effect on
the LEC (see Zeebe & Lantink, 2024a) — and (2) found
in ∼40% of our solutions suggests that entering the 𝜎12
resonance on long time scales is a common (not rare) dy-
namical feature. Different solutions were obtained by off-
setting Earth’s initial position by a small distance (largest
offset Δx0 ≃ 1×10−12 au), which is within observational
uncertainties (Zeebe, 2015b; Zeebe, 2017) . The differ-

ent Δx0 lead to complete randomization of solutions on
a time scale of ∼50 Myr due to solar system chaos. We
also tested different histories of the Earth-Moon distance
(aL), which has little effect on our OS results (see Section 3.7).
Because of scarce geological records and the large uncer-
tainties in aL prior to ∼3.5 Ga, we restrict our integrations
to t = −3.5 Gyr. Our solutions are available at www.ncei
.noaa.gov/access/paleo-search/study/39199 and www2
.hawaii.edu/~zeebe/Astro.html.

2.3 Past Earth-Moon distance

Our solar system integrations include a lunar con-
tribution, i.e., a gravitational quadrupole model of the Earth-
Moon system (Quinn et al., 1991; Varadi et al., 2003; Zeebe,
2017; Zeebe, 2023a) . The lunar contribution has a rel-
atively small effect on the overall orbital dynamics of the
solar system, yet the integration requires the Earth-Moon
distance (aL) as a parameter at a given time in the past (de-
tails and technical aspects are discussed in Section 3.7).

2.4 Time series analysis of astronomical solutions

The solar system’s fundamental g- and s-frequencies
(aka secular frequencies) were determined from the out-
put of our numerical integrations using fast Fourier trans-
form (FFT) over consecutive 20-Myr intervals. For the
spectral analysis, we used Earth’s orbital elements and the
classic variables:

h = e sin(𝜛) ; k = e cos(𝜛) (1)
p = sin(I/2) sinΩ ; q = sin(I/2) cosΩ , (2)

where e, I , 𝜛, and Ω are eccentricity, inclination, longi-
tude of perihelion, and longitude of ascending node, re-
spectively. The variables h, k , p, q are useful analytically
and obey the relationships h2 + k2 = e2 and p2 + q2 =

sin2 (I/2) (e.g., Murray & Dermott, 1999) . The spectra
for Earth’s h, k and p, q, for example, show strong peaks
at nearly all g- and s-frequencies, respectively (see Zeebe
& Lantink, 2024a) , i.e., analyzing only Earth’s spectrum
may suffice (instead of all planetary spectra), depending
on the application. The g- and s-modes are loosely re-
lated to the apsidal and nodal precession of the planetary
orbits (see Zeebe & Lantink, 2024a) . However, there is
generally no simple one-to-one relationship between a sin-
gle mode and a single planet, particularly for the inner plan-
ets. The system’s motion is a superposition of all modes,
although for the outer planets, some modes are dominated
by a single planet.

3 Precession-Tilt Solutions and Framework

3.1 Theoretical PT framework and previous stud-
ies

The current approach provides combined OS and
PT solutions, the latter of which are obtained within a the-
oretical framework (Framework I hereafter) that has been
applied to the Earth-Moon system, Pluto-Charon, exo-
planets, etc. (e.g., MacDonald, 1964; Goldreich, 1966;
Mignard, 1981; Touma & Wisdom, 1994; Atobe & Ida,
2007; Cheng et al., 2014; Downey et al., 2023) . The em-
phasis is on long-term physical solutions for the plane-
tary spin axis, the satellite’s orbital inclination, and (here)
explicit obliquity and precession solutions. In a number
of related, but somewhat distinct studies, the emphasis has
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shifted toward a detailed model framework for the Earth-
Moon’s tidal evolution (Framework II hereafter) , partic-
ularly the history of ocean tidal dissipation (e.g., Webb,
1982; Hansen, 1982; Kagan & Maslova, 1994; Motoyama
et al., 2020; Daher et al., 2021; Tyler, 2021; Farhat et al.,
2022) . The advance in modeling past ocean tidal evolu-
tion provided by these studies is clearly desirable. Impor-
tantly, however, studies of both frameworks (regardless
of emphasis) ultimately rely on fitting results to external
parameters and observational data in order to provide re-
alistic astronomical parameters such as lunar distance, pre-
cession frequency, etc. on Gyr-time scale. For instance,
Daher et al. (2021) explore tidal energy dissipation rates
based on reconstructed basin paleogeometries but are un-
able to collapse the lunar distance to near zero at ∼4.4 Ga
(lunar age). Tyler (2021) fits two parameters (effective ocean
depth and dissipation time scale) to observational data in-
cluding length of day/month and lunar distance. Farhat
et al. (2022) also fit two parameters (uniform effective ocean
depth and effective dissipation frequency) to the lunar age
and the present lunar recession rate. In addition, Farhat
et al. (2022) assume a smooth transition from a global ocean
planet prior to 1 Ga. Unfortunately, observational data
to verify or falsify the different tidal evolution models are
extremely sparse, especially prior to ∼1 Ga. If restricted
to robust data sets from cyclostratigraphic studies, only
two data points are available with ages older than 1 Ga (see
Fig. 1b). For more information on the cyclostratigraphic
studies (Meyers & Malinverno, 2018; Lantink et al., 2022;
Sørensen et al., 2020; De Vleeschouwer et al., 2023) , see
Section 3.7.

As detailed below, the current approach to obtain
PT solutions follows Framework I, using an internally con-
sistent physical model with a single fit parameter, the tidal
time lag Δtt (Mignard, 1981; Touma & Wisdom, 1994) .
Analog to Framework II, Δtt is fit to match theoretical re-
sults with observational data (here cyclostratigraphic data
for the lunar distance, see Fig. 1). At this time, no obser-
vational evidence is available to decide whether Frame-
work I or II provides more accurate/realistic results for
the current application over the full past 3.5 Gyr. For the
present theoretical approach (PT solutions), Framework I
is much preferred because the necessary assumptions and
mathematical approach can be stated clearly and succinctly
(see Section 3 and Appendix E). If desired, results of tidal
evolution models may be evaluated within the current frame-
work (see Appendix F, Fig. F1).

3.2 Precession-Tilt Solutions

The precession-tilt (PT) solutions computed here
are based on our earlier work (Zeebe & Lourens, 2022a;
Zeebe, 2022) using the snvec code, see github.com/rezeebe/
snvec and Appendix B. The original snvec code was de-
veloped to provide PT solutions over the past 100 Myr
or so, following Quinn et al. (1991) . While the code in-
cludes parameters for tidal dissipation and dynamical el-
lipticity, it lacks proper dynamical equations for the long-
term evolution of the Earth-Moon system (including non-
linear evolution of lunar distance, Earth’s spin, luni-solar
precession, etc.). Hence we added several features and dif-
ferential equations to provide PT solutions on Gyr-time
scale. The integration of the long-term precession equa-
tions follows the classical work of MacDonald (1964); Gol-
dreich (1966); Mignard (1981) , shown to capture the es-
sential dynamics (e.g., Touma & Wisdom, 1994) and ap-

propriate for a variety of applications (e.g., Atobe & Ida,
2007; Cheng et al., 2014; Downey et al., 2023) , as well
as the current one (see below).

3.3 Differential equations for L and aL

We added differential equations to the snvec code
for the magnitude of Earth’s angular momentum L and
the Earth-Moon (lunar) distance aL. For variables and sym-
bols, see Table 1. The equation for L reads (see Section 3.5
and Goldreich, 1966) :

¤L =TE · s = T2 sin 𝜖 ∗ +T3 cos 𝜖 ∗ , (3)

where the mutual obliquity 𝜖 ∗ is the angle between Earth’s
spin (unit) vector s and the lunar orbit normal b;T2 and
T3 are torque components (see Section 3.5 and Appendix
E) . The current application does not require resolving the
lunar orbit precession (∼18.6 y). Hence for the time-averaged
lunar orbit normal, we may take b ≃ n, where n is Earth’s
orbit normal (in that approximation, 𝜖 ∗ ≃ 𝜖 ). The equa-
tion for aL reads (Goldreich, 1966) :

¤aL = 2 aLTL · b/l = 2 aLT3L/(mL
√
𝜇aL) , (4)

whereT3L = −T3 (see Section 3.5 and Appendix E) , l =
mL

√
𝜇aL is the lunar angular momentum and 𝜇 = GM ·

(mE+mL)/M . Integration of the above differential equa-
tions yield aL (t) and 𝜔(t) = L(t)/C (t), from which K,
𝛽 , 𝛼, and Ψ can be calculated (see Eq. (15) and Appendix
B). For error estimates and a comparison to Waltham (2015) ’s
results for aL, Ψ, and averaged 𝜖 , see Figs. 5 and F2.

3.4 Moment of Inertia

Earth’s angular spin, 𝜔, is calculated from L = C𝜔,
where C is the moment of inertia (MacDonald, 1964; Gol-
dreich, 1966) :

C = I {1 + (2ksR5
E/9GI) 𝜔

2} (5)

and I = 0.33 mE R2
E . Note that C depends on 𝜔, yet changes

in 𝜔 and C are small per integration step. Thus, numer-
ically it suffices to update 𝜔 = L/C and Eq. (5) each time
the derivative routine is called, which occurs multiple times
per integration step.

3.5 Tidal friction equations

The tidal friction equations in, e.g., Goldreich (1966)
and Touma & Wisdom (1994) are given in terms of obliq-
uity/inclination angles. However, our snvec code inte-
grates differential equations for Earth’s spin vector s (see
Quinn et al., 1991; Zeebe & Lourens, 2022a; Zeebe, 2022) .
In the following, we therefore derive a tidal friction equa-
tion for s. Let’s write Earth’s angular momentum vector
as:

L = Ls , (6)

where (as mentioned above) s is a unit vector. It follows
for the torque (dL/dt =TE):

d/dt(Ls) = ¤Ls + L¤s =TE . (7)

Now dot Eq. (7) by s and note that s · s = 1. Also, for s
to remain a unit vector, any change must be perpendic-
ular, i.e., ¤s · s = 0 and hence:

¤L =TE · s . (8)

–6–
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Inserting into Eq. (7) then yields an equation for ¤s, as de-
sired:

¤s = [TE − (TE · s) s]/L . (9)

TheTE terms are given by (T1 = 0, see Appendix E for
T2 andT3):

TE = T1 e1 +T2 e2 +T3 e3 (10)
TE · s = T2 sin 𝜖 ∗ +T3 cos 𝜖 ∗ , (11)

where the ei are unit vectors forming a coordinate system
in which the torque components are conveniently expressed
(Goldreich, 1966) . The ei are given by (e′i are used to project
T ′
i , see Appendix E):

e1 = (s × b)/sin 𝜖 ∗; e2 = (s − b cos 𝜖 ∗)/sin 𝜖 ∗;
e3 = b (12)

e′1 = (s × n)/sin 𝜖 ; e′2 = (s − n cos 𝜖 )/sin 𝜖 ;

e′3 = n . (13)

3.6 Tidal torques

Within the present framework, it is possible to use
different tidal torque expressions (e.g., MacDonald, 1964;
Goldreich, 1966; Mignard, 1981; Touma & Wisdom, 1994) .
For the most part, the differences obtained for the differ-
ent torque expressions are relatively small for aL >∼ 30RE ,
except for Earth’s obliquity. Over this range (which is ex-
plored here), uncertainties in the tidal friction evolution
(if unconstrained by data) are usually larger than those aris-
ing from the torque expressions. We have tested two sets
of torques (Mignard’s and MacDonald’s torques, see Ap-
pendix E for equations) and implemented both in the snvec
code. MacDonald’s torques are relatively easy to imple-
ment but do not include solar tides and solar-lunar cross
terms (see Touma & Wisdom, 1994) . Also, some fun-
damental issues with MacDonald’s approach have been
noted (e.g. Efroimsky & Makarov, 2013) . More impor-
tantly, the solar-lunar cross terms (not included in Mac-
Donald’s torques) have a significant effect on the obliq-
uity evolution and tend to align the spin axis with the or-
bit normal, which is relevant here (see Fig. 5). Hence we
selected Mignard’s tidal torques, including cross terms, as
our default option (see Mignard, 1981; Touma & Wis-
dom, 1994, and Appendix E) .

3.7 Tidal friction in the past

Before discussing tidal friction in the past, we first
explain a technical aspect of our approach. The PT so-
lution provides the lunar distance, aL, at a given time in
the past (see Eq. (4)), based on which precession and obliq-
uity are computed. Now solving the PT equations requires
output from the OS as input, while the OS requires aL
as input for the gravitational quadrupole model of the Earth-
Moon system (Quinn et al., 1991; Varadi et al., 2003; Zeebe,
2017; Zeebe, 2023a) . Importantly, however, the lunar
contribution has a relatively small effect on the overall OS
dynamics. Furthermore, in terms of computations and
data handling, it is much more convenient to run OS and
PT integrations separately. Thus, we prescribed aL as in-
put for the OS (including different options, see below) and
performed ensemble integrations for the orbital part first.
Next, we used the OS output as input for the PT integra-
tions, which allowed for easy parameter variations. For
the prescribed aL (OS input), we included an option based

Figure 1. (a) Tidal time lag Δtt (diamonds) used in Mignard’s torques
including solar-lunar cross terms (see Appendix E). Dashed line shows con-
stant (present) Δtt . (b) Past Earth-Moon distance (aL) in units of Earth radii
(RE ). Red diamonds: Observational estimates based on robust data sets from
cyclostratigraphic studies (see Section 3.7) . Cyan and blue lines: Options 1
and 2 used in the orbital solution (OS). Blue: linear extrapolation into the
past starting with ¤aL close to the present rate. Cyan: 3rd-order polynomial
fit to observations (see Eq. (14)). Using aL based on the blue and cyan lines
made essentially no difference in our OSs (see text Section 3.7) . Green
lines/symbols: Integration of precession equations with snvec. Light green
area (Min/Max): Error envelope for aL reflecting cyclostratigraphic data
errors, see Section 3 and Fig. F2. Green dashed: starting at present rate
¤aL0 = 3.82 cm y−1 with constant tidal time lag (Δtt ≃ 9 min) in the past (see
(a)), yields the (well-known) unrealistic past aL. Dark green diamonds: using
variable Δtt in the past from (a), internally consistent with OS option 1, see
text.

on observational data (see Fig. 1) that is internally con-
sistent between OS and PT solution.

Integration of the classic precession equations with
snvec (see Sections 3.3-3.6) and a constant (present) tidal
time lag of Δtt ≃ 9 min ( ¤aL0 = 3.82 cm y−1) leads to
the well-known problem of unrealistically small aL in the
past (Fig. 1, green dashed line). Thus, for the PT integra-
tions, we used a variable Δtt in the past (Fig. 1a) that yields
aL consistent with both observational data and the pre-
scribed aL input option 1 for the OS (Fig. 1b). (For an al-
ternative Δtt history and evaluation of tidal evolution mod-
els, see Fig. F1.) Note that due to its small effect, select-
ing OS input option 1 or 2 for aL made essentially no dif-
ference in our long-term OS ensembles. For the obser-
vational constraints, we selected robust data sets based on
the reconstruction of Earth’s axial precession frequency
obtained by cyclostratigraphic studies (Meyers & Malin-
verno, 2018; Lantink et al., 2022; Sørensen et al., 2020;
De Vleeschouwer et al., 2023) (Fig. 1b). Other methods
for estimating past aL (and precession frequency) include
the analysis of tidal rhythmites and fossil growth laminae,
but these approaches are generally associated with large
uncertainties and ambiguities in interpretation, especially
for Precambrian time intervals (Lantink et al., 2022; Laskar
et al., 2024) . Our selection of cyclostratigraphic aL es-
timates was based on two main quality criteria (for fur-
ther discussion, see Sinnesael et al., 2019) . (1) The pres-
ence of clearly developed, visually identifiable rhythms
in studied proxy records, exhibiting expected Milanković
cycle (period) ratios and amplitude modulation relation-
ships, supported by results of time-series analysis and sta-
tistical hypothesis testing (i.e., records with a high signal-
to-noise ratio). (2) Consideration of additional chronos-
tratigraphic data (e.g., radioisotopic ages, magnetostratig-
raphy, biostratigraphy) that independently support Mi-
lanković interpretations of observed stratigraphic patterns.

–7–



Paleoceanography and Paleoclimatology

Figure 2. Evolution of fundamental (secular) solar system frequencies. The g- and s-frequencies (in arcsec y−1 = ” y−1) were determined from our
solar system integrations using fast Fourier transform (FFT) over consecutive 20-Myr intervals and Earth’s k and q variables (see text). The g- and s-modes
are loosely related to the apsidal and nodal precession of the planetary orbits. Solutions including 𝜎12-resonance intervals (∼40%) are highlighted in color
(see Appendix D and Zeebe & Lantink, 2024a) , the remaining solutions are displayed in gray.
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A 3rd order polynomial fit to observations across
the interval t = [−3.5 0] Gyr is:

(aL/aL0)fit = 1 + q1t + q2t2 + q3t3 , (14)

where q = [0.1312, 0.05197, 0.01031] and t is in Gyr
(≤ 0). Importantly, the prescribed fit is only used for the
OS, not the PT integration, where aL is calculated using
Δtt (Fig. 1a).

3.8 Luni-solar precession rate

The luni-solar precession rate Ψ (see e.g., Williams,
1994) may be calculated from (Quinn et al., 1991) :

Ψ = − ¤𝜙 = −d𝜙/dt = K (𝜅 + 𝛽 ) cos 𝜖 + 𝛾gp , (15)

where 𝜙 and 𝜖 are the precession and obliquity angles (d𝜙/dt <
0, retrograde precession along the ecliptic), K (𝜅+𝛽 ) =
𝛼 is the precession constant (see Appendix B), and 𝛾gp is
the geodetic precession (see Table 1 and Zeebe (2022) ).
Note that Eq. (15) strictly only applies at t0 and does not
capture certain periodic variations.

4 Results

4.1 g- and s-frequencies

From our 3.5-Gyr orbital integrations, we deter-
mined the solar system’s fundamental g- and s-frequencies
( f ’s, aka modes) using fast Fourier transform (FFT) over
consecutive 20-Myr intervals (Fig. 2). The analysis is straight-
forward for practically stable frequencies such as g5, g6,
and s6. However, for full numerical solar system integra-
tions and nearby, changing frequencies such as g3 and g4,
and s3 and s4, the analysis is not fail-safe and cumbersome,
and requires individual inspection and manual work. For
example, one may set up an automated search within a given
window for each f . However, as f ’s evolve over time, some
nearby f ’s cross into adjacent search windows ( f ranges
overlap). In addition, some spectral peaks split into two
peaks across certain time intervals and their power varies
substantially. Hence the results of an automated search
for g3, g4, s3, and s4 may yield ambiguous or incorrect re-
sults that need to be manually corrected by adjusting the
center and/or width of the search window. We have checked
many but not all of our results for g3, g4, s3, and s4 dis-
played in Fig. 2 (total of 64 · (3,500/20) · 4 = 44,800 val-
ues). Thus, while the overall patterns for g3, g4, s3, and
s4 are robust, a few erroneous assignments may be pos-
sible. For g1, g2, s1, and s2 assignment is not an issue be-
cause their f ranges generally do not overlap. Values for
s1 <∼ −6.2 ′′/y (which could interfere with s2) occurred dur-
ing so-called 𝜎12-resonance intervals and were confirmed
manually. The secular resonance 𝜎12 = (g1−g2)+(s1−
s2) is dominated by Mercury’s and Venus’ orbits and can
cause the long eccentricity cycle (LEC) to become unsta-
ble over long time scales (see Appendix D and Zeebe &
Lantink (2024a) ).

The frequencies g1, s1, and s2 drift most strongly
over time owing to chaotic diffusion. In addition, g2 shows
large and rapid shifts (spikes) at specific times when the
spectral g2 peak splits into two peaks at significantly re-
duced power during 𝜎12-resonance episodes. Alternat-
ing maximum power between the two peaks then causes
the spikes in g2. As a result, g25 = (g2 − g5) is unstable
and weak/absent during 𝜎12-resonance intervals. g5, g6,

Figure 3. Periods of (g4 − g3 ) and (s4 − s3 ) over consecutive 20-
Myr intervals based on our solar system integrations. Light blue: from
individual g ’s and s’s obtained by direct FFT (see Fig. 2). (a) Dark blue:
(g4 − g3 )−1 = VLEC from spectral analysis of the Hilbert transform of a
100-kyr filter of eccentricity (see Figs. 13 and 14 of Zeebe et al., 2017) . For
(s4 − s3 ) , the Hilbert transform method (using filtered inclination) often fails
because it tends to overemphasize long periods in the Hilbert transform. For
(s4 − s3 ) it frequently predicts a period doubling (not shown), inconsistent
with individual s’s from FFT.

and s6 (dominated by Jupiter and Saturn) are practically
stable over 3.5 Gyr (s5 is zero due to conservation of to-
tal angular momentum/existence of an invariable plane).

4.2 Amplitude modulation: (g4−g3) and (s4−
s3)

The frequency combinations (g4−g3) = g43 and
(s4 − s3) = s43 cause amplitude modulations (AM) in
eccentricity and inclination, respectively, at a period of about
2.37 and 1.18 Myr in the recent past. Note that g43’s pe-
riod is also referred to as VLEC. The frequency ratios are
associated with a secular resonance (hereafter 𝜎43) at a
recent g43:s43 ratio of 1:2, or period ratio of 2:1. We tested
two different methods (FFT and Hilbert transform), to de-
termine the periods of g43 and s43 in our 3.5-Gyr inte-
grations, which yielded somewhat different results for the
period distributions (see Figs. 3 and 4), which, again is an
expression of the fact that the analysis of g3, g4, s3, and
s4 is not straightforward in all cases (see above). The most
frequent g43 period in our 3.5-Gyr integrations is ∼2.1 Myr
(Fig. 4a), and not ∼2.37 Myr as in the recent past. In con-
trast, the most frequent s43 period is in fact ∼1.2 Myr (Fig. 4c),
as in the recent past. As a result, there is a significant peak
in the s43:g43 ratio distribution at ∼1.8:1 (2.1/1.2 ≃ 1.8,
see Fig. 4d). Nevertheless, in total there are more s43:g43
combinations closer to the resonance ratio of 2:1 than at
1.8:1.

Importantly, there is a wide distribution around the
2:1 ratio (see Fig. 4d), i.e., the system is not restricted to
an exact 2:1 resonance state. In addition, the 𝜎43 secu-
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Figure 4. Histograms for the g43 = (g4− g3 ) and s43 = (s4− s3 ) periods (see Fig. 3). Note the logarithmic y-scale. (a) g−1
43 = VLEC from direct FFT (max

at 2.1 Myr). The side peak at ∼1.25 Myr (arrow) has been confirmed in various solutions and contributes to the 1:1 s43:g43 ratio marked in (d). (b) g−1
43 based

on Hilbert transform (max at 2.1 Myr). Arrow: same as in (a). The peak around 3.8 Myr is not robust because the method tends to overemphasize long periods
in the Hilbert transform. (c) s−1

43 from direct FFT (max at 1.2 Myr). The side peak at ∼2.25 Myr (arrow) has been found in a few solutions (g−1
43 ≃ 2.2 Myr

simultaneously) and contributes to the 1:1 s43:g43 ratio as well. (d) s43:g43 ratio from direct FFT.

lar resonance may switch to a 1:1 ratio, although we found
the 1:1 ratio to be ∼6 times less frequent than the 2:1 ra-
tio for the 20-Myr intervals analyzed (Fig. 4d). Non-integer
ratios of s43:g43 (say different from 2:1 and 1:1) do not
only occur while the system transitions between the res-
onance (integer) ratios 2:1 and 1:1. For example, in some
of our solutions, the system hovers around the 1.8:1 state
for tens of millions of years and returns to the 2:1 state
without transitioning to the 1:1 state in between. Also, ra-
tios >2:1 are common (Fig. 4d) without transitioning to
a potentially higher resonance. VLEC values (g43 peri-
ods) anywhere between, say 1.2 and 2.8 Myr inferred from
deep-time records (e.g., Olsen et al., 2019) and s43:g43
ratios between, say 1:1 and 2.5:1 should not come as a sur-
prise (Fig. 4).

4.3 Precession-Obliquity evolution

Given a history of the tidal time lag in the past (see
Fig. 1) and the OS output as input to the PT routine, pre-
cession and obliquity can be computed over the past 3.5 Gyr
for a given OS (Fig. 5). The computed evolution of the
lunar distance (aL, Eq. (4)) and luni-solar precession rate
(Ψ, Eq. (15)) are nearly the same for all OS ensemble mem-
bers. The lunar distance increases by ∼35% and the luni-
solar precession period more than triples over 3.5 Gyr (Fig. 5a
and b). Obliquity (𝜖 ) and climatic precession (p̄ = e sin 𝜔̄),
however, show differences depending on the OS. For ex-
ample, amplitude variations in Earth’s orbital inclination
(due to OS dynamics) are reflected in 𝜖 — most evidently
intervals of reduced amplitude variation (see arrows, Fig. 5c)
(cf. Zeebe, 2022) . Similarly, amplitude variations in ec-
centricity (due to OS dynamics) are reflected in p̄. For in-
stance, the eccentricity amplitude may be reduced dur-
ing 𝜎12-resonance episodes, which is directly passed on
to p̄ (see Fig. 5d), as eccentricity is the envelope of climatic
precession.

The details of the torque physics are relevant for
Earth’s obliquity. Mignard’s torques including solar-lunar
cross-terms (Mignard, 1981; Touma & Wisdom, 1994)
significantly elevate mean 𝜖 at a given aL (or time) in the
past, relative to MacDonalds’s torques (Fig. 5c). The cross-
terms tend to align the spin axis with the orbit normal (see
Touma & Wisdom, 1994) . Note that an overall lower obliq-
uity in the past has been discussed in the literature, although
the details differ (e.g., MacDonald, 1964; Goldreich, 1966;
Laskar et al., 2004; Daher et al., 2021; Farhat et al., 2022) .

Figure 5. PT solution based on the OS from run R06. Error envelopes
in (a) and (b) are based on estimated lunar distance uncertainties (reflect-
ing the cyclostratigraphic data errors, see panel (a) and Fig. F2). (a) Lunar
distance (aL) in units of Earth radii (RE ). Green line: PT solution obtained
using snvec code. Red diamonds: Observational estimates based on robust
data sets from cyclostratigraphic studies (see Section 3.7) . (b) Luni-solar
precession rate (Ψ, see Eq. (15)) in arcsec y−1 (left axis) and period in kyr
(right axis). (c) Obliquity 𝜖 calculated with Mignard’s torques including
cross-terms (light green) and MacDonald’s torques (dashed, binned mean
values). Arrows highlight selected intervals of reduced amplitude variations in
orbital inclination and hence in 𝜖 . Also note the general trend of increasing 𝜖
amplitude with time (see text). (d) Climatic precession (p̄ = e sin 𝜔̄). Reduced
amplitude variations in orbital eccentricity (and hence in p̄) may occur during
𝜎12-resonance episodes (double arrow, see Appendix D and Zeebe & Lantink
(2024a) ).

Importantly, and regardless of the torque details,
our computations show that Earth’s obliquity (𝜖 ) was lower
and its amplitude (variation around the mean) significantly
reduced in the past. The reason for the reduced ampli-
tude is the interplay between the luni-solar precession (Ψ)
and the periodic motion of Earth’s orbit plane with ref-
erence to inclination. Consider the variations in inclina-
tion (secular frequencies si ) as a forcing acting on the pre-
cession motion of the spin axis (s). If Ψ ≫ si , s closely
follows the orbit plane (while precessing), 𝜖 is constant and
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Figure 6. Example of ETP behavior from solution R02. Top row: Eccentricity over 2-Myr intervals centered around −3, −2, −1, and 0 Gyr. Mid-
dle row: Obliquity over 400-kyr intervals. Bottom row: Climatic precession (p̄ = e sin 𝜔̄) over 400-kyr intervals. Note that p̄’s amplitude around 0 Gyr
(bottom-right) is smaller than at older time intervals because it happens to coincide with a smaller 405-kyr eccentricity maximum in the most recent past (see
eccentricity, top-right).

the amplitude (variation) ∼null (past limit). If Ψ ≃ si , the
two motions become resonant and 𝜖 ’s amplitude is large
(future). To first order, the amplitude (say B) is propor-
tional to si/(si+Ψ) (Ward, 1974, 1982) . Thus, the am-
plitude ratio at two different Ψ’s (e.g., at t = −3.5 and
0 Gyr) is:

B′

B
=
si + Ψ

si + Ψ′ ≃ −18.85 + 50.38
−18.85 + 176

= 0.2 , (16)

where we used si = s3 ≃ −18.85 ′′/y (largest forcing
term for Earth), Ψ ≃ 50.38 ′′/y (at present), and Ψ′ ≃
176 ′′/y (at −3.5 Gyr, see Fig. 5b). Given max{B} ≃ 2.4 deg
over the past 10 Myr, we estimate max{B′} ≃ 0.48 deg
at −3.5 Gyr. Indeed, 𝜖 ’s maximum amplitude in our nu-
merical integration is ∼0.45 deg around −3.5 Gyr (see Fig. 5c).
Notably, while analyzing the results of the present com-
putations, a paper by Ito et al. (1993) was brought to our
attention that used a different approach but also found low
power in obliquity terms on Gyr-time scale in the past.
In summary, a reduced obliquity amplitude in the past is
expected from first principles and is quantitatively con-
sistent with our numerical solutions (see Discussion).

We include error estimates (envelopes) for our re-
sults based on estimated lunar distance uncertainties (re-
flecting the cyclostratigraphic data errors, see Fig. 5a). The
uncertainties in aL (minimum/maximum) are propagated
through PT integrations with snvec using tidal time lags
Δtt ’s (see Fig. 1) that produce aL curves coinciding with
the lower/upper envelope bounds (Fig. 5a). This proce-
dure provides propagated errors for Ψ (Fig. 5b) and 𝜖 , where
the latter also depend on the OS (for details on 𝜖 errors
and a comparison to Waltham (2015) ’s results, see Ap-
pendix F, Fig. F2).

4.4 Example solutions and spectra

Solar system chaos prevents identifying a unique
solution on time scales >∼ 108 y. Hence we present results
from a few example solutions (and their spectra over se-
lected time intervals) that exhibit typical and/or notable
behavior. The solution R02 shows a somewhat typical eccen-
tricity-tilt-precession (ETP) pattern, without 𝜎12-resonance
intervals (see Fig. 6). Note the typical rise in 𝜖 and its am-
plitude and the drop in 𝜖 - and p̄-frequencies with time.
For the spectral analysis (MTM), we selected 5-Myr win-
dows and an ETP composite with relative weights of [1
0.8 0.5] centered around −3, −2, −1, and 0 Gyr (see Fig. 7).
The ETP composite was selected so that roughly equal power
is represented in each frequency band (E/T/P) in the most
recent past (0 Gyr). The MTM power spectrum of R02
illustrates the typical power and frequency evolution for
eccentricity and precession, and highlights the common
rise in obliquity power over time (Fig. 7, top row). At t =
−1, −2, and −3 Gyr, spectral obliquity power based on R02
is reduced to about 50%, 10%, and 5% of its recent value.
In contrast to R02, the solution R28 includes 𝜎12-resonance
intervals and shows substantially reduced LEC power at,
e.g., −2 and −1 Gyr (Fig. 7, bottom row). For details on
the unstable LEC and the 𝜎12 resonance, see Appendix
D and Zeebe & Lantink (2024a) .

4.5 Summary of ETP periods

From our ensemble integrations, we construct an
overview of the ETP periods over time (Fig. 8). The pe-
riods of the relevant long- and short eccentricity cycles
(LEC and SEC) are given by combinations of gi−g j . The
dominant obliquity frequencies are given by Ψ+si , with
i = 1, . . . , 4, 6. While the si vary somewhat over time
(see Fig. 2), by far the largest change in obliquity periods
over time is due to Ψ (see Fig. 5b). A similar argument holds
for the dominant precession frequencies given by Ψ+gi ,
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Figure 7. MTM analysis using 5-Myr windows and an ETP composite with relative weights of [1 0.8 0.5] centered around −3, −2, −1, and 0 Gyr.
Vertical dashed lines and numbers indicate periods in kyr. Top row: solution R02. Note rise in obliquity power over time (arrows). Bottom row: solution R28.
Note substantially reduced LEC power at −2 and −1 Gyr during 𝜎12-resonance intervals due to weaker g2 in g2 − g5 (arrows). At the same time, the SEC
power is reduced around ∼125-130 kyr (g3 − g2 and g4 − g2, see Fig. 8), consistent with a weaker g2.

Figure 8. Summary of ETP periods from our 3.5-Gyr solutions. Note
the logarithmic ordinate. TP periods are plotted for the gi ’s and si ’s of all OS
ensemble members, while Ψ was taken from the PT solution based on OS
R06 (Ψ is nearly identical for all OSs).

with i = 1, . . . , 5. The implications of our findings are
discussed in Section 5.

5 Discussion

5.1 Precession-Obliquity evolution

Our approach yields a reduced obliquity amplitude
in the past (Fig. 5c), which is expected from first princi-
ples and is quantitatively consistent with our numerical
solutions (see also Ito et al., 1993) . We therefore predict
weaker climate forcing at obliquity frequencies in deep time
and a trend toward reduced obliquity power with age in
stratigraphic records. In addition, a smaller overall obliq-
uity (polar angle) reduces seasonality and would contribute
to a muted (high-latitude) climate response to obliquity
forcing in the distant past.

5.2 Summary of ETP periods

5.2.1 SEC

Compared to the LEC, the SEC is generally con-
sidered a poor tuning target in deep time because its ex-
act pattern is unpredictable beyond ∼50 Myr, as all four
SEC components involve either g3 or g4 (see Fig. 8), which
are affected by solar system chaos on that time scale. In
addition, while the LEC consists of a single component,
the SEC consists of four components, which can rarely,
if ever, be extracted individually from geologic records.
However, considering that there were likely intervals of
past LEC (g2−g5) instability (Zeebe & Lantink, 2024a) ,
could the SEC represent a potential alternative as a pri-
mary stratigraphic tuning target?

In our Gyr-simulations, the SEC periods turned out
to be relatively stable, despite some variations (Fig. 8). As-
sume for now that the two main SEC pairs (∼95-100 kyr
and ∼125-130 kyr) can be extracted from a stratigraphic
record (usually requires high-quality records). For a sta-
ble tuning target, SEC components based on combina-
tions including g2 (∼125-130 kyr) may be less favorable
though because of g2’s involvement in the 𝜎12 resonance,
which would then leave g3−g5 and g4−g5 as targets (∼95-
100 kyr). As discussed above, g3 and g4 do show varia-
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tions in frequency and hence period, whereas g5 is prac-
tically stable (see Fig. 2). More importantly, however, g3
and g4 show substantial variations in spectral power. For
instance, the g4/g3 power ratio may vary by a factor of 10
to 100 across a single 3.5-Gyr solution. As a result, the
dominant astronomical SEC power switches between fre-
quencies over time, which renders their identification in
a record ambiguous. Moreover, if g3 − g2 or g4 − g2 is
strong during parts of such intervals, and when time se-
ries analysis of the geologic sequence yields only a single
peak around the SEC periods, ambiguities and uncertain-
ties in period assignment may worsen. For comparison,
in our simulations, the combined SEC components span
a wide range from min{g4 − g5} ≃ 92 kyr to max{g3 −
g2} ≃ 141 kyr. Note that these numbers reflect individ-
ual SEC periods extracted from astronomical solutions, whereas
a dominant SEC peak extracted from cyclostratigraphic
sequences may only reflect an average SEC duration due
to the nonlinear response of the climate-depositional sys-
tem and/or insufficient sampling, spectral resolution, etc.
(see Lantink et al., 2022) . In summary, using the SEC as
an alternative primary stratigraphic tuning target in deep
time would likely be challenging in most cases.

5.2.2 Deep-time obliquity and precession frequen-
cies

It appears that obliquity and precession frequen-
cies may be more difficult to distinguish in deep-time strati-
graphic records older than ∼2.5 Ga or so (see Fig. 8). How-
ever, given the trend of weaker climate forcing at obliq-
uity frequencies with age, this might be less of a problem,
as precession power would dominate over obliquity power
(see Figs. 6 and 7). Importantly though, the precession
dominance applies to the orbital forcing, not necessarily
the ultimate cyclostratigraphic expression, which is gen-
erally modulated/modified by climate-depositional sys-
tem. Also, because our computations predict the most re-
duced obliquity forcing beyond about −1 Gyr (Figs. 6 and
7), we expect the most significant implications for cyclostrati-
graphic and paleoclimate studies involving obliquity for
Mesoproterozoic to Archean time intervals.

6 Conclusions

We have presented internally consistent orbital and
precession-tilt solutions, including results for the funda-
mental (secular) solar system frequencies, orbital eccen-
tricity and inclination, lunar distance, luni-solar preces-
sion rate, Earth’s obliquity, and climatic precession over
the past 3.5 Gyr. Our goal is to make our theoretical frame-
work widely accessible, stimulate computational and ob-
servational progress, and assist in the interpretation of deep-
time cyclostratigraphic records and the design of exter-
nal forcing functions in climate models. Our numerical
output is available at 400-year resolution at www.ncei.noaa
.gov/access/paleo-search/study/39199 and www2.hawaii
.edu/~zeebe/Astro.html. Some of our long-term ob-
jectives align closely with Milanković, i.e., “. . . be able to
determine the most important basic features of the Earth’s
climate computationally.” (Milanković, 1941) . However,
we advocate that achieving the objective requires a syn-
thesis of both, theoretical and observational efforts.
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Appendix A Milanković quote

In lieu of a footnote (not permitted) we provide here
the original quote cited in Section 1 (Milanković, 1941) :
“Wenn es tatsächlich gelingen sollte [. . .] eine mathema-
tische Theorie zu schaffen, mittels der man die Wirkun-
gen der Sonnenstrahlung in Raum und Zeit verfolgen kön-
nte, so wäre man vor allem in der Lage, die wichtigsten
Grundzüge des Erdklimas rechnerisch zu ermitteln.”

Appendix B Precession constant

The calculation of precession and obliquity using
our snvec code is detailed in Zeebe (2022) . A few equa-
tions for the precession constant are included here for com-
pleteness. The change in the spin axis (unit vector s) is
calculated from (e.g., Goldreich, 1966; Ward, 1974, 1979;
Bills, 1990; Quinn et al., 1991; Ito et al., 1995) :

¤s = 𝛼 (n · n) (s × n) , (B1)

where 𝛼 is the precession constant and n the orbit nor-
mal (unit vector normal to the orbit plane). The obliquity
(polar) angle, 𝜖 , is given by:

cos 𝜖 = n · s . (B2)

The precession (azimuthal) angle, 𝜙, measures the mo-
tion of s in the orbit plane. The precession constant 𝛼 is
calculated from (Quinn et al., 1991) :

𝛼 = K (𝜅 + 𝛽 ) , (B3)

where 𝜅 = (1− e2)−3/2 and e is the orbital eccentricity.
K and 𝛽 relate to the torque due to the Sun and Moon,
respectively (Quinn et al., 1991) :

K =
3
2
C − A
C

1

𝜔a3
GM (B4)

𝛽 = gL
a3

a3
L

mL
M

, (B5)

where A and C are the planet’s equatorial and polar mo-
ments of inertia, (C − A)/C = Ed is the dynamical el-
lipticity, 𝜔 is Earth’s angular speed, a the semi-major axis
of its orbit, aL is the Earth-Moon distance parameter, and
GM is the gravitational parameter of the Sun (see Table 1).
The index ’L’ refers to lunar properties, where gL is a cor-
rection factor related to the lunar orbit (Kinoshita, 1975,
1977; Quinn et al., 1991) and mL/M is the lunar to so-
lar mass ratio. The parameter values used for Earth are
given in Table 1. With K and 𝛽 , the luni-solar precession
rate Ψ can be calculated (see Eq. (15)).
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Appendix C Numerical integrator and physi-
cal setup

Our integrator package orbitN (v1.0) (Zeebe, 2023a)
uses a 2nd order symplectic integrator and Jacobi coor-
dinates (Wisdom & Holman, 1991; Zeebe, 2015a) ; the
open source code is available at doi.org/10.5281/zenodo
.8021040 and github.com/rezeebe/orbitN. Solar sys-
tem integrations were carried out following our earlier work
for which methods and integrator have been extensively
tested and compared against other studies (Zeebe, 2015a;
Zeebe, 2015b; Zeebe, 2017; Zeebe & Lourens, 2019; Zeebe,
2022; Zeebe, 2023a) . For the present study, we also in-
cluded simulations with an independent integrator pack-
age (HNBody) (Rauch & Hamilton, 2002) and found es-
sentially the same dynamical behavior. All simulations in-
clude contributions from general relativity, available in
orbitN as Post-Newtonian effects due to the dominant mass
(Saha & Tremaine, 1994) . The Earth-Moon system was
modeled as a gravitational quadrupole (Quinn et al., 1991;
Varadi et al., 2003; Zeebe, 2017; Zeebe, 2023a) . Initial
conditions for the positions and velocities of the planets
and Pluto were generated from the latest JPL ephemeris
DE441 (Park et al., 2021) using the SPICE toolkit for Mat-
lab. Coordinates were obtained at JD2451545.0 in the
ECLIPJ2000 reference frame and subsequently rotated
to account for the solar quadrupole moment (J2) align-
ment with the solar rotation axis (Zeebe, 2017) . Solar mass
loss was included using ¤M/M = −7 × 10−14 y−1 (e.g.,
Quinn et al., 1991) . Quinn at al.’s value falls toward the
lower end of more recent solar mass loss estimates (e.g.,
Minton & Malhotra, 2007; Fienga & Minazzoli, 2024) ,
which is likely of minor importance though. In additional
eight test simulations (not shown), we used a very large so-
lar mass loss of ¤M/M = −1.1×10−11 y−1 (Spalding et
al., 2018) and found again essentially the same dynam-
ics, including 𝜎12-resonance episodes. One consequence
of the large mass loss is of course a substantial secular trend
in fundamental frequencies (see Spalding et al., 2018) .
As solar mass loss also causes a secular drift in total en-

ergy, we added test runs with M = const. to check the
integrator’s numerical accuracy. Total energy and angu-
lar momentum errors were small throughout the 3.5-Gyr
integrations (relative errors: <∼ 6×10−10 and <∼ 7×10−12,
see Zeebe & Lantink (2024a) ). The current simulations
did not consider asteroids, which is numerically expen-
sive when included as fully gravitationally interacting bod-
ies. Asteroids are quite important for, e.g., high-fidelity
solutions on 100-Myr time scale, when probing for sen-
sitivities to dynamical chaos. However, the current goal
is to explore the general solution/phase space of the sys-
tem and provide characteristic features of long-term forc-
ing and fundamental frequencies, which is unlikely to be
affected by asteroids due to their small mass. Our default
numerical timestep (|Δt | = 4 days) is close to the pre-
viously suggested value of 3.59 days to sufficiently resolve
Mercury’s perihelion (Wisdom, 2015; Hernandez et al.,
2022; Abbot et al., 2023) . In additional eight simulations,
we tested |Δt | = 2.15625 days (adequate to e' <∼ 0.4) and
found no differences in the results, including in terms of
𝜎12 resonances (see Appendix D and Zeebe & Lantink
(2024a) ), which occurred in 3/8 solutions.

Appendix D Long eccentricity cycle and 𝝈12
resonance

As detailed in Zeebe & Lantink (2024a) , we found
that the long eccentricity cycle (LEC) can become unsta-
ble over long time scales, without major changes in, or desta-
bilization of, planetary orbits. The LEC’s disruption is due
to a secular resonance between the apsidal and nodal pre-
cession frequencies dominated by Mercury’s and Venus’
orbits and is a major contributor to solar system chaos. En-
tering/exiting the secular resonance is a common phenomenon
on long time scales, occurring in ∼40% of our astronom-
ical solutions. During resonance episodes, the LEC is very
weak or absent and Earth’s orbital eccentricity and climate-
forcing spectrum are unrecognizable compared to the re-
cent past. These findings have fundamental implications
for paleoclimatology, astrochronology, and cyclostratig-
raphy because the paradigm that the longest Milanković
cycle dominates Earth’s climate forcing, is stable, and has
a period of ∼405 kyr requires revision (Zeebe & Lantink,
2024a) .

Appendix E Tidal torques

E1 Mignard’s torques

As our default option, we use Mignard’s tidal torques,
including solar-lunar cross terms (Mignard, 1981; Touma
& Wisdom, 1994) . The equations can be written succinctly
using abbreviations following Goldreich (1966) :

x = (s · n) = cos 𝜖 ; y = (b · n) = cos iL;
z = (s · b) = cos 𝜖 ∗ (E1)

sx = (1 − x2)
1
2 = sin 𝜖 ; sy = (1 − y2)

1
2 = sin iL;

sz = (1 − z2)
1
2 = sin 𝜖 ∗ . (E2)

Furthermore, we use (aE = semimajor axis of Earth’s or-
bit):

A1 = Δtt
k2Gm2

LR
5
E

a6
L

; A2 = Δtt
k2GM2R5

E

a6
E

;

A12 = Δtt
k2GmLMR5

E

a3
La

3
E

(E3)

and

u = cos(Ω −Ω☼) = (y − xz)/(sx sz) ;

u2 = cos 2(Ω −Ω☼) = 2u2 − 1 , (E4)

where Ω and Ω☼ are the ascending nodes of the lunar and
solar orbits on the equator plane. The torque components
in Goldreich’s coordinate projection are given by:

T · s = T2sz +T3z +T ′
2sx +T

′
3x (E5)

T · b = T3 −T ′
1w/sx +T

′
2 (z − xy)/sx +T

′
3y (E6)

T · n = T1w/sz +T2 (x − yz)/sz +T3y +T ′
3 . (E7)

Following Goldreich (1966) and Touma & Wisdom (1994) ,
we assume negligible contributions fromT1 andT ′

1 terms
and drop them. Using f2 = (x − yz)/sz and f ′2 = (z −
xy)/sx , the componentsTi andT ′

i can be easily identified
(see below). The torques below are given for the Moon and
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are opposite for the Earth. Then, the average lunar torques
due to lunar tides can be written as:

T · s = A1

[
3
2
𝜔s2z + 3z(𝜔z − nL)

]
=T2sz +T3z (E8)

T · b = A1 [3(𝜔z − nL)] =T3 (E9)

T · n = A1

[
3
2
𝜔(x − yz) + 3y(𝜔z − nL)

]
=T2 f2 +T3y .

(E10)

The average solar torques due to solar tides are:

T · s = A2

[
3
2
𝜔s2x + 3x(𝜔x − nE)

]
=T ′

2sx +T
′
3x

(E11)

T · b = A2

[
3
2
𝜔(z − xy) + 3y(𝜔x − nE)

]
=T ′

2 f
′

2 +T ′
3y

(E12)
T · n = A2 [3(𝜔x − nE)] =T ′

3 . (E13)

The average lunar torques due to solar tides (cross terms)
are:

T · s = A12𝜔

[
3
8
s2y s

2
x u2 − 9

8
s2y s

2
x −

3
4
xysx syu +

3
4
s2x

]
=T ′

2sx +T
′
3x

(E14)
T · b = 0 (E15)

T · n = A12𝜔

[
−3

4
ysx syu

]
=T ′

3 .

(E16)

Finally, the average solar torques due to lunar tides (cross
terms) are:

T · s = A12𝜔

[
3
8
s2y s

2
x u2 − 9

8
s2y s

2
x −

3
4
xysx syu +

3
4
s2x

]
=T ′

2sx +T
′
3x

(E17)

T · b = A12𝜔

[
3
4
y2sx syu −

3
4
xys2y

]
(E18)

T · n = 0 . (E19)

E2 MacDonald’s torques

MacDonald’s torques are given by (MacDonald, 1964;
Goldreich, 1966) (T1 = 0):

T2 = −T2L = −
[
2 mL A/(𝜋a6

L)
]
qB(q2) sin(2𝛿) (E20)

T3 = −T3L = −
[
2 mL A/(𝜋a6

L)
]
q′K (q2) sin(2𝛿)(E21)

A = (3/2) G mL R
5
E k2 , (E22)

whereTi andTiL refer to the Earth and the Moon, respec-
tively, and 𝛿 is the tidal phase lag. Furthermore,

q2 =
1 − z2

1 + 𝛼̃2 − 2𝛼̃z
, (E23)

where z = (s · b) = cos 𝜖 ∗, 𝛼̃ = nL/𝜔, and q′ = (1 −
q2)1/2, with sign q′ = sign (z− 𝛼̃). The complete ellip-
tic integrals of the 1st and 2nd kind are denoted as K (q2)
and E(q2), from which B(q2) is calculated:

B(q2) = {E(q2) − q′2K (q2)}/q2 . (E24)

Appendix F Tidal evolution and error envelopes

In this appendix, we provide additional informa-
tion on tidal evolution models (Fig. F1) and a compar-
ison of our computed orbital parameters to Waltham (2015) ,
including error envelopes (Fig. F2).

Figure F1. Illustration of evaluating results of ocean tidal evolution
models within the current framework. As an example, we select the recent
model by Farhat et al. (2022) . The point here is to illustrate the procedure,
not to reproduce exact results. (a) Tidal time lag (normalized to Δtt at t = 0)
used here in Mignard’s and MacDonald’s torques (Mig and Mac), roughly
approximated to resemble Farhat et al. (2022) ’s tidal torque history and to
match aL data. (b) Lunar distance (aL) in units of Earth radii (RE ). Green
line: computed using current approach and time lag shown in (a). Dashed
blue line: results from Farhat et al. (2022) . Red diamonds: Observational
estimates based on robust data sets from cyclostratigraphic studies (see Sec-
tion 3.7) . (c) Earth’s obliquity 𝜖 . Larger 𝜖 values at a given aL (Mignard’s
torques) are due to solar-lunar cross-terms (see main text). Otherwise, and
for the most part, there are small differences to the current standard approach
(see Fig. 5). Importantly, no observational data is presently available to verify
or falsify the rapid rise in lunar distance around −3.5 Gyr, see (b). For Earth’s
obliquity (c), the tidal torque physics are more important here than the details
of the tidal history, as long as aL matches observational data (fitted here using
Δtt ).
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