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Abstract

We present a model of the precession dynamics of the Moon that comprises a fluid outer
core and a solid inner core. We show that three Cassini states associated with the in-
ner core exist. The tilt angle of the inner core in each of these states is determined by
the ratio between the free inner core nutation frequency (wy;cn) and the precession fre-
quency , = 27/18.6 yr ~'. All three Cassini states are possible if [wfien| > 27/16.4

yr 1, but only one is possible otherwise. Assuming that the lowest energy state is favoured,
this transition marks a discontinuity in the tilt angle of the inner core, transiting from
—33° to 17° as measured with respect to the mantle figure axis, where negative angles
indicate a tilt towards the orbit normal. Possible Lunar interior density structures cover
a range of wyicn, from approximately half to twice as large as (2, so the precise tilt an-
gle of the inner core remains unknown, though it is likely large because €2, is within the
resonant band of wyie,. Adopting one specific density model, we suggest an inner core
tilt of approximately —17°. Viscoelastic deformations within the inner core and melt and
growth at the surface of a tilted inner core, both neglected in our model, should reduce
this amplitude. If the inner core is larger than approximately 200 km, it may contribute
by as much as a few thousandths of a degree on the observed mantle precession angle

of 1.543°.

1 Introduction

The Moon’s orbital position and orientation in space have been extensively stud-
ied by Lunar Laser Ranging (LLR) [Dickey et al., 1994]. The Moon is in a tidally locked
1:1 spin-orbit resonance around the Earth, with its orbital period of 27.322 days equal
to its rotation period. The Lunar orbital plane is inclined by I = 5.145° with respect
to the ecliptic plane and the spin-symmetry axis of the mantle is inclined by an angle
8, = 1.543°, in the opposite direction of I (Fig. 1). The spin-symmetry axis and the
normal to the orbital plane remain co-planar with, and are precessing about, the nor-
mal to the ecliptic in a retrograde direction with a frequency of Q, = 27/18.6 yr ~1.
The latter configuration describes a Cassini state [Colombo, 1966; Peale, 1969]. Obser-
vations suggest that the Moon is slightly offset from an exact Cassini state by a small
angle of 0.26 arcsec, indicating the presence of a dissipation mechanism [ Yoder, 1981;
Williams et al., 2001].

LLR observations only reveal the orientation of the solid outer region of the Moon
made up of its mantle and crust. Several lines of evidence suggest that the Moon has
a small fluid metallic core [Wieczorek et al., 2006], with perhaps a solid inner core at its
centre [Weber et al., 2011]. As shown in Dumberry and Wieczorek [2016] (hereinafter re-
ferred to as DW16), both the spin axis of the fluid core and the spin-symmetry axis of
the solid inner core are expected to undergo a retrograde 18.6 yr precession and be part
of the Cassini state of the Moon. Whether they remain aligned with the mantle depends
on the frequency of two free precession modes, the free core nutation (FCN) and free in-
ner core nutation (FICN). The FCN describes the free precession of the spin axis of the
fluid core when it is displaced from an alignment with the mantle figure axis. Similarly,
the FICN describes the free precession of the spin-symmetry axis of the inner core when
it is misaligned from the mantle. For the Moon, both of these free modes are retrograde.
If the FCN frequency is much faster than the forcing precession frequency (2, the spin
vector of the fluid core should remain closely aligned with the mantle spin-symmetry axis.
Likewise, if the frequency of the FICN mode is much faster than €, the inner core should
be gravitationally locked to the mantle and nearly aligned with it. These free modes have



Figure 1. The Earth-Moon orbital dynamics. The plane of the Moon’s orbit around the
Earth (light blue) is inclined by an angle I = 5.145° with respect to the ecliptic normal (pointing
in direction és). The orientation of the orbital plane (normal vector pointing in direction ég)
precesses in a retrograde direction at a frequency of Q, = 27/18.6 yr~' about és. The symmetry
axis of the Moon’s mantle (pointing in direction %) is inclined by 6, = 1.543° with respect to
the ecliptic normal, in the same plane as I but in the opposite direction, and is also precessing at

frequency €2,.



not been observed directly so are not known, but their frequencies depend on the inte-
rior density structure.

The period of the FCN, as seen in the inertial frame, is estimated to be longer than
150 yrs [e.g. Gusev and Petrova, 2008; Williams et al., 2014a], implying that the fluid
core is not efficiently entrained by the 18.6 yr mantle precession. The rotation vector of
the fluid core should therefore remain in close alignment with the normal to the eclip-
tic [e.g. Poincaré, 1910; Goldreich, 1967; Meyer and Wisdom, 2011]. For models of the
Moon’s interior compatible with geodetic and seismic constraints, the period of the FICN
mode (in the inertial frame) is estimated to be in the range of a few years to a few decades
(DW16). The 18.6 yr forcing period is therefore within the resonance band of the FICN.
As a consequence, the precession angle of the inner core is very sensitive to the chosen
density and elliptical structure of the Moon and may be largely misaligned from the man-
tle.

A model to compute the Cassini state of a Moon that comprises a fluid core and
solid inner core was presented in DW16. The model was developed under the assump-
tion of small angles of precession. Although this is suitable for the present-day mantle
tilt of 1.543°, it is not valid in the past when the Moon was closer to Earth and the man-
tle tilt might have been as high as 49° [Ward, 1975]. Furthermore, because of the prox-
imity of the forcing period to being in resonance with the FICN, the inner core could
have a relatively large angle of misalignment with the mantle.

The objective of the present study is to develop a model of the internal Cassini state
of the Moon that is more general than the one developed in DW16, one which remains
valid for large angles of misalignments. Besides the general aim of furthering our under-
standing of the precession dynamics of planetary bodies, the motivation of our study is
also to lay the foundation for two planned applications.

First, whether the Moon has a solid inner core remains uncertain. Thermal evo-
lution models suggest that a solid inner core should have crystallized at its centre [Zhang
et al., 2013; Laneuville et al., 2014; Scheinberb et al., 2015]. A solid inner core with a
radius of 240+10 km has been inferred based on seismic data [Weber et al., 2011] but
this interpretation is not unique [e.g. Garcia et al., 2011]. If an inner core is present, it
may be possible to detect it through its precession dynamics. As seen in the mantle frame,
a misaligned inner core is precessing with a period of 1 Lunar day, causing a periodic vari-
ation in the degree 2 order 1 coefficients of gravity [ Williams, 2007], which may be de-
tectable [e.g. Zuber et al., 2013]. The amplitude of this signal depends on the size of the
inner core but also on its angle of precession. Thus, it is important to compute this an-
gle correctly.

Second, as mentioned above, in the past, when the Moon was closer to Earth, the
mantle tilt angle was much larger than the current 1.543°. The misalignment between
the spin axis of the fluid core and the mantle, and thus the differential velocity at the
core-mantle boundary, was possibly sufficiently large to have generated a dynamo [ Williams
et al., 2001; Dwyer et al., 2011]. Furthermore, the differential velocity at the inner core
boundary may have also been higher in the past, also perhaps large enough to generate
dynamo action. To assess these possibilities, it is necessary to construct a model of the
precession dynamics of the Moon that remains valid for large angles.



2 Theory

The rotational model of the Moon that we develop below is based on the model
presented in DW16, which is itself an adaptation of a model developed to study Earth’s
nutations. The original nutation model is presented in detail in Mathews et al. [1991].

The procedure that we follow is, first, to define a reference interior model of the
Moon (section 2.1). This interior model is constructed under the assumption that no ex-
ternal torque acts on the Moon. We then place this reference model in orbit about Earth,
subject to its gravitational field, and consider how the alignment of the symmetry axes
and rotation vectors of each region is altered in the Cassini state. To do so, we must prop-
erly define each of these vectors in the reference frame attached to the rotating mantle,
the frame in which the nutation model of Mathews et al. [1991] is developed. This is done
in section 2.2. The rotational model is then developed in section 2.3.

2.1 The interior density model of the Moon

We assume a simple model of the Moon of mass M with an external radius R, a
solid inner core of radius rg, a fluid outer core of radius 7y, a crust of thickness h., and
a mantle with an outer radius of r,, = R — h.. The densities of the solid inner core
(ps), fluid core (pf), mantle (p,,) and crust (p.) are assumed uniform. Adopting uniform
density layers amounts to neglecting compressibility effects from increasing pressure with
depth. Given the small pressures in the Moon’s interior (less than about 5 GPa), this
is a good first order description.

The precession model that we develop below involves the principal moments of in-
ertia of each region. The latter are related to the spherical harmonic degree two coef-
ficients of the gravity field of the Moon. For convenience, we assume a reference model
in which the principal moments of inertia of each region are aligned. Although in real-
ity this is unlikely to be the case because the surface topography of degree two is not aligned
with the degree two gravity field [e.g. Araki et al., 2009; Smith, 2010], this assumption
greatly simplifies our reference model. Since we assume uniform density layers, all con-
tributions to the non-spherical gravity field (i.e. all mass anomalies) are caused by to-
pography at region boundaries. The principal moments of inertia of each region are then
connected to the degree two topography at region boundaries, more specifically to the
polar and equatorial flattening. We define the polar flattening as the difference between
the equatorial and polar radius, divided by the mean spherical radius. Likewise, we de-
fine the equatorial flattening as the difference between the maximum and minimum equa-
torial radius, divided by the mean spherical radius. We denote the polar flattening at
the inner core boundary (ICB), core-mantle boundary (CMB), crust-mantle boundary
and surface by €, €f, €, and €,, respectively. The difference between the equatorial and
polar radius at each of these interfaces is then rge,, 7r€f, Tméenm, and Re,., respectively.
The equatorial flattening at the same boundaries are denoted by &5, £#, &, and &, re-
spectively. The difference between the maximum and minimum equatorial radius at each
of these interfaces is then r &, &y, rmé&m, and RE,., respectively.

The polar and equatorial flattenings of each region are connected to the principal
moments of inertia of the whole Moon (C' > B > A), fluid core (Cy > By > Ay) and
solid inner core (Cs > Bs > A;). In particular, they are connected to the degree two
coefficients of the gravity potential Jo and Cso by
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where A is the mean equatorial moment of inertia of the whole Moon. The latter, and
the mean equatorial moments of the fluid core (Ay) and inner core (A;) are defined as

| _ 1 -1
A=(A+B), Ap=g(4;+By), A=A+ B, (2)

From these, we define the dynamical ellipticities of the whole Moon (e), fluid core (ey)
and solid inner core (eg),
_ e S =2 _"5 3
e I ef yy €s (3)
These dynamical ellipticities are important parameters of our model and the way in which
they are calculated is explained in more details in section 3.1.

Although the density discontinuity at the crust-mantle boundary is taken into ac-
count in the interior mass distribution, the solid outer shell region that comprises both
the crust and mantle constitute a single body in terms of the rotational dynamics. For
short, in the development of the rotational model below, we will refer to this outer re-
gion as the mantle. If we define the direction of the figure axis of this “mantle” by &%,
then the ellipsoidal figures of each region of our reference model are aligned, and are in
uniform rotation at the sidereal frequency 27 /27.322 day~! about é%.

2.2 Definition of the reference frames, symmetry axes and rotation vec-
tors

The focus of our study is to describe the equilibrium Cassini state of the Moon.
As such, we focus on the long timescale dynamics, and only consider the response of the
Moon to the gravitational torque by Earth averaged over one orbit. In other words, we
neglect the modulation of the torque over one orbit and the small latitudinal and lon-
gitudinal librations of the Moon that result from it. This assumption is implicit in the
presentation of our model and in the discussion of all our results.

To describe the Cassini state of the Moon, we must first define the possible refer-
ence frames in which to view the orbital and rotational dynamics. We use three differ-
ent reference frames in our study. The first is the inertial reference frame, defined by unit
vectors (€1, €z, é3), with é3 aligned with the ecliptic normal. The second is a reference
frame attached to the rotating mantle, defined by unit vectors (€7, €%, €%). We have al-
ready defined €% to be aligned with the maximum (polar) moment of inertia of the man-
tle. € and &5 are aligned, respectively, with the minimum and intermediate moments
of inertia (both in equatorial directions). This is the frame in which we develop our dy-
namical model. As mentioned in the introduction, the Cassini state is characterized by
a tilt of €% from és, though both remain co-planar with the orbit normal (ég). It is con-
venient to refer to the plane which contains all three as the “Cassini plane”. Viewed in
the inertial frame, the Cassini plane is rotating in the retrograde direction at frequency
2, about an axis aligned with the ecliptic normal (€éz). A third reference frame in which



to view the rotational dynamics is then one attached to this Cassini plane. We refer to

this reference frame as the Cassini frame, defined by unit vectors (&5, &3, é5). Direction

&3 is aligned with the ecliptic normal, and the Cassini plane coincides with the surface
defined by é§ and é3. Direction &5 is perpendicular to the Cassini plane and is aligned
with the line of the descending node of the lunar orbit on the ecliptic plane. More in-
formation about these three reference frames is given in Appendix A, where we also present
the mathematical relationships that unite them.

When viewed in the Cassini frame, the orientation of the orbit normal (é%) and man-
tle figure axis (%) remain at fixed orientations with respect to the ecliptic normal (&§ =
é3) (Fig. 2a). As defined earlier, the angle of tilt between €% and é§ is denoted by 6,
and LLR observations suggest that it is equal to 8, = 1.543°. This tilt is caused by the
gravitational torque that the Earth exerts on the ellipsoidal shape of the mantle and, sec-
ondarily, by internal torques from the inner core and the fluid core. It is the tilt angle
that allows to balance the total torque acting on the mantle with a change in its angu-
lar momentum at the same rate as the precession of the orbit, and therefore to main-
tain a stationary configuration in the Cassini frame.

Likewise, the ellipsoidal inner core is also subject to a gravitational torque from
Earth and to internal torques from the mantle and fluid core. For the inner core, the in-
ternal torque — especially the gravitational torque from the fluid core and mantle — is
much more important than the torque from Earth (see DW16). As is the case for the
mantle, the orientation of the figure axis of the inner core (denoted by é3) should evolve
to that which allows to balance the torque acting on it with a change in its angular mo-
mentum at the same rate as the orbit precession. In other words, the inner core is also
in a Cassini state and, viewed in the Cassini frame, the orientation of &5 remains fixed
(Fig. 2a). We expect €5 to differ from &% because the inner core is subject to a differ-
ent torque balance than the mantle. We define the angle of inner core tilt ,, as the an-
gle of misalignment of & with respect to the mantle figure axis é%.

The rotation and symmetry axes of the mantle — and similarly those of the inner
core — are expected to remain in close alignment, but they do not coincide exactly. The
rotation vector of the fluid core is expected to be misaligned from that of the mantle,
remaining instead in a close alignment with the ecliptic normal. Each of these rotation
vectors lie on the Cassini plane and their orientations remain fixed when viewed in the
Cassini frame (Fig. 2b). We define the rotation vector of the mantle as €, misaligned
by an angle 6,, with respect to the mantle figure axis. The rotation vectors of the fluid
core and inner core are defined as €2 and Q,. Their misalignment angles, respectively
0 and 6, are defined with respect to the mantle rotation vector Q (Fig. 2b).

To be formal in our definition of the different angles of misalignment, I is defined
positive pointing from &5 to éé. Angles 0, 0, 0., 05 and 0 are defined positive in the
clockwise direction when viewed in the Cassini frame. According to this convention, 6
as depicted in Fig. 2 is negative, and we expect this to be the case since 2y should be
closely aligned with the ecliptic normal (é§ = és).

The mean gravitational torque that Earth exerts on the mantle, averaged over one
orbit, can be replaced by that produced by a ring of mass equivalent to that of Earth
encircling the Moon on a plane with normal vector ég. Viewed in the Cassini frame, the
amplitude of this mean torque remains constant and in direction —ég (the direction of
the line of the ascending node), perpendicular to the Cassini plane. Likewise, the grav-
itational torque that Earth exerts on the inner core is also perpendicular to the Cassini



plane. The direction of the torque depends on the sign of the sum of (I + 6, +6,,): if
it is positive, the torque is in direction —&g; if it is negative, the torque is instead in di-
rection €3.

Although the mantle figure axis €% remains at a fixed orientation in the Cassini
frame, the two equatorial directions &} and €5 do not since the mantle is rotating about
é%. Viewed in the Cassini frame, the period of rotation of €} and &5 around &%, must
be equal to the time it takes for the Moon to return to the ascending node of its orbit.
The frequency of this rotation, which we denote €., is equal to 2w/27.212 day~!.

We develop our rotational model in a frame attached to the rotating mantle. As
seen by an observer on the mantle, the longitudinal orientation of the Cassini plane is

rotating in the retrograde direction about €% at frequency Q. (Fig. 2¢,d). The unit vec-
I
3
but are precessing about €% in the retrograde direction at frequency .. Since the grav-

tors é3, &5 and é3 and the rotation vectors €2, 2¢ and €25 remain at fixed orientations,
itational torque by Earth remains perpendicular to the Cassini plane, as seen by an ob-
server on the mantle, this torque is periodic, with a retrograde frequency equal to €2..
Following the nutation model of Mathews et al. [1991], it is convenient to introduce a fre-
quency factor w, connected to Q. by Q. = —wQ,, where Q, = 27/27.322 day ! is the
amplitude of the rotation vector of the mantle. The exact definition of €2, is given by
Eq. (A.8) in Appendix A; to a good approximation, €2, is related to 2. and Q, by

Qo = Qe —Qpcos(B,) . (4)

The frequency factor w is then equal to

Q.
W= —Q—‘ =—1—cos(6,) dw, (5)

where dw = Q,/Q,= 27.322 days / 18.6 yr = 4.022x1073 is the Poincaré number, ex-
pressing the ratio of precession to rotation frequency. w represents then the frequency
of the periodic gravitational forcing that Earth applies on the Moon, expressed in units
of cycles per Lunar day, as seen by an observer on the mantle.

As developed in Appendix A, the time-dependent longitudinal orientation of the
Cassini plane, as seen by an observer on the mantle, and expressed in terms of w, can
be written as

el (t) = cos(wQt)ef + sin(w,t)éy (6)

where t is time and direction €} has been chosen to be aligned with the projection of €5
onto the equator of the mantle at t = 0 (Fig. 2c¢,d). It can be shown that (see Eq. A.13)

G0 = w0, (e < L) )

where the time derivative is taken in the mantle frame. Note that the direction of é} x
é" (t) = &5 (see Fig. 2¢,d). Since w is negative, the time derivative of €% (t) points in
direction —é&§, the same direction as the gravitational torque from Earth on the man-
tle.

Using the definition of €% (¢) in Eq. (6), we can express the direction of the nor-

mal to the ecliptic &3 and the figure axis of the inner core &3, as seen in the mantle frame,
by



Figure 2. The Cassini state of the Moon viewed (a, b) in the Cassini frame and (c, d) in

a frame attached to the rotating mantle. The Cassini frame is defined by unit vectors (€3, &3,
€3), the mantle frame by unit vectors (€7, €%, €%). Viewed in the Cassini frame (a, b), the orbit
normal (&%), the symmetry axes of the mantle (é5) and inner core (&3), and the rotation vectors
of the mantle (), fluid core () and inner core (£2¢) remain at fixed orientations. The light
grey, white, and dark grey ellipsoid in panels (a) and (b) represent a polar cross-section of the
mantle, fluid core and inner core, respectively. Blue shaded parts show the equatorial cross sec-
tion. The black curved arrow in the equatorial plane of panels (a) and (b) indicates the direction
of rotation, at frequency Qc, of the mantle frame axes €} and &5 about é%. Viewed in the frame
attached to the rotating mantle (c, d), the Cassini plane is rotating at frequency —€. in the lon-
gitudinal direction. The unit vector €% (¢) captures the time-dependent longitudinal orientation
of the Cassini plane as seen in the mantle frame; it points in the direction of the projection of &%

on the equatorial plane of the mantle.



é3 = &5 = cos 0, €8 —sin6, é® (1), (8a)

é5 = cos 0, €8 +sinf, &® (t). (8b)

In appendix A, we present the definitions of the rotation vectors of the mantle, fluid
core and inner core for the tidally locked spin-orbit configuration of the Moon. The am-
plitude of each of these rotation vectors differ from one another, although the difference
between them is small (at most of the order of dw) and it is convenient for the develop-
ment of our model to approximate all three vectors as having the amplitude 2, defined
in Eq. (4). The rotation vectors of the mantle, fluid core and inner core can be written,
respectively, as

Q=9Q, ( cos O, €5 + sin b, éﬂ’_(t)) , (9a)
Qf = Qo(cos(ﬁm + 0y)el + sin(6,, + @)é’i(t)) ) (9b)
Q, = Qo(cos(ﬁm + 05)é% + sin(6,, + Qs)éi(t)> . (9¢c)

It is further convenient to introduce w; and w,, the perturbation in the rotation of the
fluid core and inner core, respectively, with respect to that of the mantle, defined as

wr =05 —Q, (10a)
w, =N, — Q. (10b)

2.3 The rotational model

Our goal is to determine the Cassini state of the whole of the Moon. That is, to
determine the precession dynamics of our reference interior model of the Moon when placed
in orbit around Earth and subject to its gravitational torque. In short, our goal is to de-
termine the five angles 0, 0., 0,,, 65 and 6, for a given Lunar interior density structure.
These angles obey a system of five equations. The first three describe respectively the
evolution of the angular momentum of the whole Moon (H ), the fluid outer core (Hy)
and solid inner core (Hy) in the reference frame rotating with the mantle,

%HHMH:P, (11a)
d

ng—waHfZO, (llb)
%Hﬂm x Hy =T, (11c)

where T is the gravitational torque from Earth acting on the whole Moon and Ty is the
total gravitational and pressure torque exerted on the inner core. The final two equa-
tions of the model are kinematic relations, one to express the change in the orientation

—10—



of the inner core figure resulting from its own differential rotation, and the second de-
scribing the invariance of the ecliptic normal in the inertial frame as seen in the frame
attached to the mantle. They are respectively,

d

@ég +é3 xws =0, (12a)
d
Tea+Qxég =0, (12b)

The combination of Egs. (11) and (12a) forms the foundation of the nutation model
of Mathews et al. [1991] that takes into account internal coupling between inner core,
fluid core and mantle subject to an external torque. Eq. (12b) allows us to connect this
model to the tilt of the figure axis of the Moon’s mantle to the ecliptic. Note that Eq.
(12a) is different from the one used in DW16; we use here the original equation of the
nutation model of Mathews et al. [1991] (see their equation 19). Also note that in DW16,
Eq. (12b) was replaced by a second dynamical equation for the Moon, similar to Eq. (11a),
but viewed in the ecliptic frame. It was shown that the two dynamical equations for the
Moon were tied by the condition expressed in Eq. (12b), introduced by Eckhardt [1981],
and it is more convenient to simply use the latter here.

Definitions for H, Hy and H, are given by

H=T Q+7ZI; wy+I; ws, (13a)
Hy=TZ;-Qy, (13b)
Hs :IS'QS7 (13C)

where Z;, Z¢, and Z are the moment of inertia tensors of the solid inner core, fluid core
and the whole Moon, respectively. Explicit definitions for these are given in Eq. A9 of
DW16; they involve the principal moments of inertia of the whole Moon, fluid core and
solid inner core.

We neglect the triaxial shape of the Moon in the development of the expression of
the angular momentum vectors of each region. In other words, we assume that the two
equatorial moments of inertia are equal to one another and given by the mean values de-
fined in Eq. (2). We also neglect elastic deformations. Proceeding this way, the expan-
sion of the angular momentum vectors gives

H, = AQ, [cos(@m + 05)€% + sin(6,, + 05)éx (t)}
+ Aye Q0 cos(0 — Oy — 0,) [cos(en)ég + sin(en)ég(tﬂ , (14a)
Hy = 470, [(1+ ) cos(Byn + 07)éR + sin(0h + 0)7 (¢
— a1 AyesQy cos(0 — O — 05) [cos(an)ég + sin(&n)é’i(t)] ,
+ a1 AsesQo cos(O,, + 0f)és (14b)
H = 0,[(C = Cy = C,) cos(0)e] + (A — Ay — A)sin(0)e% (t)] + Hy + H,, (14c)

where a7 is related to the density contrast between the solid and fluid core. The coef-
ficient o7 and the related coefficient a3 = 1 — 7 that we introduce below are defined
in Eq. A8 of DW16. For uniform density layers, they simplify to

—11-



ar=P1 az=1-"21. (15)
Ps Ps

As explained in the previous section, the gravitational torque from Earth points

p

in direction —é&% x é* (t). Hence, we can write the gravitational torque acting on the

whole of the Moon as

F=-T (ég X é’i(t)) , (162)

where T is the amplitude of the torque averaged over one orbit. Valid to second order
in ellipticity, it is equal to

= g { (Cs — Ay)a } sin(I + 6,) cos(I + 0,)
g =y { } sin(I + 6, + 6,,) cos(I + 6, + 6,,)

+ S [(B _A)— (B, - As)ag] (1 2 (145 ) coslr + Hp)> sin(I +6,)

11
+ g/\/ln2 [(BS - As)ag] (1 - ge% - (1 + ?e%) cos(I + 6, + Hn)) sin(I +6,+6,),
(16b)

where ey, is the orbit eccentricity, n is the mean motion of the Moon, and M = Mg/ (
MEg), where Mg is the mass of Earth. In the absence of an inner core (Cs = Bs; = Aq
0), the torque in Eq. (16b) is equal to that given in Peale [1969]. Because of the syn-
chronous rotation of the Moon around Earth, the torque involves the full triaxial def-
inition of the moment of inertia. For small (I46,), the last two terms of Eq. (16b) are
small compared to the first two terms, and they were neglected in DW16.

Likewise, the torque acting on the inner core can be written as

r,=-T, (ég x é{’L(t)) . (17a)

Valid to second order in ellipticity, the amplitude of the torque I'y is

I's =

3 Mn? :
3 o Cs — Ag)as sin(I + 0, + 0,,) cos(I + 0, + 6,,)

(1—e2)3/2 (
3 9 5 5 1 , )
+ g./\/ln (Bs — Ag)as [ 1 - 2L~ (1 + 56L) cos(I + 6, +6,) |sin(I + 6, +6,)
+ Q2 Asesazay sin(,,) cos(6,,)
+ Q2 A,e,aq sin(,, + 0r —0rn)cos(0pm + 05 —0,), (17b)
where the coefficient o, captures the strength of gravitational coupling by the rest of

the Moon on a tilted inner core. This coefficient is derived in Mathews et al. [1991], and
is also defined in Eq. A14b of DW16; for uniform density layers, it simplifies to

8rG

W [pc(er - em) + pm(em - ef) + pfff] ) (18)

O[g:

—12—



where G is the gravitational constant. The first two terms that enter Eq. (17b) repre-
sent the gravitational torque from Earth. The last two represent, respectively, the grav-
itational torque from the mantle and fluid core and the pressure torque at the inner-core
boundary. In contrast to the torque from Earth, these internal torques involve the mean
equatorial moment of inertia. This is because these torques result from the precession
between the different layers. Thus, over one orbit, they involve an average of the torque
about A, and B;.

Using the definition of the torques in Eqgs. (16) and (17), the three angular momen-
tum equations of Egs. (11) and the two kinematic relations of Egs. (12) form the fol-
lowing set of five conditions,

A[(w—ecos(em)) sin(6) )]
+A [ sin(0y) + w(sin(Gm +0;) - sm(em)) — ef sin(fm) (cos(om +0;) — cos(é)m))}
+ A, [sin(0,) +w (sin(0 + 6,) — sin(0n) ) — e, sin(0n) (@1 co5(0h + 05) — cos(0rn) )|
+ Ayegas cos(0y — Oy — ef)(w sin(0,) + sin(6, — om))

= — (I)g (/_16 - flsﬁsag) - @g[lsﬁsag — &P (/_17 - fls'ysozg) - <I>Z/_lsfysa3 , (19a)

A [sm(ef) +wsin(Op + 07) + e cos(O + 0f) (sin(om +0;) — sin(&m))}
+ Ageson [cos(en — 0, — 0y) (—w $in(0n) — sin(0n — Opn) — sin (O, + O — an))]
+ Agesan {cos(@m +6;) (sin(@m +6;) — sin(Gm))} =0, (19b)

[sin(ﬂs) + wsin(f, + 05) + esazoy sin(6,,) cos(d )]
+escos(0, — 0, — 0) {w sin(6,,) + sin(6, Hm)}
')

— €y cos(ﬁn — 6 — of) [al Sin(on — O —

= — ®}Bsaz — Tysas, (19¢)
wsin(6,) + sin(0,, + 05 — 6,,) — sin(6,,, — 6,,) =0, (194d)
wsin(6y) + sin(f, +6,) =0, (19¢)

where we have defined
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3 M .
(I)/;Z) = 5@ Sln([ + Gp) COS(I + 0}7) 5 (203’)
n 3 M .
p = §W sin(f + 0, + 0,,) cos(I + 6, + 6,,) , (20b)
3 5 11 .
P = g/\/[ (1 — §€2L — (1 + ?e%) cos(I + Gp)) sin(f +6,), (20c)
n 3 5 4 11 , .
o = Sat (1= 3k - (14 Ge)eos(T 40,40, Jsin(T 4 0,40,). (200
and
C—-A C-A Cs— Ay, Cs— A,
s R S s e (212)
=T T4 =T, T A

Note that the mantle rotation rate €2, is approximately equal to the sidereal frequency
n and we have set n = Q,, which removes a factor of n?/92 multiplying the right-hand
sides of Egs. (19a) and (19¢). The five conditions of Egs. (19) constitute the set of non-
linear conditions on the five angles 8, 0,,, 0,,,, 0y and 6, that must be simultaneously
satisfied to determine the complete Cassini state of the Moon. In the limit of small an-
gles,

cos(f;) = 1, sin(0;) — 6;, (22)

and for 5 = @7 = 0, we retrieve the linear system of equations presented in DW16,
where the parameter M was omitted, and where the parameter S, that appears in Eqgs.
(19a) and (19¢) was approximated as es.

For a Moon model with no core, the system of conditions reduces to

A(w - ecos(@m)) sin(6,,) = —PHAB — ®L Ay, (23a)
wsin(f,) + sin(d,, +6,) =0, (23b)

which can be combined to form

A(w — ecos(Gm)> ( —w-— cos(@m)) tan(f,) = —q)g/_lﬁ — P Ay. (23c)
Using C' = A(1 + ¢), w defined in Eq. (5), and also that Q,/Q, < 1 and 6,, < 1, we
retrieve (in our notation) the condition on 6, given in Eq. (19) of Peale [1969] that de-
fines the Cassini state of a single body Moon

Q _ _
C oL sin(0,) = P4A5 + ¥ Ay (23d)

o

We show in Appendix B an alternate derivation of Eq. (23d), one based on considering
the rotational dynamics in the inertial frame.

—14—



A condition similar to Eq. (23d) but for the inner core of the Moon can be derived.
Before we do this, it is convenient to introduce here the frequency of the FICN, wyjcp,
which as we show below, turns out to be a fundamental component of the Cassini state
of the inner core. The FICN describes the free precession of the spin-symmetry axis of
the inner core when it is misaligned from the mantle. The FICN frequency depends on
the sum of the torques exerted on the inner core and, when expressed in cycles per Lu-
nar day, it is approximately equal to (see DW16)

Whien = €501 — €5QgQL3 — g(lﬁi;f’)w(COSQ I—sin1). (24)

For the Moon, the gravitational torque exerted by the fluid core and mantle on the in-
ner core (second term on the right-hand side of Eq. 24) is much larger than the pres-

sure torque at the ICB and the gravitational torque from Earth (first and third terms
of Eq. 24, respectively), so wfic, is negative and the FICN mode is retrograde.

It is also convenient to derive alternate forms of conditions (19d) and (19e). First,
using the definition of w in Eq. (5) and cos(#,,) — 1 allows one to write the condition
of Egs. (19e) as

sin(6,,) = dw sin(6,) . (25a)

This expresses the connection between the misalignment of the rotation vector of the man-
tle from its figure axis and the tilt of the latter with respect to the ecliptic normal. They
are related by the Poincaré number dw. Because the Poincaré number is small, 6, <

6. Using this, the condition of Eq. (19d) can be written as

sin(f,, + 65 — 6,,) = dw sin(6, + 6,,) , (25b)

which is the analogous relationship for the inner core, connecting in the same manner
the angle of misalignment of its rotation vector from its figure axis (6,, + 65 — 6,,) to
the tilt of its figure axis with respect to the ecliptic normal.

The Cassini state of the inner core can be derived on the basis of its angular mo-
mentum balance (Eq. 19¢). Using Egs. (25a-25b), and setting 05 ~ 0,, (see DW16), one
can show that

sin(6,) + wsin(fs + 6,,) = —dwsin(f, + 6,,), (25¢)
es cos(0y, — O — 05) [wsin(fy,) + sin(, — 0,,)] = —esdwsin(f, +6,,) , (25d)

so that Eq. (19¢) can be written as

— (1 +e,) 0w sin(f, + 0,) + esazogsin(fy,) cos(f,)
— esay cos(O0p — O, — 0f) sin(0, — 0, — 0p) = —PfBsaz — PTyaz. (26a)
On using 6w = Q,/Qy, Cs = As(1 +ey), O + 0 ~ —0, (expressing the fact that the

rotation vector of the fluid core remains almost aligned with the ecliptic normal), Eq.
(26a) becomes
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|2

s
) Q—i sin(6, + 6,,) =

PiBsasz + PUvsasz + esazay sin(6,,) cos(6,) — esaq sin(f, + 6,) cos(6,, +6,). (26b)

N

This last equation determines the Cassini state of the inner core of the Moon. In Ap-

pendix B, we show how the same condition can be derived, perhaps more simply, by con-
sidering the dynamics in the inertial reference frame. Because internal torques dominate

the gravitational torque from Earth in the present-day Moon (DW16), Eq. (26b) can be
further simplified if we set @5 = @7 = 0. As our results will confirm, 6,, is typically

much larger than 6, = 1.543°, so we can approximate sin(6,,+6,) cos(6,+0,) as sin(f,,) cos(6,,).
Furthermore, since the dynamical ellipticity of the inner core is small, C; ~ A,. Upon

using the expression of the FICN frequency wy;cn given by Eq. (24), the Cassini state

of the inner core of the Moon simplifies to

Q
Q—p sin(6p + 6,,) + wWricn sin(6y) cos(6,) =0. (26¢)

o
As we will show, this last equation provides a very good prediction of the tilt angle of
the inner core 6,,. Importantly, it shows that the interior density structure of the Lunar
interior influences ¢,, only through the way in which it affects wy;cn; different interior mod-
els of the Moon that share the same w¢;¢,, have the same 0,,.

Before we present results, a few points about our model are worth noting. First,
we have neglected all elastic deformations in our derivation, assuming that solid regions
are perfectly rigid. The ko Love number of the Moon is small, approximately 0.02 [ Williams
et al., 2014b], thus assuming a rigid mantle is not a bad approximation. However, elas-
tic (or viscoealstic) deformations deep inside the Moon may be important.

Second, we have adopted an oversimplified representation of flow motion in the fluid
core, restricted to a simple solid body rotation. In truth, the fluid core can sustain dif-
ferent types of waves, including inertial waves, which can interact with, and alter the FCN
and FICN precession modes [e.g. Rogister and Valette, 2009].

Third, although we have retained the triaxial shape of the Moon in the expression
of the mean torque from Earth, the angular momentum response is based on axially sym-
metric model. The convenience of doing this is that, for each region, we can combine the
two equatorial angular momentum equations into a single equation. To first order, con-
sidering the fully triaxial shape of the Moon should not alter much the frequency of the
FCN [e.g. Van Hoolst and Dehant, 2002]. By extension, we assume here that the other
free precession mode with a retrograde period close to one Lunar day (when seen in the
rotating mantle frame), the FICN, is also not significantly altered by triaxiality. Since
the orientations of the fluid core spin axis and the inner core spin-symmetry axis are pri-
marily determined by the FCN and FICN frequencies, respectively, our axially symmet-
ric model should, to first order, capture the salient features of the Cassini state.

3 Results
3.1 Interior Moon models

The numerical values for the Lunar parameters used in our calculations are listed
in Table 1. To compute all other parameters that enter our rotational model, we need
to build models of the interior density structure of the Moon. The first step involves to
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Moon Parameter

Numerical value

rotation rate, €,

2.6617 x 1076 ¢—1

orbit precession rate, €2, 27/18.6 yr—!
Poincaré number, dw = ,,/Q, 4.022 x 1073
mean planetary radius, R 1737.151 km

7.3463 x 10?2 kg
3345.56 kg m—3
0.393112 - M R?

mass, M
mean density, p
moment of inertia of solid Moon, I,

Jo 2.03504 x 1074
Ca 2.24482 x 107
polar surface flattening, €, 1.2899 x 1073

equatorial surface flattening, &, 2.4346 x 1074
Table 1. Reference parameters for the Moon. The values of R, M, p, Isy, J2 and Csy are

taken from Williams et al. [2014b]. The values for the unnormalized potential coefficients Jy and
C2s include the permanent tide from synchronous rotation with Earth, and are obtained after
multiplying the reported values in Williams et al. [2014b] by a factor 1.000978 to take into ac-
count our choice of using the mean planetary radius as the reference radius for our calculations
instead of the reference radius of 1738 km used in the GRAIL-derived gravity field. €, and &, are

taken from Araki et al. [2009] and converted to our choice of normalization.

determine the radial density structure. We assume a mean Lunar radius of R = 1737.151
km [Williams et al., 2014b]. We then choose values for the inner core radius (r,), fluid
core radius (r¢) and crustal thickness (h.) and values for the density of the inner core
(ps) and crust (p.). The density of the mantle (p,,) is then determined by matching the
moment of inertia of the solid Moon I,,. The value of Iy, from Williams et al. [2014b]
listed in Table 1 in principle includes a contribution from the inner core, though it is small
compared to that of the outer shell (mantle and crust). Here, we assume that I, rep-
resents the moment of inertia of the mantle and crust alone and calculate p,, using Eq.
(13) of DW16. The density of the fluid core (ps) is then found by matching the bulk mass
of the Moon M = (4m/3)pR3, where p is the mean density, using Eq. (12) of DW16.
Once all radii and densities are defined, the mean equatorial moments of inertia A, A !
and A are calculated from Eq. (14) of DW16.

The second step is to determine the polar (€) and equatorial () flattenings at all
boundaries. These are determined on the basis of the reference Moon model defined in
section 2.1 in which the principal moments of inertia of each regions are aligned. We as-
sume that both the ICB and CMB are at hydrostatic equilibrium, in which case their
flattenings can be written in terms of the flattenings at the surface and crust-mantle bound-
ary as given by Eqs. (18-20) of DW16. Under this assumption, the expression for Jy given
by Eq. (1a) can be written in terms of €, and €,,, and likewise, Ca3 given by Eq. (1b)
can be written in terms of &, and &,,. We use the surface flattenings €, = 1.2899x103
and &, = 2.4346 x 10~* corresponding to the (normalized) topography spherical har-
monic coefficients cog and cag taken from [Araki et al., 2009]. The values of €,, and &,
are then determined by matching the observed values of Jo and Cas (see Table 1). The
values of (e, &) and (ef, &) are then computed from (e,, &) and (&m, &v) based on the
assumption of hydrostatic equilibrium. Once the polar flattening of each boundary is known,
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o, can be determined from Eq. (18) and the dynamical ellipticities e,, ey and e defined
in Eq. (3) are then computed from Eq. (15) of DW16.

The parameters 8 and 7 defined in Eq. (21) that are involved in the torque from
Earth are related to Jo and Cys by

=ell1+2—=), = 4e—=. 27
B=e ( +2 ) v =de—y (27)
The parameters 55 and 7, are directly related to the polar and equatorial flattenings at

the ICB through

Bs:€s+%, Vs =&s - (28)
There is a small inconsistency in our procedure that must be pointed out. The con-

tribution of the inner core to Jy and Caa, as written in Eq. (1), assumes an inner core

aligned with the mantle. These expressions should really involve the average over one

orbit of the polar and equatorial flattenings of a tilted inner core. However, these depend

on the angle of tilt of the inner core, which a-priori we do not know. This implies that

the amplitude of the torque from Earth on the inner core determined by 35 and v, in

Eq. 28 is slightly incorrect. However, because the torque that the mantle and fluid core

exerts on a tilted inner core is much larger than the torque from Earth, this inconsis-

tency has little influence on the results presented in the next section.

3.2 The Cassini states associated with the inner core

The set of five conditions in Egs. (19a-19e) is solved by a Newton-Raphson method
for nonlinear systems [e.g. Press et al., 1987]. Each solution presented below is obtained
with initial guesses for 6,, 0,, and 0 taken as 1.5°, 0° and —1.5°, respectively. The ini-
tial guess for 6,, is set equal to €5 and chosen randomly between —90° and 90°. For each
set of model parameters, to ensure all possible solutions are found, we repeat the search
with a number of random initial guesses for 6,, (typically 50). Solutions for which any
of the five angles falls outside the bounds of [-90°,90°] are discarded.

We also present results based on a small-angle limit of our model, by taking cos(6;) ~
1 and sin(6;) =~ 6; for each of the five angles, and using the following approximations

sin(I + 6,) cos(I + 6,,) ~ cos I'sin I + (cos® I —sin®I) ¥, (29a)
sin(I + 6, + 6,,) cos(I + 0, + 6,,) ~ cos I'sin I + (cos® I — sin®I) (0, + 0,,) , (29b)
sin(I +6,) = sinl + (cosI)f,. (29¢)

In this small-angle limit, the model is now linear in the five unknown angles. Note that
this small-angle solution is very close, but not exactly equal to that from the model pre-
sented in DW16. The difference is caused by the addition here of the v and v, terms in
the torque from Earth, the inclusion of the factor M in the amplitude of the torque, and
because in DW16 the parameter 55 was approximated as es.

Fig. 3 shows 0,,, 0, 0, and 0,,, obtained from our generalized model and in the small-
angle limit. 6 is not shown, as it is virtually identical to 6,, (the relative difference be-
tween the two is of the order of dw). Results are shown for a Moon model with a crust
of thickness h. = 38.5 km and density p. = 2550 kg m~3 [Wieczorek et al., 2013], an
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Figure 3. The tilt angles (a) 0, (b) 0y, (c) 6, and (d) 6., as a function of the fluid core
outer radius (bottom axis) and FICN frequency (top axis). The red, blue and green lines corre-
spond to the states A, B and C, respectively, of our general model. The grey line is the solution
of the linear system in the small-angle limit. 6, is measured with respect to the ecliptic normal;
0r, and 6., are measured with respect to the mantle frame; 6y is measured with respect to the

mantle frame plus 6,,.

inner core of radius 7, = 200 km and density ps = 7700 kg m~3 [e.g. Matsuyama et al.,
2016], and a range of possible outer core radius between r; = 310 km and 400 km com-
patible with seismic studies [Weber et al., 2011; Garcia et al., 2011]. As explained in the
previous section, the densities of the fluid core and mantle change for each value of 7,
so as to match M and Ig,,; from 7y = 310 to 400 km, p; changes from 7355.7 to 4772.5
kg m~3, and p,, changes from 3376.1 to 3377.9 kg m~3.

The range of r¢ values covered in Fig. 3 samples different interior Lunar density
distributions which in turn samples different frequencies of the FICN, wyicn. As predicted
by Eq. 26c, the tilt angle of the inner core should be primarily controlled by wy;cn. The
way in which wy;cn, (computed from Eq. 24) changes for each choice of ry is shown on
the top axis in each panels of Fig. 3. For small 7¢, wg;cp is slower (in the retrograde di-
rection) than dw = Q,/Q, = 4.022 x 1073, the Poincaré number, or the retrograde
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frequency of the forced precession expressed in cycles per Lunar day. For large ¢, the
retrograde wy;.y, is instead faster than dw.

The dominant contribution to wg;cn, as given by Eq. (24), is from the gravitational
coupling term, —esago,. The change in wyje, with 7y shown in Fig. 3 is a consequence
of the change in p; with 7 in our interior models, which results in a change in both a3
(see Eq. 15) and a4 (see Eq. 18). From ry = 310 to 400 km, a3 changes from 0.0447
to 0.3802, and «, changes from 105.75 to 85.76. The dynamical ellipticity of the inner
core e also changes with 77, but the change is modest, from 1.7865x10~* to 1.8286x
1074

When wgje, = —6w, which occurs at r¢ ~ 347 km in Fig. 3, the FICN mode is
in perfect resonance with the forcing period. At that location, solutions in the small-angle
limit diverge towards oo. In contrast, solutions from our general model remain finite,
even in the proximity of the FICN resonance. Furthermore, although only one solution
is possible when |wy;c,| < 0w, three possible solution branches exist for |wgicn| > dw.
This is analogous to the different possible Cassini states of a single-body Moon first high-
lighted by Peale [1969] who identified four possible states, numbered 1 to 4. Ward [1975]
showed (his Fig. 2) an example of how states 1, 2 and 4 may have evolved as a function
of Earth-Moon distance. State 3 features a tilt angle larger than +90°, so a rotation di-
rection opposite to the orbital rotation, and is believed to be unstable when tidal dis-
sipation is taken into account [e.g. Peale, 1974]. Currently, the Moon — or more formally,
the outer solid shell made up of its mantle and crust — occupies state 2, the only state
possible when the frequency of the free retrograde precession of the Moon (wyp) is smaller
(in magnitude) than the Poincaré number dw. But in the past when |wy,| > dw, states
1, 2, and 4 were all possible solutions. The number of possible Cassini states, and the
angle of mantle precession 8, for each, depends essentially on how w¢, compares with
dw [e.g. Peale, 1974].

By analogy, the different branches shown on Fig. 3 show the different possible Cassini
states that are associated with the inner core. The controlling factor to determine which
states are possible, and the angle 8,, in each of these states, is how the FICN frequency
compares with dw (see Eq. 26¢). We have labelled these states A, B and C to avoid a
possible confusion with the Cassini states associated with the mantle and crust. State
B, the only state possible when |wyicn| < dw, features negative values of 6,,: as seen in
the Cassini frame, the inner core is tilted away from the mantle, in the direction of the
orbit normal. States A and C, which are only possible when |wg;c,| > dw, instead have
0, > 0: the inner core is tilted further away than the mantle from the orbit normal.

A state which features 90° < [6,,| < 180° is also a solution (the analogy of state 3 of
the solid shell of the Moon), though we deem such a state impossible as it would feature
an inner core rotating in reverse direction with the rest of the Moon.

The point of merging between states A and C (at ry ~ 357 km in Fig. 3) corre-
spond to a saddle-point bifurcation. States A and C exist for ry < 357 km but as purely
imaginary solutions, complex conjugates of one another. Although for r¢ > 357 km all
three states are valid mathematical solutions, state A is preferred because tidal dissipa-
tion is expected to drive the system towards its lowest energy state [e.g Peale, 1974]. The
inner core core would then be in state B for ry < 357 km and state A for ry > 357
km. The transition at r; ~ 357 km marks the location of the maximum possible pre-
cession angle of the inner core in each of these states. The solutions shown in Fig. 3a
suggest that 6,, could be as large as 17° if in state A, or as large as —33° (in the reverse
direction) if in state B. The exact value depends on the FICN frequency of the Moon.
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The Cassini state of the inner core manifests itself on the other precession angles.
0 (Fig. 3b) shows variations correlated with the variations in 6, though much smaller
in amplitude. At the transition between states A and B, ¢ varies from —1.59° to —1.71°,
a change in amplitude of Af; = 0.12° that is attributable to the inner core. Likewise,
6, and 0, (Fig. 3c,d) are also adjusted. At the transition between states A and B, the
change in amplitude of 6, attributable to the inner core from state A to B is Ag, = 0.003°.
Note that in all solutions on Fig. 3, 0 is always larger in amplitude than ¢,. In other
words, as seen in the Cassini frame, the spin axis of the fluid core is not exactly aligned
with the ecliptic normal, but is tilted towards the orbit normal by a small angle of the
order of 0.05° to 0.17° with respect to the ecliptic normal.

Away from the FICN resonance, states A and B converge to the solution in the small

angles limit. In fact, provided |6,| < 10°, or equivalently, provided wy;c, differs from

dw by more than approximately 15%, the small angle approximation is reasonably ac-
curate. Note that there is a small offset between the general solutions and the small an-
gle approximation solutions of 8, and 6,,. This is caused by the approximations of Eqs.
(29a-29¢). Also note that away from the FICN resonance, the solution that we obtain

for 0, ~ 1.540° does not match the observed mantle tilt angle of 1.543°. This small dif-
ference is caused primarily by the omission in our model of the Solar torque acting on

the Moon.

According to Eq. 26¢, the tilt angle of the inner core that characterizes its Cassini
state depends on the interior density structure of the Moon but only insofar as it influ-
ences the frequency of the FICN. To demonstrate this, Fig. 4 shows how 6,, varies as a
function of wyje, for three different choices of inner core radii: 100, 180 and 250 km. In
each case, the same range of ry = [320,400] km is used. Although the range of w¢icn
values that is accessed by each choice of 7, is different, the solution for 8,, versus wy;cn
remains unchanged. Eq. 26¢ provides a very good fit to the variations of 6,, as a func-
tion of wy;cn shown in Fig. 4.

Eq. (26¢) also reveals why the transition from one to three Cassini states is con-
nected to wyicn. When the magnitude of wyic, is smaller than dw (on the right-hand side
of the dashed line in Fig. 4), sin(6, + 6,,) must be smaller than sin(6,,) cos(6,,), which
is only possible if 6,, is negative (state B). Conversely, when the magnitude of wy;e,, is
larger than dw, sin(6,+6,,) must be larger than sin(6,,) cos(6,). For 6,, of the same or-
der as 0, this is only possible if §,, and 6, add up to a larger angle, in other words, if
0, is positive (state A on Fig. 4). For 6,, > 0,,, Eq. (26¢) becomes

dw + wyicen cos(f,) =0, (30)

and this balance is only possible for |wfien| > dw, and admits a pair of solutions £6,,;
these are the solutions of states B and C on the left-hand side of the dashed line on Fig. 4.
Eq. (26¢) also explains why the transition from one to three Cassini states does not oc-
cur precisely at the location of the FICN resonance as it involves trigonometric functions
of 8, and 60,,. The transition is instead displaced to a larger retrograde value of w¢icp ~
—0.00455 in cycles per Lunar day, or wgic, ~ —27/16.4 yr—1.

Though the branches of solutions of #,, versus wy;c, are independent of the inte-
rior density structure, it is not the case for ,, 8 and 6,,. For the latter three angles,
the degree of separation of the solutions into three distinct branches reflects how the man-
tle and fluid core adjust in response to a tilted inner core. The amplitude of this response
depends on the importance of the inner core in the angular momentum balance of the
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Figure 4. The tilt angle of the inner core 6, as a function of the FICN frequency wyicn,
computed for a range of outer core radii ry = [320,400] km and three different choices of inner
core radius r,: 100 km (orange), 180 km (black) and 250 km (light blue). The thickness of each
line is varied to reveal that solutions overlie one another. The location of the FICN resonance is

indicated by the vertical dashed line.

Moon. To illustrate this, Fig. 5 shows how the amplitude of the transition between states
A and B for 6, and 6 (denoted A8, and Afy, respectively) changes as a function of in-
ner core radius. The larger the inner core, the more important its influence is in the an-
gular momentum dynamics of the Moon. Therefore, the greater the manifestation of the
Cassini state associated with the inner core is on 8¢ and 6,. For an inner core smaller
than 100 km, the Cassini state of the inner core has a vanishingly small influence on 6y
and 60,. But for an inner core as large as 250 km, A#, gets close 0.01°. This implies that,
for a large inner core, the observed mantle tilt angle of 1.543° could include a small though
non-negligible contribution from the inner core, the exact amount depending on the in-
ner core size and how close to resonance the frequency of the FICN is. A large inner core
has a more dramatic influence on 6 because the moment of inertia of the fluid core is
much smaller than that of the solid shell. For an inner core radius of 250 km, Af; gets
as large as approximately 0.5°.

Lastly, it is instructive to show how the shape of the branches of solution change
when the geometry of torque by Earth is modified. Fig. 6 shows how the branches of so-
lutions of #,, are altered for three different choices of the orbital inclination: I = 5.145°,
I = 2°and I = 0.01°. As I approaches zero, the point of merging between states A
and C approaches the location of the FICN resonance and the transition from three to
one state approaches the shape of a pitchfork bifurcation. Eq. (26¢) remains a very good
approximation to the solutions shown in Fig. 6; the change in the shape of the solutions
occurs because as I — 0, 6, — 0.
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4 Discussion and conclusion

We showed in this study that the angle of tilt of the inner core of the Moon that
characterizes its Cassini state depends on the frequency of the FICN, wy;c,. More specif-
ically, that it depends on how the magnitude of wy;., compares with the Poincaré num-
ber dw = Q,/€,. For the present-day Moon, with its rotation rate of Q, = 2mr/27.322
days™! and precession frequency ©, = 27/18.6 yr~!, we can cast our results in terms
of a comparison between wy;c, and €, both given in frequency units. Denoting the tilt
angle of the inner core with respect to the mantle as 6,,, our results show that if |wticn| >
Q,, 0,, is positive but approaches zero (state A on Fig. 4 and see also DW16): the in-
ner core remains closely aligned with mantle. If instead |wpicn| < Qp, 6, is negative
and small (state B on Fig. 4), but does not converge to zero: a small misalignment with
the mantle remains (see DW16). In between these two extremes, 6, can be large, as the
inner core precession is resonantly amplified by the proximity of wy;c, to the forcing fre-
quency §2,. Assuming the lowest energy state is favoured, the largest positive 8, in state
A is 17° and the largest negative 6,, in state B is —33°. The transition between these
two extremes does not occur exactly at wyicn, = —§1p,, but instead at wyic, = —27/16.4
yr_l.

The precise angle of tilt of the inner core depends then on the knowledge of wy;cn,
which in turn depends on the knowledge of the interior structure of the Moon. The un-
certainty in the latter is large enough that a considerable range of wy;c, values are pos-
sible, from approximately half to twice as large as 2, (DW16). This places wy;c, within
the resonance band of the forced 18.6 yr precession. Consequently, we expect the inner
core to be substantially misaligned with the mantle. As an illustrative example, let us
calculate the FICN frequency for one possible interior structure model. We pick as a ba-
sis one of the model presented in Matsuyama et al. [2016], specifically the model in their
Table 2 without a low velocity layer at the bottom of the mantle, and constrained to match
the Lunar mass, the moment of inertia, and the observed values of ko and hy (and the
model for which hg is derived from LLR). Using the central values for the density and
radius of each layer, the central values for the densities of the inner core and crust, we
find p,,,= 3358 kg/m? and ps= 5878.6 kg/m? from fitting I, and M by the method de-
scribed in section 3.1. These are compatible with the range of values of p,, and py given
in Table 2 of Matsuyama et al. [2016]. The FICN frequency that we calculate for this
specific model is w¢icn, = —27/19.48 yr~!. According to our adopted denomination, the
inner core would be in state B and its tilt angle (predicted by Eq. 26¢) would be approx-
imately —17.16°. That is, as seen in the Cassini frame, the inner core is offset from the
mantle axis by ~ 17°, towards the ecliptic normal (Fig. 7).

However, because of the proximity of wyicn to €1, the precise value of the inner core
tilt is very sensitive to small changes in the interior density structure. So we must em-
phasize that the uncertainty on the inner core precession angle remains large, and it could
take any values between —33° and 17° (Fig. 7). Additionally, we have assumed here the
mantle to be a simple one layer model. The latest models of the Lunar interior allow for
a higher density, low seismic velocity layer at the bottom of the mantle [Weber et al.,
2011; Matsumoto et al., 2015; Matsuyama et al., 2016], which would further influence the
exact frequency of the FICN, and thus the tilt angle of the inner core.

Our results also indicate that if the inner core is sufficiently large, it can contribute
to the observed tilt angle of the solid outer shell of the Moon of 6, = 1.543°. By ex-
actly how much depends on the inner core size and how close the FICN frequency is to
resonance. Because the inner core tilt can be either positive (if in state A) or negative
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Figure 7. The Cassini state of the inner core, as seen in the Cassini frame. The red shaded

arc shows the possible range of inner core precession angles, from +17° to —33°, measured with
respect to the mantle figure axis. Adopting a Lunar interior density model close to that of Mat-
suyama et al. [2016] gives a precession angle of —17°. Angles, ellipticities and region thicknesses

are not drawn to scale.

(if in state B), it can lead to either a negative or a positive contribution to 6, respec-
tively. For an inner core as large as 250 km, this contribution could be of the order of
£0.005°. Conversely, this implies that parameters inferred from fitting the observed 0,
can take different numerical values when determined on the basis of a Moon model with
a large inner core versus one with a small or no inner core. This is the case notably for
the parameter 8 given in Eq. (21). Since 8 involves the moments of inertia, a change

in its numerical value corresponds to a different constraint on the Moon’s interior struc-
ture. Consequently, interior models constructed on the basis of this constraint would then
also be altered.

Likewise, a large inner core can induce a substantial change in the orientation of
the rotation vector of the fluid core. The latter is typically assumed to be closely aligned
with the ecliptic because the frequency of the FCN is much smaller than the forcing pre-
cession frequency [Poincaré, 1910; Goldreich, 1967; Meyer and Wisdom, 2011]. But as
we have shown here, if the FICN frequency is very close to the resonance, a large inner
core can entrain a significant misalignment of the fluid core spin axis from the ecliptic
of the order of +0.2°.

One improvement to our model would be to include elastic deformations, which we
have neglected. The prediction of the mantle tilt angle in our model is 8, ~ 1.540°, off
by approximately 0.19% from the observed tilt of 6, = 1.543°, dominantly because we
have neglected the torque from the Sun. Including elastic deformations would not con-
tribute to a large additional correction to 8,, but changes in the tilt angles of the inner
core and fluid core could be more important. The largest force acting on a tilted inner
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core is from gravitational coupling with the mantle and fluid core. Elastic deformations
would act to realign the inner core with the mantle, so would lead to a decrease in the
inner core tilt angle. The range of possible inner core tilt angles quoted above, from —33°
to 17°, could be slightly diminished.

Perhaps more importantly, viscous relaxation within the lower portion of the man-
tle [Harada et al., 2014] or within the inner core may also substantially alter our results.
In particular, an inner core that can deform viscously would realign its shape to match
the surface of hydrostatic equilibrium imposed by the mantle gravity field. As was shown
in DW16, if the viscous relaxation timescale of the inner core is of the order of one Lu-
nar day, gravitational coupling with the mantle would prevent a misalignment of the in-
ner core of more than 1°.

Another process that acts to realign the ICB to the surface of hydrostatic equilib-
rium imposed by the mantle is melting and crystallizing at the top of the inner core. Within
the fluid core, hydrostatic equilibrium implies that surfaces of constant gravitational po-
tential, density and pressure are all aligned. Linked to pressure and density by an equa-
tion of state, surfaces of constant temperature follow the same alignment. The ICB marks
the transition from the solid to liquid phase of the core Fe-alloy, so at equilibrium its tem-
perature should coincide with the liquidus (melting temperature). A tilted ellipsoidal
inner core however has its ICB misaligned from the liquidus (Fig. 8). Parts of the ICB
that are at a higher radius than the liquidus undergo melting, parts that are at a lower
radius are the seat of crystal growth. A tilted inner core is precessing at frequency wf),
in the frame of the mantle, so over the course of one Lunar orbit around Earth, a given
point on the ICB goes through a cycle of melting and crystallizing. At each moment in
this cycle, melt or growth of the ICB is always directed towards an alignment with the
liquidus. Over a long period of time, this should act to realign the shape of the ICB with
the liquidus, and thus to realign the figure axis of the inner core with that of the man-
tle.

These considerations have not been taken into account in our model. A more proper
determination of the tilt angle of the inner core would involve a balance between two char-
acteristic timescales: the timescale of realignment of the ICB to the liquidus by melt and
growth versus the timescale for the inner core to assume the tilt angle of its Cassini state
when starting from an alignment with the mantle.

The important point to stress is that both viscous relaxation and the process of
melting and solidification of the ICB act to reduce the amplitude of the inner core tilt
predicted by our simple model. Indeed, this may be part of the reason why the periodic
degree 2 and order 1 gravity signal associated with the inner core, which is expected to
be above detection level [ Williams, 2007; Zuber et al., 2013], has so far remained unde-
tected [Williams et al., 2015]. In fact, for the interior model with a predicted inner core
tilt of —17° presented above, this signal should be of the order of 2 —3 x 10719, large
enough enough to be detected. The non-detection of this gravity signal may then reflect
the importance of viscous relaxation or melting/solidification acting to reduce the in-
ner core tilt. Alternately, the non-detection may be because the inner core is too small,
the density contrast at the ICB is too small, or that the FICN frequency is not near the
resonance so the inner core tilt is too small.

We have applied our model of the Cassini state of the inner core to the present-
day orbital configuration of the Moon. But the orbit of the Moon has evolved with time.
The rotation rate of the 1:1 spin-orbit resonance has decreased as the Earth-Moon dis-
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ure (grey) is misaligned with the liquidus temperature (dashed line). Regions of the inner core
boundary at a larger (smaller) radius than the liquidus experience melting (crystallizing). Ellip-

ticities and region thicknesses are not drawn to scale.

tance increased. This implies a change in the FICN frequency with time. Likewise, the
orbital precession frequency, and thus the forced precession frequency, is also changing

in time. For a fixed Lunar interior structure, the changing ratio of wy;c, to €2, implies
that the tilt angle of the inner core is expected to also change in time. It is even pos-
sible that a transition from one Cassini state to another may have occurred in the past,
or will occur in the future. In fact, Fig. 2 of Ward [1975] illustrates precisely this, show-
ing how the different Cassini states associated with the solid outer shell of the Moon have
evolved as a function of the Earth-Moon distance. The transition between states 1 (6, <
0) and 2 (6, > 0) marks the resonance crossing of the free precession of the Lunar man-
tle in space.

These considerations are important in regards to the origin of the past Lunar dy-
namo [e.g. Weiss and Tikoo, 2014]. One suggestion that has been proposed is that the
dynamo may have been sustained by mechanical forcing from differential rotation at the
CMB [Williams et al., 2001; Dwyer et al., 2011], when the tilt angle of the spin symme-
try axis of the mantle with respect to the ecliptic was larger [Ward, 1975]. In this model,
the fluid core spin axis is assumed to be perfectly aligned with the ecliptic normal. But
as we showed in our study, the fluid core spin axis may be sufficiently offset from the eclip-
tic if the inner core is large and the FICN frequency is close to resonance. Furthermore,
in the past, the FCN frequency was larger, principally because of the faster rotation rate
of the Moon [but also if this resulted in a greater CMB ellipticity, e.g. Meyer and Wis-
dom, 2011], and thus the FCN was closer to being in resonance with the forced preces-
sion frequency. Consequently, even for a small or no inner core, the offset of the fluid core
spin axis with the ecliptic was larger in the past, thus enhancing the power available to
drive a mechanical Lunar dynamo. The factor of enhancement depends on the Lunar in-
terior model and on the details of the evolution of the Lunar orbit. We plan to inves-
tigate this in a follow up study.

Since, as we have illustrated in our study, the spin vectors of the solid and fluid cores
are likely misaligned, it follows then that the resulting differential rotation at the ICB
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may also potentially lead to a dynamo by mechanical stirring. Clearly, if this mechanism
is possible, then the differential velocity at the ICB at present is too small for dynamo
action, either because the inner core is too small, or because the differential precession
angle between the inner core and the spin axis of the fluid core is too small, or both. But
if it is because of the latter, the different ratio between wy;e, and €2, in the past may

have lead to a much larger inner core tilt — even possibly a resonance crossing of the FICN
— and a sufficiently large differential rotation at the ICB for dynamo action. Whether

this may have occurred depends on the evolution of the Lunar orbit parameters, the Lu-
nar interior structure and on how the latter may have evolved (for instance by inner core
growth). We also plan to investigate this in a follow up study.

The melting and solidification cycle of a tilted inner core discussed above also in-
troduce another possibility for dynamo action. This corresponds to a degree 2 order 1
spherical harmonic source/sink pattern of latent heat at the ICB, rotating in the retro-
grade direction with a period of one Lunar day. The larger the tilt angle of the inner core,
the greater the amplitude of the latent heat source/sink. Is it possible that a larger in-
ner core tilt angle in the past lead to dynamo action through convection in the fluid core
powered by this process?

Finally, our model can be easily adapted to other moons and planets in a Cassini
state, such as Mercury [Peale et al., 2016], or to other bodies that have a solid-liquid-
solid structure, such as the icy satellites of Jupiter and Saturn [e.g. Baland et al., 2012].
Elastic deformations are important in the thin mantle of Mercury [e.g. Mazarico et al.,
2014] and for flexible icy shells [e.g. Van Hoolst et al., 2013] and in order to capture cor-
rectly the precession dynamics of these bodies, they will have to be incorporated.

A: Description of the Lunar orbit, Lunar rotation and references frames
used in our model

The Moon is rotating around Earth on an eccentric orbit inclined by an angle I =
5.145° with respect to the ecliptic plane. This orbital plane is precessing about the eclip-
tic normal in a retrograde direction with a frequency of 0, = 27/18.6 yr—!. To describe
the position of the Moon as it orbits about the Earth, we define a coordinate system at-
tached to the inertial reference frame, centred on Earth, and specified by unit vectors
(é1, €2, é3). Direction éj is aligned with the normal to the ecliptic. The normal to the
orbital plane, defined by a normal unit vector ég, is then precessing about és at frequency
-0

-

As shown in Fig. A.la, the position of the Moon is described by an angle F, the
mean angle from the orbit’s ascending node, and by an angle €2, the longitude of the as-
cending node with respect to é;. The rate of change of € is related to the precession fre-
quency by % = —,. The time it takes for the Moon to complete one orbit with re-
spect to the inertial frame is defined as the sidereal period and is equal to 27.322 days.

The sidereal frequency is equal to the mean motion, n = 27/27.322 day~!. Since the
Moon is in a tidally locked 1:1 spin-orbit resonance, the rate of the Moon’s rotation around
itself averaged over one orbit is closely related to n, though not exactly equal, as we de-
velop below.

Because the orbit is precessing, the Moon does not return to the same point in in-
ertial space after one sidereal period. The time it takes for the Moon to return to the
ascending node of the orbit is slightly shorter than the sidereal period, and is equal to
27.212 days. Defining this orbital frequency by €. = 27/27.212 day~!, the mean rate
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Figure A.1. a) The orbit of the Moon (M) around Earth (E) as seen in the inertial frame
(é1,é2,€3). The normal to the orbital plane is defined by &% and is offset from és by an angle

I = 5.145°. &5 precesses about &z in a retrograde direction at frequency Q, = 27/18.6 yr~'. F
is the mean angle from the orbit’s ascending node. €2 is the longitude of the ascending node with
respect to é1. The blue (orange) shaded region indicates portions of the orbit when the Moon is
above (below) the ecliptic plane, the latter being represented by the grey shade. b) The Cassini
frame (€%, €3, €3) is rotating at frequency —€), about és = é3 with respect to the inertial frame,
with €5 aligned with the line of the descending node. The symmetry axis of the mantle &% is
offset from éz by 6, = 1.543°. Both é3 and &} remain in the Cassini plane, the plane defined
by éf and é§ delimited by the orange shaded region. a) and b) do not correspond to the same

snapshot in time.

of change of F' averaged over one orbit is related to 2. by % = .. The mean motion
is linked to €2 and Q, by n = Q. — Q,,.

The half-period modulation of the gravitational torque by Earth over one orbit and
the eccentricity of the orbit lead to small latitudinal and longitudinal librations of the
Moon in space. These are neglected in our study, as we focus on the long timescale equi-
librium described by the Cassini state. In other words, in the description of the Cassini
state that follows, even when not specifically stated, we always consider quantities that
are averaged over one orbit.

The Moon is in a Cassini state, which describes the fact that the symmetry axis
(defined by a unit vector €%), though inclined by 6, = 1.543° with respect to és, re-
mains co-planar with both és and ég. The plane containing all three vectors is rotat-
ing with frequency —€, about éz with respect to the inertial frame. This description
is only valid when the orientation of €% is averaged over one orbit, which is assumed in
our discussion. To describe the Cassini state, it is convenient to introduce a second ref-
erence frame which we refer to as the Cassini frame. The Cassini frame is specified by
unit vectors (€, &5, ég), with &3 aligned with the ecliptic normal (é5 = é3), and is ro-
tating with frequency —(2, about és with respect to the inertial frame (Fig. A.1b). The
orientation of the Cassini frame is chosen such that direction &5 remains aligned with
the line of the descending node of the orbit on the ecliptic plane. It is convenient to place
the origin of the Cassini frame at the centre of the Moon. Setting an alignment é§ =
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é5 at time t = 0, the relationship between the Cassini and inertial reference frames is
expressed by

é§ = sin(—Qpt)ér + cos(—Qyt)éz, (A.1a)
é5 = —cos(—(t)é1 + sin(—Qpt)és, (A.1b)
é5= és. (A.1c)

As viewed in the Cassini frame, both the direction of the orbit normal éé and the
symmetry axis €% remain at fixed positions. It is convenient to refer to the plane defined
by & and ég as the “Cassini plane” (Fig. A.1b). Because the Moon possesses a fluid
and (most likely) a solid core, formally €% represents the symmetry axis of the mantle
only. The orientation of the symmetry axis of the inner core, denoted by é5 also lies on
the Cassini plane, and also remains at a fixed position in the Cassini frame (see Fig. 2a
of the main text).

We define the rotation vector of the Moon’s mantle by 2. The vector € also lies
on the Cassini plane, though it is not aligned exactly with the symmetry axis €5 but is
offset by a small angle 0, (see Fig. 2b of the main text). To preserve a synchronous ro-
tation, €2 as seen in the Cassini frame is given by

Q= [ 0, cos(ep)} &< + Q.sin(0,) &5, (A.2)

and, upon using Egs. (A.1), by

Q=|-Q,+Q.cos(bp)|és + Qesin(b)) {sin(—th)él + cos(—th)ég} . (A.3)

when seen in the inertial frame.

The model of the rotational dynamics of the Moon that we develop in the main text
is defined with respect to a reference frame attached to the rotating mantle. We must
then express how this reference frame is connected to the inertial and Cassini frames de-
fined above. Let us define the mantle frame by unit vectors (€}, €5, é%5). We have already
defined €% to be aligned with the maximum (polar) moment of inertia of the mantle. &}
and €} are aligned, respectively, with the minimum and intermediate moments of iner-
tia (both in equatorial directions). As seen in the Cassini frame, although €% remains
at a fixed orientation, &} and &% are time-dependent because the Moon is rotating about

itself. This is depicted in Figs. 2a,b of the main text.

As seen in the Cassini frame, the time it takes for €} and €% to complete one full
rotation must coincide with the time it takes for these vectors to return to the same align-
ment with respect to Earth. In other words, the rate of rotation of €} and é5 about &%
is equal to the orbital frequency 2.

Setting an alignment €5 = &5 at time ¢t = 0, the time-dependent orientation of
the mantle axes as seen in the Cassini frame is expressed by
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ey = cos(0,) cos(Q:t)éS + sin(Qct)és — sin(f,) cos(Qt)és, (A.4a)
€5 = —cos(0,) sin(Q:t)é§ + cos(Qct)és + sin(f,) sin(Qt)és, (A.4Db)
éh = cos(6,)ég + sin(6,)és. (A.4c)

Using Egs. (A.1), the time-dependent orientation of the mantle axes as seen in the in-
ertial frame is expressed by

&P = [cos(ep)cos(szct) sin(—Q,t) — sin(Qet) cos(_th)}él

+ [cos(ep)cos(Qct) cos(—Qpt) + sin(Qt) sin(—th)} és

— sin(6,) cos(Qut)és, (A.5a)
- [f cos(6,) sin(Qet) sin(—Qpt) — cos(Qet) cos(—th)]él

+ [ = cos(6,) sin(@2ct) cos(— ) + cos(@et) sin(~, )] &2

+sin(6,) sin(Qet)és , (A.5b)
ek = sin(ep)[sm(_ﬂpt)él + cos(—Qpt)éa| + cos(6,)és . (A.5¢)

The reverse relationships, the time-dependent direction of the inertial frame as seen in
the mantle frame, is expressed by

é; = [COS(QP) cos(Qt) sin(—Qpt) — sin(Qt) cos(fﬂpt)] ey

+ [ = cos(6,) sin(@2:t) sin(~ 1) — cos(2t) cos(~ )] &5

+ sin(6,) sin(—Q,t)és , (A.6a)
&y = [cos(ep)cos(Qct) cos(—Q,t) + sin(Qut) sin<_9pt>]éf;

+ [ = cos(6,) sin(Q2ct) cos(—2t) + cos(Qet) sin(~, )] &

+sin(0,) cos(—Qpt)ék (A.6b)
és = sm(op)[—cos(ﬂct)éﬁ’+sin(Qct)ég + cos(6,)éE . (A.6c)

The relationships of Egs. (A.5-A.6) allow one to express any vectorial quantity de-
fined in the inertial frame in its equivalent form as seen in the mantle frame, or vice-versa.
In particular, the rotation vector of the mantle € is defined in the inertial frame by Eq.
(A.3). Using Egs. (A.6), we can express how €2 changes as a function of time, as seen
in the frame attached to the mantle. Using standard trigonometric identities, it is straight-
forward (although somewhat tedious) to show that

Q= Q. —Qpcos(0,)| €5 + Qpsin(b,) | cos(Q:t)€Y — sin(Qct)ég} : (A7)

Although we have used a different notation, this latter expression is equivalent to Eq.

(1) of Eckhardt [1981] when an exact Cassini state is maintained. For an observer fixed
to the mantle frame, the orientation of the rotation vector €2 is offset from the figure axis
é% and precesses about the latter in a retrograde direction at frequency Q.. Let us de-
fine 2, as the amplitude of the rotation vector given by
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1/2
0, = |0 = [92 +02 - 20,0, cos(op)} . (A.8)
Since €2, > ), to a good approximation, we can write
Qo = Qe — Qpcos(b,). (A.9)
Defining 6, as the angle of offset between Q and €%, we can write Eq. (A.7) as
Q = Q,cos(6,,)e% + Q, sin(0,,) €Y (1), (A.10)
where the vector é¥ (¢) is given by
&” (1) = | cos(w,t)e? + sm(wﬂot)ég} : (A.11)
and where the frequency w, expressed in units of cycles per lunar day, is defined as
Qe Q
w= a0, " —-1- cos(Hp)Q—i . (A.12)

The unit vector & (¢) expresses the rotation at frequency wS2, of the orientation
of © about €% as seen by an observer in the mantle frame. As w is negative, the rota-
tion is retrograde. Since €2 is in the Cassini plane, % (¢) describes more generally the
retrograde rotation about €% of the longitude of the Cassini plane as seen by an observer
in the mantle frame, and is depicted in Figs. 2c¢,d of the main text. Furthermore, it is
easy to show that

&8 x &® (1) = [_ sin(wot)e? + cos(mot)ég} , (A.13a)
%é’j_ (t) = w, [ — sin(wQ,t)éy + cos(ont)ég} , (A.13b)

where the time derivative is taken in the mantle frame, and therefore we can write

d P A
ZEn (1) = v (eg x & (t)) . (A.13c)

Note that the direction of the vector é5xé" (¢) is perpendicular to the Cassini plane,
towards é5 (see Fig. 2 of the main text).

The rotation vectors of the fluid core (2f) and inner core (£25) can be defined sim-
ilarly. They also remain at fixed orientations when viewed in the Cassini frame (see Fig. 2b
of the main text) and are also precessing at frequency wf), = —2. when seen by an ob-
server in the mantle frame. The development used above for the mantle can be used iden-
tically for the inner core, with the orientation of the inner core’s symmetry axis (with
respect to the ecliptic normal) given by 6,+6,, and the orientation of its rotation vec-
tor (with respect to the mantle frame) given by 6,,46,. The fluid core does not need
to remain in synchronous rotation, but we can represent its rotation rate in a similar man-
ner. Although it does not have a symmetry axis per say, we can use 0,,+60; to repre-
sent the orientation of both its rotation vector and symmetry axis with respect to the
mantle frame to develop an expression for its rotation vector. The rotation vectors of
the fluid core and inner core are then
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Qs = Q cos(0,, +0;)éh + Qf sin(0,, +07)éR (1), (A.14a)

Qs = QF cos(Or, + 05)€5 + QF sin(0,, + 05)é" (¢), (A.14b)

with
Qf ~ Q. — Q,cos(0, + 0, +04), (A.14c)
Q= Q. —Qpcos(6p, +6,). (A.14d)

Note that the amplitude of rotation of the mantle, fluid core and inner core are not equal
to one another. However, their amplitude differ by no more than the Poincaré number
given by the ratio ,/Q. = 4.022 x 1073, and except for very large values of 6,,, their
difference is typically much smaller than that. Thus, to a good approximation, we can
set Q£ ~ 2 = (2, in the definition of our rotation vectors, which simplifies the math-
ematical development of our model.

B: The Cassini state in the inertial frame

As seen in the inertial frame (€1, é2, é3) defined in Appendix A, the angular mo-
mentum equation describing the rotational dynamics of a single-body Moon is expressed
by

d

%H =T (B.1)
where H is the angular momentum of the whole Moon and I is the gravitational torque
from Earth. Assuming a negligible misalignment between the rotation vector and the
maximum (polar) principal moment of inertia C, we can write H = CQ, where € is

the rotation vector of the single-body Moon, given by Eq. (A.3). Taking the time deriva-

tive of H yields

d
%H = —C0.Q,sin(0,) | cos(—Qpt)é1 — sin(—th)éz} . (B.2)
Focusing, as we do throughout our study, on the long time scale equilibrium, the grav-
itational torque by Earth averaged over one orbit is in the same direction as the time-

derivative of H and is given by

T = —n?(®4 A8 + 02 Ay) [cos(—th)él - sin(—th)éz} : (B.3)

where we have used Eqgs. (16b) and (20) of the main text, without the inner core con-
tribution. Setting Eqgs. (B.2) and (B.3) equal to one another, we find

00, ) )
C 22 sin(f),) = PRAB + PLAy. (B.4)

Since n = Q. — Q, and Q, K Q,, we can approximate {2./n ~ 1, and we retrieve (in
our notation) the condition on 6, given in Eq. (19) of Peale [1969] that defines the Cassini
state of a single body Moon

Q, . - -
C?p sin(0,) = PRAB + @8 Ay. (B.5)
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By following a similar procedure, we can construct an expression for the Cassini
state of the solid inner core of the Moon. As seen in the inertial frame, the angular mo-
mentum of the inner core (H) obeys

d

%H s =I5 (B.6)
where I's is the total torque on the inner core. Once more assuming a negligible misalign-
ment between the rotation vector 25 and the maximum (polar) principal moment of in-
ertia Cy, we can write Hy = C;Q5. The rotation vector of the inner core is given by

an expression analogous to Eq. (A.3) but also includes the tilt of the inner core figure

0, with respect to the mantle,

Qs = [ —Qp, + Qccos(f, + Gn)} és + Qcsin(f, +6,,) [sin(—th)él + cos(—th)éz] . (B.7)

Taking the time derivative of H yields

d
ZH, = —C.0.0, sin(0, + 6,) {cos(—th)él - Sin(fﬂpt)éz] . (B.8)
Using Egs. (17b) and (20), and the approximation 3, & n, the torque on the inner core

1S

T, = —nQAS( O Bsaz + Phvsaz + esazay sin(6,,) cos(6,,)
— esaq sin(f, + 0,) cos(6,, + 9p)) . [cos(—th)él —sin(—Qyt)éz|, (B.9)

where we have assumed 0, + 0y = —0,, the latter corresponding to a fluid core rota-
tion vector aligned with the ecliptic normal. Setting Eq. (B.8) equal to Eq. (B.9) yields

|2

0,0,
2

sin(f, + 6,,) =

N

s M
PiBsasz + PUvsaz + esazqy sin(6,,) cos(6,) — esaq sin(f, + 6,) cos(6,, +6,). (B.10)

The first two terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (B.10) capture the gravitational torque
from Earth averaged over one orbit; they involve products of sines and cosines of (I+
0,+6,,) (see Eq. 20). The third and fourth terms capture, respectively, the gravitational
torque that the rest of the Moon exert on the inner core and the pressure torque from
the misaligned rotation vectors of the fluid and solid cores at the ICB. For a given I and
0,, Eq. (B.10) gives the condition that the tilt angle 6,, must obey in order for the in-
ner core to precess about the ecliptic normal at the same rate as the lunar orbit. In other
words, it represents the balance that determines the Cassini state of the inner core of

the Moon.

In the present-day Moon, the internal torque from the mantle and fluid core on the
inner core dominates the gravitational torque from Earth. Setting ¢5 = @7 = 0in
Eq. (B.10) and, since 6,, is typically much larger than 6, = 1.543° (see Fig. 4), we can
use the following approximation

sin(6,, + 6,) cos(6,, + 6,) ~ sin(6,,) cos(6,,) , (B.11)
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which allows to simplify Eq. (B.10) to

. Q
%f sin(9p + en) = —Wficn Sin(en) COS(en) ) (B'12)

S
where wy;cp is the frequency of the FICN given by Eq. (24) and where we have removed
a factor Q./n ~ 1 on the left-hand side. Since the dynamical ellipticity of the inner core
is small, C; ~ A, the tilt angle ,, in the Cassini state of the inner core depends on
the interior structure only insofar as it affects the FICN frequency; different interior den-
sity models of the Moon that have the same FICN frequency will have the same tilt an-
gle 6,,.
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