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ABSTRACT

With the recent realization that there likely are stably-stratified regions in the interiors of both
Jupiter and Saturn, we construct new non-adiabatic, inhomogeneous evolutionary models with the same
microphysics for each that result at the present time in respectable fits for all major bulk observables for
both planets. These include the effective temperature, radius, atmospheric heavy-element and helium
abundances (including helium rain), and the lower-order gravity moments Jo and Jy. The models
preserve from birth most of an extended “fuzzy” heavy-element core. Our predicted atmospheric
helium mass fraction for Saturn is ~0.2, close to some measured estimates, but in disagreement with
some published predictions. To preserve a fuzzy core from birth, the interiors of both planets must
start out at lower entropies than would be used for traditional “hot start” adiabatic models, though the
initial exterior mantle entropies can range from hot to warm start values. We do not see a helium ocean
in Saturn’s interior, and both models have inner envelopes with significant Brunt-Vaisalé frequencies;
this region for Saturn at the current epoch is more extended and in it, the Brunt is larger. The
total heavy-element mass fraction in Jupiter and in Saturn is determined to be ~14% and ~26%,

respectively, though there is some play in these determinations.

1. INTRODUCTION

Early evolutionary models for Jupiter and Saturn as-
sumed homogeneous and adiabatic interiors due to ef-
ficient convection (Hubbard 1968, 1969, 1970; Burrows
et al. 1997; Baraffe et al. 1998; Burrows et al. 2001;
Baraffe et al. 2003). While this assumption success-
fully accounted for Jupiter’s observed luminosity, it did
not adequately reproduce Saturn’s effective temperature
at the current epoch. Stevenson & Salpeter (1977) ad-
dressed this discrepancy by proposing that hydrogen and
helium in Saturn’s interior were immiscible, leading to
helium rainout. This rainout mechanism converts grav-
itational energy into internal energy and (perhaps) pro-
vides a latent heat, slowing Saturn’s outer cooling rate.
Further evidence supporting this theory emerged from
the Galileo entry probe, which measured helium deple-
tion in Jupiter’s atmosphere at a mass fraction value of
0.234 + 0.005 (von Zahn et al. 1998) compared to the
protosolar value of 0.2777 (Bahcall et al. 2006; Serenelli
& Basu 2010). Consequently, this led to the develop-
ment of non-homogeneous models, which incorporated
helium gradients in the interiors of both Jupiter and
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Saturn and simultaneously provided respectable fits to
their current effective temperatures (Fortney & Hub-
bard 2003; Mankovich et al. 2016; Piistow et al. 2016;
Mankovich & Fortney 2020; Howard et al. 2024). While
the atmospheric helium abundance in Saturn remains
uncertain due to the lack of direct measurement, it is
estimated to range between 0.07 and 0.22 (Conrath &
Gautier 2000; Koskinen & Guerlet 2018; Achterberg &
Flasar 2020).

Jupiter and Saturn were henceforth modeled as con-
sisting of three distinct layers: A compact core with
mass M., an outer convective envelope characterized
by a helium mass fraction Y; and heavy element con-
tent Z7, and an inner convective envelope defined by Y3
and Zy (Fortney & Hubbard 2003; Saumon & Guillot
2004; Nettelmann et al. 2012, 2013; Helled & Guillot
2013; Piistow et al. 2016; Movshovitz et al. 2020). How-
ever, these updated models themselves have recently
been challenged following the launches of NASA’s Juno
(Bolton et al. 2017a) and Cassini (Spilker 2019) space-
craft, which among other things provided detailed grav-
itational moments for each planet (Iess et al. 2018, 2019;
Durante et al. 2020). These observations suggest that
Jupiter in particular may possess an extended region in
its deep interior enriched with heavy elements, often re-
ferred to as a dilute or fuzzy core (Wahl et al. 2017;
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Debras & Chabrier 2019; Nettelmann et al. 2021; Mil-
itzer et al. 2022; Militzer & Hubbard 2024). Cassini
studies of Saturn’s C ring have also strongly suggested
that Saturn is undergoing gravity-mode pulsations, in-
dicating that a substantial portion of Saturn’s interior is
stably-stratified by composition gradients and also pos-
sesses a fuzzy core of some sort in its interior (Leconte
& Chabrier 2012; Mankovich & Fuller 2021; Nettelmann
et al. 2021; Dewberry et al. 2021). In this regard,
Mankovich & Fuller (2021) have calculated a Saturn
Brunt-Vaiséla frequency profile, indicating where Sat-
urn may be non-convective.

Vazan et al. (2015) and Vazan et al. (2016) were the
first to conduct evolutionary models of giant planets
with convective heat transport and varying composi-
tion gradients, showing that the initial internal struc-
ture significantly affects the planet’s subsequent evolu-
tion. More recently, Knierim & Helled (2024) performed
a similar study, exploring how primordial entropy pro-
files affect convective mixing and atmospheric compo-
sition in planets ranging from one Saturn mass to two
Jupiter masses. Their results indicate that low primor-
dial entropies and deep heavy-element mass fraction pro-
files can result in stable interior heavy-element gradients
over evolutionary timescales. While these models pro-
vide valuable insights, they do not fit the structures of
Jupiter or Saturn.

Currently, no evolutionary models exist that have si-
multaneously reproduced Jupiter and Saturn’s effective
temperature, atmospheric helium abundance, and ra-
dius at 4.56 gigayear (Gyr) using fuzzy core models in-
formed by Juno and Cassini data. Mankovich & Fort-
ney (2020) are the first to fit Jupiter and Saturn si-
multaneously using a unified model with helium rain.
However, these models do not account for fuzzy cores or
match the gravity data and assume adiabaticity. Vazan
et al. (2018) were the first to model Jupiter’s evolu-
tion with a primordial structure featuring a steep inte-
rior heavy-element gradient with a total heavy-element
mass of 40 Mg. While their model provided good fits
for Jupiter’s effective temperature, radius, and gravita-
tional moment .J5, it did not include helium rain and,
therefore, could not match the observed atmospheric he-
lium abundance. Miiller et al. (2020) modeled Jupiter’s
evolution using initial conditions based on formation
models, but their results failed to reproduce the di-
lute core inferred from Juno data, while also match-
ing Jupiter’s effective temperature and radius. The
most detailed study to date, which successfully matches
Jupiter’s current effective temperature, radius, and he-
lium fraction, but which also has a surviving fuzzy core,
is by Tejada Arevalo et al. (2024b). That work used the

latest equation of state (EOS) for hydrogen and helium
mixtures (Chabrier & Debras 2021), the latest atmo-
spheric boundary conditions (Chen et al. 2023), and a
full treatment of helium miscibility.

In this work, we aim to build on the work of Tejada
Arevalo et al. (2024a) and fit Jupiter and Saturn si-
multaneously using models with surviving fuzzy cores
that are also consistent to a reasonable level of preci-
sion with both Juno and Cassini gravity data and the
inferred presence from C-ring “Kronoseismology” of a
partially stably-stratified interior in Saturn. Our ap-
proach incorporates the same helium rain prescription
and hydrogen-helium miscibility data (Sur et al. 2024),
reasonable total heavy element masses, the Chabrier &
Debras (2021) EOS, and the latest atmospheric bound-
ary conditions (Chen et al. 2023). Starting from reason-
able initial conditions, we seek to match the current ef-
fective temperatures, elemental abundances (Y and Z),
equatorial radii, and the gravitational moments (Jo and
Jy) of both planets, while also preserving an extended
fuzzy core structure to the present epoch.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 intro-
duces the APPLE code. Section 3 demonstrates that
APPLE can reproduce the previous results for both
Jupiter and Saturn without fuzzy cores of Mankovich
& Fortney (2020) and of Howard et al. (2024) using
their EOSes and physical assumptions. Then, in Sec-
tion 4 we present our best-fit models for Jupiter and
Saturn, including fuzzy cores and the latest physical in-
puts and ideas. Section 5 concludes with a discussion of
the salient results that emerge from our new simultane-
ous model fit to both planets and outlines directions for
future research and improvements.

2. APPLE CODE

We use APPLE (Sur et al. 2024) for computing all evolu-
tionary models. Employing an operator-split method, it
solves the hydrostatic structure with energy and species
transport implicitly in time, governed by the equations:

dP 7GMT 972
dM, —  4xrt  6mr

dr 1
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where X; = {X,Y,Z} denotes the hydrogen, helium,
and heavy element mass fractions, respectively, and all
other symbols have standard definitions (see Sur et al.
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2024). Heavy elements in the envelope were modeled
using the AQUA EOS (Haldemann et al. 2020), while a
compact core of mass M., is made up of 50% iron and
50% post-perovskite (MgSiO3) (Keane 1954; Stacey &
Davis 2004; Zhang & Rogers 2022), is embedded in the
center. The code supports various H-He EOS options
from the EOS module of Tejada Arevalo et al. (2024a),
such as SCvH95 (Saumon et al. 1995), CMS19+HG23
(Chabrier et al. 2019; Howard et al. 2023), and CD21
(Chabrier & Debras 2021), with heavy elements mixed
via the volume addition law. The angular frequency in
Equation 1 evolves over time, while conserving angular
momentum. The time-dependent moment of inertia is
derived from the structure using the Theory of Figures
to Fourth Order (TOF4; Nettelmann 2017). The con-
servation calculation assumes present-day inferred ro-
tation rates and corresponding moment of inertia esti-
mates (e.g., Militzer et al. 2022).

The miscibility module can incorporate curves from
Lorenzen et al. (2009, 2011), Schottler & Redmer (2018),
and Brygoo et al. (2021) (hereafter referred to LHR0911,
SR18, and Brygoo21, respectively), with adjustable tem-
perature shifts and the full Y dependence. Helium
rain is simulated using scheme B in Sur et al. (2024).
For Jupiter, we use atmospheric boundary conditions
from Chen et al. (2023), and for Saturn we have devel-
oped new boundary conditions following the approach
in Chen et al. (2023). Energy transfer mechanisms in-
clude convection (via mixing-length theory), thermal
conduction, and (quite subdominant, except in the at-
mosphere) radiation. Opacities for the atmosphere cal-
culations are from Sharp & Burrows (2007) and Lacy &
Burrows (2023), and thermal conductivity is based on
French et al. (2012), adjusted to align with Zaghoo &
Silvera (2017).

3. REPRODUCING RECENT RESULTS
3.1. Mankovich & Fortney (2020)

Mankovich & Fortney (2020) developed helium rain
models for Jupiter and Saturn using an evolutionary
code based on Thorngren et al. (2016), assuming a pro-
tosolar helium mass fraction Yj;ot0 = 0.27, and using the
Militzer & Hubbard (2013, MH13) EOS for the H-He en-
velope. Heavy elements were assumed to be pure water
ice modeled using the Rostock water EOS (French et al.
2009). The Fortney et al. (2011) boundary conditions
were implemented, modifying that reference to assume
a Bond albedo of 0.5. Their parametric study, incorpo-
rating the Schottler & Redmer (2018) miscibility curve,
concluded that a temperature shift of +539 K and set-

ting R, = 0.05' were necessary to simultaneously fit the
effective temperatures of Jupiter and Saturn and the at-
mospheric helium abundance for Jupiter. Mankovich &
Fortney (2020) also presented their helium fractions as
Y’ =Y/(1— Z) which is not the total helium mass frac-
tion, but is the helium mass fraction relative to the total
mass fraction of only hydrogen and helium. Using this
definition, their results predicted that the atmospheric
helium fraction for Saturn depleted to Y’ = 0.07 & 0.01
at its current age.

In their models, Mankovich & Fortney (2020) var-
ied the core masses (M.) from 0 to 30 Mg, and the
uniformly-distributed heavy element mass fraction (Z)
from 0 to 0.5, but did not specify their best-fit parame-
ters for M. and Z. The Fortney et al. (2011) boundary
conditions assume a 3x solar metallicity for Jupiter and
10x solar metallicity for Saturn. However, it is unclear
if these values were used in their hydrogen-helium en-
velope models. Therefore, in trying to reproduce their
results using APPLE, we adopt M. = 10 Mg and an M,
of 5 Mg, for both Jupiter and Saturn. This corresponds
t0 Zony = 0.016 for Jupiter and Z.,, = 0.058 for Sat-
urn, mixed uniformly with the envelope H-He. Their
evolutionary models assumed an equilibrium tempera-
ture (T,) to factor in insolation and used the relation
T = T + Tot, (again, with a Bond albedo of 0.5) to
derive the effective emission temperature. i, is the in-
ternal flux temperature that tracks the energy flux out
of the core (Sur et al. 2024).

Using APPLE (Sur et al. 2024), we now attempt to
reproduce the results of Mankovich & Fortney (2020),
using their setup (in particular their miscibility shift
of +539 K), almost the same EOS, and their param-
eters. We employed the CD21 EOS for the H-He mix-
ture, which at Y’ = 0.245 is the same as the MH13
EOS they used. They aimed to achieve at 4.56 Gyr
an effective temperature of 125.57 K for Jupiter and of
96.67 K for Saturn (Li et al. 2010, 2012). Using our
helium rain algorithm, which differs slightly from their
method of setting Y in the helium rain region to the
local equilibrium helium abundance, we obtained a to-
tal atmospheric helium mass fraction of Yuim = 0.233
for Jupiter and Yy, = 0.061 for Saturn®. Moreover, at
4.56 Gyr and using an H, = 1 x 10® cm (where H,. sets
the scale height of the helium rain region in our mod-
els), we obtain a T of 126.53 K for Jupiter and (using

1 R, > 0 is referred to as superadiabatic, while R,=0 is adiabatic,
meaning the Schwarzschild condition is used to identify convec-
tive zones.

2 Note that this corresponds to a Y’ of 0.237 for Jupiter and 0.066
for Saturn.
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Figure 1. Reproduction of the Mankovich & Fortney (2020, MF2020) results for Jupiter and Saturn using APPLE. The left
panels depict the helium abundance in the H-He envelope of the planet with the colorscale indicating the age in Gyr. The dashed
line in the top left panel represents the Galileo constraint Yagm = 0.238 X (1 — Zatm) = 0.234 (von Zahn et al. 1998) while the
dashed line in the bottom left panel shows the total helium mass fraction Yazm = 0.066 corresponding to Yatm/(1 — Z) = 0.07,
as obtained by MF2020. The right panels display the evolution of effective and internal temperatures with age, with the dashed
line indicating the constraints from Li et al. (2010, 2012) for both planets.

H, = 2 x 108 cm) a Tog of 98.2 K for Saturn. These
numbers are consistent with the findings of Mankovich
& Fortney (2020) under their model assumptions. The
left panels in Figure 1 illustrate the evolution of the total
helium mass fractions at different times for both plan-
ets, while the right panel shows the corresponding evo-
lution of T,g and Ti,;. As a reference, the dashed line in
the bottom left panel shows Y,y = 0.066, which corre-
sponds to the Y}, = Yatm/(1—Z) = 0.07 in Mankovich
& Fortney (2020). We see in Figure 1 that we reproduce
the Mankovich & Fortney (2020) model quite well using
APPLE and their physical inputs and assumptions.

3.2. Howard, Miiller & Helled (2024)

Howard et al. (2024) investigated the effects of various
miscibility curves [LHR0911, SR18, and Brygoo2l | on
the adiabatic evolution of Jupiter and Saturn, including
helium rain and R, = 0. Their baseline models assume
all heavy elements are concentrated in the core, with
core masses of 30 Mg for Jupiter and 20 Mg for Saturn.
In the envelope, the CMS19+HG23 EOS was used for a
pure H-He mixture. The flux boundary conditions from

Fortney et al. (2011) were applied. To match Jupiter’s
atmospheric helium abundance of Y}, = 0.238 at 4.56
Gyr, they found miscibility curve temperature offsets of
-1250 K for LHR0911, 4350 K for SR18, and -3850 K for
Brygoo21 were necessary. With these adjustments, their
Saturn models produced an atmospheric helium mass
fraction of 0.13-0.16. Based on their miscibility curves,
their Jupiter models yielded a Tog ~1.5 K lower than
the current estimate, while the Saturn models differed
by ~2 K.

We reproduce the results of Howard et al. (2024) us-
ing APPLE with their parameters, as shown in Figure 2.
However, our models differ in several minor ways. First,
we included the chemical potential term in the energy
equation, which is typically absent in the CEPAM evo-
lution code used in their study (Guillot & Morel 1995).
Second, our helium rain algorithm?® differs by employing
a generalized diffusion equation in the flux-conservative

3 The different helium rain schemes are described in the APPLE code

paper (Sur et al. 2024).
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Figure 2. Reproduction of the Howard et al. (2024) results using APPLE with the SR18 (blue) and LHR0911 (red) miscibility
curves, with their suggested temperature shifts (+350 K and -1250 K, respectively). Our comparison models, represented by
solid lines, include a core of mass 30 Mg for Jupiter and 20 Mg for Saturn. The CMS19+HG23 EOS is used for the H-He
envelope and the models are evolved with the Fortney et al. (2011) boundary conditions (as did they). The left panels depict
the helium mass fraction profile in the H-He envelope at 4.56 Gyr. We see the formation of a helium ocean at pressures above
7—8 Mbar. The dashed line shows the Galileo Yatm constraint (von Zahn et al. 1998). The middle panels depict the evolution of
effective and internal temperatures with age, with the dashed line indicating the constraints on Teg from Li et al. (2010, 2012)
for both planets. The right panels show the evolution of radius with age.

form for helium redistribution, rather than setting it “by
hand” in the helium rain region to the helium abundance
on the miscibility curve at the local temperatures and
pressures. To anticipate the formation of the helium
ocean, as observed by Howard et al. (2024), we made a
slight adjustment to our helium rain scheme B in APPLE.
This minimal modification allows the natural formation
of a helium ocean by setting a (high) maximum thresh-
old value for Y in any mass zone; when the helium mass
fraction (set here to 0.95) exceeds this value and the
region thereby becomes supersaturated, helium is nat-
urally redistributed by the diffusion algorithm into the
zones above. Lastly, to align our evolutionary models
with those of Howard et al. (2024), we disabled core
heat transport. Including core heat transport in these
models results in a 0.4% increase in Tog, a 2% increase
in Yatm, and a 0.6% decrease in the radius.

In Figure 2, we plot (left) the helium mass fraction
profile at 4.56 Gyr and the evolution of the Tt (mid-
dle) and radius (right) of Jupiter (top row) and Saturn
(bottom row), employing our variant of the setup and
parameters of Howard et al. (2024). We get a Teg of
125.04 K and 125.03 K for shifted SR18 and LHR0911,
respectively. For Jupiter, we used our scheme B for
helium rain by setting H, ~ 4 x 107 cm for SR18,
and H, ~ 5 x 10 cm for LHR0911, both producing

Y., = 0.238 at 4.56 Gyr, as shown in the top-left panel
of Figure 2.

To replicate the (Howard et al. 2024) Saturn model,
we used the modified scheme B and set H, = 5x 107 cm
for LHR0911 and #H, = 2 x 107 cm for SR18, yielding
Y, = 0.175 and Y},,, = 0.158, respectively. These are
consistent with what was found in the models of Howard
et al. (2024). Our version of their SR18 model for Sat-
urn gives a Tug of 99.2 K, while for the LHR0911 model,
we derive a Tog of 96.2 K. We observe the onset of he-
lium rain at 3.64 Gyr for Jupiter and 1.3 Gyr for Saturn,
which Howard et al. (2024) also found. We replicate the
formation of a helium ocean above the core at pressures
exceeding 8 Mbar, with the helium fraction in this re-
gion enriched to Yi, = 0.98 and spanning 20%-30% of
Saturn’s total mass. Lastly, we obtained a Jupiter ra-
dius of 69,115.41 km and a Saturn radius of 58,165.95
km, which are close to the mean radii of the individual
planets reported by Howard et al. (2024).

Hence, despite slight differences in numerical method
and various codes, when employing the parameters and
setups of previously published models for Jupiter and
Saturn (e.g., Mankovich & Fortney 2020; Howard et al.
2024), we can with some facility capture all the general
results of these models. We now proceed to provide our
updated non-homogeneous and non-adiabatic evolution-
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ary models for both planets in the context of the current
presence of fuzzy cores and stably-stratified interiors in-
ferred for both Jupiter and Saturn.

4. NEW JUPITER AND SATURN
EVOLUTIONARY MODELS

The results from the Juno probe (Bolton et al.
2017a,b; Wahl et al. 2017; Debras & Chabrier 2019; Net-
telmann et al. 2021; Miguel et al. 2022; Militzer et al.
2022; Howard et al. 2023; Militzer & Hubbard 2024) im-
ply that Jupiter has a large “fuzzy” core that may be
stably stratified, and, hence, non-convective and non-
adiabatic. Moreover, the Cassini probe (Iess et al. 2019;
Spilker 2019) has measured various propagating modes
in Saturn’s C-ring. If the excitation of these modes is
indeed caused by gravitational coupling with modal pul-
sations of Saturn (otherwise not yet directly seen), since
some of these modes have frequencies that suggest the
presence in Saturn of g-modes and g-modes are evanes-
cent in convective zones, this indicates the existence of
a large stably-stratified region in the interior of Saturn
as well.

The upshot is that, despite years of modeling both
planets under the assumption that they are adiabatic
and fully convective, the Juno and Cassini data are
now strongly indicating that this is not true. Therefore,
modern models of the evolution of giant planets must
incorporate, in a way not done in the past, both sta-
bly stratified and convective regions. This is necessary
to comport with all the measured physical constraints
for both Jupiter and Saturn and is one major motiva-
tion for the current paper. In addition, the atmosphere
boundary conditions for both planets have recently been
updated to include ammonia clouds, to naturally repro-
duce the updated measurements of their Bond albedos,
and to be more consistent with the effects of solar insola-
tion (Chen et al. 2023). We now discuss our exploration
of such models using our code APPLE.

4.1. Jupiter Model

In our recent work (Tejada Arevalo et al. 2024Db), we
developed the first evolutionary model for Jupiter that
incorporates helium rain and a fuzzy core of heavy ele-
ments surviving over 4.56 Gyr. This model successfully
reproduces Jupiter’s observed effective temperature of
~ 125 K (Li et al. 2012), an equatorial radius of ~71,697
km, atmospheric helium abundance of 0.234 (von Zahn
et al. 1998), and atmospheric metallicity of ~3xsolar
(Ze). We explored various initial distributions of heavy
elements, including flat-top and Gaussian profiles with
different radial extents, as well as the impact of “hot”
and “cold” start entropy profiles. Key findings from that
study were:

e In the outer envelope, the composition gradients
are generically flattened by convection, leading to
mixing and homogenization.

e A lowish initial interior entropy near ~S = 7.5
kg /baryon is necessary to sustain a fuzzy core.
The initial surface entropy, set at 8.2 kg /baryon,
has minimal impact on long-term evolution, as
the influence of the outer initial entropy dissipates
within a few million years.

e In part to match Jupiter’s measured equatorial
radius, the model contains ~14 Mg, of heavy el-
ements in the core and 30 Mg in the envelope,
totaling 44 Mg.

e The fuzzy core extends to 42% of the planet’s ra-
dius (~ 0.4My) at 4.56 Gyr. A core that extends
beyond this would either mix or lead to effective
temperatures colder than 125 K.

e A shift of +300 K for the LHR0911 miscibility
curve was required to match Jupiter’s observed at-
mospheric helium abundance.

Building on these results, we present an updated
Jupiter model that retains the features of Tejada
Arevalo et al. (2024b), while also now approximately
reproducing the gravitational moments Jo and Jy (Du-
rante et al. 2020). This updated model benefits from en-
hanced numerical smoothing of thermodynamic deriva-
tives in our equation of state module (Tejada Arevalo
et al. 2024a). Gravitational moments are calculated us-
ing the Theory of Figures to fourth order (ToF4, Nettel-
mann 2017), which also provides the moment of inertia
and rotation-corrected equatorial radius. These quanti-
ties are important in the centrifugal term of the equation
of hydrostatic equilibrium (eq. 1), under the assump-
tion of solid-body rotation, to provide a second-order
correction to account for model oblateness. We do not
normalize either to the present-day (4.56 Gyrs.) equa-
torial radius, but let the code arrive naturally at values
of radius, Jo, and J4.

We conducted a grid search of more than 2,000 mod-
els using APPLE to identify parameter combinations that
produce a Jupiter-like planet, subject to observational
constraints. The core mass was varied from 1 to 15
Mg, the total heavy element mass from 36 to 44 Mg,
and the LHRO0911 miscibility curve was shifted between
4300 K and +450 K in steps of 10 K. The standard
deviation of a Gaussian profile was adjusted to vary
the extent of the heavy element distribution. The en-
tropy at the outer boundary was fixed at 8.2 kg /baryon,
and the initial helium fraction Y’ = 0.277 was set uni-
formly in the envelope. The models employed the CD21
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Figure 3. A very slightly improved evolutionary model for Jupiter (see Tejada Arevalo et al. 2024b) with an initial fuzzy core
that matches within observational uncertainties the current values of the effective temperature, equatorial radius, atmospheric
helium abundance, outer envelope metallicity, and J> and Js gravitational moments. The initial outer entropy is 8.2 kg /baryon,
while the interior entropy is 7.5 kg /baryon. The panels display: (top left) the evolution of the temperature profile; (top middle)
the evolution of the helium mass fraction (Y) profile; (top right) effective temperature and equatorial radius; (bottom left)
evolution of the entropy profile; (bottom middle) evolution of the Z profile; and (bottom right) evolution of the gravitational
moments Jo and Jy. This Jupiter model contains 42.5 Mgof heavy elements, including a compact core of 3 Mg(Z = 1). As
shown in the bottom middle panel, the initial Z profile becomes convectively mixed from the outer layers inward, with the most
significant changes occurring early in the evolution. The outer metallicity starts at 1.9 Zg and increases to 3.6 Zg. Helium
rain begins at 4 Gyrs, based on the LHR0911 miscibility curves with a +410 K temperature shift, resulting in outer helium
depletion to Y = 0.236, consistent with Galileo entry probe measurements (von Zahn et al. 1998). The black dashed line in the
top left panel indicates the demixing temperature curve encountered by the cooling temperature profile, and the small vertical
blue-shaded region highlights the helium rain zone. The time stamps are indicated in different colors on the bottom middle

panel.

equation of state (EOS) for H-He (Chabrier & Debras
2021), the LHR0911 miscibility curve for helium rain
(plus variable temperature shifts), and the Chen et al.
(2023) atmospheric boundary conditions. A key feature
of APPLE is that the miscibility curve adjusts itself as Y’
changes and is not held fixed during the evolution. We
use the Ledoux criterion for convective stability in our
heat transport and set Jupiter’s current rotation period
at 9:55:29 (hr:min:s) (Yu & Russell 2009). Our APPLE
simulations used 750 mass zones with a timestep toler-
ance of 1%.

Figure 3 illustrates the evolution of our best-fit Jupiter
model. It is very similar to that found by Tejada Arevalo
et al. (2024b), with slight differences due to the slightly
smoother thermal derivatives employed and the desire
here simultaneously to fit the lower gravitational mo-
ments. This model predicts a total heavy element mass
of 42.5 Mg, of which 3 Mg resides in the core with
Z = 1. To match Jupiter’s observed Y,in, the required

temperature shift for the LHR0911 miscibility curve is
+410 K (compared to +300 K in Tejada Arevalo et al.
2024b) with helium rain initiating at 4 Gyr. The re-
sulting best-fit model numbers with the corresponding
percent differences (in parentheses) from the measured
values are: current effective temperature Tog = 124.6 K
(~ 0.7%), Yatm = 0.236 (~ 0.8%), Zatm = 3.6 Zg, and
equatorial radius = Req = 72019.5 km (~ 0.7%). The
gravitational moments J, and J; are 14731.6 x 106
(~ 0.2%) and —591.46 x 1076 (~ 0.8%), respectively.
Table 1 presents a comparison of our results with the
observed measurements for Jupiter.

4.2. Saturn Model

Mankovich & Fuller (2021) explored Saturn’s inter-
nal structure, focusing on its core, using seismic data
from the planet’s rings. Their ring seismology analysis
revealed gravity mode (g-mode) pulsations, indicating
stable stratification due to composition gradients in a
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Figure 4. The best fit evolutionary model for Saturn with an initial fuzzy core that matches its current values of the effec-
tive temperature, equatorial radius, atmospheric helium abundance, outer envelope metallicity, Brunt-Vaisala frequency, and
gravitational moments within observational uncertainties. The initial outer entropy is 7.9 kg/baryon, while the interior entropy
~ 6.2 kg /baryon. The panels are the same as in Figure 3: (top left) evolution of the temperature profile; (top middle) evolution
of the helium mass fraction (V') profile; (top right) evolution of the effective temperature and equatorial radius; (bottom left)
evolution of the entropy profile; (bottom middle) evolution of the Z profile; and (bottom right) evolution of the gravitational
moments J2 and Jy. This model contains 25 Mg of heavy elements, including a compact core of 4 Mg. The outer metallicity
starts at 2.0 Ze and increases to 4.57 Zg. Helium rain begins at 0.92 Gyr, based on the LHR0911 miscibility curve with a
+410 K temperature shift that also fits our Jupiter model, resulting in outer helium depletion to Yatm ~ 0.205, consistent with
Conrath & Gautier (2000); Koskinen & Guerlet (2018) (shown by the pink shaded region in top middle panel). The top left
panel shows the miscibility curve and helium rain region. The Brunt-Vaisila ratio of approximately 1.7 at 4.56 Gyr, closely
aligning with the value of 2 predicted by Mankovich & Fuller (2021), is shown in the bottom left panel. Similar to Mankovich
& Fuller (2021), whose stably stratified region extends to 0.6 Saturn radii, in order to match Saturn’s current observables best
our model finds that the stable region extends to 0.5 Rsat.

large portion of Saturn’s interior (see also Fuller 2014).
The study identified a diffuse core-envelope transition
region extending to about 60% of Saturn’s radius, con-
taining approximately 15.5-20.8 Mgof ice and rock. This
tapered distribution of heavy elements points to a com-
plex internal structure, offering insights into Saturn’s
primordial composition and accretion history. One of
the main findings of that study was that in the stably-
stratified region in Saturn the ratio of the Brunt-Vaiséla
frequency to the dynamical frequency, i.e. N/wgyn, is
approximately 2.

Saturn’s atmospheric helium abundance remains
poorly known, with estimates agreeing on depletion rel-
ative to the protosolar value, but differing substantially
in magnitude. These estimates range from low values of
Yatm = 0.02 — 0.13 (Conrath et al. 1984; Achterberg &
Flasar 2020) to higher values of Y,¢m = 0.18-0.25 (Kosk-
inen & Guerlet 2018; Conrath & Gautier 2000; Orton &
Ingersoll 1980). Such a span leaves the helium abun-

dance of Saturn’s atmosphere currently all but uncon-
strained.

We have constructed an initial Saturn model featuring
a deep heavy-element gradient in the interior, mimicking
a fuzzy core, with an entropy of S = 7.9 kg/baryon at
the surface and S ~ 6.2 kg /baryon in the interior. This
configuration establishes an initial value of N/wqyn ~ 2
in the diffuse core. Similar to the Jupiter model, we
set the envelope helium/hydrogen ratio Y’ equal to the
proto-solar value 0.277, and adopt the Jupiter-informed
LHRO0911 miscibility curve with a temperature shift of
4410 K to model helium rain. The H-He mixture is
modeled using the CD21 equation of state (EOS), and
we apply the atmosphere boundary condition method-
ology of Chen et al. (2023), under the assumption that
the metallicity of Saturn’s atmosphere is 5xsolar. The
Ledoux criterion for convective stability is used for heat
transport (Sur et al. 2024; Tejada Arevalo et al. 2024a).
We run a grid of 2,000 models for Saturn, employing

J4 x 106
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Table 1. Comparison of measured quantities and our model results for Jupiter and Saturn at 4.56 Gyr. References for the
measured values: [1] Li et al. (2010), [2] Li et al. (2012), [3] Seidelmann et al. (2007), [4] von Zahn et al. (1998), [5] Achterberg
& Flasar (2020); Koskinen & Guerlet (2018), [6] Guillot et al. (2023), [7] Iess et al. (2018), [8] Iess et al. (2019)

Quantity Jupiter Saturn

Measured Our Model (4.56 Gyr) Measured Our Model (4.56 Gyr)
Terr [K] 125.57 £ 0.07 [1] 124.6 96.67 [2] 96.54
Equatorial Radius [km] 71492 £4 [3] 72019.5 60268 +4 [3] 59,551.8
Atmospheric Helium Fraction (Yaem) 0.234 £0.005 [4] 0.236 0.075-0.22 [5] 0.205
Atmospheric Metallicity (Z/Z¢) 1.5-5 [6] 3.6 5.0-10.0 [6] 4.6
Jy 1076 14696.572 [7] 14731.6 16290.573 [8] 16365.7
Ja x107° -586.609 [7] -591.46 -935.314 [8] -850.11

a spatial resolution of 500 zones and a timestep toler-
ance of 1%. Parameters varied include the radial extent
of the heavy-element distribution from 0.4 to 0.6 times
Saturn’s initial radius, a total heavy-element mass of
Zmass € [24,28] Mg, core masses from 1-5 Mg, and
surface entropies of 7.4 to 8.0 kg /baryon®. The current
rotation period for Saturn is set to 10:33:34 (Militzer
et al. 2019; Militzer & Hubbard 2023).

Figure 4 illustrates the evolution of our best-fit Sat-
urn model, which predicts a total heavy-element mass
of 25 Mg, with 4 Mg located in the core. The model
closely reproduces the observed values, yielding an effec-
tive temperature of 96.54 K, a deviation of 0.13% from
current measurements (Li et al. 2010), an atmospheric
helium fraction of Yy, = 0.205, and an atmospheric
metallicity of Zpym ~ 4.57 Zg after 4.56 Gyr of evo-
lution. At the current epoch, the equatorial radius is
~59,551.8 km, deviating by roughly 1.18%, while the
gravitational moments are J, = 16365.7 x 107% and
Ji = —850.11 x 1079, differing by 0.4% and a small mar-
gin, respectively. This model successfully matches Sat-
urn’s observed properties, while offering insights into the
sensitivity of its interior structure to variations in key
parameters. Table 1 provides a summary of our results
alongside the observed measurements for Saturn.

The following key findings in our model are:

e If a fuzzy heavy-element core survives from birth,
then there is no helium ocean formed.

e Helium piles up not in the interior, but in an inter-
mediate region bounded from above by the helium
rain region.

e The predicted atmospheric helium abundance is
~0.205, close to the measurements of Conrath &
Gautier (2000); Koskinen & Guerlet (2018). This

4 Note that in our current approach varying the surface entropy

also shifts the interior entropies by the same amount.

is ~3 times the prediction of Mankovich & Fortney
(2020) and is in part a consequence of the possi-
ble existence of an inner stable fuzzy core at the
current epoch that has survived since formation.

e We simultaneously achieve a current Brunt-
Vaisald ratio of ~2 in the interior ~50% of Sat-
urn’s radius, which in that region is stably strati-
fied.

e The inner ~40% by mass, as it is not convective,
barely cools on solar-system timescales.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have attempted, using the best avail-
able EOSes, atmosphere cooling boundary conditions,
hydrogen-helium miscibility physics, and our new APPLE
planet evolution code (Sur et al. 2024) to create evolu-
tionary models for both Jupiter and Saturn that simul-
taneously fit their observables, while preserving from
birth a “fuzzy” extended heavy-element core. Such a
core is now strongly suggested for both planets and re-
quires evolutionary models that do not assume adia-
baticity nor chemical homogeneity. We find that the pre-
dicted mass fraction of helium in Saturn’s atmosphere
should be near 0.2, close to the measurements of (Con-
rath & Gautier 2000; Koskinen & Guerlet 2018), but in
contrast with the predictions of Mankovich & Fortney
(2020). The presence of a stable inner fuzzy core is the
major reason for the higher atmospheric Y, since such a
stable region is a barrier to outer envelope helium deple-
tion and inward settling. We note, however, that Yty
is not currently well-measured, so its definitive future
determination would clearly help to verify or refute our
conclusions.

Though we have attempted to use best practices and
the latest microphysics (e.g., Chen et al. 2023; Tejada
Arevalo et al. 2024a; Sur et al. 2024), there remain many
uncertainties to resolve. Foremost among them concern
the equations of state and the miscibility physics. We
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have been forced by the absence of suitable published
equations of state for mixtures to employ the
addition law” to combine our hydrogen/helium equation
of state with our metal equation of state (Tejada Arevalo
et al. 2024a) and we have assumed that the mantle
“metal” is water. At the future levels of model fidelity
to which the field is likely moving, a more informed en-
velope metal composition would certainly be desired.
Moreover, there remains a gulf between measured (Bry-
goo et al. 2021) and theoretical (Lorenzen et al. 2011;
Schottler & Redmer 2018) hydrogen-helium miscibility
curves. In addition, the latent heat for hydrogen-helium
phase separation has not been published, and this may
have a bearing on all aspects of helium rain physics
(Markham & Guillot 2024).

Furthermore, we have assumed that core rotation is
solid-body, that angular momentum is conserved, and
that the ToF4 formalism (Nettelmann 2017) adequately
(for evolutionary purposes) captures the oblateness and
the gravity moments. Though for Jupiter we are able
to reproduce both Jy and Jy (along with all the other
major observables), for Saturn we are slightly off in Jy,
while still reproducing all its other major observables in
the context of a non-adiabatic and compositionally in-
homogeneous model. We note that we are not trying to
achieve perfection in the latter, since evolving exactly to
the current well-measured gravity moments from an ar-
bitrary initial state would be more than amazing. Nev-
ertheless, improvements in all model components are al-
ways desirable, when and if possible. We do emphasize
that the precision with which the current gravity mo-
ments can be inverted to determine current mass density
and rotation profiles using the Juno and Cassini grav-
ity data does not translate into correspondingly precise
constraints on the thermal interiors; the gravity data
are all but mute on this important aspect of planetary
structure.

We emphasize that we have for this work used the
Ledoux condition for convective stability and have ig-
nored the possibility of semi-convection (Chabrier &
Baraffe 2007; Rosenblum et al. 2011; Mirouh et al. 2012;

‘volume

Leconte & Chabrier 2012; Wood et al. 2013; Medrano
et al. 2014; Tulekeyev et al. 2024). We feel that the
physics of doubly-diffusive mixing and transport is still
in flux and we will leave to future work our assess-
ment of this important topic. It may well be that the
Schwarzschild condition would be better, given convec-
tive overshoot (Korre et al. 2019; Anders et al. 2022)
and new insights into the devolution in some parame-
ter regimes on short timescales of semi-convection into
convection (Garaud et al. 2017; Tulekeyev et al. 2024).
Moreover, the erosion of the core over time (Wilson &
Militzer 2012a,b; Moll et al. 2017; Oberg & Wordsworth
2019), and not its production at formation, may be re-
sponsible for the current presence of a fuzzy core. Fi-
nally, there is the intriguing possibility that rapid ro-
tation in Saturn may itself inhibit the penetration of
a convective zone into its interior, thereby potentially
explaining (or facilitating) the survival of a fuzzy core
(Fuentes et al. 2023; Fuentes et al. 2024). This pos-
sibility, along with the potential importance of a large
miscibility latent heat (Markham & Guillot 2024), em-
phasizes that there is yet much to do to resolve the many
important outstanding issues in Jovian planet structure
and evolution. Nevertheless, we suggest that our new
models, generated in the context of the new understand-
ing of Jupiter and Saturn that has emerged in the last
few years, are important first steps towards the ultimate
revelation of their internal characters.
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