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ABSTRACT
Existing asteroseismic rotational measurements assume that stars rotate around a single axis. However, tidal

torques from misaligned companions, or their possible engulfment, may bring the rotational axis of a star’s
envelope out of alignment with its core, breaking azimuthal symmetry. I derive perturbative expressions for
asteroseismic signatures of such hitherto unexamined rotational configurations, under the “shellular approx-
imation” of constant rotation rates on radially stratified mass shells. In the aligned case, the distribution of
power between multiplet components is determined by the inclination of the rotational axis; radial differential
misalignment causes this to vary from multiplet to multiplet. I examine in particular detail the phenomenology of
gravitoacoustic mixed modes as seen in evolved sub- and red giants, where near-resonance avoided crossings
may break geometrical degeneracies. Upon applying the revised asteroseismic observational methodology that
results from this theoretical discussion to revisit Kepler-56 — a red giant with a misaligned planetary system —
I find that its core and envelope rotate around different rotational axes. While the rotational axis of its core is
indeed misaligned from the orbit normal of its transiting planets (consistently with earlier studies), its envelope’s
rotational axis is close to lying in the sky plane, and may well be aligned with them. More detailed asteroseismic
modelling, and spectroscopic follow-up, will be required to fully elucidate the full spin-orbit geometry of the
Kepler-56 system, and potentially discriminate between hypotheses for how it formed.

Keywords: Asteroseismology (73), Exoplanet formation (492), Exoplanets (498), Hot Jupiters (753), Planetary
alignment (1243), Red giant stars (1372), Stellar oscillations (1617), Stellar rotation (1629), Star-
planet interactions (2177), Theoretical techniques (2093)

1. INTRODUCTION

As stars ascend the red giant branch after main-sequence evo-
lution, their radiative cores contract, and convective envelopes
expand. Standard assumptions about angular momentum con-
servation and transport in stellar interiors suggest that this
causes their surface rotation rates to become almost observa-
tionally negligible — an assumption that is empirically largely
bourne out (e.g. Li et al. 2024). However, a nontrivial fraction
of the Kepler sample of pulsating red giants does exhibit rapid
surface rotation (e.g. Ceillier et al. 2017), and of these, only
15% are known to possess stellar-mass orbital companions
that might have spun them up tidally (Gaulme et al. 2020).
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One proposed explanation for the existence of the rest is that
planetary companions could have spun up their envelopes
through the action of tidal torques. Both single-target (e.g.
Yee et al. 2020; Vissapragada et al. 2022) and population
(Saunders et al. 2024) studies suggest the action of such tidal
torques when detectable planetary companions are present.
Alternatively, former companions may have deposited their
orbital angular momentum into the stellar envelope directly
during engulfment by the star. Indeed, recent observations
may have captured stars during (e.g. De et al. 2023) and
shortly after (e.g. Ong et al. 2024b) such engulfment events,
leaving behind rapid rotation as an engulfment signature.

Population studies of exoplanets around main-sequence stars
(e.g. Winn et al. 2010; Winn & Fabrycky 2015; Albrecht et al.
2021) suggest a nontrivial population of highly-inclined com-
panion orbits — i.e. with large spin-orbit misalignments —
particularly around hot stars. However, these highly-inclined
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orbits appear to be less common around evolved stars, suggest-
ing realignment occurring after the main sequence (Saunders
et al. 2024).

As with tidal spin-up, this post-main-sequence realignment
may operate by tidal torques acting on tidal bulges raised on
convective envelopes (as suggested in e.g. Lai 2012; Rogers
& Lin 2013), similarly to the mechanics of tidal spin-up (e.g.
Brown 2014; Maxted et al. 2015; Tejada Arevalo et al. 2021).
Should this realignment of the envelope happen faster than
the envelope can torque the core, then the two may be brought
out of alignment, at least temporarily. Conversely, stellar
spin-up through engulfment may occur in initially misaligned
systems as well. Planetary engulfments are more probable
with highly eccentric companions than those in circular orbits
(e.g. Stephan et al. 2018, 2021); such high-eccentricity con-
figurations, being originally brought out of circularisation by
multibody interactions, are potentially also highly inclined.
Again, the deposition of misaligned orbital angular momen-
tum into the stellar envelope would at least momentarily bring
the envelope’s rotational axis out of alignment with that of the
core.

Since single-star evolution is not thought to naturally pro-
duce such rotational misalignment, the ability to diagnose and
characterise it observationally would permit such historical
or ongoing companion interactions to be quickly identified.
Asteroseismology may provide this capability, as it is our
only direct observational probe of these internal, rather than
surface, rotational properties of stars. However, existing ob-
servational prescriptions for seismic rotational measurement
assume a priori that the star has only one rotation axis every-
where. Generalising this, we present a misaligned-pulsator
model including stratification of the direction of the rotational
axis (Section 2). As a result of this development, we pro-
pose the use of varying amplitude ratios between different
rotationally-split multiplets as an observational diagnostic
signature for any such potential internal misalignment.

We will then apply this construction to a simple two-zone
model of radial differential rotation, of the kind ordinarily
studied using gravitoacoustic mixed modes in evolved solar-
like oscillators (Section 3). The widely-used Jeffreys-Wentzel-
Kramers-Brillouin (JWKB, e.g. Gough 2007) asymptotic de-
scription of these mixed modes assumes from the outset that
the preferred pulsational axes of normal modes in the core and
envelope are aligned — by performing separation of variables
before any inspection of the radial problem — even in the
presence of multiple mode cavities (Shibahashi 1979; Unno
et al. 1989; Gough & Thompson 1990; Gough 1993). By
contrast, our analytic description of the two-zone model in
such misaligned pulsators permits the two families of p- and
g-modes to separately pulsate along different preferred axes —
which need not necessarily be aligned — while still coupling
to each other. We explore the phenomenology of this construc-
tion, and provide quantitative prescriptions for the diagnosis
of internal misalignment from mixed-mode frequencies and
amplitudes.

Our results suggest that such misalignment may already have
been unknowingly observed in the field. In Section 4, we
examine a case study of this — the multi-planet host star,
Kepler-56. Our findings suggest that the rotational axis of its
envelope points in a different direction — potentially closer
to alignment with the orbits of its transiting planets — than
the rotational axis of its core. Follow-up measurements of
the Rossiter-McLaughlin effect (Rossiter 1924; McLaugh-
lin 1924), to constrain the obliquity of its transiting planets
relative to its surface rotation, may yield more insight into
the nature of this system, and the physical processes associ-
ated with potential core-envelope or spin-orbit realignment.
We conclude (in Section 5) with some discussion about the
broader implications of both our findings regarding Kepler-56
in particular, and of our newfound ability to inspect internal
rotational misalignment in general.

2. ANALYTIC CONSTRUCTION

Normal modes of oscillation in slowly rotating stars are in-
dexed by three integers n, ℓ,m, where modes indexed by the
same radial order n and latitudinal degree ℓ, but different
azimuthal order m, have (to leading order) identical radial
dependences, and horizontal dependences specified by the
spherical harmonic functions Yℓm(θ,φ), as constructed with
respect to some notional coordinate system. In the absence
of rotation, these modes of the same ℓ and n but different m
pulsate at identical mode frequencies, with 2ℓ+1 such degen-
erate modes for each combination of ℓ and n. Slow rotation
around the z-axis induces a frequency perturbation into each
mode proportional to m, breaking this degeneracy.

Existing treatments of oblique pulsations, e.g. as developed
in Shibahashi & Saio (1985), consider the case of a single
pulsation axis misaligned from a single rotation axis, where
the pulsation axis is itself assumed to rotate around this rota-
tional axis in the observer’s stationary reference frame. As
a result of this parametric time dependence of the pulsation
axis, rotational multiplets in such a configuration may exhibit
further hyperfine splitting, producing up to (2ℓ+1)2 multiplet
components (e.g. Gough & Thompson 1990). By contrast, if
the core and envelope of a star should be set rotating along
differently aligned axes, the core’s rotational axis does not ro-
tate around the envelope’s, nor vice versa. While the two will
exert torques on each other through various physical mecha-
nisms (Aerts et al. 2019), pulsations occur on much shorter
timescales than those for angular momentum transport. Thus,
at least phenomenologically, each rotational axis can be as-
sumed to be fixed in the observer’s stationary frame, yielding
only 2ℓ+ 1 multiplet components (neglecting the effects of
magnetism).

Our treatment of oblique pulsations to describe such mis-
aligned configurations therefore relies on a different math-
ematical construction, which in turn produces different
phenomenology, from this existing oblique-pulsator model.
Nonetheless, its fundamental building blocks are identical. In
this section, we first remind the reader of some well-known
properties of the spherical harmonics and associated spin ma-
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trices (Section 2.1), and then of existing applications of this
analytic formalism to the asteroseismology of slow rotators
(Section 2.2). We shall choose notation in this exposition so
that, when we turn our attention to potential misalignment
at the end of this section (Section 2.3), our generalised ex-
pressions remain compact, with minimal differences from the
aligned case.

2.1. Notation: Rotation and Angular Momentum Matrices

Our development here draws heavily upon the existing litera-
ture both pertaining to the phenomenology of slow rotation in
asteroseismology (e.g. Lynden-Bell & Ostriker 1967; Gough
& Thompson 1990; Aerts et al. 2010), as well as more gen-
erally regarding the appearance of similar matrices in the
quantum mechanics of angular momentum (e.g. Landau &
Lifshitz 1965). As a matter of terminology (following stan-
dard nomenclature in physics), we will refer to matrices that
transform spherical harmonics in one coordinate system to
linear combinations of those in a rotated coordinate system
as “rotation matrices”. Conversely, we will refer to matrix
representations (expressed in the basis of spherical harmon-
ics) of linear perturbations to the wave operator arising from
stellar rotation as “angular momentum matrices”. The two
are interrelated: the transformation of the angular momentum
matrices between rotated coordinate systems is specified by
rotation matrices, while the rotation matrices are generated by
exponentiating angular momentum matrices.

Under a coordinate rotation — e.g. such that a unit vector
pointing along the z-axis is rotated to point in the direction n̂
— each spherical harmonic in the rotated coordinate system
may be expressed as linear combinations of only spherical
harmonics in the original coordinate system of the same ℓ:

Yℓm(θn̂,φn̂) =
∑
ℓ′,m′

〈
Yℓm(θn̂,φn̂),Yℓ

′

m′ (θ,φ)
〉

Yℓ
′

m′ (θ,φ)

≡
∑
m′

Dℓm′,mYℓm′ (θ,φ).
(1)

This being the case, spherical harmonics of degree ℓ remain
orthogonal to those of degree ℓ′ , ℓ under coordinate rotations,
so for the remainder of this paper, we will accordingly neglect
coupling between different ℓ.

These rotation matrices Dℓ, of rank 2ℓ + 1, are known as
Wigner’s D-matrices. They are unitary, as the inner product is
preserved under rotations, and therefore must be expressible
in the generic form Dℓ = exp

[
iϕJ

]
, relating them to rotation

angles ϕ, and traceless Hermitian matrices J, under the ex-
ponential map. These J represent the angular momentum
operator along the axis of rotation.

We now recount some well-known properties of Wigner’s D-
matrices, which are elements of the irreducible representation
of the 3D rotation group SO(3) of rank 2ℓ+ 1. When the
pulsation axis (i.e. the z-axis of the coordinate system in which
one constructs spherical harmonics) is chosen to coincide
with the rotation axis of a star, the rotating normal modes
are also specified by the basis spherical harmonics in the

perturbative limit of slow rotation, and so the matrix elements〈
Yℓm, R̂Yℓm′

〉
of the perturbation to mode frequencies also yield

a diagonal matrix, with elements proportional to m. These
matrix elements are proportional to the matrix representation
of the angular momentum operator along the z-axis, Jz, which
takes the form

Jz = diag(−ℓ,−ℓ+1, . . . , ℓ−1, ℓ), (2)

so that D = exp[iJzϕ] has matrix elements Dm,m′ = δm,m′eimϕ.

Because the D-matrices Dℓ are representations of SO(3)
specifically, there must be, addition to Jz, two additional
special Hermitian matrices Jx and Jy, of the same rank as Jz,
that generate each representation of SO(3). These each have
the same eigenvalues, and satisfy the commutation relations

[Ji,J j] = iϵi jkJk, (3)

where ϵi jk is Levi-Civita’s totally antisymmetric symbol.
Moreover,

J2
x +J2

y +J2
z = ℓ(ℓ+1)I2ℓ+1. (4)

For ℓ = 1, which features heavily in this work, we have in
particular that

Jx =
1
√

2


0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

 , Jy =
1
√

2


0 i 0
−i 0 i
0 −i 0

 , Jz =


−1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1

 .
(5)

Each Dℓ = exp
[
iϕJ

]
corresponds to rotation by an angle ϕ,

around an axis specified by J. In particular, rotations around
the y-axis of some notional reference coordinate system by an
angle β, which map ez to the unit vector

û(β) = cosβ ez+ sinβ ex, (6)

also generate D-matrices of the special form

dℓ = exp
[
iβJy

]
, (7)

often referred to as Wigner’s (small) d-matrix. For ℓ = 1,

dℓ=1 (β)=


cos2 β

2

√
2cos β2 sin β2 sin2 β

2
−
√

2cos β2 sin β2 cosβ
√

2cos β2 sin β2
sin2 β

2 −
√

2cos β2 sin β2 cos2 β
2

 .
(8)

In general, any D-matrix may be factorised into a product of
rotations by three Euler angles. We adopt the “z-y-z” conven-
tion for this factorisation as

Dℓ(α,β,γ) = exp
[
iαJz

]
dℓ(β)exp

[
iγJz

]
, (9)

We may equivalently use these expressions, with rotations
of opposite sign composed in opposite order, to describe ro-
tations of the angular momentum vector (and thus operator)
itself, keeping the coordinate system fixed.
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Angular momentum operators transform under rotations be-
tween coordinate systems by the map J 7→ Dℓ†JDℓ. How-
ever, since Dℓ is unitary, the eigenvalues of J remain in-
variant. In particular, this transformation maps each basis
angular-momentum matrix to a linear combination of them,
Ji 7→

∑
j A jiJ j, as specified by the adjoint representation A —

the same one applied to the basis vectors themselves by the
coordinate rotation as ei 7→

∑
j A jie j. Therefore, it maps each

linear combination of these basis matrices to a different linear
combination of the same basis matrices. To more conveniently
discuss this, we shall use the shorthand notation

vxJx + vyJy+ vzJz ≡ v̂ · J⃗, (10)

to denote a map from vectors v =
∑

i viei to the associated
linear combinations of basis spin matrices. In this notation
we may state a well-known identity of how the angular mo-
mentum vectors are transformed by such rotation:

v 7→ Av ⇐⇒
(
v · J⃗

)
7→ Dℓ†

(
v · J⃗

)
Dℓ =

(
(Av) · J⃗

)
. (11)

For example, for rotations around the y-axis as in Eq. (6),

dℓ†Jzdℓ = cosβ Jz− sinβ Jx ≡ û(−β) · J⃗. (12)

More generally, every Dℓ is associated with a rotation that
maps the basis vector ez to some unit vector n̂, whereby

ez 7→ n̂ =⇒ Jz 7→ Dℓ†JzDℓ = n̂ · J⃗. (13)

2.2. Notation: Combining Rotation and Pulsations

We now recount some standard results in the “shellular ro-
tation” approximation of radial differential rotation, where
the star is decomposed into concentric spherical mass shells
indexed by the physical radial coordinate r, associated with
each of which is a rotational angular frequency Ω(r). We
further restrict the analysis in this work to ignore latitudinal
differential rotation — i.e. we model the rotational motion of
each concentric mass shell as being constant. At this level
of approximation, for a multiplet of modes with nonrotating
frequency ωnℓ, when all mass shells are set rotating around a
single rotational axis, the resulting rotating mode frequencies
are known to be given at leading order in Ω by

ωnℓm ∼ ωnℓ +mRnℓ,nℓ +O(Ω2) ≡ ωnℓ +mδωnℓ. (14)

Here Rnℓ,nℓ is the diagonal element of a matrix specified by the
mode eigenfunctions and rotational profile Ω(r). Restricting
our attention to a single ℓ henceforth, we recall that

Rn,n′ =

∫ {
Ω(r) r2ρ0

(
ξr,nξr,n′ + [ℓ(ℓ+1)−1]ξt,nξt,n′

−ξr,nξt,n′ − ξt,nξr,n′
)}

dr

≡ Bn,n′

∫
dr Ω(r)Kn,n′ (r),

(15)

where we have defined overall sensitivity constants Bn,n′
1

so that the kernel functions on the diagonal Knn are each of
unit integral, and off the diagonal Bn,n′ ≡

√
BnnBn′,n′ . More

generally, the rotating mode frequencies over the basis set of
different radial eigenfunctions, indexed by n and ℓ, emerge in
this aligned configuration as solutions to the quadratic Hermi-
tian eigenvalue problem (Lynden-Bell & Ostriker 1967),(

L−2mωR+ω2∆
)
c = 0, (16)

solved separately for each m and ℓ. Here L is the matrix
representation of the nonrotating wave operator; in the natural
basis of normal modes, it is diagonal, with elements −ω2

i δn,n′ .
In that same basis, ∆ is the identity matrix.

Neglecting the nonlinear near-degeneracy effects described
in Deheuvels et al. (2017) and OBB22, the rotating mode
frequencies of Eq. (14), for modes of different m, but the
same n and ℓ, also arise from solving a conjugate Hermitian
eigenvalue problem(

−ω2
nℓI2ℓ+1−2ωRnℓJz+ω

2I2ℓ+1
)
y = 0 (17)

whose solutions for each combination of n,m are the same
as those from Eq. (16) when R is diagonal. Here ωnℓ are
the nonrotating mode frequencies, and the components of
the eigenvectors y specify linear combinations of spherical
harmonics,

∑
m ymYℓm, that constitute normal modes. By in-

spection, each of the matrices in Eq. (17) is diagonal, and
the normal-mode eigenvectors are the basis spherical harmon-
ics, so this setup describes rotation around the z-axis of the
reference coordinate system.

By azimuthal symmetry, we may set this coordinate system
up so that the observer’s line of sight lies in the xz plane.
If the observer should in turn choose a different coordinate
system, whose z′-axis is aligned with their line of sight, each
of these normal modes may be written as linear combinations
of spherical harmonics in the observer’s coordinate system.
The coefficients of these linear combinations are given simply
by the columns of d-matrices dℓ(i), where i is the inclination
angle between the z-axis and the line of sight. The relative
observed amplitude of each eigenvector is given only by the
norm of the m = 0 component of each normal mode in the
observer’s coordinate system (Gizon & Solanki 2003). It may
thus be computed as

V = y†dℓ(i)†Pdℓ(i)y, (18)

where the projection matrix

Pm,m′ = δ0,mδ0,m′ (19)

has only a single nonzero entry (on the diagonal at m = 0).

1 these are sometimes also denoted βi j in the seismic literature, but to avoid
ambiguity we will use β in this work only for Euler angles describing
misalignment between coordinate systems or angular momentum vectors.
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Rather than being just spherical harmonics or just radial eigen-
functions, the actual nonrotating normal modes are products
of both, when the unperturbed wave operator admits solu-
tions under separation of variables. Accordingly, the full
wave operator in general requires matrix elements to be taken
with respect to products of spherical harmonics and radial
eigenfunctions. Correspondingly, the two quadratic Hermi-
tian eigenvalue problems above, Eqs. (16) and (17), are each
submatrices of a uniquely defined, more general eigenvalue
problem combining both of them. For a given ℓ, this is the
tensor product of the two subproblems:(

L⊗ I2ℓ+1−2ωR⊗Jz+ω
2∆⊗ I2ℓ+1

)
(c⊗y)

≡
(
L̃−2ωR̃+ω2∆̃

)
x

= 0.

(20)

Linear transformations A and B acting separately on n and
m, such that ξn 7→

∑
n′ An,n′ξn′ and Yℓm 7→

∑
m′ Bm,m′Yℓm′ , may

also be composed as ξnYℓm 7→
∑

n′
∑

m′ An,n′Bm,m′ξn′Yℓm′ ≡∑
m′,n′(A⊗B)nm,n′m′ξn′Yℓm′ . Thus constructed, the entries of

the tensor-product matrices L̃ and R̃ are indexed by all possi-
ble combinations of n and m, as are the eigenvectors emerging
from the solution to Eq. (20). One may construct matrix rep-
resentations possessing these elements using the Kronecker
product, in which, for example, the scalar matrix elements
Ln,n′ of L are each replaced by matrices (L̃)n,n′ = Ln,n′ × I2ℓ+1,
indexed by azimuthal order m. In this same representation,
the scalar matrix elements Eq. (15) of Eq. (16) are now each
replaced by integrals over matrices of the form

(R̃)n,n′ = Rn,n′ ×Jz = Bn,n′

∫
dr Ω(r) Jz Kn,n′ (r). (21)

Eq. (16) can be seen to be recovered by taking the submatrices
of Eq. (20) under the Kronecker product with fixed m, while
Eq. (17) is recovered with fixed n.

2.3. Radial Stratification of the Rotational Axis

Our preceding discussion has taken place in a coordinate sys-
tem where the star’s rotation determines the z-axis. However,
there is no single preferred coordinate system if different mass
shells should have different rotational axes. Thus, let us first
consider these expressions as written in the observer’s coor-
dinate system, where the line of sight lies on the z′ axis. As
discussed in Section 2.1, rotating between coordinate systems
transforms angular momentum matrices as J 7→ D†JD for
some Wigner D-matrix D, and in particular if ez 7→ n̂, then
Jz 7→ D†JzD = n̂ · J⃗. The rotation from the star’s to the ob-
server’s coordinate system is such that in the latter, the star’s
rotational axis points along n̂. This being so, Eq. (21) may be
written in the observer’s coordinate system as

(R̃)n,n′ = Rn,n′ × (n̂ · J⃗) = Bn,n′

∫
dr Ω(r) (n̂ · J⃗) Kn,n′ (r). (22)

The expression for visibility factors using eigenvectors com-
puted in the observer’s coordinate system simplifies also from

Eq. (18) to
V = y†Py. (23)

Let us now relax the constraint of rotational alignment, and
permit the rotational axis of each mass shell to be oriented
independently of all the others. To describe this, we define
a family of unit vectors n̂(r) indexed by radial coordinate,
describing the orientation of the axis of rotation for the mass
shell at that radius, so that the rotation rate of each mass
shell is described by a vector Ω(r) = Ω(r)n̂(r). By linearity
— i.e. by Eq. (15) — the total angular-momentum matrix ele-
ments are each the sum of contributions from each mass shell,
which we may consider independently. In turn, each mass
shell contributes only the integrand of Eq. (21) evaluated at its
radius, expressed in its own coordinate system. These contri-
butions may each separately be transformed to the observer’s
line-of-sight coordinate frame by rotating against some uni-
tary matrices Dℓ(r): Jz 7→ Dℓ†(r)JzDℓ(r) = n̂(r) · J⃗, separately
for each mass shell. Accordingly, the total angular momentum
matrix has elements that sum over these contributions as

(R̃)n,n′ = Bn,n′

∫
dr Ω(r) (Dℓ(r)†JzDℓ(r)) Kn,n′ (r)

= Bn,n′

∫
dr Ω(r)

(
n̂(r) · J⃗

)
Kn,n′ (r)

= Bn,n′

(∫
dr Ω(r) Kn,n′ (r)

)
· J⃗

≡ Bn,n′ (Ωeff,n,n′ · J⃗).

(24)

That is, to compute the matrix elements (R̃)n,n′ , one may
equivalently first generate an effective angular momentum
vector Ωeff by classical vector addition — as an average with
respect to the rotational kernels Kn,n′ — and then map this
vector to a spin matrix through Eq. (10). We can express this
more compactly by defining a matrix-valued function of the
radial coordinate C to have entries Cn,n′ (r) = Bn,n′Kn,n′ (r), so
that

R̃ =
∫

C(r)⊗ (Ω(r) · J⃗) dr. (25)

A sum of tensor products may not itself necessarily be fac-
torisable as a tensor product; we note this is now the case
with R̃, as the direction of Ωeff will in general not be the same
for each radial-order index n, or for the off-diagonal elements
where n , n′.

3. A TWO-ZONE MODEL

To build intuition for this construction, we will apply it to a
simplified two-zone model of radial differential rotation, of
the kind originally proposed in Gough & Kosovichev (1993),
wherein Ω is separately constant in the inner “core” and outer
“envelope”. The geometry of the problem in the observer’s
coordinate system (shown in Fig. 1) is that of a spherical tri-
angle, which may be fully determined either by way of two
inclination angles icore and ienv and an obliquity angle λ, or
by one of these inclination angles (say icore), an intrinsic mis-
alignment angle β, and an orientation angle φ. The rotational
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Figure 1. Parameterisation of core-envelope misalignment. The core
and envelope are assumed separately to rotate around two axes spec-
ified by unit vectors n̂core and n̂env, respectively. In the observer’s
coordinate frame, with the line of sight pointing downwards along
the z-axis, these correspond to inclination angles icore and ienv. Only
the misalignment angle β determines the frequency eigenvalues and
rotational splittings, but it is underspecified by the two inclination
angles. An additional obliquity angle λ needs also to be specified in
order for the geometry of the configuration to be fully determined.
Alternatively, the two-zone model can also be completely specified
by the three angles icore, β, and an orientation angle φ.

profile itself may be written as

Ω(r) =
 Ωc = Ωcn̂core, r ≤ rc

Ωe = Ωen̂env, r > rc
. (26)

These two direction vectors are associated with two rotation
matrices from the observer’s coordinate system, and thus,
through Eq. (10), with angular momentum matrices:

Dℓcore = dℓ (icore) ⇐⇒ n̂core · J⃗ = cos icoreJz+ sin icoreJx

Dℓenv = dℓ (ienv)exp
[
iλJz

]
⇐⇒ n̂env · J⃗ = cos ienvJz

+ sin ienv cosλJx

+ sin ienv sinλJy.
(27)

While icore and ienv determine the visible mode amplitudes,
the mode frequencies themselves are determined only by the
internal misalignment angle β, with

cosβ = n̂core · n̂env = cos icore cos ienv+ sin icore sin ienv cosλ.
(28)

This is because the eigenvalues of Eq. (20) are determined
only by

DenvD†core = dℓ(ienv)exp
[
iλJz

] (
dℓ(icore)

)†
= exp

[
iαJz

]
dℓ(β)exp

[
iγJz

]
,

(29)

which describes how one rotates from the core’s coordinate
system to that of the envelope. The other two Euler angles

α and γ specify rotations around either n̂core or n̂env, with-
out altering the relative misalignment of the two coordinate
systems.

Let us first suppose that the interactions between multiplets
may be ignored, permitting each multiplet only to be char-
acterised by the angular momentum matrix (R̃)nn associ-
ated with that mode. The entries of (R̃)nn are specified en-
tirely by the strictly positive on-diagonal rotational kernel,
Knn(r) ≥ 0, through Eq. (24). However, by the triangle in-
equality,

∣∣∣∫ K(r)Ω(r)dr
∣∣∣ ≤ ∫

K(r) |Ω(r)|dr. In words, the
first-order multiplet widths that would be obtained from a
misaligned configuration are strictly less than or equal to that
obtained from an otherwise identical configuration with all
layers rotating around the same axis.

For each mode with index n, we may define a core sensitivity
parameter

an =

∫ rc

0
Knn(r)dr, (30)

in terms of which Eq. (24) gives

(R̃)nn = Bnn (anΩc+ (1−an)Ωe) · J⃗ ≡ Bnn(Ωeff,n · J⃗). (31)

Combining this with the corresponding entries of L̃ and ∆̃, a
la Eq. (17), gives(

−ω2
nℓI2ℓ+1−2ωBnn(Ωeff,n · J⃗)+ω2I2ℓ+1

)
yn = 0. (32)

The multiplet associated with that mode will have a width
given by Bn|Ωeff| ≤ Bn(anΩc + (1−an)Ωe), and the apparent
inclination implied by the distribution of power between its
components will be set by the direction of Ωeff.

As the direction of Ωeff varies from mode to mode in general,
so too do the eigenvectors yn. This means that different multi-
plets will, in addition to possessing different multiplet widths
as already usually accounted for, possibly also exhibit differ-
ent apparent inclination angles, lying between icore and ienv, in
the presence of such internal misalignment. Should such varia-
tions in the apparent inclination angle be observed, this feature
would be a sufficient condition for diagnosing the presence
of internal misalignment. However, this is only a sufficient
and not necessary condition: the apparent absence of such
variations does not exclude the possibility of core-envelope
misalignment, depending on the overall orientation of the
misaligned configuration with respect to the observer’s line
of sight. In particular, as shown in Fig. 1, the misalignment
angle is only fully determined when an additional obliquity
angle λ is also specified, supplementing the core and enve-
lope inclination angles. This is analogous to the geometry
of determining spin-orbit misalignments in transiting planets,
where an obliquity angle λpl permits misaligment between
stellar and orbital angular momenta even when both lie in the
sky plane. Without any further inputs, this geometrical degen-
eracy renders the problem of constraining β observationally
underdetermined from the mode amplitude ratios alone.

A two-zone model of differential rotation of this kind, without
misalignment, is already in common use to describe rotation in
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evolved solar-like oscillators — typically sub- and red giants
— wherein the “core” and “envelope” are separately probed by
the g- and p- mode cavities of gravitoacoustic mixed modes
that propagate in these stars. In the regime of high radial
order (for both the p- and the g-mode cavities separately),
the rotational splittings in these red giants may likewise be
approximated with a linear combination of core and envelope
rotation rates. These are conventionally written with respect
to mixing fractions ζ, which take values between 0 (for pure
p-modes) and 1 (for pure g-modes). The first-order scalar
expression for the rotational splitting (Goupil et al. 2013),

δωmixed,nm ∼ m
[
ζnBg,nΩc+ (1− ζn)Bp,nΩe

]
, (33)

then generalises in the presence of core-envelope misalign-
ment to the angular-momentum matrix on the diagonal,

(R̃)mixed,nn ∼ (ζnBg,nΩcore+(1−ζn)Bp,nΩenv) · J⃗≡ δωeff,n(n̂eff · J⃗).
(34)

We note that ζ is related to the core sensitivity parameter of
Eq. (30) as

a =
Bgζ

Bgζ +Bp(1− ζ)
(35)

with Bp→ 1 and Bg→ 1−1/ℓ(ℓ+1) in the asymptotic limit,
so that for dipole modes, an ∼ ζ/(2− ζ). Explicitly, in the
observer’s coordinate system, the linear splitting width and
implied inclination angle for each multiplet become

δω2
eff,n =

(
ζnBg,nΩcore

)2
+

(
(1− ζn)Bp,nΩenv

)2

+2
(
ζnBg,nΩcore

) (
(1− ζn)Bp,nΩenv

)
cosβ, and

cos ieff,n =
(
ζnBg,nΩcore cos icore+ (1− ζn)Bp,nΩenv cos ienv

)
/δωeff,n,

(36)
in this two-zone model of core-envelope misalignment. Thus,

(1) the multiplet splitting δωeff will be smaller than the
value of δωrot returned from the standard first-order
expression, Eq. (33), as the magnitude of Ωeff for each
mode is reduced by misalignment. Departures from
the first-order expression will in principle be largest
for modes of intermediate character (i.e. neither strictly
p- nor g-dominated). Such modes in particular are,
however, invariably found only when the underlying
p- and g-modes come into resonance, in which case
near-resonance effects arise which further modify the
rotational splittings nonlinearly. We will discuss in
more detail shortly.

(2) the components of each mixed-mode multiplet will
moreover exhibit relative visibilities that indicate inter-
mediate inclination angles between icore and ienv, with
the precise value being determined by the mixing frac-
tion ζ of that multiplet. These differences will, unlike
point (1) above, be largest when comparing e.g. the
most p-dominated mixed modes against the most g-
dominated ones.

3.1. Mixed Modes and Near-Degeneracy Effects

This first-order treatment of mixed-mode splittings does not
account for the near-resonance effects which emerge in phys-
ical configurations where different multiplets interact with
each other. Under such circumstances, Deheuvels et al. (2017)
show that the off-diagonal elements of the matrix R may
no longer be ignored in the natural basis of mixed modes,
which give rise to, e.g., different mixing fractions for different
multiplet components associated with asymmetric rotational
splittings. In principle, then, the integral expressions Eq. (24)
or Eq. (25) will have to be evaluated for all possible combina-
tions of n and n′, rather than only on the diagonal entries, in
order to correctly describe rotational splittings.

In the absence of azimuthal symmetry around a single rota-
tional axis, it is not obvious that variable-separable normal
modes, as would be returned from the usual perturbative ap-
proach, should be a good physical description of rotating
mixed modes in a misaligned configuration. Nonetheless, we
may in general still express these normal modes as linear
combinations of variable-separable basis functions. Since the
cores and envelopes of red giants are only weakly coupled
pulsationally, one may use a notional nonorthogonal basis of
isolated pure p- and g-modes to describe mixed modes, e.g. as
constructed using the π/γ isolation scheme of Ong & Basu
(2020, hereafter OB20), in the aligned case.

We propose and now motivate the use of these basis functions
in the misaligned case as well. We note that the cores and
envelopes of red giants are known to mostly exhibit large
contrasts in their rotation rates (e.g. Li et al. 2024), to such an
extent that envelope rotation is often ignored altogether in the
derivation of rotation rates from red-giant asteroseismology
(e.g. Beck et al. 2012; Gehan et al. 2018, 2021; Mosser et al.
2018, OBB22). This implies relatively long timescales for
rotational coupling, compared to evolutionary timescales on
the red giant branch. Given that the core and envelope are both
rotationally and pulsationally decoupled, the assumption that
pure p- and g-mode eigenfunctions are separately amenable
to separation of variables remains physically reasonable ir-
respective of whether the core and envelope are in or out of
alignment. The nonorthogonal basis functions of OB20 are
precisely such separately variable-separable solutions. In this
sense, they form a more natural basis for misaligned calcula-
tions than the standard basis of normal modes. Thus, we will
work with respect to this choice of basis in our subsequent
discussion.

OBB22 demonstrate that, in the aligned case, using this
nonorthogonal basis has the desirable property of also, ef-
fectively, diagonalising R. This diagonalisation property is
a consequence of the p-mode rotation kernels being essen-
tially insensitive to the core, and the g-mode kernels to the
envelope. Thus, in the misaligned two-zone model, the p-
and g-mode angular momentum operators may be separately
written, through Eqs. (24) and (25), as tensor products of the
diagonal matrices Rπ and Rγ, and the angular momentum
matrices pointing in the respective directions of the core and
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Figure 2. Modifications to avoided crossings in the presence of misalignment. All panels show rotational avoided crossings at a fixed core-
envelope rotational contrast for a red-giant stellar model with artificially reduced coupling strength. Each column of panels shows a fixed value of
the core-envelope misalignment angle β; the upper row of panels shows modes coloured by the effective azimuthal order

〈
mg

〉
of the mode around

the core’s rotational axis, while the lower row of panels shows modes coloured by the effective azimuthal order
〈
mp

〉
around the envelope’s

rotational axis. Dotted lines show the underlying rotationally-split pure g-mode frequencies, while dashed lines show the rotationally-split pure
p-mode frequencies. The stroke width shows the extent to which a mode is p-dominated (i.e. the width is proportional to 1− ζ).

the envelope; the overall matrix R̃ is, by linearity, the sum of
the two. In this nonorthogonal basis, the matrices L and ∆ are
also no longer diagonal, but they may nonetheless written in
block matrix form as, e.g.,

L =
Lππ Lπγ
L†πγ Lγγ

 , (37)

where the blocks lying on the diagonal are approximately di-
agonal, and those lying off the diagonal describe the coupling
between the p- and g-mode subsystems.

Inserting these expressions into Eq. (20) allows it to be written
in block form as(Lππ Lπγ

LT
πγ Lγγ

⊗ I2ℓ+1+2ω

Rπ⊗Dℓ†envJzDℓenv 0
0 Rγ ⊗Dℓ†coreJzDℓcore


+ω2

 I ∆πγ
∆T
πγ I

⊗ I2ℓ+1

)
x = 0,

(38)
where ⊗ again denotes the tensor product. In this tensor-
product basis, the expressions for the mixing fractions of
OB20 under unit normalisation (x†x = 1) also generalise to

ζ ∼ x†
0 0

0 I

⊗ I2ℓ+1

x, (39)

while the overall mode visibility (combining projection effects
and the modulation to the mode amplitude from mixing) may

be written as

V ∼ x†
I 0

0 0

⊗P
x, (40)

where P is the projection matrix, Eq. (19).

The indecomposability of R̃ into a tensor product of split-
ting and angular momentum matrices in the presence of mis-
alignment qualitatively modifies the phenomenology of the
near-resonance avoided crossings discussed in Deheuvels et al.
(2017) and OBB22. We illustrate these modifications quali-
tatively in Fig. 2, which shows rotational avoided crossings
in the dipole modes of Model I from OBB22, where the cou-
pling strength (i.e. off-diagonal matrices Lπγ and ∆πγ) has
been scaled down by a factor of 10 to make the avoided cross-
ings more visible. Since two different rotational axes are
involved, we moreover make a distinction between two differ-
ent, partial, estimators of the azimuthal order. In particular,
since the azimuthal order of each mode is given in the aligned
case by

m = x†
(
I⊗ (n̂ · J⃗)

)
x, (41)

the azimuthal orders of the pure p-modes, mp, and of the pure
g-modes, mg, may be estimated with identical expressions
when n̂ points along the direction of the envelope or core
rotation axis, respectively. By projecting into the p- and g-
mode subspaces separately, we generalise this to estimate the
effective azimuthal order of mixed modes around the core and
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envelope, respectively, as〈
mg

〉
= x†

0 0
0 I⊗D†coreJzDcore

x/ζ;

〈
mp

〉
= x†

I⊗D†envJzDenv 0
0 0

x/(1− ζ).
(42)

While the pure p- and g-modes (respectively, ζ→ 0 and→ 1)
separately take integer values of mp and mg, mixed modes may
take noninteger values, as they are linear combinations of the
two. In the upper row of panels in Fig. 2, we therefore colour
modes by

〈
mg

〉
, and set their transparency to ζ, while in the

lower row we colour them by
〈
mp

〉
, setting their transparency

to 1− ζ. Both mp and mg reduce to the usual m in the aligned
case, β = 0, shown in the leftmost column (panels a and b):
modes of each mp couple only to modes of the same mg,
producing independent sets of avoided crossings for each
mp =mg =m. The morphology of these avoided crossings can
however be seen to be change as the misalignment angle is
increased, shown in the succeeding columns.

Qualitatively, small misalignment angles introduce coupling
between modes of different mp and mg. The coupling strength
is given by the off-diagonal elements of the rotation matrix
d, which nonetheless remains diagonally dominated — we
illustrate this in the second column (panels c and d) of Fig. 2
for β = π/10. For small misalignment angles β, the coupling
between between dipole modes of mp = 1 and mg = −1 (and
vice versa) is weaker than between mp = 0 and mg = ±1 (and
vice versa): from Eq. (8), the former goes as ∼ β2, and the
latter goes as β. Thus, while the mp = 1 and mg = −1 undergo
avoided crossings with each other, these are too small to see
on Fig. 2c,d.

As the misalignment angle increases, the coupling strength be-
tween pairs of p- and g-modes with mp , mg increases, while
that between pairs with mp =mg decreases. At exact misalign-
ment, with the core rotating at right angles to the envelope
(β = π/2), modes of each mp couple the most significantly
to modes with mg of opposite parity. For dipole modes in
particular, we even have

dℓ=1
(
π

2

)
=


1
2

1√
2

1
2

− 1√
2

0 1√
2

1
2 − 1√

2
1
2

 , (43)

indicating that p-modes with mp = 0 only couple to g-modes
of mg = ±1, and vice versa; the modified morphology of
the resulting avoided crossings that this implies, which we
illustrate in the third column (panels e and f) in Fig. 2, is
qualitatively very different from the aligned case. Finally,
reports in the literature of negative envelope rotation rates (e.g.
Deheuvels et al. 2012, 2014; Triana et al. 2017) imply anti-
aligned cores and envelopes (β = π). The avoided crossings
of this configuration are illustrated in the rightmost column
(panels g and h) in Fig. 2, with the sectoral p-modes coupling
exclusively to g-modes of opposite azimuthal order.

3.2. Implications for Existing Rotational Measurements

It is currently common observational practice to analyse the
mode frequencies and multiplet visibilities independently of
each other, with the former used only to constrain rotation
rates (e.g. Gehan et al. 2018; Li et al. 2024), and the latter
only inclination angles (e.g. Gehan et al. 2021; Li et al. 2024).
However, these estimates of inclination returned from mode
visibilities alone may not be sufficient to constrain the core-
envelope misalignment angle β, owing to the additional degree
of freedom provided by the obliquity λ. Moreover, since the
mixed-mode coupling strengths, and therefore the mixing
fractions ζ, can be seen to depend on the misalignment angle
(given the above discussion), estimates of axial inclinations
made when accounting for these near-resonance effects may
in turn also differ substantially from those made without doing
so. Conversely, these modified avoided crossings depend only
on β, and so constraining their features, by modelling near-
resonance asymmetric splittings accounting for misalignment,
may supplement the mode visibilities to break this geometrical
degeneracy.

Since the rotational avoided crossings are modified by core-
envelope misalignment, these modifications will interact with
existing techniques for rotational characterisation that rely
on modelling these avoided crossings, particularly when the
mode frequencies alone are used for rotational measurement.
To illustrate this, we will display rotating mixed-mode fre-
quencies on diagnostic “stretched” period-echelle diagrams
(e.g. Mosser et al. 2018; Gehan et al. 2018), in which a coordi-
nate transformation is applied to the mixed-mode frequencies
that maps them to the nearest pure g-mode frequencies (Ong
& Gehan 2023). Under this coordinate transformation, the
“stretched” nonrotating g-mode frequencies are mapped to ver-
tical columns on the period-echelle diagram, which separate
into distinct families of smooth curves when only the pure
g-modes are rotationally split.

The functional form of this coordinate transformation is de-
rived from the same eigenvalue equation that gives rise to
these avoided crossings in the asymptotic regime. As such, we
may conversely use these diagrams to examine how existing
techniques, relying on this description of avoided crossings,
would respond to core-envelope misalignment. While a single
stretching function does not yield uninterrupted rotationally-
split ridges in the presence of envelope rotation (OBB22, Li
et al. 2024), we may still use the morphologies of the resulting
curves for visualisation and qualitative discussion.

We illustrate how these diagnostic diagrams respond to enve-
lope rotation in Fig. 3 in the purely aligned case. Specifically,
we show a family of such stretched echelle diagrams, coloured
by different values of the envelope rotation rate. These curves
are generated by stretching the rotating mode frequencies of a
mesa model constructed to match KIC 9267654 (Tayar et al.
2022), with other matrix elements evaluated using the expres-
sions of OBB22; for this series of curves, we also hold the
core rotational splitting fixed at δνcore = 0.2 µHz. Note that
we show both positive and negative values of the envelope ro-



10 Ong

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

τ/∆Π1 mod 1

90

100

110

120

130

140

150

160

ν
/µ

H
z

−0.10

−0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

δν
ro

t,
p
/
µ

H
z

Figure 3. Stretched échelle diagrams for rotating mixed dipole
modes, all generated with the same nonrotating stretching function,
in the presence of envelope rotation. Each set of points shows the
rotating mixed modes of a representative model of KIC 9267654,
with a fixed amount of core rotation; they are coloured by the amount
of envelope rotation included in the calculation. Points of the same
m are joined with line segments of the same colour. Horizontal
dashed lines show the locations of the underlying pure p-modes.
Envelope rotation causes the most p-dominated sectoral modes to be
shifted away from the zonal ones, in the opposite directions. They
are perturbed away from the zonal modes for positive rotation rates.

tation rate, as this existing formalism already accommodates
envelope counterrotation.

Envelope rotation causes the most p-dominated rotating mode
frequencies — those closest to the pure p-mode frequencies,
shown using horizontal dashed lines in Fig. 3 — to be shifted
away from the g-mode ridges on the stretched diagrams. The
extent of this shift is determined by the p-mode rotation rate
δνrot,p, and can be approximated by differentiating the analytic
formula for the stretched period τ of Ong & Gehan (2023) to
yield

δτ ∼
∂τ

∂νp
·mδνrot,p = −m

(
1
ζ
−1

)
δνrot,p

ν2
; (44)

we recall that 1/ζ − 1 is well-approximated as a series of
Lorentzians with widths q∆ν/π and heights ν2∆Πℓ/q∆ν, cen-
tered at each p-mode frequency.

In Fig. 4, we now illustrate how the morphology of this di-
agram is modified when the core and envelope come out
of alignment. Holding the envelope rotation rate fixed at
0.12 µHz (the largest value shown in Fig. 3), the coloured
curves of Fig. 4 indicate the stretched-echelle power diagrams
that would emerge for different values of the misalignment
angle β. For clarity, we show only positive values of β in the
upper panel, and only negative values below. As the value
of β increases, the deviations of the most p-dominated mixed
modes away from the rotationally-split g-mode ridges can be
seen to decrease.
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Figure 4. Modified morphology of the stretched period-echelle
diagram in the presence of core-envelope misalignment. Rotating
mode frequencies are shown with points as in Fig. 3, and are coloured
by the misalignment angle β. Modes which would have the same m
as β→ 0 are joined with line segments. To show the morphology
more clearly, the upper panel shows the rotationally-split ridges
for 0 ≤ β ≤ π2 , while the lower panel shows them for π2 ≤ β ≤ π.
Horizontal lines show the locations of the underlying pure p-modes.

These changes are difficult to distinguish from those associ-
ated with simply a reduced envelope rotation rate, as shown
in Fig. 3. While the morphology of the central ridge, consist-
ing of zonal (m = 0) modes, can also be seen to be slightly
modified by misalignment, an accounting of these modes does
not ordinarily enter into existing measurements of rotation
rates made using mixed modes; in any case, considerably bet-
ter observational precision is required to detect these smaller
changes, compared to that required for rotational measure-
ment per se. Qualitatively, therefore, this discussion suggests
that existing rotational measurement techniques, including
those relying on the asymptotic procedure, will underreport
the magnitude of the envelope rotation rate when confronted
with an internally misaligned system.

4. CASE STUDY: KEPLER-56
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We will now apply this new theoretical formalism to reanal-
yse the asteroseismic planet host Kepler-56, which, having
been extensively characterised, is known to be unique in many
respects. Huber et al. (2013) find that it is rotationally anoma-
lous: from photometric variability attributable to spot mod-
ulations, it is known to possess a surface rotational period
of 74±3d, which would a priori imply a p-mode rotational
splitting of 0.156 ± 0.006µHz — considerably faster than
would be predicted by existing single-star models of post-
main-sequence angular-momentum transport and magnetic
braking. Moreover, it is a particularly high signal-to-noise ra-
tio example of a star on the lower RGB exhibiting rotationally-
split gravitoacoustic mixed modes, potentially permitting core
and envelope rotation to be disentangled. Most saliently to this
work, the estimated inclination of its rotational axis was mea-
sured in Huber et al. (2013) to be intermediate between being
pole-on and equator-on with high statistical confidence. This
last point was particularly notable given that Kepler-56 hosts
multiple transiting planets; it remains one of only a handful of
multi-transiting planetary systems where a rotational axis of
the host is out of alignment with multiple planets, which are
themselves mutually aligned (e.g. Ahlers et al. 2015; Hjorth
et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2021).
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Figure 5. Summary of rotational characterisation of Kepler-56 in
Huber et al. (2013). The joint posterior distributions of the apparent
inclination angle i and the dipole-mode rotational multiplet widths
δνrot, were estimated in that work by averaging over the three most
g-dominated (red) and p-dominated (blue) mixed modes, each fitted
separately.

In Huber et al. (2013), this rotational characterisation was
restricted to the 3 most p- and g-dominated multiplets, which
were separately analysed to derive inclination and rotation-
rate estimates. This invites reanalysis for several reasons. For
one, since this procedure predates the publication of the first-
order expression Eq. (33) (Goupil et al. 2013), no attempt

was made to determine, or correct for, the effect of the mixing
fraction ζ. However, while the most g-dominated modes in red
giants are representative of the pure g-modes, even the most
p-dominated modes exhibit significant sensitivity to the core
(e.g. Ahlborn et al. 2022; Ong 2024); for example, the most
p-dominated multiplets for Kepler-56 have mixing fractions
of ζ ∼ 0.3.

Given these limitations of their procedure, Eq. (34) indicates
that we should therefore expect the reported axial inclination
angles of Huber et al. (2013), for both the p- and g-dominated
modes, to have been essentially dominated by core rotation:
this is suggested by their inferred envelope rotation rate being
much higher than the photometric surface rotation rate (bot-
tom right panel of Fig. 5). However, even with their reduced
specific sensitivity to the envelope, the posterior distribution
for the inclination angle from p-dominated modes in Huber
et al. (2013) is nontrivially different from that obtained via the
g-dominated modes (top left panel of Fig. 5). This therefore
suggests that the true posterior distribution for the envelope
inclination angle, even only naively correcting for the mixing
fraction, would have likely been considerably different from
that for the core inclination angle, which would in turn imply
significant misalignment between the core and envelope.

As such, while the seismic estimates of core rotation (both
inclination and rate) in Huber et al. (2013) are likely to be
accurate, those reported of the envelope were almost certainly
heavily contaminated by sensitivity to the core. Thus, even
setting aside the question of internal misalignment, a reanaly-
sis of Kepler-56 would have been necessary anyway, if only
to more accurately characterise its seismic envelope rotation
rate. We pursue this reanalysis in this section, explaining our
methodology accommodating misalignment in Section 4.1,
describing our results in Section 4.2, and discussing their
implications in Section 4.3.

4.1. Revised Asteroseismic Rotational Analysis

Following the above discussion, placing constraints on mis-
alignment relies on accurate characterisation of both mode
frequencies and (relative) amplitudes. Given the stochastic
nature of solar-like oscillations, mode amplitudes are more
accurately estimated from longer time series. Thus, for much
the same reasons as Huber et al. (2013), we opt to reanalyse
the full four-year time series, available at long cadence, rather
than the short-cadence time series, which is only available
for two years. For this purpose, we use the kepseismic power-
spectrum data products (García et al. 2011; Pires et al. 2015;
Mathur et al. 2019), which are optimised for asteroseismol-
ogy.

Before examining misalignment, we first re-characterised
solar-like oscillations in the full Kepler time series using exist-
ing automated tools as far as possible. In particular, we fitted
a model of the power-spectral density (PSD) of the radial
and quadrupole modes against a background-divided power
spectrum using PBJam (Nielsen et al. 2021). We then fitted
initial guesses at the asymptotic dipole-mode parameters —
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including the dipole p-mode small separation δν01, g-mode
period spacing ∆Π1 and phase offset ϵg, core and envelope
rotational splittings δνrot,g and δνrot,p, an averaged rotational
inclination angle i⋆, and the strength of the coupling between
the two mode cavities — using reggae (Ong et al. 2024a).
These initial fits were used only to specify prior distributions
for our subsequent analysis.

Placing constraints on internal misalignment will require us
to combine constraints on mode frequencies and multiplet vis-
ibilities. These are conventionally first fitted from the power
spectrum and then interpreted separately (e.g. Gehan et al.
2018, 2021; Hall et al. 2021; Li et al. 2024). Since no pre-
scription exists by which to incorporate these separate fits
into a combined analysis, we instead derive our constraints
on misalignment directly from fitting a model of the power
spectrum, which accepts multiple rotation rates and inclina-
tion angles as parameters to be inferred. These parameters are
fitted by characterising discrepancies between this model and
the power spectrum using the standard χ2 likelihood function
with two degrees of freedom.

Only the dipole modes of Kepler-56 exhibit mixing between
the p- and g-mode cavities. As in reggae, to isolate this
analysis to dipole modes only, we use a version of the power
spectrum where the granulation background, and the model
of the ℓ = 0,2 modes from PBJam, have been divided out.
Notably, Huber et al. (2013) report the detection of octupole
(ℓ = 3) modes, which we do not explicitly include in our
analysis. However, we obtain identical results whether or
not we mask out regions of the power spectrum containing
octupole modes when fitting a PSD model.

We adopt a PSD model which is largely identical to that of
reggae. The mode visibilities V , linewidths Γ, and p-mode
amplitudes H (which are assumed to vary according to a
Gaussian envelope around νmax, inherited from the initial
fit from PBJam, and whose overall height H(νmax) is fitted
as an additional free parameter), and rotating mixed-mode
frequencies νi are used to generate a sum of Lorentzians

P(ν) = 1+
Nmodes∑

i

H(νi)Vi

1+4(ν− νi)2 /Γ2
i

. (45)

In order to constrain internal misalignment from this fitting
procedure, we extend this PSD model from that of reggae in
the following respects:

1. We permit the dipole-mode small separation to vary in-
dependently for each radial order, to accomodate small
deviations arising from the dipole modes having sam-
pled acoustic glitches at different phases from the radial
and quadrupole modes (e.g. Dréau et al. 2020; Saun-
ders et al. 2023), rather than using a single value for all
radial orders.

2. We generalise the parameterisation of rotational orien-
tation to include the three angles icore, ienv, and λ shown
in Fig. 1, rather than a single inclination angle i⋆. To

accommodate this change, the mode coupling calcula-
tions are now performed for all m at once using Eq. (38),
rather than separately for each m using Eq. (16). Mixing
fractions and visibilities are then assigned to each mode
using the generalised expressions Eqs. (39) and (40).

3. Rather than use a fixed, artificially inflated, linewidth
for all modes as in reggae, we now also modulate
the linewidths by a factor of 1− ζ, following Benomar
et al. (2014), so that g-dominated modes are modelled
with narrower lines. The factor of 1 − ζ applied to
mode heights in the PSD model, which ultimately orig-
inates from the modes also having reduced amplitude
(Belkacem et al. 2015), is only applied when the mode
linewidths fall below a critical resolution threshhold,
resulting in dilution (Dupret et al. 2009). However, to
avoid the degeneracies that are potentially introduced
when linewidths and rotational splittings are separately
permitted to vary freely (e.g. Kamiaka et al. 2018), we
still hold the maximum (p-dominated) linewidth fixed
at the average radial-mode values reported in Huber
et al. (2013).

4. Our best-fitting value of the g-mode phase offset ϵg re-
turned from reggae was significantly higher than the
asymptotic value of ∼ 0.8. While the g-mode rotational
multiplets of Kepler-56 are symmetrically split, anoma-
lous measurements of ϵg may suggest the presence of
weak magnetic fields in the core (Deheuvels et al. 2023),
which would also yield additional magnetic damping
for g-modes that is not accounted for in the usual scal-
ing of the linewidth with mixing fraction. Therefore, as
in reggae, we apply some artificial broadening to the
model of the power spectrum, by using a larger value for
the minimum g-mode linewidth than the Rayleigh res-
olution limit of the power spectrum. Since constraints
on magnetic damping are not the focus of this work,
we hold this value fixed rather than varying it as a
free parameter. We found that a threshold of ∆ν/400,
which is roughly ten times the usual resolution-limited
value, gave reasonable agreement with the g-dominated
modes in the power spectrum. This has the effect of
smoothing out the likelihood-function landscape for the
mixed-mode parameters ∆Π, ϵg, αg, and the coupling
strengths, which would otherwise yield sharp local max-
ima. Although this improves the numerical stability of
our inference procedure, it also renders our posterior
distributions broader than without such smoothing.

4.2. Results

To illustrate the need for this misaligned model, we show
in the central panel of Fig. 6 the multiplets closest in fre-
quency to νmax. The amplitude of the m = 0 peaks in the
most p-dominated multiplets suggested by the power spectrum
(shown in gray), relative to the m = ±1 components, appear
lower compared to adjacent, more g-dominated multiplets.
This is suggestive of a large misalignment angle between the
core and envelope, with the envelope seen closer to equator-
on than the core. To guide the eye, we show the best-fitting
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Figure 6. Fits for for a model of the power spectrum incorpo-
rating misaligned rotational mode-coupling calculations, overplot-
ted against the 4-year Kepler power spectrum of Kepler-56 (black,
smoothed by a Gaussian filter with width σ of 2 resolution elements),
where the ℓ = 0,2 modes, and the overall granulation background,
have both been divided out; the vertical axis therefore shows the
height-to-background ratio, labelled HBR. Each panel shows half an
echelle order, centered on the notional dipole p-mode frequency. The
middle panel in particular shows the multiplets around the dipole p-
mode closest in frequency to νmax, whose relative mode heights differ
significantly: the p-dominated one in the centre appears consistent
with a higher projected inclination than the two, more g-dominated,
multiplets on either side. The misaligned model (blue) is better able
to accommodate this morphology than one with only a single rota-
tional axis (orange). Pale gray curves in the background indicate
draws from the posterior distribution, to illustrate statistical uncer-
tainties in constraining the model.

(maximum-likelihood) model in the aligned scenario in or-
ange, and a misaligned model in blue. While they produce
identical predictions for the more g-dominated multiplets, the
misaligned model can be seen to clearly better describe the
p-dominated multiplet than the aligned one.

Table 1. Prior distributions on parameters of PSD model

p-mode parameters
{

δν01(n)/∆ν ∼ U(0.01,0.05)

g-mode parameters


∆Π1/s ∼ U (86.62,87.50)

ϵg ∼ P (0.5,1.5)

αg ∼ U
(
−4×10−5,1.6×10−4

)
p/g mode coupling

 pL ∼ U(−2,2)

pD ∼ U(15,28)

Rotation



log10

(
δωrot,g/Hz

)
∼ U(−11,−5)

log10

(
δωrot,p/Hz

)
∼ U(−11,−5)

cos icore ∼ R(0,1)

φ ∼ R(0,π)

β ∼ U(0,π)

Normalisation
{

log10 H(νmax) ∼ U
(
log10 40, log10 55

)
Notes — Here U(a,b) refers to the uniform distribution with support on
the open interval (a,b); P(a,b) refers to the uniform distribution on the
interval [a,b), where the endpoints are topologically identified under periodic
boundary conditions; and R(a,b) refers to the uniform distribution on the
interval [a,b], sampled under reflective boundary conditions. αg is a g-mode
curvature parameter, while pL and pD are parameters describing the coupling
matrices L and ∆, scaled in reggae with respect to values computed from a
reference red-giant mesa model. Other parameters are as described in the text.
Five different values of δν01 are fitted: one for each radial order.

For more robust results (given the stochastic nature of mode
excitation), we fit maximum-likelihood models against the
entire power spectrum, and moreover infer Bayesian posterior
distributions for the input parameters of this model to estimate
uncertainties. We specify the prior distributions on these pa-
rameters in Table 1. Of the three angles shown in Fig. 1, we
sample cos icore uniformly (and thus isotropically) in the usual
fashion, and place uniform priors on φ and β, from which icore
and λ are computed using standard trigonometric identities.
Note that to uninformatively sample the coordinates on the
unit sphere defined by φ (azimuth) and β (colatitude), we
ought in principle to be placing a uniform prior on cosβ, so
that the prior distribution is isotropic. However, we choose to
sample β uniformly instead, reflecting a strong, and deliber-
ately adversarial, prior assumption that the core and envelope
of a star ought not to be misaligned. Likewise, we have delib-
erately imposed an adversarial, exponentially decaying prior
distribution on both rotation rates, penalising rapid surface
rotation in particular. We then draw samples from the poste-
rior distribution using dynesty (Koposov et al. 2023), shown
in blue in the corner plots of Fig. 7. Draws from the pos-
terior distribution are also shown with the faint gray curves
in Fig. 6. For the purposes of model comparison, we repeat
this procedure to fit models and draw samples in the aligned
case (wherein we demand β = 0, and set φ = 0 also, since it
is entirely unconstrained), shown with orange in Fig. 7. We
report the marginal posterior medians and ±1σ quantiles of
various model parameters for both the misaligned and aligned
scenarios in Table 2.

Prima facie, these posterior quantiles would suggest that ex-
panding the parameter space to account for misalignment
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Figure 7. Posterior distribution for parameters of the PSD model. We compare a nominally misaligned scenario (blue) against a scenario
where alignment between the core and envelope rotational axes is enforced (orange); in the latter, β = 0 by definition, and we therefore show no
orange curves in the final row. The rotational parameters are shown in a corner plot originating in the bottom left, while the other mixed-mode
parameters are shown in a separate one originating in the top right. The fitted envelope rotation rate in this aligned scenario can be seen to be
systematically less than that returned from the misaligned case, as a result of the modifications to the avoided crossings that we examine in
Section 3.2. The red dashed line, and shaded intervals, show the mean and uncertainties of the independently-measured photometric rotation rate
of Huber et al. (2013). This was not used as an input in our revised asteroseismic analysis, but confirms our selection of the rapidly-rotating
mode in the misaligned posterior distribution.
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worsens the constraint on the envelope rotation rate, com-
pared to the aligned scenario. However, inspecting the pos-
terior distribution in Fig. 7 reveals that this is the result of
multimodality. Specifically, there are two main peaks in the
misaligned posterior distribution: one in which the core and
envelope have the same inclination angle, and one where they
are significantly misaligned. The former corresponds to a
slow envelope rotation rate that is consistent with that fitted in
the aligned scenario, while the latter corresponds to a much
faster envelope rotation rate.

This fast-envelope-rotation mode in the posterior distribution
contains both the maximum-likelihood solution, and also the
majority of the posterior probability mass, despite being heav-
ily disfavoured by our adversarial priors on the rotational
splittings and on β. Suggestively, its larger value of the enve-
lope rotational splitting is also consistent with the photometric
spot-modulation rotation rate of Prot = 74±3 d derived in Hu-
ber et al. (2013), shown with the red lines and shaded regions
in Fig. 7. We therefore argue that only this rapidly-envelope-
rotating mode is representative of Kepler-56’s true rotational
orientation. Restricting our attention to it (truncating the pos-
terior distribution at δνp > 0.1 µHz), the inclination angle
of Kepler-56’s envelope’s rotational axis relative to the line
of sight is ienv = (104± 4)◦, with a seismic rotation rate of
Ωenv/2π ∼ δνp = 0.16+0.01

−0.02 µHz.

Table 2. Inferred values of mixed-mode and rotational parameters of PSD model.

Parameter Misaligned Aligned

∆Π1/s 86.78±0.02 86.78±0.02

q 0.139±0.001 0.139±0.001

ϵg 0.97±0.01 0.97±0.01

⟨δν01/∆ν⟩ 0.033±0.002 0.033±0.002

αg ×108 2.151±0.009 2.154+0.008
−0.009

δνg/µHz 0.544±0.005 0.541±0.004

δνp/µHz 0.057+0.107
−0.035 0.021+0.008

−0.010

icore/
◦ 43±2 44.8±1.5

ienv/
◦ 101+8

−36 —-

λ/◦ 60+30
−46 —-

We therefore also restrict our attention to only the maximum-
likelihood estimate, which lies in the rapidly-rotating mode,
for the purposes of model comparison against the aligned
scenario. The misaligned model is significantly preferred,
with a likelihood-ratio test statistic of Λ = 14.06. This comes
at the expense of introducing an additional two degrees of
freedom compared to the nested aligned model where λ = 0
and ienv = icore, so that the likelihood-ratio test yields a prob-
ability of p = 0.0009 that this preference is by coincidence
(i.e. misalignment is preferred with > 3σ confidence). This
being the case, and given the blinded consistency of the enve-
lope rotation rate returned by this model with an independent

measurement of the photometric rotation rate, we submit that
the existing asteroseismic data for Kepler-56 already strongly
suggest that its core and envelope are heavily misaligned.
Moreover, the inferred value for the envelope’s inclination an-
gle is such that the envelope is close to being seen equator-on.
This is consistent with the envelope’s rotational axis being
aligned with the orbital axis of the inner transiting planets.

4.3. Discussion: Spin-Orbit Interactions in Kepler-56

Severe rotational misalignment between different parts of a
star, of the kind inferred here, is not thought likely to sponta-
neously arise over the course of single-star evolution (although
e.g. Rogers et al. 2012, 2013, propose a possible mechanism
facilitated by internal gravity waves). Rather, tidal interac-
tions have been suggested as a source of internal rotational
misalignment in other contexts (e.g. in geophysics: Sikdar &
Dumberry 2023). The presence of planets around Kepler-56
strongly suggests that this internal misalignment also origi-
nates from tidal interactions with its planets. We identify two
main tidal timescales for physical effects relevant to determin-
ing the misalignment between the core and envelope:

1. The realignment timescale between Kepler-56’s convec-
tive envelope and its inner orbiting planets. Kepler-56’s
rapid surface rotation may originate from tidal spin-
up from its hot-Jupiter companions (e.g. Brown 2014;
Maxted et al. 2015; Tejada Arevalo et al. 2021). These
tidal interactions would also torque the envelope’s rota-
tional axis towards alignment with the planetary orbit
normal (e.g. Winn et al. 2010; Albrecht et al. 2012; Lai
2012; Rogers & Lin 2013; Albrecht et al. 2021; Patel
& Penev 2022; Rice et al. 2022). For a sample of stars
which have evolved off the main sequence, Saunders
et al. (2024) find that timescale of this tidal realign-
ment may be at least 4 orders of magnitude shorter than
that of orbital decay. They provide an upper limit of
∼ 5×108 yr for the former timescale — with the lower
limit being essentially unconstrained — but both of
these tidal timescales scale with the stellar mean den-
sity. Kepler-56 is much less dense than the stars of
their sample (by at least a factor of 8). Moreover, it is a
red giant, so its realignment tidal quality factor is also
likely much lower than the subgiants of Saunders et al.
(2024), since much more of it is convectively unstable.
Therefore, Kepler-56’s realignment timescale should be
at least an order of magnitude shorter than the subgiants
of Saunders et al. (2024).

2. The apsidal/spin precession timescales around the to-
tal angular momentum vector of the system. In ad-
dition to the two close-in planets reported in Steffen
et al. (2013), Kepler-56 also hosts a more massive outer
planet (Mpl sin ipl ∼ 6MJ) on a widely-separated, 2.7-
year orbit (Otor et al. 2016; Weiss et al. 2024), whose
orbital angular momentum dominates the total angu-
lar momentum of the entire system. This causes both
the stellar spin and planetary orbital angular momen-
tum vectors to precess around this total angular mo-
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mentum vector, as a result of gravitational torques ex-
erted on tidal bulges. Huber et al. (2013) propose a
scenario where the orbital precession occurs far more
rapidly than spin precession in the absence of tidal
dissipation, with the inner two planets precessing to-
gether. Repeating their numerical exercise using the
REBOUNDx framework (as formulated by Lu et al. 2023),
adopting their initial conditions and orbital properties,
but updating a, Mpl sin ipl, and e for the outer planet
per its radial-velocity orbital solution from Weiss et al.
(2024), yields estimates for its spin precession period
of 2π/α ∼ 1.45×106 yr, and a nodal precession period
of 2π/g ∼ 2×104 yr.

Other stellar-astrophysical processes may also torque the enve-
lope and/or the core. These operate on different characteristic
timescales:

3. The internal realignment timescale between Kepler-56’s
convective envelope and its radiative core. Radially dif-
ferentially rotating cores and envelopes torque each
other towards solid-body rotation (Aerts et al. 2019); in-
deed, some angular momentum transport from the cores
to the envelopes of red giants (with transport timescales
of ∼ 108 yr, e.g. Fuller et al. 2019) is known to be re-
quired to explain existing ensemble red-giant core and
envelope rotation measurements (e.g. Gehan et al. 2018;
Li et al. 2024). Since realignment between the core and
envelope also entails them exerting torques on each
other (albeit now no longer parallel to the direction of
their angular momenta), we argue that the realignment
timescale should also scale with the angular-momentum
transport timescale, although potentially with further
dependence on the misalignment angle. For a star of
comparable mass to Kepler-56, this timescale is roughly
comparable to the amount of time that is spent on the
entire red giant branch (e.g Eggenberger et al. 2017;
Gehan et al. 2018).

4. The magnetic braking timescale of the envelope. Our
photometric rotation rate arises from surface features
on Kepler-56, interpreted as being spots, producing
brightness variations as they enter and leave the visible
disk while its surface rotates. The presence of these
spot features indicates magnetic activity, but these same
physical processes also brake rotation. Applying the
magnetic-braking prescription of van Saders & Pinson-
neault (2013; and using the same calibrated parameters
as in Ong et al. 2024b, for red giants) yields braking
timescales of ≳ 3×107 yr at Kepler-56’s current surface
rotation rate.

The relative durations of these timescales must be better under-
stood for insight into how this misaligned configuration could
have arisen, and how it might subsequently evolve. Lower
bounds on the realignment timescale will be necessary to dis-
criminate between different physical scenarios leading to in-
ternal misalignment. For example, if precession occurs much
more rapidly than all dissipative (realignment and braking)

timescales, we would anticipate the dynamics of the system
to be dominated by gravitational torques. In the weakly nona-
diabatic regime, the scenario of Huber et al. (2013) would
eventually place the Kepler-56 system into Cassini State 2
(e.g. Winn & Holman 2005; Fabrycky et al. 2007; Millhol-
land & Spalding 2020; Su & Lai 2022), with the envelope
spin, inner orbit, and total angular momentum vectors lying in
the same plane. In this scenario, the gravitational torque act-
ing on Kepler-56 would be exerted primarily on its envelope,
while its core might either precess separately, or be treated as
otherwise decoupled from this dynamical evolution.

Alternatively, if realignment had occurred rapidly upon evo-
lution off the main sequence (as suggested by Saunders et al.
2024), we might expect the spin angular momentum of the
envelope to have only recently been brought close to align-
ment with the inner planets. Otherwise, if we have caught
Kepler-56’s envelope in the act of tidal realignment, the en-
velope’s rotation axis might be pointing at an intermediate
direction to the core’s axis and the orbital normal of the inner
planets, in the process of realigning from one to the other. In
this case, we would expect the angular momentum vectors of
the core, envelope, and inner orbits to be coplanar, or close to
coplanar. It may be possible to rule these scenarios out obser-
vationally by measuring the orbital obliquity λpl of the inner
planets, through the Rossiter-McLaughlin effect. A coplanar
configuration would require λpl to satisfy the constraint

cos icore sin ienv sinλpl = sin icore cos ienv sin(λ+λpl), (46)

with the angles λ, icore, ienv determined from asteroseismology.
A planetary obliquity incompatible with this constraint would
rule out such a recent, rapid realignment scenario. However,
such measurements would be challenging for Kepler-56 in
particular — even planet c, with the greater transit depth of
the two transiting planets, would only provide a signal of
amplitude ∼ 2 m s−1 over a 12-hour-long transit.

Finally, if Kepler-56 had instead engulfed a planet formerly
aligned with its present inner two (e.g. Li et al. 2014), this
would also produce a rotational signature with the envelope
brought closer into alignment with the planetary orbits than
the core. Again, lower limits on both the tidal and internal
realignment timescales will be required to place meaningful
constraints on engulfment masses and radii under this sce-
nario, given the observed rotation rates and misalignment
angles.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We have generalised the existing perturbative treatment of
rotation in asteroseismology to accomodate a more general
physical scenario in which the star is treated as a series of
concentric mass shells, each of which is assigned a single ro-
tational axis vector. We have then examined its consequences
for a two-zone model of differential rotation, of the kind ap-
plied to red giant gravitoacoustic mixed modes, in which the
core g-mode and envelope p-mode cavities are assumed to
be only weakly coupled, both rotationally and pulsationally.
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In this regime, we obtain generalised expressions for the ro-
tational splittings and implied multiplet inclination angles
of gravitoacoustic mixed modes, both when near-degeneracy
avoided crossings are neglected (Eq. (36), which generalises
the usual first-order expression Eq. (33)), and where they are
fully accounted for (Eqs. (38) to (40)). These expressions indi-
cate that in the presence of internal misalignment, the apparent
inclination angle implied by the visiblity ratios between mul-
tiplet components will vary between multiplets, depending
on their mixing fractions; this is our proposed observational
signature of such misalignment.

Applying this revised formalism to a case study — the mis-
aligned planet host Kepler-56 — indicates that its existing
asteroseismic data set already strongly suggests its envelope
and core rotate around different axes. The orientation of its
envelope’s rotational axis is moreover much closer to being
seen equator-on, compared to the axis of its core. Thus, the
former may well be aligned with the orbital angular momenta
of its inner transiting planets, although confirming this will
require the planetary obliquity angle also to be constrained.

Kepler-56 is one of only a very few planetary systems wherein
significant spin-orbit misalignment has been previously re-
ported in conjunction with multiple close-in, mutually aligned
planets. Of these, only Kepler-56 and Kepler-129 (Zhang et al.
2021) have had their rotational misalignment constrained us-
ing asteroseismology, and Kepler-56 is unique in being the
only known such red-giant host star (Campante et al. 2016),
permitting the use of gravitoacoustic mixed modes. Aster-
oseismology constrains averaged internal rotation rates and
orientations: this is not necessarily comparable to constraints
on spin-orbit misalignment made using surface observables
like gravity darkening (e.g. Ahlers et al. 2015), or the Rossiter-
McLaughlin effect (Hjorth et al. 2021). Over the last decade,
the exoplanet community has used primarily surface stellar
rotation to build up constraints on the spin-orbit angle over
a large ensemble of extrasolar systems (e.g. Winn & Fab-
rycky 2015). Our result suggests we may not yet rule out
the possibility that a nontrivial fraction of the many known
surface-spin-orbit-aligned planets are internally spin-orbit-
misaligned. Conversely, inspecting the internal rotation of
known surface-spin-orbit-misaligned planets may also be fruit-
ful for understanding the histories and physics of such mis-
alignment. Asteroseismic rotational measurements remain our
only means of addressing these open astrophysical questions.

How might this reassessment of Kepler-56’s present rota-
tional orientation change our understanding of how its planets
formed? Our preceding discussion supposes that Kepler-56’s
core and envelope were more rotationally coupled on the main
sequence than presently — and therefore that the present ori-
entation of its core may preserve information about its rotation
prior to any decoupling. If so, our separate constraints on the
core and envelope do not immediately favour either dynamical
(e.g. Boué & Fabrycky 2014a,b; Li et al. 2014) or disk-driven
(e.g. Spalding & Batygin 2014, 2016; Spalding & Millholland
2020) origins for any earlier misalignment, since our con-

straint on the core’s orientation in particular is similar to that
from Huber et al. (2013). However, the fidelity with which the
core’s present orientation represents this earlier time is depen-
dent on the timescale of internal realignment (not necessarily
off the main sequence). As we have argued, this ought to scale
with that of other, poorly-understood, angular-momentum
transport processes also in operation in single stars. Moreover,
we point out that the vast majority of Kepler-56’s angular mo-
mentum is contained in the envelope, and so it too cannot be
ignored when constraining these formation pathways. Thus,
we further argue that incorporating these transport processes
into models of the Kepler-56 system’s rotational evolution will
be necessary to discriminate between various hypotheses for
how it formed, as their predictions must now produce consis-
tency with our constraints on the orientations of both the core
and the envelope. Conversely, this new relevance to planet
formation increases the urgency of better understanding these
transport processes, which remains an elusive goal.

Follow-up spectroscopic radial-velocity measurements,
through the Rossiter-McLaughlin effect, may better constrain
these possible histories, as well as physical scenarios for how
tidal realignment operates. Although our immediate prospects
for doing this with Kepler-56 specifically are not encouraging,
even our rough constraints on its internal spin configuration
already suffice to provide some qualitative insight into the
physics of any ongoing realignment. For example, realign-
ment primarily modulated by gravity waves (e.g. Rogers et al.
2012; Zanazzi et al. 2024) would produce inside-out realign-
ment — rather than potential agreement between the envelope
and orbital inclination angles suggested by our results — since
gravity waves are confined to the cores of red giants. This
mechanism therefore likely does not dominate in Kepler-56.
We leave more detailed examination of the physics behind
spin-orbit realignment — which ought to also be accompanied
by more detailed stellar evolution and pulsation calculations
fully accounting for the dependence of rotational splittings on
internal structure — to future work.

Aside from the applications of asteroseismology to study-
ing star-planet interactions that our case study illustrates, we
have also discussed modified expressions for the widths and
distributions of power in rotational multiplets, in terms of
internal rotation rates and inclination angles (Eq. (36)), which
might change our interpretation of these observational fea-
tures. In Section 3.2, we have shown that the specific manner
in which these changes interact with existing techniques for
asteroseismic rotational characterisation might yield system-
atic underestimates of envelope rotation rates. Depending on
how widespread core-envelope misalignment is, this might
imply that the true shape of the red-giant angular-momentum
transport problem may differ, potentially significantly, from
how our present observational characterisation represents it
to be. In any case, stars exhibiting significant misalignment
may not be desirable to include in the sample constraining
this problem in the first place.
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Revisiting existing envelope-rotation-rate measurements to
accommodate misalignment, even if merely to diagnose its
presence and exclude it from consideration, may therefore
be important for uncontaminated observational constraints on
angular-momentum transport. The primary logistical impedi-
ment to doing so is the fact that matrix construction that we
extend in this work has so far not been widely applied for
observational rotational characterisation of this kind. Instead,
a JWKB asymptotic eigenvalue equation of the form

tanΘp tanΘg−q = 0 (47)

is more commonly used (e.g. Li et al. 2024; Gehan et al. 2018),
since it is both analytically simpler, and numerically more
performant. A generalisation of the existing explicit one-to-
one map between the rotating eigenvalue problem of Eq. (16)
and the asymptotic eigenvalue problem of Eq. (47) (e.g. Ong &
Gehan 2023), to accommodate misalignment, may be essential
to render computationally tractable such a population-level
reassessment of red-giant differential rotation.

Finally, we submit that the deviations from azimuthal symme-
try explored in this work underscore the increasing need for
explicit 3D pulsation calculations. Semianalytic prescriptions
of the kind provided here are only as good as the assumptions
going into them. While the cores and envelopes of red gi-
ants are indeed well-approximated as both rotationally and
pulsationally decoupled (OBB22), this is not generally the
case for main-sequence stars, and we might not necessarily
expect the perturbative analysis here to hold well for them.
Even perturbatively, one would expect the normal modes in
those cases to at least be approximately of the form typically
assumed in the Method of Lines (e.g. Schiesser 2012), where
for the ith normal mode one assumes

fi(r, θ,ϕ) =
∑
ℓm

fiℓm(r)Ym
ℓ (θ,ϕ), (48)

rather than the usual variable-separable form associating each
normal mode with only one spherical harmonic, so that the
horizontal dependence of each normal mode is permitted to
vary with radial position. Indeed, our use of the π/γ-mode
decomposition here implicitly accommodates such variations
of the horizontal dependence, albeit only in two separately-
rotating zones. Full 3D pulsation calculations will be required
to quantitatively validate theoretical treatments describing
more general configurations.
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