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Analysis of the size of Solar system close to the
state with zero total angular momentum via
Sundman’s inequality

SERGEY ERSHKOV & DMYTRO LESHCHENKO

Abstract: In this paper, we present a new mathematical approach or solving procedure
for analysis of the Sundman’s inequality (for estimating the moment of inertia of the
Solar system’s configuration) with the help of Lagrange-Jacobi relation, under additional
assumption of decreasing of the total angular momentum close to the zero absolute
magnitude in the final state of Solar system in a future. By assuming such the final state
for Solar system, we have estimated the mean-size of Solar system R via analysis of the
Sundman’s inequality. So, to answer the question “Does the ninth planet exist in Solar
system?”, one should meet the two mandatory criteria for such the ninth planet, first is
that it should have the negligible magnitude of inclination of its orbit with respect to
the invariable plane. The second condition is that the orbit of the ninth planet should be
located within the estimation for the mean-size of Solar system R.

Key words: Sundman’s inequality, Lagrange-Jacobi relation, total angular momentum of
Solar system, tidal phenomena.

INTRODUCTION, BASIC SUNDMAN’S INEQUALITY

Let us consider the main features of general dynamics of Solar system (under the action of
gravitational forces), which is governed by Sun and 8 celestial bodies of giant masses: in this problem
MSun and mi respectively, i = {1, … , 8}, mi � MSun, all the planets are rotating around their common
centre of masses or barycenter on Kepler’s trajectories (as first approximation). According to (Arnold
1978), dynamics of Solar system could be considered in the Cartesian coordinate system ~r={x, y, z} in
case of Many Bodies Problem (at given initial conditions), with its origin, located at center of Sun, and
coordinates of barycenter of the entire dynamical configuration

~rG =
1

(mi + MSun)
∑

(mi ·~ri + MSun ·~rSun)

whereas, moment of inertia of the Solar system’s configuration should be defined as

I =
∑(

mi · (~ri –~rG)2 + MSun · (~rSun –~rG)2
)

which is associated with the mean-size of Solar system R

R ∼=

√
I∑

(mi + MSun)
(∗)
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Meanwhile, center of Sun is moving around the aforementioned barycenter on quasi-periodic
trajectory (less than 2.19 RSun from barycenter (Jose 1965), where RSun is the radius of Sun).

It is well-known from the theory of celestial mechanics (Arnold 1978) the Sundman’s inequality:

I · K – J2 ≥ |~C|2 (1)

with denotations
K =

∑(
mi · (~̇ri – ~̇rG)2 + MSun · (~̇rSun – ~̇rG)2

)
,

J =
∑(

mi · ((~ri –~rG), (~̇ri – ~̇rG)) + MSun · ((~rSun –~rG), (~̇rSun – ~̇rG))
)
,

~C =
∑(

mi · [(~ri –~rG)× (~̇ri – ~̇rG)] + MSun · [(~rSun –~rG)× (~̇rSun – ~̇rG)]
)
.

Here in the denotations above, K means the kinetic energy of the entire dynamical configuration
of Solar system; J means the scalar product of the radius-vector of each object in the Solar system
(including planets and Sun) onto appropriate velocity vector of the same object respectively;~C denotes
the pseudo-vector of total angular momentum of the system.

According to (Chenciner 1997), equations ofmotions for the Solar system yield the Lagrange-Jacobi
relation:

J̇ =
Ï
2
= K + 2kU, (2)

Ḣ = 0

where H = 1
2K – U is the total energy of the system (sum of the kinetic energy K in a Galilean

frame fixing the center of mass and of the potential energy U), with k = –12 in the Newtonian case.
Eliminating K with the help of Lagrange-Jacobi relation (2), one transforms Sundman’s inequality (1)
into the differential inequality

I · Ï – 2I · H – 1

4
(İ)2 – |~C|2 ≥ 0 (3)

where H = const if we consider Solar system as closed dynamical configuration with absence of
interchange by the total energy with boundaries of this system along with zero level dissipation of
energy inside (ejected in material of planets and gravitational waves or radiation leaving the Solar
System, where thermal radiation is the primary means of energy transfer).

INCLINATION OF ORBITS OF PLANETS IN THE SOLAR SYSTEM, INVARIABLE PLANE

The invariable plane of a planetary system (Laplace’s invariable plane (Souami & Souchay 2012))
is defined as the plane passing through its barycenter perpendicular to its angular momentum
pseudo-vector. In the Solar system, about 98% of the aforementioned total angular momentum is
contributed by the orbital angular momentum of the four Gas giants (Jupiter, Saturn, Uranus and
Neptune). It is worth to note that Jupiter’s contribution is circa 60.3% to the Solar System’s angular
momentum, Saturn is circa at 24.5%, Neptune at 7.9%, and Uranus at 5.3%; meanwhile, the orbital
angular momentum of the Sun and all non-jovian planets, minor planets, moons, and small Solar
system’s bodies, as well as the axial rotation momentum of all bodies, including the Sun, is in total
only circa 2% of the Solar System’s angular momentum (we should note that tidal phenomena in Solar
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system are allowing the transfer of an infinitesimal amount of angular momentum from axial rotations
to orbital revolutions due to tidal friction, and vice-versa).

As we can see from the Table I, the invariable plane is within circa 1° of the orbital planes for all
the 4 jovian planets:

Table I. Inclinations of orbits of planets in the Solar system.

Inclination to

Body Ecliptic Sun’s equator Invariable plane

Terrestrials Mercury 7.01° 3.38° 6.34°

Venus 3.39° 3.86° 2.19°

Earth 0 7.155° 1.57°

Mars 1.85° 5.65° 1.67°

Gas giants Jupiter 1.31° 6.09° 0.32°

Saturn 2.49° 5.51° 0.93°

Uranus 0.77° 6.48° 1.02°

Neptune 1.77° 6.43° 0.72°

Minor planets Pluto 17.14° 11.88° 15.55°

Moon 5.09° (mean magnitude) — 6.59°

The most extreme example of inclinations of Solar system’s bodies is the Pluto’s angle of orbit’s
inclination (Ershkov & Leshchenko 2019) with respect to the invariable plane (which is 15°55’); namely,
Pluto’s orbit is inclined, or tilted, circa 15.5 degrees from the invariable plane. Except Mercury’s
inclination of 6°34’ (and Moon’s inclination of 6°59’), all the other orbits of planets in Table I are
closer to invariable plane.

For the reason that the invariable plane is now within circa 1° of the orbital planes for all the
4 jovian planets (see Table I), our main assumption would concern the future state of Solar system,
close to the state with zero total angular momentum. Let us discuss this assumption at Discussion
section below.

Indeed, if ~C ∼= ~0, the motion takes place in a fixed plane (see seminal work (Dziobek 1900)).

SOLVING PROCEDURE FOR INEQUALITY (3) AT ZERO TOTAL ANGULAR MOMENTUM

Let us consider inequality (3). We should calculate the regions within Solar system or outside (close to
its boundaries), where inequality (3) is valid under our main assumption ~C ' ~0 (for the future state of
Solar system, close to the state with zero total angular momentum of entire dynamical configuration,
which is the natural restriction for the size of Solar system).

An Acad Bras Cienc (2021) 93(Suppl. 3) e20200269 3 | 10



SERGEY ERSHKOV & DMYTRO LESHCHENKO SOLAR SYSTEM SIZE ANALYSIS VIA SUNDMAN INEQUALITY

Aiming this way, let us transform inequality (3) to the form below:

I · Ï – 2I · H – 1
4(İ)

2 ≥ 0
{(

dI
dt

)
= p(I) →

(
d2I
dt2
)
=
(
dp
dI

)
· p
}

⇒

I · 12
(
d(p2)
dI

)
– 2I · H – 1

4p
2 ≥ 0

{
p2 = Y(I)

}
⇒

dY(I)
dI – 4 · H – 1

2

(
Y(I)
I

)
≥ 0

(4)

where H = const should be determined or estimated additionally. Let us consider first the case of
equality in (4) (C1 = const):

dY(I)
dI – 4 · H – 1

2

(
Y(I)
I

)
= 0

⇒

Y(I) = e–
∫
– 12

(
dI
I

)
·
[∫ (

4H · e
∫
– 12

(
dI
I

))
dI+ C1

]
= 8H · I+ C1 ·

√
I

(5)

Taking into account that H > 0, I > 0,
√
I > 0, d I > 0, and Y(I) ≥ 0 in (4)-(5) (hence, we should choose C1

≥ 0 in expression (5) for Y(I)), we obtain with the help of step-by-step transformations of inequality
(6) below for Y(I)

Y(I) ≥ 8H · I+ C1 ·
√
I (6)

which should be used in (4) to transform it to the form (6) again (besides, let us note that the process
of integration at the inequality below should be by definition the proper summation of the chosen
set of inequalities); these transfomations should prove the validity of inequality (6)

(4) :
dY(I)
dI – 4 · H ≥ 1

2

(
Y(I)
I

)
, (6) : 1

2

(
Y(I)
I

)
≥ 4H+ C1 · 1

2
√
I
⇒

(6) → (4) :
∫
dY ≥

∫ (
8H+ C1 · 1

2
√
I

)
dI ⇒ (6) : Y(I) ≥ 8H · I+ C1 ·

√
I

Thus, we obtain further from the differential inequality (6) as below

p2 ≥ 8H · I+ C1 ·
√
I ⇒ dI

dt ≥ ±
√
8H · I+ C1 ·

√
I

⇒
∫ dI√

8H·I+C1·
√
I
≥ ±

∫
dt
{√

I = u
}

⇒
∫ d

(√
I+

( C1
8H

))
√√

I+
( C1
8H

) ≥ ±
(√

2H
)
·
∫
dt

⇒
{
C2 =

√√
I(t0) +

(
C1
8H

)
≥ 0

}
⇒

√√
I+
(
C1
8H

)
– C2 ≥ ±

(√
H
2

)
· t

(7)
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By using the Sundman inequality the aforementioned analysis (4)-(6) can be done, but still the
end result (7) leaves open both possible solutions: a shrinking or expanding solar system. In case of
Solar system’s contraction in a future, we should choose sign “-” in inequality (7), it yields (all the
physical magnitudes of constants in (7) are given in Appendix A1){√√

I(t) +
(
C1
8H

)
–

√√
I(t0) +

(
C1
8H

)
< 0

}
⇒

√
√
I+
(
C1
8H

)
≥

√√
I(t0) +

(
C1
8H

)
–

(√
H
2

)
· t

The last inequality means that Solar system should not be decreasing its size R (*) less than

R ≥

(√
R(t0) ·

√∑
(mi + MSun) +

(
C1
8H

)
–
(√

H
2

)
· t
)2

–
(
C1
8H

)
√∑

(mi + MSun)
(8)

Meanwhile, the key parameter in estimation of size R in inequality (8) is the total energy H of Solar
system.

Let us schematically imagine at Figs. 1-2 the lower bound of the estimation for the Solar system’s
size R (depending on time t), which corresponds to the aforementioned inequality (8) (at Figs. 1-2 we
designate x = t just for the aim of presenting the plot of solution)

Figure 1. A schematic plot of the
lower bound of the estimation
for the Solar system’s size R(t)
(8) (depending on time t).

The last but important note: if we choose the decreasing of Solar system’s size during the evolution
in a future as expected scenario, its magnitude should allow to exceed the level of minimal distances
or Roche’s limits (Arnold 1978) for all the planets and Sun in our analysis (to avoid irreversible
collisions of celestial bodies in Solar system).

DISCUSSION

As we can see, about 98% of the aforementioned total angular momentum is contributed by the
orbital angular momentum of the four Gas giants (Jupiter, Saturn, Uranus and Neptune). Nevertheless,
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Figure 2. A schematic plot of the
lower bound of the estimation
for the Solar system’s size R(t)
(8) (depending on time t).

the total angular momentum of the system is not conserved: obviously, each of four Gas giants have
been tidally interacting (Ershkov 2017a) with the Sun during a billions of years of their evolution in
Solar system, allowing transfer of angular momentum in the infinitesimal amounts from their orbital
revolutions to the axial rotation of Sun (due to tidal friction). But Sun is known to have been lost
more than 90% of its angular momentum of axial rotation, due to the ejecting of angular momentum
with solar wind (or solar plasma) outside the Solar system (Kitchatinov 2005, 2006) (obviously,
both the aforementioned processes are synchronized). Combined together, these are obviously the
fundamental governing processes of the step-by-step decreasing of the total angular momentum to
zero for most of the planets in Solar system - first of all, for the four Gas giants.

Nevertheless, there is a natural mechanism, preventing the aforesaid process of changing the
angular momentum (or decreasing its absolute magnitude) to zero for planets in Solar system. This
is the net transfer of angular momentum between planets which are locked into the resonance
(due to dynamical features of the orbital evolution of planets under the influence of the resonance
phenomenon). But, there are only a few known perfect mean-motion resonances in the Solar system,
involving planets, dwarf planets or larger satellites:

1. 2:3 Pluto-Neptune;

2. 2:4 Tethys-Mimas (Saturn’s moons), not classical case;

3. 1:2 Dione-Enceladus (Saturn’s moons);

4. 3:4 Hyperion-Titan (Saturn’s moons);

5. 1:2:4 Ganymede-Europa-Io (Jupiter’s moons, ratio of orbits).

Meanwhile, the Pluto’s angle of orbit’s inclination with respect to the invariable plane (which is
15°55’) could be explained by the presence of the aforementioned perfect mean-motion resonance
2:3 Pluto-Neptune (obviously, there is the net transfer of angular momentum between these planets).
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Also we should note that there exist “a near resonance” phenomena for planets in Solar system.
The presence of a near resonance may reflect that a perfect resonance existed in the past, or that the
system is evolving towards one in the future (Bazsó et al. 2010).

Table II. Most interesting “a near resonance” phenomena in the Solar system.

(Ratio) and Bodies Mismatch after one cycle Possible period for matching Probability

Planets

(9:23) Venus-Mercury 4.0° 200 years 0.19

(8:13) Earth-Venus 1.5° 1000 years 0.065

(243:395) Earth-Venus 0.8° 50,000 years 0.68

As we can see from Table II, it is very likely a perfect resonance existed in the past between Earth
and Venus (with the help of which transfer of angular momentum between these planets may have
been initiating, that’s why both the inclinations of Earth and Venus have been tilted additionally with
respect to invariable plan, see Table I). The same mechanism was possible for interaction between
Venus and Mercury in the past which caused increasing of inclination of Mercury’s orbit with respect
to variable plane drastically, in total amount of 6°34’.

CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present a new mathematical approach or solving procedure for analysis of the
Sundman’s inequality (for estimating the moment of inertia of the Solar system’s configuration) with
the help of Lagrange-Jacobi relation, under additional assumption of decreasing of the total angular
momentum close to the zero absolute magnitude in the final state of Solar system in a future.

The main reason for such assumption is that the invariable plane is now within circa 1° of the
orbital planes for all the 4 jovian planets (see Table I), whereas about 98% of the aforementioned total
angular momentum is contributed by the orbital angular momentum of the four Gas giants (Jupiter,
Saturn, Uranus and Neptune).

The basis for the aforesaid assumption one can find in the profound work of (Dziobek 1900): if
components of total angular momentum is zero, the motion takes place in a fixed plane. By assuming
such the final state for Solar system, we have estimated themean-size of Solar system R (*) via analysis
of the Sundman’s inequality.

As the main findings, we have found also that the inclinations of orbits of planets in the Solar
system will have been tidally decreasing forever to final state close to the zero angular momentum of
entire dynamical configuration in a future.

So, to answer the question “Does the ninth planet exist in Solar system?” (Batygin et al. 2019),
one should meet the two mandatory criteria for such the ninth planet, first is that it should have
the negligible magnitude of inclination of its orbit with respect to the invariable plane (in case of
absence the perfect mean-motion resonance, which can be definitely excluded for the Gas giants of
Solar system). The second condition is that the orbit of the ninth planet should be located within the
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aforementioned estimation (7)-(8) for the mean-size of Solar system R (*) (obtained via analysis of
the Sundman’s inequality).

The last but not least, we should especially note that at using of Lagrange–Jacobi relation, there
is ambiguity in estimation of level of H = const, i.e. the total energy of the system (sum of the kinetic
energy K in the chosen Galilean reference frame and of the potential energy U). Indeed, Solar system
is not a closed dynamical configuration with absence of interchange by the total energy outside its
boundaries (e.g., gravitational waves or radiation leaving the Solar System, where thermal radiation is
the primary means of energy lost).

Also, some remarkable articles should be cited, which concern the problem under consideration,
(Bruns 1887, Poincaré 1967, Duboshin 1968, Dvorak & Lhotka 2013, Ershkov 2015, 2017b, Chernousko et
al. 2017).
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APPENDIX A1

Useful data for estimating constants in inequality (7)

Let us write out the appropriate useful data for estimating the constants in inequalities (7)-(8) and
formula (*) for the mean-size of Solar system R:

1. ∑
(mi + MSun) = 1.014 MSun = 2.016 · 1030kg

2. Taking into account the well-known formula for gravitational binding energy (Burša et al. 1996)

Ui = –35
G·m2

i
Ri

, where Ri is the radius of planet with mass mi (meanwhile, the kinetic energy of
the planet mi circa ~ twice less than the absolute magnitude of the potential energy Ui), we can
conclude that potential energy of Sun plays a crucial role in estimation for the magnitude of the
total energy H of Solar system

Usun = –35
G·M2

sun
Rsun = –35 · 6.6742·10

–11[m3·kg–1·s–2]·(1.98844·1030kg)2
6.957·108m

⇒ H ' |Usun| ' 2.2759 · 1041[kg ·m2/s2]

(9)

3. As for the current absolute magnitude of the total angular momentum of the Solar system (Cang
et al. 2016), we can estimate it as |~C| = 3.3212 · 1045[kg ·m2/s]

4. Taking into account the current age of the Solar system (t ~ 4.6 billions of years), let us assume
that by virtue of comparing the right part of inequality (7) to the constant C2 (as well as comparing

constant C1 in combination with respect to other terms in the left part
√√

I+
(
C1
8H

)
), the

aforesaid constants could be chosen as below:

C2~ {1, ..., 9} · 1037[kg
1
2 ·m] ,

asfor its mutual commensurability with other terms at both the parts of inequality (7), and

|C1|~1.17 · 1070[kg
3
2 ·m3/s2]

An Acad Bras Cienc (2021) 93(Suppl. 3) e20200269 10 | 10


