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ABSTRACT

A determination of the dynamical evolution of the asteroid belt is difficult because the asteroid
belt has evolved since the time of asteroid formation through mechanisms that include: (1)
catastrophic collisions, (2) rotational disruption, (3) chaotic orbital evolution and (4) orbital
evolution driven by Yarkovsky radiation forces. The timescales of these loss mechanisms are
uncertain and there is a need for more observational constraints. In the inner main belt, the
mean size of the non-family asteroids increases with increasing inclination. Here, we use that
observation to show that all inner main belt asteroids originate from either the known families
or from ghost families, that is, old families with dispersed orbital elements. We estimate that
the average age of the asteroids in the ghost families is a factor of 1/3 less than the Yarkovsky
orbital evolution timescale. However, this orbital evolution timescale is a long-term average
that must allow for the collisional evolution of the asteroids and for stochastic changes in
their spin directions. By applying these constraints on the orbital evolution timescales to the
evolution of the size-frequency distribution of the Vesta asteroid family, we estimate that the
age of this family is greater than 1.3 �HA and could be comparable with the age of the solar
system. By estimating the number of ghost families, we calculate that the number of asteroids
that are the root sources of the meteorites and the near-Earth asteroids that originate from the
inner main belt is about 20.

Key words: minor planets, asteroids: general

1 INTRODUCTION

Understanding the origin and dynamical evolution of the asteroid
belt may be key to understanding the formation and the dynamical
evolution of the inner rocky planets and the initial solid cores of
the major planets. We need to know why the total mass of the belt
(5×10−4"⊕ (DeMeo & Carry 2013)) is so small and why the belt is
now dynamically excited with orbital eccentricities and inclinations
so high that the asteroids could not possibly have formed on their
present orbits. There is a marked radial separation of the different
asteroid types in the main belt, but this separation is far from com-
plete, implying that there has been large-scale radial mixing since
the time of asteroid formation (Gradie & Tedesco 1982). Measure-
ments of the isotopic abundances of some unstable elements in a
wide range of chondritic and iron meteorites show that the aster-
oids were formed in two distinct reservoirs of either carbonaceous
(CC) or non-carbonaceous (NC) material that were separated in the
solar nebula by location and by time of formation (Kruĳer et al.
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2017). Numerical investigations of the formation and associated or-
bital evolution of the major planets suggest that the asteroids that
accreted in these two reservoirs were scattered by planetary pertur-
bations into the present belt and thus that the larger asteroids are
the remnants of the original building-blocks of both the terrestrial
planets and the initial solid cores of the major planets (Walsh et al.
2011). It is this particular scenario of asteroid formation that forms
the starting point of this paper. We assume that after all plane-
tary migration and the scattering that resulted from that migration
ceased, further evolution of the dynamically excited belt was driven
by: (1) the collisional and (2) the rotational destruction of asteroids
(Dohnanyi 1969; Jacobson et al. 2014); (3) chaotic orbital evolu-
tion (Wisdom 1985; Farinella et al. 1994; Morbidelli & Nesvorný
1999; Minton & Malhotra 2010); and (4) Yarkovsky-driven trans-
port of small asteroids to the escape hatches located at orbital
resonances (Migliorini et al. 1998; Farinella & Vokrouhlicky 1999;
Vokrouhlický & Farinella 2000).

Depletion of the asteroid belt due to collisional evolution was
first discussed by Dohnanyi (1969) in terms of an equilibrium cas-
cade resulting from destructive collisions between solid asteroids
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with strengths independent of their size. However, since that early
work, measurements of the low mean densities and, by implication,
the high porosities of some asteroids suggest that most small aster-
oids are not coherent solid bodies, but unconsolidated rubble-piles
(Davis et al. 1985; Holsapple et al. 2002). These observations dic-
tate that in discussing and quantifying the collisional lifetimes of
small (diameter, � < 10 :<) main belt asteroids, we may need
to distinguish between the average time needed to shatter an as-
teroid and the average time needed to disperse the gravitationally
bound fragments. At present, both of these times are uncertain
(Holsapple et al. 2002).

Orbital evolution due to Yarkovsky radiation forces accounts
for the V-shaped distribution of family asteroids in semimajor axis
and inverse diameter (1/�) space and these observations have been
used to date some of the families (see, for example, Spoto et al.
2015). However, these ages are not absolute ages because, while we
have observations of the rates of orbital evolution of a large number
of very small near-Earth asteroids (Greenberg et al. 2020), the rates
of orbital evolution of the larger main-belt asteroids have not been
measured. Thus, the ages of the families are currently uncertain,
partly because the thermal properties of small, porous asteroids
are uncertain, but also because other parameters, particularly the
mean densities, are uncertain. We note that if most of the major
families have ages less than about half the age of the solar system,
as estimated by Spoto et al. (2015), this raises the question of where
are the major families that must have been formed at earlier times?

The chief aim of this paper is to introduce new observational
constraints on the long-term dynamical evolution of the asteroid
belt. In particular, we analyze the observed correlations between
the mean proper orbital elements and the mean diameters of the
non-family asteroids, and the non-linear, log-log SFDs of the small
asteroids in the major families. The number of asteroids in our data
set is both large and observationally complete and we do not use
subsets of the data for which uncertain observational selection cor-
rections have to be applied. Previously, we argued that the asteroid
size-orbital element correlations of the non-family asteroids in the
inner main belt (IMB) are evidence for the existence of ghost fam-
ilies (Dermott et al. 2018)). While recognizing the validity of that
argument, and the likely existence of ghost families, here we show
that the resonant structure of the IMB must also have had a role in
the production of the observed correlations. The escape hatches that
bound the IMB are the a6 secular resonance and the 3:1 Jovian mean
motion resonance (Wisdom 1985; Farinella et al. 1994). We show
that because of the unique resonant structure of the IMB, orbital
evolution driven by Yarkovsky radiation forces results, inevitably,
in the relative depletion of small asteroids from the high-inclination
orbits. We also show that analysis of the observed asteroid size and
orbital inclination correlation of the non-family asteroids allows us
to separate Yarkovsky-driven orbital evolution from the other as-
teroid loss mechanisms and to constrain the timescale of that loss
mechanism.

This is a paper on the statistics of the distributions of aster-
oid sizes and proper orbital elements. Given that we are looking
for correlations, we must allow not only for the existence of aster-
oid families that have correlated orbital elements, but also for the
likelihood that a large fraction of the asteroids that are currently
classified as non-family are halo asteroids, that is, they are actually
family asteroids and also have correlated orbital elements. In Sec-
tion 2, in an attempt to circumvent this problem, we isolate a set
of asteroids in the IMB that is devoid of the correlations associated
with the major families and their halos. By making this choice, we
confine our analysis to a small patch of the main belt that contains

only about 1% of the main belt asteroids. Fortunately, the number of
asteroids in this confined space that have known orbital and physical
properties and are currently classified as non-family, proves to be
sufficient for our purpose and, fortuitously, this space is of interest
because of its unique dynamical structure. In Section 2, we discuss
the observations that constrain our models of asteroid evolution. In
Section 3, we discuss the mechanisms that result in asteroid loss
from the main belt. Our models of asteroid evolution that are con-
strained by the observations discussed in Section 2 are presented
in Section 4. These models allow us to estimate the timescale of
orbital evolution of main belt asteroids due to Yarkovsky radiation
forces. In Section 5, we present evidence for the existence of ghost
families. In Section 6, we discuss the observed correlation between
the sizes and orbital eccentricities of the IMB non-family asteroids.
Finally, in Section 7, we show how Yarkovsky forces largely define
the shape of the SFD of the small asteroids in the Vesta family and
we use that shape to constrain the age of the family.

2 ASTEROID SIZE DISTRIBUTIONS

Fig. 1 shows the distribution of the proper eccentricities, 4 and the
semimajor axes, 0 of all the asteroids in the main belt (2.10 <

0 < 3.28 0D) with absolute magnitudes, � < 15 and less than
the observational completeness limit of the main belt as a whole
(Hendler & Malhotra 2020). The eccentricity distribution is capped
by the Mars-crossing zone, implying that Mars has a role in the
removal of asteroids from the main belt and in their delivery to the
inner solar system. The orbits in Fig. 1 are colour-coded accord-
ing to their chaotic orbital evolution timescales, as calculated by
Knežević & Milani (2007), with red being the most chaotic. The
asteroids in the outer main belt (2.96 < 0 < 3.28 0D) with mod-
erate eccentricities are highly chaotic because of the overlap of
high-order, Jovian mean motion resonances and these Jovian reso-
nances have a role in the delivery of asteroids to the outer Mars-
crossing-zone (Dermott & Murray 1983). The asteroids in the IMB
(2.1 < 0 < 2.5 0D) with moderate eccentricities are also highly
chaotic (Fig. 2d), but in this case the chaos arises from a dense
web of high-order, 2-body, Martian and Jovian mean motion res-
onances and various secular and 3-body resonances (Milani et al.
2014). These resonances also have a role in the delivery of asteroids
to the Mars-crossing-zone (Morbidelli & Nesvorný 1999).

In Fig. 1b, we show that the majority of the asteroids in the
Mars-crossing zone are in the IMB. The scattering lifetimes of aster-
oids in the Mars-crossing zone decrease with decreasing semimajor
axis and, on that basis, we might expect a deficiency of Mars-
crossing asteroids in the IMB. The fact that we observe the opposite
implies that the IMB Mars-crossing zone must have abundant, on-
going sources of replenishment implying, in turn, that the IMB is a
major source of both near-Earth asteroids (NEAs) and meteorites, a
conclusion that has previously been reached through an assessment
of the efficacy of the likely escape routes (Gladman et al. 1997;
Granvik et al. 2017, 2018). One aim of this paper is to present new
observational evidence that may allow us to determine and quantify
how the IMB asteroids are transported to the inner Mars-crossing
zone.

The asteroids in the IMB are bound in 0 − � space by the
resonant escape hatches at the 3:1 Jovian mean motion resonance at
0 = 2.5 0D, where the orbital periods of Jupiter and an asteroid are
in the ratio 3:1, and at the a6, eccentricity-type, secular resonance
at semimajor axes, a6 (�) given by

a6 (�) = 4.99332sin2� − 0.28734sin� + 2.10798 0D. (1)

MNRAS 000, 1–23 (2021)
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Figure 1. Panel A: A scatter plot of proper eccentricity 4 and semimajor
axis, 0 of all the asteroids in the IMB with absolute magnitude � < 15. The
colours indicate the maximum Lyapunov Characteristic Exponents, mLCE
of the orbits, as calculated by (Knežević & Milani 2007), with red being the
most chaotic (mLCE > 0.00012 year−1) and black the most stable (mLCE
< 0.00012 year−1). In the Mars-crossing zone, which is shaded green, the
orbit of an asteroid can cross that of Mars. The width of this zone depends
on the orbital eccentricity of Mars which varies from near zero to ∼0.14
on a 2 "H timescale (Murray & Dermott 1999). The upper bound of the
zone corresponds to Mars in a circular orbit. The brown shaded region is
the Jupiter-crossing zone. Panel B: A histogram of the semimajor axes of
the asteroids in the Mars-crossing zone.

(Delbo’ et al. 2019). These asteroids have proper (or long-term
average) orbital elements in the ranges: 2.1 < 0 < 2.5 0D,
0 < 4 < 0.325, and 0 < � < 17.8 346, where 0, 4 and � are,
respectively, the proper semimajor axis, the proper eccentricity and
the proper inclination (Knežević & Milani 2007).

The families in the IMB, as defined by (Nesvorný et al. 2002,
2015) using the Hierarchical Clustering Method (HCM), are listed
in Table 1 and shown in Fig. 2. HCM is a clustering algorithm
(Zappala et al. 1990) that defines a critical velocity difference be-
tween neighbouring orbits in 0 − 4 − � space that is chosen to avoid
family overlap. This critical velocity difference has no dynamical
significance and the HCM cannot be used to attach the asteroids in
the extensive family halos to their parent families, or to separate the
family-halo asteroids from the non-family asteroids. This is a major
problem for the analysis described in this paper. To minimize that
problem, we confine our analysis to a small patch of the IMB that
is devoid of asteroids originating from the major families and from
the halos of those families. To avoid observational bias, we also

confine our analysis to asteroids with � < 16.5 and less than the
IMB completeness limit (Dermott et al. 2018; Hendler & Malhotra
2020).

The distribution of the inclinations of the non-family asteroids
are shown in Figs. 2 and 3. The IMB is special in that there are
no major asteroid families with proper � > 9 346 and above that
inclination there is also a marked decrease in the asteroid number
density in 0 − � space (Fig. 3a). Numerical investigations of the
stability of the orbital inclinations show that any transport of as-
teroids between the � < 9 346 and the � > 9 346 asteroid groups
by chaotic orbital evolution can be discounted (Appendix A). This
group of 4,400 high-inclination (� > 9 346), non-family asteroids
(Table 2), that we assume is devoid of all major family asteroids
and the asteroids in the halos of those families, is the focus of our
investigation.

In Table 2, we divide the 63,692 asteroids in the IMB with
� < 16.5 into groups according to their probable origins. The
majority (92.1%) of the asteroids in the IMB have � < 9 346

and, following Nesvorný et al. (2002, 2015), we divide these low-
inclination asteroids into family (45.1%) and non-family (47.0%).
However, the low-inclination (� < 9 346), non-family asteroids
consist of both halo asteroids originating from the families and
non-family asteroids of unknown origin. In Fig. 4, we show the
orbital elements of all the larger asteroids in the IMB with � < 12.
For reference, an asteroid with � = 12 and albedo, � = 0.07 (CC)
or 0.24 (NC) has a diameter, � = 20 :< or 11 :<, respectively. It is
noticeable that a majority of these larger asteroids, particularly those
in the range 2.3 < 0 < 2.5 0D, are not associated with any known
family. An important question is whether these large non-family
asteroids are primordial, or whether they are also the products of
catastrophic collisions and members of ghost families, that is, old
families with dispersed orbital elements.

If we assume that the non-family asteroids that are not halo
asteroids are distributed uniformly in 0 − � space, then using equa-
tion (1) and assuming that the average inner edge of the 3:1 Jovian
mean motion resonance is at 0 = 2.478 0D, we calculate from equa-
tion (1) that the ratio of the areas in 0 − � space available to the
� > 9 346 and the � < 9 346 asteroid groups is 0.43461. Then, using
the observation that 4,400 non-family asteroids have � > 9 346, we
estimate that the number of non-family asteroids with � < 9 346

that are not halo asteroids is 10,124 (Table 2). It follows that the
total number of family and family-halo asteroids with � < 16.5 is
48,588 or 76.2% of all the asteroids in the IMB. Thus, about three
quarters of the asteroids in the IMB originate from just six asteroids
(Massalia, Nysa-Polana-Eulalia, Flora and Vesta). In later sections,
we present evidence that the remaining asteroids originate from a
small number of ghost families. By estimating the number of these
ghost families, we are able to estimate the number of source aster-
oids of the meteorites and the NEAs that originate from the IMB.
We note here that the calculations listed in Table 2 also imply that
all the major families listed by Nesvorný et al. (2015) must have
significant numbers of interlopers that originate from ghost fami-
lies. In addition, the large sizes of the non-family asteroids shown
in Fig. 4 imply that the probability of an asteroid being an interloper
increases with increasing asteroid size.

The incremental distribution of a collisional cascade is de-
scribed by

log 3# = 1� + 2, (2)

where 3# is the number of asteroids in a box of width 3� and 2 is
a constant for asteroids with the same albedo. A cascade spanning
all sizes must have 1 < 0.6, otherwise most of the mass would be

MNRAS 000, 1–23 (2021)
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Figure 2. Panel A: A scatter plot of the proper inclination � and semimajor axis, 0 of all the asteroids in the IMB with absolute magnitude, � < 16.5. The
major families, as defined by Nesvorný et al. (2015), are shown colour-coded. The dashed curve is the a6 secular resonance. Panel B: An 0, � scatter plot of the
non-family asteroids with points colour-coded according to their mLCEs, red being the most chaotic as in Fig. 1. Panel C: The major families in the IMB. The
green-shaded region is the Mars-crossing zone. Panel D: An 0, 4 scatter plot of the non-family asteroids with points colour-coded according to their mLCEs,
red being the most chaotic. Panel E: The minor families with high inclinations. Panel F: Non-family asteroids with high inclinations. The blue arrow indicates
that Yarkovsky forces transport small asteroids to the bounding resonances.

Table 1. Nesvorny (2015) families in the IMB with � < 16.5 ordered by inclination � .

# Family N 0<8= (0D) 0<0G (0D) 4<8= 4<0G �<8= (346) �<0G (346)

410 27 Euterpe 177 2.2969 2.4578 0.1751 0.2014 0.45 1.22
404 20 Massalia 1,450 2.3260 2.4801 0.1390 0.1888 0.84 1.82
405 44 Nysa-Polana-Eulalia 7,975 2.2433 2.4825 0.1245 0.2220 1.82 3.88
402 8 Flora 7,226 2.1664 2.3978 0.1034 0.1802 2.79 7.17
407 302 Clarissa 36 2.3871 2.4145 0.1037 0.1098 3.24 3.56
417 108138 2001 GB11 1 2.4649 2.4649 0.1525 0.1525 3.93 3.93
406 163 Erigone 777 2.3143 2.4224 0.1913 0.2207 4.34 5.85
403 298 Baptistina 1,305 2.2014 2.3263 0.1234 0.1672 4.76 6.66
408 752 Sublimities 175 2.4013 2.4882 0.0817 0.1023 4.79 5.68
412 21509 Lucascavin 1 2.2812 2.2812 0.1269 0.1269 5.23 5.23
411 1270 Datura 3 2.2347 2.2349 0.1534 0.1535 5.30 5.30
401 4 Vesta 9,631 2.2407 2.4897 0.0747 0.1323 5.37 7.75

Family (� > 9 346)
413 84 Klio 259 2.2726 2.4601 0.1741 0.2114 8.29 11.18
415 313 Chaldea 101 2.3399 2.4596 0.2117 0.2432 9.79 12.03
409 1892 Lucienne 98 2.4270 2.4801 0.0841 0.1049 14.26 14.74
414 623 Chimaera 87 2.4054 2.4887 0.1331 0.1625 14.12 15.36
416 329 Svea 35 2.4280 2.4895 0.0797 0.1023 15.81 16.38

in the smallest asteroids and the total mass in the cascade would
be infinite (Durda & Dermott 1997). Dohnanyi (1969) calculated
that an equilibrium cascade would have a slope, 1 = 0.5. However,
the slopes of the SFDs of the large asteroids in the major families
are observed to be > 0.6 and in the case of the Vesta family and
the Nysa-Polana-Eulalia family complex, the slopes are close to

unity (Fig. 5). These steep slopes are likely to be at least partly
the result of either the total bombardment history of the precursor
asteroids before their catastrophic disruption or the dynamics of
crater formation.

In Fig. 6, we see that the slopes of the SFDs of the smaller
asteroids (� > 14) in the major families vary with � and tend to

MNRAS 000, 1–23 (2021)
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Table 2. Nesvorny (2015) family and non-family asteroids in the IMB with � < 16.5.

IMB asteroids with � < 16.5 Number %

0 = 1 + 2 + 3 + 5 All 63,692 100.0
1 Family (� > 9 346) 580 0.9
2 Non-family (� > 9 346) 4,400 6.9
3 Family (� < 9 346) 28,757 45.1
4 Non-family (� < 9 346) 29,955 47.0

5 = 2 × 2.3 Estimate of non-family (� < 9 346) that are non-halo 10,124 15.9
6 = 4 − 5 Halo asteroids (� < 9 346) 19,831 31.1
ℎ = 3 + 6 Family + halo asteroids (� < 9 346) 48,588 76.2
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Figure 3. Panel A: The red histogram shows all the Nesvorný et al. (2015)
non-family asteroids with � < 16.5, the IMB observational completeness
limit. The blue histogram, that has been normalized to have an equal area,
shows the small (16.0 < � < 16.5) non-family asteroids. Comparison of
these two histograms shows that there is a marked lack of small asteroids
with high inclinations. Panel B: Quadratic polynomial fits to the SFDs (with
3� = 0.5) for the asteroids in the separate major families (yellow), the
non-family (� < 9 346) asteroids (magenta), the non-family (� > 9 346)
asteroids (blue) and the asteroids in the Mars-crossing zone (green). Nominal
asteroid diameters have been calculated from H assuming an albedo of 0.13.

zero for � between 17 and 18. Given that our data set is observation-
ally complete, this depletion of small asteroids cannot be ascribed
to observational selection. The existence of large families is evi-
dence that small asteroids are created by cratering events and by
the catastrophic destruction of large asteroids. Therefore, we must
expect collisional evolution to continuously change the SFDs of the
smaller family asteroids. However, collisional evolution is not the
only process that determines the observed SFDs. We argue here that
the decrease of the slopes of the SFDs with increasing � seen in
Fig. 6b is evidence that small asteroids are lost from the system by
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Figure 4. Panel A: An 0, 4 scatter plot of all the asteroids in the IMB
with absolute magnitude, � < 12. Panel B: An 0, � scatter plot of all
the asteroids in the IMB with absolute magnitude, � < 12. Non-family
asteroids are coloured black. The colours of the family asteroids correspond
to those shown in Fig. 2. Asteroids in the prominent Flora family are coloured
cyan. A CC asteroid with � = 12 and albedo, � = 0.07 has a diameter,
� = 20 :<. An NC asteroid with � = 12 and albedo, � = 0.24 has a
diameter, � = 11 :<.

several mechanisms, including Yarkovsky-driven orbital evolution.
We consider that Dohnanyi’s equilibrium cascade model that pre-
dicts a linear log-log SFD with slope 1 = 0.5, must fail because
once these small asteroids have left the system, an equilibrium col-
lisional cascade cannot be established because there are too few
small asteroids capable of destroying the larger asteroids.

In Fig. 3a, we observe that the SFD of the major families, taken
as a whole, and the SFD of low-inclination (� < 9 346), non-family
asteroids are closely similar, supporting the argument that the low-
inclination (� < 9 346), non-family asteroid group is dominated by
the asteroids in the major-family halos that have SFDs similar to
their parent families (Dermott et al. 2018). In contrast, in Fig. 3b
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Figure 5. Panels A-F: The vertical dotted lines show the ranges of � used in
fitting the linear slopes of the SFDs of the large asteroids. Panels D-F: We also
show linear fits to the small family asteroids in the range 16.5 > � > 13.5.
In all of the panels, the vertical dashed line is the observational completeness
limit in the IMB, � = 16.5 (Dermott et al. 2018).

we observe that the high-inclination (� > 9 346), non-family group,
which is devoid of both major-family and family-halo asteroids,
has a markedly different SFD: these high-inclination, non-family
asteroids are deficient in small asteroids. This depletion of small
asteroids in high inclination orbits is also evident in Fig. 3a. In
contrast, the SFD of the asteroids in the Mars-crossing zone has an
excess of small asteroids, suggesting that the asteroids that replenish
that zone are predominantly small asteroids.

The key observation that we discuss in this paper is the varia-
tion with � of the mean inclination, � of the high-inclination (� > 9
346), non-family asteroids shown in Fig. 7. Plotting the data binned
in � shows that the mean � increases with increasing asteroid size
(or decreasing �) (Dermott et al. 2018). This correlation, that is sig-
nificant at the 7f level, breaks down for asteroids with � < 13.5, a
value that corresponds approximately to the changes in the slopes of
the SFDs shown in Fig. 5. By binning the same data in �, we observe
that the decrease in mean � with increasing � is a property of the
high-inclination (� > 9 346), non-family asteroids alone. We argue
that it is also significant that the space in the IMB above � ≃ 15
deg and below the a6 resonance is a desert that is almost devoid of
asteroids (Fig. 2f). We argue that both of these observations can be
accounted for by the actions of Yarkovsky radiation forces.

3 ASTEROID LOSS MECHANISMS

Mutual gravitational interactions force the eccentricities of the plan-
etary orbits to vary periodically on timescales of between ∼50,000
and ∼500,000 years (Murray & Dermott 1999). An eccentricity-
type secular resonance occurs when the average rate of change of
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Figure 6. Panel A: Quadratic polynomial fits to the SFDs (with 3� = 0.1)
for the asteroids in the separate major families, for the non-family (� > 9
346) asteroids, and for the asteroids in the Mars-crossing zone. Nominal
asteroid diameters have been calculated from � assuming an albedo of 0.13.
Panel B: Variation with absolute magnitude, � of the slopes to the quadratic
fits shown in panel A.

the longitude of an asteroid’s pericenter equals one of the eigen-
frequencies of the planetary system. In general, the location of an
eccentricity-type secular resonance depends on 0, 4 and �. However,
all of the asteroids in our IMB data set have � < 17.8 346 and for
these inclinations the a6 resonance is remarkable in that its location
is largely eccentricity independent (Morbidelli 2002). Yarkovsky
forces transport small asteroids in the IMB to one of the bounding
resonances, either the 3:1 Jovian resonance or the a6 resonance,
depending on the spin direction of the asteroid (Bottke et al. 2002):
witness the spread in the semimajor axes of the family asteroids
shown in Fig. 2. On encountering the a6 resonance, numerical inte-
grations by Farinella et al. (1994) have shown that resonant forces
increase the eccentricity while the semimajor axis and the proper in-
clination remain unchanged with the result that the asteroid remains
in resonance as the eccentricity increases to values approaching
unity, allowing asteroids to fall into the Sun. Similar large increases
in eccentricity occur when asteroids are captured in the 3:1 Jovian
mean motion resonance (Wisdom 1985). Once either of these res-
onances is encountered, asteroids are lost from the asteroid belt on
timescales∼ 106 HA that are small compared with the transportation
timescales.

To account for the observed correlations between the mean
inclinations and the mean sizes of the high-inclination (� > 9 346)
asteroids, we need a loss mechanism that is dependent on the proper
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Figure 7. Panel A: Variation of the mean proper inclination of the high
inclination (� > 9 346), non-family asteroids with absolute magnitude, � .
The data is shown binned in � , but the slope has been determined from the
individual points in the range 16.5 < � < 13.5. Panel B: Variation of the
mean absolute magnitude, � of all the non-family asteroids in the IMB with
proper inclination, � . In contrast to panel A, the data in panel B are shown
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inclinations. Uniquely in the IMB, the transport of small aster-
oids to the escape hatches at the bounding resonances, driven by
Yarkovsky radiation forces, provides such a mechanism. Thermal
emission from a rotating asteroid is anisotropic with respect to the
Sun-asteroid line and this anisotropy results in a weak force that,
depending on the spin direction of the asteroid, expands or con-
tracts the orbit. In the IMB, the separation in semimajor axis of
the two escape hatches is determined by the proper inclination and
this separation decreases almost linearly from ∼0.3 0D at � = 9 346

to zero at � = 17.8 346 (Fig. 2f). The solar radiation intercepted
by an asteroid increases as �2, while the asteroid inertia increases
as �3 with the result that the asteroid acceleration increases as
1/�, a result that has been confirmed by measuring the rates of
change of the semimajor axes of very small near-Earth asteroids
(NEAs) (Greenberg et al. 2020). The rates of change of the semi-
major axes of the asteroids due to the Yarkovsky radiation forces do
not depend on their inclinations, but in the IMB the lengths of the
escape routes to the bounding resonances decrease with increasing
inclination (Fig. 2f). This results in a depletion of the smallest as-
teroids, with the highest rates of change of semimajor axis, from the
high-inclination orbits.

We need to consider the loss of asteroids from the IMB due
to the action of four mechanisms: collisional and rotational de-
struction; chaotic orbital evolution; and Yarkovsky-driven transport
of small asteroids. Yarkovsky-driven transport is the only mecha-
nism driving the asteroids to the escape hatches at the bounding

resonances and we will show that Yarkovsky driven loss could be
the dominant loss mechanism in the size range that we investi-
gate. Greenberg et al. (2020) used radar and optical observations of
NEAs to estimate the strength of the Yarkovsky forces experienced
by very small asteroids. They ignored the less important seasonal
component of the Yarkovsky force and used the diurnal component
to calculate that the average rate of change of the semimajor axis is
given by

30

3C
= ±b 3

4c

1
√
0

1

1 − 42

!⊙
2
√
�"⊙

1

�d
, (3)

where !⊙ and "⊙ are, respectively, the solar luminosity and the
solar mass, 2 is the speed of light, and � and d and are, respectively,
the diameter and mean density of the asteroid. The Yarkovsky ef-
ficiency, b, depends on the spin pole obliquity and the thermal
properties of the asteroid (Bottke et al. 2002). On evaluating this
equation, Greenberg et al. (2020) obtain

30

3C
= ±7.2

( b

0.1

)

√

1 0D

0

( 1

1 − 42

) ( 1 :<

�

) (2000 :6 <−3

d

) 10−4 0D

"HA
.

(4)

The range of semimajor axes in our models corresponding to � =

13.5 346 is 0.17 0D. Over this small range, we ignore the variation
of the Yarkovsky force and use an average value of 0 = 2.4 0D. We
also ignore the eccentricity term. With these approximations, for
asteroids in our non-family, high-inclination (� > 9 346) data set,
equation (4) reduces to

1

0

30

3C
= ±2.0 b

( 1 :<

�

) (2000 :6 <−3

d

)

�HA−1. (5)

While we expect 30/3C ∝ 1/�, it is possible that other factors
influence this dependence. For example, Bolin et al. (2018) consid-
ers that thermal inertia varies with asteroid size. Accordingly, in our
models we do not assume that U = 1, rather we use the asteroid size-
inclination correlation to determine the dependence of 30/3C on �.
Following Bolin et al. (2018)), we use the more general expression

1

0

30

3C
= ±

( 1

)Y

) (1 :<

�

)U
, (6)

where )Y is the Yarkovsky timescale, and determine U from the
observations through modeling. The two largest uncertainties in
)Y are b, the Yarkovsky efficiency, and d, the bulk mean density.
From observations of near-Earth asteroids, Greenberg et al. (2020)
estimate that b ranges from near-zero to over 0.7 with a median
value of 0.12+0.16

−0.06 . Carry (2012) finds that the mean density of
small, porous asteroids varies with diameter, � and for small C-
type and S-type asteroids could be, respectively, as small as 600
:6 <−3 and 2,300 :6 <−3. Our data set has equal numbers of CC
and NC asteroids (see Fig. 14) and Carry (2012) lists the average
density of C and S-type asteroids as 1,570 :6 <−3 and 2,660 :6

<−3 respectively, suggesting an average density of about 2,000 :6

<−3. Assuming that b = 0.12 and d = 2, 000 :6 <−3, we estimate
from the observations of Greenberg et al. (2020) that)Y = 4.0�HA .
However, we note that this estimate assumes that the spin rates and
spin directions of the asteroids and also their masses are constant.
Over the age of the solar system, this may not be the case and we
need to distinguish between short-timescale evolution, as measured
by the NEA observations, and the average timescale corresponding
to orbital evolution over ∼108 HA or longer.

Other loss mechanisms that do not depend on the orbital in-
clination include catastrophic disruption, rotational disruption and
orbital evolution associated with the dense web of weak resonances
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that feeds asteroids into the Mars-crossing zone. Jacobson et al.
(2014) argue that for the asteroids in our size range (1 . � . 10
:<), the dominant loss mechanism is YORP-induced rotational dis-
ruption (Rubincam 2000) for which

)YORP = 10
( �

1 :<

)2
"HA. (7)

This timescale is even more uncertain than the Yarkovsky timescale,
partly because of uncertainties in the thermal efficiencies and the
mean densities, but also because the YORP forces depend on the un-
known asymmetrical shapes of the asteroids. Jacobson et al. (2014)
also state that the timescale of catastrophic disruption,)38BA is given
by (Rubincam 2000) for which

)disr = 450
( �

1 :<

)1/2
"HA (8)

and the timescale, )A>C on which collisions change the asteroid spin
directions is given by

)rot = 130
( �

1 :<

)3/4
"HA. (9)

However, a problem with the latter two estimates is the assumption
that the SFD of the main belt asteroids is described by a Dohnanyi-
type equilibrium collisional cascade and this needs to be questioned.

For heuristic purposes, let us consider a solid asteroid of di-
ameter � and impact strength ( disrupted by an asteroidal bullet of
diameter 3 and relative velocity + . If we assume that a fraction 5

of the kinetic energy of the bullet is available to disrupt the larger
asteroid, and that both asteroids have the same density, then if we ig-
nore any variation of the impact strength with diameter, the critical
ratio 3/� does not depend on � and is given by

3

�
>

( 2(

5+2

)1/3
. (10)

The collisional lifetime of the asteroid is then determined by the
cross-sectional area of the target asteroid and the number of asteroid
bullets with diameters greater than some critical diameter, a number
that is determined by the SFD of the asteroid bullets. The purpose
of this heuristic argument is to point out that one major source of
uncertainty in this estimate is the uncertainty in the SFD of the
asteroid bullets. If we assume, following Dohnanyi (1969), that the
cumulative number of asteroids with diameter > 3 is given by

# = �3−? , (11)

where � is a constant and that in an equilibrium cascade ? = 51 =

5/2 (Dohnanyi 1969; Durda & Dermott 1997), then it follows that
the collisional lifetime is ∝ 35/2/�2 ∝ �1/2 (cf. equation (8)).
The weakness of this analysis (apart from the facts that the effective
strength of an asteroid and the magnitude of f are not independent
of size) is that we have no strong evidence that the asteroid belt can
be described by an equilibrium cascade. Furthermore, Yarkovsky
forces and other loss mechanisms act to remove small asteroids
from the main belt on timescales comparable with the collisional
lifetimes, making it difficult for an equilibrium cascade with 1 = 0.5
to be established. We do have good observations of the SFD of
those asteroids with � < 16.5, but these asteroids are disrupted
by smaller asteroids for which 3/� ∼ 0.1 and the SFD of these
smaller asteroids, that are observationally incomplete, is currently
uncertain.

If, again for heuristic purposes, we consider the possibly more
relevant case of the disruption of a gravitationally bound, rubble-pile
asteroid, then the critical mass, m of the bullet needed to overcome

the gravitational forces binding an asteroid of mass " is given by

5
1

2
<+2 >

12

5

�"2

�
. (12)

In this case, assuming + = 5 :</B, the critical diameter ratio is
given by

3

�
>

(4c�d�2

5 5 +2

)1/3
= 0.005

( 0.1

5

) ( d

2000 :6 <−3

)1/3 ( �

1 :<

)2/3
.

(13)

Hence, the critical bullet size increases as �5/3 and, assuming
as before that ? = 51 = 5/2, the lifetime of the target asteroid
varies as �13/6. However, while noting that this dependence on �

is closely similar to the dependence on � of the YORP rotational
disruption timescale, which proves to be useful in Section 7 where
we discuss the SFD of the Vesta family, we also note that we have
little confidence in this relation because of our lack of knowledge
of the SFD of the small asteroid bullets or the size variation of the
factor 5 .

Given that our aim is to place observational constraints on
the various asteroid loss timescales, all of these loss mechanisms
should be modelled separately. However, in any given size range
one mechanism tends to dominate and we are able to show, from
the observations, that for asteroids with diameters in the range ∼1 to
∼10 :< orbital evolution due to Yarkovsky radiation forces could
be the dominant loss mechanism. It is therefore expedient to reduce
the number of variables by bundling all the loss mechanisms that
do not depend on the inclination into one other group and writing

1

# (�)
3# (�)
3C

= −
( 1

)L

) (1 :<

�

)V
, (14)

where )L is the timescale of these other loss mechanisms and
# (�)3� is the number of asteroids with diameters in the range
� to � + 3�.

4 MODELS AND RESULTS

Our models depend on four assumptions. The first assumption is
that asteroid loss is driven by several mechanisms, but only one of
these loss mechanisms depends on the orbital inclination. The sec-
ond assumption is that, as suggested by the present distribution of
high-inclination (� > 9 346) orbits shown in Fig. 2f, the initial as-
teroid distribution in 0− � space was uniform. The third assumption
is that the SFD of the high-inclination asteroids was initially linear
on a log-log scale and that this SFD had some unknown slope, 1.
The assumption of uniformity is key to our analysis as it allows us
to separate the effects of the inclination-dependent loss mechanism
from those of the other loss mechanisms. Given these three assump-
tions, our models depend on the five parameters U, )Y, V, )L, and
1 defined by equations (2), (6), and (14). We constrain our models
by the three sets of observations shown in Fig. 8: (1) <�> vs. �, (2)
the SFD, and (3) <�> vs. �. We also assume (and this is the fourth
assumption) that the asteroids are collisionally evolved. However,
here we allow for any changes in size by simply assuming that the
asteroids in the model have evolved for an average time Cevol that
may be less than the age of the solar system. In the Tables 3 and 4,
we list values of)Y and )L assuming that Cevol = 4.6 �HA . However,
it should be noted that our models only calculate ratios of periods
and that all the modeled values of )Y and )L scale with Cevol. More
details of our methods are given in Appendix B.

Binning the data in H and plotting <�> vs. �, implies that
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Figure 8. Models for the depletion of all the high-inclination, non-family asteroids in the IMB due to (a) a Yarkovsky force that changes the semimajor axes
on a timescale )Y, and (b) all other loss mechanisms that do not depend on the proper inclination, � and result in loss of asteroids on a timescale )L. U and
V describe the dependence of these timescales on the asteroid diameter, �, 1 is the slope of the initial SFD and 2 is a normalizing constant that determines
the total number of asteroids in the distribution. Panel A: Variation of the mean proper inclination of the high inclination (� > 9 346), non-family asteroids
with absolute magnitude, � . The data is shown binned in � , but the slope has been determined from the individual points in the range 16.5 < � < 13.5.
Panel B: Variation of the mean absolute magnitude, � of all the non-family asteroids in the IMB with proper inclination, � . In contrast to panel A, the data in
panel B are shown binned in proper inclination. The curves in panels A and B are the best-fit curves with U = 1 and the Yarkovsky timescale, )Y = 13.4 �HA .
Panels C-H use the same values of )Y and U, but allow V to take the values of 0.5 (panel C), 1.0 (panel E) and 2.0 (panel G). The values of )L are the best-fit
values found from the models. Panels C, E and G show the fractional losses due to the separate loss mechanisms as a function of � . The magenta curve shows
the SFD at time zero and the blue curve the SFD after 4.6 �HA of evolution. The green and orange curves show, respectively, the total number of asteroids
lost through the resonance escape hatches and the total number lost through all other loss mechanisms. Panels D, F and H compare the model SFDs with the
observations with V increasing from 0.5 to 2.0. The grey points in panels D, F and H are not used in the fits.
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Table 3. Best fit for the Yarkovsky loss timescale, )Y.

U )Y (�HA ) j2
a

0.6 20.3+2.0
−1.8 1.01

0.7 18.2+1.8
−1.5 0.94

0.8 16.4+1.6
−1.4 0.90

0.9 14.8+1.5
−1.3 0.88

1.0 13.4+1.4
−1.2 0.89

1.1 12.1+1.2
−1.0 0.91

1.2 11.0+1.1
−0.9 0.95

1.3 10.0+1.1
−0.9 1.01

1.4 9.1+1.0
−0.8 1.08

1.5 8.3+0.9
−0.8 1.17

1.6 7.6+0.9
−0.8 1.26

1.7 6.9+0.9
−0.7 1.37

1.8 6.4+0.8
−0.7 1.49

1.9 5.8+0.8
−0.6 1.61

2.0 5.3+0.8
−0.6 1.74

Note: j2
a is calculated using the plot of <�> vs. � , Fig. 8c, and the
calculated value of )Y assumes that Cevol = 4.6 �HA .

we are effectively tracking the inclinations of asteroids that have
one particular size. Given the assumption that the initial asteroid
distribution was uniform in 0 − � space, that is, that both the initial
SFD and the initial number density in 0− � space were independent
of both 0 and �, it follows that the modeled variation of <�> with
� (with the data binned in � – Fig. 8a) and the modeled variation
of <�> with � (with the data binned in � – Fig. 8b) are independent
of the SFD and depend only on the Yarkovsky timescale )Y and the
parameter U shown in equation (6). By minimizing j2

a in the plot
of <�> vs. �, (Fig. 8a), we obtain the best-fit )Y as a function of
U and find from the observations that U is close to unity (Table 3).
Assuming that U is unity, we find that )Y/Cevol = 2.9± 0.3, and that
if Cevol = 4.6 �HA , then the best-fit)Y = 13.4±1.3 �HA . The quoted
uncertainty is that which makes j2

a 10% greater than the minimum.
The plots of the modeled SFD in Fig. 8 depend on both

Yarkovsky orbital evolution and the other loss mechanisms. By set-
tingU = 1.0, CY = 13.4�HA , Cevol = 4.6�HA (that is,)Y/Cevol = 2.9)
and using various values of V, we can remove the <�> vs. � plot
from our j2

a analysis and focus on the roles of )L and 1. In Table 4
and Fig. 8 we show our model results for V = 0.5, 1.0 and 2.0. The
fit for the SFD for � < 16.5 is largely insensitive to the value of V.
However, after more asteroid discoveries have been made and the
completeness limit has been extended to, say, � = 18, that will not
be the case and information will then be available on the other loss
mechanisms. Assuming that V = 2 gives the best fit, the minimum
j2
a occurs for 1 = 0.55 and)L/)Y = 0.16±0.03. If Cevol = 4.6 �HA ,

then the best-fit)L = 2.2±0.3 �HA (Table 4). Again, the uncertainty
is that which makes j2

a 10% greater than the minimum. The model
results in Fig. 8g show that for � < 16.5, Yarkovsky-driven loss
through the resonant escape hatches is the dominant asteroid loss
mechanism. We also note that the value of 1 (= 0.55) that minimizes
j2
a is close to the critical value of 0.6 for which the SFD has equal

mass in each size interval, 3� (Durda & Dermott 1997).
The footprints of Yarkovsky forces in the asteroid belt pro-

duced by the transport and loss of asteroids are (1) the V-shaped
distribution of family asteroids in semimajor axis and inverse diam-
eter (1/�) space and (2) the sharp truncation of some of the fam-

Table 4. Best fit for the other loss timescale, )L.

U )Y (�HA ) V 1 )L (�HA ) j2
a

1.0 13.4 2.0

0.5 7.4+5.5
−2.2 2.01

0.55 2.2+0.3
−0.2 1.87

0.6 1.3+0.1
−0.1 2.00

0.65 1.2+0.1
−0.0 5.58

0.7 1.1+0.1
−0.0 14.3

0.75 1.0+0.1
−0.0 26.5

0.8 0.9+0.1
−0.0 40.3

1.0 13.4 1.0

0.5 12.5+10.1
−4.9 2.07

0.55 3.6+0.4
−0.4 1.93

0.6 2.1+0.1
−0.1 1.86

0.65 1.5+0.1
−0.1 1.88

0.7 1.1+0.1
−0.0 2.10

0.75 0.9+0.1
−0.0 2.29

0.8 0.8+0.1
−0.0 2.31

1.0 13.4 0.5

0.5 11.9+10.2
−3.7 2.11

0.55 3.4+0.4
−0.4 2.02

0.6 2.0+0.1
−0.1 1.96

0.65 1.4+0.1
−0.1 1.90

0.7 1.1+0.1
−0.1 1.93

0.75 0.9+0.1
−0.0 1.98

0.8 0.7+0.1
−0.0 2.56

Note: j2
a is the mean j2

a of the SFD plot and the plot of <�> vs. � ,
Fig. 8b, d, and the calculated value of )Y assumes that Cevol = 4.6 �HA .

ilies at the major Kirkwood gaps (Farinella & Vokrouhlicky 1999;
Bottke et al. 2002). However, these pivotal observations do not es-
tablish an orbital evolution timescale and the ages of the families can
only be inferred by using estimates of the strengths of the Yarkovsky
forces or by extrapolating from the NEA orbital evolution observa-
tions. Our observation that the mean size of the surviving asteroids
in the IMB increases with increasing inclination is therefore useful
because we are able to interpret this size-inclination correlation in
terms of the ratios of timescales: the Yarkovsky timescale, )Y de-
fined by equation (6), the other timescale, )L defined by equation
(14), and the time of orbital evolution, Cevol.

If we now assume that the asteroids in our data set are primor-
dial with sizes unchanged since the time of their formation, then
Cevol = 4.6 �HA and )Y = 13.4 ± 1.3 �HA . This timescale is 3.4
times larger than the 4 �HA timescale derived from observations of
the NEAs (Greenberg et al. 2020). The discrepancy is even larger if
we reduce our estimates of the lengths of the asteroid escape routes.
We have assumed that the length, ! of the escape route is deter-
mined by the exact location of the a6 resonance. In Fig. 9, we show
the asymmetrical distribution of the asteroids in the IMB Chaldaea
family. Morate et al. (2019) suggest that this marked asymmetry is
due to the loss of those asteroids that while not located at the exact
location of the a6 resonance were sufficiently close to that reso-
nance to ensure their removal. This is consistent with the estimate
of Morbidelli & Vokrouhlický (2003) that asteroids are lost from
this secular resonance at locations given by

a6 (0) = 2.12 + 6.003sin(�)2.256 0D. (15)

cf. equation (6). Use of equation (15) in the determination of !

results in a reduction in L of ∼0.2 and a corresponding increase in
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)Y. Thus, our estimate of )Y based on Cevol = 4.6 �HA could be ∼4
times larger than the NEA estimate.

One possibility for this unacceptably large difference is that
the NEA timescale describes changes over short periods of time and
assumes, appropriately, that the orbital evolution rates are constant.
However, over times longer than ∼108 HA we must allow for changes
in the spin directions of the asteroids and the consequent changes in
the signs of 30/3C. Orbital evolution over long timescales could be
more like a random walk and this would result in a large increase in
our estimate of the orbital evolution timescale (Bottke et al. 2015).
A second possibility is that the small asteroids have experienced
significant mass loss due to erosion and therefore their masses have
steadily decreased with time (Holsapple 2020). A third possibility
is that the time of evolution, Cevol is effectively less than the age of
the solar system. This would be the case if the majority of asteroids
in our data set are collision products. In our models, the time of
evolution, Cevol would then refer to the average time over which the
asteroids have had their current sizes. The most numerous asteroids
in our data set have � = 16.5, corresponding to diameters of 2.5
:< and 1.4 :< for asteroids with albedos of, respectively, 0.07
(CC) and 0.24 (NC). The collision lifetimes of the asteroids are
uncertain, but given that small asteroids with 1 < � < 10 :< are
probably rubble-piles it is unlikely that these small asteroids are
primordial (Holsapple 2020). While we do not discount the first
two possibilities, and indeed consider that all three possibilities are
probably operative, we note that the third possibility implies that the
small asteroids in our data set must be members of ghost families.

5 EVIDENCE FOR GHOST FAMILIES

Our explanation for the size-inclination correlation observed in the
IMB is based on the unique dynamics of the IMB and assumes
an asteroid distribution that was initially uniform in 0 − � space.
In Fig. 10a, we test this assumption by comparing the initial and
final inclination distributions implied by the model shown in Fig. 8g
(V = 2). We note that this model accounts for the near-total loss of
those asteroids with � > 15 346 and that 80% of the other asteroids
in the initial distribution (with � < 16.5) have also been lost. In
Fig, 10b, we show that the largest observed deviation from the
predicted final distribution is 16% and while this deviation is small,
supporting the assumption of initial uniformity, it is not negligible.
The scatter plot of the proper eccentricities and inclinations of the
asteroids in our complete data set, Fig. 10c, shows strong hints of
non-uniformity, with possible ghost families located at �∼12.5 346

and �∼9.5 346 that could account for the deviations shown in Fig.
10b.

If these putative ghost families were initially clustered in 0−4−
� space, then any clustering in the semimajor axes would have been
lost through large-scale orbital evolution. Equation (3) shows that
the eccentricities do not significantly affect the rates of change of
the semimajor axes and therefore any eccentricity clustering cannot
affect the size-inclination correlation. This is supported by the plots
shown in Fig. 11. In Fig. 11a, we have divided our data set into two
inclination ranges (9 < � < 11 346) and (11 < � < 18 346). The
SFDs of both groups shown in Figs. 11b and 11c are well accounted
for by the model shown in Fig. 8g (V = 2) and, as expected, the
higher inclination group shows the largest loss of small asteroids.
The asteroids in the lower inclination group have a wide range of
eccentricities (see Fig. 10c). In Fig. 11d, we divide the asteroids
in this group into low and high-eccentricity groups and show that
the observed SFDs have no significant differences. Thus, while

it is possible, and probably likely, that the asteroids in our data
set are members of ghost families, our model for the loss of the
small asteroids from those families, that is based on an initially
uniform distribution of inclinations, could be a good first-order
approximation.

If all the asteroids in the IMB that do not derive from the known
families are members of old ghost families and originate from the
catastrophic disruption of a few large asteroids, then separating the
asteroids into CC and NC groups and analyzing their orbital el-
ement distributions could yield some supporting evidence for the
existence of these ghost families. Approximately half (2,422 out of
4,400) of the asteroids in our data set have measured WISE albedos
(Masiero et al. 2014). The distribution of these albedos shown in
Fig. 12 is bimodal with a mean albedo, � ≃ 0.13 and the asteroids
can be divided into two numerically near-equal groups of CC aster-
oids (1,200 with � < 0.13) and NC asteroids (1,222 with � > 0.13).
The distributions of the eccentricities and inclinations of these two
groups are shown in Figs. 13 and 14. The eccentricity and inclina-
tion distributions of the CC and NC groups are both significantly
different. The difference in the mean eccentricities of the CC and NC
asteroids shown in Fig. 14a is 0.0249 ± 0.0022, a difference that is
significant at the 11f level. However, because the WISE data are ob-
servationally incomplete, we must examine whether observational
bias could be responsible for these observed orbital element differ-
ences. The asteroids in our data set have � < 16.5 and therefore
the data set, as a whole, is devoid of any observational bias. In Figs.
14b and 14d we compare the distributions of the eccentricities and
inclinations of the combined CC and NC asteroids, that comprise
about half of our data set, with those of the complete data set. The
differences of the eccentricity and the inclination distributions of
the complete and the incomplete data sets, when normalized to have
equal weight, are negligible, implying that observational bias does
not account for the large orbital element differences shown in Figs
14a and 14c. Given that the CC and the NC asteroids were scattered
into the present asteroid belt from reservoirs with different helio-
centric distances, we might expect the two groups to have different
mean eccentricities and if that were the only observation to be con-
sidered we could argue that it supports the idea of formation in two
separate reservoirs. However, the observed inclination distributions
do not have a simple mean difference and we conclude from this
that the observed orbital element differences favour a ghost family
origin. Other evidence for the existence of old asteroid families in
the IMB with highly dispersed orbital eccentricities and inclinations
has been presented by Delbo’ et al. (2017) and Delbo’ et al. (2019).

Following Ivezić et al. (2002), we have used the Sloane Digital
Sky Survey (SDSS) colours, 0∗ and 8− I, to divide the asteroids into
CC and NC groups. CC asteroids have 0∗ < 0 and NC asteroids have
0∗ > 0 and 8 − I < −0.15. However, the SDSS asteroid colour data
are severely incomplete, only 364 CC and 649 NC asteroids of the
4,400 asteroids in our data set have SDSS colors and this incomplete
data is not useful for statistical purposes. The SFDs of the CC and
NC groups, as determined from the WISE albedo data alone, are
shown in Fig. 15. While both the CC and NC groups show a lack
of small asteroids, both groups are also observationally incomplete
and therefore, at present, we cannot make any useful deductions.
In Fig. 16, using the WISE albedo data alone both to separate the
asteroids into CC and NC groups and to determine their diameters,
we show the separate diameter-inclination correlations of the two
groups. The observed correlations are consistent with those of the
absolute magnitude-inclination correlations of the complete data set
shown in Fig. 7. However, given that the WISE CC and NC data are
incomplete we cannot, at present, use these plots to determine either
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Figure 9. Panels A, B and C: Distributions of the absolute magnitude, proper inclination, and proper eccentricity of the asteroids in the Chaldea family.
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Figure 10. Panel A: The black histogram shows the observed distribution of the high-inclination (� > 9 346) non-family asteroids with � < 16.5. The red
histogram shows the initial distribution of the high-inclination asteroids in the model shown in Fig. 8a. The initial distribution of the model is set by the shape
of the a6 secular resonance (the smooth, normalized curve). Specifically, the total number of asteroids at a given inclination is proportional to the distance
between the a6 secular resonance and the 3:1 Jovian mean motion resonance. The blue histogram shows the distribution of the high-inclination (� > 9 346)
non-family asteroids after 4.6 �HA of evolution. Panel B: The difference between the predicted and observed distributions of the high-inclination (� > 9 346)
non-family asteroids after 4.6 �HA of evolution. The magnitude of the largest deviation is 16% of the expected number. Panel C: A scatter plot of the proper 4
and the proper � of the high-inclination (� > 9 346) non-family asteroids.
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Figure 11. Panel A: SFDs of the high inclination non-family asteroid group
are divided into two ranges of inclination: 9 < � < 11 346 and 11 < � < 18
346. Panels B and C: Comparison of the observed SFDs shown in Panel
A with predictions of the model shown in Figure 8a. Panel D: SFDs of the
asteroids with inclinations in the range 9 < � < 11 346 divided into low
and high eccentricity groups.
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Figure 12. Distribution of the WISE albedos for 2,422 of the 4,400 asteroids
in the IMB with � > 9 346 and� < 16.5 (Masiero et al. 2014). The average
measured albedo is 0.130. The 1,200 CC asteroids with albedo < 0.130 have
an average albedo of 0.073. The 1,222 NC asteroids with albedo > 0.130
have an average albedo of 0.239.

the ages or the thermal properties of the separate asteroid groups. In
Fig. 17, separate scatter plots of the eccentricities and inclinations
of those asteroids with WISE albedos and those with SDSS colours
show that the � > 15 deg asteroid desert is clearly present in both
the CC and NC groups. Most of the asteroids in the CC group with
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Figure 13. Scatter plots of all the non-family asteroids in the IMB with high inclinations (� > 9 346), � < 16.5, and WISE albedos, �. Those asteroids with
� < 0.13 are designated as CC, those with � > 0.13 are designated as NC. The green shaded region is the Mars-crossing zone and a6 is the secular resonance.
The WISE albedo data is incomplete. Of the 4,400 high inclination asteroids in the IMB, 1,200 are CC, 1,222 are NC and thus 45% are undesignated.

� > 14 346 reside in the Chimaera and Svea families. Given the low
4 and � dispersions of these two families, it is likely that most of the
asteroids with these high inclinations are only present because they
are recent (< 108 HA) collision products. In Section 7, we argue that
the degree of loss of small asteroids is a measure of the family age.

6 SIZE-ECCENTRICITY CORRELATIONS

The observed size-inclination correlation of the asteroids in the IMB
is evidence that small asteroids are transported towards the Sun by
Yarkovsky forces. As a result of this evolution, asteroids entering
the a6 secular resonance experience an increase in their eccentric-
ities (Farinella et al. 1994) causing their pericentres to enter the
Mars-crossing zone. After scattering by Mars this could result in
some asteroids being fully transported to the Mars-crossing zone
before eventually being scattered out of the main belt. This could
account for the observations, shown in Fig. 3b and Fig. 6, that
the Mars-crossing zone has an excess of small asteroids. However,
other observations of the orbital elements of the asteroids in the
Mars-crossing zone show that this may not be the only mechanism
that feeds small asteroids into that zone. The distribution of the
semimajor axes of the asteroids currently in the zone is shown in
Fig. 2d. The asteroids mostly have semimajor axes in the range
2.15 < 0 < 2.45 0D. If orbital evolution through the a6 resonance
was the only mechanism feeding asteroids into the Mars-crossing
zone, then given the shape of the locus of the resonance in 0 − �

space (Fig. 2b), we might expect most of the asteroids in the zone

to have inclinations, � > 8 346. Comparison of the inclinations
of the asteroids in the Mars-crossing zone with those in the IMB
as a whole, after scaling for equal numbers, shows that this is not
the case. In Fig. 18, we observe that for asteroids in the IMB with
� < 16.5, the ratio of the number of asteroids with inclinations
either greater or less than 8 degrees, # (� > 8 346)/# (� < 8 346)
is 0.124±0.013 while for those asteroids in the Mars-crossing zone
alone the ratio is 0.288±0.093. Thus, the number of asteroids in the
Mars-crossing zone with � > 8 346 is excessive and this supports
the argument that the a6 resonance has a significant role in replen-
ishing the zone. However, Fig. 18 also shows that the majority of
asteroids in the zone have inclinations, � < 8 346 indicating that
there are other sources of replenishment. Because the majority of
the asteroids in the zone have low inclinations, these other sources
are probably associated with the major families and their halos.

In Fig. 2b, we see that the shape of the distribution of asteroids
in a-I space is close to triangular and we have shown that this results
in the observed size-inclination correlation. In Fig. 2d, we see a
similar, but less pronounced, triangular distribution of asteroids in
0 − 4 space caused by the positive slope of the boundaries of the
Mars-crossing zone. Because of this positive slope, the length of
the escape route between the 3:1 Jovian mean motion resonance
and the Mars-crossing zone decreases with increasing eccentricity.
Assuming an initially uniform distribution in 0 − 4 space of those
non-family asteroids with � > 9 346 and using the same argument
that we used to account for the observed size-inclination correlation,
we might expect the mean eccentricity of the remaining asteroids to
increase with decreasing �. However, the distribution of the mean
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Figure 14. Panels A and B compare the 4 and � distributions of those high
inclination (� > 9 346) asteroids with WISE albedos (Masiero et al. 2014).
These 2,422 asteroids with � > 9 346 and � < 16.5 have been divided by
their albedos into two near-equal number groups: CC (� < 0.13) and NC
(� > 0.13). Panels C and D compare the combined 4 and � distributions of
these CC and NC asteroids with those distributions of the 4,400 asteroids in
the observationally complete set, scaled so that the distributions have equal
numbers.
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eccentricities shown in Fig. 21a displays the opposite trend: the
mean eccentricities decrease with decreasing �. This correlation
is significant at the 3f level and, while not discounting this loss
mechanism, we show here that resonant interactions of the asteroids
with Mars and Jupiter may provide a more productive mechanism.

Chaos in the IMB arises from a dense web of high-order
resonances (Milani et al. 2014) and numerical integrations by
Morbidelli & Nesvorný (1999) suggest that these resonances could
have a role in the delivery of asteroids to the Mars-crossing-zone.
However, their numerical integrations do not include the effects of
Yarkovsky forces and a resonance can only exist if it is strong enough
to withstand those forces. A mean motion resonance arises if some
argument, q of the orbital elements librates rather than circulates.
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Figure 16. These plots are similar to those shown in Fig. 7, but here we
have divided the data for the high inclination, non-family asteroids into CC
and NC groups as determined by their WISE albedos. Panels A and B:
Variation of the mean proper inclination with asteroid diameter, �. The
data is shown binned in log�, but the slope has been determined from the
individual points in the range 16.5 < � < 13.5. Panel A shows the CC
data and Panel B shows the NC data. Panels C and D: Variation of the mean
asteroid diameter, � with proper inclination, � . In contrast to panels A and
B, the data in panels C and D are shown binned in proper inclination.
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Figure 17. Panels A and B: 0, 4 and 0, � scatter plots of all the asteroids
in the IMB with � < 16.5 and � > 9 346. The family asteroids are
colour-coded. The non-family asteroids have been divided into two near-
equal number groups of CC and NC asteroids according to their WISE
albedos (Masiero et al. 2014). Panels C and D show similar scatter plots for
asteroids divided into CC and NC groups according to their SDSS colours
(Parker et al. 2008).

For 2-body resonance,

q = 8_� + 9_% + As� + BΩ� + Cs% + DΩ%, (16)

where 8, 9 , A , B, C, D are integers, and _, s, Ω denote the mean
longitude, the longitude of pericentre and the longitude of node.
The subscripts �, % refer to an asteroid and to a particular planet
(� , " , � refer to Earth, Mars and Jupiter). Because the orbital
frequencies, ¤_ = = are much greater than the rates of change of the
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Figure 18. Histograms of the inclination distributions of (a) all asteroids in
the IMB with � < 16.5 and (b) the asteroids in the Mars-crossing zone
shown in Fig. 2d.
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black points refer, respectively, to Jovian and Martian resonances.

pericentres and nodes, the condition for resonance, ¤q ≃ 0 requires
that

8=� + 9=% ≃ 0, (17)

where |8 + 9 | = @ is the order of the resonance. The distribution of
the locations of all the 2-body Martian and Jovian resonances in the
IMB with order @ ≤ 30 is shown in Fig. 19. Assuming that ¥_� is
the dominant term in the equation for ¥q, the equation of motion of
the resonant argument reduces to the pendulum equation,

¥q = ±a2sinq + ¤=�, (18)

where a is the libration frequency and ¤=� is the rate of change of
the mean motion due to the Yarkovsky forces acting on the asteroid
(Murray & Dermott 1999). For a resonance to exist, the resonant
argument q must librate and the sign of ¥q must change periodically.
Therefore, the Yarkovsky force must satisfy the stability condition

| ¤=� | < a2 . (19)

The full libration width, Δ=� of a resonance is defined by the maxi-
mum width of the separatrix that separates libration from circulation
and is given by

Δ=� = 4a/8 (20)

(Dermott & Murray 1983). Using the expression for the Yarkovsky

timescale given in equation (6), the stability condition, equation
(19) can be written as

Δ=� >
4

8

( 3=�
2)Y (�/1 :<)

)1/2
. (21)

The ability of a resonance to withstand the Yarkovsky forces is
determined solely by the width of the resonance.

Fig. 2d shows an 0, 4 scatter plot of the IMB non-
family asteroids with the points colour-coded according to their
maximum Lyapunov Characteristic Exponents as calculated by
Knežević & Milani (2007) with red being the most chaotic. Fig.
20, a high-resolution version of Fig. 2d, shows that the regions of
enhanced chaos are mostly associated with 2-body Martian reso-
nances and that the widths of the chaotic zones expand as the ec-
centricities increase and the asteroid pericentre distances approach
the Mars-crossing zone. The condition for resonance, equation (17)
implies that in the presence of a drag force the perturbing planet
and the asteroid must exchange energy, � and angular momentum,
! such that
1

=�

( 3=�

3C

)

A4B =
1

=%

( 3=%

3C

)

A4B (22)

and the resonance is maintained (we use a subscript A4B to denote
bodies in resonance). High-order resonances are multiplets of many
arguments and the disturbing function describing their perturbing
potential consists of a large number of terms of comparable strength.
For @ = 30, this number is ∼@2.3 ≈ 2, 500. Consequently, analytical
methods that use a truncated disturbing function containing a single
resonant argument, that may be appropriate for the analysis of res-
onances involving, for example, the satellites of the major planets,
cannot be used for the analysis of the high-order resonances in the
IMB. Nevertheless, we can use a truncated disturbing function to
estimate the magnitudes of the perturbing forces.

For a 2-body resonance between an asteroid and a planet,
the strongest term in the planet’s disturbing function is usually
associated with an e-type resonance with an argument

q = 8_� + 9_% − (8 + 9)s�. (23)

For this resonant argument, the leading term in the disturbing func-
tion has the form (cosq. To lowest order in eccentricity,

( = (�<?/0?)V 5 (U)4 |8+ 9 |�
(24)

and the associated libration frequency is given by

a2
= 382 (U/V) | 5 (U) | (<%/"⊙)4 |8+ 9 |�

=2
� (25)

where � is the gravitational constant, "⊙ is the mass of the Sun,
<% is the mass of the perturbing planet, U(< 1) is the ratio of the
semimajor axes and 5 (U) is a function of Laplace coefficients. If
the orbit of the perturbing planet is external to that of the asteroid,
then V = 1, otherwise V = U. The total energy of this 2-body system
is given by

� = −�"⊙<%

20%
− �"⊙<�

20�
. (26)

Before capture into resonance (subscript =>=A4B), the Yarkovsky
force on the asteroid results in a rate of change of energy of the
asteroid,

( 3�

3C

)

=>=A4B = −�"⊙
3

<�

0�

1

=�

( 3=�

3C

)

=>=A4B . (27)

After capture into resonance, energy is exchanged between the as-
teroid and the planet to maintain the resonance and

( 3�

3C

)

A4B = −�"⊙
3

(<%

0%
+ <�

0�

) 1

=�

( 3=�

3C

)

A4B . (28)
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Figure 20. The top panel shows a high-resolution histogram of IMB asteroids with � < 16.5 and semimajor axes spanning a narrow range of 0.011 0D. The
lower panel is an 4, 0 scatter plot of the asteroids in that range. The colours indicate the maximum Lyapunov Characteristic Exponents, mLCE of the orbits,
as calculated by Knežević & Milani (2007), with red being the most chaotic (mLCE>0.00012 year−1) and blue the most stable (mLCE<0.00012 year−1). All
the Martian mean motion resonances of order, @ ≤ 30 are shown and labelled. For example, at 0 = 2.225 0D, we show the 30A-17M resonance, where A
is the asteroid mean motion and M is the mean motion of Mars. We also show the location of the 10A-3E resonance involving the mean motion of Earth, E.
The curves that bracket each of these resonances represent the maximum libration widths associated with the strongest eccentricity term in the full disturbing
function. The dashed line denotes the asteroid eccentricity (4 = 0.31) needed for the asteroid to cross the orbit of Mars when the eccentricity of Mars is zero.
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Figure 21. Panel A: Variation of the mean proper eccentricity of the high inclination (� > 9 346), non-family asteroids with absolute magnitude, � . The data
is shown binned in � , but the slope has been determined from the individual points in the range 16.5 < � < 13.5. Panels B and C: The data shown in Panel
A have been divided into two groups according to their eccentricities with 4 > 0.18 in Panel B and 4 < 0.18 in Panel C.

Given that rate of change of � before and after capture into reso-
nance is unchanged, and assuming that <�/<% ≪ 1,

( 3=�

3C

)

A4B =
<�

<%

0%

0�

( 3=�

3C

)

=>=A4B . (29)

If, for simplicity, we now consider a coplanar system, then given
that the rate of change of the total angular momentum of the system,

! = <�0
2
�=� (1 − 42

�)
1/2 + <%0

2
%=% (1 − 42

%)
1/2 (30)

before and after capture into resonance is also unchanged, and as-
suming that 42

�
≪ 1, we have

1

0�

( 30�

3C

)

=>=A4B

(

1 − =�

=%

)

= −242
�

1

4�

( 34�

3C

)

A4B . (31)

This expression depends only on the existence of the resonance and
not on the order of the resonance. For an asteroid with an orbit

external to that of Mars, =�/=% < 1, hence

B86=
( 34�

3C

)

A4B = −B86=
( 30�

3C

)

=>=A4B (32)

and the eccentricity evolution timescale, )4 is given by

|)4 | =
( 1

4�

( 34�

3C

)

A4B

)−1
=

242
�

(1 − =�/=% )
|)Y (�/1 :<) |. (33)

For =�/=% = 13/23 (see Fig. 20) and 4� = 0.15, |)4 | ≈
0.1|)Y (�/1 :<) |. This timescale has been estimated for a coplanar
system and is therefore a minimum. For the more realistic non-
coplanar case, as long as the system is stable against the action of
Yarkovsky forces, the system will hop chaotically between reso-
nant states that involve both the eccentricities and the inclinations
(Dermott et al. 1988) and this chaotic hopping increases both the
eccentricity and the inclination evolution timescales.

The variations of the libration widths with eccentricity, 4� up
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to those eccentricities at which neighbouring resonances overlap
are shown in Fig. 20. This figure includes all the 2-body resonances
of order, @ ≤ 30. The libration widths have been calculated for the
coplanar case by numerically averaging the full disturbing function
with Mars in a circular orbit. The magnitude of the leading term (

in the expansion of the full disturbing function depends on 4
@

�
and if

@ is high one might expect the high-order resonances shown in Fig.
20 to be of little dynamical significance. However, this argument ne-
glects the fact that the coefficient 5 (U) in ( increases exponentially
with @ with the result that the libration widths increase markedly
with increasing 4� and become comparable for resonances of all
orders as the Mars-crossing zone is approached. Fig. 2d shows that
the orbits just below the Mars-crossing zone in 0 − 4 space are
highly chaotic. If an asteroid that is evolving either towards or away
from the Sun becomes trapped in a mean motion resonance, then
the action of the gravitational forces alone results in an increase
in the dispersion of the orbital eccentricities (see Appendix A). In
addition, the Yarkovsky forces driving the small asteroids into the
mean motion resonances act, depending on the asteroid spin direc-
tions, to either increase or decrease the eccentricities. The asteroid
spin directions are critical because if the eccentricity decreases, then
the strength of the resonance also decreases leading to the loss of
the asteroid from the resonance. For that reason, Yarkovsky forces
could have a role in driving small asteroids into high-order mean
motion resonances where, on average, their eccentricities increase
resulting in transport to the Mars-crossing zone.

Are the resonances strong enough to withstand the Yarkovsky
forces, that is, are the libration widths large enough to satisfy the
stability condition given by equation (21)? If we assume, based
on the NEA observations, that the Yarkovsky timescale is 4 × 109

HA , then a stable resonance could withstand the Yarkovsky force
on a 1 :< asteroid if it has a libration width >0.00027 346/HA
or 4 × 10−6 0D. For 4� & 0.2, these widths are small compared
to the libration widths shown in Fig. 20. Meteorite-sized bodies
with diameters as small as 1 < would need libration widths larger
by a factor

√
1, 000, that is widths ∼0.0001 0D, but even these

widths are comparable to those shown in Fig. 20. It may be possible
that some of these resonances have had a role in the delivery of
meteorites to Earth. A meteorite-sized body with �∼1 < would
have an eccentricity evolution timescale, )4∼4 × 105 HA which is
shorter than the Cosmic Ray Exposure ages of some chondritic
meteorites (Eugster et al. 2006). However, we must emphasize that
all of these high-order resonances are not stable and an analysis
of the dynamics based on a truncated disturbing function is of
limited value. Rather than asking if a resonance can withstand a
Yarkovsky force, we need to determine if the time spent in a resonant
multiplet is significantly longer than the time needed to traverse
that multiplet in the absence of any resonant interactions. If the
time spent in the multiplet is longer than the Yarkovsky transit
time, then this could result in an increase in the dispersions of the
eccentricities and inclinations. Hence, those asteroids with orbits
close to the Mars-crossing zone could traverse a large number of
high-order resonances before diffusing into the Mars-crossing zone
and eventually leaving the main belt. A full numerical analysis of
this dynamical flow problem is beyond the scope of this paper.
Here, we support the above discussion concerning the possible role
of high-order mean motion resonances, and the critical role of the
asteroid eccentricity, by showing that the asteroid size-eccentricity
correlation shown in Fig. 21a and Fig. 21b is a property of the high
eccentricity asteroids alone (those with 4� > 0.18) and does not
exist in the low-eccentricity asteroid group (Fig. 21c).

Table 5. Age of the Vesta family from the two-mechanism model.

1 U )Y (�HA ) V )L (�HA ) )Vesta (�HA ) j2
a

0.5

1.0 13.4 2.0

7.4 3.2+0.5
−0.5 14.3

0.55 2.2 3.5+0.3
−0.3 10.8

0.6 1.3 3.7+0.2
−0.2 8.15

0.65 1.2 4.4+0.2
−0.1 6.55

0.7 1.1 4.7+0.0
−0.1 7.34

0.75 1.0 4.8+0.0
−0.1 14.9

0.8 0.9 4.7+0.0
−0.1 35.4

Note: j2
a is calculated in the SFD plot, Fig. 23b.
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Figure 22. Panel A: Quadratic polynomial fits to the SFDs (with 3� =

0.1) for the low-inclination (� < 6.58 346) asteroids in the Vesta family
compared with the SFD of the Vesta family as a whole after scaling to
allow for the different numbers of asteroids in the two groups. Two curves
are shown but they are indistinguishable. Panel B: The same plots for the
high-inclination (� > 6.58 346) asteroids in the Vesta family. Panels C and
D: Similar plots for the high-eccentricity and the low-eccentricity asteroids
in the Vesta family. Panels E and F: Similar plots for the high-semimajor
axis and the low-semimajor axis asteroids in the Vesta family. In each case
two curves are shown, but they are nearly indistinguishable.

7 THE AGE OF THE VESTA FAMILY

Having placed constraints on the timescale of Yarkovsky-driven
orbital evolution and on the timescales of the other asteroid loss
mechanisms, we now analyze the effects of these same forces on the
SFD of an asteroid family. If we assume that the SFD of the small
asteroids in a given family was initially linear on a log-log scale,
then modeling leads to a determination of the initial slope, 1 of the
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Figure 23. Panel A: Model for the loss of the Vesta family asteroids due to (a) a Yarkovsky force that changes the semimajor axis on a timescale )Y and (b)
all other loss mechanisms that do not depend on the proper inclination with timescale )L. U and V describe the dependence of these timescales on the asteroid
diameter, �, 1 is the slope of the initial SFD and 2 is a normalizing constant that determines the total number of asteroids in the distribution. The magenta
curve shows the SFD at time zero and the blue curve the SFD after 4.4 �HA of evolution. The green and orange curves show, respectively, the total number of
asteroids lost through the resonances and the total number lost through the other loss mechanisms. Panel B: Comparison of the model SFD with the observed
SFD. The grey points in panel B are not used in the fit.
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Figure 24. Panels A and C: Distributions in 1/� − 0 space of the asteroids in the Massalia and Vesta families with no limit on � . Diameters, � have been
calculated assuming albedos of 0.210 (Massalia) and 0.423 (Vesta). The V-shaped lines for Massalia correspond to the fit determined by Milani et al. (2014).
Panels B and D are the corresponding number density plots with linear spacing of the contour plots. In panels C and D, we have drawn in two sets of V-shaped
lines. The lower set corresponds to an age, CVesta = 1.3 × 109 HA , the upper set corresponds to an age half as short, CVesta = 6.2 × 108 HA .

SFD and allows us to place constraints on the age of the family.
This analysis is not useful if a family is a conglomerate of several
families with different ages. This is the case for the Nysa-Polana-
Eulalia family complex and probably the case for the Flora family
(Brouwer 1951; Tedesco 1979; Zappala et al. 1990). This analysis
is also not useful if a family is young and the Yarkovsky forces have
not had sufficient time to change the SFD, but it is useful if the
family is not young and has a single, dominant source.

Fig. 6 shows that the SFD of the small asteroids (� > 14) in

the Vesta family is well-defined and quite distinct from the SFDs
of other IMB major families: the Nysa-Polana-Eulalia complex and
the Flora family, and also from the SFDs of the high-inclination
non-family asteroids and the asteroids in the Mars-crossing zone.
The Vesta family as defined by Nesvorný et al. (2015) has 9,631
members with � < 16.5 (Table 1). Given that in the IMB the ratio
of family+halo asteroids to family members alone is 1.7 (Table 2),
the Vesta members listed by Nesvorný et al. (2015) are probably a
fraction . 0.6 of the complete family. This leaves open the possi-
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Figure 25. A linear fit to the SFD of the Massalia family. The data is shown
binned in � , but the slope has been determined from the individual points
in the range 16.5 < � < 13.5.

bility that the halo asteroids that are more displaced from the family
centre in 0 − 4 − � space may have an SFD that is different from the
core SFD. To explore that possibility, in Fig. 22 we split the aster-
oids in the Nesvorný family into groups and compare the SFDs of
(a) the low-inclination and the high-inclination family members, (b)
the low-eccentricity and the high-eccentricity family members, and
(c) the family asteroids with low-semimajor axis (asteroids moving,
on average, towards the Sun) and those with high-semimajor axis
(asteroids moving, on average, away from the Sun). We observe that
all groups, regardless of their orbital elements, have SFDs that are
close to indistinguishable from the SFD of the family as a whole.

The Vesta family was probably formed by the impact that cre-
ated the giant ∼500 :< diameter and ∼20 :< deep Rheasilvia basin
that overlies and partially obscures the smaller (∼400 :< diameter)
and older Veneneia crater (Marchi et al. 2012; Burbine et al. 2017).
To constrain the age of the Vesta family from the observed shape
of the SFD of the small asteroids (� > 14), we assume that the
impact that created the Rheasilvia basin was the dominant event
that created the family and we introduce the age of the basin, CVesta
as a model parameter. We keep the initial slope of the SFD, 1 as a
free parameter, but set U = 1, V = 2 and )Y, )L to the best-fitting
values derived from the models for the high-inclination (� > 9 346),
non-family asteroids shown in Fig. 8g. The best-fitting model for
the Vesta family has 1 = 0.65 and CVesta/)Y = 0.33 ± 0.015 (Fig.
23 and Table 5). Using the value of )Y = 4 �HA derived from the
NEA observations, we estimate that CVesta = 1.3 ± 0.1 �HA . This
age is consistent with the age, ∼1 �HA , obtained from Vesta surface
crater counts (Marchi et al. 2012). However, we argue here that our
age estimate is likely to be a significant underestimate. The NEA
observations do not allow for collisional evolution or for changes in
spin directions and therefore these observations are not applicable
to the small asteroids in a family that is old.

We do not have a direct measurement or a theoretical prediction
of the size distribution of the rocks in the interior of a rubble-pile
asteroid or of those rocks produced by a cratering event. In addition,
we must allow that the size distribution of a family of rubble-pile
asteroids that may have been destroyed and reaccumulated many
times since their initial formation may differ from the initial SFD
acquired on formation. Sánchez & Scheeres (2014) adopt in their
models of rubble-pile interiors, partly on the basis of the Hayabusa
spacecraft observations of the distribution of the rocks on surface of
the asteroid Itokawa (Mazrouei et al. 2014; Michikami et al. 2008),
a cumulative size distribution, # = �3−? with ? = 51 = 3. A

distribution with 1 = 0.6 corresponds to an SFD that has equal mass
in each size interval, 3�. In Fig. 24a, we show the distribution in
0−1/� (:<) space of the asteroids in the Massalia family. Massalia
has an albedo, � = 0.210 (Tedesco et al. 2004) and an observational
completeness limit of � = 16.5 corresponds to a diameter, � =

1.45 :< or 1/� = 0.7 :<−1. Therefore, the asteroids in Fig. 24a
are observationally incomplete. Nevertheless, the figure has several
features of interest. The analysis of Milani et al. (2014) shows that
the 1 :< diameter asteroids have a spread in semimajor axes, Δ0 =

±0.063 0D and we have used that result to plot the V-shaped lines
shown in Fig. 24a. The density of 20 Massalia is 3,540 :6/<3, but
we allow for some porosity in the family members and assume a
density of ∼3,000 :6/<3. Then, using the NEA observations, we
calculate that for the Massalia family asteroids, )Y ∼6 �HA and the
age of the family is ∼ 1.6× 108 HA . Thus, the family is young and in
calculating this age it may be appropriate not to make any allowance
for changes in the spin directions or for the collisional evolution
of the asteroids. Hanuš et al. (2018) have shown that the larger
asteroids in the Eos family, those with diameters & 7− 10 :<, have
spin directions that are probably largely unchanged since the time
of family formation. Nesvorný et al. (2015) and Brož & Morbidelli
(2013) estimate that the age of the Eos family is between 1.5 and
1.9 �HA which is about 10× older than the Massalia family and,
on that basis, we would expect the young Massalia family members
with � & 2 :< to have largely unchanged spin directions. This is
partly confirmed by the distinctive distribution of asteroids shown
in Fig. 24a that is clearly V-shaped and has a central depletion of
asteroids. Fig. 25 shows that this young family, which may have
experienced minimal collisional and spin direction evolution, has a
linear log-log SFD with a slope consistent with 1 = 0.6 and close
to the initial slope that we have deduced for the Vesta family.

Both the Massalia family and the Vesta family were created by
cratering events (Milani et al. 2019). However, the present distribu-
tion in 0−1/� (:<) space of the asteroids in the Vesta family shown
in Fig. 24c is quite different from that of the young Massalia family.
The central depletion in the Massalia distribution decreases as 1/�
increases and is absent for 1/� & 1.2 :<−1. In the Vesta family,
the central depletion is absent at all diameters and there is only
weak evidence of a V-shaped distribution. The Vesta distribution
suggests that most of the Vesta family asteroids have experienced
collisional evolution and significant changes in spin directions. It
should be noted that changes in spin direction can occur without as-
teroid disruption, but asteroid disruption always results in changes
in the spin directions. Consider an asteroid evolving towards the
Sun. If that asteroid is disrupted, then immediately after disruption
the collision products will be distributed on a near-vertical line in
0 − 1/� (:<) space. However, these collision products will not all
have the same spin direction as that of the precursor asteroid. Thus,
these collision products will then evolve both towards and away
from the Sun, suggesting that the spread of small asteroids in old
families should resemble a random walk. We do not have observa-
tions of the spin directions of the small asteroids to confirm this
suggestion, but we do observe in Figs. 22c and 22f that the SFDs
of the family asteroids with 0 < 0Vesta and those with those with
0 > 0Vesta are indistinguishable. We also note that the V-shaped
distribution of the Massalia family asteroids in 0 − 1/� (:<) space
implies, as seen in Fig. 24b, that < 1/� (:<) > increases with
increasing distance from the family centre. In contrast, the distribu-
tion of < 1/� (:<) > of the Vesta family shown in Fig. 24d has a
strong central concentration, implying that over the full semimajor
axis range of the family the asteroids could be evolving both towards
and away from the Sun without regard to their distances from the
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family centre. The Vesta family shown in Fig. 24 is truncated on the
left by overlap with members of the Flora family and on the right
by the 3:1 Jovian resonance. For reference, in Figs. 24c and 24d we
have drawn in two sets of V-shaped lines. The lower set corresponds
to an age, CVesta = 1.3× 109 HA , the upper set corresponds to an age
half as short, CVesta = 6.2 × 108 HA If we ignore the size and spin
direction evolution of the Vesta asteroids, then we estimate from the
shape of the SFD that the age of this family is > 1.3 ± 0.1 �HA .
However, given that it is likely that both the size and the spin direc-
tions of the small asteroids have evolved, it follows that this age is
an underestimate. We note that for both the high-inclination, non-
family asteroids and the Vesta family, Cevol/)Y ≃ 1/3, consistent
with our argument that both groups of asteroids have had similar
evolutionary histories and that both have ages comparable to the age
of the solar system.

8 CONCLUSIONS

Using a data set that is devoid of observational selection effects and
the biases introduced by the major asteroid families and their halos,
we have shown that there are statistically significant correlations
between the sizes, inclinations and eccentricities of IMB asteroids.
We have also shown that for asteroids in the diameter range ∼1
:< to ∼10 :<, these correlations are determined by the action of
Yarkovsky forces driving small asteroids into the a6 secular reso-
nance, the Jovian 3:1 mean motion resonance, and into numerous
high-order Martian mean motion resonances. Evidence for the a6
resonance driving asteroids into the Mars-crossing zone is provided
by the observed size-inclination correlation and it follows that an
equal number of IMB asteroids have been driven into the Jovian
3:1 mean motion resonance. The observations that the asteroids in
the Mars-crossing zone have predominantly low inclinations (� < 8
346), and that the mean size of the IMB asteroids with 4 > 0.18,
but not those with 4 < 0.18, decreases with increasing eccentricity
suggest that asteroids are also transported into the Mars-crossing
zone by Yarkovsky forces driving small asteroids into numerous
high-order Martian mean motion resonances. Mechanisms other
than Yarkovsky-driven orbital evolution may also have a role in the
loss of small asteroids from the IMB. These mechanisms include
collisional and rotational disruption and the continuous loss of mass
through erosion. It is likely that both collisions and YORP forces
have changed the spin directions of the small asteroids resulting in
a random walk of the semimajor axes driven by Yarkovsky forces.

If the asteroids in our high-inclination, non-family data set are
primordial, with sizes unchanged since the time of their formation,
then Cevol = 4.6 �HA and )Y = 13.4 ± 1.3 �HA , a value that is unac-
ceptably larger than the 4 �HA timescale derived from observations
of the orbital evolution of near-Earth asteroids (Greenberg et al.
2020). There are at least three explanations for this large discrep-
ancy and all three explanations could be valid and operative. The
first explanation is that the asteroids are collisionally evolved. If we
ignore spin reversal and use the orbital evolution timescale derived
from the NEA observations, then )Y = 4 �HA and the average age
of the asteroids, Cevol = 1.4 �HA , a value very much less than the
age of the solar system. The second explanation is that the small as-
teroids have experienced spin reversal with consequent increases in
their orbital evolution timescales. We have not modeled the effects
of stochastic changes in the spin directions, but the implication
of these two explanations, acting together, is that the time over
which, on average, the orbits of the small asteroids have evolved is
1.4 < Cevol < 4.6 �HA . The third explanation is that the asteroids

have experienced gradual mass loss due to erosion and the orbital
evolution timescale is underestimated because, on average, over the
time of their orbital evolution, the masses of the small asteroids
were greater than their present masses.

By applying these loss mechanisms to the evolution of the SFD
the Vesta asteroid family, we estimate that the age of this family is
> 1.3 ± 0.1 �HA and is likely to be comparable with the age of the
solar system. Previous methods of dating the age of the Vesta fam-
ily have used chronologies based on the counting of craters. These
methods rely on the assumption that the impact rates on the surfaces
of bodies in the inner solar system are time invariant. Our models
of the evolution of an asteroid family indicates that this assumption
may not be justified. It is clear from the observed SFDs of the major
families in the IMB that these SFDs now have a peak, implying that
the SFD of a given family, particularly with respect to the small
family members, is strongly time dependent. If the initial SFD of
a major family was linear on a log-log scale, then the number of
asteroids in that family would have been determined by the number
of the smallest members, but that number would have decayed on
timescale . 108 HA and much less than the age of the solar system.
If the total number of asteroids in the main belt has been determined
by the destruction of a small number of large asteroids, then it likely
that the impact rates on the surfaces of the asteroids has varied
with time and cannot be used as standard clocks. This argument
is similar to the argument that has been pursued with respect to
the origin of the major solar system dust bands (Durda & Dermott
1997; Dermott et al. 2002) and is consistent with the observations
and conclusions of Heck et al. (2017) that the meteorite flux has
varied over geological time as asteroid disruptions create new frag-
ment populations that then slowly fade away due to collisional and
dynamical evolution.

The smallest and most abundant asteroids in our data set have
� < 16.5 and, depending on the assumed asteroid albedo, their
diameters range from 1.4 to 2.5 :<. That these small asteroids
are unlikely to be primordial is supported by the observation that
the distributions of the eccentricities and the inclinations of the
CC and NC asteroids in our high-inclination, non-family data set
are significantly different. We conclude that it is most likely that
these asteroids are members of ghost families originating from the
catastrophic disruption of a small number of large asteroids. This
conclusion is further supported by the non-random distribution of
the CC and NC asteroids in 4− � space. However, we note that while
the current asteroids in the IMB are probably derived from a small
number of large asteroids, it does not follow that all asteroids were
formed big. Any asteroids that were formed small would have been
lost shortly after their transfer to the main belt and these asteroids
may have left no trace of their existence (Milani, A. 2018, private
discussion).

Our analysis of the dynamical evolution of the IMB could shed
some further light on the origins of meteorites and NEAs. Given
that the IMB is the major source of both chondritic meteorites and
NEAs, a key question is how many asteroids were originally in the
IMB? Inspection of the groupings in 4 − � space of CC and NC
asteroids shown in Fig. 17 suggest that originally there were at least
3 NC and 3 CC asteroids with � > 9 346. Given that the area in 0− �

space for asteroids with inclinations in the range 0 < � < 17.8 346

is a factor of 2.3 greater than that available to asteroids in the range
9 < � < 17.8 346, and given that, in addition, the major families in
the IMB originate from 6 asteroids, we estimate the initial number of
asteroids in the IMB that are the root sources of both the meteorites
and the NEAs that originate from the IMB, was ∼20.
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APPENDIX A: CHAOTIC EVOLUTION OF THE
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The orbital elements of main belt asteroids osculate due to the
gravitational pull of the planets. These short-term variations are
periodic and produce no net changes in the orbits. Chaotic evolution
induces slower, gradual changes in the proper semimajor axis 0? ,
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Figure A1. Evolution of the standard deviation of the proper inclination for
two sets of test particles within the Vesta family, one started inside (red curve)
and the other outside (black curve) the 1M-2A mean motion resonance and
integrated for 108 HA from the present (C = 0). The dashed lines represent
fits to the data from C = 107 HA until C = 108 HA . The fitted functions were of
the form log10 f (C) = 2+1 log10 (C). For the resonant group, 1 = 0.466 and
2 = −4.36. For the non-resonant set, 1 = 0.121 and 2 = −2.64. Horizontal
lines represent: 1× and 3× multiples of the population standard deviation
of asteroid orbits, calculated over all Vesta family asteroids (Dermott et al.
2018); and the nominal value of f (� ) where a Vesta family asteroid, starting
from �? = 6.6 346 at C = 0, will reach �? = 9 346. The shaded box has
been added to highlight the dispersion of resonant asteroids at C = 1−4×109

HA (0.7 − 1.3 346), compared to the 1f width of the Vesta family (∼ 0.3
346).

eccentricity 4? and inclination �? of the orbits, which can be thought
of as the long-term averages of the respective osculating elements.
Here, we show that asteroids with �? > 9 346 do not originate from
the Nesvorný major families. Specifically, we show that asteroids
from the Vesta family, that has the highest �? of all the major inner
belt families, have not diffused into the �? > 9 346 group.

We generated osculating elements for two sets of test particles
with user-defined 4? & �? . Set #1 was placed just outside the 1M-2A
mean motion resonance with 4? = 0.10, �? = 6.6 346, values that
correspond to the averages of the asteroids in the Nesvorný Vesta
family. M and A are, respectively, the mean motions of Mars and
an asteroid. Set #2 was placed inside the resonance with 4? = 0.10
& �? = 6.6 346. Each of the two sets of 400 particles were inte-

grated for 108 HA from the present using the orbit9 (Nesvorný et al.
2015; Milani & Nobili 1988), code with a maximum step-size of
0.2 HA and an output step of 104 HA . Starting conditions for the par-
ticles and the solar system model that determines the gravitational
perturbations of the particles were chosen as in our previous work
(dermott2018). The inclination dispersion was evaluated from the
simulation output using the time-dependent quantity

f
(

� (C)
)

=

√

( 1

# − 1

)

∑

(

�?,8 (C) − �?,0 (C)
)2 (A1)

where # is the number of particles within each set and 8 is an index
running through the particles. We calculate �?,8 (C) by averaging the

integration output every 32 samples or 3.2× 105 HA for the resonant
set and 128 samples or 1.3 × 106 HA for the non-resonant set.

Supplementary Fig. A1 shows f
(

� (C)
)

for these two sets. The
dashed lines represent extrapolations of power-law fits to the sim-
ulation data, omitting the first 107 HA . The extrapolations predict
values of 0.68 346 after 109 HA , 0.94 346 after 2 × 109 HA and
1.30 346 after 4 × 109 HA for the resonant particles. In contrast, the
dispersion of non-resonant particles after 4 × 109 HA is 0.033 346.

The dispersion for resonant and non-resonant particles should
bracket the growth of the standard deviation of �? for the Vesta
family asteroids. We assume here that the proper inclinations �? (C)
of each set of asteroids follow a gaussian distribution. Then, if the
Vesta family is ∼ 4 �HA , 3.2% of family asteroids will achieve
�? > 9 346. For an age of ∼ 2 �HA , 0.5% will have �? > 9 346

and, finally, for an age of ∼ 1 �HA , only 0.02% will have �? > 9
346. The actual dispersion will generally be different, because the
family had a finite width in �? to start with and the actual growth
of the standard deviation will lie somewhere between the red and
black curves. It seems likely, however, that no more than a few %
of Vesta family members have diffused to orbits with �? > 9 346.

To estimate the degree of contamination of high-�? asteroids
by Vesta family asteroids, we consider that the 1M-2A resonance
extends across 4 × 10−3 0D or ∼ 2% of the width of the Vesta
family. Therefore, the number of family asteroids injected into high-
�? orbits over 4 �HA is 0.02 × 0.032 × 9, 667 ∼ 6 or ∼ 0.1%
(6/4414) of non-family �? > 9 346. This is a lower limit because
Yarkovsky radiation forces continuously inject new asteroids into
the resonance, however the observed dispersion of the family (see
Fig. 3) suggests that resonances alone do not drive �? evolution for
Vesta family asteroids.

APPENDIX B: THE MODELS

We compute how many asteroids are lost by the two loss mechanisms
over 4.6�HA by a population of asteroids with a uniform distribution
in the 0-� space at the initial time, C0. To set up the model, consider
a region in the 0-� space bounded by

�<0G = 17.8 346,

�<8= = 0 346,

0<0G = 2.487 0D,

0<8= = a6 (�).

Setting 0<0G at 2.487 0D allows for the average width of the 3:1
Jovian e-type mean motion resonance.

Divide the above region into small horizontal strips of width
3� = 0.1 346. Set the initial SFD of the top strip (15.9 < � < 16.0)
to be

log 3# = 1� + 2, (B1)

where 3# is the number of asteroids in a small bin, 3� = 0.1. All
other strips at � < 15.9 346, have the same initial SFDs with the
same slope 1, but the scaling factor 2 varies so that the number
density distribution is initially uniform in the 0-� space over the
region defined above. In other words, the total number of asteroids
in each horizontal strip (i.e., the integral of equation B1 over 12 <

� < 20) is proportional to the strip length !:

! (0D) = 2.487 − a6 (�). (B2)
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We consider two loss mechanisms in our model. The first one is
the Yarkovsky radiation force which, depending on the spin direction
of the asteroid, expands or contracts the orbit. Once an asteroid
reaches the a6 secular resonance or the 3:1 Jovian mean motion
resonance, it escapes from the IMB. The change in the semimajor
axis, Δ0, due to the Yarkovsky effect over a short period of time ΔC,
is described by

1

0

Δ0

ΔC
=

1

)Y

( 1 :<

�

) U
, (B3)

where � is the diameter of an asteroid given by

� (:<) = 1329 × 10−�/5
√
�

, (B4)

and we assume an albedo, � of 0.13. Consider a cell of 3� × 3�, the
number of asteroids escaping (in both directions) due to Yarkovsky
forces during ΔC is

Δ# =
# × Δ0

!
, (B5)

where # is the number of asteroids from the previous step. The
second loss mechanism, that depends on �, but does not depend on
the inclination, is described by

1

# (�)
Δ# (�)

ΔC
= − 1

)L

( 1 :<

�

)V
. (B6)

To summarize, there are five free parameters in the model:

1, U,)Y, V, and)L.

Note that the scaling factor 2 in equation B1 is not a free param-
eter but a function of other parameters. Its value is determined by
comparing the model with the data. Specifically, we adjust 2 so that
the final model SFD (for example, Fig. 6b in the main text) matches
the observed SFD at � = 14. Furthermore, notice that Δ#/# is
a relative quantity in both equations B5 and B6, and therefore the
evolution of # does not depend on the absolute value of 2. We can
set up the model with any value of 2 and calibrate it at the end of
the simulation.

To find out how many asteroids are lost over 4.6 �HA , we
compute Δ# in a series of small steps (ΔC = 0.1 �HA). In each step,
we compute the Yarkovsky loss first, the result from which is then
used as the input for computing the non-Yarkovsky loss. We find
that using smaller steps (ΔC < 0.1 �HA) or changing the order of
computation in each step has no impact on the results.

To quantify the goodness of fit, we compare the model with
data in three different plots:

SFD: for example, Fig. 8b
< � > vs. �: for example, Fig. 8c
< � > vs. �: for example, Fig. 8d

and get three measures of j2
a . However, to find the best fit model

through a global j2
a minimization, one needs to weigh three mea-

sures of j2
a , a process that is unavoidably arbitrary to some degree.

Instead, we search for the best-fitting parameters by inspecting each
plot separately.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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