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An ultimate target of Quaternary climate studies is to predict the strength and timing of glacial cycles using only the Milankovi¢ (astronomical) forcing as input. Here we

consider just one aspect of this challenge, the intensity of interglacials. Previous work (PIGS Working Group, 2015) has identified 11 interglacials in the last 800 kyr. Are some

of them globally strong or weak? Is there a step change at the mid-Brunhes (between MIS (Marine Isotope Stage) 13 and MIS 11)? And what controls the observed intensity?
This poster presents ideas discussed at the last workshop of the PAGES-PMIP Working Group on Quaternary Interglacials (QUIGS, September 2023).

1. What do we mean by intensity? 4. Two approaches have sought to explain interglacial amplitudes

Some datasets (such as mean global temperature or sea level) have a global character and might be considered more robust Both fall short of the aim of using only Milankovi¢ forcing, but both are quite successful, and maybe point towards a more satisfying conclusion
indicators of interglacial strength, but are more difficult to estimate compared to simpler parameters such as CO, concentration e Yin and Berger (2010, 2012) used Milankovi¢ plus CO, concentration
and Antarctic temperature. Many records show “overshoots” during most interglacials, temporary maxima that are followed by « Mitsui et al (2022) used Milankovi¢ forcing plus the strength of the previous glacial
longer plateaus of interglacial character. Here we present some of the most important records.
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Yin (2013) suggested that pre-MBS interglacials had a stronger latitudinal insolation gradient, leading
eventually to stronger formation of Antarctic bottom water (and by implication changes in CO,). The
inferred cause is a combination of orbital factors rather than a systematic change
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S¥ 5 LRO4 not allow themselves to “know” CO, concentration, and ended up with a model that used caloric summer half-year insolation at high latitude in the
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The excellent fit of Models 2 and 3 to the data (red) implies that interglacial strength depends on both NH AND SH insolation (the
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