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ABSTRACT

Context. The principle definition of habitability for exoplanets ihether they can sustain liquid water on their surfacesthat.
they orbit within the habitable zone. However, the planet&gnetosphere should also be considered, since withaut éxoplanet’s
atmosphere may be eroded away by stellar winds.

Aims. The aim of this paper is to investigate magnetospheric ptiote of a planet from thefeects of stellar winds from solar-mass
stars.

Methods. We study hypothetical Earth-like exoplanets orbiting ia tiost star’s habitable zone for a sample of 124 solar-mass st
These are targets that have been observed by the Bcool @aitain. Using two wind models, we calculate the magnetesph
extent of each exoplanet. These wind models are compugdiiioimexpensive and allow the community to quickly estienéte
magnetospheric size of magnetised Earth-analoguesrggluitiol stars.

Results. Most of the simulated planets in our sample can maintain anetagphere of5 Earth radii or larger. This suggests that
magnetised Earth analogues in the habitable zones of s@hrgues are able to protect their atmospheres and is inasbtd planets
around young active M dwarfs. In general, we find that Earthl@gues around solar-type stars, of age 1.5 Gyr or oldemaantain
at least a Paleoarchean Earth sized magnetosphere. Olis iiegicate that planets around 0.6 - 0.8 solar-mass stathe low
activity side of the Vaughan-Preston gap are the optimurereb®y targets for habitable Earth analogues.

Key words. Planets and satellites: magnetic fields - Planet-stardatiens - Stars: low-mass - Stars: mass-loss
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@' 1. Introduction We therefore have at least two distinct parameters that need

) ) to be considered when searching for extra-solar Earth gnak

< The search for exoplanets has bf_"_e” going on for ”ea{ﬁ)‘l the one hand, the exoplanet should lie within the hatstabl

—] WO decades| (Mayor & Queloz 1995; Marcy & Butler _1996;0ne allowing for Earth-like surface temperatures. On themo

. - Butler & Marcy [1996) with an emphasis on finding habithand, the exoplanet should have a magnetosphere largetenoug

— able extra-solar Earth analogues (Kaltenegger & Traub [20Q§ shield the atmosphere.

'>2 Fressin et al. 2012; Borucki etlal. 2012). A commonly used cri

. terion when assessing the suitability of a planet for life is

(0] whether it lies within the so-called habitable zone (headéf In this paper, we assess the ability of exoplanets, around
HZ). This region is defined as the set of orbital distancedvédhv solar-type stars, to maintain magnetospheres similarzie i
liquid water can exist on the planetary surface (HuanglBlé@; both the present day and early Earth’s magnetospheresh@he t
1978;| Kasting et al. 1993; Kopparapu et.al. 2013) and is det@fal plasma pressure, wind ram pressure, and stellar magneti
mined by considering the flux of radiation incident on thengla pressure all act to compress the exoplanetary magnet@spher

It is also important to consider other factors. A stableidotto et al. (2013) have studied how the stellar magnetsp

atmosphere, which is necessary to regulate surface tempstae dects hypothetical Earth analogues around M dwarfs.
tures, could be eroded away byfisciently strong stellar winds Compared to solar-type stars, M dwarfs have close-in HZs and
(Khodachenko et al. 2007; Zendejas etlal. 2010; Vidottolet ahn possess much stronger magnetic field strengths (Ddrzéti e
2011; Lammer et al. 2012) rendering a planet uninhabitabR908;| Morin et al| 2008, 2010). The stellar magnetic pressur
Earth has retained its atmosphere thanks to the shieldimg [s therefore the dominant pressure term of the wind in the HZ.
vided by its magnetosphere. In contrast, Mars and Venus baithrcontrast, the ram pressure dominates in the HZ of sofza-ty
lack a substantial intrinsic magnetic field. As a resulthtmffer starsi(Zarka et al. 2001; Zarka 2007; Jardine & Collier Camer
significant atmospheric losses with Mars having a much #1inr2008) and so we limit ourselves to studying the stellar ward r
atmosphere (Woad 2006; Edberg ef al. 2010, 2011). pressure term in this paper.
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In order to study the interaction between stellar winds arlkdese models indicates the level offdiulty in accurately deter-
exoplanets, we use a survey of 167 stars observed by the Baaaling the mass loss rates or ram pressures.
collaboration|(Marsden et al. 2013). We excluded the sultgia  For this work, we employ the Parker wind model (Parker
and any stars that did not have all the data required for ond wi1958) and the Cranmer & Saar (henceforth CS) model of mass
models. This left 124 solar-type stars, mostly with masses lboss (Cranmer & Saar 2011) which are both one-dimensional
tween 0.8, and 1.M,. We refer the reader to_ Marsden et almodels. We favour these simpler models over the more sophis-
(2013) for full details of the sample. We will assume the exicated alternatives mentioned previously for severakoea.
istence of a fictitious exoplanet orbiting in the HZ of eacRhiefly, it would take a prohibitively long time to processsars
star in our sample. Unfortunately, typical exoplanetargmetic ple of this size with a full MHD code. Additionally, the fules of
field strengths are not known since there have been no direqtut parameters that these models require, e.g. magnapis m
observations of exoplanetary magnetic fields to date, atho of the stellar surface, does not exist for more than a feve star
Vidotto et al. (2010) and Llama etlal. (2011) hint at a possibthis sample. An additional benefit is the ease with whicheéhes
indirect detection. In light of this, we assume that the fiimtis models can be implemented. This equips the community with a
planets have the same properties as Earth, i.e. same masgo to quickly determine the magnetospheric size of anggiv
dius, and magnetic field strength. For each Earth analogee, @xoplanet in future habitability studies.
calculate the ram pressure exerted on it and determine @it ¢
maintain a present day Earth-sized magnetosphere. .

Lammer et al.[(2007) suggest that smaller magnetosphe%’els' Parker wind model
may still ofer adequate protection and it is thought the Eartthe Parker wind model (Parker 1958) assumes a steady, lisothe
had a smaller magnetosphere in its past as a result of higherraal, and spherically symmetric wind. The velocity is given b
lar activity (Sterenborg et al. 2011). Tarduno €tlal. (20E@ort integrating the momentum equation,
that the Earth had a geodynamo around 3.4 Gyr ago, during the
Paleoarchean, which generated a magnetic field that waklsoug P P GM
50% weaker than the present day’s. Using this field strenuth qgm,)_v = ——(okgT) — pm—=, (1)
the empirical wind model of Wood (2006), Tarduno etlal. (2010 dr  dr re
estimate a magnetosphere size of arouriki 5Since the Earth \herep, v, and T are the mass density, velocity and tempera-
was able to retain its atmosphere, itis reasonable to astha@ 1 re respectively; is the radial distance from the stellar object,
Paleoarchean sized magnetosphere woulicgently protectan m js the mean particle mass, taken to be 0.6 times the proton
Earth analogue. However, the magnetospheric size estiofiatgnass, andv, is the stellar mass. We look for flows that are
Tarduno et al. (2010) is dependent on the wind model adoptgflpsonic at small radii and supersonic at large radii with th
We discuss the range of possible Paleoarchean magnetesphighsition between the two regimes occurring at the soniictpo
sizes using dferent models in our results. rs = GM, /2c2 wherecs is the isothermal sound speed.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Sedflon 2 cov- The density profile is then obtained from mass conservation,
ers the details of the wind models used. Secfibn 3 covers the

results obtained using the models outlined in the previeas s 5
tion and their broader implications within the context ofi@t . _ p _ Yofg @)
works. A discussion and concluding remarks follow in SEct. 4P = po  or?’

whereg'is the density normalised tay, the density at an ar-
bitrary position,ro. The velocity has a corresponding valuge
atro. We chooseg to be the stellar radius, i.€g = r,. The
Modelling stellar winds is a dicult task since their accelera-density at the stellar surface can be estimated from the-chro
tion mechanisms are still uncertain. Early models simpipiadd mospheric activity using a relation for the X-ray lumingsit
ted free parameters in the form of an isothermal wind tempéx = A (T) EM, where EM is the emission measure ah@ )
ature or a polytropic index with values chosen to match soligrthe radiative loss function, and an empirically obtaineld-
wind observations (Parker 1958; Weber & DBvis 1967; Sakuiti@n between stellar chromospheric activity and X-ray lnas-
1985; Keppens & Goedbloed 1999). This is not feasible fdr stéty (Mamajek & Hillenbrand 2008),

lar winds because of the lack of in-situ measurements, adtho

indirect detections do exist (Wood et al. 2005). Other aftism

have been made to characterise the mass loss rates from &@&8x = (-4.90+ 0.04) + (3.46+ 0.18)(logRy;c +4.53).  (3)
through the use of semi-empirical scaling relations, ngta _ ; ) o .
by [Reimers (1975, 1977) and subsequehtly Schroder & € here, Rx = Lx/Lpo, IS the X-ray luminosity normalised to

© bolometric luminosity an®,, = Luk/Lpo is the chromo-

- . . _ HK HK / Lbol

(2005). However, these approaches still contain a fittimgipa spheric activity measured in Ca Il H & K lines. The emission
eter that require observations to calibrate.

, , easure is a quantity that characterises the amount ofrieee-
The most up to date models are fully three d'mens'o''gilnission originating from a volume of electrons and is gilgn
and self-consistent_(Vidotto etlal. 2009, 2012) and use more

physically motivated arguments to determine mass loss rate .
ine T .2007; 4 r
(Holzwarth & Jardine 2007; Cohen etial. 2007; Cranmer&Sagrg/_I _ fnﬁch ~ P émi( ss 1)’

2. Stellar wind models

2011). However many assumptions are used and scaling r B 4)
tions are still present in some models. While no current enns *
sus exists on which mechanism is responsible for heatiigrstewhereng is the closed coronal electron number density agd —
coronae, two front runners have emerged - wave driven tgeatia the coronal electron number density averaged over the emi
(Cranmer et al. 2007; van Ballegooijen etlal. 2011) and recding region. This region is assumed to be a shell of uniformde

nection driven heating (Fisk & Zhao 2009). The complexity dfity extending from the stellar surface,, to an outer surface
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Table 1. The numerical values used in this study for the present dathBamagnetic moment_(Tarduno ef al. 2010), solar corongh-n
ber density [(Guhathakurta et al. 1996), luminosity (Hareta® PrSal 2011), X-ray luminosity (Judge et al. 2003), chrepheric activity
(Mamajek & Hillenbrand 2008), and mass loss rate (Cranmen&R011). In addition, the values for the velocity (choseibe roughly the
escape velocity), number density (Balikhin €f al. 1993} e pressureRt,,, = mnE, (u£)?) of the solar wind in the vicinity of the Earth are also
listed.

Mg Neo Lo Lxo log Rike Mo UEU ngu PrEam
[Am?]  [em™3]  [ergs?] [ergs™] [dex] [Moyr]  [kms™] [em™3] [nPa]
8x 107 10° 385x10%¥® 224x10°" -4905 190x10%* 600 5 18
known as the source surfaag; (Altschuler & Newkirk| 1969; The advantage of this model is that all the parameters re-

Jardine et al. 2002). The source surface represents thiedfmiquired (stellar mass, radius, luminosity, metallicitydarota-
confinement of the corona, beyond which the pressure of the tion period) can be observationally obtained. The first faug
coronal gas opens up the magnetic field lines. Since the HZd#termined in the Bcool sample but rotation periods are un-
solar-type stars lies far beyond the source surface, wegmayé known. In order to estimate the rotation periods, we deteemi
the magnetic pressure of the star. Normalised to solar salue the Rossby numbeR,, from the chromospheric activity relation

therefore have of (Mamajek & Hillenbrand 2008) which is given by

Lyx (ﬁw )2 (r_* )3 ~ (& )2 ( I )3 ) Ro = (0.808= 0.014)- (2.966= 0.098)(log Ry +4.52)

Lxo \Newn/ \Fo poo) \1o) R = (0.233+ 0.015)- (0.689+ 0.063)(log R} +4.23).
whereos, = Mng. We have assumed that the radiative loss func- (8)

tion will take on similar values over the range of temperasur
presentin our sample of stars and thatr, is roughly constant.

Quasi-neutrality has been assumed to obtain the final égualiie|iar rotation period normalised to the convective twerdime

The subscriptsc ande indicate stellar and solar parameters res, 4 has been shown to be afeetive probe into stellar activity

spectively and the subscriptattached to the densities in EQL (S)pj;7q]ato et al. 2003; Wright et/al. 2011). For each starheait
|nd|_cate these are densities in the clqsed Corona._SumyIIE_q. iterate with the CS model until we find the rotation periodttha
@) into Eg. [3) forLx, and re-arranging, we obtain an estimaty consjstent with this Rossby number. As a result of the-pres
of the closed coronal density. Omitting the errors from B). (ence of low activity stars in the Bcool sample, we extend the
for clarity, this is given by upper relation into the IoB;,, < -5 regime. Although it may
be advisable to treat the &y}, < -5 results with slightly more

3 1 skepticism, we note that they do noffér greatly from the re-
r_oﬂ104,90+3,46(|0gR;4K+4,53) ’ ©6) sults obtained using the Parker model for the stellar wireinR

r? Lxe ’ pressures can then be calculated using

The upper equation applies fe5 < logR},, < —4.3 and the
ower equation for logrl,, > —4.3. The Rossby number is the

Pex = ,009(

On the Sun, the densities of coronal holes and the closeaaoro
are known to dier. For the density at the base of the wind, wp, .., (r) = =3
scale the coronal density calculated in Edy. (6) by a fadtcand 4nr

adopt a value off = 0.1 (Guhathakurta et al. 1996). The "aMyhereM is the mass loss rate calculated using the Cranmer &

pressure of the stellar wind at a given radial distance frioen tSaar model ande is the esca : :
- < pe velocity of the star which the
irjc;ogsitvsetr?rb(;/an therefore be determined by Egs.[(1), ()] &8) 8y de| yses as an estimate of the terminal wind velocity.

Muvesc

9)

) . ) 3. Results and discussion
Pram(r) = p(r)ve(r) = o(r)v<(r). 7
ran() = (1) = pex FA(NV(T) ™ 3.1. Magnetospheric extent within the habitable zone

The only variable in_ qu]?) that is unconstrained by the nhodg he ram pressure acting against an Earth-like magneto-
we have presented is the wind temperature. We adopt & tempgfhere is known, then its size can be calculated by balancing

ture of 2.1MK since this reproduces the solar wind paramse&er ha \wind pressure with the planetary maanetospheric oressu
Earth to a good degree within our modek 1.1505, n = 0.74 gGrieBme?er etal. 2004) i.e.p y mag P e

nE,. Table1 contains the numerical values for various paramet
used in this study.

f2M2 "
F'vp = (,uo . E] , (10)

2.2. Cranmer & Saar model 872Pram

Cranmer & Saar (2011) calculate mass-loss rates by considemwhere fy, taken to be 1.16, is a form factor included to account
the basal Alfvén wave energy flux emerging through the phfar the non-spherical shape of Earth’'s magnetosphere Mxnd
tosphere. The Alfvén waves either turbulently heat the marois the Earth’s magnetic moment, taken to be 80°2Am?. In
sufficiently for a gas pressure wind to be driven or drive a winfig.[1 we show the magnetospheric size of each planet when lo-
directly by wave action. The total mass-loss rate is catedla cated at the centre of the HZ (circular points), considetirey
with contributions from both mechanisms. stellar wind model given by Parker (left panel) and by Cranme
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Fig. 1. Magnetospheric size as a function of host star mass for tHeP@eft) and CS (right) wind models. The Bcool sample dfsdype
stars is plotted with circles and the Sun is indicated by a sgmbol. Values for these stanflaistances can be found in App. A. Typical
errorbars for this sample are indicated in the upper lefashepanel. The magnetospheric sizes computed assuminguebastivity, logR;,, =
-5.1,-4.8,-4.4,-4.0, are plotted as solid lines. These correspond to chroneospages of 8.4, 3.2, 0.3, 0.008 Gyr respectively. We nate th
the Earth developed an oxygen rich atmosphere near 1.5 Gghwbrresponds to a solar chromospheric activity offyg = —4.6. The upper
limit for magnetospheric sizes as calculated by Vidottd . =2813), for a sample of M dwarfs, are plotted with squarfdkpoints and curves are
colour coded by chromospheric activity. The upper dasheglifidicates the present day magnetosphere size and tredstiaa indicates a range
of possible Paleoarchean magnetosphere sizes.

& Saar (right panel). The HZ boundaries are calculated usidMamajek & Hillenbrand|(2008). Using this activity level atia
the formulation of Kasting et all. (1993) with the water lossla reduced magnetic moment, we estimate the Paleoarcheas-terr
first condensation limits defining the inner and outer edges trial magnetosphere size to be RP and 5.3Rg for the Parker
spectively. Typical error bars for the magnetosphericssizal- and CS models respectively. We therefore tak®-50 7 Rg to
culated by propagating through the errors in Efk. (3) &hd (8k a plausible range of values for the magnetosphere size dur
are shown in the upper left corner. They are relatively saradl ing the Paleoarchean. While most of the planets have magne-
we simply note that the scatter in Edsl (3) (8) has little i tospheres larger than this range of Paleoarchean maghetesp
pact on our conclusions. Additionally, stars with a largegaof sizes in the Parker model, a significant number of them, in the
activities have upper and lower limits connected by a linfee TCS model, fall in or below it. The level of chromospheric ac-
numerical values of the five fictitious planets with the latgetivity is therefore important in determining if a magnethepe
magnetospheric sizes, in both models, can be found in Tabldager than that of the young Earth can be sustained. Addlitio
Magnetosphere sizes, as well as the ram pressures at the pdly, this highlights the impact that aftiérent wind model can
ets, mass-loss rates and HZ locations, for the rest of thplsanhave.
are available in App. A. We have also plotted several theoret
cal magnetospheric stanfleurves as a function of stellar mass, Stellar_activity is believed to be a function of stellar
each at a constant chromospheric activity. These are noafigri age (Skumanich 1972: Soderblom €t al. 1991; Donahue! 1998;
calculated using the models presented in Séct. 2, assumingMamajek & Hillenbrand 2008| Vidotto et al. 2014). As stars
scaling relations, o« M8 andL, « M%. Metallicities are all spin down with age, their chromospheric activity, as wesg-
set to solar levels in the CS model. We limit these curveseo thetic activity in general, falls, resulting in larger plaagy mag-
stellar masses present in the Bcool sample. Both the datasponetospheres. Using the chromospheric age-activity ceigiiven
and curves are colour coded by host star chromospheridgtgctivoyMamajek & Hillenbrand.(2008), it is possible to gain a sns
of the time evolution over the Bcool sample. We note that €hro
In both models, the magnetospheric size increases with desspheric ages are only indicative of the true age and thldist
creasing activity. The data points follow the curves, dlbgih ages are, in general filcult to determine. Most stars have activ-
some scatter due to departures from the radius and lumynodiies between -4.4 (green curve) and -5.1 (purple curvekiwhi
scaling relations. For our modest sample of stars, a fraafo correspond to ages of 0.3 Gyr and 8.4 Gyr respectively. lerord
the planets can maintain present-day sized magnetospioereso place this in context, we consider an age of 1.5 Gyr, i.eyB8 G
both models. Many more of the planets can maintain a Passo, close to the age at which the Earth developed an oxygen-
oarchean sized magnetosphere. Using the wind model of \Waah atmosphere (Crowe et/al. 2013). This corresponds toa ch
(2006) and a reduced terrestrial magnetic moment®&4.0?> mospheric activity of -4.6 which puts it roughly midway beisn
Am?, Tarduno et dl.[(2010) estimate the Earth’s magnetosphére blue and green curves. At this age, the CS model suggests
size to be 5Reg during the Paleoarchean when the Sun walsat Earth-like planets should have a minimum magnetogpher
1.2 Gyr old. At this age, the Sun would have had a chromsize of 5Re in the mass range 0.8l - 1.6 My. Standdf dis-
spheric activity of -4.6 according to the activity-age tiela of tances are larger for the Parker model at this age with a mini-
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Fig. 2. Mass-loss rates per unit surface area as a function of X-wayfdkr the Parker (left) and CS (right) models are plottedlirebValues for
these mass-loss rates can be found in App. A. The mass-iessanad the wind dividing line of Wood etlal. (2014) are ovetteld in red (see
their Fig. 4). These authors fit a power law (red solid lifd)ec F1**018 to their data points below the wind dividing line. For outalave find
power laws ofM « F33%:002 andM o F67010 for the Parker and CS models respectively (solid blue linés)e use our entire sample, we find
M oc F238:001 andM o F$79:005 respectively. We note that our quoted errors are in the fit onl

Table 2. Magnetospheric stantfodist'anceerp for the five fictitious emerging through the photosphere (Musielak & Ulmschnkider
ggn(eggt;’(")'rt: tshfeg;ﬁg)sﬁ%’glj”;: qéz;)grtshgiggl?ﬁ&iggfeir:ggﬂgeﬁndzow). More energy is therefore available to drive the wind
Stars with large activity ranges have minimum and maximungmea within thg CS model. This increased wave energy _flu_x quld
tospheric sizes listed. Ram pressure and magnetosphees feir the lead to higher coronal temperatures and could be mimicked in
entire sample are shown in TaBle 1. Parker-type model by assuming a mass-dependent coronal tem
perature. However, most of the stars in our sample do not have
Star = 7CS observational constraints of their wind properties (esing the

D [rg'EP] [ﬁ";] tec_hniqu_e of Woad| (2006)). As a result, it isfiiiult to_select
AD 217107 12.39 13.05 which wind model (Parker or CS) is the most appropriate one.
HD 98618 11.871.49 10.0413.41

HD 107213 11.65 8.7 3.2. Comparison with other work

HD 3765 11.62 14.48

HD 28005 11.36 12.91 We compare the mass-loss rates that result from our modls wi
£Boo B 8505.90 31.7614.00 ones obtained indirectly from observations of astrosghleyiv
HD 88230 7.91 16.32 absorption (see Wood etlal. (2014) and references thex@m).
HD 122064 10.96 14.72 their stars, three are also present in our own sanept&i with
HD 3765 11.62 14.48 a mass-loss rate of 80, (Wood et all 2002) and thg Boo bi-
HD 166620 10.73 13.84 nary system with a combined mass-loss rateM§§Wood et al.

2005). Fore Eri, we obtain mass-loss rates o78Mg, - 1.33M,,
(Parker) and ®6M,, - 2.01M,, (CS). For¢ Boo A, we obtain
] ) mass-loss rates of.86M - 20.3M,, (Parker) and %9M,, -
mum size of 7Rg in the same mass range. Both models agreg g, (CS) while for& Boo B we obtain ®8M,, - 2.47M,
that stars do not have to be very old before any Earth-like-plqparker) and 9 x 105M,-0.013M,, (CS). Although the esti-
ets, that they are hosting, are able to maintain, at leasta 5mates do not agree with observations, this is not too much of a
magnetosphere. Fc_)r.thtle CS model, this |s_arounq 1.5 Gyr anddgncern for the present work because of tf@ fower depen-
the Parker model, it is likely to be almost immediately afte& Jence in Eq.[{10). Theé Boo estimates are particularly inter-
star enters the main sequence. In order for a planet orb"ningesting_ We predict a higher mass-loss rategf@oo A whereas
the HZ of a 1.5 Gyr old star to maintain aRe magnetosphere\yood & Linsky (2010) suggest that ité&sBoo B that contributes
under the CS model, the host star needs to be less thavi:l.0 most of the mass-loss in this system desgif0o A being ex-
The main dfference between the two models presented firemely coronally active. The authors suggest that, abowees
this paper is the mass dependent behaviour. The CS modeshaetivity level, mass-loss is inhibited by some mechanism.
decreasing standiodistances with mass which is the opposite In addition to comparing the mass-loss rates of individ-
behaviour in the Parker model. It is always possible to reen ual stars, we can also compare the overall samples. Figure 2
the two models by adjusting the wind temperature adoptduein shows the mass-loss rates per unit surface area plottedién bl
Parker model. More massive, and hence hotter, stars halwerhigagainst X-ray flux for our models. Mass-loss rates are giwen b
convective velocities resulting in a higher wave energy fluM = 4rp(r,)u(r.)r2 for the Parker model and taken directly
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from the CS model. X-ray fluxes are calculated by dividing theoung Earth-analogues. For the Parker model, magnetdspher
X-ray luminosities, from Eq.[{5), by the stellar surfaceame sizes greater thanRg are possible for all stellar masses above
Numerical values for the mass-loss rates can be found in @6 M. However, the CS model predicts much reduced mag-
ble[d. Additionally, we have overplotted the data presefugd netosphere sizes for Earth-analogues around higher naass st
Wood et al. [(2014) in red (see their Fig. 4). From their dat&onsequently, these planets may have a mdfedit time re-

the authors suggest that winds from solar-type stars fédl irtaining their atmospheres in the face of the harsher winds ex
two regimes separated by a so-called wind dividing linelfdds pected during the early, more active period of a star’s kfew-

red line). For the stars below this line, they find a power laaver, our models predict that stars with a higher coronaliact

of M « F}3%018 (solid red line). From our models, we findpresent stronger winds. Wood et al. (2014) present evidiate
power laws ofM « F230:002 andM o F87#010 for the Parker young solar-type stars may have much weaker winds than ex-
and CS models respectively when accounting for the low activected. If this is indeed the case, young Earth-analogugdma

ity stars only (solid blue lines). If we include the whole salen more able to protect their atmospheres than initially tiaug

in our fits, we obtairVl o F33%00 andM o F37900° respec- It is also pertinent to consider the time evolution of the
tively. We note that our quoted errors are in the fits only..-BoM dwarfs. If given enough time, could their magnetic activit
our models predict increasing mass-loss rates with inargasdecline to the point where the magnetic pressure is no longer
X-ray activity. This general trend is in agreement with tbat the dominant pressure in the HZ? Additionally, could it deel
Wood et al. |(2014) below their wind dividing line althougtethto the point where an Earth-analogue in orbit could maintain
power law value they find is higher than ours. The matfieti a large magnetosphere? The former question is not easily an-
ence between our models and the results of Wood et al. (208#jered. Stellar magnetic fields and winds are both linked to
is the behaviour at high X-ray flux. These authors suggest thige stellar dynama (Schwadron & McComas 2008) and both de-
solar-type stars can be divided into two wind regimes whiege tcline as a star ages along the main sequence (Wood et al. 2005;
most active stars have lower mass-loss rates than sometags aVidotto et all 2014). It is not clear when, or indeed if, therdo
stars. The Parker model is unable to reproduce this behavifant pressure term might switch for a given spectral tyges T
above the wind dividing line unless the wind temperatureis v latter question is easier to assess, at least in terms of etiagn
ied from star to star while the CS model shows some hints sf tiyressure. West etlal. (2008) studied how M dwarf activitg-lif
behaviour. Itis clear that further astrospherie@lgbsorption ob- times varied with spectral type. The authors find increasing
servations of high activity stars are required to allow aenar tivity lifetimes for later-type dwarfs; 8 Gyr for M7 dwarfom-
depth study of winds from these stars. pared to 0.8 Gyr for MO._Vidotto et al. (2013) also studied the

It is also interesting to compare our results to those @¥olution of M dwarf magnetism using stellar rotation as@yr
Vidotto et al. (2013), whose results we have plotted in Elg. fer activity. The authors found that early- to mid-type M dvea
with square points. These magnetospheric sizes, for iasiti require rotation periods af37-202 days in order for any Earth-
Earth-analogues in the HZs of M dwarfs, are calculated consfnalogues they host to maintain an Earth-sized magnetasphe
ering only the pressure contribution of the stellar magrfigid The required rotation period increases:63-263 days for late-
and neglect the wind ram pressure. These points are showrygeé M dwarfs. Both results imply that only very old Earth-
upper limits since including the wind ram pressure wouldonRnalogues around late type M dwarfs are able to maintair larg
decrease the size of the planetary magnetosphere. Noneiof thagnetospheres.
planets are able to maintain an Earth-sized magnetosphere a Given the long timescales over which low mass stars re-
though several, at the higher host star mass end of the samplgin magnetically active, it seems unlikely that an orlgjtin
are able to maintain a Paleoarchean-sized one. To make a cBarth-analogue could hold onto its atmosphere. Repleréshm
parison with the M dwarfs, we use the red curve, rather thaia planetary volcanism, could be a solution to this problem
the entire sample of solar-type stars. This is a fairer caispa (Papuc & Davies 2008; Jackson etlal. 2008; Padhilet al.|2012).
since the solar-type stars span a large range of ages. Wimgn uslowever, this will only be ffective if it is still occurring af-
the Parker model there may be a smooth transition between téne stellar activity has declined ficiently for the planet to
solar and M dwarf samples. The situation is not as clear fr thaintain a large magnetosphere. This may be problemagmngiv
CS model. There appears to be a mass range, at aroui,3.6 that volcanic activity has died down over geological tinadss
0.8 Mo, where magnetospheric sizes peak. At lower masses, ¢reEarth and Mars_(Werner 2009). Additionally, it is thought
HZ is too close to the star where the magnetic pressure cantligg water might be a necessary ingredient for plate tecsoni
high, especially at younger ages. At higher masses, theehig{Regenauer-Lieb et al. 2001). If the atmosphere, and haree s
basal Alfvén wave flux is able to drive much stronger wind$ace water, has already been lost, replenishment of the-atmo
as previously discussed. OM, - 0.8 My, therefore represents asphere by volcanism may befficult. It is clear that planets in
stellar mass regime where neither the magnetic or ram pessuhe HZs of M dwarfs would have greateffitulty maintaining
are too high. their atmospheres. As such, planets around solar-typestam

to be much more attractive targets for habitability in tkegard.

3.3. Evolution of planetary systems

3.4. Observing Earth-analogues
The analysis presented so far considers each system at a par-
ticular snapshot in time. However, the present conditidna o Section[3.]l demonstrates that, in general, exoplanetshdrou
given system are determined by its history and will, in tule, solar-like stars do not simultaneously have both an Edkéh-I
termine the future evolution of the system. We already havesarface temperature and an Earth-sized magnetospherée Whi
sense of how planetary magnetospheres around solar-gse shost of the planets can maintain a Paleoarchean magnetesphe
would evolve from the theoretical stan@lourves plotted in Fig. it is still beneficial for them to have larger magnetospheres
[@. In particular, we can look at the red, 8 Myr, curve to give usince the auroral opening, through which atmospheric igaka
an idea of the level of magnetospheric protection availéble occurs, shrinks for larger magnetospheres (Tardunc e0aD;2

Article number, page 6 ¢f11



V. See et al.: Thefects of stellar winds on the magnetospheres and potentiéhbdity of exoplanets

the present day magnetosphere size, R:2and its size 3.4
1.2 Gyr ago, thought to lie betweenR and 7Re.
12.0 Using the wind models of Parker (1958) and Cranmer & /Saar
‘ (2011), we estimated the magnetospheric extent of a hypothe
1.0r ] 11.2 cal Earth orbiting each star in a sample of 124 solar-types sta
~ Within this modest sample, only a fraction of the planetsaver
able to maintain a 10.R: magnetosphere. Most of them are
able to maintain one of at leastRe within the Parker model
although, within the CS model, a non-negligible number fall
| into, or below, the range of Paleoarchean magnetosphers siz
: we consider. As stars age, the magnetospheric protectmn pr
0.4l Hu : | 8.0 vided_ by an exoplanetary magngtic_: field of fix_ed str_e_ngth will
' I ‘. ; only increase thanks to the declining magnetlc.actlwtyhﬁ t
o4 . 72 star. Our results suggest that a level of protection confgbara
02t & & T , 6.4 to the early Earth’s should be possible for planets orbisitags
1% o o ‘ of age greater than roughly 1.5 Gyr under the Cranmer & Saar
1l 5.6 model and almost immediately after a star enters the main se-
090 05 10 15 20 25 30 35 a0 quence according to the Parker model.
Luminosity (L) The result is striking when compared to that of Vidotto et al.
' (2013). Most terrestrial planet searches focus on M dwagfs b
] ) ) o . _ cause their low luminosities and masses are ideal for timsitra
Fig. 3. Each Star('js pIc|>tted '”dcz I1H& g. '“m'”oﬁ'ty'bc"ome.t”c lumi- and radial velocity techniques. However, from the pointiefw
e e e - P of amospheric protecion. young acive M caris can be fess
han ideal. Their habitable zones lie much closer in allgythe

HD 18256 have not been plotted because of their large luntiess I : | e
Low-luminosity and low-activity stars, i.e. the stars belihe Vaughan- Stellar magnetic pressure to compress planetary mageiesp

Preston gap, represent optimum observing targets. by.a significant amount. Intgrestingly, when searching fef w
shielded planets in the habitable zone of stars, our wortshin

at the possibility of an optimum host star mass. For the Cran-

Vidotto et al. 2013). It would therefore be useful to ideptifie mer & Saar model, planets orbiting OM;, - 0.8 M, stars seem
observational signatures of stars with weaker winds. to have the largest magnetospheric sizes. Around this rahge

Figure[3 shows the parameter space that our sample occupi@sses, the star is dim enough that the habitable zone fies fa
in terms of Ca Il H & K luminosity,Lk, and bolometric lumi- out, and hence stellar magnetic pressure is low, whilstrigavi
nosity with the points colour coded by magnetospheric size ta low enough mass that convective jostling of flux tubes only
der the Parker model. The most striking feature is the psemrives a relatively weak wind. For the Parker model, magne-
of two distinct branches separated by the, so called, Vaughgspheric sizes increase with increasing host star maBséis.
Preston gap (Vaughan & Preston 1980). Many explanatiores havodels agree that, in general, solar analogues are motg like
been proposed to explain the gap includinfetent dynamos than M dwarfs to host planets with large magnetospheres and
operating along each branch (Bohm-Vitense 2007), an abrgptface temperatures appropriate for liquid water.
change in chromospheric activity with stellar age (Pacé.eta Other factors, such as the size of the auroral oval or whether
2009), or multiple waves of star formation (McQuillan et akhe atmosphere is being replenished, will also determiaesia-
2013). ble atmosphere is present. These conditions vary from ptane

In general, planets that orbit low chromospheric activiylanet and our chosen values dRgto 7 Re and 10.2Rg should
and low luminosity stars have greater magnetospheric @rotenly be thought of as reasonable magnetospheric sizes af a sl
tion which is evident from Fid.13. Planets orbiting stars ba t ing scale where larger sizes are clearly better. They shoafd
lower, inactive, branch generally have larger magnetagshe be considered as strict criteria by which to judge magnétesp
Whatever the cause for the Vaughan-Preston gap, it is diear frotection. Our results indicate that planets around M6-
stars on the low activity branch are the optimum hosts ofipote).8 M, stars on the low activity side of the Vaughan-Preston
tially habitable planets. The same trend can be seen wheg ugjap are the optimum observing targets for habitable Eardh an
the Cs model although the data points have not been plottedjtyues. This, as well as the contrast between solar-type el
clarity. M dwarfs, highlights how important it is to characterise kot

star when considering habitability.

10.4
0.8 g

0.6} l l 1 8.8

Lyk (104411@)
Magnetosphere size (R
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Appendix A: Numerical Values

We present the numerical results of this study for the fubb@c
sample.
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Table 1. Ram pressureR;am, exerted on a hypothetical Earth analogue located in theeenthe habitable zone,z, the corresponding magne-
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tospheric sizeryp, and the mass-loss rated, for the Bcool sample of stars. Superscripts indicate thelwiodel used.

Star P s, T Tk NS T
ID [Pram [Pram [Rel [Re] [Me] [Me] [AU]

16 Cyg A 0.840.99 1.230.51  10.4710.20 9.87211.38  1.06L.24 2.020.84  1.47
16 Cyg B 0.881.00 0.290.37  10.380.18 12.5011.99  0.880.99 0.370.48 1.3

18 Sco 0.611.11 0.442.11  11.0510.00 11.68.98 0.520.96 0.442.12 1.2

5 Pegase 0.56.70 0.290.51  11.2410.80 12.5011.37 0.580.74 0.370.65  1.34
EK Dra 7.2814.91 75.3@6.42  7.316.48  4.9%4.75 52810.81 59.385.98  1.09

e Eri 2.61/4.75 2.306.97 8.677.85  8.8%7.36  0.731.33 0.662.01  0.67
HD 100180 0.72 0.98 10.74 10.21 0.79 1.25 1.36
HD 10086 1.84 7.54 9.19 7.26 1.35 6.19 1.1
HD 101501  4.3%.91 6.2717.88 7.967.21  7.496.29  2.183.96 3.6310.41  0.91
HD 103095 1.36 0.28 9.67 12.57 0.27 0.06 0.57
HD 10476 1.001.32 0.430.74 10.18.72 11.6910.70  0.3¢0.47 0.170.30  0.76
HD 10697 1.22 1.85 9.84 9.18 2.67 6.04 1.95
HD 107213 0.44 2.56 11.65 8.7 1.87 14.97 2.73
HD 107705 0.65 0.9 10.92 10.35 0.98 1.62 1.6
HD 10780 2.33 2.66 8.83 8.64 0.99 1.27 0.83
HD 111395 2 9.38 9.06 7 1.28 6.5 1.03
HD 115404a 2.41 56.47 8.78 5.19 1.51 38.31 1.02
HD 117936 2.91 1 8.51 10.17 0.62 0.22 0.58
HD 120476a 8 0.67 7.19 10.87 2.27 0.22 0.67
HD 122064 0.64 0.11 10.96 14.72 0.16 0.03 0.64
HD 128165 1.85 0.57 9.18 11.18 0.41 0.13 0.59
HD 12846 1 0.46 10.18 11.57 0.67 0.37 1.06
HD 13043 1.07 0.75 10.06 10.68 1.69 1.56 1.65
HD 131511 4.33 13.54 7.97 6.59 1.77 5.83 0.81
HD 135101 0.66 1.31 10.9 9.73 0.76 1.93 1.4
HD 13825 0.62 0.36 11.03 12.06 0.56 0.39 1.24
HD 138573  0.78.85 0.430.53  10.5810.44 11.7111.31 0.680.73 0.4%0.55 1.2
HD 145825  1.08L.23 3.8%4.94 10.00.83 8.117.79  0.870.98 3.44437  1.15
HD 1461 0.61 0.37 11.03 12.01 0.59 0.43 1.28
HD 149661 2.55 3.64 8.7 8.2 0.94 1.42 0.77
HD 152391 3.56 13.1 8.23 6.63 1.66 6.5 0.87
HD 15335 1.24 2.48 9.81 8.75 3.34 10.36 2.18
HD 159909 1.41 1.35 9.6 9.68 1.59 1.94 1.39
HD 160346 0.99 0.77 10.18 10.62 0.29 0.24 0.69
HD 16141 0.85 1.63 10.45 9.38 1.33 3.48 1.65
HD 16160 1.07 0.31 10.05 12.39 0.25 0.08 0.61
HD 164595  0.6.74 0.380.46  10.8410.70 11.9711.57 0.590.63 0.390.47 1.2

HD 166435  4.7/6.51  64.3489.75  7.857.44 508481  3.81525  57.4780.17 1.16
HD 166620 0.73 0.16 10.73 13.84 0.22 0.05 0.69
HD 166 45 29.73 7.92 5.78 2.3 16.03 0.91
HD 171488 13.821.40 211.1/40.41 6.5®.11  4.174.08 14.7022.79 263.0299.56 1.34
HD 175726  4.0%.40  53.6@2.81 8.05.95 524510 4.114.45  62.4%310 1.3
HD 179958  0.6M.79 0.200.46  11.0210.59 13.331.57 0.6¢0.76 0.220.55  1.28
HD 18256 0.78 18.18 10.61 6.27 3.95 116.89 3
HD 1832 1.51 1.1 9.5 10.01 1.59 1.49 1.34
HD 183658  0.6(D.76 0.360.61  11.0810.65 12.0811.05 0.590.75 0.420.72  1.29
HD 185144  1.281.51 0.690.92 9.739.50 10.8310.32  0.4¢0.54 0.270.36  0.76
HD 18803 1.03 1.36 10.13 9.67 0.73 1.12 1.09
HD 190771  2.64.62  19.8%9.24  8.6%.88  6.185.15  2.1$3.80  18.0453.90 1.17
HD 194012 1.18 8.24 9.9 7.16 1.71 13.88 1.57
HD 196850 1 0.56 10.18 11.2 0.98 0.69 1.29
HD 206860  2.6.26  32.083.96  8.657.99  5714.86  2.494.02  33.4187.66 1.25
HD 208776 0.9 1.65 10.36 9.36 1.71 4.47 1.82
HD 210277 0.55 0.23 11.23 13.03 0.43 0.21 1.14
HD 213575 1.16 1.71 9.93 9.31 1.68 3.51 1.59
HD 217107 0.31 0.2 12.39 13.25 0.28 0.21 1.24
HD 217813 3.51 46.1 8.25 5.37 3.09 44.92 1.21
HD 217877 0.93 2.2 10.3 8.92 1.24 3.75 1.51
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Table 1. Continued from previous page.

Siar o s, i T T
ID [P [P [Re] [Re] [M] [Mo]  [AU]

HD 218687 8.6/.76 94.20123.31 7.106.96 4.774.56 9.3910.58 125.6A4164.47 1.36
HD 218868 0.79 0.61 10.57 11.03 0.5 0.45 1.03
HD 219134 0.99 0.22 10.19 13.12 0.24 0.06 0.62
HD 221146 0.78 2.18 10.6 8.93 1.4 5.22 1.76
HD 221354 0.72 0.21 10.74 13.17 0.33 0.11 0.86
HD 221356 0.85 0.62 10.46 11 0.98 0.9 1.4
HD 221830 1.19 1.9 9.88 9.14 1.53 3.34 1.49
HD 222143 2.69 25.07 8.63 5.95 2.29 23.45 1.19
HD 225261 0.83 0.31 10.5 12.37 0.31 0.13 0.79
HD 22879 1.85 0.47 9.18 11.53 1.64 0.58 1.24
HD 24213 0.68.74 2.0]12.16 10.8410.70 9.08.95 1.331.44 5.235.61 1.84
HD 24496 0.61 0.66 11.03 10.91 0.36 0.42 0.98
HD 25680 2.77 24.33 8.59 5.98 2.31 22.39 1.18
HD 26965 1.24 0.57 9.82 11.19 0.43 0.22 0.75
HD 28005 0.52 0.24 11.36 12.91 0.63 0.36 1.44
HD 30562 0.59 1.85 11.11 9.18 1.31 54 1.96
HD 30652 1.49 14.54 9.52 6.51 3.18 37.97 1.92
HD 32147 1.02 0.29 10.14 12.5 0.25 0.07 0.62
HD 34411 0.7 1.69 10.8 9.32 0.97 3.02 1.55
HD 35296 3.1#4.03 84.50137.43 8.31.06 4.864.48 4.665.92 142.1#31.19 1.57
HD 3651 0.590.84 0.220.47 11.1210.47 13.1A11.55 0.2%0.36 0.100.22 0.84
HD 3765 0.45 0.12 11.62 14.48 0.13 0.04 0.68
HD 377 8.5 81.52 7.12 4.89 8.33 95.02 1.28
HD 3821 2.92 17.4 8.51 6.32 1.97 12.84 1.05
HD 39587 4.506.45 33.6170.96 7.927.46 5.665.00 4.035.76 34.8073.46 1.22
HD 45289 0.83 1.13 10.5 9.97 0.94 1.66 1.39
HD 4614 0.69 0.53 10.82 11.29 0.68 0.63 1.29
HD 4628 1.061.10 0.220.23 10.0810.01 13.1412.97 0.200.27 0.060.06 0.63
HD 4915 0.91 1.93 10.33 9.11 0.52 1.2 0.97
HD 5065 0.92 2.16 10.31 8.95 2.06 6.97 1.98

HD 50692 0.951.02 0.7%0.93 10.2710.13 10.6810.29  0.971.05 0.931.16 1.32
HD 56124 0.600.79 0.771.68 11.0910.58 10.6/0.33 0.520.68 0.7%1.65 1.2

HD 59747 6.24 8.04 75 7.19 1.69 2.27 0.66
HD 71148 0.801.02 0.571.09  10.5410.15 11.1410.02 0.770.97 0.661.26  1.27
HD 73344 1.51 14.66 9.5 6.5 2.11 235 1.54

HD 73350 1.62.62 9.3¢19.88 0.38.66  7.016.18  1.262.04 8.0217.03  1.13
HD 75332 2.6%8.34 4739379 8.6f.32 53377 4.49.70 95.54189.14 1.71
HD 76151 1.061.71 4.2%9.79 10.07.30  7.996.96  0.831.37 3.7%8.63 1.15

HD 7727 1.06 1.39 10.07 9.62 15 2.46 1.55
HD 78366 1.472.19 14.4630.04 9.548.93 6.525.77 1.502.23 16.2633.79 13

HD 82106 4.48 1.68 7.92 9.33 0.9 0.35 0.56
HD 8262 0.72 0.53 10.74 11.32 0.54 0.46 112
HD 86728 0.69 0.29 10.83 12.49 0.55 0.28 1.16
HD 88072 0.970.95 0.700.78 10.3310.26 10.8010.61 0.820.86 0.760.85 1.23

HD 88230 4.52 0.06 7.91 16.32 0.41 0.01 0.37
HD 88986 1.16 2.22 9.93 8.91 2.02 5.39 1.74
HD 89269 1.241.35 0.790.97 9.819.68 10.5810.22 0.820.89 0.630.77 1.05

HD 9407 0.66 0.33 10.9 12.22 0.5 0.3 1.13
HD 9562 0.72 1.95 10.74 9.1 2.02 7.86 2.21
HD 98618 0.400.48 1.060.19 11.8711.49 10.0813.41 0.370.43 1.100.20 1.22

HD 9986 0.630.90 0.611.61 10.9910.35 11.0/9.39 0.5¢0.80 0.631.65 1.22

HIP 100970 111 1.94 9.99 9.11 1.69 4.05 1.62
HIP 10339 3.78 18.59 8.15 6.25 2.05 10.89 0.94
HIP 38228 3.54 23.85 8.24 6 2.08 14.9 0.98
HIP 41844 0.72 1.4 10.74 9.62 0.85 2.12 1.42
HIP 49350 0.88 1.49 10.38 9.52 0.64 1.21 1.09
HIP 53721 0.7 1.63 10.79 9.38 0.9 2.64 1.48
HIP 7244 2.88 20.76 8.53 6.14 1.95 15.12 1.05
HIP 86974 0.93 1.24 10.3 9.81 1.88 3.79 1.88

HR 1817 7.3.38 206.0®@27.42 7.297.01 419412 10.2212.97 320.7853.94 1.52
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Table 1. Continued from previous page.

Siar o s, i T T
ID [P [P [Re] [Re] [M] [Mo]  [AU]

k Cet 2.123.15 12.1124.13 8.983.40 6.715.98 1.4%2.15 8.9217.77 1.06
7 Boo 0.920.99 3.564.51 10.3210.19 8.237.92 2.192.37 10.4813.26 2.03
v And 0.830.97 3.123.64 10.5010.22 8.428.20 2.162.54 10.8112.62 2.13
¢£Boo A 4.2446.31 18.8/43.06 7.996.37 6.235.43 1.8620.28 8.6919.82 0.84

¢BooB 2.9426.33 0.0010.15 8.505.90 31.7614.00 0.2®.47 0.00010.01  0.36
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