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ABSTRACT

In recent years, there has been a push to understand how chemical composition affects the magnetic activity levels of main
sequence low-mass stars. Results indicate that more metal-rich stars are more magnetically active for a given stellar mass and
rotation period. This metallicity dependence has implications for how the rotation periods and activity levels of low-mass stars
evolve over their lifetimes. Numerical modelling suggests that at late ages more metal-rich stars should be rotating more slowly
and be more magnetically active. In this work, we study the rotation and activity evolution of low-mass stars using a sample
of Kepler field stars. We use the gyro-kinematic age dating technique to estimate ages for our sample and use the photometric
activity index as our proxy for magnetic activity. We find clear evidence that, at late ages, more metal-rich stars have spun down
to slower rotation in agreement with the theoretical modeling. However, further investigation is required to definitively determine
whether the magnetic activity evolution occurs in a metallicity dependent way.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The rotation and magnetic activity of low-mass stars ("★ . 1.3"⊙)
evolve significantly over their lives. Observations of stars in open
clusters of known ages show that their rotation slows by several
orders of magnitude during their main sequence lifetimes (e.g.
Meibom et al. 2009, 2011; Barnes et al. 2016; Rebull et al. 2016;
Douglas et al. 2016, 2017, 2019; Curtis et al. 2020; Dungee et al.
2022). This is due to their magnetised stellar winds carrying
angular momentum away from the star in a process known as
magnetic braking. Since magnetic activity is correlated with ro-
tation (e.g Wright et al. 2011), magnetic activity undergoes a
corresponding weakening as low-mass stars age. Numerous nu-
merical evolution models exist in the literature that attempt to
reproduce the observed rotation period and activity evolution
(e.g. Gallet & Bouvier 2013, 2015; Brown 2014; Matt et al. 2015;
Tu et al. 2015; Johnstone et al. 2015, 2021; Amard et al. 2016, 2019;
Amard & Matt 2020; Blackman & Owen 2016; van Saders et al.
2016; Gondoin 2017; Sadeghi Ardestani et al. 2017; See et al. 2018;
Garraffo et al. 2018; Spada & Lanzafame 2020; Breimann et al.
2021; Gossage et al. 2021). In general, these models are able to re-
produce the overall trends although none are able to reproduce every
observed feature.

A crucial component of these types of evolution models is the
spin-down torque, i.e. specifying the rate at which stars lose angular
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momentum as a function of their properties. Parameter studies using
magneto-hydrodynamic simulations have shown that the rate at which
stars lose angular momentum through their winds depends on the
magnetic field strength, magnetic field topology and mass-loss rate
of the star (Matt et al. 2012; Réville et al. 2015; Garraffo et al. 2016;
Pantolmos & Matt 2017; Finley & Matt 2017, 2018). Therefore, to
model the evolution of low-mass stars, one needs an understanding
of their magnetic and wind properties.

Stellar magnetic fields and mass-loss from winds are both, ulti-
mately, products of the stellar dynamo. Although the process of mag-
netic field generation by dynamos is still not precisely understood,
it is clear that it involves the interaction of rotation and convective
motions within stellar interiors (e.g. Brun & Browning 2017). The
parameter that, therefore, seems to govern the generation of magnetic
activity is the stellar Rossby number (defined here as the rotation pe-
riod over the convective turnover time, Ro = %rot/g). Indeed, mea-
surements of the magnetic fields of low-mass stars indicate that they
are well parameterised by the Rossby number, with stars with smaller
Rossby numbers having stronger magnetic fields up to a saturation
value (e.g. Reiners et al. 2009; Vidotto et al. 2014; See et al. 2015,
2019a,b; Kochukhov et al. 2020; Reiners et al. 2022). However, de-
termining whether mass-loss rates have a similar scaling with Rossby
number is much harder. Observationally constraining the mass-loss
rates of low-mass stars is extremely difficult due to how rarefied their
winds are. From a theoretical standpoint, one might expect that mass-
loss rates should follow a similar dependence on the Rossby num-
ber as magnetic field strengths since stellar wind driving depends
strongly on a star’s magnetic properties (e.g. Suzuki et al. 2013;
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Shoda et al. 2023). Additionally, chromospheric and coronal forms
of magnetic activity also scale similarly with Rossby number (e.g.
Noyes et al. 1984; Saar & Brandenburg 1999; Pizzolato et al. 2003;
Mamajek & Hillenbrand 2008; Stelzer et al. 2016; Newton et al.
2017; Wright et al. 2018; Boudreaux et al. 2022). Since stellar winds
also arise from coronal heating, this adds to the expectation that mass-
loss rates should also scale in this manner with Rossby number.

In recent years, attention has turned to understanding how
stellar metallicity affects the rotation and activity evolution of
low-mass stars. The theoretical expectation is that, at fixed stel-
lar mass and rotation period, more metal-rich stars should have
deeper convection zones and longer convective turnover times
(van Saders & Pinsonneault 2013; Karoff et al. 2018; Amard et al.
2019; Amard & Matt 2020; Claytor et al. 2020), resulting in smaller
Rossby numbers and higher levels of activity. Investigations using the
photometric variability amplitude (Karoff et al. 2018; Reinhold et al.
2020; See et al. 2021) and the flaring luminosity (See et al. 2023) as
magnetic activity proxies indicate that more metal-rich stars are, in-
deed, more magnetically active. Although this link between metallic-
ity and activity has only been verified for a limited number of activity
proxies, it is reasonable to expect that all forms of magnetic activity
should have a similar link with metallicity, including the products of
the stellar dynamo that govern angular momentum loss. Theoretical
modeling suggests that, if angular momentum loss is metallicity de-
pendent, metal-rich stars should be rotating slower than metal-poor
stars at late ages for a given age and stellar mass (Amard & Matt
2020). An analysis of the rotation periods of stars in the Kepler field
by Amard et al. (2020) found that metal-rich stars do rotate slower
than metal-poor stars on average. A priori, this result could indicate
that older stars are more metal-rich than younger stars since older
stars rotate more slowly. However, such a trend is not supported by
galactic studies (e.g. Haywood et al. 2013). As such, the result of
Amard et al. (2020) strongly suggests that angular momentum-loss
is indeed metallicity dependent.

Although the result of Amard et al. (2020) is strongly indicative
of a link between angular momentum loss and metallicity, it is not
completely conclusive. One parameter that these authors did not have
access to in their study is the stellar age. Determining the ages of
main sequence low-mass field stars, like those in the Kepler field,
is extremely difficult. One of the most commonly used methods
is isochrone fitting (e.g. Berger et al. 2020). However, this method
suffers from large uncertainties when used on low-mass field stars
since their properties do not evolve significantly along the main
sequence. Another method which can be used to determine the ages
of main sequence field stars is gyrochronology (e.g. Barnes 2003,
2007; García et al. 2014; Angus et al. 2015, 2019). Gyrochronology
makes use of the fact that the rotation period of a star monotonically
increases as it ages along the main sequence. Therefore, one should
be able to estimate a star’s age from its rotation period. However,
gyrochronology relations are typically empirically calibrated and, to
date, none explicitly account for stellar metallicity in the calibrations.

Recently, Lu et al. (2021) developed the gyro-kinematic age dating
method (see also Angus et al. (2020)) to estimate the ages of∼30,000
stars in the Kepler field. Gyro-kinematic age dating makes use of the
result from the field of galactic kinematics that older populations of
stars generally have larger velocity dispersions (e.g. Nordström et al.
2004; Holmberg et al. 2009; Yu & Liu 2018). This link is known as
the age-velocity-dispersion relation (AVR). The central assumption
of gyro-kinematic age dating is that groups of stars with similar
properties, such as their effective temperatures, rotation periods and

metallicities, have the same age. Therefore, one can estimate the
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Figure 1. The rotation periods, masses and metallicities of our sample. The
most metal-poor star in our sample is [Fe/H]=-0.89 and the most metal-rich is
[Fe/H]=0.53. However, 97% of our sample has metallicities between [Fe/H]=-
0.4 and [Fe/H]=0.4 and we have truncated the colourbar at these values to
increase the colour contrast of the plot.

age of a group of stars with similar properties from their velocity
dispersion and an AVR.

In this work, we study how metallicity affects the rotation and
activity evolution of a sample of Kepler field stars using the gyro-
kinematic age dating method. Our aim is to answer two main ques-
tions. Firstly, do more metal-rich stars really spin down more rapidly
than metal-poor stars as predicted by Amard & Matt (2020)? Sec-
ondly, how does metallicity affect the magnetic activity evolution of
low-mass stars? More metal-rich stars are more magnetically active
at fixed mass and rotation but they are also predicted to spin-down
more rapidly. Since slow rotation is associated with weaker magnetic
activity, it is not clear whether metal-rich stars should be more or
less magnetically active than metal-poor stars at late ages.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. We describe how the
stellar properties of our sample are determined in section 2, including
a modification to the gyro-kinematic age dating method outlined by
Lu et al. (2021). In section 3, we present the rotation period, Rossby
number and photometric activity index evolution as a function of
age, paying special attention to the impact of metallicity. Finally, we
present our conclusions in section 4.

2 SAMPLE

2.1 Sample properties

In this work, we study a sample of well characterised main sequence
field stars in the Kepler field. A number of different versions of
this sample have been used in various studies (Amard et al. 2020;
See et al. 2021) with the most recent version being presented in
See et al. (2023). We briefly summarise the details of the sample
here and refer the interested reader to See et al. (2023) for further
details of how the sample was compiled. The main parameters of
interest in this work are tabulated in table 1.

Rotation periods, %rot (or equivalently, angular velocities, Ω =

2c/%rot), for our sample are obtained from Santos et al. (2019),
Santos et al. (2021) and McQuillan et al. (2014) with preference
given to periods from Santos et al. (2019) and Santos et al. (2021)
over McQuillan et al. (2014) when periods for a star exist in multiple
works. Metallicities, [Fe/H], are obtained from the APOGEE DR17
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Figure 2. Estimated gyro-kinematic ages that result from our bin optimisation
process against asteroseismic ages for a sample of LEGACY survey stars. The
uncertainty on the LEGACY sample is estimated with the standard deviation
of the ages resulting from different pipelines (Silva Aguirre et al. 2017). The
resulting j2 is 3.13 and the optimised bin sizes for )eff , log10 (%rot) and
[Fe/H] are 83.67 K, 0.31 dex and 0.07 dex respectively.

Table 1. Parameters of interest in this work for our stellar sample. The full
table, including references for each parameter, can be found online in a
machine readable format.

KIC "★ %rot [Fe/H] Age g (ph

("⊙ ) (days) (dex) (Gyr) (days) (ppm)

1026838 1.16 15.56 0.17 2.34 14.45 3.62e+02
1027536 1.15 16.35 0.15 3.71 13.63 7.44e+01
1161402 1.22 2.39 -0.03 1.19 4.93 1.26e+03
1161620 1.07 6.57 0.09 0.61 19.45 3.08e+03
1162715 1.00 6.52 0.08 1.23 25.23 3.96e+03

(Abdurro’uf et al. 2022) and LAMOST DR7 surveys (Luo et al.
2015; Liu et al. 2020; Du et al. 2021). Masses, "★, and turnover
times, g, are estimated using the grid of stellar strcuture models of
Amard et al. (2019) and an adapted maximum-likelihood interpola-
tion tool (Valle et al. 2014). Lastly, the photometric activity index,
(ph, is adopted from Santos et al. (2019) and Santos et al. (2021).
Once these parameters were compiled, various cuts were applied
to the Gaia DR3 colour-magnitude diagram to eliminate near equal
mass binaries, eclipsing binaries, and evolved objects, as well as to
ensure that the adopted parameters are of high quality. Full details of
these cuts can be found in Amard et al. (2020) and See et al. (2023).
Our sample consists of 7752 stars whose main properties are shown
in fig. 1 (although the photometric activity index was only available
for 7601 stars).

2.2 Gyro-kinematic ages

The main update to this sample for this work is the addition of
stellar ages calculated using the gyro-kinematic age dating method
of Lu et al. (2021) which we briefly recap here. To calculate the gyro-
kinematic age for a star, we first create a sub-sample of stars defined by
a bin in effective temperature, rotation period and metallicity space
centered on the star in question. In Lu et al. (2021), the bin was
created in absolute magnitude, effective temperature, rotation period
and Rossby number space. However, for this work, we choose to
include metallicity and drop absolute magnitude and Rossby number.

Binning by metallicity is important as the goal of our study is to
investigate how metallicity affects rotation and activity evolution.
Lu et al. (2021) binned by absolute magnitude to account for evolved
objects but we are focusing on main sequence stars in this work.
Since we have already eliminated evolved objects from the sample
as previously discussed, there is no need to bin by the absolute
magnitude. Binning by Rossby number is also unnecessary as it
should just be a function of the properties we have chosen to bin by,
i.e. the effective temperature, rotation period and metallicity.

Once the sub-sample of stars has been determined, we calculate
their vertical velocity dispersion, fEI . This is given by 1.5 times the
median absolute deviation of their vertical velocities, EI . The vertical
velocities of the stars are calculated from proper-motions and radial
velocity measurements from Gaia DR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al.
2022). We do this by transforming from the Solar system barycen-
tric ICRS reference frame to Galactocentric Cartesian and cylindri-
cal coordinates using astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013;
Price-Whelan et al. 2018). Once the vertical velocity dispersion has
been calculated, it is then converted to an age estimate for the star in
question using an AVR. Lu et al. (2021) used the AVR from Yu & Liu
(2018) that was determined using only metal-rich stars ([Fe/H]>-0.2).
However, in this work, we use the AVR from Yu & Liu (2018) that is
determined using the full set of stars in their sample which encom-
passes both metal-rich and metal-poor stars.

The size of the bins used to create the sub-samples is determined
using an optimisation procedure. Gyro-kinematic ages are repeatedly
calculated for our full sample of stars. Between each recalculation,
the bin sizes in effective temperature, rotation period and metal-
licity space, are varied using a grid search. The adopted bin size
for our final gyro-kinematic calculation is the one that produces
the smallest j2 when comparing our estimated gyro-kinematic ages
with the asteroseismic ages of 13 stars from the Kepler LEGACY
sample (Silva Aguirre et al. 2017). Figure 2 shows the final opti-
misation result, where the uncertainty on the LEGACY sample is
estimated with the standard deviation of the ages resulting from dif-
ferent pipelines. The resulting j2 is 3.13 and the optimised bin sizes
for )eff , log10 (%rot) and [Fe/H] are 83.67 K, 0.31 dex and 0.07 dex
respectively.

Figure 3 shows a comparison of the gyro-kinematic age estimates
from this work and the estimates from Lu et al. (2021) for stars
common to the samples of both works. The left hand panel shows
a direct comparison of the two estimates in log space. In general,
they are correlated with a pearson correlation coefficient of 0.36 and
a median absolute deviation of 0.9 Gyr. Perhaps surprisingly, there
does not appear to be an obvious metallicity trend given that the age
estimates of Lu et al. (2021) do not explicitly account for metallicity
while ours do. The right hand panel of fig. 3 shows the ratio of the
two age estimates as a function of metallicity. This is the same data
as the left panel but presented in a slightly different format. We also
plot a running average in red. This plot shows that there is a slight
negative metallicity trend in stars with [Fe/H] & −0.28, where the
majority of our sample is. For these stars, our gyro-kinematic age
estimates are slightly larger than those of Lu et al. (2021) for metal-
poor stars on average and slightly smaller than those of Lu et al.
(2021) for metal-rich stars. For the full sample, there is a pearson
correlation coefficient of -0.15 between the ratio of the age estimates
in log space and the metallicity, indicating a weak correlation. This
trend is small enough that it is not readily evident in the left hand
plot and certainly much smaller than the overall scatter. This suggests
that the dependence of gyro-kinematic ages on metallicity may be
mostly captured by only binning in effective temperature, as they are
not independent variables.
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Figure 3. A comparison of the gyro-kinematic ages estimated in this work (subscripted S24) and those estimated in Lu et al. (2021, subscripted L21) for stars
common to the samples of both works. Left: A direct comparison of the age estimates coloured by metallicity. Right: The ratio of the age estimates as a function
of metallicity. The red points show a running average of the age ratio.

Lastly, we caution that the effects of weakened magnetic braking
may add an additional level of uncertainty to the gyro-kinematic
ages of some stars. Weakened magnetic braking is a phase of stel-
lar rotation evolution, that occurs at late ages, where the standard
spin-down laws appear to break down (e.g. van Saders et al. 2016;
Hall et al. 2021). During this phase, angular momentum loss through
stellar winds seems to lessen greatly or, possibly, even completely
cease. Consequently, a star’s rotation period may remain relatively
unchanged over gigayear time-scales once it has entered the weakened
magnetic braking phase. Since gyro-kinematic age dating assumes
that stars with similar properties (including rotation period) have
similar ages, gyro-kinematic ages derived for stars in the weakened
magnetic braking phase are less reliable (Lu et al. 2023). In the main
body of this work, we will analyse our full samples of stars including
those in the weakened magnetic braking regime. However, we ex-
plore the effect stars in the weakened magnetic braking regime may
have on our results in appendix A and find that these stars do not
affect our conclusions.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Rotation evolution

Amard & Matt (2020) predicted that, at late ages, metal-rich stars
should spin down to slower rotation than metal-poor stars for a given
stellar mass using theoretical rotation evolution models. In this sec-
tion, we test this prediction using the sample we described in section
2. Figure 4 shows the angular velocity of our sample as a function of
gyro-kinematic age and coloured by metallicity in six different mass
bins. Each bin is 0.1"⊙ wide and centered on the value indicated
above each panel in fig. 4. Within each mass bin, the overall trend
is that angular velocities are decreasing with age as expected. On
average, stars are more rapidly rotating in higher mass bins which is
also expected at late ages (see e.g. Matt et al. 2015). Turning to the
impact of metallicity, we generally see that more metal-rich stars have
slower rotation than metal-poor stars at a given age. This qualitatively
matches the prediction of Amard & Matt (2020).

To examine the trends more closely, we plot running averages
in each panel for low ([Fe/H] ≤ −0.03; black points), interme-
diate (−0.03 < [Fe/H] ≤ +0.1; blue points) and high metallicity

([Fe/H] > +0.1; green points) stars. These running averages were
calculated in log space and a data point is only plotted if more than
20 stars are available to calculate an average within a given age and
metallicity bin. The boundaries of these metallicity bins were cho-
sen to divide our full sample into thirds. We tested different values
for the boundaries between the metallicity bins, e.g. ones that split
the range of [Fe/H] values into thirds rather than ones that split the
number of stars in each bin into thirds. However, we found that dif-
ferent boundary values do not appreciably change the trends in the
running averages and, therefore, do not affect our conclusions. The
size of the error bars are calculated as the standard deviation of the
stellar angular velocities within each age and metallicity bin divided
by the square root of the number of stars in that bin. The low and
high metallicity running averages have been plotted with a small age
offset of -0.01 dex and +0.01 dex respectively so that the error bars
of the different running averages do not overlap.

A number of trends are evident in these running averages. The
1"⊙ , 1.1"⊙ and 1.2"⊙ mass bins all clearly show that, on average,
metal-rich stars are spinning more slowly than metal-poor stars at
a given age. This trend is not as clear in the 0.8"⊙ , 0.9"⊙ and
1.3"⊙ mass bins. For the 0.8"⊙ bin, the trend may still be present
since the running average corresponding to the highest metallicity
stars has the slowest rotation, as expected. However, the intermediate
and low metallicity running averages nearly lie exactly on top of
each other. The 0.9"⊙ mass bin is the most discrepant bin with the
running average for the low metallicity stars crossing the running
averages for the intermediate and high metallicity stars. The 1.3"⊙

bin is similar to the 0.8"⊙ bin in that the high metallicity running
average has slower rotation than the other two running averages with
the intermediate and low metallicity running averages overlapping
somewhat.

Several different factors likely contribute to the lack of clear metal-
licity trends in the 0.8"⊙ , 0.9"⊙ and 1.3"⊙ bins. The first factor
concerns the 0.8"⊙ and 0.9"⊙ bins. Rotation evolution is pre-
dicted to be more sensitive to metallicity in higher mass stars (see
Amard & Matt 2020). Higher mass stars have thinner convection
zones. Therefore, a given change in metallicity will result in a larger
change in the convection zone depth and other convection zone prop-
erties for higher mass stars, in a fractional sense. This can be seen
in figure 1 of Amard & Matt (2020) which shows that the convective
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Figure 4. Angular velocity as a function of gyro-kinematic age and coloured by metallicity for 6 different mass bins. Each mass bin is 0.1 "⊙ wide
centered on the mass indicated above each panel. Running averages are also included for low (black points; [Fe/H] ≤ −0.03), intermediate (blue points;
−0.03 < [Fe/H] ≤ +0.1) and high (green points; [Fe/H] > +0.1) metallicity stars. The standard error of each point in the running averages is indicated by
a vertical bar. The number of stars within each mass bin is indicated above each panel. The most metal-poor star in our sample is [Fe/H]=-0.89 and the most
metal-rich is [Fe/H]=0.53. However, 97% of our sample has metallicities between [Fe/H]=-0.4 and [Fe/H]=0.4 and we have truncated the colourbar at these
values to increase the colour contrast of the plot. Note that the y axis limits are different for the panels on the top and bottom rows.

turnover time is more sensitive to changes in metallicity in higher
mass stars than in lower mass stars. This results in the dynamos of
higher mass stars, as well its products, e.g. angular momentum loss
through stellar winds, being more sensitive to metallicity than the
dynamos of lower mass stars. The lack of a clear metallicity trend in
the 0.8"⊙ and 0.9"⊙ bins may simply be a manifestation of this ef-
fect, whereby the predicted weak metallicity trend is being hidden by,
e.g. measurement errors. A similar effect was hinted at in See et al.
(2021) where we suggested that the photometric variability is more
sensitive to changes in metallicity in high-mass stars than in low-
mass stars. The second factor that may be hiding a metallicity trend
in the running averages in the 0.8"⊙ and 0.9 "⊙ bins is that these
bins probably suffer from an incompleteness problem since they lie
at the faint end of our sample. They have fewer stars in them com-
pared to some of the higher mass bins even though lower mass stars
are more numerous than higher mass stars in the Milky Way. If these
bins were more complete, the expected metallicity trend of slower
rotation for more metal-rich stars might be more evident. Similarly,
the lack of a clear metallicity trend in the 1.3"⊙ bin may be due
to the low number of stars in this bin. However, unlike the 0.8"⊙

and 0.9"⊙ bins, the small number of stars in this bin is likely to be
intrinsic, rather than an incompleteness problem since higher mass
stars are known to be less common than lower mass stars.

3.2 Rossby number evolution

In section 3.3, we will look at the magnetic activity evolution of our
sample. However, before we do so, we first look at the evolution of
the Rossby number since this parameter is thought to determine how
magnetically active a star is. Figure 5 shows the same plot as fig. 4
but for Rossby number rather than angular velocity. In each mass bin,

the Rossby number increases as a function of age, with higher mass
stars having larger Rossby numbers on average, as expected.

In section 3.1, we showed that more metal-rich stars generally
have smaller angular velocities (or, equivalently, longer rotation pe-
riods) at fixed age and mass. One might, therefore, expect that the
more metal-rich stars should have larger Rossby numbers since it
is proportional to the rotation period. However, this is offset by the
fact that the convective turnover time also increases with increasing
metallicity. Given that the Rossby number is defined as the rotation
period over the turnover time, it is not obvious how the Rossby num-
ber should scale with metallicity at fixed age and mass. A priori, it
is not clear which of these two effects is larger or if they cancel out.
The modelling of Amard & Matt (2020) suggests that the change in
turnover time as a function of metallicity is larger than the change in
rotation period at late ages and that the Rossby number should de-
crease with increasing metallicity (see their figure 5). However, the
change in Rossby number that Amard & Matt (2020) predict is not
particularly large over the range of metallicities that the majority of
our sample is concentrated in (−0.2 . [Fe/H] . +0.3). The running
averages in fig. 5 show some possible small hints that the Rossby
number does decrease with increasing metallicity. For example, in
the 1.3"⊙ mass bin, the running average for the low metallicity stars
is larger than the intermediate metallicity running average which is
itself larger than the high metallicity running average. Additionally,
the low metallicity running averages in the 0.9"⊙ and 1"⊙ bins
are nearly always larger than the intermediate and high metallicity
running averages. However, this is weak evidence, at best, of a metal-
licity trend. Additionally, there is no discernible metallicity trend
in the 0.8"⊙ , 1.1"⊙ and 1.2"⊙ mass bins. Therefore, with the
currently available data, we cannot confidently confirm or rule out
whether the Rossby number evolution is metallicity dependent. It is
worth bearing in mind that the gyro-kinematic age dating technique
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Figure 5. Same as fig. 4 but for Rossby number instead of angular velocity.

estimates ages in a statistical way and that the estimated ages for
any individual star may be far from the true age. This may obscure
any metallicity trends that exist, especially if the trends are relatively
subtle as predicted by Amard & Matt (2020).

3.3 Activity evolution

In this section, we look at how metallicity affects the magnetic activ-
ity evolution in low-mass stars. To do this, we use the photometric
activity index values, (ph, calculated by Santos et al. (2019) and
Santos et al. (2021) as our proxy for magnetic activity. This quantity
is a measure of the variability in the light curve of a star on the
rotational time-scale and has been shown to be a reasonable proxy
of a star’s magnetic activity (Mathur et al. 2014). It is determined by
splitting a star’s light curve into segments of length 5%rot and cal-
culating the standard deviation of each of these segments. The final
photometric activity index is given by the average of these standard
deviations after a correction for photon noise is applied.

Figure 6 shows the same plot as fig. 4 but for the photometric
activity index rather than angular velocity. In each of the mass bins,
the photometric activity index is decreasing with age which is the
expected behaviour (e.g. Mathur et al. 2023). Looking at the 0.9"⊙ ,
1"⊙ and 1.1"⊙ bins, there are hints that, at a given age, more metal-
poor stars have smaller photometric activity index values, although
this trend is far from clear-cut. The running averages for the low
metallicity stars are smaller than the running averages for the inter-
mediate and high metallicity stars in these three mass bins. This is
suggestive of a metallicity trend whereby more metal-rich stars have
larger photometric activity index values for a given mass and age.
If we assume that other forms or proxies of magnetic activity, such
as mass-loss rates and magnetic field strengths, also follow the same
metallicity trend as the photometric activity index, then the direction
of this metallicity trend is consistent with our finding in section 3.1
that more metal-rich stars are spinning more slowly for a given mass
and age. However, there is very little difference between the inter-
mediate and high metallicity running averages in these bins making

this interpretation less certain. In the remaining mass bins, i.e. the
0.8"⊙ , 1.2"⊙ and 1.3"⊙ bins, there is no obvious metallicity trend.
Similarly to the Rossby number evolution in section 5, it is unclear if
there is a metallicity dependence to the activity evolution shown in
fig. 6.

A number of factors hamper our ability to reliably determine
whether the photometric activity index evolution in fig. 6 is metallic-
ity dependent. Firstly, the photometric activity index is a relatively
indirect tracer of magnetic activity. For example, a difference in stel-
lar inclination can cause two stars with the same level of magnetic
activity to have different levels of brightness variations in their light
curves (Mazeh et al. 2015; Shapiro et al. 2016) and, therefore, their
photometric activity index values. This could add significant scatter
to plots involving the photometric activity index that obscure the
trends with metallicity that we are interested in. Indeed, we previ-
ously found that the scatter in the photometric variability amplitude,
'per, which is a quantity similar to the photometric activity index,
can be significant, even for a given Rossby number (See et al. 2021).
Another complicating factor is that changes in metallicity can result
in changes to the contrast of magnetic features (Witzke et al. 2018,
2020). This would affect the amplitude of variability in a star’s light
curve and, therefore, its photometric activity index, in a way that is
unrelated to changes in the stellar dynamo.

4 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we investigate how metallicity affects the evolution
of the rotation, Rossby number and photometric activity index
(which is our proxy for magnetic activity) of low-mass stars. We
do this using a sample of nearly 8000 low-mass Kepler field stars.
For this sample, we assemble literature values for the rotation pe-
riod (McQuillan et al. 2014; Santos et al. 2019, 2021), metallicity
(Luo et al. 2015; Liu et al. 2020; Du et al. 2021; Abdurro’uf et al.
2022) and photometric activity index (Santos et al. 2019, 2021). We
also calculate masses and convective turnover times using the stellar
structure models of Amard et al. (2019) and ages using the gyro-
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Figure 6. Same as fig. 4 but for photometric activity index instead of angular velocity.

kinematic age dating method of Lu et al. (2021). We find a clear
metallicity dependence to the rotation evolution. For a fixed mass
and at a given age, more metal-rich stars are generally rotating more
slowly than metal-poor stars in our sample. This is because, all else
being equal, more metal-rich stars should have deeper convective en-
velopes, longer turnover times, smaller Rossby numbers and be more
magnetically active (See et al. 2021, 2023). This results in stronger
angular momentum loss through their magnetised winds. Addition-
ally, the metallicity dependence of the rotation evolution appears to
be stronger in higher mass stars. These results are in qualitative agree-
ment with the modelling of Amard & Matt (2020) and provide the
strongest evidence yet that angular momentum loss is a metallicity
dependent process.

While the interpretation for the metallicity dependence of the ro-
tation evolution is relatively clear, the picture for the Rossby number
and photometric activity index is much less so. In order for more
metal-rich stars to spin down to slower rotation, one would expect
that, at a given mass and age, more metal-rich stars should have
smaller Rossby numbers and larger magnetic activities. Although
our analysis shows some small hints that this is the case, it is far from
conclusive. Unfortunately, with the available data, we cannot rule out
the alternative scenario that there is no metallicity dependence to the
Rossby number and photometric activity index evolution or even that
they scale in the opposite direction as a function of metallicity. In the
future, the question of how the Rossby number and magnetic activ-
ity evolution scales with metallicity could be better answered with
larger sample sizes and by studying different activity indicators. In
particular, studying different activity indicators would reduce some
of the scatter present due to the fact that the photometric activity
index is a comparatively indirect tracer of magnetic activity. How-
ever, it is not clear when such studies will be possible. In comparison
to the photometric activity index, other magnetic activity indicators
are comparatively difficult to measure. As such, it is challenging to
assemble a large enough sample to conduct this type of study with
other activity indicators.
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APPENDIX A: IMPACT OF EXCLUDING STARS IN THE

WEAKENED MAGNETIC BRAKING REGIME

In this appendix, we explore whether stars in the weakened magnetic
braking regime affect our results and conclusions. As discussed in
section 2.2, gyro-kinematic ages for stars in the weakened magnetic
braking regime are likely to have an additional level of uncertainty.
Although it is still unclear what causes weakened magnetic braking
and when exactly it occurs, recent modelling suggests that stars enter
the weakened magnetic breaking phase once they reach a critical
Rossby number of Rocrit = 0.91Ro⊙ (Saunders et al. 2023). Using a
solar Rossby number of Ro⊙ = 1.26, the value of which has been
derived in the same way as for the stars in the rest of our sample, this
corresponds to a critical Rossby number of Rocrit = 1.14. We find
that 18% of stars in our sample have Rossby numbers larger than this
Rocrit.
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Figure A1. Same as fig. 4 but only for stars that have not yet reached the weakened magnetic braking regime, i.e. those with Ro ≤ 1.14.
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Figure A2. Same as fig. 5 but only for stars that have not yet reached the weakened magnetic braking regime, i.e. those with Ro ≤ 1.14.

In figs. A1, A2 and A3, we show the same plots as figs. 4, 5 and
6 respectively but with the stars in the weakened magnetic braking
regime removed, i.e. those with Ro > Rocrit. Comparing the figs.
A1, A2 and A3 to figs. 4, 5 and 6, we see that every mass bin
has at least some stars in the weakened magnetic braking regime
although they are concentrated in the higher mass bins. We also
see that the metallicity trends we identified in section 3 are largely
unaffected and, therefore, our conclusions are unaffected as well.
Indeed, comparing figs. A1 and 4, some of the metallicity trends
associated with the rotation evolution may actually be clearer once
the stars in the weakened magnetic braking regime are removed. Most
notably, it was not obvious that there was a metallicity trend in the

1.3"⊙ bin of fig. 4 with the running average for the low metallicity
stars lying between the the running averages for the intermediate and
high metallicity stars. However, low metallicity stars have shorter
turnover times and larger Rossby numbers. They are, therefore, more
likely to be in the weakened magnetic braking regime. The 1.3"⊙

bin in fig. A1 shows that once the stars in the weakened magnetic
braking regime are removed, the metallicity trend is now clear since
the running average for the low metallicity stars is no longer there.
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Figure A3. Same as fig. 6 but only for stars that have not yet reached the weakened magnetic braking regime, i.e. those with Ro ≤ 1.14.

REFERENCES

Abdurro’uf et al., 2022, ApJS, 259, 35
Amard L., Matt S. P., 2020, ApJ, 889, 108
Amard L., Palacios A., Charbonnel C., Gallet F., Bouvier J., 2016, A&A,

587, A105
Amard L., Palacios A., Charbonnel C., Gallet F., Georgy C., Lagarde N.,

Siess L., 2019, A&A, 631, A77
Amard L., Roquette J., Matt S. P., 2020, MNRAS, 499, 3481
Angus R., Aigrain S., Foreman-Mackey D., McQuillan A., 2015, MNRAS,

450, 1787
Angus R., et al., 2019, AJ, 158, 173
Angus R., et al., 2020, AJ, 160, 90
Astropy Collaboration et al., 2013, A&A, 558, A33
Barnes S. A., 2003, ApJ, 586, 464
Barnes S. A., 2007, ApJ, 669, 1167
Barnes S. A., Weingrill J., Fritzewski D., Strassmeier K. G., Platais I., 2016,

ApJ, 823, 16
Berger T. A., Huber D., van Saders J. L., Gaidos E., Tayar J., Kraus A. L.,

2020, AJ, 159, 280
Blackman E. G., Owen J. E., 2016, MNRAS, 458, 1548
Boudreaux T. M., Newton E. R., Mondrik N., Charbonneau D., Irwin J., 2022,

ApJ, 929, 80
Breimann A. A., Matt S. P., Naylor T., 2021, ApJ, 913, 75
Brown T. M., 2014, ApJ, 789, 101
Brun A. S., Browning M. K., 2017, Living Reviews in Solar Physics, 14, 4
Claytor Z. R., van Saders J. L., Santos Â. R. G., García R. A., Mathur S.,

Tayar J., Pinsonneault M. H., Shetrone M., 2020, ApJ, 888, 43
Curtis J. L., et al., 2020, ApJ, 904, 140
Douglas S. T., Agüeros M. A., Covey K. R., Cargile P. A., Barclay T., Cody

A., Howell S. B., Kopytova T., 2016, ApJ, 822, 47
Douglas S. T., Agüeros M. A., Covey K. R., Kraus A., 2017, ApJ, 842, 83
Douglas S. T., Curtis J. L., Agüeros M. A., Cargile P. A., Brewer J. M.,

Meibom S., Jansen T., 2019, ApJ, 879, 100
Du B., et al., 2021, Research in Astronomy and Astrophysics, 21, 202
Dungee R., van Saders J., Gaidos E., Chun M., García R. A., Magnier E. A.,

Mathur S., Santos Â. R. G., 2022, ApJ, 938, 118
Finley A. J., Matt S. P., 2017, ApJ, 845, 46
Finley A. J., Matt S. P., 2018, ApJ, 854, 78
Gaia Collaboration et al., 2022, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2208.00211

Gallet F., Bouvier J., 2013, A&A, 556, A36
Gallet F., Bouvier J., 2015, A&A, 577, A98
García R. A., et al., 2014, A&A, 572, A34
Garraffo C., Drake J. J., Cohen O., 2016, A&A, 595, A110
Garraffo C., et al., 2018, ApJ, 862, 90
Gondoin P., 2017, A&A, 599, A122
Gossage S., Dotter A., Garraffo C., Drake J. J., Douglas S., Conroy C., 2021,

ApJ, 912, 65
Hall O. J., et al., 2021, Nature Astronomy, 5, 707
Harris C. R., et al., 2020, Nature, 585, 357
Haywood M., Di Matteo P., Lehnert M. D., Katz D., Gómez A., 2013, A&A,

560, A109
Holmberg J., Nordström B., Andersen J., 2009, A&A, 501, 941
Hunter J. D., 2007, Computing in Science & Engineering, 9, 90
Johnstone C. P., Güdel M., Brott I., Lüftinger T., 2015, A&A, 577, A28
Johnstone C. P., Bartel M., Güdel M., 2021, A&A, 649, A96
Karoff C., et al., 2018, ApJ, 852, 46
Kochukhov O., Hackman T., Lehtinen J. J., Wehrhahn A., 2020, A&A,

635, A142
Liu C., et al., 2020, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2005.07210
Lu Y. L., Angus R., Curtis J. L., David T. J., Kiman R., 2021, AJ, 161, 189
Lu Y., Angus R., Foreman-Mackey D., Hattori S., 2023, arXiv e-prints,

p. arXiv:2310.14990
Luo A. L., et al., 2015, Research in Astronomy and Astrophysics, 15, 1095
Mamajek E. E., Hillenbrand L. A., 2008, ApJ, 687, 1264
Mathur S., Salabert D., García R. A., Ceillier T., 2014,

Journal of Space Weather and Space Climate, 4, A15
Mathur S., et al., 2023, ApJ, 952, 131
Matt S. P., MacGregor K. B., Pinsonneault M. H., Greene T. P., 2012, ApJ,

754, L26
Matt S. P., Brun A. S., Baraffe I., Bouvier J., Chabrier G., 2015, ApJ, 799, L23
Mazeh T., Perets H. B., McQuillan A., Goldstein E. S., 2015, ApJ, 801, 3
McQuillan A., Mazeh T., Aigrain S., 2014, ApJS, 211, 24
Meibom S., Mathieu R. D., Stassun K. G., 2009, ApJ, 695, 679
Meibom S., Mathieu R. D., Stassun K. G., Liebesny P., Saar S. H., 2011, ApJ,

733, 115
Newton E. R., Irwin J., Charbonneau D., Berlind P., Calkins M. L., Mink J.,

2017, ApJ, 834, 85
Nordström B., et al., 2004, A&A, 418, 989
Noyes R. W., Hartmann L. W., Baliunas S. L., Duncan D. K., Vaughan A. H.,

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2024)

http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ac4414
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022ApJS..259...35A
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab6173
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020ApJ...889..108A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201527349
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016A&A...587A.105A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201935160
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019A&A...631A..77A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3038
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020MNRAS.499.3481A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv423
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015MNRAS.450.1787A
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ab3c53
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019AJ....158..173A
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ab91b2
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020AJ....160...90A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201322068
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013A%26A...558A..33A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/367639
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003ApJ...586..464B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/519295
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007ApJ...669.1167B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/823/1/16
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016ApJ...823...16B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/159/6/280
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020AJ....159..280B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw369
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016MNRAS.458.1548B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac5cbf
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022ApJ...929...80B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abf0a3
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...913...75B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/789/2/101
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014ApJ...789..101B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s41116-017-0007-8
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017LRSP...14....4B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab5c24
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020ApJ...888...43C
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abbf58
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020ApJ...904..140C
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/822/1/47
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016ApJ...822...47D
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa6e52
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...842...83D
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab2468
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...879..100D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1674-4527/21/8/202
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021RAA....21..202D
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac90be
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022ApJ...938..118D
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa7fb9
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...845...46F
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aaaab5
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018ApJ...854...78F
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022arXiv220800211G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201321302
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013A&A...556A..36G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201525660
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015A&A...577A..98G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201423888
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014A&A...572A..34G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201628367
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016A&A...595A.110G
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aace5d
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018ApJ...862...90G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201629760
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017A&A...599A.122G
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abebdf
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...912...65G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41550-021-01335-x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021NatAs...5..707H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020Natur.585..357H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201321397
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013A&A...560A.109H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200811191
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009A&A...501..941H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201425301
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015A&A...577A..28J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202038407
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021A&A...649A..96J
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aaa026
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018ApJ...852...46K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201937185
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020A&A...635A.142K
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200507210L
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/abe4d6
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021AJ....161..189L
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2310.14990
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2023arXiv231014990L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1674-4527/15/8/002
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015RAA....15.1095L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/591785
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008ApJ...687.1264M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/swsc/2014011
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014JSWSC...4A..15M
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/acd118
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2023ApJ...952..131M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/754/2/L26
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ApJ...754L..26M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/799/2/L23
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015ApJ...799L..23M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/801/1/3
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015ApJ...801....3M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/211/2/24
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014ApJS..211...24M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/695/1/679
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009ApJ...695..679M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/733/2/115
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2011ApJ...733..115M
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/834/1/85
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...834...85N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20035959
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004A&A...418..989N


10 V. See et al.

1984, ApJ, 279, 763
Pantolmos G., Matt S. P., 2017, ApJ, 849, 83
Pizzolato N., Maggio A., Micela G., Sciortino S., Ventura P., 2003, A&A,

397, 147
Price-Whelan A. M., et al., 2018, AJ, 156, 123
Rebull L. M., et al., 2016, AJ, 152, 113
Reiners A., Basri G., Browning M., 2009, ApJ, 692, 538
Reiners A., et al., 2022, A&A, 662, A41
Reinhold T., Shapiro A. I., Solanki S. K., Montet B. T., Krivova N. A.,

Cameron R. H., Amazo-Gómez E. M., 2020, Science, 368, 518
Réville V., Brun A. S., Matt S. P., Strugarek A., Pinto R. F., 2015, ApJ,

798, 116
Saar S. H., Brandenburg A., 1999, ApJ, 524, 295
Sadeghi Ardestani L., Guillot T., Morel P., 2017, MNRAS, 472, 2590
Santos A. R. G., García R. A., Mathur S., Bugnet L., van Saders J. L., Metcalfe

T. S., Simonian G. V. A., Pinsonneault M. H., 2019, ApJS, 244, 21
Santos A. R. G., Breton S. N., Mathur S., García R. A., 2021, ApJS, 255, 17
Saunders N., et al., 2023, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2309.05666
See V., et al., 2015, MNRAS, 453, 4301
See V., et al., 2018, MNRAS, 474, 536
See V., et al., 2019a, ApJ, 876, 118
See V., et al., 2019b, ApJ, 886, 120
See V., Roquette J., Amard L., Matt S. P., 2021, ApJ, 912, 127
See V., Roquette J., Amard L., Matt S., 2023, arXiv e-prints,

p. arXiv:2307.01688
Shapiro A. I., Solanki S. K., Krivova N. A., Yeo K. L., Schmutz W. K., 2016,

A&A, 589, A46
Shoda M., Cranmer S. R., Toriumi S., 2023, ApJ, 957, 71
Silva Aguirre V., et al., 2017, ApJ, 835, 173
Spada F., Lanzafame A. C., 2020, A&A, 636, A76
Stelzer B., Damasso M., Scholz A., Matt S. P., 2016, MNRAS, 463, 1844
Suzuki T. K., Imada S., Kataoka R., Kato Y., Matsumoto T., Miyahara H.,

Tsuneta S., 2013, PASJ, 65, 98
Taylor M. B., 2005, in Shopbell P., Britton M., Ebert R., eds, Astronomical

Society of the Pacific Conference Series Vol. 347, Astronomical Data
Analysis Software and Systems XIV. p. 29

Tu L., Johnstone C. P., Güdel M., Lammer H., 2015, A&A, 577, L3
Valle G., Dell’Omodarme M., Prada Moroni P. G., Degl’Innocenti S., 2014,

A&A, 561, A125
Vidotto A. A., et al., 2014, MNRAS, 441, 2361
Virtanen P., et al., 2020, Nature Methods, 17, 261
Wes McKinney 2010, in Stéfan van der Walt Jarrod Millman eds, Pro-

ceedings of the 9th Python in Science Conference. pp 56 – 61,
doi:10.25080/Majora-92bf1922-00a

Witzke V., Shapiro A. I., Solanki S. K., Krivova N. A., Schmutz W., 2018,
A&A, 619, A146

Witzke V., Reinhold T., Shapiro A. I., Krivova N. A., Solanki S. K., 2020,
A&A, 634, L9

Wright N. J., Drake J. J., Mamajek E. E., Henry G. W., 2011, ApJ, 743, 48
Wright N. J., Newton E. R., Williams P. K. G., Drake J. J., Yadav R. K., 2018,

MNRAS, 479, 2351
Yu J., Liu C., 2018, MNRAS, 475, 1093
pandas development team T., 2023, pandas-

dev/pandas: Pandas, doi:10.5281/zenodo.7979740,
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7979740

van Saders J. L., Pinsonneault M. H., 2013, ApJ, 776, 67
van Saders J. L., Ceillier T., Metcalfe T. S., Silva Aguirre V., Pinsonneault

M. H., García R. A., Mathur S., Davies G. R., 2016, Nature, 529, 181

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

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2024)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/161945
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1984ApJ...279..763N
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa9061
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...849...83P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20021560
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003A&A...397..147P
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aabc4f
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/#abs/2018AJ....156..123T
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-6256/152/5/113
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016AJ....152..113R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/692/1/538
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009ApJ...692..538R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202243251
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022A&A...662A..41R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aay3821
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020Sci...368..518R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/798/2/116
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015ApJ...798..116R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/307794
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...524..295S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2039
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017MNRAS.472.2590S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ab3b56
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJS..244...21S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ac033f
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJS..255...17S
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.05666
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2023arXiv230905666S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv1925
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015MNRAS.453.4301S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2599
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018MNRAS.474..536S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab1096
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...876..118S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab46b2
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...886..120S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abed47
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...912..127S
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.01688
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2023arXiv230701688S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201527527
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016A&A...589A..46S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/acfa72
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2023ApJ...957...71S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/835/2/173
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...835..173S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201936384
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020A&A...636A..76S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1936
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016MNRAS.463.1844S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/pasj/65.5.98
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013PASJ...65...98S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201526146
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015A&A...577L...3T
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201322210
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014A&A...561A.125V
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu728
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014MNRAS.441.2361V
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020NatMe..17..261V
http://dx.doi.org/10.25080/Majora-92bf1922-00a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833936
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018A&A...619A.146W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201936608
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020A&A...634L...9W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/743/1/48
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2011ApJ...743...48W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty1670
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018MNRAS.479.2351W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx3204
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018MNRAS.475.1093Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7979740
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7979740
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/776/2/67
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013ApJ...776...67V
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature16168
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016Natur.529..181V

	Introduction
	Sample
	Sample properties
	Gyro-kinematic ages

	Results
	Rotation evolution
	Rossby number evolution
	Activity evolution

	Conclusions
	Impact of excluding stars in the weakened magnetic braking regime

