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ABSTRACT

Investigating the angular momentum evolution of pre-main sequence (PMS) stars provides important

insight into the interactions between Sun-like stars and their protoplanetary disks, and the timescales

that govern disk dissipation and planet formation. We present projected rotational velocities (v sin i

values) of 254 T Tauri stars (TTSs) in the ∼3 Myr-old open cluster NGC 2264, measured using

high-dispersion spectra from the WIYN 3.5m telescope’s Hydra instrument. We combine these with

literature values of temperature, rotation period, luminosity, disk classification, and binarity. We find

some evidence that Weak-lined TTSs may rotate faster than their Classical TTS counterparts and that

stars in binary systems may rotate faster than single stars. We also combine our v sin i measurements

with rotation period to estimate the projected stellar radii of our sample stars, and then use a maximum

likelihood modeling technique to compare our radii estimates to predicted values from stellar evolution

models. We find that starspot-free models tend to underestimate the radii of the PMS stars at the

age of the cluster, while models that incorporate starspots are more successful. We also observe a

mass dependence in the degree of radius inflation, which may be a result of differences in the birthline

location on the HR diagram. Our study of NGC 2264 serves as a pilot study for analysis methods to

be applied to four other clusters ranging in age from 1 to 14 Myr, which is the timescale over which

protoplanetary disks dissipate and planetary systems begin to form.

Keywords: Pre-main sequence stars(1290) — Stellar rotation(1629) — Young stellar objects(1834) —

T Tauri stars(1681) — Classical T Tauri stars(252) — Weak-line T Tauri stars(1795) —

Early stellar evolution(434) — Low mass stars(2050)

1. INTRODUCTION

An important part of developing our picture of the Solar System’s formation is understanding the evolution of young

Sun-like stars and their surrounding protoplanetary disks, particularly during the pre-main sequence (PMS) phase

when the star and disk are still in the process of forming and are closely linked to each other. A key parameter during

the pre-main sequence stage is the angular momentum of the star. Like other fundamental stellar properties such

as mass and metallicity, a star’s rotation rate is an important characteristic that affects its internal structure and

evolution during the pre-main sequence phase and throughout its entire lifetime. Rotation affects chemical mixing,

energy transport within the star, and stellar winds and mass loss (e.g., Pinsonneault et al. 1989, 1990; Barnes 2003;

Ekström et al. 2012; Bouvier et al. 2014; and many others).

T Tauri stars are pre-main sequence stars with masses ≲ 2−3 M⊙, and very young ages (typically ≲ 107 years) (e.g.,

Bertout 1989; Herbst et al. 1994). Over the past few decades, observational and theoretical studies have enabled us to

develop a general picture of how angular momentum evolution proceeds in T Tauri stars and how the stars interact

and co-evolve with their protoplanetary disks. The T Tauri stage is one of rapid evolution; bipolar outflows and jets

expel stellar material, while magnetic fields produce cooler, darker starspots on the stellar surface and channel gas to
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the surface from the circumstellar disk along the magnetic field lines to create brighter hot spots (e.g., Mundt & Fried

1983; Lada 1985; Königl 1991; Shu et al. 1994; Edwards et al. 1994; Bachiller 1996; Feigelson & Montmerle 1999; Cody

et al. 2014). One useful approach is to study T Tauri stars in nearby star-forming regions in order to investigate and

quantify the stars’ properties in detail.

Measuring rotation can provide us with geometric estimates of radii for stars, by combining the projected rotation ve-

locity with the rotation period (e.g., Rhode et al. 2001). These radii are not dependent on uncertainties in temperature

or luminosity, and so represent an additional tool for measuring radii. For an individual star, due to the dependence

of the projected rotation velocity measurement on the inclination i of the star’s spin-axis with respect to the observer

(which is unknown), this gives a lower limit for the radius. With measurements of many stars, the estimates can

be compared to predictions from stellar evolutionary models through statistical modeling methods (Lanzafame et al.

2017; Jackson et al. 2018). Measurements of radius and mass from PMS and zero-age main sequence (ZAMS) eclipsing

binary stars indicate that models without starspots tend to underestimate the radii (e.g., López-Morales 2007; Torres

et al. 2010; Kraus et al. 2015; David et al. 2019; Smith et al. 2021). The high magnetic activity of PMS stars can pose

an additional challenge for these models, as starspots can affect the effective temperature and luminosity of the star

(Somers & Pinsonneault 2015; Somers et al. 2020).

Rotation studies of many young star clusters have revealed that the rotation speeds of T Tauri stars are often slower

than predicted, indicating significant angular momentum loss at a very early stage (Vogel & Kuhi 1981; Hartmann

et al. 1986; Clarke & Bouvier 2000). Some populations also show a bimodal distribution of rotation periods, indicating

that not all stars are affected by the same processes (e.g., Nordhagen et al. 2006; Cieza & Baliber 2006; Venuti et al.

2017). T Tauri stars are commonly separated into two classes according to their accretion properties and, by extension,

their circumstellar disk properties. Classical T Tauri Stars (CTTSs) show strong emission lines in their spectra and

signatures of mass accretion from a circumstellar disk to the star, such as hot spots on their surfaces that can cause

flaring and excess emission in optical, UV, X-ray, and/or IR wavebands (e.g., Bertout 1989). By contrast, Weak-lined

T Tauri Stars (WTTSs) often show periodic variability, likely due to large surface cool spots, and lack obvious accretion

disk signatures like NIR excess and Ca II emission lines (e.g., Walter 1987; Herbst et al. 1994; Hillenbrand et al. 1998).

Briceño et al. (2019) have also introduced a transitory classification of CWTTS, representing the scenario where the

disk may be present but weak, possibly in the process of becoming truncated. Some have linked the bimodal rotation

period distribution to these two classes of stars, with the slower rotation of some stars possibly being connected to the

presence of an accreting disk (e.g., Edwards et al. 1993; Herbst et al. 2001, 2002; Cieza & Baliber 2007; Venuti et al.

2017; Rebull et al. 2018; Serna et al. 2021). However, further investigation is required to fully understand the links

between disks and rotation, as well as to quantify the time scales and physical conditions that govern disk dissipation.

One proposed theory is that a magnetic interaction between the star and its surrounding disk regulates the star’s

rotation rate, removing angular momentum and slowing the star down (e.g., Königl 1991; Shu et al. 1994; Ostriker &

Shu 1995; Matt & Pudritz 2005; Bouvier et al. 2014). This mechanism is often referred to as “disk-locking”, in which

kilogauss-strength magnetic fields, threaded through the circumstellar disk, connect the disk to the star’s surface and

channel accreting material onto the star. The star is locked to the disk by this magnetic interaction and forced to

have the same rotation rate as the disk at the locking radius. Only when the disk disperses does the star become

unlocked and spin up, so a star that is disk-locked (or only recently unlocked) will have a slow rotation period, whereas

a fast-rotating star may either have never been disk-locked or has had time to spin up since its disk dispersed (e.g.,

Bouvier et al. 1993; Edwards et al. 1993; Rebull et al. 2004; Bouvier et al. 2014). The expected time scale over which

the disk disperses and the star spins up is estimated to be anywhere from ∼1 to 5 Myr (e.g., Herbst et al. 2000;

Nordhagen et al. 2006; Cieza et al. 2007; Hartmann et al. 2016; Bastian et al. 2020; Rebull et al. 2020). These time

scales are uncertain, however, and some recent work suggests that disk lifetimes could be as long as 5−10 Myr (Fedele

et al. 2010; Gallet & Bouvier 2015; Pfalzner et al. 2022; Pfalzner & Dincer 2024).

To investigate rotation in T Tauri stars during this early and fast-changing stage in their evolution, we have initiated

a study measuring v sin i for a large sample of low-mass PMS stars in open clusters with ages that span 1−14 Myr.

This age range will allow us to explore evolution during and shortly after the era of the circumstellar disk.

NGC 2264 is a young open cluster that is well-researched and makes an ideal target for a pilot study to develop

our analysis methods. Sung et al. (1997) estimated a distance of ∼760 ± 49 pc from fitting the ZAMS, which has

been consistent with later estimates using a variety of methods (e.g. isochrone fitting: Turner 2012; parallax-based:

Kamezaki et al. 2013; PMS eclipsing binaries: Gillen et al. 2020). NGC 2264 has minimal foreground extinction and

a well-defined population, including a large sample of confirmed PMS members (Venuti et al. 2018). An age of up to
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7 Myr has been suggested, though estimates usually range from 3−5 Myr (Sung et al. 1997; Park et al. 2000; Venuti

et al. 2018; Dias et al. 2021). Flaccomio et al. (2000) and Ramı́rez et al. (2004) have proposed that an age of 1−3 Myr

may be more appropriate, based on measurements of lower mass stars. Venuti et al. (2018, 2019) and Lim et al. (2016)

have also explored the possibility of an age spread; Venuti et al. (2019) estimated an age range of ∼0.5−5 Myr for the

cluster populations while Lim et al. (2016) proposed a narrower spread of 3−4 Myr with a total formation timescale

< 5 Myr. For this work, our starting assumption is an average age of 3 Myr.

We have collected spectra for ∼300 stars in NGC 2264 with the WIYN 3.5m telescope at Kitt Peak National

Observatory (KPNO), in order to measure their v sin i. In Section 2, we discuss our target selection and observations

and in Section 3, we cover the measurement and analysis methods. Section 4 contains our results and the related

discussion. In Section 5, we summarize our findings.

2. OBSERVATIONS AND DATA REDUCTION

2.1. Sample Selection

We relied heavily on previously published auxiliary data such as sky positions, photometric magnitude, color, and

effective temperature to select an appropriate target sample of low-mass PMS stars to observe with WIYN Hydra.

We began by building a comprehensive database of all PMS stars in NGC 2264 from which to select our observational

sample. The basis of our catalog was 164 objects which had previously been observed with Hydra at the WIYN

3.5m telescope, but the spectra had never been published (see Section 2.3). These objects were originally selected as

low-mass PMS NGC 2264 members by their magnitude, color, and proper motion from Jones & Walker (1988). We

then added objects identified as PMS NGC 2264 members from Lamm et al. (2004, 2005), Rebull et al. (2002), Venuti

et al. (2014, 2017, 2018, 2019), Baxter et al. (2009), and Affer et al. (2013). These catalogs contained photometry,

spectral type, effective temperature, rotation period, rotational velocity, and/or disk classifications. For objects with

photometry from Venuti et al. (2014, 2017, 2018, 2019), we converted gri−band photometry to IC and V band using

the conversions of Jester et al. (2005). Each new catalog was cross-matched against the previously added objects

using a 2′′ search radius. We manually checked for sources that had been mistakenly duplicated and confirmed objects

that had been cross-matched, relying on photometry and previous cross-matching done in Lamm et al. (2004) and on

Simbad (Wenger et al. 2000). We also excluded objects that were marked as being part of multi-component systems in

Venuti et al. (2017), and any objects to which they were cross-matched. Finally, we added additional rotation periods

(Makidon et al. 2004), rotational velocities (Baxter et al. 2009; Jackson et al. 2016), and radial velocities (Fűrész et al.

2006; Jackson et al. 2016) for objects that were already in the database.

Creating a catalog by combining several different sources means that the sky coordinates do not share a common

astrometric solution, but multi-object spectroscopy requires precise astrometry for fiber placement. The Gaia EDR3

sky survey provides sky positions for billions of stars with a brightness limit well below those of our targets, so we

were confident that it could provide a common coordinate source for our objects (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021). We

performed a cross-match within 2′′ to the Gaia EDR3 archive and replaced all object sky coordinates with the ones

from Gaia EDR3. Objects that did not have a match within 2′′ were removed from the database. When multiple

Gaia objects were identified as a potential match, the objects were checked in Simbad (Wenger et al. 2000). If Simbad

classified them as part of a multi-component system, the corresponding component was identified in the database and

noted; if not, the coordinates of the closest Gaia object were chosen. One complication is that objects that were

identified as separate sources in Gaia EDR3 were often reported as singular objects by the original catalogs, and it

is impossible to know whether the reported measurements pertain to the same component (and which one it is). For

this reason, we attempted to identify and exclude any such objects from the potential target list.

To build our list of potential targets, we selected all objects with the following conditions in at least one of the source

catalogs: (1) IC magnitude from 10 to 16, (2) V − IC between 1 and 4, and (3) a spectral type or effective temperature

indicating a low-mass PMS star (Teff ≤ 4760 K). According to the pre-main sequence evolutionary models of Baraffe

et al. (2015), 4760 K is roughly the temperature of a 1.4 M⊙ star at 5 Myr. As the accepted age estimates for NGC

2264 generally range from 3−5 Myr, this therefore represents the expected upper temperature limit of low-mass stars in

the cluster. The Hydra fiber assignment program, whydra, allows for weighted prioritization of targets when creating

a pointing file for multi-object spectroscopy. We prioritized objects with a reported period followed by those with

reported luminosity; for stars with both, we are able to estimate the radius and equatorial velocity of the star. Fainter

stars required a longer integration time, so we split the potential target list into a “bright” sample and a “faint” sample

at IC = 14.75 mag.
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2.2. Adopted Values from the Literature

Great care must be taken when combining catalogs and selecting reported literature values. Some objects may have

multiple, differing measurements reported for a single property, such as rotation period. Some papers may not clearly

state the source for reported data on individual objects, leading to repeated results when catalogs are combined. This

means that simply taking a mode or average of all reported values for a given property is not appropriate. Instead,

we adopted reported auxiliary data as follows.

For spectral types and temperatures, we used those reported by Venuti et al. (2014), followed by types from Rebull

et al. (2002), photometrically estimated types in Venuti et al. (2014), and effective temperatures from Venuti et al.

(2018). When a spectral type was the preferred selection for a star, we converted it to a Teff following the prescription

of Pecaut & Mamajek (2013), which takes into account that PMS stars may have cooler surface temperatures than a

main sequence star of corresponding spectral type. In the case where a listed spectral type was between types (e.g.,

M2-3), we used the spectral type in the middle of the range (e.g., M2.5) and calculated a temperature between the two

nearest types. When a type was given as “>M4”, we considered it M5 as this was the latest type with a temperature

conversion for PMS stars in Pecaut & Mamajek (2013). For periods, we selected the space-based period measurements

from Venuti et al. (2017) and Affer et al. (2013), followed by periods from Lamm et al. (2005) and Makidon et al.

(2004). We selected luminosities reported in Venuti et al. (2018) over those from Jackson et al. (2016) when possible.

Radius was calculated using the adopted Teff and Lbol, but if the Lbol was not available, we adopted the radius from

Rebull et al. (2002) if one was listed.

Multiple papers report results on whether stars are CTTSs or WTTSs, or if they are actively accreting, though

they use different diagnostic methods and terminology. Some papers (Fűrész et al. 2006; Affer et al. 2013) use active

accretion as a proxy for disk presence, while Venuti et al. (2018) distinguishes between disk-bearing and actively

accreting. Furthermore, T Tauri stars may go through periods of low or inactive accretion, and so may be classified as

non-accreting at one point in time and accreting at another (Venuti et al. 2018). Venuti et al. (2014, 2018) and Jackson

et al. (2016) used IR excess to indicate the presence of a dusty disk, while Fűrész et al. (2006), Affer et al. (2013), and

Venuti et al. (2018) used UV excess, the Hα equivalent width, and/or a threshold of 270 km s−1 for the W10%(Hα)

parameter to evaluate whether an object was actively accreting. In Venuti et al. (2018), it was highly unusual for an

object to be accreting without a corresponding disk-bearing identification, so we consider active accretion to be an

indicator of a disk-bearing star.

In light of the different test types, nomenclatures, and observation time periods, we devised the following schema for

identifying an object based on the literature: Affer et al. (2013) and Venuti et al. (2018) used different thresholds for

the Hα equivalent width to classify their objects, so to achieve consistency in our classification, we reclassified their

data using the system defined by Briceño et al. (2019). Briceño et al. (2019) uses spectral type-dependent thresholds

to classify stars as CTTS, WTTS, or a new, intermediate class called CWTTS. This class may represent a transition

state between the CTTS and WTTS stages, where the disk is very weak or truncated (Briceño et al. 2019). If the

Hα equivalent width in Affer et al. (2013) or Venuti et al. (2018) placed an object in CWTTS, it was considered a

CWTTS. Otherwise, if the data in Fűrész et al. (2006), Affer et al. (2013), or Venuti et al. (2014, 2018) indicated

that an object had a disk or was accreting, it was considered a CTTS. For the remaining objects, if any of those tests

indicated an object was not a CTTS, it was marked WTTS. Finally, in the absence of any other information, an IR

excess in Jackson et al. (2016) was used to classify a star as CTTS. Jackson et al. (2016) was considered separately

because they frequently indicated an IR excess in disagreement with Venuti et al. (2014, 2018), despite using data

from the same time period. Venuti et al. (2014, 2018) often validated their non-disk results with an accretion test that

indicated a lack of active accretion, so we considered them to be more reliable than other papers that did not have a

secondary validation.

2.3. Observations

All observations were completed using the Bench spectrograph and Hydra multi-fiber positioner on the WIYN 3.5m

telescope at Kitt Peak National Observatory (KPNO). Hydra allows for simultaneous spectroscopy of up to ∼100

objects over a 1◦ area of sky. We used the red fibers on Hydra, paired with the Bench Camera and 316@63.4 echelle

grating. This allowed us to balance the desire for high resolution (R ∼ 21,500) against our ability to observe fainter

objects (I ∼ 16) with integration times between three and four hours. The spectra were centered on 6400 Å with a

dispersion of 0.145 Å per pixel, leading to a spectral range of 6240 to 6450 Å. A Thorium-Argon comparison lamp
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spectrum was taken at minimum before and after the set of exposures for each configuration, and occasionally partway

through.

The initial set of observations was conducted in 1997 December, 1998 December, and 2002 January (Hamilton et al.

2007). Observations were done in four different configurations, with four 40-minute exposures for each configuration.

Each configuration contained 50−60 stars and at least 15−20 fibers placed on sky positions. These observations

comprise the spectra for the 164 objects we used as the basis of our database.

We conducted further observations in 2022 December, 2023 February, and 2023 December. Observations were taken

in six different configurations, with six 30-minute exposures for “bright” configurations and seven 30-minute exposures

for “faint” configurations. Each configuration contained 50−60 stars and at least nine sky fibers.

In total, spectra were obtained for 312 objects. We observed 89 stars more than once, which allowed us to compare

radial velocities at multiple epochs and to average measurements. We also observed seven slow-rotating stars with

known spectral types (G6V−M2V) and the Sun to serve as narrow-lined templates for cross-correlation, and ten bright

stars with previously measured rotational velocities from Mermilliod et al. (2009) (ranging from 9.9 to 35.1 km s−1)

to help characterize our lower limits.

2.4. Data Reduction

The spectroscopic data were reduced using IRAF (Tody 1986, 1993) tasks such as ZEROCOMBINE, DARKCOM-

BINE, and FLATCOMBINE to create combined bias, dark, and dome flat images, and CCDPROC was used for

bias-subtraction, dark-subtraction, and trimming on non-zero and non-dark frames. The IRAF task DOHYDRA was

used to extract apertures, apply the combined dome flat, correct for scattered light, calibrate the wavelength dispersion

function, and subtract the sky for the object spectra. Observations of the ThAr spectrum were used for wavelength

calibration, with exposures taken within ∼ 3 hours of any given science observation. For the sky subtraction, sky fibers

were examined for unusually high signal (indicating that they had flux from an object) and removed. The remaining

sky spectra were averaged to make a combined sky spectrum, with cosmic rays removed by a sigma-clipping algorithm,

which was then subtracted from the object spectra. Due to the field size allowed by Hydra (∼1◦) and the random

distribution of sky positions, sky fibers may collect flux from both the sky and NGC 2264. As noted in Rhode et al.

(2001), this variable background should not affect the measurement of the rotational velocity.

After the object spectra were processed with DOHYDRA, the individual exposures of each configuration were

scaled, weighted, and averaged into a single image using the IRAF task SCOMBINE. This process removes cosmic

rays and improves the signal-to-noise of the spectra. While some stars were observed multiple times between various

configurations, we treated these as independent observations and did not combine spectra across configurations. We

clipped the spectra so that they covered the region from 6275 Å to 6525 Å, removing regions with poorer focus on the

ends of the spectra, and continuum-normalized them by fitting a second order spline3 function with the CONTINUUM

task.

Reductions for observations of the narrow-lined template stars were conducted the same way, with the exception of

continuum-normalization, which was done as part of the cross-correlation task FXCOR.

3. DATA ANALYSIS

3.1. Measuring Radial and Rotational Velocities

Radial and rotational velocities of the stars were measured with the IRAF task FXCOR, which performs a Fourier

cross-correlation between an object spectrum and a template spectrum. When a stellar spectrum is cross-correlated

against a narrow-lined spectrum with a known radial velocity, the location of the cross-correlation function (CCF) peak

gives the radial velocity (RV) of the object, while the width of the peak is related to the amount that the absorption

lines have been rotationally broadened. By measuring the full width at half maximum (FWHM) of the CCF peak, we

can measure the rotational velocity of the star. The measured velocity is subject to the angle between the observer

and the star’s rotational axis, so that this is actually a measurement of the projected rotational velocity, or v sin i.

To produce the clearest cross-correlations, each science star should be cross-correlated against a narrow-lined tem-

plate for a star with a similar temperature. To achieve this, we obtained spectra for seven different slow-rotating stars

with spectral types from G6V to M2V, plus the Sun. Information about the narrow-lined template stars is reported

in Table 1. We converted these spectral types to effective temperatures using the reported values from Pecaut &

Mamajek (2013) for dwarf stars. We then matched each object in our sample to the narrow-lined template that was

closest in temperature.
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Table 1. Bright, slow-rotating stars observed for use as
narrow-lined spectral templates for cross-correlation

Star RA Dec SpT log(Teff) V

(deg) (deg) (mag)

Sun · · · · · · G2V 3.761 -26

Gl 59.1 23.63392 68.94865 G6V 3.747 6.5

Gl 75 26.94268 63.85141 K0V 3.723 5.6

Gl 144 53.22829 -9.45817 K2V 3.702 3.7

Gl 53.1A 16.90831 22.95280 K4V 3.665 8.4

Gl 114 42.65531 15.70816 K6V 3.623 8.9

Gl 116 43.03510 34.38495 M0V 3.585 9.6

Gl 411 165.83096 35.94865 M2V 3.550 7.5

Note—Right ascension and declination are given in degrees,
using coordinates from Gaia DR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al.
2021). The sky coordinates for the Sun are variable. Temper-
atures are derived from spectral types using the dwarf SpT-
Teff relations in Pecaut & Mamajek (2013).

In order to measure the v sin i of a star, we must understand the relationship between the velocity and the FWHM

of the cross-correlation peak. To accomplish this, we artificially “spun up” each narrow-lined template by convolving

it with a theoretical rotation profile as described in Gray (1992). The templates were spun up from 10 km s−1 to 150

km s−1 in increments of 5 km s−1, to cover the expected range of observed v sin i values. To ensure the low-velocity end

of the calibration curve was well-constrained, we also created broadened spectra with velocities of 3, 5, and 7 km s−1.

The limb-darkening coefficient for each narrow-lined template was estimated with the Exoplanet Characterization

Toolkit, using the Kurucz ATLAS9 model grid and estimating solar log(g) and metallicity (Bourque et al. 2021). We

then cross-correlated each broadened spectrum against its original narrow-lined spectrum and measured the FWHM of

the peak. The relationship between each FWHM and its corresponding v sin i was calibrated by fitting a fourth-order

polynomial. We consider 150 km s−1 to be the highest v sin i we can reliably measure; above this velocity, the CCF

peaks become difficult to fit and the relationship between FWHM and v sin i is not as consistent. There was no

measurable difference in the FWHM measured for the 3 km s−1 spectra and the 5 km s−1 spectra, so the former was

excluded from fitting in order to avoid influencing the low-velocity end of the calibration curve.

The failure to recover a unique FWHM below 5 km s−1 illustrates the absolute lower limit on a v sin i with this

analysis method, which is related to the dispersion of the spectrograph set-up. However, the true lower limit for v sin i

is largely dependent on the size of the slit image. The rotational broadening of a spectral line can only be measured

once the intrinsic width of the line is larger than the slit width, which is usually focused to 2 pixels; this is equivalent

to 13.6 km s−1 with our spectrograph set-up. In the middle of the CCD chip, the slit width varied between 1.5 and

1.7 pixels; for spectral lines in these areas, broadening associated with a lower v sin i may be measurable. Due to this,

we estimate our resolution limit for v sin i to be 11 km s−1 (best focus between 1.6 and 1.7 pixels), with the caveat

that this represents a best case scenario and that reported values near this limit may be upper limits rather than true

measurements of v sin i.

The RTD parameter from Tonry & Davis (1979) quantifies the signal-to-noise ratio of the cross-correlation peak. It

is proportional to the error of the rotational velocity as (1 + RTD)−1 (Tonry & Davis 1979). Hartmann et al. (1986)

analyzed v sin i error as a function of RTD for both moderate (∼20 km s−1) and fast (∼50 km s−1) rotating stars and

determined that ± v sin i/(1 +RTD) provided a 90% confidence level for their rotational velocity measurements. We

have implemented this relationship for our own observations as the v sin i uncertainty for individual measurements.

When we have more than one measurement for a star, the reported v sin i and uncertainty are the weighted mean and

its associated uncertainty.
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Table 2. Stars from Mermilliod et al. (2009) used for v sin i measurement comparison

Star RA Dec Va RVb RVc vsin(i)b vsin(i)c

(deg) (deg) (mag) (km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1)

He 347 49.40617 48.10798 10.55 8.67 ± 0.36 7.78 ± 1.11 9.9 ± 2.1 17.1 ± 0.7

AK 1159 130.71805 17.1337 8.76 20.5 ± 0.31 19.24 ± 1.3 12.5 ± 1 11.2 ± 0.6

VL 1353 130.65319 18.3888 10.08 35.99 ± 0.47 36.51 ± 1.2 13.7 ± 0.9 13.6 ± 0.6

Malm 30.252 188.75103 30.19252 8.62 -1.91 ± 0.2 -2.9 ± 1.08 14.1 ± 0.5 13.9 ± 0.6

He 299 48.99553 50.4051 11.15 -1.82 ± 0.48 -2.78 ± 0.87 15.6 ± 0.8 13.5 ± 0.5

He 334 49.24788 49.9265 10.37 -2.47 ± 0.72 -3.63 ± 1.17 19.4 ± 0.9 19.3 ± 0.7

Tr 19 183.10367 27.38006 8.06 0.66 ± 0.24 -1.85 ± 2.06 19.8 ± 0.4 14.9 ± 1.1

Tr 101 185.92081 26.9799 8.36 -0.17 ± 0.4 -0.25 ± 5.14 26.1 ± 2.6 21.7 ± 3.4

KW 411 130.40066 19.14259 9.32 35.6 ± 1.42 32.11 ± 3.06 30.6 ± 3.1 33.5 ± 2.3

Tr 36 184.03484 25.76033 8.07 0.03 ± 0.79 0.31 ± 3.2 35.1 ± 3.5 35.9 ± 2.5

Note—Right ascension and declination are given in degrees, using coordinates from Gaia DR3 (Gaia
Collaboration et al. 2021).

aV-band magnitude is converted from Gaia DR3 G-band and GBP − GRP , using the conversions from
Riello et al. (2021).

bMermilliod et al. (2009)

cThis work.

To investigate how well our measurements correlated with other work at a range of v sin i values, including those below

13.6 km s−1, we also observed ten bright stars with rotational velocities reported in Mermilliod et al. (2009), which

measured rotation velocities down to about 1 km s−1 with a precision of 1 km s−1. We measured radial velocity and

v sin i for these stars by cross-correlating their spectra against the narrow-lined template with the closest temperature;

in each case, the template star with the closest temperature was the Sun. The properties of these stars and our measured

values are listed in Table 2. A comparison of our v sin i measurements to those from Mermilliod et al. (2009) is shown

in Fig. 1. We also statistically compared the two sets of measurements using least squares linear regression and

the Pearson correlation coefficient r. For two sets of measurements of the same objects, we would expect a slope in

agreement with 1 and a correlation coefficient > 0.95. For all ten stars, r = 0.916, with a slope of 0.94 ± 0.15. The

reported v sin i for He 347 is 9.9 km s−1, which is below our resolution limit and so we would not expect to be able
to recover a valid v sin i measurement. When we exclude He 347, we recover a slope of 1.09 ± 0.11, with r = 0.965.

Of the nine remaining objects, we measured eight to have v sin i within two standard deviations of the value reported

in Mermilliod et al. (2009). This indicates that our methodology is sound and supports the idea that our practical

resolution limit can be below 13.6 km s−1. It also demonstrates that our calibration curve is appropriate for the range

of v sin i values covered by the majority of our data (only 8% of our final sample had v sin i > 35 km s−1).

3.2. Finalizing Measurements and Membership

Investigating the rotational properties of PMS stars within NGC 2264 requires good quality measurements of cluster

members. We built our catalog of potential targets from stars that had been determined to be cluster members in one

or more of the studies published in the past, but differences in selection criteria across those studies mean that we

must define cluster membership for this study and evaluate each object to ensure that we are only including members

in our analysis. Quantitative and qualitative assessments of the FXCOR outputs are necessary to evaluate the quality

of the measurements.

While completing the cross-correlations, we took extensive notes about the shape of each peak. Peaks with structure

other than that of a Gaussian function may indicate that a star is a spectroscopic binary manifesting as two (or more)

Gaussians overlapping each other, though we note that wider peaks naturally tended to become less Gaussian in shape.
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Figure 1. Plot of our measured v sin i values vs. values for the same stars from Mermilliod et al. (2009), to demonstrate the
effectiveness of our measurement methods. The magenta dashed line depicts a perfect 1-to-1 correlation.

We considered stars that showed some minor structure in the CCF peak, but had no other signs of binarity, to be

“possible binaries”. We marked stars that showed a clear double peak in the CCF peak, as well as stars classified as

binaries in Fűrész et al. (2006), as “likely binaries”.

We can use the Tonry & Davis (1979) RTD to evaluate whether a peak near the expected radial velocity for the

cluster is statistically significant. The noisier a cross-correlation function is, the lower RTD is. Fűrész et al. (2006)

conducted a kinematic study of NGC 2264 by measuring radial velocities and indicated that RTD > 2 is an appropriate

minimum cut-off for a statistically significant peak, and so we removed any measurements with RTD ≤ 2.

Once we had removed the statistically poor measurements, we went through the measurements for objects that

had been observed multiple times. We specifically looked for cases where measurements were good quality, but had

significantly different radial velocities or v sin i; these were also marked as “likely binaries”. We considered a significant

difference to be exceeding 2σ disagreement between measurements, or 1σ disagreement with noted asymmetry in the

CCF.We included radial velocity measurements from Fűrész et al. (2006) and Jackson et al. (2016) in this determination

when available. We also reviewed the cross-correlation function for all of these cases and confirmed that there was no

second peak nearby that hadn’t been noted, or if there was, that the same peak was measured both times.

Next, we calculated a weighted average for the radial velocity and the v sin i for all objects with more than one

observation. For objects that had been marked as “likely binaries” because of discrepant RV or v sin i measurements,

we did not average the discrepant measurements. For stars with known rotation periods (P ), luminosities (L∗), and

temperatures (Teff), we can calculate the radius R∗ =
√

L∗/4πσSBT 4
eff . Then, we calculated the equatorial rotation

velocity, Veq = 2πR∗/P . Any star that had a measurement of v sin i or estimated Veq < 11 km s−1 was marked as

being an upper limit measurement. One star, 1136, had v sin i measured to be > 150 km s−1 and was not included in

further analysis because this was outside of the range where there is good correlation between the FWHM and v sin i.

We used the radial velocity to determine membership in the cluster. Fűrész et al. (2006) defined membership in NGC

2264 with a radial velocity range of 8−36 km s−1. Objects with RVs in agreement with this range were considered to

be cluster members. The radial motions of binary systems can complicate this process, as one or more components

may have a radial velocity outside of the accepted range. For simplicity, any suspected binary with at least one radial

velocity measurement inside the expected range was considered to be a cluster member. When the midpoint of two

RV measurements (from a double peak or from two different observations of a single peak) was within the range, even

if neither RV measurement was, we also considered that object to be a member. Excluding binary objects, the average
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RV of our Main Analysis Sample (see Section 4.1 for description) was 20.32 km s−1 with a velocity dispersion of 4.05

km s−1.

3.3. Statistical Comparison of Projected Stellar Radii to Radii Predicted by Stellar Evolutionary Models

It has been established that when direct radius measurements of low-mass PMS eclipsing binaries are compared

to radius predictions from PMS evolutionary models, the stellar radii are found to be larger than expected; this

discrepancy has been termed “radius inflation” (e.g., López-Morales 2007; Torres et al. 2010; Kraus et al. 2015; David

et al. 2019; Smith et al. 2021). Statistical modeling techniques such as those employed by Lanzafame et al. (2017) and

Jackson et al. (2018) use the projected stellar radius, calculated from the rotation period and the projected rotation

velocity, to estimate the average stellar radius for a cluster of stars. Those works have found evidence of radius

inflation in the 120 Myr old Pleiades cluster. We will use similar techniques to investigate the accuracy of model

radius predictions for the much younger NGC 2264 cluster.

Jackson et al. (2018) used a maximum likelihood method to demonstrate that M dwarfs in the Pleiades cluster had

radii that were 14% ± 2% larger than the predictions from evolutionary models, and we have adopted their approach.

A full explanation of the maximum likelihood method is included in Section 4 of Jackson et al. (2018), but can be

summarized as follows: For a star with a measured rotation period P and projected rotation velocity v sin i, the

projected stellar radius can be calculated as R sin i = P v sin i/(2π) (e.g., Rhode et al. 2001). This value also

represents a lower limit on the radius of the star. We define r sin i = R sin i/Rm, the ratio of the projected radius to

the model radius for a star of the same luminosity, Rm. We also define the the average radius ratio of the measured

radii to the predicted model radii for the group of objects, ρ = R/Rm. Assuming a random spin axis orientation

distribution (Jackson & Jeffries 2010) and a given value of ρ, we use Monte Carlo methods to build a probability

distribution of possible values for r sin i where i is drawn from a random uniform distribution of 0◦ to 90◦.

The probability distribution will be broadened by the relative uncertainty in r sin i, which is proportional to the

relative uncertainty in the v sin i measurement. For each value of r sin i that was drawn to build the probability

distribution, we also draw a random value from a Student’s t-distribution with ν = 3. This second value is multiplied

by the relative uncertainty in v sin i to become the relative uncertainty in r sin i. It is then multiplied by the associated

r sin i to become the absolute uncertainty, and added to r sin i before it is included in the probability distribution.

For values of v sin i < 11 km s−1, we do not know the true value of v sin i and its associated uncertainty, only that it

is between 0 and 11 km s−1. To build an appropriate probability distribution for these objects, we consider them to

have v sin i = 5.5 ± 5.5 km s−1; effectively, a relative uncertainty of 1. An example probability distribution, using a

v sin i relative uncertainty of 0.1, for the case where ρ = 1, is shown in Fig. 2.

For a range of values of ρ, a probability distribution is calculated for each object in the sample and we fit a curve to

the distribution to calculate the probability of observing a specific value of r sin i given the object’s period, v sin i, and

radius prediction from the model. For objects with v sin i < 11 km s−1, the probability distribution function (PDF)

is integrated between 0 and r sin iUL, the upper limit of r sin i from the object’s period and v sin i = 11 km s−1, and

the result is divided by r sin iUL, resulting in the average value of the PDF between 0 and r sin iUL (see Jackson et al.

2018, Eq. 6).

The log-likelihood function is the sum of the natural log of the probabilities of each object for a given value of ρ (see

Jackson et al. 2018, Eq. 7). The best-fitting value of ρ is at the maximum of the log-likelihood function, ln L̂, and the

uncertainty of ρ is obtained from the standard deviation of the likelihood function.

The model radius for a star was defined as the radius predicted by the model for a star of equivalent luminosity.

Different models cover different ranges in luminosity, so to be able to use the same sample of objects for each model,

we fitted a polynomial function to the luminosity-radius relationship for a given isochrone and starspot fraction and

extrapolated it for objects that extended beyond the maximum or minimum of the model range, though these do not

represent a significant portion of the sample.

While Jackson et al. (2018) divided objects into three subgroups based on luminosity to investigate a possible mass

dependence, we divided our sample based on temperature instead. The low-mass objects in NGC 2264 are still on

the Hayashi track, where the mass tracks are nearly vertical on an HR diagram, so temperature is a more appropriate

proxy for mass than luminosity in this era (Hayashi 1961). The three temperature bins were created to have as close

to equal numbers of objects in each group as possible, and are defined in Section 4.5.

4. RESULTS & DISCUSSION
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Figure 2. Example probability density distribution of r sin i, for ρ = 1. The black histogram is for the idealized case, with no
measurement uncertainties in v sin i or the rotation period. The blue histogram is the probability distribution for a star with a
relative uncertainty of 0.1 in the v sin i measurement, with the red line showing the curve fit to the distribution. The probability
of measuring a specific value of r sin i given the rotation period, v sin i, and radius predicted by the stellar evolutionary model
can then be obtained from the fitted function.

4.1. Samples and Sub-samples for Analysis

Our final sample is comprised of 254 low-mass PMS stars in NGC 2264, listed in Table 3. There are 176 “single

systems”, which showed no signs of binarity (i.e., they showed symmetrical CCF peaks and, if observed multiple times,

had consistent RV and v sin i values). There are an additional 34 “possible binaries”, which had at least one CCF peak

with a small asymmetry, but no other indications of binarity such as disagreement in RV measurements from different

epochs. Finally, there are 44 “likely binaries”, which are objects that showed multiple CCF peaks, had varying RV or

v sin i measurements, or had been identified as a binary system by Fűrész et al. (2006). A full explanation of these

classifications is in Section 3.2. The first two groups (single systems and possible binaries) comprise the Main Analysis

Sample. This is further broken into two subsets. Both subsets exclude the object for which we measured v sin i > 150

km s−1. The first subset, which will be referred to as the Resolution-Limited Sample, consists of the 112 objects which

have v sin i and Veq greater than our resolution limit of 11 km s−1 and is mainly used in the inclination and v sin i

distribution analyses of Sections 4.3 and 4.4.1. The second subset, the Model Comparison Sample, is used in Section

4.5 and contains 136 objects. This subset is limited to objects with a luminosity and a period measurement from the

literature, which is required for the statistical maximum likelihood method described in Section 3.3 (luminosity to

select an appropriate model radius, and period to estimate a projected stellar radius). Stars with v sin i < 11 km s−1

are permitted in the Model Comparison Sample, as the maximum likelihood method allows an upper limit for r sin i

to be considered, but stars with Veq < 11 km s−1 are still excluded as they would not contribute to constraining the

average radius ratio. There are 101 objects included in both subsets, with the main divergence coming from the first

subset’s exclusion of objects with v sin i below the velocity resolution limit.

4.2. Comparing Our v sin i Measurements With Other Studies of NGC 2264

To check the accuracy of our methodology, we compare our v sin i measurements to those of Jackson et al. (2016)

and Baxter et al. (2009). The left panel of Figure 3 shows a comparison between our v sin i values and Jackson

et al. (2016), for 117 objects in common between the two samples. This comparison excludes 23 objects for which

Jackson et al. (2016) reported velocities below their resolution limit of 5 km s−1. We find good agreement with the
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Table 3. Measured values of RV and v sin i for stars in NGC 2264, with auxiliary data adopted from the literature

ID Gaia DR3 ID RA Dec Teff
a Pera Lbol

a Rada Veq
b Diska Binarityc RV v sin i

(deg) (deg) (K) (days) (L⊙) (R⊙) (km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1)

1 G3326685443313414144 100.31563 9.43801 4140 6.227 3.6 3.688 29.97 W A 21.96 ± 2.02 20.4 ± 1.1

3 G3326710968303264384 100.28235 9.68747 3770 1.963 0.75 2.030 52.32 W A 26.69 ± 6.15 <11

4 G3326693101239225472 100.35188 9.54586 2880 1.048 0.177 1.690 81.58 W A 23.92 ± 3.84 16.4 ± 1.8

5 G3326717019912569088 100.19792 9.82469 4550 4.3 3.9 3.178 37.39 C A 22.81 ± 1.48 21.7 ± 0.8

7 G3326715439364610560 100.18767 9.76160 3970 4.612 0.57 1.596 17.51 W b 20.44 ± 3.03 24.0 ± 1.8

8 G3326702004706943872 99.99934 9.56156 3970 2.575 0.32 1.196 23.49 W A 15.61 ± 2.41 23.5 ± 1.4

9 G3326739766059353472 100.28953 9.86387 3360 5.956 1.01 2.966 25.19 C B -19.98 ± 4.35 15.7 ± 2.0

10 G3326689291604269312 100.18094 9.47802 3770 9.25 0.57 1.770 9.68 C A 16.75 ± 1.05 <11

12 G3326716092199626880 100.27123 9.81331 3770 3.756 0.78 2.070 27.89 W A 21.96 ± 1.11 18.2 ± 0.6

16 G3326719047137454848 100.48304 9.67967 3425 1.225 0.52 2.048 84.58 W A 18.33 ± 2.49 <11

Note—Right ascension and declination are given in degrees, using coordinates from Gaia DR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021). A sample of the table
is shown here, the full version is available online.

aCompiled from the literature. See Section 2.2 for a detailed discussion of how Teff , period, Lbol, radius, and disk classification were selected.

b Calculated from the adopted radius and period.

c “A” indicates a star that has been classified as a single star system, “b” indicates a “possible” binary system, and “B” indicates a “likely” binary
system. For a full discussion on classifications, see Section 3.2.

measurements of Jackson et al. (2016), with most exceptions able to be explained as binaries; these are likely cases

where the CCF may have been overly widened depending on the orientation of the binary system at the time of

observation, or the measurements may be of different components. We want to compare our measurements without

any of the complications that binaries may introduce, so we do a linear least squares regression only using objects

identified as single systems with v sin i and Veq ≥ 11 km s−1 (50 objects). This gives a slope of 1.00 ± 0.03, with

an intercept of 0.89 ± 1.00 and Pearson r = 0.980; an excellent correlation with no sign of systematic error in the

measurement.

The comparison to Baxter et al. (2009) is less straightforward. There are 71 objects in common between our Main

Analysis Sample and the sample from Baxter et al. (2009). As shown in the right panel of Fig. 3, there are significant

differences between the v sin i measurements for several single stars, particularly for objects that Baxter et al. (2009)

measured with v sin i above ∼25 km s−1. There are seven single stars in common with Jackson et al. (2016) that

Baxter et al. (2009) measured v sin i > 25 km s−1; six of the measurements from Jackson et al. (2016) are in agreement

with our measurements. Performing a linear least squares regression on the 34 single stars with v sin i and Veq ≥ 11

km s−1 gives a slope of 0.55 ± 0.04 and an intercept of 6.56 ± 1.40, a poor agreement between measurements. The

reasons for the discrepancies between our measurements and those of Baxter et al. (2009) are unclear, but the fact

that our data agree well with the Jackson et al. (2016) values over our full v sin i range lends confidence to our results.

4.3. The Inclination Distribution of Our Sample

Healy et al. (2023) studied the inclinations of 11 open clusters, and found that eight had spin-axis orientations that

were consistent with isotropy (although they were unable to completely rule out the possibility of moderate alignment).

Additionally, Jackson & Jeffries (2010) and Jackson et al. (2018) found no strong evidence for alignment in the Pleiades

or Alpha Per clusters. Kovacs (2018) and Corsaro et al. (2017) have suggested that the Praesepe, NGC 6791, and

NGC 6819 clusters may show alignment, but those results have been refuted by Jackson et al. (2019) and Mosser et al.

(2018). Aizawa et al. (2020) explored whether the position angles of circumstellar disks were aligned in five regions and

found only marginal support for alignment in Lupus III; while disks may not be perfectly aligned to stellar spin-axes,

they do act as a proxy for general alignment trends in a cluster. The expected mean ⟨sin i⟩ for a cluster with randomly

distributed spin-axes is 0.785 (Chandrasekhar & Münch 1950). As explored in Rhode et al. (2001), deviations from

this value could indicate systematic errors in the measurement of v sin i, the rotation period, or estimation of the
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Figure 3. Comparison of our v sin i measurements with measurements from Jackson et al. (2016) (left) and Baxter et al. (2009)
(right). The error bars on the measurements from Jackson et al. (2016) are smaller than the markers. Objects with v sin i <
11 km s−1 are marked as upper limits with arrows. Objects we identified as “likely” binary systems are marked in yellow, while
“possible” binaries are in pink and “single” stars are in blue. The magenta dashed line depicts a perfect 1-to-1 correlation. We
find good agreement with the measurements from Jackson et al. (2016), but not with Baxter et al. (2009).

temperature or luminosity (from uncertainties in the distance, extinction correction, or the inclusion of unresolved

binary companions). For NGC 2264, Rebull et al. (2004) estimated ⟨sin i⟩ = 0.85 ± 0.12, based on a sample of seven

stars. Fig. 4 shows a comparison between the measured v sin i values and Veq for both the objects in the Main

Analysis Sample and the “likely” binary objects. Using our Resolution-Limited Sample, we calculate ⟨sin i⟩ = 0.784

± 0.025. Therefore, we assume a random distribution of spin-axes for our analyses of NGC 2264, and our accepted

values for the periods, temperatures, and luminosities appear to be appropriate.

4.4. v sin i Distributions

4.4.1. Examining the Effects of Accreting Disks on v sin i

Many studies have investigated whether circumstellar disks may influence the v sin i distribution of young stars in a

cluster. In some cases, investigators found no clear correlation between disk markers and rotation rate (e.g., Stassun

et al. 1999; Rebull 2001; Rebull et al. 2004; Makidon et al. 2004; Littlefair et al. 2010), while others found that stars

with disk signatures have average rotation periods that are slower than stars without such signatures (e.g., Edwards

et al. 1993; Herbst et al. 2001, 2002; Lamm et al. 2005; Cieza & Baliber 2007; Venuti et al. 2017; Rebull et al. 2018).

In a study of T Tauri star rotation in the Orion star-forming complex, Serna et al. (2021) found that in the first ∼5-6

Myr, despite continued contraction of the radius, v sin i tended to decrease overall for stars. The observed v sin i

trend followed predictions from a set of Gallet & Bouvier (2015) evolutionary models which included disk interaction.

The end of this period, when the average v sin i of the stars began to increase, coincided with higher estimates for the

time by which most disks are expected to have dissipated (Fedele et al. 2010; Gallet & Bouvier 2015; Pfalzner et al.

2022). Serna et al. (2021) proposed disk-locking as the most significant process removing angular momentum from the

stars during this time. Serna et al. (2024) investigated the rotation evolution of CTTSs with a set of stellar rotation

models incorporating accretion-powered stellar winds, whereby some fraction of the mass being accreted from the disk

is transferred to a stellar wind, resulting in the loss of angular momentum. This, in addition to interaction between

the magnetic field lines and the disk, led to an equilibrium in the rotation rate, demonstrating how the star’s rotation

rate is moderated by the interaction with the disk. At 3 Myr, NGC 2264 should still have a substantial population of

stars with disks, allowing us to do a statistical investigation into the two classes of T Tauri stars.
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Figure 4. Measured v sin i vs. equatorial rotation velocity (Veq) for the 229 low-mass stars in NGC 2264 for which both were
measured. Single stars and “possible” binaries are shown in blue and comprise the Main Analysis Sample. Objects we identified
as “likely” binary systems are marked in yellow, and objects with v sin i < 11 km s−1 are marked as upper limits with arrows.
The magenta line marks v sin i = Veq and the dashed green line marks v sin i = 0.785 Veq. A randomly-distributed sample of
stellar spin-axes is expected to have ⟨sin i⟩ = 0.785. For the Resolution-Limited Sample, we calculate ⟨sin i⟩ = 0.784 ± 0.025;
this indicates that our sample of stars appears to have randomly distributed inclinations and we don’t identify any systematic
errors for our values adopted from the literature or our v sin i measurements.

In the Main Analysis Sample (i.e. excluding “likely binaries”), there are 80 CTTSs, 123 WTTSs, and 5 CWTTSs

(two objects were excluded because they had no information in the literature that indicated disk status). A disked

population of ∼38 ± 4% is in agreement with populations of low-mass stars identified as disk-bearing in other 3 Myr

old clusters such as σ Orionis (Oliveira et al. 2006; Hernández et al. 2007).

We find that 60 ± 9% (48/80) of the CTTSs have v sin i below 11 km s−1, while only 37 ± 6% (46/123) of WTTSs

are below this velocity resolution limit; a much larger fraction of CTTSs rotate slowly. Conversely, we can compare the

“fast rotator” fractions, as Serna et al. (2021) did. They defined the v sin i of a “fast rotator” such that approximately

25% of their WTTSs exceeded that speed; for our sample, 25% (30/123) of WTTSs have v sin i ≥ 23.5 km s−1. Serna

et al. (2021) found that only 12% of CTTS stars in their sample were fast rotators. Similarly, we find that 11 ± 4%

(9/80) of our CTTS stars exceed 23.5 km s−1. The v sin i distributions of the stars with v sin i and Veq above 11

km s−1 are shown in Fig. 5.

Our statistical analysis is somewhat limited by the proportion of stars below our resolution limit, but we conduct a

Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test on the CTTS and WTTS populations in the Resolution-Limited Sample and recover

a p-value of 0.399, or a 39.9% chance that both samples are drawn from the same underlying probability distribution.

This result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference between the two populations, but we note that

with a large portion of the samples being excluded by the velocity resolution limit, we cannot draw a firm conclusion.

We originally defined our CTTS sample by considering both Hα equivalent widths and/or IR excess; however, it

is possible for stars that lack accretion signatures to have an IR excess. In Venuti et al. (2018), 25.8% of stars with

IR excesses in their NGC 2264 sample were also classified as “non-accreting” by their Hα equivalent widths. These

stars may simply have been going through a period of low accretion activity at the time of the measurement, as

noted in Venuti et al. (2018), or the accretion phase may have finished while the disk remained present (Hernández

et al. 2023). To specifically explore a possible connection between disk interaction and stellar rotation, we reclassify

objects using extreme criteria: only objects with Hα equivalent width above the thresholds defined by Briceño et al.

(2019) (indicating active accretion, i.e. star-disk interaction) are classified as “disk-interacting”, and only objects with
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Figure 5. Normalized v sin i distributions for disked, CTTS stars (blue) and diskless, WTTS stars (yellow). The gray bar
marks the area below the velocity resolution limit. The WTTS stars appear to rotate faster, on average, than the CTTS stars,
and very few CTTS stars rotate faster than 50 km s−1.

measurements that never indicated accretion or the presence of a disk (such as IR excess) are classified as “disk-free”.

In this new categorization, there are 23 “disk-interacting” stars and 75 “disk-free” stars above the velocity resolution

limit. The K-S test p-value for these v sin i distributions is 0.087, which is a statistically significant difference at the

10% level but not the 5% level.

Serna et al. (2021) found a statistically significant difference between CTTS and WTTS stars (K-S p = 0.03) in the

Orion Star Forming Complex. They used rotational velocities from APOGEE spectra (Majewski et al. 2017), which

have a similar resolution limit to our data of 13 km s−1, though objects below the resolution limit were included in their

statistical test. When the sample from Serna et al. (2021) is limited to objects with v sin i ≥ 13 km s−1, the K-S p =

0.012, which is an even stronger probability that the CTTS andWTTS populations have different velocity distributions.

Nofi et al. (2021), who measured v sin i for a group of PMS stars in the Taurus−Auriga star-forming region, also found

a statistically significant difference in these two populations (K-S p = 0.002), with a much lower velocity resolution

limit of 4 km s−1. However, they stated that they may have introduced a selection bias in constructing their sample,

and so could not determine whether there was a true statistical difference (Nofi et al. 2021).

4.4.2. Examining the Effects of Multiplicity on v sin i

Measuring v sin i with the cross-correlation method introduces additional complications for a binary object. An

unresolved companion can cause blending in the absorption lines and artificially broaden the CCF peak, leading to

an over-estimated v sin i. There may be two visible CCF peaks, one from each component, ranging from a distinct

secondary bump on the side of the main peak to fully resolved and separated peaks. Additionally, in the case of

multiple observations of a system, the highest CCF peak may not correspond to the same component each time. For

this analysis, we compare the v sin i distributions of the 176 “single systems” to the 44 “likely binaries”. We exclude

the 34 “possible binaries” to provide the clearest distinction between the two groups. We find that 45 ± 5% (79/176)

of the single stars in our sample have v sin i below 11 km s−1, while only 25 ± 8% (11/44) of the binary stars have

v sin i below this velocity resolution limit.

As with the analysis in Section 4.4.1, our statistical analysis is somewhat limited by the proportion of objects with

v sin i below the resolution limit. Furthermore, given the complications in measuring v sin i for binary systems, we

want to ensure that we are using the most robust set of measurements. We applied a cut of RTD ≥ 5 to both samples

of objects with v sin i > 11 km s−1, to get 88 “quality single” stars and 20 “quality likely binary” stars. This cut was

chosen after carefully re-examining the CCF peaks and v sin i measurements of the “likely” binary objects to select

only those with the most consistent and reliable measurements; the lowest RTD remaining in this group was 5. As

it is possible for the CCF to be widened by a close binary companion, resulting in an over-estimate for the v sin i

measurement, we calculate ⟨sin i⟩ for the group of “quality likely binaries” to evaluate whether our measurements

are over-estimated. We find ⟨sin i⟩ = 0.708 ± 0.078, which is in agreement with the expected value of 0.785. The

v sin i distributions of the stars with v sin i and Veq above 11 km s−1 and RTD ≥ 5 are shown in Fig. 6. While the
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Figure 6. Normalized v sin i distributions for stars we identified as “quality single stars” (blue) and “quality likely binary”
systems in our analysis (yellow). Only objects with RTD ≥ 5 are included. The gray bar marks the area below the velocity
resolution limit. The binary stars appear to rotate faster, on average, than the single stars.

binary stars do appear to have a faster average rotation and a wider distribution than the single stars, we hesitate to

describe it as bimodal due to the small size of the binary sample. A K-S test between the “quality likely binary” and

“quality single” v sin i distributions resulted in p = 0.112. When performing a K-S test on the v sin i distributions

of single stars against stars in binary, triple, or quadruple systems, Nofi et al. (2021) found p = 0.056. The lower

velocity resolution limit of their data was about 4 km s−1, which means their distribution was not as limited as ours

was. They also have an upper limit of 50 km s−1, but we did not measure a significant portion of stars above this limit

and so it should not affect our ability to compare results. We found that if a v sin i cut of 11 km s−1 is applied to the

results from Nofi et al. (2021), so that it resembles the limits of our sample, then the K-S test p-value becomes 0.59.

This lends some weight to the idea that our resolution limit may negatively affect the K-S test’s ability to distinguish

between two populations in our data.

The objects in our “quality likely binary” sample were primarily identified as binaries by differences in RV at different

epochs or by the appearance of clear double peaks in the CCF, indicating two sets of lines in the stellar spectrum;

therefore, these binaries are quite close to each other. A few ideas that would explain why close binaries may rotate

faster than single stars have been proposed. The circumstellar disk of a star may be truncated or otherwise disrupted

by a close binary companion, which would limit the impact of any angular momentum-draining mechanisms such as

disk-locking (Stauffer et al. 2018). Bouvier (1991) has suggested that a population of short period stars in a bimodal

distribution of rotation periods may be explained as close binaries that have been spun up by tidal interactions. Close
binaries can eventually become tidally locked, meaning that their rotation periods are actually the orbital period of

the binary system and no longer a consequence of the angular momentum evolution of the star due to contraction

(e.g., Levato 1974; Zahn & Bouchet 1989). This would make it difficult to compare their velocity distributions to those

of single stars, as the dynamics of each binary system would be different. However, Fleming et al. (2019) indicates

that the timescales involved for stars to become tidally locked are > 3 Myr, so the rotation periods for binary stars in

NGC 2264 should still reflect the spot-modulated rotation period of the star and not the orbital period of the binary

system.

Using information about the disk status of the stars, we can try to untangle the two potential effects. In single

systems, 40 ± 5% (69/174) of stars are CTTSs, while in binary systems, only 32 ± 9% (14/44) are CTTSs. This

provides some evidence that the binary systems may be more likely to lack disks than their single counterparts, which

may contribute to increased average rotation speeds, but the small sample size of binary CTTSs is far from conclusive.

When we compare the CTTS single and binary stars, 56 ± 9% (38/69) of disked single stars have v sin i below the

velocity resolution limit, while only 21 ± 12% (3/14) of disked binaries are below the limit. This could indicate that

among binaries with disks, the effects of disk-locking are reduced, though we must keep the small sample sizes in mind.

Among the diskless single and binary systems, 36 ± 6% (36/101) of the WTTS single stars are below the resolution

limit, compared to 28 ± 10% (8/29) of the WTTS binaries. Without the disk, we would expect tidal interactions to
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Figure 7. HR diagrams showing the Model Comparison Sample with isochrones (dashed yellow lines) and mass tracks (dotted
black lines) from the starspot-free Baraffe et al. (2015) model (left) and the 51% starspot coverage Somers et al. (2020) model
(right). The main sequence track for both models is approximated by the 100 Myr isochrone (solid orange line). The color of
the circles indicates the measured v sin i of the stars, with stars with v sin i or Veq below the 11 km s−1 velocity resolution
limit represented by open circles. The vertical gray lines mark the main temperature-based subgroups that were also used in
analysis. The stars mostly appear well above the 3 Myr isochrone from the Baraffe et al. (2015) models, seeming closer to 1
Myr. The stars are more scattered around the 3 Myr isochrone from the 51% starspot coverage Somers et al. (2020) models,
which is comparatively cooler than the Baraffe et al. (2015) 3 Myr isochrone.

be the primary cause of higher rotation speeds for binaries in this comparison, but it is difficult to tell if there is a

difference due to the small sample of WTTS binaries. It may also be that 3 Myr is not enough time for the effects of

any tidal interactions to become pronounced.

4.5. Comparing Measured Radii to Stellar Evolution Model Predictions

We present the results of our statistical modeling technique to compare our geometric radii (radius estimated from

rotation period and v sin i measurements) to radii predicted by various solar-metallicity evolutionary models as a

function of luminosity. We consider ρ = 1 to indicate that a model provides a good fit to the measured radii, while

ρ > 1 means that on average, the model underestimates the radii (radius inflation) and ρ < 1 means the model

overestimates the radii. For this part of the analysis, we use the Model Comparison Sample.

We compare our radius measurements to predictions from two sets of stellar evolution models, Baraffe et al. (2015)

and Somers et al. (2020). Both models are solar metallicity, non-accreting, and appropriate for PMS stars. The Baraffe

et al. (2015) model consists of one set of starspot-free isochrones, which we employ for masses between 0.05 M⊙ to 1.4

M⊙. The Somers et al. (2020) models have six sets of isochrones, corresponding to starspot covering fractions of 0%,

17%, 34%, 51%, 68%, and 85%, and with masses ranging from 0.1 M⊙ to 1.3 M⊙. We compare the radius predictions

for each set of models to the entire Model Comparison Sample (“all” objects), as well as to three temperature-based

subgroups. The “all” group contains 136 objects, 100 of which have a measured value of r sin i (v sin i > 11 km s−1).

The “lower” group has 48 objects with Teff ranging from 2880−3630 K, 29 of which have a measured value of r sin i.

The “mid” group has 49 objects with Teff ranging from 3631−4020 K, 40 of which have a measured value of r sin i. The

“upper” group has 39 objects with Teff ranging from 4021−4760 K, 31 of which have a measured value of r sin i. Fig.

7 shows HR diagrams for the Model Comparison Sample, with isochrones and mass tracks for the Baraffe et al. (2015)

model (left) and the 51% starspot coverage Somers et al. (2020) model (right). The boundaries for the temperature

subgroups (as a proxy for mass) are shown by the vertical gray lines. In accordance with the estimated age of NGC

2264, we primarily used the 3 Myr isochrone for each set of models, though we also tested the 1 Myr and 5 Myr

isochrones.
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Table 4. Radius ratio, ρ, between radii measured for low-mass PMS stars in NGC 2264 and radii predicted
by the Baraffe et al. (2015) evolutionary models at 1, 3, and 5 Myr. ln L̂ is the maximum of the log-likelihood
function. The numbers below each temperature group indicate the total number of objects in that group, with
the number of objects with a measured value of r sin i in parentheses.

Model Age All Lower Mid Upper

136 (100) 48 (29) 49 (40) 39 (31)

ln L̂ ρ ln L̂ ρ ln L̂ ρ ln L̂ ρ

1 Myr -43.973 1.006 ± 0.019 -31.384 0.978 ± 0.045 -6.135 1.040 ± 0.024 7.201 0.845 ± 0.016

3 Myr -71.371 1.200 ± 0.020 -39.840 1.146 ± 0.080 -16.310 1.241 ± 0.027 -3.174 1.001 ± 0.028

5 Myr -79.570 1.305 ± 0.028 -43.869 1.249 ± 0.088 -18.945 1.346 ± 0.028 -3.293 1.105 ± 0.016

4.5.1. Comparison to Baraffe et al. (2015) Model Radius Predictions

We begin with the Baraffe et al. (2015) models, which assume the stars’ photospheres are free of starspots. Our

results are listed in Table 4. For the 3 Myr model, we find that the objects have an average ρ = 1.200 ± 0.020,

indicating an over-radius much like Jackson et al. (2018) found for the 120 Myr Pleiades stars. When we look at the

temperature/mass sub-groups, we see that the “lower” and “mid” groups are roughly in agreement about how much

the model is underestimating the radii and consistent with the mean ρ. However, the “upper” group appears to be

well-estimated by the 3 Myr model, with ρ = 1.001 ± 0.028.

We conducted a few tests to explore how dependent these results were on the sub-group divisions. First, we redefined

the bins so that each temperature subgroup spanned an equal range of temperatures (∼627 K). The “upper-eq” group

remained largely unchanged, but several objects moved from the “lower-eq” group to the “mid-eq” group. Despite

this, the ρ for the “mid-eq” and “lower-eq” groups also remained unchanged. Even though grouping by luminosity is

not as strongly correlated with mass as temperature is, we also tried splitting the objects into three luminosity-based

groups, as was done in Jackson et al. (2018). The “lower-lum” and “mid-lum” groups showed an average over-radius

consistent with the mean for the entire set of objects (ρ = 1.21 ± 0.03), but the “upper-lum” group had ρ = 1.161

± 0.037. This is much closer to the total mean over-radius, but still not as over-inflated as the other two groups,

suggesting that the largest and brightest objects are fairly well described by the Baraffe et al. (2015) 3 Myr model.

Finally, we split each of our original three temperature groups in half, to further explore a potential relationship with

the mass and check whether extreme behavior on the outer edges of the temperature range was being disguised by

the group averages. Both halves of the “mid” group were in agreement with each other and the “mid” group average,

as expected. The same was true for both halves of the “upper” group. For the “lower” group, both halves agreed

with the “lower” group average, but were not in agreement with each other, with the lowest group showing significant

radius inflation of ρ = 1.496 ± 0.267. This suggests that there may be some mass dependence to the degree of radius

inflation, at least for the very lowest and very highest masses in our sample.

We then tested the 1 Myr Baraffe et al. (2015) model and got a mean ρ of 1.006 ± 0.019, with the “lower” and

“mid” groups being well-described by the model and the “upper” group radii being “under-inflated” compared to the

model prediction (ρ = 0.845 ± 0.016). For the 5 Myr model, the mean ρ was 1.305 ± 0.028, and all subgroups showed

an over-radius; ∼25% and ∼35% for the “lower” and “mid” groups respectively, but only about 11% for the “upper”

group.

4.5.2. The Influence of Starspots and Comparison to Somers et al. (2020) Model Radius Predictions

At this point, we define two separate but related problems. The first is the difference in the degree of radius inflation

for the upper and lower mass stars across all model ages. This could be interpreted as a difference in the model’s

effectiveness at estimating the radius at different masses, or as a mass-dependent age difference. It has been noted by

Hartmann (2003) that in young associations, age estimation has a mass dependence, where ages estimated for 1 to

2 M⊙ stars tend to be higher than ages for lower mass stars in the same association. This trend has been observed

in Upper Scorpius, IC 348, and the Orion Nebula Complex, as well as NGC 2264 (Palla & Stahler 2000). Hartmann



18 Gray et al.

(2003) suggests that this is due to differences in birthline effects at different masses, leading to overestimated ages for

stars with temperatures exceeding 4000 K and/or luminosities brighter than 1 L⊙, relative to derived ages for lower

mass stars (Hosokawa et al. 2011; Hartmann et al. 2016). The majority of the “upper” group stars are in this region

of the HR diagram, which could explain why it’s better fit by the older model compared to the “mid” and “lower”

groups. In their analysis of the Pleiades cluster, Jackson et al. (2018) did not identify a difference in the degree of

radius inflation between different luminosity bins (which they used as a proxy for mass), but very few of their stars

had temperatures above 4000 K, so any differences from birthline effects may have been averaged out of the highest

luminosity bin. The Pleiades are also significantly older than the clusters listed in Hartmann (2003), so it may be that

by 120 Myr, any differences from the birthlines at different masses have been significantly reduced.

The second issue is whether the radius inflation in the “mid” and “lower” groups is the result of using an incorrect

age, or if the model temperatures are incorrect. Our analysis method assumes a model radius and implicitly a Teff

based on the luminosity and isochrone used. When that model radius is compared to the geometric radius (from the

period and v sin i), the model is statistically smaller, which means either the assumed Teff is too hot or the isochrone

is too old. Kraus et al. (2015) compared the properties of the eclipsing binary system UScoCTIO 5 to predictions

from Baraffe et al. (2015). They found that the temperature predicted by the model isomass line was too high for

the estimated temperatures of the components at any age on the HR diagram. They also found that at the age of

the host cluster (estimated from high mass main sequence stars), the model reproduced an appropriate mass on the

mass-radius diagram, but underestimated the radius; another indication that the temperatures from the model were

too high (Kraus et al. 2015).

Somers & Pinsonneault (2015) have proposed that including the effects of starspots in modeling can mitigate the

issue of radius inflation. In effect, a spotless model would overestimate the temperature of a spotted star at a given

luminosity and age, which leads to underestimating the radius. Starspots primarily decrease the effective temperature

of a star without significantly affecting the luminosity, which increases the predicted radius of the star (Somers et al.

2020). T Tauri stars are known to be very magnetically active, which increases starspot activity. Introducing starspots

may also solve the mass-dependent age disagreement. Somers et al. (2020) demonstrated that discrepant ages derived

for low and higher mass groups of PMS stars in Upper Scorpius were in better agreement as the starspot fraction

increased. In addition to this, the average derived ages for both groups increased overall, indicating that spotless

models had underestimated the ages of the PMS stars.

We tested predictions from all six starspot fraction models from Somers et al. (2020) against our measurements.

The results are listed in Table 5, and represented graphically in Fig. 8. Some trends were present in the models at

all three ages (1, 3, and 5 Myr). The 0% model had nearly-perfect agreement with the results from the Baraffe et al.

(2015) model, which implies that any differences will be mainly a result of the starspots and not other differences in

underlying assumptions between the models. In general, as the starspot fraction increased, the average over-radius

decreased for all groups. For the “lower” and “mid” groups, this decrease was fairly linear at all three ages, while for

the “upper” group, it was only linear for the 1 Myr models. For the 3 Myr models, the decreases in ρ for the “upper”

group occurred in pairs; the 0% and 17% starspot fraction models had the same ρ, as did the 34% and 51% models,

and the 68% and 85% models. For the 5 Myr models, ρ followed a roughly linear trend except for at 51%.

For the “lower” and “mid” groups, the radius inflation at 3 Myr appears to be significantly reduced for starspot

fractions > 68%. While this coverage is high, there has been other evidence that young, low-mass stars can be

significantly covered in spots. For example, in an investigation into the unusually blue colors of K dwarfs in the

Pleiades, Stauffer et al. (2003) suggested that high stellar rotation may drive starspot formation, and found that the

best fitting models for the starspot coverage had fractions in excess of 50%. More recently, Pérez Paolino et al. (2024)

created composite models of ten WTTS stars in the Taurus−Auriga complex and determined that the appropriate

starspot coverage ranged from 50% to 85% for the majority of the stars. Their results are complimented by similar

findings from Gangi et al. (2022), who demonstrated that up to 90% of the total flux for a selection of CTTS stars

in the Taurus−Auriga complex came from cool regions on the stars. It may also be true that NGC 2264 is slightly

younger than 3 Myr, so using a younger isochrone would not necessitate such an extreme starspot coverage for the

majority of stars in the cluster. However, given the results of Pérez Paolino et al. (2024) and Gangi et al. (2022), we

would still expect the age to be closer to 3 Myr than 1 Myr, with significant starspot coverage.

However, even with 85% starspot coverage, we still see a difference in the degree of radius inflation between the

“upper” and “lower” groups at all ages. It may be that the younger the cluster is, the more significant the differences
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Table 5. Radius ratio, ρ, between radii measured for low-mass PMS stars in NGC 2264 and radii predicted by the Somers et al.
(2020) evolutionary models at 1, 3, and 5 Myr. ln L̂ is the maximum of the log-likelihood function. The numbers below each
temperature group indicate the total number of objects in that group, with the number of objects with a measured value of r sin i
in parentheses.

Model Age Starspot Fraction All Lower Mid Upper

136 (100) 48 (29) 49 (40) 39 (31)

ln L̂ ρ ln L̂ ρ ln L̂ ρ ln L̂ ρ

1 Myr 0% -42.063 0.986 ± 0.019 -30.025 0.967 ± 0.046 -5.872 1.018 ± 0.021 7.505 0.835 ± 0.016

17% -37.165 0.954 ± 0.018 -28.584 0.948 ± 0.050 -3.993 0.984 ± 0.020 8.816 0.804 ± 0.016

34% -32.490 0.919 ± 0.018 -27.086 0.882 ± 0.070 -2.377 0.949 ± 0.021 9.293 0.772 ± 0.022

51% -26.957 0.888 ± 0.015 -25.089 0.843 ± 0.063 -0.282 0.912 ± 0.019 12.420 0.743 ± 0.007

68% -21.618 0.849 ± 0.018 -23.009 0.802 ± 0.061 1.609 0.874 ± 0.019 13.670 0.702 ± 0.012

85% -15.513 0.818 ± 0.016 -20.999 0.776 ± 0.055 3.907 0.843 ± 0.018 15.396 0.674 ± 0.009

3 Myr 0% -69.045 1.209 ± 0.024 -40.555 1.150 ± 0.079 -15.001 1.250 ± 0.026 -2.003 1.043 ± 0.025

17% -62.952 1.171 ± 0.021 -38.735 1.110 ± 0.076 -12.686 1.205 ± 0.025 -5.757 1.066 ± 0.038

34% -58.912 1.123 ± 0.023 -36.970 1.068 ± 0.073 -11.338 1.159 ± 0.026 1.489 0.949 ± 0.021

51% -52.632 1.082 ± 0.022 -35.022 1.026 ± 0.065 -8.950 1.119 ± 0.025 -2.912 0.985 ± 0.035

68% -49.508 1.039 ± 0.019 -33.041 0.992 ± 0.053 -8.171 1.077 ± 0.024 3.904 0.856 ± 0.015

85% -41.904 0.996 ± 0.020 -31.081 0.973 ± 0.044 -5.255 1.030 ± 0.023 7.206 0.848 ± 0.014

5 Myr 0% -79.106 1.302 ± 0.026 -44.102 1.243 ± 0.083 -18.605 1.347 ± 0.027 -6.564 1.138 ± 0.043

17% -73.930 1.259 ± 0.024 -42.433 1.200 ± 0.082 -16.505 1.298 ± 0.028 -9.975 1.093 ± 0.036

34% -70.074 1.212 ± 0.025 -40.615 1.149 ± 0.079 -15.365 1.256 ± 0.028 -0.963 1.024 ± 0.023

51% -63.877 1.169 ± 0.023 -38.852 1.112 ± 0.076 -12.812 1.211 ± 0.026 -7.911 1.070 ± 0.056

68% -59.683 1.122 ± 0.019 -36.894 1.071 ± 0.072 -11.951 1.163 ± 0.026 1.137 0.940 ± 0.027

85% -53.068 1.074 ± 0.022 -34.89 1.023 ± 0.066 -9.113 1.112 ± 0.025 4.551 0.906 ± 0.011

from birthline effects appear to be. Hosokawa et al. (2011) compared HR diagram positions for stars modeled with

various accretion histories prior to arriving on the pre-main sequence evolutionary tracks to isochrones from Baraffe

et al. (1998). They found that ages for higher mass stars were more overestimated than ages from lower mass stars

at 0.3 Myr, no matter the accretion history. As the stars aged, the relative age gap between lower and higher mass

stars decreased, though was still present at 10 Myr (Hosokawa et al. 2011). Upper Scorpius is older than NGC 2264;

Somers et al. (2020) started with an estimate of 5 Myr and converged around 6−7 Myr with the inclusion of starspots,

but mass and radius measurements of eclipsing binary members by Kraus et al. (2015) and David et al. (2019) suggest

that the Pecaut et al. (2012) estimate of 10−11 Myr may be more appropriate. It is possible that by this age, the

differences from birthline effects have reduced enough that the inclusion of starspots closes the gap.

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Using Fourier cross-correlation, we have measured the projected rotational velocity, v sin i, for 254 low-mass, PMS

stars that are members of the ∼3 Myr old open cluster NGC 2264. These measurements provide lower limits on

rotation velocity and, when combined with rotation period measurements, lower limits on radius for these stars. As

NGC 2264 is a well-studied cluster, we have taken advantage of years of auxiliary data to help identify properties of the

stellar systems such as circumstellar disk status and binarity. We explored the v sin i distributions for stars grouped

by these properties to see if they may have an effect on the angular momentum of the stars. We have also used a

maximum likelihood method to estimate the average radius of stars in the cluster compared to radius predictions from

two sets of stellar evolution models; one starspot-free (Baraffe et al. 2015), the other incorporating a range of possible

starspot proportions on the stellar surface (Somers et al. 2020). The main findings of this work are summarized as

follows:

1. We estimate that about 38% of low-mass stars in NGC 2264 show evidence of a circumstellar disk. Our analysis

was limited by the velocity resolution limit of our data, but it indicates that stars with disks may rotate slower
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Figure 8. Radius ratio of radius from v sin i and period measurements to radius predictions from models with different starspot
coverage fractions, for 1 Myr (left), 3 Myr (center), and 5 Myr (right) models. Results are shown by temperature subgroup; all
objects (pink diamonds), lower Teff group (purple downward-pointing triangles), mid Teff group (yellow squares), and upper Teff

group (orange upward-pointing triangles). The Baraffe et al. (2015) model is shown with open symbols (only for 0% starspot
fraction, as those models did not incorporate starspots) and the Somers et al. (2020) models use filled symbols. For all groups,
radius inflation decreases as starspot fraction increases.

than diskless stars. The most likely mechanism proposed for angular momentum loss caused by interaction

between the star and the disk is disk-locking through magnetic field lines (e.g., Königl 1991; Cieza & Baliber

2007; Bouvier et al. 2014).

2. Accurate measurement of v sin i in binary systems is complicated by several factors, which can result in over-

estimated v sin i values, but our results suggest that stars in close binary systems may rotate faster than single

stars. It is possible that stars in binary systems may be more likely to have disrupted circumstellar disks, limiting

the potential effects of disk-locking, or that tidal interactions between the close stars could spin them up, though

our small sample sizes and the significant youth of NGC 2264 make it difficult for us to explore these options.

3. After comparing geometrical radii derived from the period and v sin i to the radii predicted by stellar evolutionary

models with statistical analysis methods, we report that the stellar radii of our sample stars in NGC 2264 appear

to be larger than the 3 Myr model predictions from Baraffe et al. (2015), by about 20 ± 2%. Using temperature

as a proxy for mass, we also observe a difference in the degree of radius inflation between the lower mass stars and

higher mass stars, with the lower mass stars being more inflated. It is possible that this is a result of differences

in the birthline for stars of different masses, and that these effects will become reduced as the cluster ages. We

demonstrate that models which incorporate the effects of starspots, such as those of Somers et al. (2020), are

more successful at reproducing the observed radii at the age of 3 Myr for the lower mass stars. There is some

evidence to suggest that a large fraction (>50%) of the stellar surface in these low-mass, magnetically active

stars is covered in starspots.

The first 15 Myr in the pre-main sequence phase are a time of intense activity for a low-mass star: the luminosity,

temperature, and radius change rapidly as the star contracts, magnetic fields drive accretion and jets, and circumstellar

disks dissipate. Beginning with NGC 2264, we are conducting a detailed study of rotational evolution in T Tauri stars

through this stage in their development. We have selected an additional four clusters with ages ranging from 1 to 14 Myr

on which to perform similar analyses as we have done in this work. We have also illustrated the need for high-resolution

spectroscopy to discern the influences that circumstellar disks and binarity may have on the natural progression of

angular momentum in the early stages of a star’s lifetime. Additionally, when combined with rotation periods, accurate

measurements of projected rotation velocity can be used to estimate the physical properties of a cluster of stars. In

the era of time-domain photometric surveys such as the Transiting Exoplanet Survey Satellite (TESS) and Zwicky

Transient Facility (ZTF) contributing tens of thousands of new rotation period measurements, complementary rotation

velocity measurements can be a powerful tool to evaluate the effectiveness of stellar evolutionary models.
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