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ABSTRACT

Cool stars on the main sequence generate X-rays from coronal activity, powered by a convective

dynamo. With increasing temperature, the convective envelope becomes smaller and X-ray emission

fainter. We present Chandra/HRC-I observations of four single stars with early A spectral types. Only

the coolest star of this sample, τ3 Eri (Teff ≈ 8 , 000 K), is detected with log(LX/Lbol) = −7.6 while

the three hotter stars (Teff ≥ 8 , 000 K), namely δ Leo, β Leo, and ι Cen, remain undetected with upper

limits log(LX/Lbol) < −8.4. The drop in X-ray emission thus occurs in a narrow range of effective

temperatures around ∼ 8100 K and matches the drop of activity in the C III and O VI transition region

lines.

1. INTRODUCTION

Stars across the main-sequence (MS) produce X-ray

emission in two fundamentally different mechanisms.

Cool stars have convective envelopes, which can pro-

duce differential rotation and convective turbulence, giv-

ing rise to strong magnetic fields through the dynamo

mechanism (Brun & Browning 2017). These magnetic

fields then help sustain coronal activity around these

stars. Essentially all close-by late-type stars are X-ray

emitters (Schmitt & Liefke 2004). On the other end of

the MS the most massive stars have fast winds. Insta-

bilities in the winds heat the gas to a few MK. Again,

nearly all of them are X-ray emitters (Berghoefer et al.

1996, 1997). Stars from mid-A to B operate neither

mechanism: Their winds are too weak to produce de-

tectable X-ray emission and their atmospheres are ra-

diatively dominated and do not drive a turbulent con-

vective dynamo. Mid-A to B-type stars thus are X-ray

dark (Schmitt 1997).

Nevertheless, some A and B-type stars are seen in

the ROSAT All-Sky Survey (RASS) or in other X-ray

datasets (Wang et al. 2020), because they often have

unresolved late-type companions. Due to the shorter

lifetime of the A-type star, the companion is still at an

early stage of its evolution when the A-star is on the

MS and thus the companion is X-ray bright. The RASS

catalog contains 312 bright A-type stars. This is a de-

tection rate of 10-15% (Schröder & Schmitt 2007). In

the sub-sample studied by Huélamo et al. (2000), X-ray

hardness and flux are similar to late-type stars indicat-

ing unresolved companions are responsible for that emis-

sion. Stelzer et al. (2003) observed five RASS sources

with apparent X-rays with Chandra. In three targets

the X-rays are due to a resolved companion, and Stelzer

et al. (2003) argue based on spectral properties that the

remaining targets probably have an unresolved compan-

ion that generates the X-ray emission.

However, star spots leading to photometric variability

with a low amplitude of 0.05% have been found for Vega

(Böhm et al. 2015) together with a weak (disk-averaged

line-of-sight component < 1 G) magnetic field (Lignières

et al. 2009; Petit et al. 2010). Also, recent studies with

Kepler and TESS do indeed find rotational modula-

tion of early A-type stars (Balona 2011, 2017; Sikora

et al. 2019) and sometimes signatures of what seem to

be magnetic flares (Balona 2012). However, the latter

can usually be attributed to binarity or artifacts such as

contamination of the lightcurve by nearby sources (Ped-

ersen et al. 2017).

Simon et al. (2002) and Neff & Simon (2008) systemat-

ically observed mid-A type stars in the ultraviolet (UV)

looking for the subcoronal emission lines of C iii and O vi

formed between 50,000 and 300,000 K (Dere et al. 1997;

Del Zanna et al. 2021). They find a very sharp cut-off,

where stars with Teff < 8200 K have line fluxes similar to

our Sun (Ayres 1997) when normalized to the bolomet-

ric luminosity, but they claim these lines are undetected

in stars with Teff > 8300 K. The exact numbers given for

Teff depend on the effective temperature scale adopted,

and will be slightly different in this work. Simon et al.
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(2002) conclude that the transition between stars with

and without a corona happens within 100 K and that the

cut-off temperature is compatible with theoretical pre-

dictions (Christensen-Dalsgaard 2000; Kupka & Mont-

gomery 2002). Neff & Simon (2008) observed O vi in

6 of 8 stars with Teff > 8300 K, but similar to the X-

rays, then present several lines of evidence that the X-

ray emission is due to a low-mass companion in all six

cases.

Simon et al. (2002) also analyzed archival ROSAT ob-

servations and find X-ray emission only for stars that ap-

pear below 8200 K on their temperature scale. However,

the X-ray sensitivity was not very high by modern stan-

dards. In this paper, we present new Chandra/HRC-I

observations that are about an order of magnitude more

sensitive for the stars in the Simon et al. (2002) sam-

ple that previously only had ROSAT data. To avoid

the problem of unresolved companions, we limit the new

observations to well-studied A stars within 30 pc where

spectroscopy and recent planet searches with the radial-

velocity method (e.g. Hurt et al. 2021), direct imaging

(e.g. Nielsen et al. 2013; Meshkat et al. 2017), and the

study of anomalous GAIA proper motion (Kervella et al.

2019) essentially rule out the presence of a late-type stel-

lar companion, i.e., our target sample comprises only

bona fide single stars.

There are two special classes of A-type stars where

X-ray emission is commonly observed: (1) Chemically

peculiar Ap (Babel & Montmerle 1997; Robrade &

Schmitt 2011) stars have magnetic fields presumably

strong enough to funnel their stellar wind into the equa-

torial plane where shocks develop, and (2) pre-main se-

quence stars (Herbig Ae stars, e.g. Skinner et al. 2004;

Skinner & Güdel 2020; Telleschi et al. 2007; Günther &

Schmitt 2009), some of which even show magnetically

collimated jets. Both classes are markedly different in

magnetic properties and power sources available for X-

ray generation and are not considered any further in this

study.

In section 2, we show the data from those new observa-

tions. We discuss the results in section 3 and summarize

our findings in section 4.

2. DATA ANALYSIS

We observed four A-types stars with Chandra/HRC-

I. Details of the observations are listed in Table 1.

Data was reprocessed with CIAO 4.13 (Fruscione et al.

2006), following standard analysis procedures. For re-

producibility, we provide the full analysis script1.

1 https://github.com/hamogu/HottestCoolStar/blob/main/
figures/HottestCoolStar.ipynb

First, we try to improve the astrometry of the Chan-

dra observations. The 90% uncertainty circle for Chan-

dra absolute astrometry is 0.8′′2. Since the relative pre-

cision is even better than that, the astrometry can be im-

proved if a sufficient number of sources can be matched

to a catalog with high astrometric precision. We run

the CIAO task wavdetect on the X-ray data to detect

X-ray sources with the intent to cross-match them with

2MASS (Skrutskie et al. 2006) or GAIA (Gaia Collab-

oration et al. 2016, 2018). In ObsID 18933, we find

2MASS J03021318-2335198, a Seyfert 1 galaxy, to be

located 0.7 arcsec to the East of the peak of the X-ray

emission; in all other cases we do not find reliable, unam-

biguous matches or the matched sources are located so

far from the aimpoint that their point-spread-function

(PSF) is too large to improve coordinate accuracy.

Figure 1 shows the Chandra/HRC-I images of our four

targets. A circle with 1 arcsec radius marks the position

of the target at the time of the observation. Coordi-

nates and proper motions are taken from Gaia Collab-

oration (2018) for ι Cen and from van Leeuwen (2007)

for the remaining three targets. Only τ3 Eri has signif-

icant emission within the marked circle in Fig. 1. The

expected position is about 0.7 arcsec to the East of the

peak of the X-ray emission; the direction and distance

of the offset are very similar to the offset detected in

2MASS J03021318-2335198 and within the 90% uncer-

tainty expected for the Chandra coordinates. We thus

conclude that the apparent distance is in fact due to the

uncertainties of the Chandra coordinates and that the

source seen is a detection of τ3 Eri.

Next, we determine source flux and uncertainties or

upper limits. We chose a source extraction region with

1.5 arcsec radius to ensure that the source flux is cap-

tured even in the presence of coordinate uncertainties.

The Chandra PSF depends on the photon energy, but

for soft sources as expected here, that region captures

well above 95% of the PSF. Without knowing the source

spectrum, we cannot fully correct for the loss of photons

outside the source aperture. The background flux is de-

termined from a large region that is apparently source-

free; in this way the statistical error on the background

rate is small.

For τ3 Eri, we calculate 90% credible intervals on the

X-ray flux following a Bayesian approach that takes

into account the presence of a background (Primini

& Kashyap 2014) as implemented in the CIAO tool

aprates. For the three undetected sources, we calcu-

late upper limits following the procedure of Kashyap

2 https://cxc.cfa.harvard.edu/cal/ASPECT/celmon/

https://github.com/hamogu/HottestCoolStar/blob/main/figures/HottestCoolStar.ipynb
https://github.com/hamogu/HottestCoolStar/blob/main/figures/HottestCoolStar.ipynb
https://cxc.cfa.harvard.edu/cal/ASPECT/celmon/
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Table 1. Chandra observations with pointing information

target obs. date OBSID RA (pointing) Dec (pointing) exp. time
◦ ◦ ks

ι Cen 2017-03-31 18930 200.1525 -36.7119 9.7

β Leo 2017-04-05 18931 177.2635 14.5719 10.1

δ Leo 2017-02-05 18932 168.5285 20.5240 10.1

τ3 Eri 2017-06-09 18933 45.5957 -23.6223 19.9
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Figure 1. Observations with the Chandra/HRC. The blue circles mark a 1 arcsec radius around the expected position of the
target accounting for proper motion at the time of the observation. For τ3 Eri, the dotted circle accounts for the coordinate
offset discussed in the text.

et al. (2010). Deriving an upper limit requires the choice

of two parameters. We set the probability of a “false

positive” (a background fluctuation that is erroneously

detected as a source) to be < 0.3% corresponding to

a Gaussian-equivalent of “3σ” and the probability of a

“false negative” (a real source with a true flux above

the given upper limit that is not detected because, due

to drawing by chance from a Poisson distribution, the

number of photons in the observation is so low that it is

compatible with background) to be < 50%.

Table 2 lists the detected count rate or upper limit.

We convert the count rate into an energy flux, assuming

a thermal spectrum. For Chandra/HRC-I, 1 ct ks−1

corresponds to an X-ray flux about 1.0 × 10−14 erg s−1
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in the 0.1-5 keV band according to WebPIMMS3; the

variation around this value is no more than 15% in the

temperature range 0.8-13 MK. Using the distance and

bolometric luminosity from Simon et al. (2002), Table 2

also lists LX and log(LX/Lbol).

All target stars are optically bright. We compare their

V magnitude to Vega and scale the number of observed

UV events from observations of Vega (Pease et al. 2006).

Based on this we expect 1 or fewer UV events for each

observation and we conclude that UV contamination is

negligible. For τ3 Eri, we checked the lightcurve and

we do not find any significant variability, but –given the

low-count number– even a flare that doubles the X-ray

output for a few ks could be hidden in the Poisson noise.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Our Chandra observations followed up on four targets

where Simon et al. (2002) could only give upper limits

from ROSAT data. We detected τ3 Eri and pushed the

upper limit on LX for δ Leo, β Leo, and ι Cen down

by about an order of magnitude (Table 2). With that,

there is now a one-to-one correspondence between X-ray

emission and the transition region lines C iii and O vi

which are formed between 50,000 and 300,000 K from

the sample of Simon et al. (2002). X-ray and C iii 977 Å

fluxes are listed in Table 3, which also includes a com-

parison fluxes and upper limits to other main-sequence

stars from the literature. In the following, discuss impli-

cations in the light of other observational or theoretical

work that has become available since the Simon et al.

(2002) data were published.

Note that ages given in Table 3 are often based on

membership in moving groups. In some cases, mem-

bership is under debate and stars could be considerably

older if they turn out to be field stars, e.g., see the dis-

cussion and references in Defrère et al. (2021) for β Leo.

Table 3 also gives an effective temperature for the stars.

No single survey covers all stars in Table 3 and it is

well known that different classification methods lead to

discrepant spectral types (e.g., Gray & Garrison 1989).

Additionally, the stellar surface of A-type stars is not

necessarily well described by a single spectral type or

temperature; e.g. Robrade & Schmitt (2010) argued that

the spectral classification of HR 8799 of A5 is based on

metal lines, while the atmospheric temperature might be

better characterized by its hydrogen lines, which would

make it an F0 star (Gray & Kaye 1999), cool enough

to generate magnetic activity through a convective dy-

namo. Similarly, Altair is a very fast rotator, and thus

3 https://heasarc.gsfc.nasa.gov/cgi-bin/Tools/w3pimms/
w3pimms.pl

it has a considerable equatorial bulge and consequently

a lower temperature on the equator than on the pole,

which might allow the formation of a thin convection

zone in the equatorial bulge (Robrade & Schmitt 2009).

The Teff given in the table is the average of all values

listed in the PASTEL catalog (Soubiran et al. 2016; see

there for references for individual targets), which col-

lects high precision spectroscopic and photometric mea-

surements of the effective temperature. Where more

than one measurement is available in PASTEL, the σTeff

is calculated as the standard deviation of all measure-

ments, since the systematic differences between different

input data are typically larger than individual measure-

ment uncertainties and uncertainties are not available in

all cases. We stress that Teff only provides an approx-

imate measure of the photospheric temperature in the

region where UV and X-rays are generated, and large

temperature gradients can exist between pole and equa-

tor. Thus, the ordering in Table 3 by Teff from hot to

cool should be regarded as approximate.

Numbers for the rotational velocity v sin i are taken

from a compilation (Royer et al. 2002), except for ι Cen

which is not part of the list, so we use the value from

Simon et al. (2002).

3.1. Comparing X-ray and UV fluxes

Table 3 lists one UV line, C iii 977 Å, but Simon et al.

(2002) show that all stars where that line can be de-

tected also show detections in C iii 1175 Å and the O vi

1032/1038 Å doublet; similarly, all stars where there is

only an upper limit on C iii 977 Å also only have an up-

per limit on the other lines. Figure 2 compares the X-ray

and the C iii 977 Å line fluxes as a fraction of the bolo-

metric flux. The three X-ray undetected stars (ι Cen,

δ Leo, and β Leo) are at least an order of magnitude

fainter than τ3 Eri and Alderamin, which in turn are

already significantly fainter than the Sun. So, all stud-

ied A-type stars show comparatively less chromospheric

and coronal activity. If this was an effect of the coro-

nal temperature, where A-type stars have cooler coronae

than the Sun, then we would expect additional emission

in the UV, yet this does not seem to be the case as the

C iii and O vi (not shown in the figure) also drop as

Teff increases. The measurements instead indicate that

the relative amount of emitting plasma decreases. This

could mean that a lower fraction of the surface area is

covered with active structures, or that those structures

have lower densities or shorter lifetimes than in later-

type stars.

At first sight, one might expect also a correlation with

rotational velocities, where faster rotation produces a

stronger X-ray activity as is clearly seen in lower mass

https://heasarc.gsfc.nasa.gov/cgi-bin/Tools/w3pimms/w3pimms.pl
https://heasarc.gsfc.nasa.gov/cgi-bin/Tools/w3pimms/w3pimms.pl
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Table 2. X-ray flux (90% credible interval) or upper limit (0.3% false positive and 50% false negative).

target net. counts net. rate net. flux LX log(LX/Lbol)

ct ct ks−1 10−15erg s−1 cm−2 1026erg s−1

ι Cen 0.0 .. 2.9 0.0 .. 0.3 0 .. 3 < 3.2 < −8.4

β Leo 0.0 .. 3.0 0.0 .. 0.3 0 .. 2.9 < 1.0 < −8.7

δ Leo 0.0 .. 4.8 0.0 .. 0.5 0 .. 4.7 < 2.6 < −8.5

τ3 Eri 20.5 .. 39.8 1.0 .. 2.0 10 .. 20 6 .. 20 -7.9 .. -7.4

Table 3. Stars of spectral type A with detailed X-ray observations

name age age ref v sin i Teff σTeff C iii 977 Å LX log(LX/Lbol) X-ray

Myr ref km s−1 K K 10−7L� erg s−1 ref

HR 4796A 5-16 1,2,3 152 9750 113 < 1.3 × 1027 < −7.7 16

Vega 100-500 4,5,6 25 ± 2 9372 503 < 3.0 × 1025 < −10.0 17

ι Cen 100-400 7,8 75 9147 118 < 0.10 < 3.2 × 1026 < −8.4 here

β Leo 30-70 9,10,11 128 8549 88 < 0.03 < 1 × 1026 < −8.7 here

β Pic 12-40 12,13 130 8103 90 (1.3 ± 0.3) × 1027 −8.2 ± 0.1 18

δ Leo 600-890 7,8 180 8076 155 < 0.04 < 2.6 × 1026 < −8.5 here

τ3 Eri 430-950 8 133 7999 103 0.96 ± 0.16 12+8
−6 × 1026 −7.6+0.2

−0.3 here

Altair 700-1000 7,14 217 7651 204 (1.4 ± 0.2) × 1027 −7.4 ± 0.1 19

Alderamin 1000 15 196 7438 173 1.34 ± 0.13 (2.2 ± 0.4) × 1027 −7.5 ± 0.1 20

HR 8799 38-48 9 49 7187 24 (1.3 ± 0.2) × 1028 −6.2 ± 0.1 21

References for column “age (ref)”: (1) Webb et al. (1999), (2) Weinberger et al. (2013), (3) Drake et al. (2014), (4) Barrado
y Navascues (1998), (5) Hill et al. (2010), (6) Yoon et al. (2010), (7) Vican (2012), (8) David & Hillenbrand (2015), (9) Bell
et al. (2015), (10) Zuckerman (2019), (11) Lee & Song (2019), (12) Zuckerman et al. (2001), (13) Macdonald & Mullan (2010),
(14) Stone et al. (2018), (15) Zhao et al. (2009). Values for v sin i are taken from the compilation of Royer et al. (2002) (see
there for references for individual targets). Only for Vega is the value for v sin i measured in that work and an uncertainty
provided. ι Cen is not part of that catalog, and so the value given in Simon et al. (2002) is used instead. Teff is quoted from
the PASTEL catalog (Soubiran et al. 2016; see there for references for individual targets), but see Section 3 for discussion on
why Teff may not characterize the photospheric properties well. Fluxes and upper limits for C iii 977 Å are taken from Simon
et al. (2002). References for column “X-ray (ref)”: (16) Drake et al. (2014), (17) Pease et al. (2006) (18) Günther et al. (2012),
(19) Robrade & Schmitt (2009), (20) Simon et al. (2002), (21) Robrade & Schmitt (2010).

main-sequence stars (Wright et al. 2011), but Table 3

does not bear that out. τ3 Eri is seen in X-rays, while

δ Leo and β Leo are equally fast rotators, but slightly

hotter and not detected in X-rays. For most stars in Ta-

ble 3 the rotational period is measured or can be inferred

assuming that the stellar spin axis is aligned with the

axis of a debris disk or planetary system. The stars not

detected in X-rays are fast rotators, e.g. Vega (0.68 d,

Böhm et al. 2015) and HR 4796A, (0.5 d, Drake et al.

2014), as are the stars that are detected in X-rays, e.g.

Alderamin (0.5 d, van Belle et al. 2006) and Altair (0.4 d,

Peterson et al. 2006). Thus, the deciding factor for de-

tectability of X-ray and transition region UV is not the

rotation period, but seems to be the spectral type or

photospheric temperature.

3.2. Comparison with earlier and later stars

Figure 3 compares A stars from Table 3 with earlier

and later-type stars. We use the effective temperature

as common axis for all datasets. O and B stars are taken

from Berghoefer et al. (1996) who distinguish between

detections and upper limits. As it turns out, the upper

limits are mostly in the same range of LX/Lbol as the

detected sources; they might just be undetected because

they are further away or observed for a shorter time. To

convert the spectral types of all those stars into an ef-

fective temperature, we use the compilation in Pecaut &

Mamajek (2013). While that list is valid only for dwarf

stars and a number of stars here have other luminosity

classes, the conversion between color and temperature

is sufficient for the purpose of this plot.

The X-ray activity in cool stars was studied by Wright

et al. (2011). In cool stars, magnetic activity scales with

Rossby number or rotation rate, so there is considerable

scatter if shown as a function of effective temperature.

Very few stars in the sample are listed with spectral

types, so instead we use the V-K color and convert it

to a temperature, again using the table from Pecaut

& Mamajek (2013). We also compare the new A star
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Figure 2. X-ray and C iii 977 Å line flux. Both fluxes
are shown relative to the star’s bolometric luminosity. Stars
cooler than about 8000 K are all detected in X-rays and C iii
977 Å, while stars that are significantly hotter are at least
an order of magnitude fainter. The solar data is taken from
(Ayres 1997), the other UV fluxes from Simon et al. (2002).

data with the stellar sources from the ROSAT survey

identified by Freund (2022) who matched ROSAT and

Gaia sources using a Bayesian method to select bona

fide stellar X-ray sources. While their formal sample re-

liability is above 90% (i.e. at least 9 out of 10 sources

are correctly identified as stellar), almost all compan-

ions remain unresolved in X-rays. Therefore, in many

cases the ROSAT detected X-ray emission is not from

the primary seen by Gaia, especially for A stars which

are very often found in binary/multiple systems. This

highlights that for detailed studies of A-star stellar ac-

tivity, as we do in this work, it is important to select the

sample carefully.

The fractional X-ray flux drops with increasing tem-

perature for late-type stars. The brightest of the A stars

(HR 8799) might follow that same trend, but the others

are considerably less luminous in X-rays, indicating a

qualitative change in the mechanism that generates the

magnetic field and powers the X-ray emission. In partic-

ular, the early A stars (most notably Vega) have upper

limits on the X-ray flux orders of magnitude below the

later type stars.

Figure 3 also shows two stars with effective temper-

ature from Berghoefer et al. (1996) very similar to our

hottest stars (Vega and HR 4796A) in effective temper-

ature, but as bright in X-rays as typical later type stars

or the brightest B-type stars. However, HR 5413 (HIP

70931) has a low-mass companion (0.23 M�) at 0.6 arc-

sec resolved with adaptive optics imaging (De Rosa et al.

2014) which might well be the X-ray source and for

HR 5846 (HIP 77086) a low-mass companion is indi-

cated by a Gaia proper-motion anomaly (Kervella et al.

2019). The mass estimate for the companion depends on

the orbital separation, but this might well be an X-ray

active low-mass star. These two examples demonstrate

why a study of A-star X-ray activity requires a sample

of well studied targets with strict limits on binarity.

3.3. Coronal and chromospheric activity

Simon et al. (2002) detect the UV emission lines of

C iii at 977Å and 1175Å as well as the O vi doublet

1032/1037Å in single stars up to spectral type A4 (which

they associate with Teff = 8200 K), but not in hotter

stars. They also see those lines in β Ari, which has a

primary component hotter than this limit, but conclude

that the most likely origin for the observed emission is

chromospheric activity in the cooler secondary in the

system. The emission lines of C iii and O vi are formed

below the corona; they have peak formation tempera-

tures between 50,000 K and 300,000 K. Combining our

new, more sensitive Chandra data with the X-ray data

already discussed in Simon et al. (2002), we now see a

one-to-one correspondence between X-ray emission and

C iii and O vi lines in the single stars. This confirms

that corona and chromosphere are powered by the same

mechanism. As stars become hotter, the convective en-

velope shrinks and at some point the dynamo mecha-

nism breaks down.

Within the uncertainties τ3 Eri, β Pic, and β Leo

could have the same Teff , yet the latter is undetected

in X-rays with an upper limit a few times below the

LX/Lbol and LCIII/Lbol (Figure 2) for τ3 Eri and β Pic.

This indicates that the drop in X-ray and UV activity is

very sharp and occurs within ∆Teff < 200 K. The exact

boundary could depend on other factors, such as age or

metallicity, which would have to be probed by a larger

sample.

3.4. A-star X-ray emission: Debris disks, planets, or

spectral type?

Debris disks have been found in HR 4796A (e.g. Jura

1991), Vega (e.g. Su et al. 2005), ι Cen (e.g. Quanz et al.

2011), β Leo (e.g. Defrère et al. 2021), and β Pic (e.g.

Larwood & Kalas 2001). These debris disks form when

planets or planetesimals in orbit around the star collide.

The smaller dust grains are blown out of the system

through radiation pressure relatively quickly and need

to be replenished constantly by grinding down larger

objects. Some stars with debris disks have X-ray and

transition region UV emission, others do not, so we con-

clude that the presence of debris disks is not the deciding

factor for chromospheric or coronal activity.
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Figure 3. Comparison of the X-ray luminosity in A-type stars with data for earlier and later spectral types. Early A-type
stars are fainter in X-rays than other spectral types. Note that the ROSAT catalog compiled by Freund (2022) does not resolve
most binaries and thus especially the data points listed in the range Teff = 7500 − 10000 K represent the Lbol from an A-star
primary and the LX from an unresolved late-type companion. This highlights the importance of carefully selecting a sample of
single A stars as done in this work (black points).

Since they are close and bright targets, the stars in Ta-

ble 3 have also been targeted by planet searches. Mas-

sive planets are confirmed for HR 8799 (Marois et al.

2008) and β Pic (e.g. Brandt et al. 2021), but they are

located at several AU distance from the star and are

thus unlikely to influence the X-ray emission from the

star.

For late-type stars with a convective dynamo, X-ray

activity can be parameterized by the Rossby number,

or the ratio of the rotation period Prot to the convective

turnover time τconv, i.e.

Ro ∼ Prot

τconv
. (1)

A higher Rossby number is associated with lower X-ray

activity across pre-main sequence, main sequence, and

giant stars (Preibisch & Feigelson 2005; Pizzolato et al.

2003; Gondoin 2005; Wright et al. 2011) and established

in stellar dynamo models (e.g. Brandenburg & Schmitt

1998).

Given that many stars in Table 3 have rotation periods

less than a day, the decline of the X-ray emission, and

thus (in the scheme of a solar-like dynamo) increasing

Rossby number, then points to a rapidly declining τconv

with increasing photospheric temperature.

3.5. How could a dynamo operate in A-type stars?

X-ray activity is common in later-type stars and for

Altair Robrade & Schmitt (2009) concluded that the X-

ray activity is probably concentrated in the equatorial

region, which is also responsible for the generation of the

chromosphere (Ferrero et al. 1995). Similar to Altair,

τ3 Eri is also a rapid rotator with v sin i = 180 km s−1

and an estimated oblateness (depending on the inclina-

tion angle i) of around 7% (van Belle 2012). On the

other hand, δ Leo is an equally fast rotator and remains

undetected.

Cantiello & Braithwaite (2019) suggest the presence

of convection zones in A and late B stars very close to

the surface. These thin zones are caused by partial ion-

ization of H and He. For A-type stars about 10−2−10−3

of the total Lbol is transported through convective mo-

tion. Assuming equipartition between kinetic and mag-

netic energy, only 10−4 of the available magnetic energy

would have to be converted into X-ray flux to power the

observed X-ray luminosity. However, since the structure

of those fields would differ markedly from the Sun, coro-

nal heating would also look very different. Furthermore,

Cantiello & Braithwaite (2019) predict that this mech-

anism should operate to mid-B type stars, in contrast
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to the drop of LX/Lbol that we observe in mid-A type

stars in our sample.

Drake et al. (2014) extensively discuss two types of

shear dynamos that could transform some initial differ-

ential rotation of a young star into a magnetic field that

quickly decays, on time scales of order of a Myr for a

dynamo based on magnetic buoyancy (Tout & Pringle

1995) or on times scales of order 300 yr for a dynamo

based on the Taylor instability (Spruit 2002; Braith-

waite 2006). Both scenarios involve physical parameters

that are uncertain by orders of magnitude and Drake

et al. (2014) use their upper limit on the X-ray flux

from HR 4796A to exclude the most optimistic values

for those parameters. Our limit for β Leo is significantly

stricter, but the star is also older (Table 3), which places

about the same limits on the parameters for the Tout &

Pringle (1995) model as does HR 4796A (See Fig 3 in

Drake et al. 2014).

Rapid rotation leads to a bulged and cooler equator

in these stars (on Altair Monnier et al. 2007, resolved

a temperature difference between pole and equator of

at least 1000 K), so one may speculate that some of

the stars might be conducive to a convective instability

near their equators as has been suggested by Robrade

& Schmitt (2009) for Altair. If so, then a convective dy-

namo near the equator may sustain significant levels of

magnetic activity. Since the X-ray activity is becoming

appreciable starting at τ3 Eri, it suggests that τ3 Eri

and cooler stars are in an appropriate regime to host

equatorial convection.

While the X-ray emitting corona is magnetically

heated, the chromosphere in late-type stars has

both acoustically and magnetically heated components

(Cuntz et al. 1999; Schrijver & Zwaan 2000), where the

outermost and hottest layers of the chromosphere re-

quire magnetic heating (Fawzy et al. 2002). The UV

lines are formed at the high end of the temperature

range of the chromosphere, and thus they likely depend

on magnetic heating like the corona. Our observational

result that UV lines and X-rays are visible in the same

objects confirms this idea.

4. SUMMARY

We present Chandra/HRC-I observations of four early

A stars. τ3 Eri is clearly detected, while we set sensi-

tive upper limits on the other three targets. With this

detection and our new upper limits that are an order of

magnitude better than previous ROSAT data, there is

now a one-to-one correspondence between X-ray emis-

sion and C iii and O vi lines, which are formed between

50,000 and 300,000 K in the transition region and were

observed by Simon et al. (2002). This confirms that

both regions are powered by the same physical mech-

anism and that this mechanism essentially switches off

around Teff = 8100±200 K as we observe a drop of X-ray

luminosity by at least an order of magnitude. Given the

rather old age of τ3 Eri, which we detect in X-rays, the

magnetic field that powers X-ray emission and UV lines

needs to be generated continuously. We discuss differ-

ent dynamo mechanisms that could power the observed

X-ray emission, but we are unable to conclusively select

any particular one.
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A&A, 623, A72, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201834371

Kupka, F., & Montgomery, M. H. 2002, MNRAS, 330, L6,

doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.05268.x

Larwood, J. D., & Kalas, P. G. 2001, MNRAS, 323, 402,

doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2001.04212.x

Lee, J., & Song, I. 2019, MNRAS, 489, 2189,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz2290

Lignières, F., Petit, P., Böhm, T., & Aurière, M. 2009,
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