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ABSTRACT

W euseopticaldata on 10 K uiperBeltobjects(K BO s)to investigatetheirrotationalproperties.O f
the 10,three (30% )exhibitlightvariationswith am plitude �m � 0:15m ag,and 1 outof10 (10% )
has�m � 0:40m ag,which isin good agreem entwith previoussurveys.These data,in com bination
with theexisting database,areused to discusstherotationalperiods,shapes,and densitiesofK uiper
Belt objects. W e �nd that,in the sam pled size range,K uiper Belt objects have a higher fraction
oflow am plitude lightcurves and rotate slower than m ain belt asteroids. The data also show that
the rotationalpropertiesand the shapesofK BO sdepend on size. Ifwe splitthe database ofK BO
rotationalpropertiesinto two sizerangeswith diam eterlargerand sm allerthan 400km ,we�nd that:
(1) the m ean lightcurve am plitudes ofthe two groups are di�erent with 98.5% con�dence,(2) the
corresponding power-law shapedistributionsseem to be di�erent,although the existing data aretoo
sparseto renderthisdi�erence signi�cant,and (3)the two groupsoccupy di�erentregionson a spin
period vs. lightcurve am plitude diagram . These di�erences are interpreted in the context ofK BO
collisionalevolution.
Subjectheadings:K uiperBeltobjects| m inorplanets,asteroids| solarsystem :general

1. IN TRO D U CTIO N

The K uiperBelt(K B)isan assem bly ofm ostly sm all
icy objects,orbiting the Sun beyond Neptune. K uiper
Beltobjects (K BO s)are likely to be rem nants ofouter
solarsystem planetesim als (Jewitt& Luu 1993). Their
physical, chem ical, and dynam ical properties should
therefore provide valuable inform ation regarding both
the environm ent and the physicalprocesses responsible
forplanetform ation.
Atthetim eofwriting,roughly 1000K BO sareknown,

halfofwhich have been followed form ore than one op-
position. A totalof� 105 objects larger than 50 km
arethoughtto orbittheSun beyond Neptune (Jewitt&
Luu 2000).StudiesofK B orbitshave revealed an intri-
catedynam icalstructure,with signaturesofinteractions
with Neptune (M alhotra 1995). The size distribution
followsa di�erentialpower-law ofindex q= 4 forbodies
& 50km (Trujillo et al.2001a),becom ing slightly shal-
loweratsm allersizes(Bernstein etal.2004).
K BO coloursshow a largediversity,from slightly blue

to very red (Luu & Jewitt 1996,Tegler & Rom anishin
2000,Jewitt & Luu 2001),and seem to correlate with
inclination and/or perihelion distance (e.g., Jewitt &
Luu 2001,Doressoundiram etal.2002,Trujillo & Brown
2002).The few low-resolution opticaland near-IR K BO
spectra are m ostly featureless,with the exception ofa
weak 2�m waterice absorption line presentin som e of
them (Brown etal.1999,Jewitt& Luu 2001),and strong
m ethane absorption on 2003UB313 (Brown etal.2005).
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About 4% ofknown K BO s are binaries with separa-
tions larger than 0:0015 (Nollet al.2002). Allthe ob-
served binarieshaveprim ary-to-secondarym assratios�
1.Twobinarycreation m odelshavebeen proposed.W ei-
denschilling (2002)favourstheidea thatbinariesform in
three-body encounters.Thism odelrequiresa 100 tim es
denser K uiper Belt at the epoch of binary form ation,
and predictsa higherabundance oflarge separation bi-
naries. An alternative scenario (G oldreich et al.2002),
in which theenergy needed to bind theorbitsoftwo ap-
proaching bodies isdrawn from the surrounding swarm
ofsm allerobjects,also requiresa m uch higherdensity of
K BO sthan the present,butitpredictsa largerfraction
ofclose binaries. Recently,Sheppard & Jewitt (2004)
have shown evidence that 2001Q G 298 could be a close
or contact binary K BO ,and estim ated the fraction of
sim ilarobjectsin the Beltto be � 10% {20% .
O ther physical properties of K BO s, such as their

shapes, densities, and albedos, are still poorly con-
strained. This is m ainly because K BO s are extrem ely
faint,with m ean apparentred m agnitudem R � 23 (Tru-
jillo etal.2001b).
Thestudy ofK BO rotationalpropertiesthrough tim e-

seriesbroadbandopticalphotom etryhasprovedtobethe
m ostsuccessfultechnique to date to investigatesom e of
these physicalproperties. LightvariationsofK BO sare
believed to be caused m ainly by theirasphericalshape:
as K BO s rotate in space,their projected cross-sections
change,resulting in periodicbrightnessvariations.
O neofthebestexam plesto dateofa K BO lightcurve

{ and what can be learned from it { is that of
(20000)Varuna (Jewitt& Sheppard 2002).The authors
explainthelightcurveof(20000)Varunaasaconsequence
ofitselongated shape (axesratio,a=b� 1:5).They fur-
ther argue that the objectis centripetally deform ed by
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Fig. 1.| Fram e-to-fram ephotom etric variances(in m agnitudes)
ofallstars(gray circlesand black crosses)in the(35671)1998SN 165

(a)and (38628)H uya (b)�elds,plotted againsttheirrelative m ag-
nitude. The trend of increasing photom etric variability with in-
creasing m agnitude isclear.The intrinsically variable starsclearly
do not follow this trend, and are located towards the upper
left region of the plot. The K BO s are shown as black squares.
(35671)1998SN 165,in the top panelshowsa m uch largervariabil-
ity than the com parison stars (shown as crosses,see Section 3.1),
while (38628)H uya is well within the expected variance range,
given its m agnitude.

rotation because ofits low density,\rubble pile" struc-
ture. The term \rubble pile" is generally used to refer
togravitationallybound aggregatesofsm allerfragm ents.
Theexistenceofrubblepilesisthoughtto bedueto con-
tinuing m utualcollisionsthroughouttheageofthesolar
system ,which gradually fracturetheinteriorsofobjects.
Rotating rubblepilescan adjusttheirshapesto balance
centripetalacceleration and self-gravity. The resulting
equilibrium shapeshavebeen studied in theextrem ecase
ofuid bodies,and depend on the body’s density and
spin rate(Chandrasekhar1969).
Lacerda & Luu (2003,hereafter LL03a) showed that

under reasonable assum ptions the fraction of K BO s
with detectable lightcurvescan be used to constrain the
shape distribution ofthese objects. A follow-up (Luu
& Lacerda 2003,hereafterLL03b)on thiswork,using a
databaseoflightcurvepropertiesof33 K BO s(Sheppard
& Jewitt2002,2003),showsthatalthough m ostK uiper
Beltobjects(� 85% )haveshapesthatareclosetospher-
ical(a=b � 1:5) there is a signi�cant fraction (� 12% )
with highly asphericalshapes(a=b� 1:7).
In thispaperweuseopticaldata on 10 K BO sto inves-

tigate the am plitudes and periods oftheir lightcurves.
These data are used in com bination with the existing
database to investigate the distributions of K BO spin
periods and shapes. W e discuss their im plications for
theinnerstructureand collisionalevolution ofobjectsin
the K uiperBelt.

2. O BSERVATIO N S A N D PH O TO M ETRY

W e collected tim e-series opticaldata on 10 K BO s at
the IsaacNewton 2.5m (INT)and W illiam Herschel4m
(W HT)telescopes.TheINT W ideField Cam era(W FC)
is a m osaic of 4 EEV 2048� 4096 CCDs, each with a
pixel scale of 0:0033/pixel and spanning approxim ately

11:03� 22:05 in the plane ofthe sky. The targetsare im -
aged through a Johnson R �lter.TheW HT prim efocus
cam era consistsof2 EEV 2048� 4096CCDswith a pixel
scale of0:0024/pixel,and covers a sky-projected area of
2� 8:02� 16:04. W ith this cam era we used a Harris R �l-
ter.The seeing forthe whole setofobservationsranged
from 1.0 to 1.900FW HM .W e tracked both telescopesat
siderealrate and kept integration tim es for each object
su�ciently shortto avoid errorsin the photom etry due
to trailing e�ects(seeTable1).No lighttraveltim ecor-
rectionshavebeen m ade.
W e reduced the data using standard techniques. The

sky background in the at-�elded im ages shows varia-
tionsoflessthan 1% acrossthe chip. Background vari-
ationsbetween consecutive nightswere lessthan 5% for
m ost ofthe data. Cosm ic rays were rem oved with the
packageLA-Cosm ic(van Dokkum 2001).
W e perform ed aperture photom etry on allobjects in

the �eld using the SExtractorsoftware package (Bertin
& Arnouts1996).Thissoftwareperform scircularaper-
ture m easurem entson each objectin a fram e,and puts
outa catalog ofboth them agnitudesand theassociated
errors.Below wedescribehow weobtained a betteresti-
m ate ofthe errors.W e used aperturesranging from 1.5
to 2.0 tim esthe FW HM foreach fram eand selected the
aperturethatm axim ized signal-to-noise.An extra aper-
ture of5 FW HM s was used to look for possible seeing
dependenttrendsin ourphotom etry.The catalogswere
m atched by selectingonly thesourcesthatarepresentin
allfram es. The slow m ovem entofK BO sfrom nightto
nightallowsusto successfully m atch a large num berof
sourcesin consecutivenights.W ediscarded allsaturated
sourcesaswellasthoseidenti�ed to be galaxies.
The K BO lightcurves were obtained from di�erential

photom etry with respect to the brightest non-variable
�eld stars.An averageofthem agnitudesofthebrightest
stars(the "reference" stars)providesa referencefordif-
ferentialphotom etry in each fram e.Thism ethod allows
forsm allam plitude brightnessvariationsto be detected
even undernon-photom etricconditions.
Theuncertainty in therelativephotom etry wascalcu-

lated from the scatter in the photom etry of�eld stars
that are sim ilar to the K BO s in brightness (the "com -
parison" stars,see Fig.1). This error estim ate is m ore
robustthan the errorsprovided by SExtractor(see be-
low),and wasused to verify the accuracy ofthe latter.
Thisprocedureresulted in consistenttim e seriesbright-
nessdatafor� 100objects(K BO + �eld stars)in atim e
span of2{3 consecutivenights.
W e observed Landolt standard stars whenever condi-

tionswere photom etric,and used them to calibrate the
zero pointofthem agnitudescale.Theextinction coe�-
cientwasobtained from the referencestars.
Since not allnights were photom etric the lightcurves

are presented as variations with respect to the m ean
brightness.Theseyield thecorrectam plitudesand peri-
odsofthe lightcurvesbutdo notprovide theirabsolute
m agnitudes.
The orbital param eters and other properties of the

observed K BO s are given in Table 2. Tables 3, 4, 5,
and 6 list the absolute R-m agnitude photom etric m ea-
surem ents obtained for (19308)1996TO66, 1996TS66,
(35671)1998SN165,and (19521)Chaos,respectively.Ta-
bles 7 and 8 list the m ean-subtracted R-band data for
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Fig. 2.| Stacked histogram s ofthe fram e-to-fram e variance (in m agnitudes) in the opticaldata on the \reference" stars (in white),
\com parison" stars(in gray),and the K BO (in black). In c),e),and j)the K BO showssigni�cantly m ore variability than the com parison
stars,whereas in allother cases itfallswellwithin the range ofphotom etric uncertainties ofthe stars ofsim ilarbrightness.

(79983)1999DF9 and 2001CZ31.

3. LIG H TCU RV E A N A LY SIS

The resultsin thispaperdepend solely on the am pli-
tude and period ofthe K BO lightcurves. Itistherefore
im portantto accurately determ inetheseparam etersand
the associated uncertainties.

3.1. Can we detectthe KBO brightnessvariation?

W e begin by investigating ifthe observed brightness
variations are intrinsic to the K BO ,i.e.,ifthe K BO ’s

intrinsic brightness variations are detectable given our
uncertainties. This was done by com paring the fram e-
to-fram e scatter in the K BO opticaldata with that of
(� 10� 20)com parison stars.
To visually com pare the scatterin the m agnitudes of

thereferencestars(seeSection 2),com parison stars,and
K BO s,weplota histogram oftheirfram e-to-fram evari-
ances (see Fig.2). In generalsuch a histogram should
show thereferencestarsclustered atthelowestvariances,
followed by thecom parison starsspread overlargervari-
ances.IftheK BO appearsisolated atm uch highervari-
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TA BLE 1
O bserving C onditions and G eometry

O bjectD esignation O bsD atea Tel.b Seeingc M vtRtd ITim ee R A f decg R h � i � j

[00] [00/hr] [sec] [hhm m ss] [�000] [AU ] [AU ] [deg]

(19308) 1996TO 66 99-O ct-01 W H T 1.8 2.89 500 23 59 46 + 03 36 42 45.950 44.958 0.1594
1996TS66 99-Sep-30 W H T 1.3 2.62 400,600 02 26 06 + 21 41 03 38.778 37.957 0.8619
1996TS66 99-O ct-01 W H T 1.1 2.67 600 02 26 02 + 21 40 50 38.778 37.948 0.8436
1996TS66 99-O ct-02 W H T 1.5 2.70 600,900 02 25 58 + 21 40 35 38.778 37.939 0.8225

(35671) 1998SN 165 99-Sep-29 W H T 1.5 3.24 360,400 23 32 46 � 01 18 15 38.202 37.226 0.3341
(35671) 1998SN 165 99-Sep-30 W H T 1.4 3.22 360 23 32 41 � 01 18 47 38.202 37.230 0.3594
(19521) Chaos 99-O ct-01 W H T 1.0 1.75 360,400,600 03 44 37 + 21 30 58 42.399 41.766 1.0616
(19521) Chaos 99-O ct-02 W H T 1.5 1.79 400,600 03 44 34 + 21 30 54 42.399 41.755 1.0484
(79983) 1999D F9 01-Feb-13 W H T 1.7 3.19 900 10 27 04 + 09 45 16 39.782 38.818 0.3124
(79983) 1999D F9 01-Feb-14 W H T 1.6 3.21 900 10 26 50 + 09 46 25 39.783 38.808 0.2436
(79983) 1999D F9 01-Feb-15 W H T 1.4 3.22 900 10 26 46 + 09 46 50 39.783 38.806 0.2183
(80806) 2000CM 105 01-Feb-11 W H T 1.5 3.14 600,900 09 18 48 + 19 41 59 41.753 40.774 0.1687
(80806) 2000CM 105 01-Feb-13 W H T 1.4 3.12 900 09 18 39 + 19 42 40 41.753 40.778 0.2084
(80806) 2000CM 105 01-Feb-14 W H T 1.5 3.11 900 09 18 34 + 19 43 02 41.753 40.781 0.2303
(66652) 1999R Z253 01-Sep-11 IN T 1.9 2.86 600 22 02 57 � 12 31 06 40.963 40.021 0.4959
(66652) 1999R Z253 01-Sep-12 IN T 1.4 2.84 600 22 02 53 � 12 31 26 40.963 40.026 0.5156
(66652) 1999R Z253 01-Sep-13 IN T 1.8 2.82 600 22 02 49 � 12 31 49 40.963 40.033 0.5381
(47171) 1999TC 36 01-Sep-11 IN T 1.9 3.85 600 00 16 49 � 07 34 59 31.416 30.440 0.4605
(47171) 1999TC 36 01-Sep-12 IN T 1.4 3.86 900 00 16 45 � 07 35 33 31.416 30.437 0.4359
(47171) 1999TC 36 01-Sep-13 IN T 1.8 3.88 900 00 16 39 � 07 36 13 31.416 30.434 0.4122
(38628) H uya 01-Feb-28 IN T 1.5 2.91 600 13 31 13 � 00 39 04 29.769 29.021 1.2725
(38628) H uya 01-M ar-01 IN T 1.8 2.97 360 13 31 09 � 00 38 23 29.768 29.009 1.2479
(38628) H uya 01-M ar-03 IN T 1.5 3.08 360 13 31 01 � 00 36 59 29.767 28.987 1.1976

2001CZ31 01-M ar-01 IN T 1.3 2.72 600,900 09 00 03 + 16 29 23 41.394 40.522 0.6525
2001CZ31 01-M ar-03 IN T 1.4 2.65 600,900 08 59 54 + 16 30 04 41.394 40.539 0.6954

aU T date ofobservation
bTelescope used for observations
cA verage seeing ofthe data [00]
dA verage rate ofm otion ofK B O [00/hr]
eIntegration tim es used
fR ight ascension
gD eclination
hK B O {Sun distance
iK B O {Earth distance
jPhase angle (Sun{O bject{Earth angle) ofobservation

TA BLE 2
Properties of O bserved K BO s

O bjectD esignation Classa H b ic ed a e

[m ag] [deg] [AU ]

(19308) 1996TO 66 C 4.5 27.50 0.12 43.20
1996TS66 C 6.4 7.30 0.13 44.00

(35671) 1998SN 165 C f 5.8 4.60 0.05 37.80
(19521) Chaos C 4.9 12.00 0.11 45.90
(79983) 1999D F9 C 6.1 9.80 0.15 46.80
(80806) 2000CM 105 C 6.2 3.80 0.07 42.50
(66652) 1999R Z253 C 5.9 0.60 0.09 43.60
(47171) 1999TC 36 Pb 4.9 8.40 0.22 39.30
(38628) H uya P 4.7 15.50 0.28 39.50

2001CZ31 C 5.4 10.20 0.12 45.60

aD ynam icalclass (C = C lassicalK B O ,P = Plutino,b = binary
K B O )
bA bsolute m agnitude
cO rbitalinclination
dO rbitaleccentricity
eSem i-m ajor axis
fT his object as a classical-type inclination and eccentricity but

its sem i-m ajor axis is m uch sm aller than for other classicalK B O s

ances than both groups ofstars (e.g.,Fig.2j),then its
brightnessm odulationsaresigni�cant.Conversely,ifthe
K BO isclustered with the stars(e.g.Fig.2f),any peri-
odic brightnessvariationswould be below the detection

TA BLE 3
Photometric measurements of

(19308)1996TO 66

m R
c

U T D atea Julian D ateb [m ag]

1999 O ct 1.84831 2451453.34831 21.24 � 0.07
1999 O ct 1.85590 2451453.35590 21.30 � 0.07
1999 O ct 1.86352 2451453.36352 21.20 � 0.07
1999 O ct 1.87201 2451453.37201 21.22 � 0.07
1999 O ct 1.87867 2451453.37867 21.21 � 0.07
1999 O ct 1.88532 2451453.38532 21.28 � 0.07
1999 O ct 1.89302 2451453.39302 21.27 � 0.06
1999 O ct 1.90034 2451453.40034 21.30 � 0.06
1999 O ct 1.90730 2451453.40730 21.28 � 0.06
1999 O ct 1.91470 2451453.41470 21.31 � 0.06

aU T date at the start ofthe exposure
bJulian date at the start ofthe exposure
cA pparent red m agnitude; errors include uncer-

tainties in relative and absolute photom etry added
quadratically

threshold.
Figure1 showsthedependenceoftheuncertaintieson

m agnitude. O bjectsthatdo notfallon the rising curve
traced out by the stars m ust have intrinsic brightness
variations. By calculating the m ean and spread ofthe
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TA BLE 4
Photometric measurements of 1996TS66

m R
c

U T D atea Julian D ateb [m ag]

1999 Sep 30.06087 2451451.56087 21.94 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.06628 2451451.56628 21.83 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.07979 2451451.57979 21.76 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.08529 2451451.58529 21.71 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.09068 2451451.59068 21.75 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.09695 2451451.59695 21.67 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.01250 2451451.60250 21.77 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.10936 2451451.60936 21.76 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.11705 2451451.61705 21.80 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.12486 2451451.62486 21.77 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.13798 2451451.63798 21.82 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.14722 2451451.64722 21.74 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.15524 2451451.65524 21.72 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.16834 2451451.66834 21.72 � 0.08
1999 Sep 30.17680 2451451.67680 21.83 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.18548 2451451.68548 21.80 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.19429 2451451.69429 21.74 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.20212 2451451.70212 21.78 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.21010 2451451.71010 21.72 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.21806 2451451.71806 21.76 � 0.09
1999 Sep 30.23528 2451451.73528 21.73 � 0.07
1999 Sep 30.24355 2451451.74355 21.74 � 0.08
1999 O ct01.02002 2451452.52002 21.81 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.02799 2451452.52799 21.82 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.03648 2451452.53648 21.81 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.04422 2451452.54422 21.80 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.93113 2451453.43113 21.71 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.94168 2451453.44168 21.68 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.95331 2451453.45331 21.73 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.97903 2451453.47903 21.69 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.99177 2451453.49177 21.74 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.00393 2451453.50393 21.73 � 0.05
1999 O ct02.01588 2451453.51588 21.78 � 0.05
1999 O ct02.02734 2451453.52734 21.71 � 0.05

aU T date at the start ofthe exposure
bJulian date at the start ofthe exposure
cA pparent red m agnitude;errors include uncertainties

in relative and absolute photom etry added quadratically

variance forthe com parison stars(shown ascrosses)we
can calculateourphotom etricuncertaintiesand thusde-
term ine whetherthe K BO brightnessvariationsare sig-
ni�cant(� 3�).

3.2. Period determ ination

In the cases where signi�cant brightness variations
(see Section 3.1) were detected in the lightcurves,the
phase dispersion m inim ization m ethod wasused (PDM ,
Stellingwerf1978) to look for periodicities in the data.
Foreach testperiod,PDM com putesastatisticalparam -
eter� thatcom paresthe spread ofdata pointsin phase
binswith theoverallspread ofthedata.Theperiod that
best�tsthedataistheonethatm inim izes�.Theadvan-
tagesofPDM are thatitisnon-param etric,i.e.,itdoes
notassum ea shapeforthelightcurve,and itcan handle
unevenly spaced data. Each data setwastested forpe-
riodsranging from 2 to 24 hours,in stepsof0.01hr.To
assesstheuniquenessofthePDM solution,wegenerated
100 M onteCarlo realizationsofeach lightcurve,keeping
theoriginaldata tim esand random izing them agnitudes
within the errorbars. W e ran PDM on each generated
datasetto obtain a distribution ofbest-�tperiods.

3.3. Am plitude determ ination

TA BLE 5
Photometric measurements of

(35671)1998SN 165

m R
c

U T D atea Julian D ateb [m ag]

1999 Sep 29.87384 2451451.37384 21.20 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.88050 2451451.38050 21.19 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.88845 2451451.38845 21.18 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.89811 2451451.39811 21.17 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.90496 2451451.40496 21.21 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.91060 2451451.41060 21.24 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.91608 2451451.41608 21.18 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.92439 2451451.42439 21.25 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.93055 2451451.43055 21.24 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.93712 2451451.43712 21.26 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.94283 2451451.44283 21.25 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.94821 2451451.44821 21.28 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.96009 2451451.46009 21.25 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.96640 2451451.46640 21.21 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.97313 2451451.47313 21.17 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.97850 2451451.47850 21.14 � 0.05
1999 Sep 29.98373 2451451.48373 21.12 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.98897 2451451.48897 21.15 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.99469 2451451.49469 21.15 � 0.06
1999 Sep 29.99997 2451451.49997 21.16 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.00521 2451451.50521 21.12 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.01144 2451451.51144 21.09 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.02164 2451451.52164 21.18 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.02692 2451451.52692 21.17 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.84539 2451452.34539 21.32 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.85033 2451452.35033 21.30 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.85531 2451452.35531 21.28 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.86029 2451452.36029 21.31 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.86550 2451452.36550 21.21 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.87098 2451452.37098 21.26 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.87627 2451452.37627 21.28 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.89202 2451452.39202 21.23 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.89698 2451452.39698 21.30 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.90608 2451452.40608 21.20 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.91191 2451452.41191 21.26 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.92029 2451452.42029 21.15 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.92601 2451452.42601 21.19 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.93110 2451452.43110 21.14 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.93627 2451452.43627 21.16 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.94858 2451452.44858 21.18 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.95363 2451452.45363 21.16 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.95852 2451452.45852 21.13 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.96347 2451452.46347 21.17 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.96850 2451452.46850 21.16 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.97422 2451452.47422 21.18 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.98431 2451452.48431 21.18 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.98923 2451452.48923 21.17 � 0.06
1999 Sep 30.99444 2451452.49444 21.16 � 0.05
1999 Sep 30.99934 2451452.49934 21.20 � 0.05
1999 O ct01.00424 2451452.50424 21.16 � 0.05
1999 O ct01.00992 2451452.50992 21.18 � 0.06

aU T date at the start ofthe exposure
bJulian date at the start ofthe exposure
cA pparent red m agnitude;errors include uncertainties

in relative and absolute photom etry added quadratically

W e used a M onte Carlo experim ent to determ ine the
am plitude of the lightcurves for which a period was
found. W e generated severalarti�cialdata setsby ran-
dom izing each pointwithin theerrorbar.Each arti�cial
datasetwas�tted with aFourierseries,usingthebest-�t
period,and them odeand central68% ofthedistribution
ofam plitudesweretaken asthelightcurveam plitudeand
1� uncertainty,respectively.
Forthenulllightcurves,i.e.thosewhereno signi�cant

variation was detected,we subtracted the typicalerror
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TA BLE 6
Photometric measurements of (19521) C haos

m R
c

U T D atea Julian D ateb [m ag]

1999 O ct01.06329 2451452.56329 20.82 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.06831 2451452.56831 20.80 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.07324 2451452.57324 20.80 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.07817 2451452.57817 20.81 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.08311 2451452.58311 20.80 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.08801 2451452.58801 20.76 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.09370 2451452.59370 20.77 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.14333 2451452.64333 20.71 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.15073 2451452.65073 20.68 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.15755 2451452.65755 20.70 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.16543 2451452.66543 20.72 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.17316 2451452.67316 20.72 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.18112 2451452.68112 20.71 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.18882 2451452.68882 20.73 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.19652 2451452.69652 20.70 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.20436 2451452.70436 20.69 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.21326 2451452.71326 20.72 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.21865 2451452.71865 20.72 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.22402 2451452.72402 20.74 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.22938 2451452.72938 20.72 � 0.06
1999 O ct01.23478 2451452.73478 20.71 � 0.07
1999 O ct01.24022 2451452.74022 20.72 � 0.07
1999 O ct02.04310 2451453.54310 20.68 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.04942 2451453.54942 20.69 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.07568 2451453.57568 20.74 � 0.07
1999 O ct02.08266 2451453.58266 20.73 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.09188 2451453.59188 20.74 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.10484 2451453.60484 20.75 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.11386 2451453.61386 20.77 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.12215 2451453.62215 20.77 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.13063 2451453.63063 20.78 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.13982 2451453.63982 20.79 � 0.06
1999 O ct02.14929 2451453.64929 20.71 � 0.07

aU T date at the start ofthe exposure
bJulian date at the start ofthe exposure
cA pparent red m agnitude;errors include uncertainties

in relative and absolute photom etry added quadratically

barsize from the totalam plitude ofthe data to obtain
an upperlim itto theam plitudeoftheK BO photom etric
variation.

4. R ESU LTS

In thissection we presentthe resultsofthe lightcurve
analysisforeach ofthe observed K BO s. W e found sig-
ni�cantbrightnessvariations(�m > 0:15m ag)for3 out
of10 K BO s(30% ),and �m � 0:40m ag for1 outof10
(10% ). This is consistentwith previously published re-
sults: Sheppard & Jewitt (2002,hereafter SJ02) found
a fraction of31% with �m > 0:15m ag and 23% with
�m > 0:40m ag,both consistent with our results. The
other 7 K BO s do not show detectable variations. The
resultsaresum m arized in Table 9.

4.1. 1998SN 165

The brightness of (35671)1998SN165 varies signi�-
cantly (> 5�) m ore than that ofthe com parison stars
(see Figs.1 and 2c). The periodogram for this K BO
showsa very broad m inim um around P = 9hr(Fig.3a).
The degeneracy im plied by the broad m inim um would
only be resolved with additionaldata. A slight weaker
m inim um isseen atP = 6:5hr,which isclose to a 24hr
aliasofP = 9hr.

TA BLE 7
R elative photometry measurements of

(79983)1999D F9

�m R
c

U T D atea Julian D ateb [m ag]

2001 Feb 13.13417 2451953.63417 0.21 � 0.02
2001 Feb 13.14536 2451953.64536 0.20 � 0.03
2001 Feb 13.15720 2451953.65720 0.17 � 0.04
2001 Feb 13.16842 2451953.66842 0.06 � 0.03
2001 Feb 13.17967 2451953.67967 -0.08 � 0.02
2001 Feb 13.20209 2451953.70209 -0.09 � 0.03
2001 Feb 13.21325 2451953.71325 -0.05 � 0.03
2001 Feb 13.22439 2451953.72439 -0.15 � 0.03
2001 Feb 13.23554 2451953.73554 -0.19 � 0.04
2001 Feb 13.24671 2451953.74671 0.00 � 0.04
2001 Feb 14.13972 2451954.63972 -0.05 � 0.02
2001 Feb 14.15104 2451954.65104 -0.12 � 0.02
2001 Feb 14.16228 2451954.66228 -0.25 � 0.02
2001 Feb 14.17347 2451954.67347 -0.18 � 0.02
2001 Feb 14.18477 2451954.68477 -0.14 � 0.03
2001 Feb 14.19600 2451954.69600 -0.05 � 0.03
2001 Feb 14.20725 2451954.70725 0.00 � 0.03
2001 Feb 14.21860 2451954.71860 0.03 � 0.03
2001 Feb 14.22987 2451954.72987 0.11 � 0.04
2001 Feb 14.24112 2451954.74112 0.21 � 0.04
2001 Feb 14.25234 2451954.75234 0.20 � 0.05
2001 Feb 14.26356 2451954.76356 0.16 � 0.05
2001 Feb 15.14518 2451955.64518 -0.06 � 0.05
2001 Feb 15.15707 2451955.65707 -0.08 � 0.02
2001 Feb 15.16831 2451955.66831 -0.15 � 0.05
2001 Feb 15.19086 2451955.69086 0.05 � 0.06
2001 Feb 15.20234 2451955.70234 0.19 � 0.07
2001 Feb 15.23127 2451955.73127 0.04 � 0.05

aU T date at the start ofthe exposure
bJulian date at the start ofthe exposure
cM ean-subtracted apparent red m agnitude;errors in-

clude uncertaintiesin relative and absolute photom etry
added quadratically

Peixinho etal.(2002,hereafterPDR02)observed this
object in Septem ber 2000,but having only one night’s
worth ofdata,they did notsucceed in determ ining this
object’srotationalperiod unam biguously.W eused their
data to solve the degeneracy in our PDM result. The
PDR02 data have not been absolutely calibrated,and
the m agnitudes are given relative to a bright�eld star.
To be able to com bine it with our own data we had
to subtract the m ean m agnitudes. O ur periodogram
of(35671)1998SN165 (centered on the broad m inim um )
is shown in Fig.3b and can be com pared with the re-
visedperiodogram obtained with ourdatacom binedwith
the PDR02 data (Fig.3c). The m inim a becom e m uch
clearer with the additionaldata,but because ofthe 1-
yeartim edi�erencebetween thetwo observationalcam -
paigns,m any close aliases appear in the periodogram .
The absolute m inim um ,atP = 8:84hr,correspondsto
a doublepeaked lightcurve(seeFig.4).Thesecond best
�t,P = 8:7hr,produces a m ore scattered phase plot,
in which the peak in the PDR02 data coincides with
our night 2. Period P = 8:84hr was also favored by
theM onte Carlo m ethod described in Section 3.2,being
identi�ed asthe best�tin 55% ofthe casesversus35%
forP = 8:7hr.Thelargesizeoftheerrorbarscom pared
to the am plitude isresponsible forthe am biguity in the
result. W e willuse P = 8:84hrin the restofthe paper
becauseitwasconsistently selected asthe best�t.
The am plitude, obtained using the M onte Carlo
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TA BLE 8
R elative photometry measurements of

2001CZ31

�m R
c

U T D atea Julian D ateb [m ag]

2001 Feb 28.92789 2451969.42789 0.03 � 0.05
2001 Feb 28.93900 2451969.43900 0.06 � 0.04
2001 Feb 28.95013 2451969.45013 0.03 � 0.04
2001 Feb 28.96120 2451969.46120 -0.09 � 0.04
2001 Feb 28.97235 2451969.47235 -0.10 � 0.04
2001 Feb 28.98349 2451969.48349 -0.12 � 0.04
2001 Feb 28.99475 2451969.49475 -0.14 � 0.03
2001 M ar01.00706 2451969.50706 -0.02 � 0.03
2001 M ar01.01817 2451969.51817 0.00 � 0.03
2001 M ar01.02933 2451969.52933 0.03 � 0.03
2001 M ar01.04046 2451969.54046 0.07 � 0.04
2001 M ar01.05153 2451969.55153 0.10 � 0.04
2001 M ar01.06304 2451969.56304 0.06 � 0.04
2001 M ar01.08608 2451969.58608 -0.05 � 0.04
2001 M ar01.09808 2451969.59808 -0.05 � 0.05
2001 M ar03.01239 2451971.51239 0.15 � 0.05
2001 M ar03.02455 2451971.52455 -0.01 � 0.05
2001 M ar03.03596 2451971.53596 0.00 � 0.04
2001 M ar03.04731 2451971.54731 -0.02 � 0.03
2001 M ar03.05865 2451971.55865 -0.08 � 0.04
2001 M ar03.07060 2451971.57060 -0.04 � 0.04
2001 M ar03.08212 2451971.58212 0.01 � 0.03

aU T date at the start ofthe exposure
bJulian date at the start ofthe exposure
cM ean-subtracted apparent red m agnitude;errors in-

clude uncertainties in relative and absolute photom etry
added quadratically

Fig. 3.| Periodogram forthe data on (35671)1998SN 165. The
lower left panel(b) shows an enlarged section near the m inim um
calculated using only the data published in this paper, and the
lower right panel (c) shows the sam e region recalculated after
adding the PD R 02 data.

Fig. 4.| Lightcurveof(35671)1998SN 165.The�gurerepresents
the data phased with the best �t period P = 8:84hr. D i�erent
sym bols correspond to di�erent nights of observation. The gray
line isa 2nd order Fourierseries�t to the data. The PD R 02 data
are shown as crosses.

Fig. 5.| Periodogram forthe (79983)1999D F9 data. The m in-
im um corresponds to a lightcurve period P = 6:65hr.

Fig. 6.| Sam e as Fig.4 for K BO (79983)1999D F9. The best
�t period is P = 6:65hr. The lines represent a 2nd order (solid
line) and 5th (dashed line) order Fourier series �ts to the data.
N orm alized �2 values ofthe �ts are 2.8 and 1.3 respectively.

m ethod described in Section 3.3, is �m = 0:16 �

0:01m ag. This value was calculated using only our
data, but it did not change when recalculated adding
the PDR02 data.

4.2. 1999DF9

(79983)1999DF9 shows large am plitude photom etric
variations (�m R � 0:4m ag). The PDM periodogram
for(79983)1999DF9 isshown in Fig.5.Thebest-�tpe-
riod isP = 6:65hr,which correspondsto a double-peak
lightcurve(Fig.6).O therPDM m inim a are found close
to P=2 � 3:3hrand 9:2hr,a 24hraliasofthe bestpe-
riod. Phasing the data with P=2 results in a worse �t
becausethetwo m inim a ofthedoublepeaked lightcurve
exhibitsigni�cantly di�erentm orphologies(Fig.6);the
peculiarsharp featuresuperim posed on thebrighterm in-
im um ,which isreproduced on two di�erentnights,m ay
be caused by a non-convex feature on the surface ofthe
K BO (Torppa etal.2003). Period P = 6:65hrwas se-
lected in 65 ofthe 100 M onte Carlo replications ofthe
dataset(see Section 3.2). The second m ostselected so-
lution (15% )wasatP = 9hr. W e willuse P = 6:65hr
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TA BLE 9
Lightcurve Properties of O bserved K BO s

O bject D esignation m R
a N tsb �m R

c P d

[m ag] [m ag] [hr]

(35671) 1998SN 165 21.20� 0.05 2(1) 0.16� 0.01 8.84 (8.70)
(79983) 1999D F9 { 3 0.40� 0.02 6.65 (9.00)

2001CZ31 2(1) 0.21� 0.02 4.71 (5.23)

(19308) 1996TO 66 21.26� 0.06 1 ?
1996TS66 21.76� 0.05 3 < 0.15

(19521) Chaos 20.74� 0.06 2 < 0.10
(80806) 2000CM 105 { 2 < 0.14
(66652) 1999R Z253 { 3 < 0.05
(47171) 1999TC 36 { 3 < 0.07
(38628) H uya { 2 < 0.04

anean red m agnitude. Errors include uncertainties in relative and abso-
lute photom etry added quadratically;
bnum ber ofnights w ith usefuldata. N um bers in brackets indicate num -
ber ofnights of data from other observers used for period determ ination.
D ata for(35671)1998SN 165 taken from Peixinho etal.(2002)and data for
2001C Z31 taken from SJ02;
clightcurve am plitude;
dlightcurve period (values in parenthesis indicate less likely solutions not
entirely ruled out by the data).

Fig. 7.| Periodogram for the 2001CZ31 data. The lower left
panel(b) shows an enlarged section near the m inim um calculated
using only the data published in this paper,and the lower right
panel(c)showsthe sam e region recalculated afteradding the SJ02
data.

forthe restofthe paper.
The am plitude of the lightcurve, estim ated as de-

scribed in Section 3.3,is�m R = 0:40� 0:02m ag.

4.3. 2001CZ31

This object shows substantial brightness variations
(4:5� abovethe com parison stars)in a system atic m an-
ner. The �rstnightofdata seem sto sam ple nearly one
com plete rotationalphase. As for (35671)1998SN165,
the2001CZ31 data span only two nightsofobservations.

Fig. 8.| Sam e as Fig.4 for K BO 2001CZ31. The data are
phased with period P = 4:71hr.The pointsrepresented by crosses
are taken from SJ02.

In this case,however,the PDM m inim a (see Figs.7a
and 7b)arevery narrow and only two correspond to in-
dependentperiods,P = 4:69hr(them inim um at5:82 is
a 24hraliasof4:69hr),and P = 5:23hr.
2001CZ31 hasalso been observed by SJ02 in February

and April2001,with inconclusiveresults.W eused their
data to try to rule outone (orboth)ofthe two periods
wefound.W em ean-subtracted theSJ02datain orderto
com bineitwith ouruncalibrated observations.Figure7c
showsthe section ofthe periodogram around P = 5hr,
recalculated using SJ02’s�rstnightplus ourown data.
The aliases are due to the 1 m onth tim e di�erence be-
tween the two observing runs.The new PDM m inim um
isatP = 4:71hr{ very close to the P = 4:69hrdeter-
m ined from ourdata alone.
Visualinspection ofthecom bined datasetphased with

P = 4:71hrshowsaverygood m atchbetween SJ02’s�rst
night(2001Feb 20)and ourown data(seeFig.8).SJ02’s
second and third nightsshow very largescatterand were
notincluded in ouranalysis.Phasing thedata with P =
5:23hryieldsam orescattered lightcurve,which con�rm s
the PDM result. The M onte Carlo test for uniqueness
yielded P = 4:71hrasthe best-�tperiod in 57% ofthe
cases,followed by P = 5:23hrin 21% ,and a few other
solutions,allbelow 10% ,between P = 5hrand P = 6hr.
W ewilluseP = 4:71hrthroughouttherestofthepaper.
W e m easured a lightcurve am plitude of�m = 0:21�

0:02m ag.Ifweuseboth oursand SJ02’s�rstnightdata,
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�m risesto 0.22m ag.

4.4. FlatLightcurves

Theuctuationsdetected in theopticaldata on K BO s
(19308)1996TO66, 1996TS66, (47171)1999TC36,
(66652)1999RZ253, (80806)2000CM 105, and
(38628)Huya, are well within the uncertainties.
(19521)Chaos shows som e variations with respect to
the com parison starsbutno period wasfound to �tall
the data. See Table 9 and Fig.9 fora sum m ary ofthe
results.

4.5. Otherlightcurve m easurem ents

The K BO lightcurve database hasincreased consider-
ablyin thelastfew years,largelyduetotheobservational
cam paign ofSJ02,with recent updates in Sheppard &
Jewitt(2003)and Sheppard & Jewitt(2004).Theseau-
thorshavepublished observationsand rotationaldatafor
a totalof30 K BO s(their SJ02 paper includes data for
3 otherpreviously published lightcurvesin theanalysis).
O therrecently published K BO lightcurvesinclude those
for(50000)Q uaoar(O rtiz etal.2003)and the scattered
K BO (29981)1999TD10 (Rousselotetal.2003). O fthe
10 K BO lightcurves presented in this paper,6 are new
to the database,bringing the totalto 41.
Table10 liststherotationaldata on the41 K BO sthat

willbe analyzed in the restofthe paper.

5. A N A LY SIS

In this section we exam ine the lightcurve properties
of K BO s and com pare them with those of m ain-belt
asteroids (M BAs). The lightcurve data for these two
fam ilies of objects cover di�erent size ranges. M BAs,
being closer to Earth,can be observed down to m uch
sm aller sizes than K BO s;in generalit is very di�cult
to obtain good quality lightcurvesforK BO swith diam -
etersD < 50km .Furtherm ore,som e K BO ssurpassthe
1000km barrierwhereasthelargestasteroid,Ceres,does
notreach 900km .Thiswillbetaken into accountin the
analysis.
The lightcurve data for asteroids were taken from

the Harris Lightcurve Catalog3, Version 5, while
the diam eter data were obtained from the Lowell
O bservatory database of asteroids orbital elem ents4.
The sizes of m ost K BO s were calculated from their
absolute m agnitude assum ing an albedo of 0.04.
The exceptions are (47171)1999TC36, (38638)Huya,
(28978)Ixion, (55636)2002TX 36, (66652)1999RZ36,
(26308)1998SM 165, and (20000)Varuna for which the
albedo hasbeen shown to beinconsistentwith thevalue
0.04 (G rundy et al.2005). For exam ple,in the case of
(20000)Varuna sim ultaneoustherm aland opticalobser-
vationshaveyieldedaredgeom etricalbedoof0.070+ 0:030� 0:017
(Jewittetal.2001).

5.1. Spin period statistics

AsFig.10shows,thespin perioddistributionsofK BO s
and M BAsare signi�cantly di�erent. Because the sam -
ple ofK BO s ofsm allsize or large periods is poor,to
avoid bias in our com parison we consider only K BO s

3 http://pdssbn.astro.um d.edu/sbnhtm l/asteroids/colors lc.htm l
4 ftp://ftp.lowell.edu/pub/elgb/astorb.htm l

and M BAs with diam eter larger than 200km and with
periods below 20hr. In this range the m ean rotational
periodsofK BO sand M BAsare 9:23hrand 6:48hr,re-
spectively,and the two are di�erentwith a 98.5% con�-
denceaccording to Student’st-test.However,thedi�er-
entm eansdo notrule thatthe underlying distributions
are the sam e,and could sim ply m ean thatthe two sets
ofdata sam ple the sam e distribution di�erently. This
isnotthe case,however,according to the K olm ogorov-
Sm irnov (K -S) test,which gives a probability that the
periods ofK BO s and M BAs are drawn from the sam e
parentdistribution of0.7% .
Although it is clear that K BO s spin slower than as-

teroids,it is not clear why this is so. Ifcollisions have
contributed assigni�cantly to theangularm om entum of
K BO sasthey did forM BAs(Farinella etal.1982,Cat-
ullo etal.1984),then the observed di�erence should be
related tohow thesetwofam iliesreacttocollision events.
W e willaddressthe question ofthe collisionalevolution
ofK BO spin ratesin a future paper.

5.2. Lightcurve am plitudes and the shapes ofKBOs

Thecum ulativedistribution ofK BO lightcurveam pli-
tudes is shown in Fig.11. It rises very steeply in the
low am plitude range (�m < 0:15m ag), and then be-
com esshallowerreaching largeam plitudes.In quantita-
tiveterm s,� 70% oftheK BO spossess�m < 0:15m ag,
while� 12% possess�m � 0:40m ag,with them axim um
value being �m = 0:68m ag. [Note: Fig.11 does not
includetheK BO 2001Q G 298 which hasa lightcurveam -
plitude�m = 1:14� 0:04m ag,and would furtherextend
the rangeofam plitudes.W e do notinclude 2001Q G 298
in ouranalysisbecause itisthoughtto be a contactbi-
nary(Sheppard & Jewitt2004)].Figure11alsocom pares
theK BO distribution with thatofM BAs.Thedistribu-
tions ofthe two populations are clearly distinct: there
isa largerfraction ofK BO sin the low am plitude range
(�m < 0:15m ag) than in the case ofM BAs,and the
K BO distribution extendsto largervaluesof�m .
Figure12showsthelightcurveam plitudeofK BO sand

M BAsplotted againstsize.K BO swith diam eterslarger
than D = 400km seem to have lower lightcurve am -
plitudes than K BO s with diam eters sm aller than D =
400km . Student’s t-test con�rm s that the m ean am -
plitudes in each of these two size ranges are di�erent
at the 98.5% con�dence level. For M BAs the transi-
tion is less sharp and seem s to occur at a sm aller size
(D � 200km ). In the case ofasteroids,the accepted
explanation isthatsm allbodies(D . 100km )are frag-
m ents ofhigh-velocity im pacts,whereas oftheir larger
counterparts (D > 200km ) generally are not (Catullo
et al.1984). The lightcurve data on sm allK BO s are
stilltoo sparse to perm ita sim ilaranalysis. In orderto
reducethee�ectsofbiasrelated tobodysize,wecan con-
sideronly thoseK BO sand M BAswith diam eterslarger
than 200km . In this size range,25 of37 K BO s (69% )
and 10 of27 M BAs (37% ) have lightcurve am plitudes
below 0.15m ag.W e used the Fisherexacttestto calcu-
latetheprobability thatsuch a contingency tablewould
arise ifthe lightcurve am plitude distributions ofK BO s
and M BAs were the sam e: the resulting probability is
0.8% .
The distribution oflightcurveam plitudescan be used

to infer the shapes ofK BO s,ifcertain reasonable as-
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Fig. 9.| The \at" lightcurves are shown.The respective am plitudes are within the photom etric uncertainties.

sum ptions are m ade (see,e.g.,LL03a). G enerally,ob-
jectswith elongatedshapesproducelargebrightnessvari-
ations due to their changing projected cross-section as
they rotate.Conversely,round objects,orthosewith the
spin axisaligned with the line ofsight,produce little or
no brightness variations,resulting in "at" lightcurves.
Figure12 showsthatthelightcurveam plitudesofK BO s
with diam eters sm aller and larger than D = 400km

are signi�cantly di�erent. Does this m ean that the
shapes of K BO s are also di�erent in these two size
ranges? To investigate this possibility ofa size depen-
dence am ong K BO shapes we willconsider K BO swith
diam etersm allerand largerthan 400km separately.W e
shallloosely referto objectswith diam eterD > 400km
and D � 400km as larger and sm aller K BO s,respec-
tively.
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TA BLE 10
D atabase of K BO s Lightcurve Properties

O bjectD esignation Classa Sizeb P c �m R
d R ef.

[km ] [hr] [m ag]

K BO sconsidered to have �m < 0:15m ag

(15789) 1993SC P 240 0.04 7,2
(15820) 1994TB P 220 < 0.04 10
(26181) 1996G Q 21 S 730 < 0.10 10
(15874) 1996TL66 S 480 0.06 7,4
(15875) 1996TP66 P 250 0.12 7,1
(79360) 1997CS29 C 630 < 0.08 10
(91133) 1998H K 151 P 170 < 0.15 10
(33340) 1998VG 44 P 280 < 0.10 10
(19521) Chaos C 600 < 0.10 13,10
(26375) 1999D E9 S 700 < 0.10 10
(47171) 1999TC 36 Pb 300 < 0.07 13,11
(38628) H uya P 550 < 0.04 13,11
(82075) 2000Y W 134 S 790 < 0.10 11
(82158) 2001FP185 S 400 < 0.10 11
(82155) 2001FZ173 S 430 < 0.06 10

2001K D 77 P 430 < 0.10 11
(28978) Ixion P 820 < 0.10 11,5

2001Q F298 P 580 < 0.10 11
(42301) 2001U R 163 S 1020 < 0.10 11
(42355) 2002CR 46 S 210 < 0.10 11
(55636) 2002TX 300 C 710 16.24 0.08� 0.02 11
(55637) 2002U X 25 C 1090 < 0.10 11
(55638) 2002V E95 P 500 < 0.10 11
(80806) 2000CM 105 C 330 < 0.14 13
(66652) 1999R Z253 Cb 170 < 0.05 13

1996TS66 C 300 < 0.14 13

K BO sconsidered to have �m � 0:15m ag

(32929) 1995Q Y 9 P 180 7.3 0.60� 0.04 10,7
(24835) 1995SM 55 C 630 8.08 0.19� 0.05 11
(19308) 1996TO 66 C 720 7.9 0.26� 0.03 11,3
(26308) 1998SM 165 R 240 7.1 0.45� 0.03 10,8
(33128) 1998BU 48 S 210 9.8 0.68� 0.04 10,8
(40314) 1999K R 16 C 400 11.858 0.18� 0.04 10
(47932) 2000G N 171 P 360 8.329 0.61� 0.03 10
(20000) Varuna C 980 6.34 0.42� 0.03 10

2003A Z84 P 900 13.44 0.14� 0.03 11
2001Q G 298 Pcb 240 13.7744 1.14� 0.04 12

(50000) Q uaoar C 1300 17.6788 0.17� 0.02 6
(29981) 1999TD 10 S 100 15.3833 0.53� 0.03 9
(35671) 1998SN 165 C 400 8.84 0.16� 0.01 13
(79983) 1999D F9 C 340 6.65 0.40� 0.02 13

2001CZ31 C 440 4.71 0.21� 0.06 13

R eferences. | (1) C ollander-B row n et al. (1999); (2) D avies et al.
(1997);(3) H ainaut et al.(2000);(4) Luu & Jew itt (1998);(5) O rtiz et al.
(2001); (6) O rtiz et al. (2003); (7) R om anishin & Tegler (1999); (8) R o-
m anishin et al.(2001);(9) R ousselot et al.(2003);(10) Sheppard & Jew itt
(2002);(11) Sheppard & Jew itt (2003);(12) Sheppard & Jew itt (2004);(13)
this work.
aD ynam icalclass (C = classicalK B O ,P = Plutino,R = 2:1 R esonant b =

binary K B O );
bD iam eter in km assum ing an albedo of 0.04 except w hen m easured (see
text);
cPeriod ofthe lightcurve in hours. For K B O s w ith both single and double

peaked possible lightcurves the double peaked period is listed;
dLightcurve am plitude in m agnitudes.

W e approxim atethe shapesofK BO sby triaxialellip-
soidswith sem i-axesa > b > c. For sim plicity we con-
siderthecasewhereb= cand usetheaxisratio ~a = a=b

to characterize the shape ofan object. The orientation
ofthe spin axisisparam eterized by the aspectangle �,
de�ned asthesm allestangulardistancebetween theline
ofsightand thespin vector.O n thisbasisthelightcurve
am plitude�m isrelated to ~a and � via therelation (Eq.

(2)ofLL03a with �c= 1)

�m = 2:5log

s

2~a2

1+ ~a2 + (~a2 � 1)cos(2�)
: (1)

Following LL03b we m odelthe shape distribution by a
power-law ofthe form

f(~a)d~a / ~a� q d~a (2)
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Fig. 10.| H istogram s of the spin periods of K BO s (upper
panel)and m ain beltasteroids(lowerpanel)satisfyingD > 200km ,
�m � 0:15m ag,P < 20hr.The m ean rotationalperiodsofK BO s
and M BA sare 9.23hrand 6.48hr,respectively.The y-axisin both
casesindicatesthenum berofobjectsin each rangeofspin periods.

Fig. 11.| Cum ulative distribution oflightcurve am plitude for
K BO s (circles) and asteroids (crosses) larger than 200km . W e
plot only K BO s for which a period has been determ ined. K BO
2001Q G 298,thought to be a contact binary (Sheppard & Jewitt
2004), is not plotted although it m ay be considered an extrem e
case ofelongation.

Fig. 12.| Lightcurve am plitudes ofK BO s (black circles) and
m ain beltasteroids (gray crosses)plotted againstobject size.

where f(~a)d~a represents the fraction of objects with
shapes between ~a and ~a + d~a. W e use the m easured
lightcurve am plitudesto estim ate the value ofq by em -
ploying both the m ethod described in LL03a, and by
M onteCarlo �tting the observed am plitude distribution
(SJ02,LL03b). The latter consists ofgenerating arti�-
cialdistributionsof�m (Eq.1)with valuesof~a drawn
from distributionscharacterized by di�erentq’s(Eq.2),
and selecting the one thatbest�ts the observed cum u-

Fig. 13.| O bserved cum ulative lightcurve am plitude distribu-
tions ofK BO s (black circles) with diam eter sm aller than 400km
(upperleftpanel),largerthan 400km (lowerleftpanel),and ofall
the sam ple (lower right panel) are shown as black circles. Error
barsare Poissonian.The best�tpower-law shape distributions of
the form f(~a)d~a = ~a�q d~a were converted to am plitude distribu-
tionsusing a M onte Carlo technique (see text fordetails),and are
shown assolid lines.The best�tq’sare listed in Table 11.

lative am plitude distribution (Fig.11). The valuesof�
are generated assum ing random spin axis orientations.
W e use the K -S test to com pare the di�erent �ts. The
errorsare derived by bootstrap resam pling the original
data set (Efron 1979),and m easuring the dispersion in
the distribution ofbest-�tpower-law indexes,qi,found
foreach bootstrap replication.
Following the LL03a m ethod we calculate the proba-

bility of�nding a K BO with �m � 0:15m ag:

p(�m � 0:15)�

Z ~am ax

p
K

f(~a)

s

~a2 � K

(~a2 � 1)K
d~a: (3)

where K = 100:8� 0:15, f(~a) = C ~a� q, and C is
a norm alization constant. This probability is calcu-
lated for a range of q’s to determ ine the one that
best m atches the observed fraction oflightcurves with
am plitude larger than 0.15m ag. These fractions are
f(�m � 0:15m ag;D � 400km ) = 8=19, and
f(�m � 0:15m ag;D > 400km )= 5=21,and f(�m �

0:15m ag)= 13=40 forthe com plete setofdata.The re-
sultsaresum m arized in Table11 and shown in Fig.13.
Theuncertaintiesin thevaluesofq obtained using the

LL03a m ethod (q = 4:3+ 2:0� 1:6 forK BO swith D � 400km
and q = 7:4+ 3:1� 2:4 for K BO s with D > 400km ;see Ta-
ble 11) do not rule out sim ilar shape distributions for
sm aller and larger K BO s. This is not the case for the
M onte Carlo m ethod. The reason for this is that the
LL03a m ethod relies on a single,m ore robust param e-
ter:thefraction oflightcurveswith detectablevariations.
Thesizeableerrorbarisindicativethatalargerdatasetis
needed to betterconstrain the valuesofq. In any case,
it is reassuring that both m ethods yield steeper shape
distributions for larger K BO s,im plying m ore spherical
shapes in this size range. A distribution with q � 8
predicts that � 75% ofthe large K BO shave a=b < 1:2.
Forthe sm allerobjectswe �nd a shallowerdistribution,
q � 4,which im plies a signi�cantfraction ofvery elon-
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TA BLE 11
Best fit parameter to the K BO shape

distribution

M ethod b

Size R angea LL03 M C

D � 400km q = 4:3+ 2:0

�1:6
q = 3:8� 0:8

D > 400km q = 7:4+ 3:1

�2:4
q = 8:0� 1:4

A llsizes q = 5:7+ 1:6

�1:3
q = 5:3� 0:8

aR ange of K B O diam eters,in km , considered
in each case;
bLL03 is the m ethod described in Lacerda &
Luu (2003),and M C is a M onte C arlo �t ofthe
lightcurve am plitude distribution.

gated objects:� 20% havea=b> 1:7.Although based on
sm allnum bers,the shape distribution oflarge K BO sis
well�tby a sim ple power-law (the K -S rejection proba-
bility is0.6% ).Thisisnotthecaseforsm allerK BO sfor
which the�tispoorer(K -S rejection probability is20% ,
seeFig.13).O urresultsarein agreem entwith previous
studiesoftheoverallK BO shapedistribution,which had
already shown thata sim plepower-law doesnotexplain
the shapesofK BO sasa whole(LL03b,SJ02).
The results presented in this section suggestthatthe

shape distributionsofsm allerand largerK BO sare dif-
ferent. However,the existing num ber oflightcurves is
not enough to m ake this di�erence statistically signi�-
cant. W hen com pared to asteroids,K BO s show a pre-
ponderanceoflow am plitudelightcurves,possibly a con-
sequence oftheir possessing a larger fraction ofnearly
sphericalobjects. It should be noted that m ost ofour
analysisassum esthatthe lightcurve sam ple used is ho-
m ogeneousand unbiased;thisisprobably nottrue.Dif-
ferent observing conditions,instrum entation,and data
analysis m ethods introduce system atic uncertainties in
the dataset. However,the m ostlikely source ofbias in
the sam ple is that som e at lightcurves m ay not have
been published. Ifthis is the case,our conclusion that
theam plitudedistributionsofK BO sand M BAsaredif-
ferentwould bestrengthened.O n theotherhand,ifm ost
unreported non-detectionscorrespond to sm allerK BO s
then the inferred contrastin the shape distributions of
di�erent-sized K BO s would be less signi�cant. Clearly,
better observationalcontraints, particularly of sm aller
K BO s,arenecessary to constrain theK BO shapedistri-
bution and understand itsorigin.

5.3. The innerstructure ofKBOs

In thissection we wish to investigate ifthe rotational
properties ofK BO s show any evidence that they have
a rubble pile structure; a possible dependence on ob-
ject size is also investigated. As in the case ofaster-
oids,collisionalevolution m ay haveplayed an im portant
role in m odifying the inner structure ofK BO s. Large
asteroids (D & 200km ) have in principle survived col-
lisionaldestruction for the age ofthe solarsystem ,but
m ay nonethelesshave been converted to rubble pilesby
repeated im pacts. Asa resultofm ultiple collisions,the
\loose" piecesofthe largerasteroidsm ay havereassem -
bled into shapes close to triaxialequilibrium ellipsoids
(Farinella et al.1981). Instead,the shapes ofsm aller

Fig. 14.| Lightcurve am plitudes versus spin periods ofK BO s.
The black �lled and open circles represent objects larger and
sm aller than 400km ,respectively. The sm aller gray circles show
the results of num erical sim ulations of \rubble-pile" collisions
(Leinhardt et al. 2000). The lines represent the locus of rotat-
ing ellipsoidal �gures of hydrostatic equilibrium with densities
� = 500kgm �3 (dotted line),� = 1000kgm �3 (shorter dashes)
and � = 2000kgm �3 (longer dashes). Shown in grey next to the
lines are the axis ratios, a=b, of the ellipsoidal solutions. Both
the Leinhardt et al.(2000) results and the �gures ofequilibrium
assum eequator-on observing geom etry and thereforerepresentup-
perlim its.

asteroids (D � 100km ) are consistent with collisional
fragm ents(Catullo etal.1984),indicating thatthey are
m ostlikely by-productsofdisruptivecollisions.
Figure 14 plots the lightcurve am plitudes versusspin

periods for the 15 K BO s whose lightcurve am plitudes
and spin period areknown.O pen and �lled sym bolsin-
dicate the K BO swith diam etersm allerand largerthan
D = 400km , respectively. Clearly, the sm aller and
larger K BO s occupy di�erent regions of the diagram .
For the larger K BO s (black �lled circles) the (sm all)
lightcurveam plitudesarealm ostindependentofthe ob-
jects’spin periods. In contrast,sm aller K BO s span a
m uch broaderrange oflightcurve am plitudes. Two ob-
jectshave very low am plitudes: (35671)1998SN165 and
1999K R 16,which have diam eters D � 400km and fall
precisely on the boundary ofthe two size ranges. The
rem aining objectshintata trend ofincreasing �m with
lower spin rates. The one exception is 1999TD 10, a
Scattered Disk O bject (e = 0:872;a = 95:703AU)that
spendsm ostofitsorbitin ratherem pty regionsofspace
and m ostlikely hasa di�erentcollisionalhistory.
For com parison, Fig. 14 also shows results of N-

body sim ulations of collisions between \ideal" rubble
piles(gray �lled circles;Leinhardtetal.2000),and the
lightcurveam plitude-spin period relation predicted byel-
lipsoidal�gures ofhydrostatic equilibrium (dashed and
dotted lines;Chandrasekhar1969,Holsapple2001).The
latteriscalculated from the equilibrium shapesthatro-
tating uniform uid bodies assum e by balancing grav-
itational and centrifugal acceleration. The spin rate-
shaperelation in thecaseofuniform uidsdependssolely
on the density ofthe body. Although uid bodies be-
havein m any respectsdi�erently from rubblepiles,they
m ay,as an extrem e case,provide insight on the equi-
librium shapes of gravitationally bound agglom erates.
The lightcurve am plitudes ofboth theoreticalexpecta-
tions are plotted assum ing an equator-on observing ge-
om etry.They should therefore be taken asupperlim its
when com pared to the observed K BO am plitudes,the
lowerlim itbeing zero am plitude.
The sim ulations ofLeinhardt et al. (2000,hereafter
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LRQ )consistofcollisionsbetween agglom eratesofsm all
spheresm eanttosim ulatecollisionsbetween rubblepiles.
Each agglom erate consists of� 1000 spheres,held to-
gether by their m utualgravity,and has no initialspin.
The spheresare indestructible,have no sliding friction,
and have coe�cients ofrestitution of� 0:8. The bulk
density ofthe agglom eratesis2000kgm � 3.The im pact
velocitiesrangefrom � zeroatin�nity toafew tim esthe
criticalvelocity for which the im pact energy would ex-
ceed the m utualgravitationalbinding energy ofthe two
rubblepiles.Theim pactgeom etriesrangefrom head-on
collisionstograzingim pacts.Them ass,�nalspin period,
and shape ofthe largest rem nant of each collision are
registered (see Table 1 ofLRQ ).From their results,we
selected the outcom esforwhich the m assofthe largest
rem nantisequalto orlargerthan them assofoneofthe
collidingrubblepiles,i.e.,weselected only accretingout-
com es.Thespin periodsand lightcurveam plitudesthat
would be generated by such rem nants (assum ing they
are observed equator-on)are plotted in Fig.14 as gray
circles. Note that,although the sim ulated rubble piles
haveradiiof1km ,since the e�ectsofthe collision scale
with the ratio ofim pactenergy to gravitationalbinding
energy ofthe colliding bodies (Benz & Asphaug 1999),
the m odelresults should apply to other sizes. Clearly,
the LRQ m odelm akesseveralspeci�c assum ptions,and
representsonepossibleidealization ofwhatisusually re-
ferred to as\rubble pile". Nevertheless,the resultsare
illustrativeofhow collisionsm ay a�ectthistypeofstruc-
ture,and areusefulforcom parison with the K BO data.
Thelightcurveam plitudesresulting from theLRQ ex-

perim entare relatively sm all(�m < 0:25m ag)forspin
periods larger than P � 5:5hr (see Fig.14). O bjects
spinning faster than P = 5:5hr have m ore elongated
shapes,resulting in largerlightcurve am plitudes,up to
0.65 m agnitudes. The latter are the result ofcollisions
with higherangularm om entum transferthan theform er
(see Table 1 ofLRQ ).The m axim um spin rate attained
by therubblepiles,asaresultofthecollision,is� 4:5hr.
This is consistentwith the m axim um spin expected for
bodiesin hydrostatic equilibrium with the sam e density
as the rubble piles (� = 2000kgm � 3; see long-dashed
line in Fig.14). The results of LRQ show that colli-
sions between idealrubble piles can produce elongated
rem nants(when theprojectilebringssigni�cantangular
m om entum into the target),and that the spin rates of
thecollisionalrem nantsdo notextend m uch beyond the
m axim um spin perm itted to uid uniform bodies with
the sam ebulk density.
The distribution ofK BO sin Fig.14 is lessclear. In-

direct estim ates ofK BO bulk densities indicate values
� � 1000kgm � 3 (Luu & Jewitt 2002). If K BO s are
strengthlessrubblepileswith such low densitieswewould
notexpectto �nd objectswith spin periodslowerthan
P � 6hr (dashed line in Fig.14). However,one ob-
ject (2001CZ31) is found to have a spin period below
5hr. Ifthis objecthas a rubble pile structure,its den-
sity m ust be at least � 2000kgm � 3. The rem aining
14 objects have spin periods below the expected upper
lim it, given their estim ated density. O fthe 14,4 ob-
jects lie close to the line corresponding to equilibrium
ellipsoids of density � = 1000kgm � 3. O ne of these
objects,(20000)Varuna,has been studied in detailby
Sheppard & Jewitt (2002). The authors conclude that

(20000)Varuna is best interpreted as a rotationally de-
form ed rubble pile with � � 1000kgm � 3. O ne object,
2001Q G 298,hasan exceptionally largelightcurveam pli-
tude (�m = 1:14m ag),indicative ofa very elongated
shape(axesratio a=b> 2:85),butgiven itsm odestspin
rate (P = 13:8hr)and approxim ate size (D � 240km )
itisunlikely thatitwould be ableto keep such an elon-
gated shapeagainstthecrush ofgravity.Analysisofthe
lightcurve ofthisobject(Sheppard & Jewitt2004)sug-
gestsitisa close/contactbinary K BO .Thesam eapplies
to two otherK BO s,2000G N 171 and (33128)1998BU 48,
also very likely to be contactbinaries.
To sum m arize,itisnotclearthatK BO shavea rubble

pilestructure,based on theiravailablerotationalproper-
ties.A com parison with com putersim ulationsofrubble
pile collisions shows that larger K BO s (D > 400km )
occupy the sam e region of the period-am plitude dia-
gram as the LRQ results. This is not the case for
m ost ofthe sm aller K BO s (D � 400km ),which tend
to have largerlightcurve am plitudesforsim ilarspin pe-
riods. If m ost K BO s are rubble piles then their spin
rates set a lower lim it to their bulk density: one ob-
ject(2001CZ31)spinsfastenough thatitsdensity m ust
be at least � � 2000kgm � 3,while 4 other K BO s (in-
cluding (20000)Varuna)m usthavedensitieslargerthan
� � 1000kgm � 3.A betterassessm entoftheinnerstruc-
tureofK BO swillrequirem oreobservations,anddetailed
m odelling ofthe collisionalevolution ofrubble-piles.

6. CO N CLU SIO N S

W e have collected and analyzed R-band photom etric
data for 10 K uiper Belt objects, 5 of which have not
been studied before. No signi�cant brightness varia-
tions were detected from K BO s (80806)2000CM 105,
(66652)1999RZ253, 1996TS66. Previously ob-
served K BO s (19521)Chaos, (47171)1999TC36, and
(38628)Huya were con�rm ed to have very low am pli-
tude lightcurves (�m � 0:1m ag). (35671)1998SN 165,
(79983)1999DF9, and 2001CZ31 were shown to have
periodicbrightnessvariations.O urlightcurveam plitude
statistics are thus: 3 out of10 (30% ) observed K BO s
have �m � 0:15m ag, and 1 out of 10 (10% ) has
�m � 0:40m ag. This is consistent with previously
published results.
The rotationalpropertiesthatwe obtained were com -

bined with existing data in the literature and the total
data setwasused to investigate the distribution ofspin
period and shapes of K BO s. O ur conclusions can be
sum m arized asfollows:

1.K BO s with diam eters D > 200km have a m ean
spin period of9:23hr,and thus rotate slower on
average than m ain belt asteroids of sim ilar size
(hP iM B A s = 6:48hr).Theprobability thatthetwo
distributionsare drawn from the sam e parentdis-
tribution is0.7% ,asjudged by the K S test.

2.26 of37 K BO s(70% ,D > 200km )havelightcurve
am plitudes below 0:15m ag. In the asteroid belt
only 10 ofthe 27 (37% )asteroidsin the sam e size
range have such low am plitude lightcurves. This
di�erenceissigni�cantatthe99.2% levelaccording
to the Fisherexacttest.

3.K BO swith diam etersD > 400km havelightcurves
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with signi�cantly (98.5% con�dence) sm aller am -
plitudes (h�m i = 0:13m ag, D > 400km ) than
K BO s with diam eters D � 400km (h�m i =
0:25m ag,D � 400km ).

4.Thesetwo sizerangesseem to havedi�erentshape
distributions,butthefew existing data do notren-
der the di�erence statistically signi�cant. Even
though the shape distributions in the two size
ranges are not inconsistent, the best-�t power-
law solutions predict a larger fraction of round
objects in the D > 400km size range (f(a=b <

1:2) � 70+ 12� 19% ) than in the group ofsm aller ob-
jects(f(a=b< 1:2)� 42+ 20� 15% ).

5.ThecurrentK BO lightcurvedata aretoo sparseto
allow aconclusiveassessm entoftheinnerstructure
ofK BO s.

6.K BO 2001CZ31 hasa spin period ofP = 4:71hr.
Ifthis object has a rubble pile structure then its
density m ustbe� & 2000kgm � 3.Iftheobjecthas

alowerdensity then itm usthaveinternalstrength.

The analysis presented in this paper rests on the as-
sum ption that the available sam ple ofK BO rotational
properties is hom ogeneous. However, in alllikelihood
the databaseisbiased.The m ostlikely biasin the sam -
ple com esfrom unpublished atlightcurves.Ifa signi�-
cantfraction ofatlightcurvesrem ainsunreported then
points1 and 2 above could be strengthened,depending
on the cause of the lack of brightness variation (slow
spin orround shape).O n theotherhand,points3 and 4
could be weakened ifm ostunreported casescorrespond
to sm allerK BO s.Betterinterpretation oftherotational
propertiesofK BO swillgreatly bene�tfrom alargerand
m orehom ogeneousdataset.
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