arXiv:2103.03644v1 [astro-ph.SR] 5 Mar 2021

REDISCUSSION OF ECLIPSING BINARIES. PAPER IV. THE EVOLVED G-TYPE SYSTEM AN CAMELOPARDALIS

By John Southworth

Astrophysics Group, Keele University, Staffordshire, ST5 5BG, UK

AN Cam is a little-studied eclipsing binary containing somewhat evolved components in an orbit with a period of 21.0 d and an eccentricity of 0.47. A spectroscopic orbit based on photoelectric radial velocities was published in 1977. AN Cam has been observed using the TESS satellite in three sectors: the data were obtained in long-cadence mode and cover nine eclipses. By modelling these data and published radial velocities we obtain masses of 1.380 ± 0.021 M_⊙ and 1.402 ± 0.025 M_⊙, and radii of 2.159 ± 0.012 R_⊙ and 2.646 ± 0.014 R_⊙. We also derive a precise orbital ephemeris from these data and recent times of minimum light, but find that the older times of minimum light cannot be fitted assuming a constant orbital period. This could be caused by astrophysical or instrumental effects; forthcoming TESS observations will help the investigation of this issue. We use the Gaia EDR3 parallax and optical/infrared apparent magnitudes to measure effective temperatures of 6050 ± 150 K and 5750 ± 150 K: the primary star is hotter but smaller and less massive than its companion. A comparison with theoretical models indicates that the system has an approximately solar chemical composition and an age of 3.3 Gyr. Despite the similarity of their masses the two stars are in different evolutionary states: the primary is near the end of its main-sequence lifetime and the secondary is now a subgiant. AN Cam is a promising candidate for constraining the strength of convective core overshooting in 1.4 M_⊙ stars.

Introduction

Although the current generation of theoretical stellar models^{1–4} provides a sophisticated and – in many cases – impressively accurate description of the behaviour of stars, there remain multiple effects which are still not properly understood. These include rotation in high-mass stars^{5–7}, convective core overshooting^{8,9}, mixing length^{10}, opacities^{11–13}, and the influence of magnetic activity in low-mass stars^{14–16}. Additional constraints on these phenomena are needed via empirical determinations of the basic physical properties of stars. Those that have completed their main-sequence lifetime and are experiencing the faster evolutionary states that follow are most valuable because the predictions of theoretical models are more sensitive to the physics included in the models.

Table I: Basic information on AN Cam

Property Value Reference Henry Draper designation HD 24906^{29} Tycho designation TYC 4514-8-1^{30} Gaia EDR3 designation 551506893532348544^{31} Gaia parallax 3.208 ± 0.015 mas^{31} B magnitude 10.30 ± 0.024^{30} V magnitude 9.69 ± 0.03^{30} J magnitude 8.396 ± 0.024^{32} H magnitude 8.098 ± 0.021^{32} K_s magnitude 8.041 ± 0.019^{32} Spectral type F8^{29}

One of the primary sources of such empirical measurements is eclipsing binary stars^{17,18}, as their physical properties can be determined using only photometry, spectroscopy and geometry. Detached eclipsing binaries (dEBs) are the most valuable because the two components can be assumed to have evolved as single stars, and thus allow the measurements of the properties of two stars of different mass but the same age and initial chemical composition. dEBs have been used, among other things, to calibrate empirical mass–radius–temperature–age relations^{18–21}, investigate the treatment of mixing length and core overshooting in theoretical models^{22–25}, and study stellar chemical evolution^{26–28}.

AN Camelopardalis

In this work we present an analysis of AN Cam (Table I), a dEB containing two stars with masses near 1.4 M_⊙ but with significantly different radii and effective temperature (T_{eff} ) values. AN Cam has an eccentric orbit with a relatively long period of 21.00 d, meaning that tidal effects are weak and thus the two stars have evolved in isolation since their formation. The current analysis is part of our efforts to extend the number of objects in DEBCat^∗ (the Detached Eclipsing Binary Catalogue), a compilation of dEBs with masses and radii measured to precisions of 2% or better^{33}; see Southworth^{34–36} for further discussion.

Very few studies of AN Cam have been published. Its eclipsing nature was discovered by Strohmeier & Knigge^{37} and times of mid-eclipse have been obtained by several authors since^{38–43}. The only other publication of note is that of Imbert^{44}, who presented a double-lined spectroscopic orbit for the system based on a total of 73 radial velocity (RV) measurements. These were obtained using the CORAVEL spectrometer at l’Observatoire de Haute-Provence^{45} , in which a physical mask was used to directly observe the cross-correlation functions and thus the RVs of the stars^{46}. These RVs will be used below as they are crucial to the measurement of the masses and radii of the stars in the AN Cam system.

∗https://www.astro.keele.ac.uk/jkt/debcat/

Figure 1: TESS full-frame-image photometry of AN Cam. The three plots show the data from sectors 19, 25 and 26, respectively.

Observational material

The light curve studied in this work comes from the NASA TESS satellite^{47}. AN Cam was observed three times: in Sector 19 (2019/11/27 to 2019/12/24), Sector 25 (2020/05/13 to 2020/06/08) and Sector 26 (2020/06/08 to 2020/11/04). In contrast to previous papers of this series, the target was not selected for shortcadence observations. Its light curve was therefore extracted from the full-frame images using the Lightkurve package^{48}. AN Cam is also planned to be observed in Sectors 52 and 53 (2022 May–July) so future observations of a similar quality will become available (assuming TESS remains operational).

The end result of this process was a light curve containing 3463 datapoints with a sampling rate of 1800 s (see Fig. 1). As the dEB is well-detached and shows negligible proximity effects, the data outside eclipse contain no useful information. We therefore trimmed all observations more than 1.5 eclipse durations from the midpoint of an eclipse, thus retaining 803 datapoints for subsequent analysis.

Figure 2: The TESS light curve of AN Cam (filled circles) around the primary (left) and secondary (right) eclipses. The jktebop best fit is shown using a solid line. The lower panels show the residuals of the fit on a larger scale.

Light curve analysis

We adopt the standard definition that the primary star is the one eclipsed at primary eclipse (at phase 0), and primary eclipse is deeper than secondary eclipse. It will be shown below that in the case of AN Cam this means the primary star is hotter than the secondary, but is smaller, less massive, and less bright. We refer to the primary as star A and the secondary as star B.

AN Cam has a relatively long orbital period so the stars are approximately spherical. We therefore elected to model the TESS data using version 41 of the jktebop^† code^{49,50}. jktebop is fast and flexible, and has been found to be in good agreement with other codes for well-detached EBs^{51}.

The radii of the stars are parameterised in jktebop as the sum and ratio of the fractional radii (r_A + r_B and k =^{rB}_{rA} , where r_A =^{RA}_a and r_B =^{RB}_a are the fractional radii, R_A and R_B are the true radii of the stars, and a is the semimajor axis of the relative orbit) and both quantities were fitted. AN Cam has an eccentric orbit, as can be seen from the fact that the secondary eclipse is not at phase 0.5 and is not the same duration as primary eclipse. This was accounted for by fitting for the quantities e cos ω and e sin ω where e is the orbital

†http://www.astro.keele.ac.uk/jkt/codes/jktebop.html

Figure 3: Residuals of the best fit to the TESS data around each eclipse (filled circles). The primary eclipses are shown in the left panels and the secondary eclipses in the right panels. Each panel covers a time interval of 2.4 d centred on a time of mid-eclipse. The horizontal dashed lines indicate a residual of zero and the vertical dashed lines show the start and end points of the eclipses.

eccentricity and ω is the argument of periastron. Other fitted parameters were the orbital inclination i, the central surface brightness ratio J, the orbital period P , and a reference time of primary mid-eclipse T_0. Attempts to fit for third light yielded negative values for this quantity, so we fixed its value at zero.

Limb darkening was included in the model using the quadratic law^{52} with coefficients for the TESS passband from Claret^{53}. The two stars have similar surface gravities and T_{eff} values so we assumed the same coefficients for each star. We fitted for the linear coefficient but fixed the quadratic coefficient; the two coefficients are strongly correlated^{54,55} so this does not introduce a significant dependence on theoretical models of stellar atmospheres.

A first fit to the TESS light curve was obtained by including a first-order polynomial for each eclipse to normalise it to zero differential magnitude. The relatively long duration of individual datapoints could lead to smearing of the eclipse shapes even at this orbital period, so the theoretical light curve was numerically integrated by averaging the model for each datapoint^{20}. Each average

Figure 4: Spectroscopic orbit of AN Cam using the RVs from Imbert^{44}. RVs of the primary and secondary stars are shown with filled and open circles, respectively. The best fits from jktebop are shown using solid lines and the systemic velocity is indicated with a dotted line. The lower panels show the residuals of the fit.

was calculated from five samples evenly covering 1800 s. The secondary eclipse occurs at phase 0.7794.

The best fit was found to be a good match to the TESS data, but with significant deviations during eclipse as large as 0.5 mmag (see Fig. 2). These could plausibly be explained by the presence of a third light that changes over the course of the observations – possible given that the TESS data of AN Cam are from two different cameras – or by surface inhomogeneities (starspots) that evolve over time. Closer inspection of the residuals of the fit (see Fig. 3) shows that the residuals change with the orbit and are not just miniature versions of the eclipses, so are consistent with spot activity but not with an erroneous third light value. The residuals are seen in both primary and secondary eclipse, which means that spots are present on both stars. No evidence for periodicity due to spot rotation is found in the TESS observations, implying either a slow rotation or a complex spot distribution on the components’ surfaces. A colleague suggested the possibility of apsidal motion, but this effect is expected to be too weak to affect our analysis because of the relatively long orbital period, small

2021 Jun J. Southworth 7

Table II: Best jktebop fit to the TESS light curve of AN Cam. The RVs from Imbert^{44} and four times of minimum light (Table III) were included in the fit. The uncertainties are 1σ. The same limb darkening coefficients were used for both stars. The uncertainties in the systemic velocities do not include any transformation onto a standard system.

Parameter Value Fitted parameters:

Primary eclipse time (BJD/TDB) 2458992.01472 ± 0.00095 Orbital period (d) 20.998420 ± 0.000012 Orbital inclination (^∘) 89.213 ± 0.013 Sum of the fractional radii 0.10665 ± 0.00010 Ratio of the radii 1.2256 ± 0.0015 Central surface brightness ratio 0.8368 ± 0.0008 Linear limb darkening coefficient 0.190 ± 0.011 Quadratic limb darkening coefficient 0.22 (fixed) e cos ω 0.45176 ± 0.00009 e sin ω 0.1208 ± 0.0009 Velocity amplitude of star A ( km s^{−1}) 61.89 ± 0.52 Velocity amplitude of star B ( km s^{−1}) 60.89 ± 0.38 Systemic velocity of star A ( km s^{−1}) −38.04 ± 0.28 Systemic velocity of star B ( km s^{−1}) −38.05 ± 0.16 Derived parameters:

Fractional radius of star A 0.047920 ± 0.000077 Fractional radius of star B 0.058739 ± 0.000032 Orbital eccentricity 0.4676 ± 0.0002 Argument of periastron (^∘) 14.97 ± 0.11 Light ratio 1.2570 ± 0.0041

fractional radii (even at periastron) and the fact that the stars are moderately evolved so are quite centrally condensed.

Once the TESS data were adequately modelled, we added in the RVs from Imbert^{44}. These comprise 33 measurements for star A and 40 for the brighter star B. The velocity amplitudes and systemic velocities of the two stars were included as fitted parameters. The fitted spectroscopic orbit is shown in Fig. 4. We also included some published times of minimum light to further constrain the orbital ephemeris of the system; these will be discussed below. The final results are shown in Table II.

Error analysis

The systematic trends in the residuals visible in Fig. 3 are concerning from the viewpoint of error analysis, as they break the standard assumption that the datapoints are iid (independent and identically distributed). The uncertainties in the fitted and derived parameters were therefore obtained in three different ways, and the largest of the three options was retained for each parameter.

The first method used for estimating the uncertainties was the Monte Carlo algorithm implemented in jktebop^{56}, which assumes iid datapoints but does account for correlations between parameters. The second method was the residualpermutation algorithm in jktebop^{55}, which cyclically permutes the residuals through the data and then refits, so can capture the effects of correlated noise on the determinacy of the solution. The third method was to perform a fit to each of the three sectors of TESS data separately and deduce uncertainties from the scatter of the three parameter values that resulted.

In the case of AN Cam we found that the Monte-Carlo errorbars were the largest for most of the fitted and derived parameters. The residual-permutation errorbars were largest for the surface brightness ratio and the velocity amplitudes. The separate-fit errorbars were greatest for the ratio of the radii, the fractional radius of star A, and the light ratio of the stars. The parameters reported in Table II are from the joint fit to the full data, and the errorbars are the largest of the three options for each parameter. The future observations from TESS should allow both the precision and accuracy of the measured parameters to be improved.

Orbital ephemeris

The TESS data provide a good measurement of the orbital period of AN Cam, because they cover a time interval of 216 d and the eclipses are sharp and deep. However, the RVs were obtained 40 years prior so we sought additional constraints on the orbital ephemeris of the system. We found a total of nine times of mid-eclipse from seven sources in the literature, of which three times had an associated uncertainty.

On adding these into the jktebop solution we found that the fit to the TESS data was severely compromised, and that most of the eclipse times deviated from the best-fitting linear ephemeris by many times their uncertainties. After extensive but inconclusive investigations we resolved to include only the four most recent eclipse times and to apply a uniform uncertainty of 0.01 d to them. Our justifications for this approach are: (1) that the earlier eclipse times differ by at least 0.02 d and as much as 0.26 d, and it is best to reject them en masse than to pick those which happen to provide a better agreement^‡; and (2) the extremely small quoted uncertainty in one of the remaining eclipse times is hard to justify for this system and is not supported by such a level of agreement with the fitted ephemeris.

This is clearly an unsatisfactory situation, and the prospective future observations from TESS in Sectors 52 and 53 will help improve it. We rest our own analysis primarily on the TESS data, which are incomparably better than any previous light curves of AN Cam, and on the good agrement found with the RVs from Imbert^{44}. Although the large residuals in the earlier data hint at orbital period changes or apsidal motion in this system, it is more plausible that they are compromised by the difficulty of measuring precise timings in eclipses much longer than a typical observing night (13.8 hr for the primary eclipse and 17.3 hr

‡It is worth remembering Merrill’s theorem: once discrepant measurements are rejected the remainder will be found to agree well.

Table III: Times of published mid-eclipse for AN Cam and their residuals versus the best fit reported in the current work. Asterisks indicate times not included in the final best fit. The orbital cycle is an integer for primary eclipses and a half-integer for secondary eclipses.

Orbital Eclipse Published Adopted Fitted Source cycle time (BJD) uncertainty (d) uncertainty (d) time (BJD) −1571 2426003.47 26003.4969^{37} −665.5 2445023.32 45023.4328^{38} −634.5 2445674.23 45674.3839^{38} −355.5 2451532.683 51532.9430^{43} −355 2451537.605 51537.5756^{43} −192.5 2454955.6932 0.01 54955.6855^{39} −162 2455590.2891 0.0079 0.01 55590.2707^{40} −160.5 2455627.6431 0.0065 0.01 55627.6349^{41} −100.5 2456887.5481 0.0001 0.01 56887.5401^{42}

for the secondary), deformation of the eclipse shapes by spot activity, and/or clock errors in the equipment used.

Inclusion of the four most recent eclipse times significantly improves the measurement of the orbital ephemeris for AN Cam, and has a negligible effect on the other parameters of the jktebop fit. The eclipse times and fits are given in Table III.

Physical properties of AN Cam

Although jktebop provided the masses and radii of the components of AN Cam measured from the TESS light curve and Imbert^{44} RVs, we used the jktabsdim code^{57} to calculate the physical properties of the system in order to include quantities such as T_{eff} , luminosity and distance. The results were in good agreement with those from jktebop, but the uncertainties were greater in some cases due to the adoption of the largest of three alternative error estimates for each measured parameter (see above). The precision to which the radii are measured is limited by the RV observations, which set the scale of the system, and not by the TESS light curve.

The two important quantities unavailable from the preceding analysis are the T_{eff} values of the stars. These could be constrained from the distance (311.7 ± 1.4 pc based on the parallax from Gaia EDR3^{31}), the BV and JHK apparent magnitudes (Table I), and the light ratio in the TESS passband (Table II) of the system. We first obtained a value of E_{B−V} = 0.06 ± 0.04 for the interstellar reddening of the system^§ from Lallement et al.^{59,60}. We then determined the ratio of the T_{eff} values of the stars using theoretical spectra from the atlas9 model atmospheres^{61}, the light ratio in the TESS passband, and the TESS passband response function^{47}. The T_{eff} values of the stars were then iteratively determined using jktabsdim and the bolometric corrections from Girardi et al.^{62} in order to match the distance to the system known from the Gaia parallax. We deter-

§https://stilism.obspm.fr

Table IV: Physical properties of AN Cam. Units superscripted with an ‘N’ are defined by IAU 2015 Resolution B3^{58}.

Parameter Star A Star B Mass ratio 1.016 ± 0.011 Semimajor axis of relative orbit (R^N_⊙) 45.05 ± 0.24 Mass (M^N_⊙) 1.380 ± 0.021 1.402 ± 0.025 Radius (R^N_⊙) 2.159 ± 0.012 2.646 ± 0.014 Surface gravity (log[cgs]) 3.9095 ± 0.0030 3.7400 ± 0.0037 Density (ρ_⊙) 0.1371 ± 0.0010 0.0757 ± 0.0004 Synchronous rotational velocity ( km s^{−1}) 5.201 ± 0.029 6.376 ± 0.034 Effective temperature (K) 6050 ± 150 5750 ± 150 Luminosity log(L/L^N_⊙) 0.750 ± 0.043 0.839 ± 0.046 M_{bol} (mag) 2.86 ± 0.11 2.64 ± 0.11

mined conservative uncertainties based on the maximum possible perturbation that could be applied to the T_{eff} values and still match the Gaia parallax whilst retaining a consistent distance between the different optical–infrared passbands for which apparent magnitudes are available. The final results are given in Table IV. The T_{eff} values imply a spectral type of F9 V + G2 IV for the system, using the calibration of Pecaut & Mamajek^{63}. The atmospheric properties of the system could be measured better by a detailed analysis of high-resolution spectra of the dEB.

The evolutionary status of AN Cam

We have made a first preliminary comparison between the physical properties of the AN Cam system and the predictions of theoretical stellar models. A detailed analysis should be performed once precise spectroscopic T_{eff} and chemical abundance measurements are available. We chose to use the PARSEC models^1 for the current analysis, and restricted our comparison to chemical compositions near solar.

Fig. 5 shows a Hertzsprung-Russell diagram with the components of AN Cam and the predictions for a subset of the available PARSEC models. It can be seen that the evolutionary tracks for 1.4 M_⊙ agree with the measured T_{eff} values and luminosities of the stars, and for both of the metal abundances shown (Z = 0.017 and Z = 0.020). To infer the age of the system we plotted the observed and theoretical data in mass–radius and mass–T_{eff} diagrams (not shown). A good agreement was found for an age of 3210 Myr (for Z = 0.017) or 3380 Myr (Z = 0.020). The formal uncertainty in these ages is only ±10 Myr, which is dwarfed by the systematic errors in the theoretical models (see Paper I^{34}).

Fig. 5 shows that the two components of the dEB are in different evolutionary states, with star A being near the terminal-age main sequence and star B having already passed this to become a subgiant. The system is comparable to the

Figure 5: Hertzsprung-Russell diagram showing the components of AN Cam (solid crosses) and selected predictions from the PARSEC models^1 (broken lines) beginning at the zero-age main sequence. Models for 1.2, 1.4 and 1.6 M_⊙ are shown (labelled). In each case the dashed line is for a metal abundance of Z = 0.017 and the dotted line is for Z = 0.020.

AI Phe^{64,65,51} and V501 Her^{66} systems, but with the advantage that the masses of the stars are more similar despite the different evolutionary states^¶. These systems, together with others such as RT CrB^{67} and CF Tau^{68} where both components have left the main sequence, are important tests of the treatment of convective mixing in theoretical stellar models^{69}.

Summary

AN Cam has been known to be an eclipsing binary for over 60 yr^{37} and a highquality spectroscopic orbit exists^{44}, but it previously lacked a detailed photometric analysis. The light curve obtained by the TESS satellite has allowed this gap to be filled. We modelled the TESS data simultaneously with the RVs from

¶The masses of the two components differ by 1.6% for AN Cam, 4.1% for AI Phe and 4.6% for V501 Her.

Imbert^{44} and determined the masses to precisions of 1.5% and 1.8%, for star A and star B respectively, and the radii to precisions of 0.5% for both stars. Published times of minimum light are mutually contradictory, suggesting the possibility of orbital period variations in the system or instrumental difficulties with the measurement of the times of midpoint of such long eclipses. The T_{eff} values of the stars were deduced from their light ratio in the TESS passband, the Gaia EDR3 parallax and apparent magnitudes of the system. Both components show evidence for spot activity.

AN Can was found to contain two stars of very similar mass (1.38 M_⊙ and 1.40 M_⊙) but nevertheless quite different radii (2.16 R_⊙ and 2.65 R_⊙), bound in a 21.0-d period orbit with significant eccentricity (e = 0.47). These properties are consistent with an age of 3.3 Gyr, an approximately solar chemical composition, and differing evolutionary states for the two stars (main sequence for star A and subgiant for star B). These properties mean AN Cam has the potential to allow a discriminating test of stellar evolutionary models.

AN Cam will be observed by TESS again, in mid-2022. A detailed spectroscopic analysis would be valuable for improving the precision of the mass measurements, and for determining precise T_{eff} values and photospheric chemical abundances. A combined analysis of this and other subgiants in dEBs may then allow strong constraints to be placed on the strength of convective core overshooting implemented in the current generation of theoretical stellar evolutionary models.

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to Zac Jennings for extracting the TESS light curve of AN Cam, and to Dariusz Graczyk for helpful comments. This paper includes data collected by the TESS mission. Funding for the TESS mission is provided by the NASA’s Science Mission Directorate. This research made use of Light-kurve, a Python package for Kepler and TESS data analysis^{48}. This work has made use of data from the European Space Agency (ESA) mission Gaia, processed by the Gaia Data Processing and Analysis Consortium (DPA). Funding for the DPAC has been provided by national institutions, in particular the institutions participating in the Gaia Multilateral Agreement. The following resources were used in the course of this work: the NASA Astrophysics Data System; the SIMBAD database operated at CDS, Strasbourg, France; and the arχiv scientific paper preprint service operated by Cornell University.

References

(1) A. Bressan et al., MNRAS, 427, 127, 2012. (2) S. Ekström et al., A&A, 537, A146, 2012. (3) B. Paxton et al., ApJS, 192, 3, 2011. (4) A. Dotter, ApJS, 222, 8, 2016. (5) K. A. Venn et al., ApJ, 565, 571, 2002.

(6) S. Talon, O. Richard & G. Michaud, ApJ, 645, 634, 2006.

(7) A. Maeder, Physics, formation and evolution of rotating stars (Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg), 2009.

2021 Jun J. Southworth 13

(8) A. Claret & G. Torres, ApJ, 859, 100, 2018. (9) T. Constantino & I. Baraffe, A&A, 618, A177, 2018. (10) D. Graczyk et al., A&A, 594, A92, 2016. (11) G. Imbriani et al., A&A, 420, 625, 2004. (12) M. Pignatari et al., ApJ, 762, 31, 2013.

(13) F. L. Villante & A. Serenelli, Front. Astron. Space Sci, in press, arXiv:2101.03077, 2021.

(14) M. López-Morales, ApJ, 660, 732, 2007. (15) A. L. Kraus et al., ApJ, 728, 48, 2011. (16) F. Spada et al., ApJ, 776, 87, 2013. (17) J. Andersen, A&ARv, 3, 91, 1991.

(18) G. Torres, J. Andersen & A. Giménez, A&ARv, 18, 67, 2010. (19) B. Enoch et al., A&A, 516, A33, 2010. (20) J. Southworth, MNRAS, 417, 2166, 2011. (21) A. Moya et al., ApJS, 237, 21, 2018.

(22) J. Andersen, J. V. Clausen & B. Nordström, ApJL, 363, L33, 1990. (23) O. R. Pols et al., MNRAS, 289, 869, 1997. (24) A. Claret & G. Torres, A&A, 592, A15, 2016. (25) A. Tkachenko et al., A&A, 637, A60, 2020. (26) K. Pavlovski & J. Southworth, MNRAS, 394, 1519, 2009. (27) K. Pavlovski et al., MNRAS, 400, 791, 2009.

(28) K. Pavlovski, J. Southworth & E. Tamajo, MNRAS, 481, 3129, 2018. (29) A. J. Cannon & E. C. Pickering, Annals of Harvard College Observatory, 92, 1, 1918. (30) E. Høg et al., A&A, 355, L27, 2000.

(31) Gaia Collaboration et al., A&A, in prep, arXiv:2012.01533, 2020. (32) R. M. Cutri et al., 2MASS All Sky Catalogue of Point Sources (The IRSA 2MASS All-Sky Point Source Catalogue, NASA/IPAC Infrared Science Archive, Caltech, US), 2003.

(33) J. Southworth, in Living Together: Planets, Host Stars and Binaries (S. M. Rucinski, G. Torres & M. Zejda, eds.), 2015, Astronomical Society of the Pacific Conference Series, vol. 496, p. 321.

(34) J. Southworth, The Observatory, 140, 247, 2020. (35) J. Southworth, The Observatory, 141, 22, 2021.

(36) J. Southworth, The Observatory, in press, arXiv:2012.05978, 2021. (37) W. Strohmeier & R. Knigge, Veroeffentlichungen der Remeis-Sternwarte zu Bamberg, 27, 6, 1960.

(38) T. Brelstaff, Br. Astron. Assoc., Var. Star Sect. Circ., 60, 17, 1985. (39) G. Samolyk, Journal of the American Association of Variable Star Observers, 38, 85, 2010.

(40) J. Hubscher, Berliner Arbeitsgemeinschaft fuer Veraenderliche Sterne – Mitteilungen, 215, 1, 2011.

(41) J. Hubscher, P. B. Lehmann & F. Walter, IBVS, 6010, 1, 2012. (42) J. Hubscher & P. B. Lehmann, IBVS, 6149, 1, 2015. (43) C. H. Kim et al., ApJS, 235, 41, 2018. (44) M. Imbert, A&AS, 67, 161, 1987.

(45) A. Baranne, M. Mayor & J. L. Poncet, Vistas in Astronomy, 23, 279, 1979. (46) R. F. Griffin, ApJ, 148, 465, 1967.

(47) G. R. Ricker et al., Journal of Astronomical Telescopes, Instruments, and Systems, 1, 014003, 2015.

(48) Lightkurve Collaboration et al., ‘Lightkurve: Kepler and TESS time series analysis in Python’, Astrophysics Source Code Library, 2018.

(49) J. Southworth, P. F. L. Maxted & B. Smalley, MNRAS, 351, 1277, 2004. (50) J. Southworth, A&A, 557, A119, 2013.

14 Rediscussion of eclipsing binaries: AN Cam Vol.

(51) P. F. L. Maxted et al., MNRAS, 498, 332, 2020. (52) Z. Kopal, Harvard College Observatory Circular, 454, 1, 1950. (53) A. Claret, A&A, 618, A20, 2018.

(54) J. Southworth, H. Bruntt & D. L. Buzasi, A&A, 467, 1215, 2007. (55) J. Southworth, MNRAS, 386, 1644, 2008.

(56) J. Southworth, P. F. L. Maxted & B. Smalley, MNRAS, 349, 547, 2004. (57) J. Southworth, P. F. L. Maxted & B. Smalley, A&A, 429, 645, 2005. (58) A. Prša et al., AJ, 152, 41, 2016. (59) R. Lallement et al., A&A, 561, A91, 2014. (60) R. Lallement et al., A&A, 616, A132, 2018.

(61) F. Castelli, R. G. Gratton & R. L. Kurucz, A&A, 318, 841, 1997. (62) L. Girardi et al., A&A, 391, 195, 2002. (63) M. J. Pecaut & E. E. Mamajek, ApJS, 208, 9, 2013. (64) J. Andersen et al., A&A, 196, 128, 1988. (65) J. A. Kirkby-Kent et al., A&A, 591, A124, 2016. (66) C. H. S. Lacy & F. C. Fekel, AJ, 148, 71, 2014. (67) J. A. Sabby & C. H. S. Lacy, AJ, 125, 1448, 2003. (68) C. H. S. Lacy, G. Torres & A. Claret, AJ, 144, 167, 2012. (69) G. Torres et al., AJ, 147, 36, 2014.