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ABSTRACT

The degree of spin-orbit alignment in a population of binary stars can be determined from measure-

ments of their orbital inclinations and rotational broadening of their spectral lines. Alignment in a

face-on binary guarantees low rotational broadening, while alignment in an edge-on binary maximizes

the rotational broadening. In contrast, if spin-orbit angles (ψ) are random, rotational broadening

should not depend on orbital inclination. Using this technique, we investigated a sample of 2,727

astrometric binaries from Gaia DR3 with F-type primaries and orbital periods between 50 and 1000

days (separations 0.3–2.7 au). We found that ψ is strongly associated with e, the orbital eccentric-

ity. When e < 0.15, the mean spin-orbit angle is ⟨ψ⟩ = 6.9+5.4
−4.1 degrees, while for e > 0.7, it rises to

⟨ψ⟩ = 46+26
−24 degrees. These results suggest that some binaries are affected by processes during their

formation or evolution that excite both orbital eccentricity and inclination.

1. INTRODUCTION

Stellar spin-orbit angles (also called obliquities) are af-

fected by processes that take place during the formation

and evolution of binary stars. Binaries that formed via

disk fragmentation are expected to have well-aligned ro-

tational and orbital axes. However, numerous processes

can misalign a binary, such as chaotic accretion dur-

ing the star formation process (Bate et al. 2010; Thies

et al. 2011; Fielding et al. 2015; Offner et al. 2016; Bate

2018; Jennings & Chiang 2021), torques from a warped

circumbinary disk (Anderson & Lai 2021), close encoun-
ters with other stars in the birth cluster (e.g. Heggie &

Rasio 1996; Rodet et al. 2021), and Kozai-Lidov cycles

caused by a distant third star (e.g. Mazeh & Shaham

1979; Eggleton & Kiseleva-Eggleton 2001; Fabrycky &

Tremaine 2007; Naoz & Fabrycky 2014; Anderson et al.

2017).

However, there are relatively few observational con-

straints on spin-orbit alignment in binaries. Most exist-

ing measurements of spin-orbit angles are not for the

spins of stars with respect to binary orbital planes,

but rather for the spins of stars relative to the plane

of a planetary orbit (Albrecht et al. 2022). The aim

of project BANANA (Binaries Are Not Always Neatly

marcuslmarcussen@gmail.com

Aligned) is to measure the obliquities of stars in binary

systems and thereby constrain theories of binary for-

mation and evolution. For the close double star systems

DIHerculis and CVVel, we found that all four stars have

large obliquities (Albrecht et al. 2009, 2014a). We have

also found some systems to be closely aligned (Albrecht

et al. 2007, 2011, 2013, 2014b; Marcussen & Albrecht

2022). We refer the reader to Pavlovski et al. (2011);

Triaud et al. (2013); Lehmann et al. (2013); Philippov

& Rafikov (2013); Zhou & Huang (2013); Sybilski et al.

(2018) and Ball et al. (2023) for descriptions of similar

efforts by other groups to measure spin-orbit angles in

close binaries.

Spin-orbit alignment has also been studied in wider

binaries, with separations exceeding 1 au (see, e.g., Weis

1974; Hale 1994; Glebocki & Stawikowski 1997; Howe

& Clarke 2009; Justesen & Albrecht 2020). However,

Justesen & Albrecht (2019) showed that with the data

at hand, it is still too early to draw firm conclusions

about spin-orbit angles in wide binaries. See Offner et al.

(2023) for a recent review on multiple star formation

and measurements of the angles between protostars and

their disks.

Here we present a study of spin-orbit alignment in a

population of several thousand wide binaries that were

selected from Data Release 3 (DR3) of the Gaia mission

(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021). For reasons relating to

our technique, described below, the sample is restricted
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to single-lined binaries with F-type primaries and or-

bital periods ranging from 50 to 1000 days. Our tech-

nique builds on previous work by many others (e.g. Weis

1974; Hale 1994; Schlaufman 2010; Masuda & Winn

2020; Louden et al. 2021), in that we rely on obser-

vations of rotational broadening of spectral lines. The

sin i dependence of rotational broadening can be used

to extract statistical information about the orientation

distribution of a population of stars. We combine this

information with orbital inclinations derived from astro-

metric data to arrive at constraints on the distribution

of spin-orbit angles.

Section 2 describes our selection of Gaia DR3 bina-

ries. Section 3 compares the spectral line broadening ob-

served for face-on binaries and edge-on binaries. A sig-

nificant difference was found — implying low obliquities

— but only for binaries with relatively low orbital ec-

centricities (e ≲ 0.5). Section 4 describes our “forward-

modeling” method for deriving quantitative constraints

on the obliquity distribution. Section 5 displays the re-

sults of this method, and Section 6 discusses possible

implications for theories of binary formation and dy-

namics. We also highlight future directions of research

using this technique.

2. SAMPLE

This work is based on the catalog of astrometric bi-

naries that accompanied Gaia DR3 (Gaia Collabora-

tion et al. 2022). For all of the binaries, the Kep-

lerian orbital elements were determined by fitting the

time-series astrometric data. The astrometry-only so-

lutions are labelled Orbital in the Non-Single Source

Gaia DR3 table (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2022). All

of the binaries were also observed with Gaia’s Radial

Velocity Spectrometer (RVS) and a subset were found

to be single-lined binaries; for those systems, data are

available from the joint astrometric and spectroscopic

solutions, AstroSpectroSB1.

For our study, a key parameter from Gaia DR3 is the

vbroad parameter (Frémat et al. 2023), which quanti-

fies the observed spectral-line broadening of the primary

star. As we will show below, for most F-type stars,

the broadening is dominated by rotational line broad-

ening, allowing for the calibration of a relationship be-

tween vbroad and the projected rotation velocity v sin i,

where i is the inclination of the stellar rotation axis. The

sample we study includes only single-lined binaries, for

which the observed flux comes mainly from the primary

star. The tabulated vbroad parameter can therefore

safely be attributed to the primary star. Thus, in what

follows, when we refer to spin-orbit alignment, we mean
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Figure 1. Orbital inclinations io of binaries in the
sample. Top: Values and uncertainties of io from Gaia DR3.
We classified the binaries as “edge-on” (pink points), “face-
on” (green points) or intermediate (white points). Bottom:
Distribution of cos io of stars for which SB1 solutions are
available in addition to astrometry (AstroSpectroSB1) and
stars for which only astrometric data are available (Orbital).
An isotropic distribution of orientations would lead to a uni-
form distribution in cos io.

the alignment between the spin axis of the primary star

and the axis of the binary orbit.

We imposed several selection criteria to create a

relatively homogeneous and high-quality sample. We

started with systems for which the GRVS magnitude is

brighter than 12 because the vbroad parameter is not

available for fainter stars. We required the reported un-

certainty in vbroad to be less than 10 km s−1. We re-

stricted the range of orbital periods to be between 50 and

1000 days. We omitted stars with unusually low or high

surface gravity or metallicity. Specifically, we restricted

log g to the range between 3.8 and 4.5 and metallicity

[M/H] to the range between −1 and 1. We required

the effective temperature Teff to be between 6000K and

7000K, roughly corresponding to F-type stars, and we

also required the uncertainty to be smaller than 100K.

Main sequence stars with lower effective temperatures

tend to rotate too slowly to allow for reliable observa-

tions of rotational broadening with the RVS. For stars

hotter than ∼ 7000K, Frémat et al. (2023) found the

vbroad parameter to be an unreliable measure of ro-

tational broadening. Finally, we required the “signifi-
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Figure 2. Physical parameters of the binary sample. A selection of relevant parameters and their correlations are shown
for the full sample of binary systems (black) and for the face-on and edge-on subsets (green and pink). The p-values printed
above the histograms come from KS tests comparing the edge-on and face-on samples.
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cance” parameter s associated with the astrometric so-

lution to exceed 5. Roughly speaking, the s parameter

is the signal-to-noise ratio (Halbwachs et al. 2023). A

total of 2,727 systems satisfied all of our criteria, which

are summarized as:

vbroadunc < 10 km s−1

50 d < orbital period < 1000 d

3.8 < log g < 4.5

−1 < [M/H] < 1

6000K < Teff < 7000K

Teff,unc < 100K

5 < significance s of astrometric solution

The top panel of Figure 1 shows the orbital inclina-

tions of this sample, which we obtained by transform-

ing the tabulated Thiele-Innes elements into Campbell

elements (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2022). Not surpris-

ingly, the uncertainties tend to be larger when the orbit

is nearly face-on. The bottom panel shows the distribu-

tions of cos io for the AstroSpectroSB1 binaries and for

the Orbital binaries. The AstroSpectroSB1 contains

relatively few face-on orbits, as expected, since a low in-

clination implies low radial velocities. The distribution

of cos io is close to uniform for all the binaries (i.e. the

joint sample of Orbital and AstroSpectroSB1), corre-

sponding to an isotropic distribution of orientations in

three dimensions.

We classified each of the 2,727 systems based on or-

bital inclination. “Edge-on” systems have inclinations

between 75◦ and 105◦. “Face-on” systems have incli-

nations that are either between 0◦ and 30◦ or between

150◦ and 180◦. With these definitions, the sample con-

tains 686 edge-on systems and 296 face-on systems. The

remaining 1,745 systems have intermediate inclinations

(see top panel of Figure 1).

Figure 2 shows the distributions of many other param-

eters in the full sample as well as the face-on and edge-on

subsets. In order for a difference in line-broadening be-

tween the two subsets to be attributed to a difference in

stellar inclination, the intrinsic rotation velocity of the

two samples must be the same. While the rotation speed

should not depend on the direction from which a sys-

tem is viewed, differences in detectability may arise due

to other astrophysical parameters influencing the pho-

tometric or spectroscopic data. If the rotation speed

depends on any of these parameters, and if their dis-

tributions vary between edge-on and face-on systems, a

systematic difference in rotation speed between the sam-

ples might still occur. Although the parameter distribu-

tions for the edge-on and face-on subsets look similar,

Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS) tests revealed three parame-

ters for which the null hypothesis that the values in the

edge-on and face-on subsets are drawn from the same

distribution is unlikely (p < 0.05).

The first case is the effective temperature (p=0.0088).

The edge-on systems show a peak in the temperature

distribution near 6150K. This may be an effect of dis-

crete sampling used for the parameter inference in DR3,

resulting in some parameters not being smoothly dis-

tributed. These discrete sampling effects, showing ar-

tificial over densities or under densities, are evident in

the distributions of several parameters in our sample, as

shown in Figure 2. Regardless of the origin of this differ-

ence near 6150K, it appears minor and is probably irrel-

evant to the subsequent analysis, where we attempted

to control for effective temperature.

The second case is the orbital period, where the face-

on sample has more weight at longer periods than the

full sample (p=0.02). We hypothesize that this is be-

cause, all other things being equal, astrometric charac-

terization is easier for face-on orbits than edge-on or-

bits. For example, the uncertainties in orbital eccen-

tricity and inclination are more strongly correlated for

edge-on orbits compared to face-on orbits. If this is so,

then DR3 would contain more orbital solutions for face-

on systems than edge-on systems — especially when the

period approaches the maximum detectable period, in-

hibiting detection. Although we cannot be sure of this

explanation, we assume that the difference in period dis-

tributions does not matter for our analysis, since vbroad

and period are not detectably correlated (see Figure 2).

The final and most interesting case of a parameter

whose distributions in the edge-on and face-on samples

appears statistically different is vbroad (p=9.3×10−5).

The face-on systems tend to have lower values of vbroad

than either the complete sample or the edge-on sam-

ple. Another way to express the difference between the

vbroad distributions of the edge-on and face-on samples

is to examine the mean values and the standard errors

in the mean. For the edge-on systems, ⟨vbroad⟩edge =

19.03 ± 0.70 km s−1, while for the face-on systems,

⟨vbroad⟩face = 14.20 ± 0.73 km s−1, a 4.8-σ difference.

In the full sample, ⟨vbroad⟩all = 17.49± 0.32 km s−1.

The overall trends are that the face-on systems show

narrower lines than the edge-on systems, and the edge-

on systems show slightly wider lines than the full sam-

ple. These trends are just what would be expected if

the directions of the spin and orbital axes were corre-

lated, and it would be unexpected if the directions were

uncorrelated.
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3. DEPENDENCE ON EFFECTIVE

TEMPERATURE AND ECCENTRICITY

The next step in our analysis was to investigate this

result in more detail by testing for any dependence on

effective temperature and orbital eccentricity. Figure 3

illustrates these investigations.

The top panel shows the distribution of vbroad for the

full sample and for the two subsamples. Compared to

the edge-on sample, the face-on sample has more vbroad

values below 10 km s−1, and fewer values of higher line

broadening. The mean and median values of the distri-

butions are also indicated.

The second panel from the top shows a different line of

evidence for systematically low values of vbroad in the

face-on sample, based on the fact that the Gaia team

chose not to report vbroad whenever it was found to

be smaller than 5 km s−1. Because of this choice, the

fraction of systems for which vbroad is reported is an

indicator of how many systems have low vbroad values.

The plot shows this fraction as a function of effective

temperature. Compared to the full sample, the fraction

of systems for which vbroad was reported is lower for

face-on systems and higher for edge-on systems, across

all effective temperatures, indicative of spin-orbit align-

ment. For this plot, the systems were chosen with the

same criteria as in the full sample except for the criteria

relating to vbroad and its uncertainty.

The rotation velocities of main-sequence stars have

long been known to be a strong function of effective

temperature (Kraft 1967). Hotter and more massive

stars rotate faster, with an especially sharp rise over

the temperature range from 6,000 K to 7,000 K con-

sidered in our study. We might therefore expect to see

an even clearer difference in the distributions of vbroad

between face-on and edge-on binaries if we only com-
pare stars with similar effective temperatures. Such a

difference can be seen in the third panel from the top

in Figure 3. Across the entire range of effective tem-

peratures, face-on systems have a lower mean value of

vbroad than do edge-on systems. To control for this

temperature dependence, we defined a star’s “normal-

ized” value of vbroad, denoted v̂broad, to be vbroad di-

vided by the mean vbroad for stars of the same effective

temperature. The mean vbroad for a given tempera-

ture was calculated by linearly interpolating between the

temperature-binned mean vbroad values, represented by

black, horizontal lines in the 3rd panel of Figure 3.

The bottom panel of Figure 3 shows evidence that

the difference in the vbroad distributions of face-on and

edge-on subsets is most pronounced for binaries with

low eccentricities, and is low or non-existent for binaries

with e > 0.7. To make this plot, we grouped the bina-
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Figure 3. Observed differences in vbroad between
face-on and edge-on binaries.
1st panel: Smoothed and normalized histograms of the Gaia
line-broadening parameter vbroad for all binaries in the sam-
ple, as well as for the edge-on or face-on subsamples. 2nd
panel: Fraction of systems for which vbroad exceeds 5 km s−1

or, more literally, the fraction for which vbroad was reported
in Gaia DR3. This fraction is shown for the edge-on systems,
face-on systems, and the full sample separately, and was split
into temperature bins of 100 K. 3rd panel: vbroad as a func-
tion of Teff . The mean vbroad values of stars in 100 K bins
are also shown. Across all temperatures, the edge-on sam-
ple shows systematically higher values of vbroad, and vice
versa for the face-on sample, indicative of spin-orbit align-
ment. Bottom panel: The mean value of v̂broad, the factor
by which vbroad exceeds the mean value of all stars of the
same effective temperature. This is shown as a function of
orbital eccentricity. Horizontal lines indicate the width of the
eccentricity bins, and vertical lines indicate the uncertainty.
Evidently, nearly-circular binaries exhibit stronger spin-orbit
alignment than highly eccentric binaries.
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ries into five bins according to orbital eccentricity and

computed the mean v̂broad of the binaries in each bin, a

quantity we denote as ⟨v̂broad⟩. We did this entire pro-

cess separately for the edge-on systems and the face-on

systems. The plot shows that the primary stars of low-

eccentricity, low-inclination binaries have systematically

narrower spectral lines than the primary stars in low-

eccentricity, high-inclination binaries. This systematic

difference progressively declines as binaries with higher

eccentricities are considered, suggesting that eccentric-

ity and spin-orbit alignment are correlated quantities.

4. INFERRING THE OBLIQUITY DISTRIBUTION

To go beyond testing for statistical differences and

derive quantitative constraints on the obliquity distri-

bution, we used a forward-modeling approach. We

constructed synthetic vbroad distributions through a

Monte Carlo procedure, starting with a hypothesized

obliquity distribution and simulating the relevant ob-

servational effects. We then determined the ranges of

the parameters of the hypothesized obliquity distribu-

tion that bring the synthetic distributions into agree-

ment with the measured vbroad distributions. Before

this was possible, we needed to solve two problems:

• We needed to calibrate the relationship between

vbroad and v sin i. Section 4.1 describes our cali-

bration method.

• We needed a good model for the distribution of

stellar rotation velocities as a function of effective

temperature. Section 4.2 presents our model.

4.1. Relationship between vbroad and v sin i

The vbroad parameter in Gaia DR3 was obtained

by modeling the observed spectral lines under the as-

sumptions that the star is single and the only broaden-

ing mechanism is rotation (Frémat et al. 2023). Other

broadening effects such as turbulent convection and

pressure broadening were not modeled. Even in the ab-

sence of those other effects, imperfect modeling of in-

strumental broadening can cause vbroad to differ from

v sin i. Additionally, as mentioned above, whenever

vbroad was found to be smaller than 5 km s−1, it was

not reported in DR3. We needed a model that predicts,

as a function of v sin i, both the value of vbroad and

the probability that vbroad would be reported in Gaia

DR3.

As a starting point, we conducted spectroscopic obser-

vations of bright F-type stars in order to measure v sin i

with higher spectral resolution than the Gaia RVS in-

strument. We obtained spectra with a signal-to-noise ra-

tio of about 80 and a spectral resolution of about 67 000
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Figure 4. Relationship between vbroad and v sin i
based on our FIES calibration sample. The top panel
shows vbroad and v sin i for 203 stars. The dashed black
line is the identity line. The red curve shows a simple fit
to the data, and the blue curve is our adopted relationship
(see Equation 1). The black histogram in the bottom panel
shows the fraction of all the stars we observed with the NOT
for which vbroad was reported in Gaia DR3 (and therefore
exceeds 5 km s−1). The red and blue histograms are based
on simulations employing the red and blue calibration curves
depicted in the top panel.

(nearly six times higher than the RVS) using the FIES

spectrograph at the Nordic Optical Telescope (Djupvik

& Andersen 2010). We measured v sin i with the iS-

pec tool (Blanco-Cuaresma et al. 2014). We observed

279 systems for which v sin i turned out to be below

15 km s−1, with results shown in Figure 4. Of these 279

systems, there were 203 for which vbroad was reported
in Gaia DR3. As expected, the frequency with which

vbroad was reported is lower for the lower-v sin i sys-

tems; see the black histogram in Figure 4. The manner

in which the frequency declines depends on the relation-

ship between vbroad and v sin i. We took advantage of

this fact by adjusting our calibration relationship until

the simulations agreed with the observations. The bot-

tom panel of Figure 4 shows a comparison between the

data and our simulations of the “availability frequency”

of vbroad as a function of v sin i. Based on these con-

siderations, the formula we adopted to calculate vbroad

(in km s−1) based on v sin i was:

vbroad =




4.1

(
1− x

8.5

)
, ≤ x ≤ 8.5

x, x > 8.5,
(1)



7

Parameter Value

k 0.197 ± 0.003

am 0.017 ± 0.0009 km s−1

as 26.0 ± 1.6 km s−1

bs 21.9 ± 0.46 km s−1

cs 21.4 ± 0.78 km s−1

Table 1. Parameters describing the overall v distribution in
our binary star sample used in Equation 2.

where x is v sin i expressed in km s−1. This formula

is shown as a blue curve in Figure 1. The red curve

is a polynomial fit between vbroad and v sin i, which

appears to be a good fit but does not correctly reproduce

the fraction of systems for which vbroad is reported (and

therefore for which it is lower than 5 km s−1). We have

reported on this calibration procedure for completeness.

However, since we could not be sure that the F-type

stars we observed with FIES spanned the same range

of masses and ages as the primary stars in our sample

of astrometric binaries, and out of concern that stars

in binaries might have systematically different rotation

velocities than field stars, we ultimately decided to use

the parameters of this FIES-based calibration only as

initial guesses for the parameters in the more flexible

model described below.

4.2. Model for rotation velocity

In our simulations, we needed to assign a rotation ve-

locity to each star. Many “gyrochronological” relation-

ships have been established between mass, age, and ro-

tation velocity, but none were derived for binaries with

our chosen characteristics. Instead, we posited a simple

stochastic function to describe the dependence on effec-

tive temperature of both the mean rotation velocity and

the spread in rotation velocities:

v(Teff) = vmin(Teff) + vscat(Teff)[U(0, 1)−k − 1], (2)

where

vmin(Teff) = am(Teff − 6000K) (3)

vscat(Teff) = as + bs(Teff − 6250K) + cs(Teff − 6250K)2

(4)

Here, U(0, 1) is a random number drawn from a uniform

distribution between 0 and 1, vmin is the minimum ro-

tation velocity, and vscat is the scatter in the velocity

distribution. The scatter might arise from the stochastic

nature of star formation and evolution as well as varia-

tion in other stellar parameters such as surface gravity

and metallicity. If the stars strictly obeyed the Sku-

manich Law (v ∝ τ−1/2) and their ages were drawn ran-

domly from a uniform distribution, then k would have

a value of 0.5.

To find the best-fit values for the parameters k, am,

as, bs, and cs, we needed a sample of systems for which

the distribution of stellar inclinations is known. For this

purpose, we assumed that the stellar spin axes in our

entire sample of binaries have directions drawn from

an isotropic distribution. This seemed safe because

the orbital inclinations are observed to have a nearly

isotropic distribution, and if so, then the stellar inclina-

tions should also be isotropically distributed, irrespec-

tive of the underlying degree of spin-orbit alignment.

We also assumed that v depends only on effective tem-

perature, and that a single function v(Teff) is applicable

to all stars in the sample.

To assess the agreement between the observed and

simulated vbroad distributions, we defined a similarity

metric based on the means and widths of the distribu-

tion of vbroad for the primary stars in each of four Teff
bins. These bins spanned 250K each. Specifically, the

following statistic was minimized:

χ2 =

4∑

i=1

(
µsim,Ti

− µreal,Ti

SEµ

)2

+ (5)

4∑

i=1

(
σsim,Ti

− σreal,Ti

SEσ

)2

, (6)

where Ti refers to the ith temperature bin,1 µ is the

mean value of vbroad, and SEµ and SEσ refer to the

standard error of the mean and standard deviations, re-

spectively. The binned vbroad distributions are shown

in different colors in Figure 5. The optimal parameters

were found by minimizing χ2, and the parameter uncer-

tainties were found by perturbing each parameter away

from the optimal value until χ2 increased by one unit.

The optimal parameter values are given in Table 1.

The resulting functions for vscat and vmin are also shown

in green in the top left panel of Figure 5.

4.3. Obliquity distribution and resulting stellar

inclinations

As a simple parametric model for the distribution

of stellar obliquities, we decided to follow Fabrycky &

Winn (2009) and use the von-Mises Fisher (VMF) dis-

tribution,

p(ψ) =
κ

2 sinhκ
exp(κ cosψ) sinψ. (7)

This distribution resembles a 2-d Gaussian distribution

wrapped around a sphere. The degree of spin-orbit

1 For clarity we dropped the subscript ”eff” for temperature in
these equations.
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imposed on the four values of ⟨ψ⟩ from the top panel.

alignment is quantified by the concentration parameter

κ. However, since the relation between κ and the width

of the distribution is not straightforward, we chose to

parameterize our results in terms of the mean of the

spin-orbit angle ψ of the VMF distribution. For con-

centrated distributions, with κ≫ 1, the mean obliquity

⟨ψ⟩ ≈ κ−1/2
√
π/2. For broad distributions, for which

κ approaches 0, ⟨ψ⟩ → 90◦. The general relationship

between κ and ⟨ψ⟩ was determined numerically with a

Monte Carlo approach. A large number of ψ values were

drawn from a VMF distribution with concentration pa-

rameter κ, the mean was calculated and recorded, and

the procedure was repeated for many choices of κ. The

results are shown in the bottom panel of Figure 6, re-

lating κ to ⟨ψ⟩. In the top panel of the same figure, the

VMF distribution is illustrated for four values of ⟨ψ⟩.
To specify the direction of the spin axis in three di-

mensions, ψ must be supplemented with an azimuthal

angle Ω that specifies the direction of the component of

the spin axis that is perpendicular to the orbit, following

Fabrycky & Winn (2009): We assumed that Ω is uni-

formly distributed between 0◦ and 360◦. Once ψ and Ω

are chosen, we can calculate the sky-projected spin-orbit

angle λ and the stellar inclination i using Equations 11

and 8 of Fabrycky & Winn (2009):

λ = arctan

(
sinψ sinΩsim

cosψ sin io + sinψ cosΩ cos io

)

sin i =
sinψ sinΩ

sinλ
.

4.4. Summary of simulation methodology

We now summarize the method by which simulated

distributions of vbroad were created and compared with

observations. Ultimately, the goal was to compare

the observed distributions of ⟨v̂broad⟩ of the edge-on

and face-on binaries with those of synthetic datasets

that were created assuming different degrees of spin-

orbit alignment. First, we determined the parame-

ters of an empirical relationship between v(Teff) and

vbroad(v sin i) by assuming that the primary stars in

the entire sample are isotropically oriented. This was

described in Sections 4.2 and 4.1. Then, we postulated a

particular obliquity distribution (parameterized by ⟨ψ⟩)
and assigned a simulated value of vbroad to each star

in a sample with the following steps:

1. Assign io and Teff values and simulate measure-

ments of these quantities based on the reported

observational uncertainties.

2. Draw ψ from a VMF distribution with the as-

sumed value of ⟨ψ⟩.

3. Calculate the stellar inclination i based on the as-

signed io and ψ values.

4. Assign a rotation velocity v using the relationship

v(Teff) specified in Equation 2.

5. Calculate v sin i based on v and i.

6. Convert v sin i into vbroad using the calibrated

relationship specified in Equation 1.

7. Simulate a measurement of vbroad by drawing a

value from a normal distribution centered at the

calculated value of vbroad, and with a width equal

to the uncertainty reported in Gaia DR3. The

distribution was truncated at 0 km s−1 to prevent

negative values from being drawn.

8. Whenever the result for vbroad was below

5 km s−1, we repeated all the steps from the begin-

ning to try again, since Gaia DR3 only reported

vbroad when it was found to exceed 5 km s−1.

The four rows of Figure 5 show snapshots in the pro-

duction process of a simulated sample at steps 4, 5, 6,

and 8.
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Figure 7. Edge- and face-on alignment. Top two panels: Each colored distribution shows the probability of making a
certain measurement of ⟨v̂broad⟩, given an assumed degree of spin-orbit alignment (quantified by ⟨ψ⟩). Vertical lines mark the

observed values of ⟨v̂broad⟩ across all eccentricities, for the edge-on sample (top) and the face-on sample (middle). Bottom
panel: The posterior PDF of ⟨ψ⟩ derived from the edge-on (pink) and face-on (green) samples, as well as their combination
(black). The results of analyzing the two subsets are compatible, and the face-on sample gives tighter constraints.

4.5. Inference of mean obliquity

To infer the spin-orbit alignment of the edge-on and

face-on samples, we created synthetic samples for 25 dif-

ferent choices of ⟨ψ⟩ spaced evenly between 0◦ and 90◦.

The randomness in the simulations is due to several fac-

tors: the measurement uncertainties in io, vbroad, and

Teff ; the stochastic relationship between v and Teff ; and

the random draws of obliquities from the posited VMF

distribution. Three hundred synthetic samples were cre-

ated for each of the 25 values of ⟨ψ⟩. The simulated

value of ⟨v̂broad⟩ was calculated for each sample, and

their distribution was taken to be the probability den-

sity for ⟨v̂broad⟩ for the given value of ⟨ψ⟩. See the

dashed and colored lines in Figure 7. We used these

probability density functions to calculate the posterior

probability density function of ⟨ψ⟩ given the observed

value of ⟨v̂broad⟩.

5. RESULTS

First, we analyzed the full sample, regardless of or-

bital eccentricity. We expect the spin-orbit distributions

of the edge-on and face-on binaries to be indistinguish-

able, because there should be no dependence of a sys-

tem’s intrinsic geometry on the direction from which it

is viewed. Figure 7 displays the results. In the top two

panels, the observed values of ⟨vbroad⟩ are shown as

vertical lines. Alongside them are dashed colored curves

that were constructed from the synthetic versions of the

same samples. Each color represents the probability of

measuring ⟨vbroad⟩ for a given value of ⟨ψ⟩. The bot-

tom panel shows the posterior PDFs for ⟨ψ⟩ as informed

by the face-on binaries (green), edge-on binaries (pink),

and the entire sample (black). The results from the

edge-on and face-on samples are consistent, as expected,

and indicate ⟨ψ⟩ = 18±5◦. Thus, the binaries as a whole

show a moderate degree of spin-orbit alignment.

Next, motivated by the experiments on eccentricity

described in Section 3 and displayed in Figure 3, we

divided the sample into 5 subsamples according to ec-
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centricity, and performed the preceding analysis on each

subsample. The eccentricity ranges that defined the bins

were [0− 0.15), [0.15− 0.30), [0.30− 0.50), [0.50− 0.70),

and [0.70 − 1]. The number of binaries in each eccen-

tricity bin was 568, 729, 780, 474, and 176, respectively.

Figure 8 shows the results, combining the information

from the face-on and edge-on systems for the five ec-

centricity bins. Systems with eccentricities below 0.15

have an obliquity distribution consistent with perfect

alignment. As eccentricity increases, the obliquity dis-

persion also increases. Systems with eccentricities above

0.7 have a mean obliquity of ⟨ψ⟩ = 46+26◦

−24 .

5.1. Caveats and robustness of the result

A potential source of systematic error is the unmod-

elled effect of light from the secondary star in each bi-

nary on the determination of vbroad from the RVS spec-

tra. Any bias in vbroad due to the secondary star might

depend on orbital inclination, because the line-of-sight

component of the orbital motion is higher for an edge-

on system than for a face-on system. In addition, a

significant contribution of light from the secondary star

would probably lead to an increase in the reported un-

certainty of vbroad, because the uncertainty reported

in Gaia DR3 is based on the standard deviation of the

time series of individual vbroad measurements. We did

not find any systematic difference in the distribution of

vbroad uncertainties between the face-on and edge-on

systems. Regardless, in an attempt to exclude the most

problematic systems, we required a stringent upper limit

of 10 km s−1 on the uncertainty of vbroad.

We also need to remind ourselves that the stellar in-

clination derived from v sin i is subject to a discrete de-

generacy; we cannot distinguish i from 180◦ − i. If the

true obliquity distribution of the binary systems is well

approximated by the VMF distribution, then our re-

sults are probably not affected much by this degeneracy.

However, if the real probability distribution does not

decline monotonically with ψ and has an excess of ret-

rograde systems, then the degeneracy might be serious.

For example, if the true obliquity distribution were bi-

modal with peaks near both ψ = 0◦ and ψ = 180◦, then

our method would falsely infer that the distribution is

only concentrated near 0◦. The degeneracy in the stel-

lar inclination can be broken, in principle, through in-

terferometric observations (see Albrecht et al. 2022 and

references therein).

Finally, we note that the results of analyzing the edge-

on and face-on subsets are consistent with each other.

However, the most powerful constraints come from the

face-on subset with low-eccentricity orbits. This is be-

cause the main observational implication of spin-orbit

alignment is that sin i should be systematically low for

face-on systems. For face-on systems, i is low and

sin i ≈ i. Therefore any change in i leads a propor-

tional change in sin i. For edge-on systems, i ≈ π/2

and sin i ≈ 1 − α2/2 where α = π/2 − i. Therefore, a

change in i leads to only a second-order change in sin i.

The effects of this flattening of the sine function with i

is familiar from similar studies of stars with transiting

planets (see, e.g., Winn et al. 2017), and causes face-

on samples to bear most of the statistical power when

constraining the well-aligned systems. The advantage of

face-on systems over edge-on systems is reduced for sam-

ples with larger spin-orbit misalignments, and reversed

for nearly polar orbits.

6. DISCUSSION

We have found that in binaries with F-type primaries

and periods between 50 and 1000 days, spin-orbit mis-

alignment of the primary star is associated with high or-

bital eccentricity. Dissipative tidal interactions between

the two stars would naturally lead to both spin-orbit

alignment and orbital circularization. However, with pe-

riods exceeding 50 days, we would not expect ongoing

tidal interactions to be significant (see, e.g., Justesen

& Albrecht 2021; Bashi et al. 2023). Tidal dissipation

would have been more rapid early in the stars’ lives when

they were larger and still contracting onto the main se-

quence. But the absence of a detectable dependence of

vbroad (and by extension, v) on orbital period suggests

that alignment and synchronization of the stellar spin is

not the dominant factor in shaping the stellar obliquities

in our sample.

Instead, the eccentricity-obliquity correlation may

have been imprinted during formation of these bina-

ries (see Offner et al. 2023 for an extensive discussion of

stellar binary formation). To begin, while in-situ forma-

tion of stellar binaries via the fragmentation of turbulent

molecular cores has been invoked to explain eccentric-

ity statistics of wider stellar binaries (Xu et al. 2023),

such a process is not thought to efficiently form stel-

lar binaries with separations ≲ 102 au (e.g. Guszejnov

et al. 2017; Offner et al. 2023). In order to form bi-

naries with periods comparable to those in our sample,

three classes of theories can be invoked: capture from

an unbound state, gas-driven migration from an initially

wider orbit, and secular processes induced by a distant

tertiary companion (Offner et al. 2023). In the first

case, sufficiently dense stellar environments can yield

compact binaries (separations ≲ au) via gravitational

capture and even partner exchange (e.g. Dorval et al.

2017), though such processes may not be as efficient in

gas-rich environments (e.g. Wall et al. 2019). Naively,
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such dynamically violent processes should not produce

many circular binaries with low obliquities, though they

may be responsible for the eccentric, misaligned bina-

ries in our sample. In the second case, gas-driven mi-

gration has classically been thought to result in binary

coalescence (Artymowicz & Lubow 1996), though recent

studies have concluded that the evolution of the binary

separation and eccentricity may be more complex than

previously thought (see e.g. Lai & Muñoz 2023 for a re-

view), and a direct theoretical prediction for the binary

properties at the end of such a process is uncertain. Fi-

nally, in the third scenario, a tertiary companion may

induce oscillations of the eccentricity in the binary sys-

tem and the mutual inclination between the binary sys-

tem and the tertiary system via the von Zeipel-Lidov-

Kozai effect (von Zeipel 1910; Lidov 1962; Kozai 1962).

Such oscillations, in conjunction with standard theories

of tidal dissipation, can efficiently form binaries with pe-

riods ≲ 10 days (Fabrycky & Tremaine 2007), but are

unlikely to form the wider binaries in our sample, where

tidal dissipation is inefficient.

In summary, while the formation of binaries with the

orbital periods considered in our sample is still not well

understood, the most promising mechanisms involve dy-

namical processes that should often lead to eccentric and

misaligned binaries.

Separately, a possible suspect for the observed corre-

lation is the interaction of a binary with a third star

or multiple stars in the birth cluster after its forma-

tion. Starting from a low-obliquity, low-eccentricity

state, such gravitational interactions would tend to ex-

cite both the binary’s orbital eccentricity (e.g. Heggie &

Rasio 1996) and its orbital inclination (e.g. Rodet et al.

2021). Close encounters with other stars or multiple star

systems could lead to scattering events that change the

velocity vector of one star in the binary and therefore

change both orbital eccentricity as well as the orbital

plane.

Under this hypothesis, one might expect that more

closely bound systems with shorter orbital periods would
be more protected and would display lower obliquities

and eccentricities. We do not see a clear trend with

period for eccentricity and obliquities. Additionally, for

the short periods of binaries considered here, the rate

of encounters sufficiently strong to affect the orbit (∼
1 Gyr−1, e.g. Rodet et al. 2021) is likely too slow to

affect the binary orbit within characteristic birth cluster

lifetimes (∼ 10 Myr, e.g. Lamers et al. 2005), though this

comparison depends on the highly uncertain properties

of stellar birth clusters and the age of the cluster at the

time of any dynamical interaction.

Our results can also be compared to measurements

of the obliquities of single stars with known planetary

systems. It appears as if the alignment of the low-

eccentricity binaries in our sample is comparable to that

of the most well-aligned hot Jupiter systems (Albrecht
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et al. 2022) as well as most of the stars hosting com-

pact multi-transiting planetary systems (Kundstrup et

al., under review). It also seems to be consistent with

the good alignment of the Sun with respect to the orbital

planes of the planets in the Solar System.

Future studies might be able to test if the above pro-

cesses or other processes lead naturally to the observed

distribution of spin-orbit angles and its dependence on

eccentricity. This will be possible not only because the

number of systems is expected to increase with DR4.

The longer time baseline (DR3 included 34 months of

data) will allow for longer period systems to be included.

DR4 will also contain epoch astrometry and RVS spec-

tra. In particular, the epoch RVS data allows for the

inclusion of SB2 binaries, thereby extending the mass

ratio range. The DR4 data will also be sensitive to lower

mass secondaries. Future studies might also test for any

age dependency. Using samples like the one presented by

Hwang (2023) will also allow the study of systems with

significantly larger separations and allow an investiga-

tion of the role multiplicity. Higher spectral resolution

for lower temperature systems should allow us to probe

systems with stars outside the spectral range probed

here. For example APOGEE (Abdurro’uf et al. 2022)

and GALAH (Buder et al. 2021) spectra have more than

twice the resolution of Gaia RVS spectra, whereas single

object high resolution echelle spectrographs have reso-

lutions of about an order of magnitude higher. Finally,

our methodology could be further developed including

e.g. ages and metallicity into the rotation modeling as

well as employing a hierarchical approach for obliquity

and model parameter inference.
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