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ABSTRACT
The ages of stars have historically relied on isochrone fitting of standardised grids of models.
While these stellar models have provided key constraints on observational samples of massive
stars, they inherit many systematic uncertainties, mainly in the internal mixing mechanisms
applied throughout the grid, fundamentally undermining the isochrone method. In this work,
we utilise the M-L plane of Higgins & Vink as a method of determining stellar age, with
mixing-corrected models applying a calibrated core overshooting 𝛼ov and rotation rate to fit
the observational data. We provide multiple test-beds to showcase our new method, while also
providing comparisons to the commonly-used isochrone method, highlighting the dominant
systematic errors. We reproduce the evolution of individual O stars, and analyse the wider
sample of O and B supergiants from the VLT-FLAMES Tarantula Survey, providing dedicated
models with estimates for 𝛼ov, Ω/Ωcrit, and ultimately stellar ages. The M-L plane highlights
a large discrepancy in the spectroscopic masses of the O supergiant sample. Furthermore
the M-L plane also demonstrates that the evolutionary masses of the B supergiant sample
are inappropriate. Finally, we utilise detached eclipsing binaries, VFTS 642 and VFTS 500,
and present their ages resulting from their precise dynamical masses, offering an opportunity
to constrain their interior mixing. For the near-TAMS system, VFTS 500, we find that both
components require a large amount of core overshooting (𝛼ov ' 0.5), implying an extended
main-sequence width. We hence infer that the vast majority of B supergiants are still burning
hydrogen in their cores.

Key words: stars: massive – stars: evolution – stars: supergiants – binaries: eclipsing – stars:
fundamental parameters – stars: interiors

1 INTRODUCTION

Stellar ages are key for our understanding of galaxy evolution, chem-
ical enrichment and yields from stellar winds, as well as population
synthesis studies. The ages of individual stars can not be measured
directly, however, and rely on fitting to theoretical models. The most
common method of ageing clusters of stars has historically been
to utilise Colour-Magnitude diagrams (e.g. Massey et al. 1995),
motivated by observational measurements which do not require
spectroscopic analysis. Individual stars with spectral classes and lu-
minosities calculated from stellar atmosphere modelling, however,
can provide direct comparison to stellar evolution models to provide
discrete stellar ages (Soderblom 2010).

The commonly-used Hertzsprung-Russell diagram (HRD) has
widely been accepted as the method of comparing observations
and theoretical models, while showcasing the inconsistencies and
similarities between the observational data and model grids (e.g.
Walborn & Blades 1997; Wright et al. 2010). Isochrones are then
used to fit the model grid to the observational data providing a con-
straint on the age (Nordström et al. 2004). While the HRD provides
useful information about stellar observables such as luminosity and
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surface temperature, it does not provide a comparison of theoretical
processes such as internal mixing or the effects of stellar winds.
In fact, the standardised physics of model grids do not take into
account that a population of stars will have different rotation rates
and convective core sizes, which will directly affect the path that
this stellar population will take and how long stars will spend in
various regions of the HRD. This suggests that the fundamental
method of dating stars by fitting single isochrones to observations
is flawed, since stellar evolution models are subject to a range of
inputs, each with their inherent uncertainties, including convective
core overshooting and rotational mixing (e.g. Georgy et al. 2014).
The drawbacks of the isochrone method indicate that a new method
which incorporates constraints from both observational measure-
ments and theoretical inputs is required for accurate stellar ageing.
In Higgins & Vink (2019) an alternative tool which disentangles
the effects of mixing and mass loss in models by comparing the
mass and luminosity was developed as a novel method of compar-
ing models with observations. In this study we further develop the
Mass-Luminosity (M-L) Plane, now to estimate the age of stars.

The theory of massive star evolution has been progressing
over the last decade with the aid of large observational samples of
massive stars, providing a robust comparison to grids of stellar evo-
lution models. Such observations have also provided an opportunity
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to compare different grids of stellar models calculated with vary-
ing codes and default implementations of physical processes (e.g.
Brott et al. 2011; Ekström et al. 2012; Chieffi & Limongi 2013;
Choi et al. 2016). Studies have showcased systematic differences in
codes which are highlighted by increased luminosities and masses
in the GENECmodel grids (Ekström et al. 2012) compared to the grid
of STERN models (Brott et al. 2011). Moreover, model atmosphere
codes such as FASTWIND and TLUSTY have been tested in their spec-
troscopic analysis of the VLT-FLAMES Tarantula Survey (VFTS)
sample, providing a comparison of the spectroscopic masses de-
termined by various spectral models (McEvoy et al. 2015). These
various code comparisons have led to a well-known inconsistency
between estimates of the stellar mass from evolutionary models
and spectroscopic models. This discrepancy between spectroscopic
masses and evolutionary masses is now known as the “mass dis-
crepancy problem” (Herrero et al. 1992). Since the masses of 𝑀∗ >
20M� stars are increasingly uncertain, the use of detached binaries
provides an important tool in better constraining the mass and evo-
lution of such massive stars. In fact, since dynamical masses from
detached eclipsing binaries provide an accurate measurement of
masses from system dynamics (Torres et al. 2010; Tkachenko et al.
2014), this method may be key in solving the mass discrepancy
problem.

Previous studies of detached eclipsing binaries, in the mass
range of ∼2-15M� , have provided estimates of the core extension
by convective overshooting (Bressan et al. 2012; Stancliffe et al.
2015; Claret & Torres 2017; Constantino & Baraffe 2018), finding
an increase in 𝛼ov with increased mass, with Claret & Torres (2018)
finding a plateau at ∼ 2M� . Moreover, Costa et al. (2019a) provide
analysis of detached eclipsing binaries with a Baysian approach, in
which they calibrate the interior mixing due to rotation and over-
shooting, finding a wide dispersion of mixing. The dispersion was
found to be either due to a variation in 𝛼ov = 0.3-0.8, or a con-
stant 𝛼ov with a range of initial rotation rates in which the latter
is proposed as the best fit. The method presented in Costa et al.
(2019b) provides another solution to compare stellar observations
with non-standardised grids of models, where a larger proportion
of the population may be represented.

In this study we present a new method of calculating the age
of individual stars in the M-L plane, with comparison to isochronal
ages. We compare evolutionary and spectroscopic masses of O and
B supergiants from the VFTS, determining discrepancies in the M-
L plane. We reproduce the evolution of 2 detached eclipsing binary
systems in the VFTS sample, VFTS 500 and 642. We present our
methods in Sect. 2, with stellar modelling outlined in Sect. 2.1, an
introduction of the M-L plane in Sect. 2.2 and observations from
the VFTS sample in Sect. 2.3. We highlight our results in Sect. 3,
with our new method of estimating stellar age in Sect. 3.1, the mass
discrepancy of O and B supergiants in Sect. 3.2, and the evolution
of detached systems in Sect 3.3. We then provide our conclusions
in Sect. 4.

2 METHOD

2.1 Stellar models

In this studywe avail of the public access stellar evolution codeMod-
ules for Experiments in Stellar Astrophysics (MESA, v8845, Paxton
et al. 2015). We have previously calculated a grid of Galactic stellar
evolution models in Higgins & Vink (2019), and have subsequently
calculated a comparable grid of models in this work corresponding

to 50% Z� for the LMC. We have calculated models with initial
masses of 8M� , 12M� , 16M� , 20M� , 25M� , 30M� , 35M� ,
40M� , 45M� , 50M� , 55M� and 60M� . We calculate compa-
rable models in addition to these masses in order to reproduce the
detached eclipsing binaries.

Convection is employed via the mixing length theory (MLT)
developed by Cox & Giuli (1968) where 𝛼mlt= 1.5, while imple-
menting the Ledoux criterion denoted by ∇rad < ∇ad +

𝜙
𝛿
∇𝜇 , but

where ∇𝜇 = 0, the Schwarzschild criterion is effective. We investi-
gate the efficiency of convective core overshooting by including the
step overshooting implementation in MESA. This method extends the
core by a fraction 𝛼ov of the pressure scale height 𝐻p. The effects
of convective core overshooting are tested for core H-burning with
variations of 𝛼ov = 0.1 and 0.5. We adopt a scaled-solar metallicity
for the LMC with 𝑍 = 0.0088, though other studies have utilised an
alternative initial [𝑁/𝐻] abundance (e.g. Brott et al. 2011).

The Vink et al. (2001) mass loss recipe is implemented for
mass loss during the hot, hydrogen-rich phases of evolution (i.e.
𝑇eff > 10kK, 𝑋s > 0.7) with a scaling factor of unity as concluded
by Higgins & Vink (2019) in our previous work, and de Jager
et al. (1988) implemented for cool stars (𝑇eff < 10kK). The effects
of rotationally-induced mass loss are discarded (Müller & Vink
2014; Higgins & Vink 2019). Rotation is included for initial rates
of Ω/Ωcrit = 0.1 and 0.4, with rotational instabilities employed for
angular momentum transfer and chemical mixing as described by
Heger et al. (2000).

Models have been calculated with typical resolution param-
eters as outlined in the MESA instrument documentation (Pax-
ton et al. 2013), in particular with a temporal resolution of
varcontroltarget = 1d-4 and spatial resolution meshdelta =
1.5. The effects of superadiabaticity via the MESA parameter MLT++
have been omitted for all models.

2.2 Mass - Luminosity Plane

In Higgins & Vink (2019) a unique method of calibrating massive
star evolution was developed, by comparing the stellar masses with
observed luminosities we can disentangle stellar winds from inter-
nal mixing processes, finding upper limits to ¤𝑀 , 𝑣 sin 𝑖 and 𝛼ov.
We calibrated the evolution of a detached Galactic test-bed binary,
HD166734 Mahy et al. (2017), using the M-L plane with surface
nitrogen abundances as a function of observed 𝑀spec, 𝐿, 𝑇eff , and
𝑣 sin 𝑖. The M-L plane is a particularly useful tool for analysing the-
oretical models and providing constraints on observational samples,
ultimately improving our understanding of the dominant effects on
the evolution ofmassive stars. Disentangling processes such asmass
loss and mixing (rotation or convection) is key for improving stellar
modelling since many of these dominant processes remain uncer-
tain and are usually implemented with default settings for an entire
model grid. Yet, studies from asteroseismology and spectroscopic
analyses suggest that there may be a mass or metallicity dependence
on internal mixing processes (e.g. Castro et al. 2014; Bowman et al.
2020; Scott et al. 2021).

Figure 1 shows that just as in a HRD, an evolutionary track
evolves left to right along the vector with decreasing effective tem-
perature or increasing time. Themass-luminosity relation provides a
forbidden regionwhich sets the initial starting point in theM-Lplane
whereby the model evolves from the Zero-Age-Main-Sequence
(ZAMS) through theMS towards the Terminal-Age-Main-Sequence
(TAMS). The vector length in the M-L plane can be extended with
extra mixing in order to reach the same effective temperature, i.e.
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Figure 1.TheMass-Luminosity plane illustratedwith an evolutionarymodel
extending to higher luminosities and lower masses with age until an ob-
served effective temperature is reached. Effective temperatures are denoted
by markers along the evolutionary track, highlighting evolution towards
cooler effective temperatures with increased evolutionary time. The red for-
bidden zone marks the initial mass and luminosity of each model based on
the mass-luminosity relation.

the length of a 20M� model at log 𝑇eff = 4.4 is shorter for 𝑣 sin 𝑖
= 100 km s−1 than for the same model with 𝑣 sin 𝑖 = 300 km s−1.
On the other hand, the gradient of the vector is solely reliant on the
mass-loss rate, so a steeper gradient corresponds to a lower mass-
loss rate, and a shallow gradient corresponds to a higher mass-loss
rate. This effect can also be seen with increased metallicity (𝑍) due
to the effects of Z-dependent winds, such that a 20M� model cal-
culated at Z� will have a shallow gradient in the M-L plane when
compared to the same model calculated for ZLMC since winds are
reduced at lower 𝑍 . In this work we further develop the M-L plane
for determining the age of individual stars, detached binary systems
and large stellar populations.

2.3 Observations

A multi-epoch survey of over 800 massive stars was completed by
the VFTS (Evans et al. 2011), an ESO Large Programme which has
provided comprehensive information on O- and B-type stars in the
30 Doradus (30Dor) region of the Tarantula Nebula of the LMC. A
key motivation of the survey was to sample the binary fraction and
systems within the 30Dor region, now studied within the Tarantula
Massive Binary Monitoring programme (TMBM Almeida et al.
2017; Mahy et al. 2020). Alongside spectral properties of massive
stars, the VFTS programme also investigated the rotational prop-
erties of the sample, with key insights from chemical enrichment
(Grin et al. 2017) and the distribution of 𝑣 sin 𝑖 (Ramírez-Agudelo
et al. 2013).

VFTS log10 𝑇eff log10 (𝐿/L�) 𝑀dyn/𝑀� 𝑡ML (Myr)

500P 4.61 5.29 25.1 6.37
500S 4.59 5.21 23.8 6.41
642P 4.61 5.08 29.8 2.32
642S 4.54 4.68 19.2 2.28

Table 1. Stellar parameters of detached eclipsing binaries, adopted from
Mahy et al. (2020), where P is the primary component and S represents the
secondary component. The 𝑡ML is the estimated current age and has been
calculated using the M-L plane.

2.3.1 O and B supergiants

In this work, we investigate the stellar properties of O super-
giants from Ramírez-Agudelo et al. (2013) and B supergiants from
McEvoy et al. (2015). We also study the evolution of detached
eclipsing binaries from the TMBM sample Mahy et al. (2020). Ho-
mogeneous observational samples such as the VFTS programme
allow for large-scale comparison of spectral modelling and evo-
lutionary modelling, providing an opportunity for advancing our
implementation of physical processes in theoretical models. We
consider single stars only in these stellar populations in order to
directly probe the effects of mixing and mass loss without con-
tamination from interacting binary effects. However, we separately
compare the evolution of detached eclipsing binaries as a proxy for
single star evolution prior to interaction.

Grin et al. (2017) provides analysis of 72 O-type giants and
supergiants, with evolutionary masses of 10-94M� . These O stars
are MS, H-burning stars, which produce Nitrogen (𝑁) in their cores
via the CNO-cycle, and display N-enhancement at their surfaces
later in their MS evolution, either due to rotational mixing dredging
𝑁 to the surface, or due to stellar winds stripping their envelope
and exposing fusion products at the stellar surface. A combined
effect of both internal mixing and external winds is likely causing
the surface enrichment of massive stars. Since Grin et al. (2017)
highlights uncertainties in the spectroscopic masses of the O super-
giant sample, they utilise the evolutionary masses estimated from
the Brott et al. (2011) tracks interpolated with the BONNSAI tool.
In order to compare the spectroscopic and evolutionary masses, we
include the data analysis of the O supergiants by Ramírez-Agudelo
et al. (2013) in our comparisons with the B supergiant sample.

McEvoy et al. (2015) details model atmosphere calculations
of 34 single B supergiants with the non-local thermodynamic equi-
librium (NLTE) code, TLUSTY, providing surface 𝑁 abundances,
rotational velocities, and stellar parameters such as effective tem-
peratures, spectroscopic masses, evolutionarymasses and luminosi-
ties. Analysis of the B supergiant sample by McEvoy et al. (2015)
suggested evidence for an extendedMS towards an effective temper-
ature of ∼22,000K. Evolved B supergiant stars are expected to lie
close to the Terminal-age Main-Sequence (TAMS), but questions
have been raised over the last few decades about their core burning
stage due to challenges in determining the MS-width. While mainly
considered post-MS, core He-burning objects due to their lowered
𝑣 sin 𝑖 estimates, this may be an effect of bi-stability braking, out-
lined in Vink et al. (2010) as a result of increased mass-loss rates
lowering the angular momentum of objects crossing the bi-stability
jump around 22,000K.

MNRAS 000, 000–000 (2022)
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2.3.2 Detached binary systems

In this study we provide new analysis of 2 detached binary systems
from the TMBMsample: VFTS 500 andVFTS 642,with one system
near the ZAMS and one system near the TAMS. The TMBMproject
has performed analysis of 82 massive binary systems in the LMC,
51 single lined and 31 double lined spectroscopic binaries (Almeida
et al. 2017). Spectral disentanglementwas undertaken byMahy et al.
(2020) in order to provide estimates of stellar parameters which we
utilise in this work to better constrain their evolutionary status and
study internal mixing processes (e.g. 𝛼ov) at multiple mass ranges.

Mahy et al. (2020) have studied VFTS 500 and 642 in more
detail providing spectroscopic and evolutionary masses, effective
temperatures and surface abundances. Utilising these stellar param-
eters to probe stellar evolution at this mass range would provide
a much better understanding of physical processes in this regime,
as well as exploring the location of the TAMS for these masses.
Mahy et al. (2020) critically provide dynamical masses of each
component of the detached eclipsing binary systems, giving accu-
rate constraints on their evolution. Furthermore, this may provide a
better understanding of main sequence evolution for 2 mass ranges
at 2 metallicities, following Higgins & Vink (2019). We provide
stellar parameters of VFTS 500 and 642 in Table 1, adapted from
Mahy et al. (2020).

3 RESULTS

In this work we present a new method of calculating the age of stars
alongside grids of evolutionarymodels.We provide a comparison to
observations of the VFTS O and B supergiant sample, and detached
eclipsing binary systems. Subsequent to Higgins & Vink (2019),
models were calculated for the range of initial masses 8-60M� from
pre-MS to core collapse unless convergence problems occurred in
final evolutionary phases. We apply overshooting 𝛼ov of 0.1 and
0.5 to explore the location of the TAMS for O and B supergiants.
Finally, we implement 2 rotation rates of Ω/Ωcrit = 0.1 and 0.4 in
order to best represent our sample of observations.

3.1 Stellar age determination in the M-L plane

The isochrone fitting of evolutionary tracks in HRDs has been the
dominant method of predicting the age of stars for decades. Due
to the observational constraints from spectroscopic analysis and
comparisons in colour-magnitude diagrams, this method has been
useful for predicting the age of clusters and particularly for lowmass
stars. However, with large uncertainties in the observed 𝑇eff and
luminosities at higher masses (> 10M�), the related uncertainties
in the single isochrone fitting method can be significant. In fact, the
inherent systematic uncertainties in using this method – predicting
the age of an observational sample with just 1 grid of evolution
models – hasmanymore consequences. The isochronemethod relies
on a selected model grid which implements 1 set of input physics,
encompassing all internal mixing processes, implying that all stars
should evolve with the same amount of convective and rotational
mixing regardless of initial mass, metallicity or evolutionary stage.
Furthermore, the grid of models chosen for fitting to observations
can be selected from a wide range of studies with various codes
each implementing physical processes differently, and with varied
levels of efficiency. For example, the BONN models by Brott et al.
(2011) are calibrated with a 16M� model, finding a MS-width
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Figure 2. Hertzsprung-Russell diagram of theoretical models calculated for
a range of initial masses (8-60M�). Evolutionary tracks are shown in grey,
with isochrones displayed in steps of 0.5 Myr from ZAMS until 10Myr with
green dashed lines.

corresponding to an 𝛼ov = 0.335 with a range of rotation rates (0-
540 km s−1) applied for their grid in the mass range of 5-60M� .
On the other hand, the GENEC models by Ekström et al. (2012) fix
the amount of internal mixing based on a 1.7M� model concluding
that the MS-width for stars above 1.7M� is reproduced by an 𝛼ov=
0.1, with rotation rates set to 40% critical rotation, which will vary
with initial mass. These 2 sets of model grids have been widely-
used in comparisons with observations to derive the current age and
evolutionary status of O and B stars. Yet depending on which grid
of models is selected, the MS-width invoked and the corresponding
age estimated for each star will be different.

Recent work by Claret & Torres (2016); Scott et al. (2021);
Jermyn et al. (2022); Anders et al. (2022) demonstrates that stars
with different initial masses and different evolutionary stages should
have different levels of interior mixing. Consequently, the method
of determining stellar age has become increasingly important as
we develop our knowledge of stellar structure and internal mixing
profiles via asteroseismology (Moravveji et al. 2015; Bowman et al.
2020; Aerts 2021) and detached eclipsing binaries. In this work, we
develop a more reliable method of predicting the age of individual
stars by initially fitting each observation to a theoretical model with
specific inputs for convective overshooting and rotational mixing
which are calibrated to the observed 𝑇eff , luminosity, and mass of
the star.

Figure 2 demonstrates a typical isochrone fitting based on a
grid of models for initial masses of 8-60M� with 𝛼ov= 0.1 and
rotation rates of 10% critical rotation, for ages up to 10 Myr from
ZAMS in steps of 0.5 Myr. At the highest mass range (∼ 40-60M�)
the systematic error in fitting an observation to 1 isochrone may be
on the order of 0.5-1 Myr, compared to the lower mass models (∼ 8-
20M�)where a small uncertainty in𝑇eff (∼ 0.01 dex) corresponds to
an error of up to 10Myr in isochrones. This factor of 10 difference is
partly due to the bending of the MS-band at higher masses towards
cooler 𝑇eff meaning the relative change in age with 𝑇eff is small.

MNRAS 000, 000–000 (2022)
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VFTS 𝑀spec (M�) 𝑀evol (M�) 𝑇eff (kK) log10 (𝐿/L�) 𝑣 sin 𝑖 ( km s−1) 𝑡iso (Myr) 𝑡iso+ (Myr) 𝑡ML (Myr)

151 139.0 53.0 37.65 5.87 118 2.750 2.875 2.841
518 22.6 47.8 44.85 5.67 112 1.500 1.500 1.917
306 18.0 28.8 31.50 5.36 90 5.250 5.750 5.643
546 10.4 19.4 31.60 4.94 94 6.250 7.750 7.668
035 16.3 16.2 32.55 4.37 346 0.375 0.500 0.478
109 9.7 11.0 24.35 4.25 352 15.25 17.87 14.81

Table 2. Stellar parameters of O supergiants selected from Ramírez-Agudelo et al. (2013) for a range of representative initial masses and ages, including
spectroscopic and evolutionary mass estimates. We provide estimates of stellar age with 2 methods, via calibrated evolutionary tracks in the M-L plane, and
isochronal ages with 𝛼ov = 0.1 (iso) and 0.5 (iso+).

Figure 3. Comparison of VFTS 306 (red star) with 𝑀evol = 28.8M� from
Ramírez-Agudelo et al. (2013) with evolutionary tracks of 30M� models
with 𝛼ov= 0.1 (solid) and 0.5 (dashed),Ω/Ωcrit = 10% (black/grey) and 40%
(blue). The horizontal red markers represent the observed log 𝑇eff = 4.498
of VFTS306 as it is reached for each model.

However, this reduced error at high masses is mainly an artefact due
to the significantly shorter (< 2 Myr) MS lifetimes of more massive
stars above ∼ 40M� .

Isochrones can also be fitted to evolutionary tracks in the M-L
plane for a given grid of models.We can exclude the uncertainties in
observed𝑇eff by presenting theoretical isochrones in the M-L plane.
Moreover, in Higgins & Vink (2019) the M-L plane was presented
as a theoretical tool which can disentangle the effects of internal
mixing and wind mass loss, suggesting that we can better compare
observations with dedicated models which include the appropriate
amount of internal mixing via overshooting and rotation.

Our method of reproducing the evolution of an observed mas-
sive star and subsequently estimating the current age of the object is
as follows. An initial mass is predicted based on the relative position
of the ZAMS point on the edge of the forbidden region, shown by

the dotted line at the edge of the red shaded region in Fig. 1, cou-
pled with the gradient of the vector set by the mass-loss rate at the
given Z, reaching the observation at a point along the linear vector.
A theoretical model is then calculated with this initial mass and
the standard mass-loss rate from the appropriate wind prescription,
which in the case of O-stars would be the Vink et al. (2001) rates.

The model set up also accounts for a default internal mixing
prescription which in the first instance includes minimal mixing
such as 𝛼ov= 0.1 andΩ/Ωcrit = 0.1, which will be modified to fit the
observation in the next stage. If the observational data, however, can
provide insights on the rotation rate from surface N abundances and
𝑣 sin 𝑖 then we can already account for this by altering the models
rotation rate to match that of the observation (accounting for spin
down).

With our default model set up, we now evolve the model until
the observed mass and luminosity are reached. At this point a com-
parison to the observed 𝑇eff is needed. If the model’s 𝑇eff is lower
than that of the observed 𝑇eff then the vector length can be extended
to reach the higher 𝑇eff with increased mixing, by rotation or core
overshooting. As mentioned, if the rotation rate has already been
correlated by the observed 𝑣 sin 𝑖 or surface abundances, then we
can assume that additional mixing by core overshooting is required.
We then employ a higher 𝛼ov of 0.3-0.5 to recalibrate the model in
order to reach the observed 𝑇eff at the same point that the observed
mass and luminosity are reached (see Fig. 3).

When the calibrated evolutionary model now reaches the ob-
served 𝑇eff , the model age corresponds to the current age of the
observation. This comparison of observed stellar parameters in the
M-L plane enables a more robust age estimation from our informed
theoretical model. The M-L plane offers insight into many physi-
cal processes acting on the evolution of a star, yet it also provides
information on the stage of evolution such as whether a star is on
the MS or beyond. While single isochrones estimate the age of a
star based on its position in the HRD, in this study we have devel-
oped a robust method of estimating the age of stars which excludes
standardisation of models. Since isochronal ages are calculated by
interpolating between a grid of models which employ a uniform set
of input parameters, large discrepancies in MS-length can lead to
systematic errors in determining the age of O and B supergiants.

TheM-L plane demonstrates that with constant internalmixing
(by rotation and convection), then the effective temperatures along
the M-L vector also represent isochrones, see Fig. 1. However, for 5
stars with different rotational and convective overshooting efficien-
cies, the same age may be reached at different points in the M-L
plane. As such, the HRD would look like an age spread, suggesting
that isochrones are incorrect as they rely fundamentally on all stars
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having the same internal mixing parameters. Since we know that
stars will have different mixing efficiencies like higher rotation rates
or larger core overshooting regions, it seems inaccurate to estimate
the age of stars based on a stellar model grid which employs a stan-
dardised mixing efficiency across all masses, evolutionary stages
and varied Z populations.

Figure 3 showcases our new method for VFTS 306 with an
evolutionary mass of 28.8M� alongside a range of model compar-
isons. This example highlights that depending on the standard set
up of each model grid, i.e. with initial rotation rates of 10 % or 40%
critical, orwith enhanced core overshooting comparedwithminimal
overshooting, that the age determined for a particular observation
can vary by ∼ 1 Myr. We determine the age of each observation
with the method as seen in Fig. 3, where the mass and luminosity
are simultaneously reproduced alongside the 𝑇eff . We compare the
horizontal markers (log 𝑇eff = 4.4-4.7) in each evolutionary track
with the current observed 𝑇eff and determine which set of inputs
is most representative of the current observables and estimate the
age from this model. For VFTS 306 (Fig. 3), the initial mass was
30M� with a rotation rate of Ω/Ωcrit = 0.1 and 𝛼ov = 0.5, with an
estimated current age of 5.6 Myr.

Our method of calibrating 5 stellar parameters (3 observed
quantities and 2 physical inputswhich are calibrated) in evolutionary
models via the M-L plane allows for accurate estimates the age of
stars when the observed luminosity, mass and effective temperature
are reached simultaneously, in line with our estimates of rotation
and overshooting. This may provide a more reliable method of
estimating the age of stars, even for a large sample.

Figure 1 illustrates an extension of theM-L plane fromHiggins
&Vink (2019) by estimating the age of an object where it’s observed
effective temperature is reached in the M-L plane and corresponds
to a calibrated evolutionary model, for a given rotation rate and 𝛼ov.
This is showcased by example temperature markers added along the
evolutionary model’s vector shown in Fig. 1 as log 𝑇eff = 4.4 and
4.3, to highlight that as the model evolves with time towards cooler
effective temperatures, we can compare the model 𝑇eff to that of the
observation.

3.1.1 O supergiant age estimates

The first step in determining an age constraint of observed stars with
the M-L plane method is to estimate the initial mass based on gradi-
ent and M-L relation on the ZAMS. Then we compare the relevant
observed 𝑣 sin 𝑖 with our rotating model grid such that fast rotators
(𝑣 sin 𝑖 > 200 km s−1) are compared with 40% critically rotating
models and slow rotators (𝑣 sin 𝑖 < 200 km s−1) are compared with
10% critically rotating models. Of course, in theory the model grid
can be refined to include more detailed sets of parameters which
explore the entire range of possible model parameters. The effec-
tive temperature of the calibrated model and observed 𝑇eff are then
compared. The stellar model is finally corrected for the appropri-
ate amount of internal mixing in order to better reproduce the 𝑇eff
in M-L space. This means that the observed mass, luminosity and
𝑇eff are reached simultaneously, where the now mixing-corrected
model reaches the 𝑇eff of the observed star, we can establish an age
constraint with a given uncertainty.

The M-L plane also provides a new method of determining
the age of a large sample of observations by comparing with a cal-
ibrated grid of evolutionary models. The effective temperatures of
our models can then be used to equal the observed effective tem-
perature of each data point. This point is then used to provide an
estimate of the age at that temperature range in the evolutionary
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Figure 4. Stellar age of 5 O supergiants selected from the VFTS sample
to represent a range of initial masses and current ages, calculated in the
M-L plane and compared with the ages inferred from isochrones with 2
assumptions for 𝛼ov= 0.1 (black solid) and 0.5 (red dashed).
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Figure 5. Stellar age as a function of 𝛼ov of 4 models with representative
initial masses of 12, 20, 40, and 60M� with 2 assumptions for 𝛼ov= 0.1
(green triangles) and 0.5 (blue circles). The red dashed line shows the
difference inMS-lifetimewhen implementing different values of 𝛼ov. Lower
initial mass models have the longest MS length
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Figure 6. Comparison of VFTS 109 (blue triangle) with 𝑀evol = 11.0M�
from Ramírez-Agudelo et al. (2013) with evolutionary tracks of 8-20M�
with 𝛼ov= 0.1 and Ω/Ωcrit = 10%. The coloured lines represent isochrones
for 0-30 Myr in steps of 0.5 Myr.

model. For a given observation the current mass, luminosity and
effective temperature can be reproduced by calibrating the com-
parative evolutionary model based on the 𝑣 sin 𝑖 and extra mixing
required via 𝛼ov.

In each case, the chosen grid of models can bemeasured along-
side the given data point until the observed mass and luminosity are
reached. At this point the observed 𝑇eff is compared with the evolu-
tionary track’s 𝑇eff to check if the data point’s mass and luminosity
is reached at the same point as the observed 𝑇eff . If the model’s cur-
rent 𝑇eff is lower than the observed 𝑇eff then the observation should
be compared with the grid of evolutionary tracks which accounts
for additional mixing by 𝛼ov= 0.5. Now, when the track reaches the
observed𝑇eff , we can estimate the age of this given data point, based
on its calibrated rotation rate and core overshooting 𝛼ov.

Table 2 demonstrates the range in age estimates from ourmodel
grid with 2 methods. For a set of 5 representative O supergiants
(selected for a range of initial masses and current ages) we calculate
the age with the standard isochrone method, but for 2 values of
𝛼ov = 0.1 and 0.5. This highlights that for stars in the mass range
20-30M� which have MS lifetimes of ∼ 5-10 Myr that systematic
uncertainties from default values of 𝛼ov may correspond to an error
of 10% of the 𝑡MS. On the other hand, estimating the age in the
M-L plane allows for direct calibration of rotation rates and 𝛼ov
based on stellar observables. In this case, the uncertainties depend
on analysis of individual stars and their model comparisons, such
as errors in 𝑀∗, 𝐿∗ or grid refinement.

We test the effectiveness of our new method in the M-L plane
alongside the isochronalmethod in Fig. 4.We compare the estimates
of age for each of the 5 O supergiants shown in Table 2. The
estimates from both methods are in good agreement, particularly
when including the model grid adopting core overshooting 𝛼ov
= 0.5 (𝑡iso+). However, isochronal ages underestimate the age of
lower mass objects, for example by 1.4 Myr for VFTS 546 (∼
20M�). In fact, for lowermass observations≤ 20M� the systematic
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Figure 7.Mass-Luminosity Plane showingVFTS 109with𝑀evol = 11.0M�
(green circle) and 𝑀spec = 9.7M� (blue triangle). Evolutionary tracks of
8-20M� are shown in grey with 𝛼ov= 0.1 and Ω/Ωcrit = 10%. The blue
coloured line represent the ZAMS.

uncertainties can be significant.We show in figure 5 that lower mass
stars with longer MS lifetimes will have larger uncertainties due to
𝛼ov than higher mass stars.While the relative uncertainty for𝑀init >
30M� is only 5-20%, these uncertainties can be as high as 20-25%
for 𝑀init < 30M� .

In this paper we first demonstrate the method in the M-L plane
with Fig.1. We then provide an example of calibrating each obser-
vation to a refined evolutionary model which reaches the observed
𝑇eff at the correct M-L location, i.e. for the observed M and L. We
provide a detailed comparison of our 4 model grids to 1 O super-
giant in the intermediate mass range ∼30M� in Fig.3. Our model
grids are designed to highlight extremely high and low rotation,
and high and low overshooting. Of course, in theory the model grid
can be refined to include more detailed sets of parameters which
explore the entire range of possible model parameters. Since the O
star range is likely represented largely by 0−40% critically rotating
models (Ramírez-Agudelo et al. 2013) and 𝛼ov=0.1−0.5, we adopt
this set up for our comparisons. Fig. 3 demonstrates that a given 𝑇eff
varies widely for each of the 4 models depending on which extreme
set of mixing parameters is selected. Moreover, the point at which
a 𝑇eff is reached in M-L space, varies depending on the selection
of Ω/Ωcrit and 𝛼ov, with constant initial mass and Z. We show that
the model which lies closest to the observed O supergiant (VFTS
306) best represents the mixing and mass loss of the observation.
The uncertainty in the star’s calibrated model age will depend on
the inherent 𝑇eff uncertainty from Ramírez-Agudelo et al. (2013)
(for example log 𝑇eff = 4.498 ± 0.015, we compare the Δ 𝑡 at log
𝑇eff = 4.514 giving an uncertainty of ∼ 0.1 Myr).

We compare the stellar ages calculated in theM-L plane along-
side isochronal ages for 5 O stars. While we find our method lies in
good agreement with the standard isochrone method, we find that
lower mass stars ∼ 20M� can have a large uncertainty due to sys-
tematic errors in theMS-width adopted for the entire mass grid. The
most massive objects are not affected by internal mixing values to
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the same degree, due to the reduced pressure scale height at higher
masses. We show the variation in isochronal age depending on the
selection of 𝛼ov = 0.1 and 0.5. For the case of VFTS 546 (𝑀∗ ∼
20M�) we find an uncertainty of 𝑡 ∼ 2 Myr for the isochronal age
estimates when implementing 𝛼ov = 0.1 or 0.5.

We provide an analysis of an O star (VFTS 109) with estimates
of the current age in a standard HRD using isochrones, in the M-L
plane with the same grid of models, and finally with a calibrated
model in the M-L plane. We find that when estimating the age of
VFTS 109 with standard ischrones from Fig. 6 in a HRD, there are
separate uncertainties related to the observed luminosity and 𝑇eff .
We calculate an age of 15.25 Myr with an error of 0.5 Myr due to
luminosity, and an error of 15 Myr due to 𝑇eff .

Finally, we calibrate the evolution of VFTS 109 in the M-L
plane by estimating the initial rotation rate to be 40%critical rotation
(with an observed 𝑣 sin 𝑖 of 352 km s−1), and core overshooting
𝛼ov = 0.1. This corrected-model now reaches the observed 𝑇eff
simultaneously in the M-L space with the observed 𝑀 and 𝐿 of
VFTS 109, at an age of 14.81 Myr. Comparatively, the error due
to the initial rotation rate is low (0.1 Myr), while the uncertainty
due to 𝛼ov is 3.1 Myr, with the corresponding model implementing
𝛼ov = 0.5, providing an age of 17.87 Myr. This exercise highlights
the key systematic and empirical uncertainties, where the largest
systematic uncertainties lie in the choice of 𝛼ov since this directly
extends the MS-lifetime, while the largest empirical uncertainties
are due to the estimated𝑇eff . In general, the crucial error is assuming
the same 𝛼ov for all stars inducing a significant uncertainty of . 3
Myr, in addition to the empirical errors. While spectral modelling
continues to improve, reducing uncertainties in stellar observables
such as 𝑇eff , we can already reduce the theoretical errors due to
model inputs by directly calibrating observations with appropriate
mixing efficiencies in theM-L plane. Figure 7 shows both𝑀evol and
𝑀spec for VFTS 109 in the M-L plane to highlight the discrepancy
in determining stellar mass from spectral modelling and evolution
models. The 𝑀spec presents VFTS 109 as a post-MS object with
large uncertainties (∼ 2M� , see also Sect. 3.2).

In this work, we provide an alternative method of ageing in-
dividual stars, with an approach which eliminates the largest sys-
tematic uncertainties by first allowing calibration of theoretical pro-
cesses such as core overshooting and rotational mixing, before fit-
ting models to observed stellar parameters. Yet our new method
does have a drawback in using stellar mass as a constraint on the
evolution, since it is not directly measurable from observations but
is inferred from log 𝑔 in radiative transfer models. This means that
stellar mass estimates carry uncertainties based on the method from
which it was calculated. Moreover, spectroscopic masses inferred
from spectral analysis can vary by up to a factor of 2 from evo-
lutionary masses calculated from evolution models (Herrero et al.
1992). So while these inconsistencies persist, the mass estimates
for stars will remain imprecise. The most robust method will rely
on accurate mass estimates from eclipsing binaries where Kepler’s
laws provide dynamical masses which are highly accurate and re-
liable (e.g. Burkholder et al. 1997; Weidner & Vink 2010; Mahy
et al. 2017), giving precise age estimates (see Sect. 3.3).

3.2 Mass discrepancy of O and B supergiants from the VFTS
sample

For the last few decades, atmosphere modelling of stellar spectra
has improved allowing more reliable spectroscopic masses, how-
ever with some systematic uncertainties remaining. Code compar-
isons highlight the remaining challenges in estimating spectroscopic
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Figure 8. Grid of evolutionary models compared in the M-L plane with
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masses at the upper mass range. With these inherent uncertainties
in spectral modelling, another method of calculating stellar masses
from observations proved a useful alternative. Evolutionary model
grids for varying masses allowed comparisons with observations to
predict the evolutionary mass of a star at a given age. While this
method incorporated many similar systematic uncertainties inher-
ent to theoretical models, it provided a comparison or alternative
to spectroscopic masses. Now, the misalignment of these 2 meth-
ods in estimating stellar masses of observational samples has led to
a widely known problem called the “Mass discrepancy problem”,
whereby predictions from evolution models compared to spectro-
scopic models can vary from a few solar masses to a factor of 2
difference, leading to a wide range of mass predictions. The most
concerning challenge of this discrepancy is the divergence at the
upper mass range, which becomes so uncertain that in cases util-
ising the evolutionary masses becomes futile. Uncertain mass-loss
rates and implementation of wind recipes further cause issues in
estimating the evolutionary mass of the most massive stars.

In a similar way, the stellar age of massive star observations
is calculated by interpolating between various stellar evolutionary
tracks, and estimating the age based on unconstrained input physics
which are incorporated into stellar models, varying the MS-length,
luminosity and many other factors. In this paper we aim to highlight
these uncertainties in estimating the spectroscopic and evolutionary
masses of massive stars, providing evidence through large samples.
Furthermore, we provide a useful tool in calibrating the evolutionary
path of a massive star for comparison to observations in order to
give a more robust estimate of stellar age, as previously outlined
in Sect. 3.1. While the M-L plane method carries uncertainties in
stellar mass from spectroscopic or evolutionary mass estimates, we
may use the M-L plane to decipher which method provides the most
likely accurate estimates.

We test the M-L plane method in this section for a wider sam-
ple of single O and B supergiants. Due to the nature of the initial
mass function (IMF), there are few homogeneous observational
samples of massive stars, many of which provide relatively uncer-
tain spectroscopic masses which are increasingly uncertain with
increased mass. Owing to their high luminosities, massive stars
tend to have upper limits on their spectroscopic masses. Moreover,
as stars evolve during their core-H burning stage, they increase in
luminosity. This characteristic is applicable in stars of all masses
up to approximately 60M� , above which stars may evolve as WNh
(H-burning WR-like stars) which are close to their Eddington limit,
making it even more challenging to estimate their mass based on
their luminosities (Crowther et al. 2010; Sabhahit et al. 2022).

Ramírez-Agudelo et al. (2013) provides spectroscopic anal-
ysis of the O supergiant sample of the VFTS, with evolutionary
masses calculated from comparisons with the BONN evolutionary
tracks (Brott et al. 2011) and interpolated with the BONNSAI tool
(Schneider et al. 2014). Grin et al. (2017) finds that the uncertainty
in spectroscopic masses of the O supergiant sample is significantly
larger than the evolutionarymasses and as such utilises the estimates
from evolutionary masses in their analysis. Figure 8 shows the error
in spectroscopic masses of the O supergiant sample since most of
the lower mass objects lie below the ‘forbidden’ region set by the
mass-luminosity relation. On the other hand, some O supergiants
lie beyond the MS suggesting their mass estimates are systemati-
cally too high. Moreover, Fig. 7 further showcases the uncertainty
in O supergiant spectroscopic masses, with VFTS 109 positioned
beyond the MS.

We then compare the evolutionary mass estimates for the O
and B supergiants in Fig. 9 finding that while implementing the
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Figure 10. Evolutionary tracks of rotating models (10% critical rotation)
with initial masses of 8-60M� , for 𝛼ov= 0.5 (grey solid lines) where the
TAMS location is highlighted by the dashed red line. Observations of O
supergiants (blue stars), and B supergiants (green triangles) from Ramírez-
Agudelo et al. (2013), and McEvoy et al. (2015) are shown for comparison.

evolutionary masses, the populations now occupy the same evo-
lutionary state, i.e. not in earlier and later evolutionary positions
as would be expected in a HRD. However, the B supergiant 𝑀evol
assume an evolutionary stage based on a standard model grid, i.e.
if the MS width (based on the selected 𝛼ov) does not enclose the
B supergiants then they are considered post-MS objects which will
have consequences for the inferred evolutionary masses (see Fig.9
and McEvoy et al. 2015). In McEvoy et al. (2015), the same Brott
et al. (2011) evolution tracks were used in estimating the evolu-
tionary masses of the B supergiants, however, in some cases the B
supergiants were considered pre-TAMS objects and in others, post-
TAMS objects. This assumption is based on the input physics of
the Brott et al. (2011) models, where 𝛼ov is assumed to be 0.335,
estimated from calibration of a 16M� model alongside the drop in
𝑣 sin 𝑖 with log g < 3.2. If a wider MS is adopted, as suggested by
Vink et al. (2010) and McEvoy et al. (2015) then many more of the
B supergiant sample are included in the pre-TAMS class than the
post-TAMS sample. In fact, from Fig. 10 with a small increase from
𝛼ov = 0.335 to 0.5, the number of post-TAMS objects drops to ∼6
from a sample of 34 B supergiants. This means that over 80% of B
supergiants could be H-burning objects, while other uncertainties
such as errors in log 𝑇eff are still unaccounted for. An underesti-
mate of 𝑇eff for the B supergiant sample would further steer the B
supergiant sample towards being H-burning objects.

Considering the timescales of core H- and He-burning, it may
be more likely that stars that lie close to the TAMS position are
still burning H since the last 1% of H-burning is approximately
100,000yrs which is comparable to the entire core He-burning
timescale. McEvoy et al. (2015) suggests a representative random
error of 1000K in 𝑇eff estimated for all B supergiants due to fitting
procedures but also highlights that there may be additional system-
atic uncertainties not accounted for. An uncertainty or underesti-
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Figure 11. Grid of evolutionary models compared in the M-L plane with
initial masses of 8-60M� for 𝛼ov = 0.1 are shown in grey solid lines, with
the ZAMS location highlighted by the solid blue line. Comparisons with
O supergiants adopting evolutionary masses (blue stars) and B supergiants
adopting spectroscopic masses (green triangles) are shown from Ramírez-
Agudelo et al. (2013) and McEvoy et al. (2015).

mate in log 𝑇eff ∼ 0.2dex would already account for the remaining
6 outliers of the post-TAMS B supergiants.

In Higgins & Vink (2019), we find that our test-bed required
extra internal mixing in order to reproduce observed luminosities by
enhanced core overshooting 𝛼ov = 0.5. If this conclusion is applied
to our LMC grid of models, we must consider B supergiants as
core H-burning MS objects. Vink et al. (2010) considers the effects
of bi-stability braking as a method of reproducing the sample of
slow-rotating B supergiants from the VLT-FLAMES sample Evans
et al. (2005), enabling them to be categorised as MS objects which
have not spun-down over their MS lifetime. Figure 10 demonstrates
that B supergiants may be included in MS evolution with 𝛼ov = 0.5.
Due to an unbiased data set from VFTS, we do not observe a gap
between O and B supergiants, suggesting B supergiants may in fact
prove to be H-burning objects which lie close to the TAMS.

The M-L plane has illustrated a discrepancy between the evo-
lutionary and spectroscopic masses of B supergiants from the VFTS
sample. When comparing the O supergiants and B supergiants in
the M-L plane implementing the evolutionary masses of the B su-
pergiant sample, they tend to populate the same spectral class as
the O supergiant region suggesting that they are not more evolved
than the O supergiant sample, as would be expected in a HRD. This
suggests an overestimate in the evolutionary mass predictions of
the B supergiant sample, or that considering B supergiants as post-
MS objects is incorrect. We find that when implementing a widened
MS, as previously suggested by Vink et al. (2010) andMcEvoy et al.
(2015), by including 𝛼ov = 0.5, that over 80% of the B supergiant
sample now lie within the MS and should be considered H-burning
objects.

Since B supergiants are expected to lie beyond O super-
giants, we compared B supergiants with spectroscopic masses from
McEvoy et al. (2015) rather than evolutionary masses finding that
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Figure 12. Evolutionary tracks of VFTS 642 with initial masses of 30M�
and 20M� , with initial rotation rates of Ω/Ωcrit = 0.1 and 𝛼ov= 0.1 in both
cases. Green solid lines represent the evolutionary tracks until the observed
effective temperature is reached, while grey dashed lines show the full MS
evolution. Blue triangles represent the observed stellar parameters of VFTS
642 taken from Mahy et al. (2020).

indeed the B supergiants now occupied a later evolutionary phase
in the M-L plane (see Fig. 11). This suggests that the discrepancy
between evolutionary and spectroscopic masses is consequential
for B supergiants and their evolutionary stage. In this study we find
a systematic overestimation of evolutionary masses and/or under-
estimation of luminosities of the B supergiant sample. Data from
spectral analysis by McEvoy et al. (2015) highlights that in most
cases the spectroscopic masses of B supergiants are lower than the
predicted evolutionary masses. This means in the M-L plane the
data lies to the right when using spectroscopic masses, suggest-
ing a more evolved stage than if the evolutionary masses had been
utilised, given their systematically higher mass estimates and lying
closer to the ZAMS in the M-L plane.

Finally, we compare the O supergiant evolutionarymasses with
the B supergiant spectroscopic masses in Fig. 11, finding that the
2 populations now lie adjacent to one another, as would be ex-
pected in a HRD. This suggests that while the uncertainties in the
O supergiant spectroscopic masses are large, the implications of B
supergiant evolutionary masses may be key for studying the MS-
width. For instance, inputs for internal mixing (𝛼ov) directly impact
the extension of the MS and the age inferred. The M-L plane allows
𝛼ov to be directly constrained to fit the observed 𝑀 , 𝐿, and 𝑇eff
giving a more robust age estimate. If a larger mixing efficiency is
selected this may directly extend the MS to enclose the B super-
giants. This means that their evolutionary masses should adopt a
H-burning evolutionary stage rather than a post-MS assumption.

We have compared the full sample of O and B supergiants in
order to better understand the inconsistencies in spectroscopic and
evolutionary masses of O and B supergiants, finding large errors in
the spectroscopic masses of the O supergiant sample. We also find
that evolutionary masses of B supergiants may not be appropriate
since their evolutionary status is unknown and could lead to large
discrepancies in the mass estimates. We therefore have used the
M-L plane to test the effectiveness of each method of calculating
stellar mass. Ultimately the key will be to use eclipsing binaries
with dynamical masses to calibrate the internal mixing for precise
ageing of stars.
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Figure 13. Evolutionary models for VFTS 500 with initial masses of 27M�
and 25M� for the primary and secondary respectively. Increased core over-
shooting is required of 𝛼ov= 0.5 and initial rotation ofΩ/Ωcrit = 0.4 for both
components is required. Green solid lines represent the evolutionary tracks
until the observed effective temperature is reached, while grey dashed lines
show the full MS evolution. Blue triangles represent the observed stellar
parameters of VFTS 500 adapted from Mahy et al. (2020).

3.3 Detached binary systems

We now provide examples of reliable M-L plane age constraints
from detached eclipsing binaries. They are the most accurate due to
their dynamical masses and since they have likely evolved from the
same age. We provide 2 systems, 1 which lies close to the TAMS,
and 1 which lies close to the ZAMS. These systems highlight that
different amounts ofmixing, via rotationalmixing and overshooting,
are required for different stars, possibly depending on their initial
mass range or evolutionary stage (i.e. at the beginning of H-burning
or near H-exhaustion). Moreover, after calibrating the M-L vector
length, we can then compare our model’s surface rotation rate after
spin down due to stellar winds with the observed 𝑣 sin 𝑖 as a confir-
mation of both the mass-loss rates and the initial rotation rate. Our
new method indicates that estimating the amount of internal mixing
is sensitive near the TAMS (𝛼ov andΩ/Ωcrit). However, we find that
since stars spend a fraction of their MS lifetime at the ZAMS, it is
difficult to constrain the amount of mixing close to the ZAMS as
the vector length has not been well established.

We have analysed the evolution of VFTS 642 with the M-L
plane, utilising dynamical masses, observed luminosities, and ef-
fective temperatures.We estimated the initial masses for the primary
and secondary to be 30M� and 20M� respectively. These initial
masses are evaluated based on the mass-luminosity relation which
sets the ZAMS mass coupled with a steep ¤𝑀 gradient in the M-L
plane, due to Z-dependent winds at low 𝑍 (50% Z�). Figure 12
illustrates the evolution of the components in both the M-L plane
and HRD. We find that since the components are very close to the
ZAMS, we required an initial rotation ofΩ/Ωcrit = 0.1 and 𝛼ov =0.1,
providing an estimated age of 2.3 Myr.

Similarly, we provide estimates of the evolution for the de-
tached binary VFTS 500, a detached eclipsing binary from the
TMBM sample (Mahy et al. 2020). We selected this system due
to its proximity to the TAMS. Figure 13 illustrates the evolution
of VFTS 500 with our mixing-corrected evolutionary tracks. We
find that the initial mass of the primary and secondary are 27M�
and 25M� respectively. We estimate the initial rotation rates to be
Ω/Ωcrit = 0.4, with both components also requiring extra mixing

via convective core overshooting equivalent to 𝛼ov= 0.5, providing
a current age of 6.4 Myr. Interestingly, we find that a larger ex-
tension by overshooting was necessary for reproducing VFTS 500
components compared with VFTS 642 components, suggesting that
larger samples of detached eclipsing binaries with a variety of near-
ZAMS and near-TAMS objects should be investigated. Currently,
results from asteroseismology predict a range of internal mixing ef-
ficiencies by overshooting, see for example Table 1. from Bowman
et al. (2020).

4 SUMMARY

We provide a summary of our results below:

• We present a new tool to calculate stellar age in the M-L plane,
tested in this work for single O stars, a large population of O and B
supergiants, and finally with detached eclipsing binaries.

• We show the inherent uncertainties in the isochrone-fitting
method, mainly in adopting a standardised grid of models. We pro-
vide estimates for the key systematic and empirical uncertainties,
confirming that the chosen 𝛼ov of the grid of models invokes sig-
nificant errors on the inferred stellar age.

• We demonstrate that spectroscopic masses and evolutionary
masses are in disagreement in the M-L plane. We use the M-L
plane to determine which method of determining stellar mass is
most appropriate.

• We find that the spectroscopic masses of the O supergiant
sample are incorrect. We similarly find that the evolutionary masses
of the B supergiant sample are inappropriate since their evolutionary
stage is unknown.

• We find that both components of VFTS 500 require high core
overshooting (𝛼ov = 0.5), in agreement with Higgins&Vink (2019).
As such, we explore an extended MS-width by including 𝛼ov =

0.5, finding that most B supergiants are enclosed in the MS band,
suggesting they could be core H-burning objects.

• We reproduce the evolution of 2 detached eclipsing binaries,
since these accurate dynamical mass measurements can provide
precise age determinations in the M-L plane, while also providing
robust internal mixing constraints.

• We find that the M-L plane method of calculating stellar age
as a function of internal mixing is most accurate near TAMS.

In this work, we provide a new method of calculating the age
of stars in the ’Mass-Luminosity’ plane, as a function of observed
luminosities, dynamical masses, and effective temperatures. We
have utilised the M-L plane tool from Higgins & Vink (2019) to
now determine the age of stars, from amixing-corrected model. The
longstanding method of fitting isochrones of evolutionary model
grids to observations can provide stellar age estimates, though with
large systematic uncertainties. These errors are mainly due to the
standardisation of stellar evolution grids which invoke a default
mixing efficiency which has usually been calibrated for 1 mass, in
most cases for low masses (1.5-20M�). We provide comparisons
of our updated ageing method to the previous isochrone method,
finding errors of up to 3.5 Myr or 25% of the MS lifetime. The
consequences of such systematic uncertainties are far reaching, and
in addition to empirical uncertainties, should be avoided by proper
calibration of input physics in theoretical model grids. Particularly
with the advancement of asteroseismology in massive star studies,
wemay begin to improve our model assumptions to better reflect the
interior structure and evolution of stars as they would be in Nature,
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since we expect that stars will have different amounts of interior
mixing based on their mass, age, metallicity and evolutionary stage.

We demonstrate our new ageing method in the M-L plane
for O supergiants VFTS 109 and VFTS 306, with comparisons
to isochronal ages, calculated for 2 assumptions of 𝛼ov (0.1 and
0.5), which naturally shorten or extend the MS lifetime. We provide
detailed empirical and systematic errors on the stellar age from the
analysis of VFTS 109, where the M-L plane age is 14.81 Myr, and
the largest error is due to 𝛼ov giving an error of 3.1 Myr. The full
method of correcting the internal mixing of each theoretical model
to an observation in M-L space, where the observed luminosity and
effective temperature are reached simultaneously with the mass, is
provided for VFTS 306 where 4 extrememodel tracks are compared
for a range of 𝛼ov and rotation rates. We find an age of 5.64 Myr for
VFTS 306 which is in reasonable agreement with the isochronal age
estimates. This agreement is a result of having longer MS lifetimes
for lower mass stars (< 30M�) leading to lower absolute errors
(0.1-0.5 Myr) in stellar age, though still on the order of 10% of the
MS lifetime.

TheM-L plane has been showcased in providing new estimates
of stellar age, though thismethod inherits a drawback of using stellar
masses to constrain evolutionary models to observed data, since the
mass is not directly measured but inferred from spectral analysis or
from comparisons to evolutionary models. The discrepancy noticed
when comparing spectroscopic masses and evolutionary masses has
led to a discord between theory and observations. We use the M-L
plane to determine which method of estimating stellar mass may be
more accurate and how we can infer which mass estimate is more
reliable.

We compare the VFTS observations of O and B supergiants
in the M-L plane, finding that the spectroscopic masses of the O
supergiant sample from Ramírez-Agudelo et al. (2013) lie in the
forbidden region of the M-L plane, below the ZAMS determined by
the mass-luminosity relation, suggesting that the O supergiant spec-
troscopic masses are incorrect. We then compare the evolutionary
masses of the O and B supergiant sample finding that the samples
now overlay as 1 population. While investigating the position of the
O and B stars in the M-L plane, we discovered a lack of distinction
between the spectral types, as a result of employing evolutionary
masses taken from McEvoy et al. (2015). We expect that this error
is due to invoking an evolutionary status on B supergiants which
largely have unknown evolutionary stages (core H-burning or core
He-burning). Finally, when comparing with spectroscopic masses
of the B supergiant sample and the evolutionary masses of the O
supergiant sample in theM-L plane, we found that the B supergiants
now lie beyond the O star range, as would be expected in a HRD,
suggesting that most B supergiants may still be H-burning objects.
In fact, when comparing the O and B supergiant samples in a stan-
dard HRD, implementing 𝛼ov= 0.5 which extends the MS-width,
we find that over 80% of the B supergiant sample are now enclosed
(except for 6 stars) in the MS-width. From Higgins & Vink (2019),
we find this value of 𝛼ov to be appropriate in the 30-40M� range
in order to reproduce the evolution of the detached eclipsing binary
HD166734. So while it remains unclear which 𝛼ov is appropriate
in various mass ranges, there is a possibility that B supergiants are
still core H-burning objects.

In order to precisely measure the stellar mass and avoid the
discrepancy outlined above, we rely on dynamical masses from de-
tached eclipsing binaries. Such accuratemassesmay provide precise
age estimates in the M-L plane, where the internal mixing efficien-
cies can also be constrained for similarmass ranges and evolutionary
stages (Southworth & Bowman 2022). We therefore reproduce the

evolution of 2 detached systems from the TMBMsample, VFTS 642
and VFTS 500. We select these binary systems to provide a range
of current masses, and to probe the effectiveness of our method at
near-ZAMS and near-TAMS locations. Having dynamical masses
from Mahy et al. (2020), we can utilise these binary systems as in
Higgins & Vink (2019) to test stellar evolution now in the LMC.
We find that in order to reproduce the mass and luminosities of
VFTS 642 at the vector length of the observed temperatures, 𝛼ov
= 0.1 is required, having initially constrained the rotation rates to
Ω/Ωcrit = 0.1, giving an age of 2.3Myr with initial masses of 30M�
and 20M� for the primary and secondary component respectively.
Similarly, we reproduce the evolution of VFTS 500 finding initial
masses of 27M� and 25M� for the primary and secondary, and
a current age of 6.4 Myr. We estimate initial rotation rates of 40%
critical rotation for the primary and secondary, with both compo-
nents requiring 𝛼ov = 0.5. Interestingly, we find that our M-L plane
method is most useful near the TAMS since the vector length can be
probed more accurately as a function of theMS lifetime and interior
mixing, whereas close to the ZAMS the full vector length is not yet
realised and is more challenging for determining the precise mixing
efficiencies.

In summary, we providemultiple test-cases for our newmethod
of determining the age of individual stars, with mixing-corrected
models. For future observations of massive stars with ULLYSES,
XShooter and WEAVE, accurate mass and age determinations will
be important, particularly in resolving the mass discrepancy prob-
lem and the B supergiant problem. We know that assuming a con-
stant internalmixing efficiency for allmasseswill impose systematic
uncertainties on the age of stars, particularly lower mass stars (<
30M�) which are significantly more numerous, therefore we must
attempt a better fit of our theoretical models.
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