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ABSTRACT

We offer a new way to look at the Large Magellanic Cloud through stellar mono-abundance and

mono-age-mono-abundance maps. These maps are based on ≳ 500 000 member stars with photo-

spectroscopic [M/H] and age estimates from Gaia DR3 data, and they are the first area-complete,

metallicity- and age-differentiated stellar maps of any disk galaxy. Azimuthally averaged, these maps

reveal a surprisingly simple picture of the Milky Way’s largest satellite galaxy. For any [M/H] below

-0.1 dex, the LMC’s radial profile is well described by a simple exponential, but with a scale length

that steadily shrinks towards higher metallicities, from nearly 2.3 kpc at [M/H]= −1.8 to only 0.75 kpc

at [M/H]= −0.25. The prominence of the bar decreases dramatically with [M/H], making it barely

discernible at [M/H]≲ −1.5. Yet, even for metal-rich populations, the bar has little impact on the

azimuthally averaged profile of the mono-abundance components. Including ages, we find that the

scale length is a greater function of age than of metallicity, with younger populations far more centrally

concentrated. At old ages, the scale length decreases with increasing metallicity; at young ages, the

scale-length is independent of metallicity. These findings provide quantitative support for a scenario

where the LMC built its stellar structure effectively outside in.

Keywords: LMC

1. INTRODUCTION

The Large Magellanic Cloud (hereafter LMC) is the

largest satellite galaxy of the Milky Way (e.g. Shattow

& Loeb 2009), presumably on its first infall towards the
Milky Way (Besla et al. 2007, 2012). The LMC has a

stellar mass of 2×109M⊙ (van der Marel et al. 2002) and

total mass of 2.5× 1011M⊙ (Peñarrubia et al. 2016). It

has a disk, spiral arms and a prominent central bar (e.g.

Subramanian & Subramaniam 2013). Its distance from

us is about 50 kpc (Pietrzyński et al. 2019; van der Marel

& Cioni 2001; de Grijs et al. 2014), and it has experi-

enced close tidal interactions with the Small Magellanic

Cloud (hereafter SMC, Besla et al. 2016) with which it

shares a very similar star-formation history (Harris &

Zaritsky 2009).

Although not as massive as M31 or M33, the LMC is

15 times closer than these galaxies (van der Marel et al.

2012), making it a unique target to study an entire size-

able galaxy star-by-star, mapping and understanding its

structure and kinematics as a function of the stars’ ages

and metallicities.

Until recently, only small samples of spectroscopic

measurements were available for the LMC (e.g. Cole

et al. 2005a; Pompéia et al. 2008; Lapenna et al. 2012;

Van der Swaelmen et al. 2013; Song et al. 2017) with,

at the time of this analysis, the largest sample com-

prising ∼5000 RGB stars from SDSS-IV (APOGEE) in

both the LMC and SMC (Nidever et al. 2020). These

have been used by Skowron et al. (2021) and Povick

et al. (2023a) to map the metallicity gradients in the

LMC. An extended version of the SDSS-IV sample is

currently being analyzed for more in-depth studies of the

age-metallicity structure (Povick et al. 2023a). The on-

going LMC program of SDSS-V (Kollmeier et al. 2017)

and the planned 1001MC program of the 4MOST sur-

vey (Cioni et al. 2019) will provide ground-based spec-

tra and abundances for hundreds of thousands of stars

in the LMC. Furthermore, in the next Gaia data release

(DR4), RVS spectra should reach fainter and may also

cover hundreds of thousands of LMC member stars.

As an alternative to spectroscopy, photometry can

be used to constrain metallicities for extensive samples
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of stars by matching their colors and luminosities with

isochrones (e.g. Nidever et al. 2017), especially if near-

infrared is used (e.g. Piatti & Geisler 2012; Choudhury

et al. 2015; Choudhury et al. 2021; Grady et al. 2021).

However, with purely photometric approaches, there will

inevitably be a substantive covariance between ages and

metallicities, at least for giant stars.

However, already now there is a vast sample of stars

(>500,000) available that covers the entire face of the

LMC with spectroscopic stellar parameters and metallic-

ities: Gaia’s low-resolution XP spectra (Carrasco et al.

2021; De Angeli et al. 2022; Gaia Collaboration et al.

2022). Despite their modest spectral resolution (be-

tween 20 and 50) these XP provide robust and precise

stellar metallicity estimates for millions of cool giant

stars across the sky (Rix et al. 2022a; Andrae et al.

2023; Zhang et al. 2023; Yao et al. 2023). As of now,

stellar XP spectra have been published only for sources

brighter than G < 17.65, which leads to a luminosity

limit of MG ≲ −0.85) at the LMC’s distance. Once we

know the metallicites and effective temperatures, Teff of

luminous cool stars from spectroscopy, their ages can be

constrained well if precise distances and photometry are

also available, as is the case for the LMC (e.g. Povick

et al. 2023b).

Studying the structure of different mono-abundance

and mono-age stellar populations has proven a powerful

tool for understanding the formation and evolution his-

tory of the Milky Way (e.g. Bovy et al. 2012; Rix & Bovy

2013; Frankel et al. 2019, 2020). Here, we present a first

study of the stellar structure of the LMC, looking only

at stars of only a given metallicity or age. These stel-

lar labels serve as (largely) immutable birth tags that

separate different evolutionary sub-populations. This

approach preserves more information than considering

only the mean metallicity at each radius, i.e. the metal-

licity gradient, as done with a similar sample in comple-

mentary work by Massana et al. (2024).

We focus on the the azimuthally averaged mono-

abundance and mono-age structure of the LMC, al-

though the LMC is manifestly not axisymmetric at

present. It has a central bar that is off-center and a

single arm spiral (de Vaucouleurs 1955; de Vaucouleurs

& Freeman 1972; Zaritsky 2004), it is lopsided and its

geometric and kinematic centers do not coincide (e.g.,

van der Marel 2001; Cole et al. 2005b), it is warped

(Choi et al. 2018). Many of these asymmetries may be

attributable to the recent interaction with the SMC.

To do this in practice, we draw on the [M/H] estimates

that Andrae et al. (2023) derived from XP spectra and

CatWISE photometry (Marocco et al. 2021). And, we

draw on the stellar ages, τ∗, for these stars, derived by

Povick et al (in prep.). In Sect. 2, we recap these [M/H]

and τ∗ estimates, define our selection of LMC members

and validate the [M/H] estimates against spectroscopic

values specifically from the LMC. In Sect. 3 we inspect

the global properties of the [M/H] distribution in the

LMC before we model the metallicity-dependent struc-

ture in more detail in Sect. 4. In Sect. 5, we include the

age dimension and model the age-metallicity-dependent

structure of the LMC. We discuss our findings in Sect. 6.

2. DATA AND SELECTION

2.1. [M/H] estimates for the LMC

Andrae et al. (2023) have published an extensive cat-

alog which also covers the LMC. In slight variation of

this work, we devise a new set of [M/H] estimates with

two adaptations: uncertainty estimates and accounting

in the analysis for the known LMC distance.

The uncertainty estimation is done by drawing Monte-

Carlo samples from the Gaussian measurement errors of

the XP coefficients and the Gaia and CatWISE pho-

tometry. For each source, 100 Monte-Carlo samples are

drawn and processed through the exact same XGBoost

models trained in Andrae et al. (2023). This results in

100 Monte-Carlo estimates of [M/H] (and Teff and log g).

These are then summarised by a mean value and a stan-

dard deviation, thus providing an uncertainty estimate.

While Andrae et al. (2023) designed the XGBoost in-

put features to depend linearly on parallax in order to

minimise the impact of parallax noise, the parallaxes of

LMC member stars have very low signal-to-noise ratios

in Gaia DR3. This will inevitably confuse the XGBoost

estimation. In order to overcome this limitation, we

adopt the known LMC distance taking into account the

orientation and inclination of the LMC disk as defined

in Povick et al. (2023c). We then replace the parallax by

the inverse distance in the input features and again use

the same XGBoost models as trained in Andrae et al.

(2023). We find that replacing the noisy parallax by

the inverse LMC distance reduces the [M/H] uncertain-

ties by ∼15%. The remaining [M/H] uncertainties origi-

nate from the Gaia and CatWISE photometry as well as

the XP spectra. We provide an extensive validation of

these [M/H]XP estimates against extant (mostly high-

resolution) spectroscopy in Appendix A.

2.1.1. [M/H]XP Completeness

Understanding the selection function of LMC stars

that end up having [M/H]XP values is critical for our

subsequent structure analysis. To have a valid [M/H]XP

mainly requires a star a) to be brighter than G= 17.65

(or else no XP information is published), b) not to be

affected by source crowding in the Gaia data (as the
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Figure 1. Probability to have [M/H] estimates from XG-
Boost for a star with apparent magnitude G < 17.65 in the
LMC footprint. This completeness map is derived in Ap-
pendix B and following Eq. B12, it is the product of the four
separate maps shown in Fig. 9.

XP spectra are slitless spectra that overlap more eas-

ily among sources than the undispersed images), and

c) have valid CATWISE photometry (where crowding is

more severe due to the large PSF of the WISE satellite).

We approach this problem by presuming that the se-

lection function, p(has [M/H] |G > 17.65mag), can be

described as the product of four terms: whether stars

G < 17.65 mag are in the Gaia catalog at all; if so,

whether they have published XP spectra; if so, whether

they have CATWISE W1/2 values; and finally, if so,

whether they have an [M/H]XP entry. This must be

mapped as a function of sky position, as the complete-

ness will – in detail – depend both on the source crowd-

ing and the Gaia scanning law. This is laid out in Ap-

pendix B with its Figure 9.

The resulting overall completeness map,

p
(

has [M/H] | α, δ, G < 17.65
)
, for stars brighter

than G < 17.65 in the LMC footprint is shown in Fig. 1.

The Figure shows that the selection function is near

unity in most regions across the LMC patch, but drops

considerably in the central bar region, which is the

densest in sources.

2.1.2. Subsample selection for robust and precise stellar
parameters

For two reasons the robustness and precision of these

[M/H]XP values depend not only on the signal to noise

of the XP spectra, but also on the stars’ position in the

Teff (or color) – luminosity plane. First, there is the as-

trophysical reason that metallicity estimates from low-

resolution spectra rely on deep and broad absorption

features such as the CaII ( 4000Å) or the Mgb feature

at 5100Å, which are only prominent in cool stars, say

Teff < 5000 K. Second, the [M/H]XP estimates are data-

driven and rely on dense and accurate coverage in the

Figure 2. Colour-vs-apparent-magnitude diagram of LMC
member stars colour-coded by mean [M/H]. Contours indi-
cate number density, spaced by factors of 2.

training set. Both at hot temperatures, and at very cool

temperatures Teff ≲ 3500 K our training set is not opti-

mal in this respect. Therefore, we proceed with only a

subsample in the following analysis, with quality cuts de-

signed to assure robust and precise [M/H]XP s. Guided

by the analysis in (Rix et al. 2022b), we adopt the fol-

lowing colour-magnitude (Eq. 1) and quality (Eq. 2) cuts

that afford a wide range of metallicities and a wide range

of ages (7.5 < logτ∗ < 10.1):

GBP −GRP > 0.8,

1.5 < G−W1 < 4.2 ,
(1)

and

3450K < Teff < 4800K,

RUWE < 1.5.
(2)

The resulting sample is shown in Figure 2. In ab-

solute magnitude that sample is simply limited by the

Gaia-based cut G < 17.65 required for the DR3 publica-

tion of publication XP spectra. This Figure illustrates

that at 50kpc distance, the red clump is already too

faint to have public XP spectra for the LMC; we are

only left with the upper giant branch. However, these

quality cuts include stars also the red side of the “blue

loop” that young massive stars undergo in their evolu-

tion: this provides metallicities also for very young stars

(log10(τ∗/yr) < 8).

For the full analysis, we presume that this sub-

sample selection, Ssub(Teff , colors) can simply be mul-

tiplied with the samples basic selection function

p
(
has [M/H] | α, δ, G < 17.65

)
.
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Figure 3. Metallicity maps of the LMC. Panel (a) shows the global map of the mean metallicity (color coded), with total
number density contours that are spaced by factors of two. Panels (b)-(f) show the completeness-corrected maps of various
mono-abundance populations with [M/H] ranging from −2 to 0. All panels mask noise-dominated pixels that contain fewer
than 5 stars.

2.2. Kinematic and Spatial Selection of LMC members

We now want to use additional information to assign

to each star in the LMC vicinity a membership prob-

ability. This is detailed in Frankel+24 (in prep.) and

summarized briefly here. We construct empirical prob-

ability memberships by comparing the distributions of

(BP− RP, G,ϖ, α, δ, µ⃗) in two patches of the sky: one

containing the LMC, one in a direction symmetric to

the LMC, but flipped about the Milky Way midplane.

We then model the LMC patch distribution as a sum of

a pure LMC distribution and a foreground (FG), where

the foreground model, pFG(BP− RP, G,ϖ, α, δ, µ⃗) ≡
psym(BP− RP)·psym(G)·psym(ϖ)·pflat(α, δ, µ⃗) is based
on the colour, magnitude and parallax distribution in

the symmetric patch (psym), and is uniform in sky po-

sition and proper motion (pflat). From these two distri-

butions, we can then work out the membership proba-

bilities for the LMC. We retain stars with ≳ 50% mem-

bership probability. We have tested that these member-

ship probabilities yield results consistent with Jiménez-

Arranz et al. (2023). The overall [M/H] selection func-

tion, the [M/H] quality cuts and the LMC membership

leave a sample of 533,584 stars.

2.3. Stellar Ages for the Sample

For part of the analysis below we also want to have ob-

servational constraints on the stellar ages, τ∗. For stars

with spectroscopic parameters, photometry, and good

distances this can be done by isochrone fitting. For the

LMC this has been shown by Povick et al. (2023b), draw-

ing on SDSS-IV data. We have carried out an analysis

for LMC stars with parameters from XP spectra (Povick

et al, in prep.) that conceptually follows this analysis

quite closely, with only some implementation differences

that speed up the modeling. We only summarize the

salient features of the stellar age modeling. Any such

modeling must be based on a set of isochrones, where

we have adopted the PARSEC isochrones here (Bres-

san et al. 2012; Marigo et al. 2017). These predict a

set of photometric (absolute) magnitudes and spectro-

scopic parameters. For each star, one then finds the

best parameters, i.e. the age τ∗, metallicity [M/H] and

(initial) stellar mass, Mini that best predict the data,

i.e. the photometry (here the absolute magnitudes in

B,G,R, J,H,K) and the spectroscopic parameters Teff

and [M/H]XP . The best parameters are identified by

minimizing the chi squared χ2 − 2 log(piso) across a fine

set of pre-computed isochrone points, where piso denotes

the probability of any (τ∗, [M/H],Mini) isochrone point

which arises from the initial mass function p(Mini) and

the rate at which the observables
−→
obs change with Mini,

d
−→
obs/dMini. The tests in Povick et al, (in prep.) imply

a typical age precision of ∆logτ∗ ∼ 0.15 dex.
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Figure 4. Normalized surface density profiles of mono-[M/H] populations. Left: profiles constructed by basic source count
of the data. Right: profiles constructed by the source count reweighted with the selection function’s inverse (histogram), and
best-fit exponential profiles found by maximizing Eq. 7 (lines). The lines are color-coded according to their metallicity, from
-0.1 dex (red) to -1.9 dex (blue).

3. MAPS OF MONO-ABUNDANCE POPULATIONS

We start by illustrating metallicity maps of the LMC

in Fig. 3. First, Fig. 3a shows the average metallicity as

a function of position on the sky. The central bar clearly

stands out as being more metal-rich on average than the

rest of the LMC. In the LMC disk, the metallicity con-

tinuously drops outwards. The other panels provide a

more detailed picture of the spatial distribution of mono-

[M/H] populations: Fig. 3b and c show that there is no

bar for [M/H] < −1, while there already is evidence for

a disk at −2 < [M/H] < −1.5. Instead, Fig. 3d shows

first evidence of the bar only at [M/H] > −1. We also

note that weak evidence for spiral arms is visible already

at −1.5 < [M/H] < −1 (Fig. 3c) before the bar appears,

but fades away at −0.5 < [M/H] < 0 (Fig. 3e) while

the central bar persists. Finally, we note that Fig. 3b-
e have been corrected for completeness by dividing the

raw number counts of stars by the completeness shown

in Fig. 1.

4. SPATIAL STRUCTURE MODELING OF

MONO-[M/H] POPULATIONS

We now turn to modelling the radial distribution of

mono-[M/H] populations. We model the surface den-

sity profile as an exponential profile with a scale-length

Rd, and quantify the scale-length of each mono-[M/H]

population.

Figure 4 shows the normalized surface density profiles

of mono [M/H] populations. The profiles look roughly

exponential, although the metal-rich profiles seem over-

dense in the central region (bar). The metal-poor pop-

ulations are spatially extended, whereas the metal-rich

Figure 5. Best fit scale-length as a function of metallicity.
The blue shade represents the 1-sigma region around the
mean found from bootstrapping the data, and the solid line
represents the mean scale-length. The scale-length changes
by a factor 3 between the metal-poor and the metal-rich
populations.

populations are confined to the inner galaxy. To ex-

tract the scale-lengths of these populations, we model

the surface density profile as

Σ(R) = Σ0 exp(−R/Rd). (3)

In the rest of this work, we focus on extracting the

scale-length Rd, and treat the normalization Σ0 (of

mono-abundance populations and later mono-age mono-

abundance populations) as a nuisance parameter be-

cause fitting it would require to get the normalization of

the underlying stellar populations and require isochrone

modelling, which is outside the scope of this work. The



6 Frankel et al.

spatial distribution of the stars in the dataset does not

represent that of the underlying population because of

selection effects. Namely, in crowded regions, fewer stars

made it to the value-added catalog. Therefore, the stars

in the sample have a radial distribution that depends

both on the underlying density and on a selection prob-

ability S(α, δ),

p(x, y) = C−1(Rd)
1

R2
d

exp(−R/Rd)S(x, y), (4)

with the normalization constant

C(Rd) =

∫∫
1

R2
d

exp(−R/Rd)S(x, y)dxdy (5)

where in practice, we have evaluated S as a function

of sky position S(α(x, y), δ(x, y)) and the galactocentric

radius is a function of Cartesian coordinates, R(x, y) =√
x2 + y2. Assuming the measurements of the positions

are independent, we can build a likelihood function for

Rd as the joint distribution of the dataset (i.e. the prod-

uct of individual probabilities of Eq. 4) given the model

parameters. The log-likelihood is

lnL({xi, yi};Rd) =

N⋆∑
i=1

[
− ln(R2

d)−
Ri

Rd

+ ln(S(xi, yi))− ln(C)

]
.

(6)

We aim to search for the value R̂d of the scale-

length parameter Rd that maximizes the joint prob-

ability of the dataset under that model R̂d =

argmax
Rd

lnL({xi, yi};Rd), i.e. the Rd that maximizes

Eq. 6. The log-likelihood maximizes with respect to Rd

if the following quantity is maximized (dropping con-

stants)

ln L̃({xi, yi};Rd) = −2 ln(Rd)− ln(C)− ⟨R⟩
Rd

, (7)

where ⟨R⟩ = 1
N

∑
i Ri, and we remind the reader that

C = C(Rd), i.e. it is not a constant to drop out of the

likelihood. The selection function, S(α, δ), is derived in

Appendix B and shown in Fig. 1.

In principle, the selection function depends on color

too, but we decide to simplify it by modeling it only

in the 2D spatial position. The two main reasons for

this choice are that, first, some stars (about 0.6%)

have no BP or RP photometry in the Gaia catalog,

such that we cannot infer completeness via ratio-ing

(see appendix) and, second, the gaiaunlimited pack-

age (Cantat-Gaudin et al. 2023) at the time of analysis

only supports a dependence on apparent G magnitude

but not on any colour. Therefore, we have no practical

means for introducing a colour dependence.

The previous eyeballing Fig. 4 helps us to know that

Rd should be in the range of [0.5, 3.0] kpc. So, we pre-

calculate Eq. 5 on a grid of Rd values in that range

and interpolate to fit the likelihood function (this is

not strictly necessary, but it accelerates the calculations

that follow). Since the likelihood function is only one-

dimensional, finding the maximum can be done directly.

We brute-force evaluate the log-likelihood on a grid of

Rd and find the maximum value on the grid. We do

this in metallicity bins and bootstrap the samples 100

times to obtain uncertainties in the best-fit estimates,

presented in Fig. 5. When taking the full populations

to estimate a global scale-length, we find Rd = 1.5 kpc.

5. SPATIAL STRUCTURE MODELING OF

MONO-AGE MONO-[M/H] POPULATIONS

We repeat the analysis above, with an additional

dimension provided by the stellar ages derived from

isochrone fitting by Povick et al. (in prep), in order

to address the question: at present, where are stars that

presumably formed at the same time, and from similarly-

enriched gas (so most likely at similar locations)?

We assume that the spatial selection function is valid

in age and metallicity bins, i.e. the sample’s complete-

ness is the same function of color and magnitude (i.e.

indirectly age and metallicity) as a function of position,

so that all stellar populations have the same spatial de-

pendence, up to a normalization factor. Then, we can

maximize Eq. 7 as before. The scale-lengths are de-

picted in Fig. 6, and the near-exponential radial pro-

files of mono-age mono-[M/H] populations are shown in

Fig. 7 along their best-fit exponential profiles.

We find that for ages of 1 Gyr and greater, the scale-

length decreases with metallicity from 2 kpc at [M/H]∼-

2 dex to 1 kpc at [M/H]∼-0.3 dex. For younger popula-

tions, the scale-length is independent of metallicity.

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Using the XGBoost models from Andrae et al.

(2023), we have derived empirical [M/H] estimates and

isochrone ages for 533,584 giant stars that are likely

members of the LMC. Based on these metallicities and

then the ages, we investigate the radial density structure

of the LMC in mono-abundance ([M/H]) and mono-age

(logτ∗) stellar populations.

We find that the radial structure of the LMC is sim-

ple: the radial mean surface density profiles for basi-

cally all mono-abundance stellar populations is well de-

scribed by a single exponential. The scale-lengths vary

strongly, but smoothly and systematically with [M/H],
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Figure 6. From left to right: number of stars in the data set in age-metallicity bins and best fit LMC scale-length for mono-age
mono-metallicity populations, R̂d(τ⋆, [M/H]). This plot shows the age- and metallicity- gradients in the LMC, reflecting an
outside-in formation scenario with the younger and metal-richer stars more centrally concentrated. Young stars do not seem to
exhibit any strong metallicity gradient, whereas older stars do. We only display best-fit scale-lengths for age-metallicity bins
having 100 stars or more.

in the sense that the most metal-poor populations are

most extended, and the most metal-rich populations are

far more centrally concentrated (see Fig. 4 and 7), with

a three times shorter scale-length (see Fig. 5).

When considering stellar populations that are both

mono-age and mono-metallicity, the LMC’s azimuthally

averaged radial profile still close to exponential. At

given age, the exponential scale-lengths decrease with

increase metallicity, but only at ages > 1 Gyr; the con-

stant with metallicity in younger populations.

The age- and abundance-dependent radial structure

of the stars, Rd([M/H], logτ) has not been determined

before. However, the implied metallicity and age gradi-

ents are consistent with prior literature, that finds that

young stellar populations, young star clusters (< 1 Gyr

Palma et al. 2015), and the HII regions in the gas present

no noticeable metallicity or abundance gradient (Konti-

zas et al. 1993; Dufour 1975) whereas studies targeting

older stellar populations or clusters do present metallic-

ity gradients (Kontizas et al. 1993; Cioni 2009; Povick

et al. 2023a).

The stellar metallicity gradient in the older popula-

tions at face value implies that there probably was an

analogous gradient in the stars’ birth gas. However, if

the gas was azimuthally well mixed, and if there was a

gas metallicity gradient, then we should expect that a

star’s age and metallicity is informative about its birth

radius as found in the Milky Way (e.g., Minchev et al.

2018; Frankel et al. 2018, 2019, 2020) and partly in sim-

ulations of LMC-mass galaxies (Lu et al. 2023).

However, the present-day radial density distributions

of mono-age mono-metallicity populations do not peak

around specific radii, as seen in the Milky Way (e.g.

Bovy et al. 2016). Their extended, near-exponential pro-

files would suggest a strong radial redistribution of the

stars between their births and present. For example,

their orbits could be eccentric in a random or ordered

way (increased dispersion vs tidal perturbation) or the

stars could have migrated radially. Other possibilities

could be that the ISM of the LMC was not well-mixed

at the formation of the stars, so that stars of various

metallicities could be born at the same radius and time.

The absence of radial metallicity gradients in the

young populations seems to imply that if there used to

be a metallicity gradient in the gas in the past, but

if there is none today, the old gas might have been

replaced by new one uniformly accreted. This could

happen e.g., during a collision between the LMC and

the SMC, although current constraints from Choi et al.

(2022); Zivick et al. (2018) seem to place a more recent

(≤ 250 Myr) collision between the two galaxies, so this

could probably not fully explain the absence of metal-

licity gradient starting for the 1 Gyr old population.

The increasing presence of younger stars at smaller

radii could mean either outside-in growth, or outside-

in interruption of star formation, as also suggested by

Meschin et al. (2014); Gallart et al. (2008) when finding

that younger stars are more centrally concentrated. The

presence of metallicity gradients in stars> 1 Gyr, and its

absence in younger stars, may be evidence for the recent

perturbing event between the SMC and the LMC. For



8 Frankel et al.

Figure 7. Normalized radial distribution of the sample in the age-metallicity bins represented by each panel. Age increases to
the right and metallicity increases upwards. The distributions are re-weighted by the selection fractions 1/Si and the Jacobian
1/R to represent the surface density profile (grey histograms), and best-fit exponential profiles (colored solid lines) as presented
in the middle panel of Fig. 6. The color code is by best-fit scale-length R̂d (0.5 kpc in blue to 2 kpc in yellow). The values of
the ages are annotated as titles above each column, and metallicities are annotated on the right side of each line. The profiles
are remarkably exponential in most age-metallicity bins.

example, it would seem plausible that along its way to its

pericenter with the Milky Way, the LMC got stripped of

its gas in an outside-in regime as reflected by its age gra-

dient, as dwarf galaxies can do when approaching their

host and undergo outside-in ram pressure stripping (e.g.,

Rohr et al. 2023; Schaefer et al. 2017). Subsequent fresh

gas accretion (possibly by the SMC, although the tim-

ing would need to be clarified) could possibly have pro-

vided fresh gas, deprived of a radial metallicity gradient,

from which the younger population of stars formed (as

suggested in e.g., Rubele et al. 2012). The scenario de-

scribed above seems a-priori plausible. However, it does

not explain why mono-age mono-[M/H] populations are

still spatially extended with a near-exponential radial

profile. Others have pointed to a similar puzzle, finding

that at given age and position in the LMC, the there was

a wide spread of metallicities. What drove this? Orbit
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evolution, an ISM that was not well mixed, or one that

had azimuthal variations?

While we have examined the azimuthally averaged ra-

dial profile of the LMC here, it is clear that the LMC is

not axisymmetric: it lopsided with a prominent star-

forming spiral arm and has a central bar. A useful

next step will be to forward model the possible physical

mechanisms setting the star formation history, chemical

enrichment, and radial structure of the LMC and the

SMC. The model could for example predict the radially-

dependent star formation history of the LMC and SMC

as they fall into the Milky Way halo (and possibly get

partially ram pressure stripped), and their possible in-

teraction. Variations of this model could be constrained

against the dataset. This is beyond the scope of the cur-

rent work but a promising future avenue towards more

quantitative answers.
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APPENDIX

A. VALIDATION OF [M/H]XP AGAINST EXTANT

LMC SPECTROSCOPY

Andrae et al. (2023) carefully validated their [M/H]XP

estimates against large spectroscopic surveys, star clus-

ters, wide binaries and solar analogues across the en-

tire sky. However, their validation efforts mostly fo-

cused on the bright end, whereas in the present work

on the LMC we are very much at the faint-end limit

of the data. Therefore, Fig. 8 presents a brief addi-

tional validation specific to the LMC. First, we compare

our [M/H] values to the subset of APOGEE DR17 stars

that reside in the LMC. Second, we also compare our re-

sults to independent spectroscopic metallicity estimates

(Cole et al. 2005a; Pompéia et al. 2008; Lapenna et al.

2012; Van der Swaelmen et al. 2013; Song et al. 2017).

These probe to fainter stars than the APOGEE DR17

training sample. Third, we compare our metallicities to

spectroscopic metallicity estimates from (Recio-Blanco

et al. 2022) derived from a Gaia RVS spectra. These are

few and focus on the bright end, given the RVS limit in

Gaia DR3.

While the empirical [M/H] estimates become increas-

ingly noisy towards the faint end, they remain unbiased.

Assuming that the ground-based spectroscopic measure-

ments have negligible errors compared to the empiri-

cal [M/H] estimates, the 141 stars with G > 17 have

a standard deviation of 0.311, which is slightly better

than what Fig. 9 in Andrae et al. (2023) suggests due

to replacing the noisy parallax by the LMC distance.

This clearly demonstrates that the empirical [M/H] esti-

mates remain consistent in the LMC. Consequently, the

increased random noise due to the LMC stars being rel-

atively faint can be compensated through averaging over

large numbers of stars without accumulating systematic

errors. However, since it is plausible to assume that

there is a steep gradient in the intrinsic [M/H] distribu-

tion of the LMC, large noise could lead to an asymmetric

scattering of high-[M/H] stars contaminating low-[M/H]

samples. Therefore, motivated by Fig. 8, we add another

quality cut of G < 17.65 in order to reduce the impact

of noisy [M/H] estimates. This reduces our total LMC

sample size from ∼1.6 million down to ∼0.7 million.

B. COMPLETENESS CONSIDERATIONS

We seek the completeness of [M/H] estimates from

XGBoost, which is P (has [M/H]). First, we introduce

the binary variable of being in Gaia DR3 or not via

Figure 8. Validation of empirical [M/H] estimates from
Andrae et al. (2023). Black dots represent cross-validated
results for 9 443 stars from APOGEE DR17 that are LMC
members. The other results are independent validation. The
black step function indicates the standard deviation of all
residuals binned by apparent G. As we approach the faint-
end publication limit G = 17.65 of XP spectra in Gaia DR3,
the [M/H] estimates become increasingly noisy but show no
bias.

marginalisation:

P (has [M/H]) = P (has [M/H] , inGaia) (B1)

+P (has [M/H] , not inGaia)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

(B2)

If a source is not in Gaia, it cannot have [M/H] from

XGBoost, such that the second term drops out. Next,

we introduce the binary variable of having XP spectra

in Gaia DR3 or not via marginalisation:

P (has [M/H]) = P (has [M/H] , inGaia) (B3)

= P (has [M/H] , hasXP , inGaia) (B4)

+P (has [M/H] , has noXP , inGaia)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

(B5)

Again, if a source is in Gaia DR3 but has no XP spec-

trum, it cannot have [M/H] results from XGBoost, such

that the second term drops out, too. Finally, we intro-

duce the condition of having CatWISE W1/2 photome-

try, which is required as input feature for XGBoost to

produce [M/H] estimates:

P (has [M/H]) = P (has [M/H] , hasXP , inGaia) (B6)
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= P (has [M/H] , hasW1/2 , hasXP , inGaia) (B7)

+P (has [M/H] , has noW1/2 , hasXP , inGaia)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

(B8)

Let us rewrite this using conditional probabilities:

P (has [M/H]) = P (has [M/H] | hasW1/2 , hasXP , inGaia)

(B9)

×P (hasW1/2 | hasXP , inGaia) (B10)

×P (hasXP | inGaia) × P (inGaia) (B11)

Obviously, if a source has XP spectra, it also must

be in Gaia DR3, such that “in Gaia” can be omit-

ted from the first factor. Given the increased noise

in [M/H] estimates (c.f. Fig. 8), we limit everything to

G < 17.65 in order to eliminate faint XP spectra pub-

lished in Gaia DR3 for QSOs, galaxies and UCDs. Thus,

G < 17.65 becomes a “spectator variable”:

P (has [M/H] | G < 17.65)

= P (has [M/H] | hasW1/2 , hasXP , G < 17.65)

×P (hasW1/2 | hasXP , G < 17.65)

× P (hasXP | inGaia , G < 17.65)

× P (inGaia | G < 17.65)

(B12)

Specifically, P (has [M/H] | hasW1/2 , hasXP , G <

17.65) may be less than 1 because a source may have

no parallax, may have no GBP or GRP despite having

XP spectra,1 or its XP spectrum may have a low signal-

to-noise ratio such that one or more of its synthesised

fluxes become negative.

The first three factors in Eq. (B12) can be easily ob-

tained from taking ratios of number counts in the Gaia

catalog. As is evident from Fig. 9c, there is a substantial

loss of completeness of stars actually having XP spectra

in the bar region of the LMC, which is due to missing

1 In fact, there are 4 sources in Gaia DR3 that have XP spectra,
G < 17.65 and a parallax but which do not have GBP. There is
no such case for GRP.

CatWISE photometry. As Fig. 9d shows, the loss of

completeness due to missing parallax or noisy XP spec-

tra leading to negative synthesised fluxes is small. Con-

versely, Fig. 9b shows that most sources withG < 17.655

have an XP spectrum, though there also is a minor loss

of completeness in the innermost part of the LMC. The

fourth factor in Eq. (B12), P (inGaia | G < 17.65), can

be obtained via gaiaunlimited (Cantat-Gaudin et al.

2023). Fig. 9a shows that according to gaiaunlimited

the completeness of Gaia at G < 17.65 is perfect ev-

erywhere. Consequently, it is acceptable to consider

Gaia as being fully complete at G < 17.65 within the

LMC footprint and only consider the first three factors

in Eq. (B12), whereof the second factor (CatWISE com-

pleteness) clearly dominates over the first and third fac-

tor.
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Figure 9. Completeness of the LMC according to the four factors in Eq. B12. Panel (a) represents the last term, i.e. the
probability that a star with G < 17.5 is in Gaia; panel (b) represents the second to last term, i.e. the probability to have an
XP spectra conditioned on (a); panel (c) the second term, i.e. whether Catwise has W1 and W2 entries conditoinned on (a-b);
and panel (d) the first term, i.e. whether a metallicity could be estimated conditioned on (a-b-c). Note the drastically different
colour-bar ranges. The resulting selection function is the multiplication of those four panels and is displayed in Fig. 1.
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