
Astronomy & Astrophysics manuscript no. aanda ©ESO 2024
December 13, 2024

A theoretical framework for BL Her stars
III. A case study: Robust light curve optimisation in the LMC

Susmita Das1, 2, 3, László Molnár1, 2, 4, Gábor B. Kovács1, 2, 4, 5, Radoslaw Smolec6, Meridith Joyce1, 2, 7, Shashi M.
Kanbur8, Tamás Szklenár1, 2, Anupam Bhardwaj3, Harinder P. Singh9, Marcella Marconi10 and Vincenzo Ripepi10

1 Konkoly Observatory, HUN-REN Research Centre for Astronomy and Earth Sciences, Konkoly-Thege Miklós út 15-17, H-1121,
Budapest, Hungary
e-mail: susmita.das@csfk.org

2 CSFK, MTA Centre of Excellence, Budapest, Konkoly Thege Miklós út 15-17., H-1121, Hungary
3 Inter-University Center for Astronomy and Astrophysics (IUCAA), Post Bag 4, Ganeshkhind, Pune 411007, India
4 ELTE Eötvös Loránd University, Institute of Physics and Astronomy, 1117, Pázmány Péter sétány 1/A, Budapest, Hungary
5 ELTE Eötvös Loránd University, Gothard Astrophysical Observatory, Szombathely, Szent Imre h. u. 112., H-9700, Hungary
6 Nicolaus Copernicus Astronomical Center, Polish Academy of Sciences, Bartycka 18, PL-00-716 Warsaw, Poland
7 University of Wyoming, 1000 E University Ave, Laramie, WY USA
8 Department of Physics, State University of New York Oswego, Oswego, NY 13126, USA
9 Department of Physics & Astrophysics, University of Delhi, Delhi 110007, India

10 INAF-Osservatorio Astronomico di Capodimonte, Salita Moiariello 16, 80131, Naples, Italy

Received xxx; accepted xxx

ABSTRACT

Context. In the era of precision stellar astrophysics, classical pulsating stars play a crucial role in probing the cosmological distance
scale, thanks to their period-luminosity (PL) relations. Therefore, it is important to constrain their stellar evolution and pulsation
models not only through a comparison of empirical and theoretical PL relations and properties at mean light, but also using their light
curve structure over the complete pulsation cycle.
Aims. We carry out an extensive light curve comparison of BL Her stars using observations from Gaia DR3 and stellar pulsation
models computed using mesa-rsp with the goal to obtain the best-matched modeled-observed pairs for BL Her stars in the LMC.
Methods. We use the Fourier decomposition technique to analyse the light curves in the G band obtained from Gaia DR3 and from
mesa-rsp and use a robust light curve fitting approach to score the modeled-observed pairs with respect to their pulsation periods and
over their Fourier parameter space.
Results. We obtain the best-fit models for 48 BL Her stars in the LMC and thereby provide the stellar parameter estimates of these
stars, 30 of which are labelled as the gold sample with superior light curve fits. We find a relatively flat distribution of stellar masses
between 0.5–0.65 M⊙ for the gold sample of modeled-observed pairs. An interesting result is that the majority of the best-matched
models in the gold sample are computed using the convection parameter sets without radiative cooling. The period-Wesenheit relation
for the best-matched gold sample of 30 BL Her models exhibits a slope of −2.805 ± 0.164 while the corresponding period-radius
relation exhibits a slope of 0.565 ± 0.035, both in good agreement with the empirical PW and PR slopes from BL Her stars in the
LMC, respectively. We also used the Wesenheit magnitudes of the 30 best-matched modeled-observed pairs to estimate a distance
modulus of µLMC = 18.582 ± 0.067 to the LMC, which lies within the bounds of previous literature values. We also discuss the
degeneracy in the stellar parameters of the BL Her models that result in similar pulsation periods and light curve structure, and
highlight that caution must be exercised while using the stellar parameter estimates.

Key words. hydrodynamics- methods: numerical- stars: oscillations (including pulsations)- stars: Population II- stars: variables:
Cepheids- stars: low-mass

1. Introduction

BL Herculis (BL Her) stars are the shortest-period type II
Cepheids (T2Cs) with pulsation periods between 1 and 4 days
(Soszyński et al. 2018). Their evolutionary status is rather com-
plex; these stars are predicted to be double-shell burning while
still approaching their Asymptotic Giant Branch (AGB) track
(Bono et al. 2020). Similar to the other classical pulsators,
BL Her stars also obey well-defined period-luminosity (PL) re-
lations but with the added advantage of exhibiting weak or negli-
gible effects of metallicity over multiple wavelengths, as demon-
strated by empirical (Matsunaga et al. 2006, 2009, 2011; Groe-
newegen & Jurkovic 2017; Bhardwaj et al. 2022; Ngeow et al.

2022) and theoretical (Di Criscienzo et al. 2007; Das et al. 2021,
2024) studies. BL Her stars used in combination with RR Lyraes
and the tip of the red giant branch (TRGB) may therefore prove
useful as an alternative to classical Cepheids in the calibration
of the extragalactic distance scale (Majaess 2010; Beaton et al.
2016; Braga et al. 2020; Das et al. 2021).

The characterization of the light curve structure of classi-
cal pulsators using Fourier analysis dates back to the pioneering
works of Simon & Lee (1981) and Simon & Teays (1982) for
Cepheids and RR Lyrae stars, respectively, and has since been
used to study the progressions of the Fourier coefficients as a
function of pulsation periods. The earliest comparisons of the-
oretical and observed light curves using Fourier decomposition
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were carried out by Simon & Davis (1983) for classical Cepheids
and by Feuchtinger & Dorfi (1997) and Kovacs & Kanbur (1998)
for RR Lyrae stars. A comparison of the theoretical and observed
light curves of classical pulsators not only provides stringent
constraints for the pulsation models but also helps in understand-
ing the theory of stellar pulsation. In particular, it has been use-
ful to study the phenomenon of the existence of bump Cepheids
and the Hertzsprung progression in classical Cepheids (Buchler
et al. 1990; Bono et al. 2002; Keller & Wood 2002, 2006; Mar-
coni et al. 2024) and period doubling in BL Her stars (Buchler
& Moskalik 1992; Soszyński et al. 2011; Smolec et al. 2012).

Light curve structures are affected by the global stellar pa-
rameters as well as the internal physics of the stars; the existence
of the correlation among the Fourier parameter ϕ31 ≡ ϕ3 − 3ϕ1,
pulsation period and metallicity of RR Lyrae stars (Jurcsik &
Kovacs 1996; Smolec 2005; Nemec et al. 2013) is one of the
most notable results in this regard. Stellar pulsation models are
therefore useful in estimating the global physical parameters
of the stars. Wood et al. (1997) were the first to use the light
curve model fitting technique for a classical Cepheid whereas
Bono et al. (2000) were the first to apply the technique to an
RR Lyrae pulsator. Subsequently, there have been several stud-
ies with fitting light curves and also radial velocity curves, when
available, for Cepheids (Bono et al. 2002; Keller & Wood 2002,
2006; Marconi et al. 2013b, 2017; Bhardwaj et al. 2017a) as
well as RR Lyrae stars (Di Fabrizio et al. 2002; Marconi &
Clementini 2005; Marconi & Di Criscienzo 2007; Marconi &
Degl’Innocenti 2007; Das et al. 2018). Marconi et al. (2013a)
also estimated the physical parameters for an eclipsing binary
Cepheid using a grid of models that matched the observed light
curves, radial velocity curves and radius curves. More recently,
Bellinger et al. (2020) and Kumar et al. (2024) have trained arti-
ficial neural networks on stellar pulsation models to predict the
global stellar parameters based on their pulsation periods and
light curve structure of classical pulsators.

This paper is the third in the series, subsequent to Das et al.
(2021) and Das et al. (2024) (hereafter Paper I; Paper II) which
uses a very fine grid of convective BL Her models computed
using the state-of-the-art 1D non-linear Radial Stellar Pulsation
(rsp) tool within the Modules for Experiments in Stellar As-
trophysics (mesa, Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018, 2019;
Jermyn et al. 2023) software suite and encompassing a wide
range of input parameters: metallicity (−2.0 dex ≤ [Fe/H] ≤
0.0 dex), stellar mass (0.5–0.8 M⊙), stellar luminosity (50–
300 L⊙), and effective temperature (full extent of the instabil-
ity strip in steps of 50 K; 5900–7200 K for 50 L⊙ and 4700–
6550 K for 300 L⊙). In Paper I and Paper II, we derived theo-
retical period-radius (PR) and PL relations for BL Her models
in the Johnson-Cousins-Glass bands (UBVRIJHKLL′M) and in
the Gaia passbands (G, GBP, and GRP), respectively, and thereby
compared the theoretical relations at mean light with the empir-
ical relations from Matsunaga et al. (2006, 2009, 2011); Bhard-
waj et al. (2017b); Groenewegen & Jurkovic (2017); Ripepi et al.
(2023). We also found negligible effects of metallicity on the
theoretical PL relations in wavelengths longer than B band, con-
sistent with empirical results.

Although the empirical PL relations from the BL Her stars
show statistically similar slopes with those from the models at
mean light, it is important to remember that relations at mean
light exhibit an averaged behaviour over the entire pulsation cy-
cle. Paper II also showed that the light curves of the BL Her
models are affected by the choice of convection parameters. In
the percent-level precision era, it is crucial to compare not just
the empirical and theoretical relations at mean light but also their

light curve structure over the complete pulsation cycle. In this
paper, we therefore carry out an extensive light curve analysis
comparing the theoretical and observed G band light curves of
BL Her stars in the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC) in an ef-
fort to provide better constraints on stellar pulsation theory. The
structure of the paper is as follows: the theoretical and empiri-
cal data used in this analysis are briefly described in Section 2,
followed by a brief description of the light curve parameters ob-
tained using the Fourier decomposition technique in Section 3.
The best–matched observed–model pairs for the BL Her stars in
the LMC and the estimated stellar parameters for these stars are
presented in Section 4 and validated in Section 5. The LMC dis-
tance estimated using the best–matched observed–model pairs
is provided in Section 6. We also investigate the degeneracy in
the stellar parameters of the BL Her models resulting in similar
pulsation periods and light curve structure and corresponding to
the same star in Section 7. Finally, the results of the study are
summarized in Section 8.

2. The Data

2.1. Stellar pulsation models

We use the non-linear radial stellar pulsation models that
were computed using mesa-rsp (Smolec & Moskalik 2008;
Paxton et al. 2019) in Paper I with input parameters typical
for BL Her stars and their corresponding Gaia passband
light curves from Paper II. The input parameters that go
into constructing a stellar pulsation model are its chemical
composition – hydrogen mass fraction X and heavy element
mass fraction Z, stellar mass M, stellar luminosity L, and
effective temperature Teff . The interested reader is referred
to Paper I, Paper II for a detailed description of the BL Her
models computed and used in this analysis. The grid of
models was computed for seven metal abundances, Z =
0.00014, 0.00043, 0.00061, 0.00135, 0.00424, 0.00834, 0.013
(see Table A.1 for more details), for stellar masses in the range
M/M⊙ ∈ ⟨0.5, 0.8⟩ with a step of 0.05M⊙, stellar luminosities
L/L⊙ ∈ ⟨50, 300⟩1 with a step of 50L⊙, and effective temper-
atures Teff ∈ ⟨4000, 8000⟩ K with a step of 50 K. Each grid
with the above-mentioned ZXMLTeff input stellar parameters
was computed with four sets of convection parameters (see,
Table 4 of Paxton et al. 2019): set A (the simplest convection
model), set B (with radiative cooling), set C (with turbulent
pressure and turbulent flux), and set D (with all the effects
added simultaneously). The non-linear computations were
carried for 4000 pulsation cycles each. Only those models with
non-linear pulsation periods between 1–4 days were considered
to be BL Her models (Soszyński et al. 2018) followed by the
check of single periodicity and full-amplitude stable pulsation
conditions of the models2. The total numbers of BL Her models
accepted for subsequent analysis are as follows: 3266 (set A),
2260 (set B), 2632 (set C) and 2122 (set D).

As mentioned in Paper I and Paper II, our grid of models
include stellar masses higher than what is predicted for BL Her
stars which are considered to be low-mass stars evolving from

1 The low mass models M/M⊙ ∈ [0.5, 0.6] were computed with stellar
luminosity L/L⊙ ∈ ⟨50, 200⟩ only.
2 The fractional growth of the kinetic energy per pulsation period Γ
does not vary by more than 0.01, the amplitude of radius variation ∆R by
more than 0.01 R⊙, and the pulsation period P by more than 0.01 d over
the last 100 cycles of the completed integration (see Fig. 2 of Paper I
for a detailed pictorial representation).
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the blue edge of the Zero Age Horizontal Branch (ZAHB) to-
wards the AGB (Gingold 1985; Bono et al. 1997; Caputo 1998).
In addition, the higher stellar mass (M> 0.6 M⊙) and lower
metallicity (Z = 0.00014) models may be considered typical
of ZAHB or evolved RR Lyrae stars. The distinction between
BL Her and RR Lyrae stars can be complicated: Braga et al.
(2020), for example, found an overlap between the two types
above 1.0 d period in ω Cen. However, they found that evolved
RR Lyrae stars separate in amplitudes and in certain Fourier
terms. Concurrently, Netzel et al. (2023) found that seismic
masses for overtone RR Lyrae stars extend downwards to 0.5–
0.6 M⊙, i.e., into the BL Her range. While we use the complete
set of BL Her models for a comparison with the observed stars
in this study, we give preference to the lower stellar mass mod-
els (M ≤ 0.65 M⊙) as a better fit to the observed stars, wherever
possible, following the work of Marconi & Di Criscienzo (2007)
where 0.65 M⊙ was used as the upper limit for BL Her models.

2.2. Observations from Gaia DR3

We use the photometric data of 58 BL Her stars in the LMC (for
more details, see Table 3 of Paper II) in the three Gaia passbands
(G, GBP, and GRP), available from the European Space Agency’s
(ESA) Gaia mission (Gaia DR3; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016,
2023). The detailed light curve comparison in this analysis is car-
ried out using the G band light curves only, since the empirical
light curves contain better photometric data with a good phase
coverage as compared to those in the GBP and GRP passbands.
However, we also make use of the mean GGBPGRP magnitudes
later in the analysis to obtain the Wesenheit magnitudes, as dis-
cussed in Section 6. We visually separate out the BL Her stars
that exhibit a bump feature in their G band light curves from
those that do not; example light curves of BL Her stars with and
without the bump feature in their light curve structure are dis-
played in Fig. 1. We also study the period distribution of BL Her
stars in the LMC with and without the presence of the bump fea-
ture in their G band light curve structure in Fig. 1. We find that
the distributions are different: BL Her stars with bump feature
show a maximum at around 2 days, while those without bump
peak at shorter periods. While the presence and the progression
of the bump feature in the light curves of BL Her stars is known
and is attributed to a phenomenon analogous to the Hertzsprung
progression for classical Cepheids with periods around 10 days
(Petersen 1980; Buchler & Moskalik 1992; Moskalik & Buchler
1993; Marconi & Di Criscienzo 2007), it remains to be investi-
gated in details. 23 BL Her stars in the LMC exhibit a bump in
their G band light curves while the remaining 35 BL Her stars
do not.

3. A description of the light curve parameters

We study the light curve structure of the BL Her stars using the
Fourier decomposition technique. The theoretical and observed
light curves in the Gaia passbands are fitted with the Fourier sine
series (see, for example, Deb & Singh 2009; Das et al. 2020) of
the form:

m(x) = m0 +

N∑
k=1

Ak sin(2πkx + ϕk), (1)

where x is the pulsation phase, m0 is the mean magnitude, and
N is the order of the fit. The theoretical light curves are fitted
with N = 20. For observed light curves, an optimum value of
N is important so as not to fit the noise with an N too large or

include systematic deviations with an N too small. To this end,
we use the Baart’s condition (Baart 1982) and vary N from 4 to
8 to obtain the optimum order of fit. However, if we have a good
phase coverage, we can use a reasonably higher order of fit (N ≤
8) without running into the risk of over-fitting. This allows us to
obtain higher order Fourier parameters (described below) which
in turn helps us in constraining modeled-observed pairs better.
The 35 BL Her stars that do not exhibit bumps are fitted with the
order of fit N as obtained from the Baart’s condition. Of the 23
BL Her stars that exhibit bumps, 13 BL Her stars have a good
phase coverage and are fitted with N = 7 while the rest 10 are
fitted with the optimum order of fit using the Baart’s condition.

3.1. Fourier parameters

The Fourier amplitude and phase coefficients (Ak and ϕk) are
used to obtain the Fourier amplitude and phase parameters, re-
spectively as follows:

Rk1 =
Ak

A1
,

ϕk1 = ϕk − kϕ1,

(2)

where k > 1 and 0 ≤ ϕk1 ≤ 2π.

3.2. Amplitude

The peak-to-peak amplitude A of the light curve is defined as
the difference in the minimum and the maximum of the light
variations:

Aλ = (Mλ)min − (Mλ)max, (3)

where (Mλ)min and (Mλ)max are the minimum and maximum
magnitudes obtained from the Fourier fits in the λ band, respec-
tively.

3.3. Skewness and acuteness

We also use a robust definition for the skewness of light curve
which is unaffected by the presence of bumps. The definition of
skewness is as follows (Elgar 1987):

S k =

〈
H(m)3

〉
⟨m⟩3/2

, (4)

where m is the mean-reduced light curve of the star, the brackets
denote the mean over one pulsation period3. H is the Hilbert
transformation (Duoandikoetxea 2001, Chapter 3).

Acuteness is defined as the ratio of the phase duration of
magnitude fainter than the mean magnitude to that of magni-
tude brighter than the mean magnitude (Stellingwerf & Donohoe
1987):

Ac =
1
ϕ f w
− 1, (5)

where ϕ f w is the phase duration of the magnitude which is
brighter than the mean magnitude (equal to the full-width at half-
maximum of the light curve).
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Fig. 1. Period distribution of the observed BL Her stars in the LMC with and without the presence of the bump feature in their G band light curve
structure. Examples of BL Her stars exhibiting no bump or bump in their light curves are displayed in the upper right and lower right panels
respectively.

4. Estimating the stellar parameters of BL Her stars
in the LMC

We now compare the theoretical and observed G band light curve
structure of the BL Her stars in the LMC that have similar pul-
sation periods. Note that we carry out the comparison for all
observed BL Her stars in the LMC with the complete set of
BL Her models across the four sets of convection parameters.
This allows the possibility for stars with different effective tem-
peratures to prefer models with different convection parameters,
following the work of Kovács et al. (2023) where they calibrated
Teff-dependent convective parameters for RRab stars in M3.

4.1. BL Her stars with no bumps

Higher-order Fourier amplitude parameters capture the bump
feature in light curves. Therefore, to find the best-fit matches
for stars that do not exhibit bumps in their light curves, we re-
strict our model sample to stars where the higher order Fourier
amplitude parameters do not exceed:

Rk1 ≤ 0.015, (6)

where 8 ≤ k ≤ 11. Limiting the higher order Fourier ampli-
tude parameters rejects the BL Her models with bumps while
still retaining BL Her models that can be matched with BL Her
stars exhibiting the characteristic saw-tooth light curves without
bumps.

Next, we constrain the sample of models with pulsation peri-
ods and amplitudes similar to those from observed BL Her stars
in the LMC using the condition:

| log(P)mod − log(P)obs| ≤ 0.01,
|Amod − Aobs| ≤ 0.2 mag,

(7)

3 In general, this should be for a large number of periods, but since we
work with the Fourier series, there is no cycle-to-cycle variation.

where Pmod and Pobs are the theoretical and the observed pulsa-
tion periods, respectively and Amod and Aobs are the theoretical
and the observed peak-to-peak amplitudes in the G band, respec-
tively.

For a rigorous comparison, it is useful to construct a math-
ematically robust definition of the goodness-of-fit for each
modeled-observed pair (see, for example, Smolec et al. 2013;
Joyce et al. 2023). We define a parameter d to compute the off-
sets for each modeled-observed pair i with respect to their pul-
sation periods and over their Fourier parameter space as follows
(see Smolec et al. 2013):

d =
√∑

i

np(pi,mod − pi,obs)2/p2
i,obs, (8)

where p ∈ {log(P), A, S k, Ac,R21,R31, ϕ21, ϕ31} for the theoret-
ical (pi,mod) and observed (pi,obs) light curves, with np as the
weights for each parameter. While the rest of the parameters have
equal weights of np = 1, the amplitude (A) and the skewness (S k)
of the light curve need a considerably higher weight of np = 10
to ensure that we obtain the best matches between models and
observations.

Smolec et al. (2013) had equal weights of np = 1 for all light
curve parameters involved in the determination of the parameter
d. The reason for including a higher weight of np = 10 on the
amplitude and skewness parameters in this work follows from
the results obtained after carrying out a few exercises with dif-
ferent weights on A and S k (see Fig. B.1 for more) where we
found that a higher weight of np = 10 on the A and S k parame-
ters results in better matches of modeled-observed pairs as com-
pared to using np = 1 or np = 5. Increasing the weight on the
A and S k parameters to np = 20 does not improve the modeled-
observed pairs further. In addition, we also tested a higher weight
of np = 10 on the pulsation period log(P) and found that it re-
sults in the same matches as with np = 1; this is likely because
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Fig. 2. The light curves (normalized with respect to their mean magnitudes) of the 30 BL Her stars in the LMC (in red) with their best-matched
models (in blue). These 30 accepted modeled-observed pairs are considered as the gold sample with superior model fitting. The input stellar
parameters of the corresponding models are included in the format (Z,M/M⊙, L/L⊙,Teff , convection set) in each sub-plot.
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Fig. 3. Same as Fig. 2 but for the modeled-observed pairs considered as the silver sample.

we had already placed a strong constraint on the pulsation pe-
riod, | log(P)mod−log(P)obs| ≤ 0.01, to begin with. We would like
to highlight here that while the light curve optimisation method
adopted in this work is quite robust and we encourage readers to
adopt this approach for similar work, the weights np on the light
curve parameters should be decided after testing what works best
for a particular dataset.

4.2. BL Her stars with bumps

For a comparison of the BL Her stars with bumps in their G band
light curves, we use the complete set of BL Her models without
any constraint on their higher order Fourier amplitude param-
eters (Rk1). We have the same constraints on the models with
respect to their pulsation periods and amplitudes as in Eq. 7. The
parameter d that is used to quantify the offsets for each modeled-
observed pair with respect to their pulsation periods and over
their Fourier parameter space remains the same as in Eq. 8. How-
ever, the different parameter spaces are defined as follows:

p ∈ {log(P), A, S k, Ac,R21,R31, ϕ21, ϕ31} (9)

for the observed light curves fitted with the optimum order of fit
from Baart’s condition and

p ∈ {log(P), A, S k, Ac,R21,R31,R41,R51,R61,R71, ϕ21, ϕ31} (10)

for the observed light curves fitted with N = 7. For both cases,
the amplitude (A) and the skewness (S k) of the light curve have
a higher weight of np = 10 while the rest of the parameters have
equal weights of np = 1.

Using as many light curve parameters as possible in de-
termining d results in obtaining more precise and accurate
modeled-observed pairs. Ideally, we want to include higher or-
der Fourier parameters for all the cases. However, limitations on
the observed light curves (for example, not enough epochs or
gaps in the epoch photometry) do not always allow us to fit ob-
served light curves with a high order of harmonics and we limit
our conditions to include up to R31 and ϕ31 in such cases. For
good quality light curves (and especially to capture the bump
feature), we fitted the observed light curves with N = 7, wher-
ever possible and thereby used parameters up to R71 (in Eq. 10).
Since the bump feature is already well-captured by higher-order
Fourier amplitude parameters, we have not included the higher-
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Table 1. BL Her stars in the LMC with their corresponding best-matched mesa-rsp models with respect to their pulsation periods and light curve
structure. The first four columns are from Gaia DR3 observations. The absence or presence of bumps in their G band light curves are denoted
by “NB” (no bumps) or “B” (bumps), respectively. The Wesenheit magnitudes from observations (Wobs) and models (Wth) are used to estimate
the distance modulus µ to the LMC. The next seven columns are from the corresponding best-matched models and provide stellar parameter
estimations (chemical composition ZX, stellar mass M, stellar luminosity L, stellar radius R, effective temperature Teff and the convection parameter
set used). The last column is the Kolmogorov-Smirnov goodness-of-fit score for each modeled-observed pair.

Gaia Source ID Bump log(P) Wobs Wth µ Z† X M
M⊙

L
L⊙

log R
R⊙

Teff Set Score
Gold sample

4655308906110642176 NB 0.41 16.262±0.014 -2.436±0.0 18.698±0.014 0.013 0.71847 0.65 250 1.107 6450 A 3.98e-06
4658480168162159488 NB 0.404 15.041±0.055 -2.192±0.0 17.233±0.055 0.013 0.71847 0.5 200 1.06 6450 A 6.18e-07
4657569467584113536 NB 0.021 17.267±0.136 -1.316±0.0 18.583±0.136 0.00424 0.74073 0.65 100 0.894 6600 C 2.17e-07
4661638790215403008 NB 0.037 17.617±0.127 -1.137±0.0 18.754±0.127 0.00061 0.74996 0.5 100 0.864 6800 A 7.77e-08
4658426193333017600 NB 0.523 16.127±0.019 -2.516±0.0 18.643±0.019 0.013 0.71847 0.65 150 1.151 5400 A 2.05e-08
4658750751095109760 NB 0.17 17.079±0.05 -1.643±0.0 18.722±0.05 0.00135 0.74806 0.6 150 0.963 6700 A 1.17e-08
4657950134885249920 NB 0.102 17.266±0.171 -1.274±0.0 18.54±0.171 0.00135 0.74806 0.5 100 0.897 6600 C 2.83e-09
4658053557649384320 B 0.265 16.845±0.033 -2.081±0.0 18.926±0.033 0.00424 0.74073 0.75 150 1.06 6050 D 2.63e-09
4664797687089142784 NB 0.196 16.961±0.048 -1.805±0.0 18.766±0.048 0.00834 0.73032 0.65 150 0.988 6550 A 2.61e-09
4658248106885248256 B 0.207 17.033±0.066 -1.624±0.0 18.657±0.066 0.00424 0.74073 0.55 100 0.976 6100 C 2.05e-09
4650722529506457472 NB 0.119 17.202±0.046 -1.345±0.0 18.547±0.046 0.00424 0.74073 0.5 100 0.903 6550 C 1.78e-09
4664233568906334848 NB 0.204 17.039±0.074 -1.955±0.0 18.994±0.074 0.00043 0.75041 0.75 200 1.035 6650 A 4.8e-10
4650825784836315520 NB 0.169 16.905±0.068 -1.776±0.0 18.681±0.068 0.00834 0.73032 0.65 150 0.98 6600 A 3.59e-10
4658342282662042624 NB 0.062 17.122±0.153 -1.166±0.0 18.288±0.153 0.00061 0.74996 0.5 100 0.875 6750 A 3.43e-10
4655235715555030400 B 0.394 16.415±0.048 -2.114±0.0 18.529±0.048 0.013 0.71847 0.6 100 1.076 5450 C 2.53e-10
4657689791102412416 NB 0.378 15.4±0.106 -2.099±0.0 17.499±0.106 0.00424 0.74073 0.5 200 1.056 6500 A 1.2e-10
4655334568469825024 NB 0.242 16.97±0.197 -2.054±0.0 19.024±0.197 0.00061 0.74996 0.75 200 1.057 6500 C 5.54e-11
4658440315161900928 B 0.287 16.524±0.062 -1.950±0.0 18.474±0.062 0.00043 0.75041 0.65 150 1.059 6150 C 2.43e-11
5279504749510816768 NB 0.088 17.292±0.127 -1.347±0.0 18.639±0.127 0.00424 0.74073 0.55 100 0.904 6550 C 1.88e-11
4657865541316025600 B 0.289 16.856±0.184 -1.908±0.0 18.764±0.184 0.00424 0.74073 0.55 150 1.037 6350 C 2.4e-12
4655265028716144256 NB 0.14 17.424±0.146 -1.435±0.0 18.859±0.146 0.013 0.71847 0.5 100 0.91 6500 D 1.43e-12
4657252945750599936 B 0.192 16.946±0.036 -1.688±0.0 18.634±0.036 0.00834 0.73032 0.6 100 0.977 6050 C 8.38e-13
4661373571710098560 NB 0.16 17.069±0.076 -1.498±0.0 18.567±0.076 0.013 0.71847 0.5 100 0.926 6400 C 3.52e-13
4657579221484747648 NB 0.381 16.422±0.139 -2.23±0.0 18.652±0.139 0.013 0.71847 0.55 200 1.078 6400 A 1.92e-13
4661413703845870336 NB 0.018 17.217±0.085 -1.116±0.0 18.333±0.085 0.00014 0.75115 0.55 100 0.868 6800 A 6.55e-14
4661739051906340864 NB 0.246 16.959±0.056 -1.892±0.0 18.851±0.056 0.013 0.71847 0.6 150 1.005 6450 A 1.44e-14
4653016974065811328 NB 0.261 16.719±0.047 -1.857±0.0 18.576±0.047 0.013 0.71847 0.55 150 0.996 6500 A 3.24e-15
4657937043798067072 NB 0.173 17.117±0.208 -1.63±0.0 18.747±0.208 0.00014 0.75115 0.6 150 0.978 6650 A 1.85e-23
4651606468133422208 NB 0.48 16.299±0.084 -2.369±0.0 18.668±0.084 0.013 0.71847 0.5 200 1.11 6200 C 7.96e-26
4659781646326951040 NB 0.158 16.997±0.03 -1.603±0.0 18.6±0.03 0.00014 0.75115 0.6 150 0.967 6700 A 1.43e-39

Silver sample
4658355751561134848 NB 0.328 16.683±0.06 -2.0±0.0 18.683±0.06 0.00043 0.75041 0.55 200 1.055 6550 A 2.61e-09
4657921410118192128 B 0.314 16.831±0.102 -2.275±0.0 19.106±0.102 0.00135 0.74806 0.75 250 1.097 6550 A 1.63e-09
4658031365618638592 NB 0.427 16.588±0.142 -2.635±0.0 19.223±0.142 0.00834 0.73032 0.8 300 1.16 6400 A 1.55e-09
4651784215395075072 NB 0.532 16.065±0.044 -2.764±0.0 18.829±0.044 0.013 0.71847 0.65 300 1.181 6250 D 5.54e-11
4658131073229661184 NB 0.418 16.489±0.048 -2.573±0.0 19.062±0.048 0.013 0.71847 0.75 250 1.143 6250 C 2.47e-11
4658763880838210176 NB 0.323 16.726±0.08 -2.031±0.0 18.757±0.08 0.013 0.71847 0.55 150 1.046 6250 A 8.64e-12
4757048087051334528 NB 0.489 16.25±0.068 -2.802±0.0 19.052±0.068 0.013 0.71847 0.75 300 1.191 6200 C 3.78e-12
4651261839964199552 B 0.347 16.656±0.049 -2.139±0.0 18.795±0.049 0.00834 0.73032 0.55 200 1.056 6500 B 1.3e-12
4659206773546904576 NB 0.44 16.223±0.06 -2.663±0.0 18.886±0.06 0.013 0.71847 0.75 300 1.156 6400 A 1.3e-12
4657638977349713664 NB 0.364 16.498±0.071 -2.3±0.0 18.798±0.071 0.013 0.71847 0.65 200 1.088 6300 C 1.09e-12
4650514172051326208 B 0.259 16.773±0.078 -2.019±0.0 18.792±0.078 0.00424 0.74073 0.7 150 1.047 6150 D 7.87e-13
4656279667438493952 B 0.259 16.816±0.05 -1.931±0.0 18.747±0.05 0.013 0.71847 0.6 150 1.007 6400 C 1.89e-13
5278221481999140096 NB 0.44 16.987±0.263 -2.502±0.0 19.489±0.263 0.013 0.71847 0.65 250 1.134 6350 A 9.84e-15
4657089492111499776 B 0.245 16.831±0.07 -1.904±0.0 18.735±0.07 0.00834 0.73032 0.6 150 1.014 6400 C 9.95e-16
4652214777309571328 B 0.51 16.257±0.041 -2.22±0.0 18.477±0.041 0.013 0.71847 0.5 100 1.106 5300 C 3.17e-19
4664714880120551680 B 0.134 17.114±0.091 -1.563±0.0 18.677±0.091 0.013 0.71847 0.6 100 0.939 6300 C 7.5e-20
4663623924066594944 NB 0.266 16.78±0.038 -1.824±0.0 18.604±0.038 0.00834 0.73032 0.6 100 1.014 5850 C 1.01e-23
4660479634388868992 NB 0.252 16.605±1.73 -1.857±0.0 18.462±1.73 0.013 0.71847 0.55 150 0.996 6500 A 1.88e-29

Notes. † For equivalent [Fe/H] range, see Table A.1.

order Fourier phase parameters. In Fig. B.2, for the particular
case of Gaia DR3 4657865541316025600, we observe the need
for including higher-order Fourier amplitude parameters up to
R71 while not necessarily including higher-order Fourier phase
parameters up to ϕ71.

4.3. Obtaining the best-matched modeled-observed pairs

Using the above-mentioned conditions, we obtain the score d
for each modeled-observed pair. The smaller the score d, the
smaller the offset for each modeled-observed pair with respect
to their pulsation periods and over their Fourier parameter space.
Thereafter, for each of the 58 BL Her stars, we shortlist 10 cor-
responding models across all four sets of convection parameters
that have the smallest d scores. Note that while most stars had at

least 10 corresponding models each, a few stars did not, owing to
period and amplitude constraints. We investigate the degeneracy
in the input stellar parameters of the BL Her models resulting in
similar pulsation periods and light curve structure in Section 7;
however, for estimating the stellar parameters and the distance
to the LMC, we proceed with the single best modeled-observed
pairs.

In the final stage of the model fitting, the score d has small
differences among the 10 best modeled-observed pairs corre-
sponding to a particular observed BL Her star. For this rea-
son, we choose the final best-fit via the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
goodness-of-fit test (Kolmogorov 1933; Smirnov 1948), which
tests whether the normalized residuals are from a standard nor-
mal distribution (Andrae et al. 2010). This in practice means that
we calculate the residuals from the observed (oi) and theoretical
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(mi) light curves, and normalize it with the corresponding obser-
vational error (σi):

ri =
oi − mi

σi
(11)

Under the hypothesis that the errors originate from observa-
tional errors only, the ri sample has to follow normal distribution
(with 0 mean and standard deviation of 1) for a perfect fit. In
practice, due to the fact that the calculation is done on a model
grid and secondary light curve features are difficult to be mod-
eled (Marconi 2017), most of the cases do not have a goodness-
of-fit above acceptance level. However, the modeled-observed
pair that exhibits the largest goodness-of-fit score can be chosen
as the best fit result (Andrae et al. 2010).

Finally, we verify the best-matched modeled-observed pairs
corresponding to the 58 BL Her stars in the LMC by visual in-
spection. As mentioned earlier, while the complete set of BL Her
models were used for comparison with the BL Her stars in the
LMC, we choose the lower stellar mass models (M ≤ 0.65 M⊙)
as a better fit to the observed stars, wherever possible. The light
curves of the 30 accepted modeled-observed pairs with supe-
rior model fitting are displayed in Fig. 2 and labelled gold sam-
ple for further analysis. Another 18 accepted modeled-observed
pairs but with inferior model fitting (especially with respect to
their amplitudes or skewness) are displayed in Fig. 3 and la-
belled silver sample. For the models that exhibit slightly higher
amplitudes as compared to observed light curves, increasing the
mixing length parameter may result in smaller pulsation ampli-
tudes (see Di Criscienzo et al. 2004; Paxton et al. 2019, among
others). The uncertainties on the convection parameters also
affect the theoretical light curve amplitudes (Fiorentino et al.
2007). We therefore plan to calibrate the convection parame-
ters for BL Her models in a future project as was done for
RR Lyrae stars (Kovács et al. 2023, 2024). The light curves of 10
modeled-observed pairs rejected from further analysis are shown
in Fig. B.3 in the Appendix. An important thing to note here
is that this analysis uses the four convection parameter sets as
outlined in Paxton et al. (2019); however, these convection pa-
rameter values are merely useful starting choices and may be
reasonably changed to obtain better fitted models for a particular
observed light curve. It is therefore potentially possible to obtain
mesa-rspmodels with much better fits for the 10 rejected BL Her
stars in Fig. B.3 and those will be targets of a future study.

The estimated stellar parameters from the best-fit models
corresponding to the 48 BL Her stars in the LMC are presented
in Table 1. These include the chemical composition (ZX), stel-
lar mass (M), stellar luminosity (L), stellar radius (R), effective
temperature Teff , the convection parameter set used as well as
the measure of the final goodness-of-fit score for each modeled-
observed pair. An interesting result is that the majority of the
best-matched models corresponding to observed BL Her stars in
the LMC are computed using either the convection parameter
sets A or C, with very few models computed using convection
parameter sets B or D. Note that the convection parameter sets A
and C are those without the radiative cooling. The other property
that can be important about this parameter selection is that these
two sets have the lowest eddy viscosity parameter (refered as αm
in Paxton et al. 2018). This parameter is 0.25 in set A and 0.4 in
set C, while it is 0.5 in set B and 0.7 in set D. The eddy viscosity
parameter controls the amount of kinetic energy converted into
turbulent energy (Smolec & Moskalik 2008), thereby decreasing
the velocity amplitude (Kovács et al. 2023), and also has a signif-
icant role in the damping of the pulsation (Kovács et al. 2024).
Disentangling the effects of various convective parameters on

the BL Her light curves is beyond the scope of this present study
and is planned for the future. We note in passing that lowering
the eddy viscosity parameter may also lead to the occurrence of
more complex dynamical behavior in non-linear models as well,
ranging from period doubling to low-dimensional chaos. This
was detected not only in BL Her but also in W Vir and RR Lyrae
models (Smolec & Moskalik 2012, 2014; Smolec 2016; Kolláth
et al. 2011; Molnár et al. 2012).

We further investigate the distribution of the subset of the
gold sample of 30 BL Her models that match the best with
BL Her stars in the LMC as a function of metallicity [Fe/H], stel-
lar mass M/M⊙, stellar luminosity L/L⊙, effective temperature
and the convection parameter sets in Fig. 4. As noted above, the
majority of the models (93.3%) prefer the convection parameter
sets A and C. In Paper II, we found the observed Fourier param-
eters in the G band from the BL Her stars in the LMC to overlap
well with the theoretical Fourier parameter space from the low-
mass models; a detailed light curve comparison between models
and observations reveals that 90% of the best-matched BL Her
models are low-mass (≤ 0.65M⊙) models. Only one model in the
subset of best-matched BL Her models reach stellar luminosity
higher than 200L⊙. 66.7% of these BL Her models belong to the
regime of the high-metallicity models ([Fe/H] ≥ −0.5). Most
of the BL Her models lie near the blue edge of the instability
strip, with 63.3% of the models having effective temperatures
between 6400-6700 K. A similar distribution of the subset of the
gold and silver samples of the BL Her models that match the
best with BL Her stars in the LMC as as a function of [Fe/H],
M/M⊙, L/L⊙, Teff and the convection parameter sets is displayed
in Fig. B.4.

An alternate classification of pulsating variables with peri-
ods between 1 and 3 days was provided by Diethelm (1983,
1990) and Sandage et al. (1994) and a possible correlation be-
tween light curve type and mean metallicity was probed there-
after. These stars were called above-horizontal-branch (AHB)
variables and based on the light curve morphology, they were
sub-divided into three classes – AHB1, AHB2 and AHB3 (for
more details, see example light curves provided in Diethelm
1983). The 6 BL Her stars with bumps in our gold sample ex-
hibit their bump features on the ascending branch of the light
curves, typical of the AHB2 class. From Table 1, we find that
3 of them have Z = 0.00424 ([Fe/H] = −0.5) and another
has Z = 0.00834 ([Fe/H] = −0.2). This is in agreement with
Diethelm (1990) where they found the AHB2 stars to be mod-
erately metal-poor with −0.7 ≤ [Fe/H] ≤ −0.1. However, our
sample also has two bump light curves that have estimated metal-
licities outside of this range with Z = 0.00043 ([Fe/H] = −1.5)
and Z = 0.013 ([Fe/H] = 0).

5. Validating estimated BL Her models with the
OGLE database

To validate the stellar parameters estimated for the observed
BL Her stars in the LMC (see Table 1), we study the colour-
magnitude diagram (CMD) of the modeled-observed pairs but
using the OGLE observations of the observed BL Her stars. This
is presented in Fig. 5. We make use of the optical (VI) light
curves of T2Cs (and classical Cepheids) in the LMC from the
OGLE-IV catalog to obtain the observed CMD (Soszyński et al.
2015, 2018). To account for interstellar extinction, we use the
E(V− I) color excess values from the reddening map of Skowron
et al. (2021), which is designed specifically for the Magellanic
Clouds. We then transform those to E(B−V) color excess values
using E(V − I) = 1.38 × E(B − V) (Tammann et al. 2003). We
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Fig. 4. A visualisation of the properties of the gold sample of 30 BL Her models that match the best with BL Her stars in the LMC. The top
panels present histograms plotting the distribution of the BL Her models as a function of stellar mass M/M⊙, stellar luminosity L/L⊙, metallicity
[Fe/H], effective temperature Teff and the convection parameter sets respectively. The location of the subset of BL Her models is also depicted on
the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram; the red and the blue edges of the instability strip are estimated from the linear stability analysis from Paper I.
The lowest panels display the period-Wesenheit relation and the period-radius relation of the 30 BL Her models, respectively.

Article number, page 9 of 20



A&A proofs: manuscript no. aanda

finally obtain the extinction coefficients AV , AI using the follow-
ing conversion factors from Schlegel et al. (1998):

AV = 3.32 × E(B − V),
AI = 1.94 × E(B − V).

(12)

The extinction-corrected I band apparent magnitudes are
then converted to their respective absolute magnitudes using a
distance modulus of µLMC = 18.477 ± 0.004 (statistical) ±0.026
(systematic) from Pietrzyński et al. (2019), which is the present
best-estimate of the geometrical distance to the LMC obtained
by using 20 eclipsing binary systems and is precise to 1 per cent.
The uncertainties on the observed CMD take into account errors
from the reddening map, the errors on the mean VI magnitudes,
and the errors on the estimated LMC distance modulus.

The theoretical CMD is obtained by using the absolute VI
magnitudes of the best-fit models (see Paper I), and the associ-
ated errors are estimated using Gaussian error propagation, with
a luminosity step size of ±25 L⊙ of the computed grid of BL Her
models. A comparison of the theoretical and observed I band
light curves of the gold sample is displayed in Fig. B.5 in the
Appendix.

From Fig. 5, we find that the gold sample of 30 BL Her
modeled-observed pairs in the (V−I) vs I CMD plane match rea-
sonably well, especially for the bluer stars with (V − I) < 0.62.
While BL Her models do exist for (V − I) > 0.62, we do not find
good matches with the observed BL Her stars in this range. This
seems like a current limitation of our model-fitting technique,
where parameters for bluer stars are estimated better than that of
red stars. Note that the choice of convection parameters plays a
huge role in the stellar pulsation models (and subsequently their
light curves), especially towards the red edge of the instability
strip (Deupree 1977; Stellingwerf 1982a,b). The comparison of
the theoretical and observed CMD of the silver sample of 18
BL Her modeled-observed pairs show that the BL Her models
are offset from the observed BL Her stars. We therefore proceed
with the gold sample of 30 BL Her modeled-observed pairs only
in the subsequent analysis for distance estimation to the LMC.

6. Estimating the distance to the LMC

As a direct application of our comparative analysis between the-
oretical and observed light curves of BL Her stars, we use the
absolute Wesenheit magnitudes from the models and the appar-
ent Wesenheit magnitudes from the observed BL Her stars in the
LMC to estimate the distance modulus to the LMC.

As mentioned before, the comparison of the theoretical light
curves with those from the observed BL Her stars in the LMC
was carried out using the G band light curves only, since the em-
pirical light curves contain better photometric data with a good
phase coverage as compared to those in the GBP and GRP pass-
bands. We have not corrected for extinction in this present study.
The light curve structure itself is not affected by extinction cor-
rection, or lack thereof. However, comparing the observed ap-
parent magnitudes without extinction correction with the abso-
lute magnitudes from the models using the light curves in the
G band only would affect our estimation of the distance mod-
ulus to the LMC. In light of this, we make use of the modeled-
observed pairs that exhibit best matches with respect to their pul-
sation periods and G band light curve structure but obtain their
corresponding Wesenheit magnitudes, as defined by Ripepi et al.
(2019) for Gaia DR3:

W(G,GBP −GRP) = G − 1.90(GBP −GRP), (13)

where G, GBP, and GRP are the mean magnitudes in the respec-
tive Gaia passbands. The Wesenheit magnitudes for the observed
BL Her stars are calculated using the mean GGBPGRP magni-
tudes as provided in the Gaia DR3 database4.

Wesenheit magnitudes offer the advantage of being mini-
mally affected by the uncertainties arising from reddening cor-
rections (Madore 1982). However, they are quite sensitive to the
extinction law assumed. The extinction law of the LMC has been
quite extensively studied (Gordon et al. 2003; Gao et al. 2013;
Wang & Chen 2023, among others), thereby justifying our use
of Wesenheit magnitudes as reddening-free magnitudes in this
work. The Wesenheit magnitudes obtained from the theoretical
and the observed light curves for the best-matched modeled-
observed pairs are included in Table 1; these are thereby used
to estimate the individual distance moduli µ to the LMC. The
distribution of the individual distance moduli as a function of
the pulsation period and the metal abundance is displayed in the
upper left-hand panel of Fig. 6. The variation of the distance
moduli with metal abundance (slope = −0.052 ± 0.103 with a
scatter of σ = 0.363) is presented in the lower left-hand panel
of Fig. 6; however, given the small sample, we cannot draw any
conclusive evidence of a possible correlation between the two.

Finally, we obtain an average distance modulus to the LMC
of µLMC = 18.582 ± 0.067 using the gold sample of 30 best-
matched modeled-observed pairs, as summarised in Table 1. As
mentioned before, Pietrzyński et al. (2019) provides the most
accurate and precise measurement of the geometrical distance
to the LMC to date of µLMC = 18.477 ± 0.004 (statistical)
±0.026 (systematic). Wielgórski et al. (2022) used the PL re-
lations of Milky Way T2Cs to obtain a distance modulus of
µLMC = 18.540± 0.026 (statistical) ±0.034 (systematic). Our re-
sults are therefore in reasonably good agreement with published
results and lie within the bounds of the above-quoted literature
values.

The period-Wesenheit relation for the subset of the best-
matched gold sample of 30 BL Her models is displayed in the
lowest panel of Fig. 4 and exhibits a slope of −2.805 ± 0.164
with a scatter of σ = 0.115. For comparison, the empirical
period-Wesenheit relation for the 58 BL Her stars in the LMC
has a slope of −2.398 ± 0.146 with a scatter of σ = 0.144 (see
Table 5 of Paper II). The T statistic5 and its associated prob-
ability p(t) of acceptance of the null hypothesis (equal slopes)
obtained for the comparison of the two linear regression slopes
under the two-tailed t-distribution are 1.854 and 0.067 respec-
tively, thereby suggesting statistically similar PW relations.

The period-radius relation for the subset of the best-matched
gold sample of 30 BL Her models is also presented in the lowest
panel of Fig. 4 and exhibits a slope of 0.565±0.035 with a scatter
of σ = 0.025. This is in excellent agreement with the empirical
PR slope of 0.564 ± 0.049 with a scatter of σ = 0.047 from the
BL Her stars in the LMC (Groenewegen & Jurkovic 2017). The

4 https://gea.esac.esa.int/archive/
5 We defined a T statistic for the comparison of two linear regression
slopes, Ŵ with sample sizes, n and m, respectively, as follows:

T =
Ŵn − Ŵm√

Var(Ŵn) + Var(Ŵm)
,

where Var(Ŵ) is the variance of the slope. The null hypothesis of equiv-
alent slopes is rejected if T > tα/2,ν (or the probability of the observed
value of the T statistic) is p < 0.05, where tα/2,ν is the critical value
under the two-tailed t-distribution with 95% confidence limit (α=0.05)
and degrees of freedom, ν = n + m − 4.
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Fig. 5. The colour-magnitude diagram of the gold sample (left) and the silver sample (right) of the BL Her modeled-observed pairs using the
OGLE counterparts. The grey points in the background represent all BL Her models across the four sets of convection parameters.

Fig. 6. The left-hand panels display the variation of distance modulus as a function of period (top) and metal abundance (bottom). Solid lines
represent µLMC = 18.477 ± 0.026 (Pietrzyński et al. 2019) in the top panel and best-fitting linear regression in the bottom panel while the dashed
lines represent 1σ error in each case. The right-hand panel shows theoretical and observed (normalized with respect to mean magnitude) G band
light curves of two BL Her stars that are consistent on the Fourier plane.

(|T |, p(t)) values for the comparison of the two linear regression
slopes are (0.017, 0.987).

7. One star–many models

So far, we have discussed the results from the best-matched
model corresponding to a particular observed star. However, as
mentioned in Section 4.3, we shortlisted 10 models each that

match the closest with an observed BL Her star with respect
to their pulsation periods and their Fourier parameter space. In
this section, we study the degeneracy in the input stellar pa-
rameters of the BL Her models that result in similar pulsa-
tion periods and light curve structure. An example of the 10
best-matched models corresponding to one particular observed
BL Her star without bump, Gaia DR3 4661638790215403008,
is displayed in Fig. 7, along with the input stellar parameters of
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Fig. 7. An example of the 10 best-matched models corresponding to one particular observed BL Her star Gaia DR3 4661638790215403008. The
observed light curve is shown in red while the theoretical light curves are displayed in blue. The input stellar parameters of the corresponding
models are included in the format (Z,M/M⊙, L/L⊙,Teff , convection set) in each sub-plot.
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Fig. 8. A corner plot exhibiting the correlations of the different stellar parameters (chemical composition Z, stellar mass M/M⊙, stellar luminosity
L/L⊙, stellar radius log(R/R⊙) and effective temperature Teff) using the 10 best-matched models corresponding to one particular observed BL Her
star Gaia DR3 4661638790215403008.
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Fig. 9. Same as Fig. 7 but for the observed BL Her star with the bump feature Gaia DR3 4658440315161900928.
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Fig. 10. Same as Fig. 8 but for the observed BL Her star Gaia DR3 4658440315161900928.

the corresponding models in each sub-plot. We also study the
correlations of the different stellar parameters − chemical com-
position Z, stellar mass M/M⊙, stellar luminosity L/L⊙, stel-

lar radius log(R/R⊙) and effective temperature Teff − of the 10
best-matched models corresponding to the star in Fig. 8. While
the stellar mass is restricted to the range M/M⊙ ∈ [0.5, 0.65],
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with a fixed stellar luminosity L/L⊙ = 100, the effective tem-
perature is quite broad in the range Teff ∈ [6550, 6800] (K).
There is also a wide range of chemical compositions with Z ∈
{0.00014, 0.00043, 0.00061, 0.00424, 0.00834, 0.013}. However,
the majority of the models (80%) still prefer the convection pa-
rameter sets A and C.

An example of the 10 best-matched models cor-
responding to the observed BL Her star with bump,
Gaia DR3 4658440315161900928, and the correlations of
the different stellar parameters are displayed in Fig. 9 and
Fig. 10, respectively. The stellar mass is restricted to the
range M/M⊙ ∈ [0.65, 0.75] with a fixed stellar luminosity
L/L⊙ = 150 and the effective temperature in the range of
Teff ∈ [6000, 6150] (K). The chemical composition cannot
be constrained, as the 10 best-matched models span the en-
tire range of the input parameter used in the grid with Z ∈
{0.00014, 0.00043, 0.00061, 0.00135, 0.00424, 0.00834, 0.013}.
Once again, the majority of the models (70%) still prefer the
convection parameter set C.

This analysis was carried out to show that while the stellar
estimates provided in Table 1, using our robust light-curve fit-
ting approach, are reasonably good (especially for the gold sam-
ple BL Her modeled-observed pairs), one has to be careful be-
cause degeneracies exist in the models that may result in similar
pulsation periods and light curve structure. A way to constrain
the modeled-observed pairs further would be to simultaneously
fit the light curves and the radial velocity curves for stars and
models that have similar pulsation periods. The two examples
above also suggest that while the metallicity range may be dif-
ficult to constrain, one could re-compute new models by adopt-
ing the weighted averaged values of M, L,Teff (with the weights
scaled according to their goodness-of-fit scores) of the 10 best
modeled-observed pairs, keeping the ZX and convection param-
eter sets the same. Thereafter, a second iteration of the compari-
son of the observed and the new modeled light curves may help
constrain the input stellar parameters (and especially, the metal-
licity) of the models better. However, we note that this study is
the most robust light-curve fitting that can be done at present for
BL Her stars using the latest available observations from Gaia
DR3 and the most recent stellar pulsation models. We also plan
to constrain the convection parameters for BL Her models in a
future project, similar to what has been carried out for RRab
(Kovács et al. 2023) and RRc stars (Kovács et al. 2024).

8. Summary and Conclusion

We carried out an extensive comparison of the light curve struc-
ture of BL Her stars in the G band using observations from Gaia
DR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016, 2023) and the most recent
stellar pulsation models computed for a wide range of input pa-
rameters − metallicity (−2.0 dex ≤ [Fe/H] ≤ 0.0 dex), stellar
mass (0.5M⊙-0.8M⊙), stellar luminosity (50L⊙-300L⊙) and ef-
fective temperature (full extent of the instability strip; in steps of
50K) typical for BL Her stars using mesa-rsp (Paper I; Paper II).
The important results from this analysis are summarized below:

1. We compared the G band theoretical light curves of the com-
plete set of BL Her models computed using the different con-
vection parameter sets with the observed light curves of the
BL Her stars in the LMC that have similar pulsation periods.
We used the mathematically robust goodness-of-fit measure
over the Fourier parameter space to obtain best-fit models for
48 stars in the LMC and provide the stellar parameter esti-
mates in Table 1 of this paper.

2. We find a relatively flat distribution of stellar masses between
0.5–0.65 M⊙. Although 90% of models fall into this range,
we found three stars where the fits clearly preferred a higher
mass of 0.75 M⊙.

3. An interesting result is that while there was no obvious pref-
erence of the choice of convection parameter sets in Paper II
when we compared the theoretical and empirical period-
Wesenheit relations of BL Her stars at mean light, an exten-
sive light curve comparison analysis shows that the majority
of the best-matched models are computed using the convec-
tion parameter sets A and C. Note that the convection param-
eter sets A and C are computed not only without radiative
cooling, but also have low eddy viscosities. The result that
the majority of the best-matched models are computed using
sets A and C could be an interplay of the different convective
parameters, and does not allow us to conclude that radiative
cooling is inefficient in these models.

4. The period-Wesenheit relation for the subset of the best-
matched gold sample of 30 BL Her models exhibits a slope
of −2.805 ± 0.164, which is in good agreement with the em-
pirical PW slope of −2.398± 0.146 from the BL Her stars in
the LMC (using data from Gaia DR3 in Paper II). We also
found the period-radius relation for the gold sample of 30
BL Her models to exhibit a slope of 0.565 ± 0.035 in excel-
lent agreement with the empirical PR slope of 0.564 ± 0.049
from the BL Her stars in the LMC (Groenewegen & Jurkovic
2017).

5. We used the Wesenheit magnitudes of the subset of 30 best-
matched modeled-observed pairs to estimate a distance mod-
ulus to the LMC of µLMC = 18.582±0.067 which lies within
the bounds of previous literature values from Pietrzyński
et al. (2019) and Wielgórski et al. (2022).

6. We also analysed the degeneracy in the stellar parameters of
the BL Her models that result in similar pulsation periods
and light curve structure and noted that an even more robust
method of fitting would be to simultaneously fit multi-band
light curves and radial velocity curves for stars and models
that have similar pulsation periods. However, we note that
this study is the most robust light-curve fitting that can be
done at present using the most recent theoretical and ob-
served data.

7. Despite the large number of BL Her models, we did not find
best-fit models for 10 BL Her stars in the LMC. A possible
explanation could be the curse of dimensionality (Bellman
& Kalaba 1959) which suggests that the number of configu-
rations (in this work: pulsation period, light curve amplitude
and Fourier parameters) covered by an observation decreases
as the dimensionality or parameter space of the models in-
creases. Another reason is that this analysis uses the four
convection parameter sets as outlined in Paxton et al. (2019);
however, these convection parameter values are merely use-
ful starting choices. Our grid of models suggest that the
choice of convection parameters clearly play an important
role in the theoretical light curve structure, especially on the
Fourier amplitude parameters and therefore, may be reason-
ably changed to obtain better fitted models for a particular
observed light curve.

Our analysis successfully demonstrates that in the era of
percent-level precision in the calibration of PL relations of clas-
sical pulsators, it is extremely important to not just compare the
observations and the stellar pulsation models at mean light but
also compare their light curves over a complete cycle of pulsa-
tion for better constrains on the stellar pulsation theory. The ex-
tensive light curve comparison analysis shows a clear preference
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for radial stellar pulsation models computed without radiative
cooling for BL Her stars using mesa-rsp. However, as mentioned
earlier, this does not allow us to conclude that radiative cooling
is inefficient in these models and could be the result of an inter-
play between the various convective parameters. It is therefore
important to calibrate the convection parameters as was done for
RRab (Kovács et al. 2023) and RRc stars (Kovács et al. 2024)
and thereby we plan to constrain the convection parameters for
BL Her models in a future project. We would like to highlight
here that adopting static model atmospheres while the pulsat-
ing atmosphere is clearly dynamic may also affect our extensive
light curve comparison analysis between observed and theoreti-
cal light curves.
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Soszyński, I., Udalski, A., Szymański, M. K., et al. 2015, AcA, 65, 297
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Table A.1. Chemical compositions of the adopted pulsation models.

[Fe/H] Z X
-2.00 0.00014 0.75115
-1.50 0.00043 0.75041
-1.35 0.00061 0.74996
-1.00 0.00135 0.74806
-0.50 0.00424 0.74073
-0.20 0.00834 0.73032
0.00 0.01300 0.71847

Notes. The Z and X values are estimated from the [Fe/H] values by as-
suming the primordial helium value of 0.2485 from the WMAP CMB
observations (Hinshaw et al. 2013) and the helium enrichment param-
eter value of 1.54 (Asplund et al. 2009). The solar mixture is adopted
from Asplund et al. (2009).

Appendix A: Chemical compositions of the BL Her
models

In Table A.1, we present the equivalent ZX values for each
[Fe/H] value.

Appendix B: Additional figures

In Fig. B.1, we exhibit the different modeled-observed pairs ob-
tained from preliminary exercises carried out using different con-
ditions to determine the robust weights on the light curve param-
eters for calculating the parameter d as in Eq. 8. The light curve
parameters are p ∈ {log(P), A, S k, Ac,Ri1, ϕi1} and the different
conditions used are as follows:

1. Condition 1: np = 1 for all
2. Condition 2: np = 5 for A, S k; np = 1 for the rest
3. Condition 3: np = 10 for A, S k; np = 1 for the rest
4. Condition 4: np = 20 for A, S k; np = 1 for the rest
5. Condition 5: np = 10 for log(P), A, S k; np = 1 for the rest

The reason for placing higher weights on A and S k (and not
on the other parameters) arises from the fact that the theoretical
and observed light curves in this work tended to be more “offset”
either in terms of their amplitudes or their skewness; this is also
evident from the silver sample (Fig. 3). The reader is advised to
set weights on the light curve parameters in the determination of
the parameter d based on their datasets.

In Fig. B.2, we present the modeled-observed pairs obtained
from using different conditions for the cases where the observed
light curves were fitted with order of fit, N = 7. The different
conditions used are as follows:

1. Condition 1: p ∈ {log(P), A, S k, Ac,R21,R31, ϕ21, ϕ31}

2. Condition 2: p ∈ {log(P), A, S k, Ac,R21,R31,R41,R51,R61,R71, ϕ21, ϕ31}

3. Condition 3: p ∈ {log(P), A, S k, Ac,R21,R31,R41,R51,R61,R71, ϕ21, ϕ31, ϕ41, ϕ51, ϕ61, ϕ71}

In Fig. B.3, we display the light curves of the 10 modeled-
observed pairs of BL Her stars that were rejected from this anal-
ysis. Fig. B.4 shows the distribution of the subset of the gold
sample and the silver sample of BL Her models that match the
best with BL Her stars in the LMC as as a function of metallic-
ity [Fe/H], stellar mass M/M⊙, stellar luminosity L/L⊙, effective
temperature and the convection parameter sets. The I band light
curves (normalized with respect to their mean magnitudes) of the
gold sample BL Her modeled-observed pairs using the OGLE
database is presented in Fig. B.5.
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Fig. B.1. A visualisation of the modeled-observed pairs obtained from preliminary exercises carried out using different conditions to determine the
robust weights on the light curve parameters for calculating the parameter d as in Eq. 8. The input stellar parameters of the corresponding models
are included in the format (Z,M/M⊙, L/L⊙,Teff , convection set) in each sub-plot.
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Fig. B.2. A visualisation of the modeled-observed pairs obtained from using different conditions for the cases where the observed light curves
were fitted with order of fit, N = 7. The input stellar parameters of the corresponding models are included in the format (Z,M/M⊙, L/L⊙,Teff ,
convection set) in each sub-plot.

Fig. B.3. The light curves of the rejected model (blue)-observed (red) pairs of the 10 BL Her stars in the LMC. Note that the BL Her star
Gaia DR3 4657832869370030720 has sparse epoch photometry in the G band.
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Fig. B.4. Same as Fig. 4 but for both the gold sample and the silver sample of the BL Her models. The open-faced histogram bars and circles
represent the silver sample BL Her models.
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Fig. B.5. Same as Fig. 2 but for their OGLE counterparts. Missing sub-plots indicate lack of their OGLE counterparts and/or lack of VI photometric
data.
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