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ABSTRACT

Constraining the helium enhancement in stars is critical for understanding the formation mecha-

nisms of multiple populations in star clusters. However, measuring helium variations for many stars

within a cluster remains observationally challenging. We use Hubble Space Telescope photometry

combined with MUSE spectroscopic data for over 7,200 red-giant branch stars in ωCen to measure

helium differences between distinct groups of stars as a function of metallicity separating the im-

pact of helium enhancements from other abundance variations on the pseudo-color (chromosome)

diagrams. Our results show that stars at all metallicities have subpopulations with significant helium

enhancement (∆Ymin ≳ 0.11). We find a rapid increase in helium enhancement from low metallicities

([Fe/H] ≃ −2.05 to [Fe/H] ≃ −1.92), with this enhancement leveling out at ∆Y = 0.154 at higher

metallicities. The fraction of helium-enhanced stars steadily increases with metallicity ranging from

10% at [Fe/H] ≃ −2.04 to over 90% at [Fe/H] ≃ −1.04. This study is the first to examine helium

enhancement across the full range of metallicities in ωCen, providing new insight into its formation

history and additional constraints on enrichment mechanisms.

Keywords: nuclear star clusters: general - nuclear star clusters: individual (NGC 5139) - globular

clusters: individual (NGC 5139) - techniques: photometry - techniques: spectroscopy

1. INTRODUCTION

Both photometric and spectroscopic studies of Milky

Way globular clusters (GCs) have revealed multiple stel-

lar populations. This includes observations of abun-

dance variations in light elements from high-resolution

spectroscopy (e.g. Carretta et al. 2009), and multiple,

sometimes discrete sequences of stars seen in photome-

try (e.g. Milone et al. 2017). These findings have sparked

intense interest in GC formation and enrichment histo-
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ries (Gratton et al. 2019), but despite this interest, cur-

rently there are no models that can fully explain the di-

versity of populations observed in GCs (Bastian & Lardo

2018; Milone & Marino 2022).

Constraints on helium enhancements in GCs are crit-

ical for understanding the formation of multiple stellar

populations. Stars exhibiting high helium abundances

indicate that the material from which they formed had

undergone high-temperature hydrogen burning. This

enhancement in helium is accompanied by abundance

variations from several nucleosynthetic processes includ-

ing the CNO, NeNa, and MgAl cycles (Gratton et al.

2001). GCs have stars with primordial helium and no
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evidence for hot hydrogen burning, typically considered

the first-generation (1G) stars, as well as stars with en-

hanced helium and products from hot hydrogen burning,

considered the second-generation (2G) stars.

Helium is difficult to directly measure from spectra

due to its sensitivity to the stellar temperature. The

atmosphere of stars with Teff > 11 500 K is affected by

diffusion, causing the helium to sink below the photo-

spheric layers. Thus, any enrichment of helium that

can be measured from spectral observations in these

hot stars is not reflective of their abundance at forma-

tion. Furthermore, for stars with Teff < 8000 K the

helium lines are chromospheric (He I 10 830 Å) rather

than photospheric, which requires complex models to

measure. Stars in the range 8000 < Teff < 11 500 K,

if enriched, will exhibit photospheric helium lines (He I

5 876 Å) and while these can often be reliably measured

(Reddy 2020), it is observationally expensive to get spec-

tra with high signal-to-noise and sufficient resolution for

large samples.

Helium has been shown to have a significant impact

photometrically. In an analysis of 57 globular clusters

(including ωCen), Milone et al. (2017) found that most

GCs separate into two distinct sequences on the pseudo-

color-color diagrams they refer to as “chromosome di-

agrams”. They utilize what is known as the “magic

trio” of filters, containing the Hubble Space Telescope

(HST) photometric bands F275W, F336W, and F435W,

which probe the wavelength ranges in which impor-

tant absorption features (Piotto et al. 2015) lie. This

enables parsing of subpopulations with varied abun-

dances from CNO-cycling. They find two sequences in

most clusters, one is associated with 1G stars thought

to form from pristine gas with primordial helium (Y

∼ 0.25). The second sequence is offset primarily along

the ∆CF275W,F336W,F435W
axis due mostly to nitrogen en-

hancement tracked in the F336W filter and are thus en-

riched 2G stars expected to have helium abundances as

high as Y = 0.45 (∆Y= 0.2), though upper limits are

unknown.

At fixed metallicity, offset of stars in the

∆F275W,F814W axis can be attributed to helium en-

hancement, shown by Milone et al. (2018) who used

ATLAS12 and SYNTHE model atmospheres (Kurucz

1970, 1993; Sbordone et al. 2004) to compute He, C,

N, O and Mg simultaneously for each of the studied

clusters. They find helium mass fraction enhancements

of ∆Y = 0.01 − 0.10 with the 2G populations being

enhanced in helium relative to the 1G populations. The

level of helium enhancement correlates with present

day and initial cluster stellar mass (Milone et al. 2018;

Gratton et al. 2019).

ωCen has a uniquely complex set of subpopulations

(Lee et al. 1999) making it a challenging cluster in which

to infer helium enhancement. Among its stars there is

a nearly 2.0 dex spread in metallicities, suggesting it is

not a simple globular cluster but rather the surviving nu-

clear star cluster (NSC) of a stripped dwarf galaxy (e.g.

Limberg et al. 2022). The formation of NSCs is still not

fully understood but is expected to be a combination

of globular cluster in-spiral as well as successive in-situ

star formation events (Neumayer et al. 2020; Fahrion

et al. 2021). A recently completed work provided the

first comprehensive measurement of the age-metallicity

relation in ωCen, and found an unexpected two-stream

feature with stars at intermediate metallicities having

a bimodal age structure (Clontz et al. 2024). However,

because this age study was done with sub-giant branch

stars, the correlation between these different popula-

tions and the abundance variations/chromosome dia-

gram populations is not yet clear. Understanding the

formation of ωCen will provide insights into the phe-

nomenon of multiple populations seen in complex clus-

ters and galaxy centers.

Because of this interest, there has been a rich his-

tory of both direct and indirect helium measurements

in ωCen. The determination of high helium abun-

dances was first inferred from the HST photometric

observations of multiple color-magnitude diagram se-

quences (Bedin et al. 2004; Norris 2004) and subse-

quent metallicity measurements (Piotto et al. 2005),

which strongly suggested significant helium enhance-

ments (∆Y≳ 0.1)1. King et al. (2012) used deeper

color-magnitude diagrams and improved stellar models

to determine the helium abundance of the blue main se-

quence to be Y = 0.39± 0.02 at an assumed metallicity

of [Fe/H]= −1.32, while the red main sequence was fit

with a primordial helium abundance and a more metal-

poor isochrone ([Fe/H]= −1.62). The helium abun-

dances inferred by these papers singled out ωCen as be-

ing uniquely enhanced in helium relative to both other

globular clusters and field stars in the Milky Way (e.g.

Piotto et al. 2005).

Spectroscopically, Dupree & Avrett (2013) con-

strained helium abundances from direct fitting of the

1.08 µm chromospheric line for two low metallicity

([Fe/H] = −1.86 and −1.79) ωCen red-giant branch

(RGB) stars. For their two stars they report Y ≤ 0.22

and Y = 0.39− 0.44, confirming a helium enhancement

1 Note that many helium measurements are relative enhancements
(∆Y ) from an assumed primordial helium abundance mass frac-
tion of Y = 0.245; we include a small metallicity dependence of
Y = 0.245 + 1.5 · Z via the isochrones used in this work
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of at least ∆Y= 0.17 among the stars. Other studies,

including Hema et al. (2020) and Reddy (2020) have

shown that it is possible to constrain the helium abun-

dance in individual stars by determining the discrepancy

in Mg abundance measurements between the Mg I and

MgH lines. Hydrogen depletion affects the opacity and

this decrement in the MgH line allows for a constraint on

the hydrogen which is then converted to a helium abun-

dance via a model assumption of the He/H ratio for the

star. Hema et al. (2020) find high helium enhancement

in the two observed ωCen red giants (Y = 0.374 and

Y = 0.445). Reddy (2020) follow a similar procedure for

13 red giants and find a range of helium abundances with

an ∆Y= 0.15±0.04. The studies form the foundation of

the spectroscopic evidence of significant enhancements

in helium among ωCen’s subpopulations.

There have been a variety of approaches using photo-

metric data for ωCen to constrain helium. Joo & Lee

(2013) generate synthetic color-magnitude diagrams,

finding helium variations of ∆Y= 0.16±0.02 are needed

to reproduce the features seen. Tailo et al. (2016) per-

form a similar analysis adding a consideration of the

C+N+O enhancement for the metal rich population and

finding ∆Y= 0.12 is needed for their models. Milone

et al. (2018) compare photometric measurements to syn-

thetic spectra for 3084 metal-poor stars in ωCen (consis-

tent with those in our sample with [Fe/H] ≃ −2.0) and

find a helium enhancement between the most metal-poor

1G and 2G stars to be, on average, 0.033 ± 0.006 and

a maximum ∆Y = 0.090 ± 0.010. A follow-up study

by Milone et al. (2020) follows a similar procedure, but

this time divides the sample into 5 distinct clumps on

the chromosome diagram. The population with the low-

est ∆CF275W,F336W,F435W color is considered the 1G pop-

ulation while the rest are considered 2G populations,

labeled A−D, each with increasing ∆CF275W,F336W,F435W

color. The maximum helium difference is found between

the 1G and 2GD population and is ∆Y= 0.081± 0.007.

These works form the basis for the photometric stud-

ies of the helium enhancement in ωCen and suggest low

helium enhancement in the metal-poor populations.

With oMEGACat, a photometric and spectroscopic

survey covering the full half-light radius of ωCen, there

is a new opportunity to study the helium enhancement

in 2G stars. In this study we estimate the 1G to 2G he-

lium differences as a function of metallicity for over 7,200

RGB stars, covering the full range of the stellar popu-

lations of this enigmatic cluster. Our new estimates use

improved isochrone models, synthetic spectra, and indi-

vidual abundance measurements from machine-learning

techniques to derive more accurate helium constraints.

In Section 2 we present the source catalog and our

sample selection. In Section 3 we describe the various

models used in our measurements, in Section 4 we out-

line our methods, and in Section 5 we present our results.

Discussion and conclusions are presented in Sections 6

and 7.

2. DATA

For this study we use the oMEGACat catalog which

contains information of individual stars of ωCen from

HST and MUSE observations. The photometric magni-

tudes are provided in 6 broadband HST filters, each hav-

ing a correction for the differential reddening and instru-

mental effects (Häberle et al. 2024a). The metallicity is

measured by full-spectrum fitting to each MUSE spectra

and an atomic diffusion correction is applied (Nitschai

et al. 2023). More than 300,000 stars in oMEGACat

have measurements in all photometric bands and metal-

licity information. We refer to the above two studies

for detailed data reduction procedures. To match the

metallicity to isochrone models used later, we convert

[M/H] values to [Fe/H] using Equation 3 from Salaris

et al. (1993):

[Fe/H] = [M/H]− log(0.638× 10[α/Fe] + 0.362), (1)

assuming [α/Fe] = 0.3 dex (Norris & Da Costa 1995;

Johnson & Pilachowski 2010). This conversion has ex-

plicit dependence on the uncertainty in the abundance of

each star, though this uncertainty is found to be similar

to the typical metallicity error (0.08 dex).

In this study, we use a subset of the RGB stars

presented in Nitschai et al. (2024). To limit scatter

in the chromosome diagram and avoid any impacts of

dredge up while still retaining large numbers of stars

with high spectroscopic S/N to ensure accurate metallic-

ity and abundance measurements, we limit ourselves to

stars with 14 ≤ mF814W ≤ 17mag. Using this magnitude

range ensures consistent measurements of the helium

abundance (Section 4.2). Also, the chromosome dia-

gram of these stars clearly separates subsamples of stars

due to the parallel sequences of these RGB stars on the

color-magnitude diagrams. We use stars with F275W,

F336W, F435W, and F814W measurements available

from Häberle et al. (2024a) and cut using the HST qual-

ity flag. Our final sample contains 7,277 RGB stars.

To obtain the pseudo-colors for the chromosome dia-

gram, we use the fiducial lines from Nitschai et al. (2024)

to create the ∆F275W,F814W & ∆CF275W,F336W,F435W col-

ors. These fiducial lines vary with position on the color-

magnitude diagram, but are applied in a consistent way

to all data and models. We combine these data with
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Figure 1. Chromosome/Pseudo-color diagram: Our sample of 7,277 RGB stars in ωCen is shown with each star colored
by its metallicity. We separate the RGB stars separate into three distinct streams in this diagram using the diagonal black lines
and color-coded labels. The edges of the [Fe/H] bins are indicated by white lines on the color bar (see also Table 1) Spreads in
the ∆F275W,F814W and ∆CF275W,F336W,F435W within metallicity bins are primarily due to light element abundance variations.

the metallicities in Nitschai et al. (2023) to produce the

chromosome diagram in Figure 1. This figure demon-

strates that different groups in the chromosome dia-

gram can be effectively separated by metallicity with low

metallicities on the left hand side of the diagram, and

higher metallicities to the right. Previous studies have

divided the chromosome diagram into 1G and 2G stars

using a single diagonal line (Milone et al. 2018) while

other studies have further separated the 2G stars into
two subpopulations (Marino et al. 2019). Following the

Marino et al. (2019) work, we choose to divide our sam-

ple into three streams by utilizing the empirical 1G/2G

separation, then we create a parallel line which sepa-

rates the upper stream by cutting through under-dense

regions in the chromosome diagram. The lower, mid,

and upper streams contain 2071, 1920, and 3286 stars re-

spectively. The stream separation is shown by the black

lines in Figure 1. We note that the lower/1G stars do

follow the expectation of stars with varying metallicity

and similar abundance as shown in the Appendix, and

the slope of the line chosen is parallel to the expected

variation in metallicity.

We further separate this sample into 12 bins based on

metallicity. These are based on percentiles of the metal-

licity distribution similar to the selection in Clontz et al.

(2024), but with smaller bins at higher metallicities to

accommodate the complex structure visible in Fig. 1.

The first 8 metallicity bins contain ∼ 727 stars each

(10% of stars in each bin) with the last four containing

437, 364, 363, and 291 stars respectively (exact bound-

aries are given in Table 1).

3. MODEL INGREDIENTS

Spreads within metallicity bins in the chromosome di-

agram reflect the relative chemical abundances of the
stars within that bin including variations in helium as

well as other light element abundances. An accurate

measurement of helium enhancements from the chromo-

some diagram requires a careful isolation and removal

of effects from all other contributing abundance varia-

tions. We detail model ingredients required to make this

measurement in this section.

To understand the impact of helium on the chromo-

some diagram, we use a purpose-built set of isochrones

for ωCen (Section 3.1). We account for other abun-

dances’ influence on the chromosome diagram using syn-

thetic spectra models (Section 3.2). We also briefly dis-

cuss abundance estimates using our MUSE spectra in

Section 3.3. In Section 4 we combine these model ingre-

dients to show that changes in the ∆F275W,F814W color

in the RGB stars ωCen are dominated by helium en-

hancements, and can be used to obtain accurate mea-
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surements of the helium enhancement after correcting

for the impacts of other abundances.

3.1. Isochrone Models

The isochrones used in this study are built on

the base model grids from the Dartmouth Stellar

Isochrone Database (Dotter et al. 2008). The improved

isochrones tailored to ωCen were first presented in

Clontz et al. (2024), which contains more detailed de-

scriptions and downloadable versions of the isochrones.

These isochrones have an embedded C+N+O vs. [Fe/H]

relation which was empirically constrained for RGB

stars in ωCen by Marino et al. (2012). We perform

a linear fit to the data and for [Fe/H]> −1.0 we keep

the C+N+O enhancement fixed. We also note that the

same relation is found for 1G and 2G stars, according

to their work.

These updated isochrone models have several tune-

able parameters. In this work we use models with

−2.5 < [Fe/H] < −0.5, and a fixed [α/Fe] of 0.3 dex.

We use two different helium abundances, one that we

refer to as “primordial” with Y = 0.245 + 1.5 · Z, and

one that is similar to the highest helium abundances ob-

served in ωCen, Y = 0.402. Each isochrone is defined

along a set of equivalent evolutionary points, covering

the main sequence through the RGB. We use these mod-

els to constrain the chromosome diagram spread due to

metallicity variations with a bin, described in Section

4.3.1 and the helium ruler described in Section 4.2.

3.2. Synthetic Spectra

While the isochrone models allow us to constrain the

color differences on the chromosome diagram due to

metallicity and helium abundance, they do not provide

us with information about spreads due to contributions

from other elemental abundance variations. Addition-

ally, while the isochrones do incorporate a C+N+O re-

lation with [Fe/H], they do not constrain contributions

from C, N, and O individually, which are known to vary

widely between subpopulations in ωCen and other clus-

ters (e.g. Marino et al. 2012). To quantify the impact

of these light element abundance variations (other than

helium), we turn to synthetic spectra.

The synthetic spectral models generated are created

following very closely the method used by Milone et al.

(2018), using ATLAS12 and SYNTHE codes (Castelli

2005; Kurucz 2005; Sbordone et al. 2007). Like Milone

et al. (2018) we consider the impact of C, N, O, and Mg,

2 Note that Z is the mass fraction of elements heavier than helium
and is calculated via the conversion from [Fe/H] given by Z =
Z⊙ · 10[Fe/H] where Z⊙ = 0.014 (Asplund et al. 2009).

which have a significant impact on the chromosome dia-

grams. We simulate spectra using a surface and gravity

appropriate to stars at the median F814W magnitude

of our sample (≃ 15.5) and covering its full metallic-

ity range. For each of these spectra, we then simulate

spectra both with primordial (1G) abundances, and en-

hanced in one of the light element abundances based on

measurements of 2G stars in ωCen from Milone et al.

(2020). Specifically, we simulate the following differ-

ences of enhanced−primordial abundances: ∆C = −0.4;

∆N = +1.2; ∆O = −0.4; and ∆Mg = −0.4.

From the simulated spectra, we compute the (F275W-

F814W and C275,336,435) colors of the stars both with

primordial and enhanced abundances. These colors are

then processed using the same fiducial lines used to pro-

duce our chromosome diagram. We use the differences

between the primordial and enhanced abundance points

on the chromosome diagram to create a reference vec-

tor that shows the impact of each element on the chro-

mosome diagram position of a star. This procedure is

repeated for each separate metallicity bin. The refer-

ence vectors are generated for all four elements (other

than helium) expected to contribute to the chromosome

diagram (C, N, O, and Mg). These reference vectors

are then scaled based on the abundance variations mea-

sured between the streams to arrive at the correction

vector used in the ∆Y calculation. Further discussion

on the delta abundances used for each stream and each

metallicity bin is given in Section 4.

3.3. Abundance Estimates

Although the low spectral resolution of MUSE spec-

tra (R of 1770 to 3590) makes it difficult to measure all

chemical abundances, some can still be determined us-

ing neural network models like DD-Payne (Xiang et al.

2019). This approach has already been successfully ap-

plied to other MUSE spectra and we refer to Wang

et al. (2022) for detailed procedures. A comprehensive

analysis of DD-Payne-measured chemical abundances of

ωCen and their robustness and variations in chromo-

some diagram in a forthcoming paper (Wang et al, in

prep). According to analysis by Wang et al. (in prep),

the DD-Payne-derived Mg and O abundances in ωCen,

and their variations along the chromosome diagram are

consistent with results from Milone et al. (2020) and

Johnson & Pilachowski (2010), respectively, and thus

allow us to obtain individual stellar Mg and O abun-

dance estimates for our full sample. The [Mg/Fe] abun-

dances are obtained using DD-Payne model trained on

APOGEE-Payne (Ting et al. 2019) for each of our stars

with a median uncertainty of 0.05 dex. The [O/Fe]

abundances use the model trained on GALAH DR2
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(Buder et al. 2018), with a median uncertainty of 0.14

dex. Two of the other abundances required for our cor-

rections, nitrogen and carbon, are not available for in-

dividual stars. Wang et al. in prep are unable to con-

strain N abundances due to the lack of strong absorp-

tion lines in the MUSE spectral range, while they find

significant systematics on the C abundance estimates.

Therefore, in this work, we use DD-Payne-derived Mg

and O abundances for our analysis. For carbon and ni-

trogen elements, we incorporate abundance constraints

from previous studies on ωCen, presented in detail in

the next section. A more thorough examination of in-

dividual abundances apart from helium on the chromo-

some diagram will be presented in Wang et al. in prep.

Here we use the Mg and O abundances solely to make

the corrections for the abundances on the chromosome

diagram in a metallicity dependent way.

4. CALCULATING HELIUM ENHANCEMENT

For this study we aim to measure the helium enhance-

ment between the streams of the chromosome diagram

as a function of metallicity. We use the lower stream

as a reference and measure the offset between it and

the mid or upper streams to get the star offset vector

(Section 4.1). We then subtract the contributions ex-

pected from other elemental abundance variations from

this star offset vector (Section 4.3). Finally, we use a he-

lium ruler (Section 4.2) to measure the remaining offset

and scale this to a helium enhancement in each metal-

licity bin.

We perform this calculation only in the ∆F275W,F814W

axis for two reasons. One, we do not have individual stel-

lar constraints on nitrogen, which is known to dominate

the contribution to the offset between streams in the

∆CF275W,F336W,F435W axis (e.g. Milone et al. 2020). And
two, the ∆F275W,F814W of the chromosome diagram is

constructed specifically to probe variations in metallic-

ity and helium. Therefore, at fixed metallicity, we can

more easily isolate helium enhancement.

4.1. Star Offset Vector

For each of our metallicity bins described at the

end of Section 2, we find the centroid of each stream

on the chromosome diagram by taking the median

∆F275W,F814W and ∆CF275W,F336W,F435W of the stars oc-

cupying each. For the comparison between the upper

and lower streams, for example, we then find the differ-

ence in each delta color and call this the star offset vec-

tor. Fig. 2 shows this process for three metallicity bins

covering the range of metallicities in the cluster. The

x/∆F275W,F814Wcomponent of this vector is denoted as

Slu,x and Slm,x between the lower and upper/middle

streams respectively in Table 1). The uncertainty on

the offset vector length is found by taking half of the

1 − σ range of values found when taking 100 bootstrap

resamplings of the full RGB sample and recalculating

its length.

4.2. Helium Ruler

Our measurement assumes the 1G stars are made from

gas not enhanced in helium. To test if the variations in

[Fe/H] can explain the offsets seen between the lower

stream stars of neighboring bins we perform a similar

analysis to that outlined in Sect. 4.3.1, this time us-

ing the difference in lower stream median metallicities

between [Fe/H] bins. These vectors do an excellent job

of describing the offsets seen between centroids in the x

axis on the chromosome diagram for most of the metal-

licity range, further justifying our choice to separate the

1G and 2G populations with a straight diagonal line

and suggesting that the lower stream primarily consists

of stars with primordial helium abundance. However, in

the last two metallicity bins lower stream star centroids

sit down and to the left of the [Fe/H] vector location.

One possible explanation is a spread in helium among

the 1G population.

The top panels of Figure 2 show the offsets between

the primordial and helium enhanced isochrones as blue

vectors in three of our metallicity bins; the primary off-

set in each panel is to the left along the ∆F275W,F814W

x-direction. We use the x-component of this vector as

our helium ruler, which we notate as Heruler, x in Ta-

ble 1 and Eq. 3 below (blue vector in bottom panels of

Figure 2).

To calculate the helium abundance differences be-

tween the streams we need to quantify the offsets in

the chromosome diagram due to helium changes, which

we call the helium ruler. We create a separate ruler for

each of our 12 metallicity bins (see Section 2 and Ta-

ble 1). For each, we take two isochrones with the median

metallicity of a given bin, one with Y = 0.245 + 1.5 · Z
and one with Y = 0.40; Fig. 4.2 panel (a) shows two

isochrones at a single metallicity in the F275W−F814W

color magnitude diagram. We interpolate each isochrone

finely (steps of 0.005 mags) in and then verticalize the

interpolated isochrones with the same fiducial lines used

for generating the chromosome diagram (Fig. 4.2, panel

(b). We then find the median color difference of the

projected points of the primordial and helium enhanced

isochrone for each 0.2 magnitude wide bin. We com-

bine these magnitude bin helium ruler measurements via

a weighted average where the weight is the number of

stars in each magnitude range (Fig. 4.2, panel (c). This

combined measurement is the final helium ruler for a
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Figure 2. Determining Helium Differences using the Chromosome Diagram: (Upper panels) Stars in three different
metallicity bins are shown in grey left to right. The star offset vector, the abundance correction vectors, and the helium
ruler vector are all plotted in the upper panels extending from the lower stream centroid. (Lower panels) The ∆F275W,F814W

components of each of the vectors are shown. The three black dots coincide with the lower stream centroid. The inferred ∆Y
is determined by scaling the helium ruler (blue vector) to the star offset (lime green vector) after corrections for the other
abundances. Note that in each case, these corrections are small, and thus we attribute the bulk of the leftward offset in the
∆F275W,F814W color between the upper stream stars and the lower stream stars to helium enhancement in the upper stream.

single metallicity bin. We repeat this process for each

metallicity bin and plot the results in Fig. 4.2 panel (d).

The vector corresponds to the helium mass fraction dif-

ference of ∆Yruler = 0.40− (0.245 + 1.5 ·Z) and thus is

∼0.15 with a small variation between 0.1548 and 0.1529

at [Fe/H]= −2 and −1 respectively. The Heruler,x val-

ues (which have no units, since they are differences in

normalized colors) range from -0.177 at low metallicity

and to -0.669 at higher metallicities.

We exclude brighter stars from our measurement due

to shorter helium rulers at brighter magnitudes as shown

in the grayed out region at the top of panel (b) in

Fig. 4.2. We note that this effect is seen in the data

as well; brighter RGB stars on the lower stream are off-

set to bluer ∆F275W,F814W colors relative to the fainter

stars, while those on the middle and upper stream align

well; this provides further evidence that the effect we are

seeing in the ∆F275W,F814W color offsets are due to He-

lium abundance changes. The shaded region in Fig. 4.2

shows the 16th and 84th percentile range of values for

the ∆F275W,F814W color difference across magnitude at

a given metallicity. This range is roughly ±0.04 at all

metallicities and gives a sense of the potential system-

atic error in the measurement of our helium ruler. Be-

cause this range is nearly constant with metallicity this

systematic uncertainty is larger at lower metallicities

than at high metallicities. However, because we have

weighted the ruler measurements based on the magni-

tude distribution of the data (Fig. 4.2, panels (b)/(c)),

this spread in values is not equivalent to a 1σ systematic

error, and instead represents a worst-case scenario. We

therefore do not include this potential systematic error

in our quoted errors in our derived ∆Y values using our

helium ruler.

Our helium enhancement measurements also make the

assumption that the ∆F275W,F814W offset scales linearly

with ∆Y . While we only have two helium abundances

from our C+N+O vs. [Fe/H]-relation isochrones (Sec-

tion 3.1), the original set of Dartmouth Isochrones (Dot-

ter et al. 2008) provides three helium abundances with

which we can test the linearity of this scaling. To do

this we source the Y = 0.245 + 1.5Z, Y = 0.33, and

Y = 0.40 isochrone models and verticalize them to ob-

tain the delta colors. We calculate the helium ruler

x-distance/∆F275W,F814W color difference between the

Y = 0.33 and Y = 0.245 + 1.5Z and the Y = 0.40 and

Y = 0.245 + 1.5Z using the same process as described
above to create two helium rulers, one with ∆Y∼ 0.09

and the other with ∼0.15. We then compare how sim-

ilar the ∆F275W,F814W/∆Y of these two helium rulers

are across the full range of metallicities we consider.

The median fractional in ∆F275W,F814W/∆Y between

the two rulers is 0% with a spread of 6.7%. The dif-

ference is on the order of 0.6% at [Fe/H] ∼ −1.7 and

varies with metallicity, with a maximum value 13.6%.

The scatter in this relation is similar in size to the uncer-

tainties we infer for the ∆Y measurements. We therefore

conclude it is reasonable to consider the helium ruler x-

component scales linearly with ∆Y , and that the level of

systematic error resulting from this assumption is simi-

lar to our 1σ measurement errors.

4.3. Contribution from Other Elemental Variations
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Figure 3. Helium Ruler vs. [Fe/H]: Left Panel – These three figures show the derivation of the helium ruler. First on
the far left, the color magnitude-diagram of two isochrones [Fe/H] = −1.70, but with primordial (red) and enhanced (blue)
helium abundance are shown. The yellow and green lines show the fiducials used to verticalize the color-magnitude diagram and
create the ∆F275W,F814W color shown in panel (b). The black arrows in this panel show the distance between the verticalized
isochrones in each magnitude bin. The histogram in panel (c) shows the number of stars at each magnitude that are used to
weight the separation of the helium isochrones and obtain the helium ruler x-distance, Heruler,x. The gray region at the top of
the panel (b) shows magnitudes excluded from our analysis to ensure consistent length helium ruler vectors for all stars; the
rulers at these magnitudes are clearly shorter. Right Panel – The derived Heruler,x in the ∆F275W,F814W color as a function of
metallicity. This corresponds to the expected offset in the ∆F275W,F814Wx-axis of the chromosome diagram for two populations
with ∆Y ∼ 0.15. This difference is calculated at each metallicity across the full range of RGB magnitudes; the dark blue points
show the Heruler,x determined from the weighted average of all the vectors in the left-middle panel. The blue band shows the
16th and 84th percentile of the vector lengths.

4.3.1. [Fe/H] Contribution

New metallicity information for the full RGB from

Nitschai et al. (2023) enables the isolation of stars within

a narrow range of metallicity on the chromosome di-

agram as shown for our 12 metallicity bins in Figs. 2

and 4. However, some metallicity differences within a

single bin’s lower, mid and upper streams may remain

and impact our helium calculation. To measure this im-

pact, in each metallicity bin we calculate the difference

in the median metallicity between the lower and mid

streams as well as between the lower and upper streams.

The error is the 1-σ range found from bootstrapping our

sample. For several metallicity bins there is no signifi-

cant difference between the median metallicities of the

streams. At the highest metallicities some offsets are

seen, with 0.06 dex differences between the lower and

mid streams in the two most metal-rich bins, attributed

to small number of stars in each sample.

To correct for any metallicity differences seen between

streams, we take an isochrone with the median [Fe/H] of

the lower stream, find the F275W-F814W color and the

CF275W,F336W,F435W colors at mF814W = 15.5 mag, and

calculate their ∆F275W,F814W and ∆CF275W,F336W,F435W

colors. We repeat this process for the isochrone with the

median metallicity of the mid and upper stream stars.

We then draw a vector from the lower-stream stars’

isochrone chromosome diagram position to the mid and

upper stream stars’ isochrone chromosome diagram po-

sition to create our [Fe/H] vector for the comparison of

these two streams in this metallicity bin. We use the x-

component of these vectors ([Fe/H]lm,x and [Fe/H]lu,x)

in our calculation of ∆Y . The contribution of the metal-

licity to the spread in the ∆F275W,F814W axis is small

and even zero for several metallicity bins. All values are

given in Table 2.

4.3.2. [Mg/Fe] Contribution

2G stars are expected to be depleted in Mg, as the

Mg-Al chain converts Mg to Al. The previous helium

determination of Milone et al. (2018) focused only on the

most-metal-poor populations and thus they assumed a

fixed ∆[Mg/Fe] between the 1G and 2G stars. To better

constrain the ∆[Mg/Fe] as a function of metallicity, we

use abundance estimates derived from our MUSE spec-

tra using the DD-Payne machine learning algorithm (see

Section 3.3). Using these values we calculate the me-

dian [Mg/Fe] for the stars in each stream within a given

metallicity bin. Next, we find the ∆[Mg/Fe] between

the lower and upper stream as well as the lower and mid

streams. We use synthetic spectra to calculate the con-

tribution of the spread between the stream due to a fixed

differences in Mg, then scale this contribution based on

our measured contributions to get the Mg correction vec-

tors Mglm and Mglu. We use the x-components Mglm,x

and Mglu,x in our ∆Y calculations. The contribution of

the [Mg/Fe] abundance variations to the spread in the

∆F275W,F814W axis varies with metallicity and all values

are given in Table 2.
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4.3.3. [O/Fe] Contribution

The contribution to the chromosome diagram shape

attributed to oxygen is handled in a similar manner to

Mg. Star-by-star oxygen abundances are derived from

DD-Payne predictions. We calculate the median [O/Fe]

abundance for each stream within each metallicity bin,

then calculate the ∆[O/Fe] between the streams. We

follow the same process as with Mg, by modeling the

color differences and scaling the reference vector by our

measured abundance difference to get the Olm and Olu

correction vectors. We use the x-components (Olm,x and

Olu,x) to calculate ∆Y . The contribution of the [O/Fe]

abundance variations to the spread in the ∆F275W,F814W

axis varies with metallicity and all values are given in

Table 2.

4.3.4. [C/Fe] Contribution

No individual stellar carbon abundance are yet avail-

able for our data (Section 3.3). Therefore, we adopt the

∆[C/Fe] values given in Table 3 in Milone et al. (2020)

(which use C abundances from Johnson & Pilachowski

2010). They separate their low metallicity stars into 5

groups. The 1G population is then compared with the

four 2G populations (2GA − 2GD). The 2GB popula-

tion has a ∆CF275W,F336W,F435W color closest to our mid-

stream of stars while the 2GD population corresponds

best to our upper-stream of stars (Fig.7 in Milone et al.

2020). Therefore, we chose to adopt the ∆[C/Fe] values

from the comparisons between 1G and 2GB and 2GD,

−0.2 ± .09 and −0.42 ± 0.08. We assume this value to

be fixed as a function of metallicity. While this is cer-

tainly an oversimplification, we note the contribution to

the correction from Carbon is quite small (see Table 2)

and plausible variations between metallicities would not

have a large enough impact on our helium measurements

to change our results significantly.

Following our previous modeling process for Mg and

O, we produce models for the chromosome diagram color

differences due this abundance variation. We scale our

reference vector by the assumed abundance variation to

get the Clm and Clu correction vector and use the x-

components Clm,x and Clu,x in our ∆Y calculation. The

contribution of the [C/Fe] abundance variations to the

spread in the ∆F275W,F814W axis varies with metallicity

and exact values can be found in Table 2.

4.3.5. [N/Fe] Contribution

As with carbon, we do not have individual stellar

abundances available for nitrogen for stars in our sam-

ple. For this reason we choose again to adopt the

∆[N/Fe] values from the 1G/2G comparison in Milone

et al. (2020). This gives us ∆[N/Fe]lm = 0.62 and

∆[N/Fe]lu = 1.02. We model this abundance variation

as we do for other correction abundances, by scaling the

reference vectors to obtain Nlm and Nlu, then using the

x-components of the resulting vectors (Nlm,x and Nlu,x)

in our ∆Y calculations. The contribution of the [N/Fe]

abundance variations to the spread in the ∆F275W,F814W

axis varies with metallicity and is given in Table 2.

4.4. Helium Enhancement Calculation

We now have all the ingredients required to calcu-

late helium enhancements as a function of metallicity in

ωCen. We first take the x-component of a given metal-

licity bin’s star offset vector Slu,x (Section 4.1) and sub-

tract off the x-components contributions from all rel-

evant correction elemental abundances (Section 4.3) to

get the x-component of the remaining offset vector Rlu,x:

Rlu,x = Slu,x − Corrlu,x (2)

where:

Corrlu,x = Felu,x +Clu,x +Nlu,x +Olu,x +Mglu,x (3)

These summed corrections, Corrlu,x, are given in

Table 1, while the individual abundance corrections

are given in Table 2. Then, to calculate the helium

abundance enhancement between the lower and upper

streams, ∆Ylu, we scale the resulting vector by the he-

lium ruler using the following equation:

∆Ylu = Rlu,x · (∆Yruler/Heruler,x) (4)

To calculate ∆Y between the lower and mid streams

we follow the same prescription, denoting the relevant

terms with the ‘lm’ subscript. We repeat this for each

metallicity bin. The error on these measurements is cal-

culated as the error on the star offset vector (discussed

in Section 4.1), added in quadrature with the uncertain-

ties for each of the correction terms. The uncertainty

in ∆Y between the lower and mid-streams has a mean

value of 0.011 and between the lower and upper streams

the mean uncertainty is 0.009.

5. RESULTS

5.1. Helium Abundance Enhancement

The results of our ∆Y measurements are shown in

Figure 4. Each metallicity bin is shown and can be

read left to right top to bottom toward increasing metal-

licity. Within each panel we can see that the stream

lines do isolate distinct clumps in the chromosome di-

agram across all metallicities. The chromosome dia-

gram shows a similar spread in y-axis values across all

bins, but the spread along the x-axis increases notice-

ably with metallicity, signaling an increase in helium
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Figure 4. Deriving ∆Y in twelve metallicity bins: Within each panel we plot the stars belonging to a given metallicity
bin along with the centroid markers for the lower, mid and upper streams (in gray or black to make them clearly visible). In
the lower left corner of each panel we note the [Fe/H] range and the number of stars. In the upper right corner of each panel
we report the ∆Ylm and ∆Ylu values with uncertainties, reporting highly uncertain measurements in gray font. The helium
enhancement increases with metallicity.
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enhancement. Also, the lower and middle streams are

highly populated at the lower metallicities, but are al-

most non-existent at the highest metallicities while the

upper stream remains well populated across all metallic-

ities and includes most of the stars at the highest metal-

licities.

We summarize the results of our derived helium en-

hancements (∆Y ) vs. metallicity bins in Table 1 and

the lower panel of Figure 5. Looking first at the lower

vs. mid-stream star results we see helium enhancement

of ∆Y= 0.023± 0.007 at the lowest metallicity; stars at

higher metallicities have slightly higher ∆Y values, but

remain <0.05 at all metallicities where they are well de-

termined.

For the lower vs. upper stream comparison we see at

the lowest metallicity a helium enhancement of ∆Y=

0.11 ± 0.01 and a significant increase over the lowest

40%ile of metallicities rising to ∆Y= 0.15 ± .005 at

[Fe/H] = -1.92. The helium enhancement at higher

metallicities is consistent with a flat line at 0.154±0.004;

the χ2 of a constant ∆Y for the 9 higher metallicity bins

is 1.07. A potential rise occurs above [Fe/H]= −1.66

with the highest bin having a value of 0.20 ± 0.02 at

[Fe/H] of −1.48. The ∆Y above this metallicity be-

comes increasingly uncertain due to the small number

of lower stream measurements. Given an assumed pri-

mordial helium abundance (Y ≃ 0.245) for the lower

stream, this suggests the upper stream stars at have a

helium fraction of Y ∼ 0.40 around the median metal-

licity of the cluster and up to Y = 0.445±0.02 at [Fe/H]

of −1.48.

We also examine the number of enhanced stars as a

function of metallicity by calculating the fraction of stars

in the lower stream and comparing it to the fraction

in the mid and upper streams for a given metallicity

bin. The top panel of Figure 5 shows the lower and

mid streams constitute 48± 1% and 43± 1 of the total

stars each at low metallicities while the upper stream

contains 9±1%. The upper and midstream occupations

then steadily drop to around 5±1% each at the highest

metallicities while the upper stream increases quickly up

to [Fe/H] ∼ -1.74, then continues increasing more slowly

up to a maximum of >90% at the highest metallicities.

The ∆Y plateau in the upper stream (where it levels

out at ∆Y≃ 0.15) occurs at the metallicity where the

all three streams have nearly equal numbers of stars.

6. DISCUSSION

This work combines the techniques from many previ-

ous studies discussed above including isochrone models,

synthetic spectra, and model stellar atmospheres with

metallicity estimates and photometrically constructed

Figure 5. Helium Enhancement vs. Metallicity: (Top
panel) The fraction of stars in each of the three streams
defined in Fig. 1 as a function of metallicity (gold, blue, and
red lines). Gray lines show the relative numbers of stars
in the two different age-metallicity relationship tracks found
by Clontz et al. (2024). (Bottom panel) ∆Y for the lower-
to-middle stream (blue/red points) and the lower-to-upper
stream (blue/gold points) as a function of metallicity. The
highest metallicity points are shown at low opacity because
their results are very uncertain and are based on a small
number of stars (<30).

chromosome diagrams to infer the helium enhancement

of 2G stars in ωCen. In this section, we discuss the im-

plications of our primary results on the helium enhance-

ments as a function of metallicity (Fig. 5), comparing it

to the literature results in ω Cen and beyond, and exam-

ining their implications for multiple stellar populations

generally and ω Cen specifically.

6.1. Comparison to Literature

Dupree & Avrett (2013) directly measured the helium

abundances in two RGB stars with [Fe/H]≃ −1.8 se-

lected spectroscopically to be 1G and 2G stars based

on their sodium and aluminum abundances. Based on

the detection of the 1.08 µm line in one of the stars but

not the other, they find a ∆Y ≥ 0.17. At a similar

metallicity we find ∆Y= 0.15±0.01, making these mea-

surements consistent within 2σ. Their results suggest

their two stars were members of the lower and upper

streams. We also find consistency with other spectro-

scopic measurements, including Hema et al. (2020) who

measure Y = 0.374 and Y = 0.445 (∆Y= 0.13 and

∆Y= 0.20) for stars with [Fe/H] = -1.2 and -0.8 respec-
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tively. At similar metallicities we see a fixed value of

∆Y= 0.154±0.004 in the upper stream while a linear fit

to our mid stream results predicts ∆Y= 0.07±0.04 and

∆Y= 0.09±0.06. Reddy (2020) sampled 20 stars across

the metallicity range and report a ∆Y= 0.15 ± 0.04,

consistent with the fixed enhancement seen in our up-

per stream stars. Overall, our results are consistent with

the spectroscopic helium abundance measurements.

Comparing our results to the photometric study of

metal poor poor stars [Fe/H] ∼ −2.0 by Milone et al.

(2018) who found a ∆Y= 0.033± 0.006, our constraints

of the mid stream enhancement is ∆Y value of 0.023±
0.007, consistent with this value within the errors. Sim-

ilarly the study by Milone et al. (2020) which divided

the 2G population into four, finds ∆Y= 0.016 ± 0.007

for their 2GB population. Our upper stream has a ∆Y

value of 0.11±0.006 and a centroid location (in chromo-

some diagram space) most comparable with their 2GD

population which has a ∆Y= 0.081 ± 0.007. The mid

stream stars agree within 2σ while our upper stream

stars are significantly more enhanced. Differences in

definitions of the populations, as well as the magnitude

range used may account for these discrepancies despite

similar methodology.

Lastly, we compare our stream fractions as a func-

tion of metallicity with the work of Bellini et al. (2017)

where they use photometry to identify five primary

main-sequence populations. The two dominant groups

are the red main-sequences (rMS) and the blue main-

sequence (bMS), thought to be the helium poor and

helium rich populations respectively. We match their

catalog with the spectroscopic catalog of Nitschai et al.

(2023) to assign metallicities to each their stars with

subpopulation tags, giving us 7228 rMS and 6643 bMS

stars for comparison. Similar to our lower and upper

stream populations, which constitute 33% and 40% of

our RGB sample each, while the rMS and bMS consti-

tute 36% and 33% of the MS sample respectively. Plot-

ting the fraction of rMS and bMS stars vs [Fe/H] we

see a remarkably similar trend to that seen in the lower

and upper streams of our RGB stars with the helium

poor (rMS) population dominating below the median

metallicity and the helium enhanced population (bMS)

dominating at higher metallicities. This points to a di-

rect connection between these groups; we plan to fully

explore defining subpopulations spanning the MS and

RGB in a future paper (Clontz et al., in prep).

6.2. Comparison of ωCen helium enrichment with

other Millky Way GCs

Here we examine how the helium and enrichment

trends we see within a single cluster compare to the

Figure 6. Trends with mass: We compare the trends
seen with globular cluster mass in fraction of 1G stars and
helium enhancement to our results in ωCen assuming that it
built up its mass with metallicity. (Both panels) In gray we
plot a compiled globular cluster catalog using 1G fractions
and ∆Y values from Milone et al. (2018) and masses from
Baumgardt & Hilker (2018). Upper panel : Both ωCen and
other globular clusters show a decreasing fraction of 1G stars,
but the trend is more extreme in ωCen than in other clusters.
The trend at the highest masses (and thus metallicities) in
ωCen drops rapidly above [Fe/H]= −1.86 corresponding to
an accumulated mass of log(M∗) = 6.2. lower panel : Our
mid stream star helium enhancement follows a similar trend
with mass to that of the GC catalog while our upper stream
enhancement is much more rapid, only matched by NGC
2808.

trends seen in the Milky Way GCs. First we note

that the fraction of enriched stars has been found to

strongly correlate with the present day and initial mass

of the cluster they live in (Milone et al. 2017; Gratton

et al. 2019), with smaller 1G fractions at higher clus-

ter masses. This trend is the same that we see in the

fraction of lower stream (1G stars) in ω Cen if we con-

sider that the metallicity tracks the mass build-up of

the cluster, consistent with the age-metallicity relation-

ship derived in Clontz et al. (2024). We show this direct

comparison in the top panel of Fig. 6. Specifically, the

fraction of 1G stars in our lowest metallicity bin (cor-

responding to 10% of the total mass in the cluster, or

logM≃5.5) is ≃45%; within the scatter, but a bit higher

than typical Milky Way clusters with similar mass. The
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<10% 1G fractions at the highest metallicites are lower

than any other Milky Way cluster, consistent with ω Cen

becoming the most massive cluster.

Along a similar vein, Milone et al. (2018) find that

the maximum ∆Y in Milky Way clusters scales tightly

with cluster mass just as we see a buildup in ∆Y with

increasing metallicity (and therefore presumably mass).

The comparison of the Milky Way clusters helium en-

hancement with ωCen is shown in the lower panel of

Fig. 6. We find that at the lowest metallicity/mass

end, the lower-to-middle stream ∆Y is consistent with

other Milky Way clusters clusters, while the lower-to-

upper stream values are much higher. Apart from

NGC 2808 (which appears also to be affiliated with the

Gaia-Enceladus-Sausage Massari et al. 2019), the lower-

to-upper stream ∆Y values are higher than any Milky

Way Clusters, while the Milky Way clusters fall some-

what above the lower-to-middle stream values. Like the

Milky Way clusters, the lower-to-upper stream increases

with increasing mass/metallicity.

Both these similarities could suggest that the trends

we see with increasing metallicity in ωCen could also

trace an increase in cluster mass over time and that the

mechanisms responsible for the trends seen in individ-

ual cluster formation were occurring over an extended

period of ωCen’s assembly.

6.3. Implication of Helium Enrichment Scenario

As noted in many works (e.g. Norris 2004; Piotto et al.

2005; Maeder & Meynet 2006; Renzini 2008), it is chal-

lenging to explain the origin of the extremely high he-

lium abundances seen in ωCen, and confirmed in this

work. A review of polluter models and their predictions

in context of MilkyWay globular cluster abundance vari-

ations was made recently by Vaca et al. (2024). They

find that no individual polluter model can explain the

trends seen between globular clusters. With helium,

they find that most abundance enhancements are not

correlated with the production of helium with the ex-

ception of aluminum. The hottest hydrogen burning

involves magnesium and aluminum, and thus we exam-

ine the correspondence between the helium abundance

and Mg in ωCen. The observed Mg depletion between

the lower and upper stream (Table 2) is nearly con-

stant at ∼ −0.15 dex except in the highest metallicity

bins where the depletion between the two populations

is lower. Thus there is no obvious correspondence be-

tween the increasing helium enrichment at low metal-

licities and any change in the Mg depletion. Thus we

do not find a similar result to Vaca et al. (2024) that

would tie together MgAl burning with helium produc-

tion, although Mg is much less sensitive to abundance

variations than Aluminium.

We note one additional pollution scenario that has not

previously been invoked to explain globular cluster mul-

tiple populations: the growth and pollution from super-

massive stars in an active galactic nucleus (AGN) accre-

tion disk (Cantiello et al. 2021; Jermyn et al. 2022). The

recent confirmation of an intermediate-mass black hole

at the center of the cluster (Häberle et al. 2024b) sug-

gests that star formation in ωCen may have been accom-

panied by AGN accretion. Jermyn et al. (2022) find that

accretion onto massive stars in the AGN disk could make

these stars ”immortal,” with the stellar winds balancing

the accretion rates for long periods of time. These stars

are expected to produce significant amounts of helium.

This scenario is akin to previous suggestions that su-

permassive stars could be one possible explanation for

the multiple populations in globular clusters (e.g. Gieles

et al. 2018); both these scenarios present the fascinat-

ing possibility of connecting the abundances of stars in

ωCen with the formation and accretion of its central

black hole.

6.4. Implication of ωCen formation mechanisms

The trend we see of helium increasing linearly with

metallicity over the lowest metallicities in the cluster

argues in favor of a continuously enriching environment.

This argues against a formation of the bulk of the clus-

ter from individual clusters formed in separate environ-

ments as might be expected from the dynamical fric-

tion in-spiral formation mechanism of nuclear star clus-

ter formation. Instead the increasing helium enrichment

of the upper stream and the increase in the fraction of

these stars suggests the polluter itself is increasing in

efficiency over time as the mass of the cluster is built

up, or that the increasing mass of the cluster leads to

greater retention of pollutants.

However, we know from the age-metallicity relation in

Clontz et al. (2024) that there exist at least two main for-

mation channels for the cluster with different enrichment

efficiencies. We directly compare our enriched fraction

results to the two-stream age-metallicity relation found

in Clontz et al. (2024) in the top panel of Fig. 5. They

found that the two age streams do not cleanly separate

on a sub-giant branch chromosome diagram, although

the correspondence between that diagram and the red

giant branch one we present in Fig. 1 is not straightfor-

ward. It is interesting to note that the number of stars

in the two streams as a function of metallicity follows a

very similar trend to the fraction of stars we see in the

different chromosome diagram streams (see the upper

panel of Figure 5). In particular, the metallicity of the
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crossover point where the diffuse age-metallicity compo-

nent starts to dominate is at similar metallicity (≃ −1.9)

to where the stars in the upper stream start to dominate

the numbers. This might suggest a correlation between

the diffuse age-metallicity component and the enriched

population; ideally direct abundance measurements of

the two components could resolve this issue.

7. CONCLUSIONS

Helium is the second most abundant element in the

Universe and is a useful tracer of second-generation stars

in clusters with complex stellar populations. However,

helium abundances in individual stars as well as stacked

spectra have been notoriously difficult to constrain due

to a number of observational and modeling challenges.

Substantial progress has been made toward direct and

indirect constraints for a subset of stars and have all

pointed to significant helium enhancements in ωCen.

This study for the first time combines photometric and

spectroscopic probes to infer the helium enhancement in

ωCenas a function of metallicity. The main findings of

our analysis are as follows:

• In ωCen, a spread in helium abundance (∆Y ≳
0.11) is present at all metallicities.

• For the upper stream stars, ∆Y in ωCen increases

with metallicity up to [Fe/H] ≃ −1.9, then re-

mains at a constant value of ∆Y= 0.154± 0.004.

• The mid-stream stars have a relatively constant

helium enhancement of ≃ 0.030± 0.002.

• The fraction of helium enhanced stars strongly in-

creases with metallicity reaching 90% at the high-

est metallicities.

• The lower and upper streams exhibit similar

trends in fraction of stars as a function of metallic-

ity to the tight and diffuse age metallicity relation

sequences in Clontz et al. (2024) respectively.

With this new information on the helium spread at

fixed metallicity, we can begin to refine our models for

fitting star formation histories to the observations of

ωCen’s unique set of subpopulations.
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APPENDIX

There are two fundamental assumptions in our analysis. The first is that the 1G stars can be separated from the

2G by a diagonal line that isolates the lowest stream on the chromosome diagram. The other is that the 1G consists

only of stars with primordial helium abundance. Both of these can be tested using the same isochrone comparison

and translation to the chromosome diagram that we use to create our helium ruler as detailed in Section 4.2, but

using isochrones with varying metallicities rather than varying helium abundances. Specifically, we take the median

metallicity of the lower stream stars from a given metallicity bin as well as the next most metal rich metallicity bin

and calculate a vector which begins from the centroid of the lower metallicity lower stream centroid and has the

magnitude and direction of the expected spread on the chromosome diagram due solely to the metallicity difference

between that metallicity bin and the next highest metallicity one. These vectors are shown in red in Figure 7. For

most of the metallicity bins, the vector points from the given centroid almost directly to the next bin centroid, proving

that the variation we see is consistent with a change only in overall metallicity. For the last two metallicity bins we

see the [Fe/H] vector over-predicts the spread between bins, which could be attributed to higher uncertainties in the

metallicity estimates at these metallicities or it may be suggesting there is helium enhancement contributing to the

movement of the higher metallicity bin centroids to smaller ∆F275W,F814W values. Regardless, our helium enhancement

measurements for these bins are already highly uncertain due to the low number of lower stream stars.
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Figure 7. Lower Stream Metallicity Offsets: Black points show the metallicity bin centroids for the lower stream and
red arrows represent the spread on the chromosome diagram expected from the metallicity difference between the median
metallicities of the lower stream stars in each [Fe/H] bin. These vectors are consistent with the offsets between the centroids
suggesting that all lower stream stars have similar abundances. This justifies our assumption that these lower stream stars have
primordial abundances. Note also that the vectors point relatively parallel to the streams; these inform our stream separtion
lines shown in black.

Sample [Fe/H] (Nitschai et al. 2023) [O/Fe] (Wang et al., in prep.) [Mg/Fe] (Wang et al., in prep.)

[Fe/H]min [Fe/H]med [Fe/H]max δlm σδlm
δlu σδlu

δlm σδlm
δlu σδlu

δlm σδlm
δlu σδlu

−2.95 −2.05 −2.01 0.003 0.004 −0.004 0.006 −0.054 0.024 −0.067 0.056 −0.046 0.009 −0.149 0.022

−2.01 −1.99 −1.98 −0.002 0.001 0.000 0.002 −0.001 0.021 0.005 0.034 −0.023 0.006 −0.140 0.019

−1.98 −1.96 −1.94 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.008 0.020 0.034 0.024 −0.041 0.009 −0.149 0.011

−1.94 −1.92 −1.89 −0.002 0.002 −0.003 0.002 −0.034 0.020 0.085 0.019 −0.040 0.010 −0.145 0.007

−1.89 −1.87 −1.84 −0.003 0.002 −0.000 0.002 −0.014 0.027 0.039 0.028 −0.029 0.011 −0.150 0.010

−1.84 −1.80 −1.77 0.000 0.003 0.010 0.002 −0.017 0.027 0.031 0.026 −0.030 0.008 −0.147 0.007

−1.77 −1.74 −1.70 0.001 0.003 −0.002 0.002 −0.066 0.029 0.020 0.022 −0.025 0.009 −0.128 0.008

−1.70 −1.66 −1.61 0.008 0.006 0.007 0.004 −0.001 0.038 −0.084 0.027 −0.010 0.014 −0.148 0.008

−1.61 −1.58 −1.54 −0.012 0.008 −0.005 0.007 −0.029 0.070 −0.126 0.051 −0.010 0.011 −0.162 0.014

−1.54 −1.48 −1.38 −0.036 0.010 0.005 0.010 −0.176 0.130 −0.202 0.055 −0.079 0.060 −0.154 0.013

−1.38 −1.29 −1.16 0.063 0.027 0.016 0.016 −0.224 0.119 −0.323 0.032 −0.111 0.028 −0.111 0.016

−1.16 −1.04 −0.73 −0.060 0.033 −0.028 0.032 −0.113 0.051 −0.195 0.042 −0.086 0.035 −0.054 0.025

Table 2. Metallicity Dependent Abundance Variations: The metallicity bin edges and median, the difference in each
elemental abundance between the streams (δlm/u in dex), their relevant uncertainties constrained via bootstrapping (σδlm/u

),
as well as the reference for the source of each constraint are given. The correction vectors, which includes contributions from
[O/Fe], [Mg/Fe], [C/Fe], and [N/Fe] are given in Table 1. See Section 4.3.4 and Section 4.3.5 for constraints on [C/Fe] and
[N/Fe].

REFERENCES

Asplund, M., Grevesse, N., Sauval, A. J., & Scott, P. 2009,

ARA&A, 47, 481,

doi: 10.1146/annurev.astro.46.060407.145222

Bastian, N., & Lardo, C. 2018, ARA&A, 56, 83,

doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-081817-051839

Baumgardt, H., & Hilker, M. 2018, MNRAS, 478, 1520,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty1057

Bedin, L. R., Piotto, G., Anderson, J., et al. 2004, ApJL,

605, L125, doi: 10.1086/420847

http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.46.060407.145222
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081817-051839
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty1057
http://doi.org/10.1086/420847


17

Bellini, A., Milone, A. P., Anderson, J., et al. 2017, ApJ,

844, 164, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa7b7e

Buder, S., Asplund, M., Duong, L., et al. 2018, MNRAS,

478, 4513, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty1281

Cantiello, M., Jermyn, A. S., & Lin, D. N. C. 2021, ApJ,

910, 94, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abdf4f

Carretta, E., Bragaglia, A., Gratton, R. G., et al. 2009,

A&A, 505, 117, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/200912096

Castelli, F. 2005, Memorie della Societa Astronomica

Italiana Supplementi, 8, 25

Clontz, C., Seth, A. C., Dotter, A., et al. 2024, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2409.13855,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2409.13855

Dotter, A., Chaboyer, B., Jevremović, D., et al. 2008,
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