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ABSTRACT

The large volume of spectroscopic data available now and from near-future surveys will enable high-dimensional
measurements of stellar parameters and properties. Current methods for determining stellar labels from spec-
tra use physics-driven models, which are computationally expensive and have limitations in their accuracy due
to simplifications. While machine learning methods provide efficient paths toward emulating physics-based
pipelines, they often do not properly account for uncertainties and have complex model structure, both of which
can lead to biases and inaccurate label inference. Here we present Lux: a data-driven framework for modeling
stellar spectra and labels that addresses prior limitations. Lux is a generative, multi-output, latent variable model
framework built on JAX for computational efficiency and flexibility. As a generative model, Lux properly ac-
counts for uncertainties and missing data in the input stellar labels and spectral data and can either be used in
probabilistic or discriminative settings. Here, we present several examples of how Lux can successfully emulate
methods for precise stellar label determinations for stars ranging in stellar type and signal-to-noise from the
APOGEE surveys. We also show how a simple Lux model is successful at performing label transfer between
the APOGEE and GALAH surveys. Lux is a powerful new framework for the analysis of large-scale spec-
troscopic survey data. Its ability to handle uncertainties while maintaining high precision makes it particularly
valuable for stellar survey label inference and cross-survey analysis, and the flexible model structure allows for
easy extension to other data types.

Keywords: methods: data analysis — methods: statistical — techniques: spectroscopic

1. INTRODUCTION

The vast amounts of high-quality spectroscopic data the astronomy community is collecting with ground and space-based
telescopes is unprecedented. It both provides an opportunity, and generates a need, for the development of novel statistical and
machine-learning models. Specifically, large-scale spectroscopic surveys of the Galaxy (e.g., APOGEE : Majewski et al. 2017,
GALAH : Freeman 2012, LAMOST : Zhao et al. 2012, among others, including now Gaia: Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023), are
providing multi-band, multi-resolution data sets for Galaxy science. From these stellar spectra it is possible to determine the
intrinsic properties of stars, such as stellar parameters and detailed element abundances (i.e., stellar labels). It is also possible to
obtain precise radial velocities, that can be combined with celestial positions, distances, and proper motions to deliver full 6D
phase-space information, and thus kinematics or orbits.

Traditionally, stellar labels are determined from comparison of a spectrum with a grid of synthetic stellar model spectra (e.g.,
Steinmetz et al. 2006; Yanny et al. 2009; Gilmore et al. 2012; Zhao et al. 2012; Garcı́a Pérez et al. 2016; Martell et al. 2017).
However, the stellar photosphere models that are used have physical ingredients that are incomplete or simplified. For example,
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1D stellar photosphere models are almost always used, assumed to be in local thermal equilibrium, for large surveys (for compu-
tational feasibility). Moreover, it is often typical to apply a post-calibration step to ensure that stellar labels derived using some
minimization technique on model and observed spectra match some external higher-fidelity information, like benchmark stars in
globular clusters (e.g., Kordopatis et al. 2013; Mészáros et al. 2013; Jofré et al. 2014; Cunha et al. 2017). With the advent of large-
scale stellar surveys that deliver spectra for millions of stars in the Milky Way, these requirements become very computationally
expensive.

In an attempt to circumvent these requirements, in the last decade there has been a push to use data-driven methods to determine
stellar parameters and element abundances of stars using linear regression (e.g., Ness et al. 2015; Casey et al. 2016) or machine-
learning methods (e.g., Ting et al. 2019; Ciuca & Ting 2022; Andrae et al. 2023a; Buck & Schwarz 2024; Różański et al.
2024), that are more suited to deal with high-volume data. These methods fall under the umbrella of “emulator” or “label
transfer” approaches depending on the training and testing data employed, and in essence are used to: 1) train a model on a set
of (trustworthy) input stellar spectra and stellar labels; 2) optimize a set of (latent) model parameters; 3) use the trained model
to predict stellar labels for some catalog data. While the functional form of the model may vary between these approaches (e.g.,
quadratic, neural-network, etc...), the process is still the same in practice. These models have proven extremely successful in
delivering accurate and precise stellar labels in a fast and cost-effective manner (e.g., Ness et al. 2016; Ho et al. 2017b,a; Xiang
et al. 2017, 2019; Andrae et al. 2023b; Li et al. 2024; Guiglion et al. 2024; Ness et al. 2024). However, they also come with
some limitations. For example, these models assume the input training stellar labels are ground-truth (i.e., no uncertainties are
taken into account), and are not able to train a model with missing label data (for example, stars that have Teff information but no
[Fe/H]). As a result, many good data are not used in the training step, which hinders the stellar label regime that can be probed.
This restriction also limits the ability to perform a two-way label transfer between two spectroscopic data sets, as typically stars
will have a set of labels from one survey but not the other.

In this paper, we present Lux1, a new multi-output generative latent variable model that is able to circumvent many of these
limitations to infer stellar labels from stellar spectra. Unlike many past data-driven approaches, Lux is a generative model of
stellar spectra and stellar labels. Lux can: 1) account for input stellar label uncertainties; 2) train a model using partial missing
label data; 3) use simple model forms to capture and model a wide stellar label space; 4) estimate stellar labels in a fast and
cost-effective manner, using JAX (Bradbury et al. 2018).

In Section 2 we introduce the data and samples used. In Section 3 we describe the framework of the Lux model, introduce
the likelihood function, explain the routine for employing the model, and highlight the novel aspects of Lux. In Section 4 we
present a range of results that illustrate how Lux can precisely infer stellar labels from the APOGEE data, as well as on synthetic
stellar spectra generated with Korg (Wheeler et al. 2023). In Section 5 we illustrate how Lux can effectively perform multi-survey
translation between the APOGEE-GALAH surveys. We finish by discussing the idea of Lux in the wider context of stellar label
determination and machine-learning in Section 6, and close by providing our summary and concluding remarks in Section 7.

2. DATA

We use data from the latest spectroscopic data-release from the APOGEE survey (DR17; Majewski et al. 2017; Abdurro’uf
et al. 2022). The APOGEE data are based on observations collected by two high-resolution, multi-fibre spectrographs (Wilson
et al. 2019) attached to the 2.5m Sloan telescope at Apache Point Observatory (Gunn et al. 2006) and the du Pont 2.5 m telescope
at Las Campanas Observatory (Bowen & Vaughan 1973), respectively. Element abundances and stellar parameters are derived
using the ASPCAP pipeline (Garcı́a Pérez et al. 2016) based on the FERRE code (Allende Prieto et al. 2006) and the line lists
from Cunha et al. (2017) and Smith et al. (2021). The spectra themselves were reduced by a customized pipeline (Nidever et al.
2015). For details on target selection criteria, see Zasowski et al. (2013) for APOGEE, Zasowski et al. (2017) for APOGEE -2,
Beaton et al. (2021) for APOGEE north, and Santana et al. (2021) for APOGEE south.

We also make use of the second version of the GALAH DR3 data (Martell et al. 2017; Buder et al. 2020), a high-resolution
(R ≈ 28, 000) optical survey that uses the HERMES spectrograph (Sheinis et al. 2015) with 2dF fiber positioning system
(Lewis et al. 2002) mounted on the 3.9-meter Anglo-Australian Telescope at Siding Spring Observatory, Australia. All data from
HERMES were reduced with the iraf pipeline, and is analyzed with the Spectroscopy Made Easy (SME) software (Piskunov
& Valenti 2016), using the MARCS theoretical 1D hydrostatic models (Gustafsson et al. 2008).

1 Lux is the Latin word for light.
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Figure 1. Graphical model of Lux. Here, ℓ represents labels, f represents flux, z are the latent variables, A and B represent the matrices
that project the latent variables into stellar labels and stellar fluxes, respectively, s is the vector of scatter terms at every pixel to account for
underestimated uncertainties in the flux measurements, and σℓ and σf represent the uncertainties in the labels and flux, respectively. See
Section 3.1 for details.

2.1. Cleaning and preparing the data

Lux can be executed on either continuum-normalised or flux-normalised spectra. For this paper, we work with continuum-
normalised spectra. Before running Lux, we prepare the spectral data in the following way: we replace any bad flux measurements
(i.e., flux values that are zero or inverse variances are smaller than 0.1) with a value equal to the median of flux for that star across
all wavelengths (or for continuum-normalized spectra, like in the one used in this work, we set the flux to unity and the flux error
to a large value — namely, 9999). For the labels, as Lux is able to include the uncertainty on the measurement in the training step
of our model, we input the value and corresponding uncertainty for every label of every star. However, for stars with no stellar
label measurement determined (i.e., label measurements that are missing or NaN), we set the value of the measurement for that
star as the median of the distribution in the training sample, and then inflate its error to a very high value (namely, σℓ,n = 9999);
during training, due to the large label uncertainty value for these stars will effectively be ignored by the likelihood function (we
do not set this value to infinity because that leads to improper gradients of the likelihood).

2.2. Train and test samples

As we aim to assess how well the model performs across different regimes of the data, we divide our parent data set into
multiple sub-samples that will either be used for training or testing. All the sub-samples we use are listed as follows:

A. High-SNR field RGB-train:
5,000 high signal-to-noise (> 100 SNR) field red giant branch stars (3, 500 < Teff < 5, 500 K and 0 < log g < 3.5).

B. High-SNR field RGB-test:
10,000 high signal-to-noise (> 100 SNR) field red giant branch stars (3, 500 < Teff < 5, 500 K and 0 < log g < 3.5).
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C. Low-SNR field RGB-test:
5,000 low signal-to-noise (30 < SNR < 60) field red giant branch stars (3, 500 < Teff < 5, 500 K and 0 < log g < 3.5).

D. High-SNR OC RGB-test:
790 high signal-to-noise (> 100 SNR) red giant branch stars (3, 500 < Teff < 5, 500 K and 0 < log g < 3.5) in nine open
clusters, taken from the value added catalog from (Myers et al. 2022). The open clusters these stars are associated with are:
ASCC 11, Berkeley 66, Collinder 34, FSR 0496, FSR 0542, IC 166, NGC 188, NGC 752, and NGC 1857.

E. High-SNR field all-train:
4,000 high signal-to-noise (> 100 SNR) red giant branch, main-sequence, and dwarf stars (3, 000 < Teff < 6, 500 K and
0 < log g < 6).

F. High-SNR field all-test:
1,000 high signal-to-noise (> 100 SNR) red giant branch, main-sequence, and dwarf stars (3, 000 < Teff < 6, 500 K and
0 < log g < 6).

G. GALAH-APOGEE field giants-train:
4,000 medium signal-to-noise (> 50 SNRAPOGEE) red giant branch stars (3, 800 < Teff < 6, 000 K and 0 < log g < 3.5)
taken from a cross match between the APOGEE DR17 and GALAH DR3 surveys.

H. GALAH-APOGEE field giants-test:
1,000 medium signal-to-noise (> 50 SNRAPOGEE) red giant branch stars (3, 800 < Teff < 6, 000 K and 0 < log g < 3.5)
taken from a cross match between the APOGEE DR17 and GALAH DR3 surveys.

Samples A–F all contain data solely from APOGEE, whereas samples G and H are comprised of overlapping stars between the
APOGEE and GALAH surveys, and use spectral fluxes from APOGEE and stellar labels from GALAH. Moreover, to ensure
that the field samples do not contain stars belonging to globular clusters, we remove known APOGEE globular cluster stars from
the value added catalog Schiavon et al. (2024) and the catalog from Horta et al. (2020).

For samples A–C (i.e., those including only RGB field stars), we run Lux training and testing on twelve stellar labels (namely,
Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [C/Fe], [N/Fe], [O/Fe], [Mg/Fe], [Al/Fe], [Si/Fe], [Ca/Fe], [Mn/Fe], [Ni/Fe]). For sample D (High-SNR OC
RGB-test sample), we only test four labels: Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [Mg/Fe]. For samples E and F (those that contain RGB, MS, and
dwarf stars), we run Lux using the following labels: Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [Mg/Fe], vmicro (microturbulent velocity), vsini (stellar
rotation); these last two labels are included to enable the model to differentiate between an RGB, MS, and dwarf star. Lastly, for
samples G and H (containing solely overlapping giant stars between the GALAH and APOGEE surveys), we train and test Lux
using the following GALAH labels: Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [Li/Fe], [Na/Fe], [O/Fe], [Mg/Fe], [Y/Fe], [Ce/Fe], [Ba/Fe], and [Eu/Fe].

3. THE LUX MODEL

In this Section we lay out the framework of Lux and discuss the choices we make for this implementation and demonstration
of the model. Our approach aims to infer a latent vector representation (embedding) z for each nth star that is observed through
transformation into stellar labels and spectral data (the outputs). These transformations (from latent vector to outputs) can be
arbitrarily complex functions with flexible parametrizations that are also inferred during the application of the model to data.
In the most general case, there may even be multiple label and spectral outputs to represent data from different surveys or data
sources. There could even be other representations such as broad-band photometry or kinematic information. Here, however, we
restrict to a model structure with a single label representation and a single spectral representation with linear transformations
from latent vectors to these outputs. In this form, the model has similar structure to an autoencoder (Bank et al. 2021a), but with
no encoder and two decoders (that “decode” the latent representation into either stellar labels or spectral flux). This model can
also be thought of as a multi-task latent variable model (Zhang et al. 2008).

3.1. Model structure

In our fiducial implementation of Lux, we use linear transformations to compute the model predicted label values ℓ and spectral
fluxes f . Under this formulation, the observed stellar labels are generated as

ℓn = Azn + noise (1)
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Table 1. Definitions, dimensionalities, and initializations for the parameters in the Lux model shown in Figure 1.

Parameter Definition Dimensionality Initialization
M Stellar label dimensionality
Λ Spectral flux dimensionality
N Number of point sources, in this case stars
P Latent variable dimensionality
ℓ Stellar labels for all stars [M ×N ]
f Stellar fluxes for all stars [Λ×N ]
σℓ Stellar label uncertainties for all stars [M ×N ]
σf Stellar flux uncertainties for all stars [Λ×N ]
A Matrix that projects the latent parameters into stellar labels [M × P ] uniformly random U(0, 1)

B Matrix that projects the latent parameters into stellar fluxes [Λ× P ] uniformly random U(0, 1)

z Latent parameters [P ×N ] using re-scaled label values, see Equation 9
s Vector of scatters in the model fit at every flux wavelength [Λ] ln s = −8

where ℓn represents the vector of labels (of length M ) and zn the latent parameters (of length P ) for the nth star. Similarly, the
observed stellar spectra (flux values) are generated as

fn = B zn + noise (2)

where fn represents the set of fluxes (of length Λ) for the nth star. For both outputs (labels and spectral flux), we assume that the
noise is Gaussian with known variances.

For the stellar labels, this means that the likelihood of the observed label data for a star is

p(ℓn |A, zn) = N (ℓn |Azn, σ
2
ℓ,n) (3)

where N (x |µ, σ2) represents the normal distribution over a variable x with mean µ and variance σ2, and σℓ,n represents the
(ASPCAP ) catalog reported uncertainties on the labels ℓ for the nth star. For the spectral fluxes, the likelihood is similarly
Gaussian such that

p(fn |B, zn, sf ) = N (fn |B zn, σ
2
f ,n + s2f ) (4)

where here σf ,n represents the (APOGEE ) per-pixel flux uncertainties and we include an additional variance per pixel sf as a
set of free parameters in the likelihood that is meant to capture the intrinsic scatter and any uncharacterized systematic errors
in the spectral data (e.g., from sky lines). In principle, we could add a similar “extra variance” to the stellar labels but from
experimentation we have found this to be unneeded.

Figure 1 shows a graphical model representation of Lux. To reiterate, A and B are the matrices that project the latent vectors,
zn, onto stellar labels and stellar spectra for every nth star, respectively. A and B are both rectangular matrices with dimensions
A = [M ×P ] and B = [Λ×P ]. In this sense, A and z together contain all the information for inferring the stellar labels for all
stars, ℓ. Similarly, B and z jointly contain all the information for producing the flux (spectra) for all stars, f .

As we will show in the following Sections, this linear form for the transformations performs well in our demonstrative appli-
cations. However, more complex transformations (e.g., Gaussian process or a neural network) would be more flexible and could
be necessary for predicting other forms of output data. We have formulated the Lux software so that it is straightforward to use
more complex output transformation functions in future work.

The full likelihood of the joint data (stellar labels and flux) for a given star n is then the product of Equations 3–4,

p(ℓn,fn |A,B, zn, sf ) = p(ℓn |A, zn) p(fn |B, zn, sf ) (5)

and we assume that the likelihood is conditionally independent per star, so the likelihood for a set of N stars is the product of the
per-star likelihoods

L(A,B, {zn}N , sf ) = p({ℓn}N , {fn}N |A,B, {zn}N , sf ) =

N∏
n

p(ℓn,fn |A,B, zn, sf ) . (6)
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At this point, we have specified a likelihood function for a sample of data (stellar labels and spectral fluxes), and we have the
option to proceed probabilistically (i.e. by specifying prior probability distribution functions, PDFs, over all parameters and
working with the posterior PDF) or to optimize the likelihood directly.

Whether optimizing the Lux likelihood or using it within a probabilistic setting, an important (and yet unspecified) hyperpa-
rameter of the model is the dimensionality of the latent space, P . This parameter will ultimately control the flexibility of the
model: With too small of a value, the model will not be able to represent the data even with arbitrarily complex transform matri-
ces A and B, but with too large of a value, the model risks over-fitting. Anecdotally, we have found that values for P that are
larger than the label dimensionality M but smaller than the number of pixels in your stellar spectra Λ (i.e. M < P < Λ) seem to
perform well. We discuss how to set this parameter using cross-validation in our application of the Lux model below.

3.2. Inferring parameters of a Lux model

Given the large number of parameters in Lux, a standard approach is to optimize the likelihood (Equation 6). In this context,
we optimize the likelihood on a set of training data and then apply the model to held-out test data. That is, we use the training
data to infer parameters A, B, and s (and the latent vectors zn for the training set stars), and then use the model with a test
data set in which we use the stellar fluxes to infer latent vectors and project into stellar labels, or vice versa. This ends up being
an efficient way of using the model to determine stellar labels for test set stars and is analogous to how models like the Cannon
operate. However, as mentioned above, Lux is a generative model and we could instead have put prior PDFs on all parameters
and hyper-parameters and proceeded with all available data by approaching the model training and application simultaneously
as a hierarchical inference. This approach is substantially more computationally intensive, and we therefore leave this for future
exploration.

In our experiments with this form of the Lux model, we have found it helpful to include a regularization term in our optimization
of the log-likelihood function. We have found that Lux performs better on held-out test data if we optimize the log-likelihood of
the training data with an L2 regularization term on the latent vectors zn, so that our objective function over all parameters, g, is

g(A,B, {zn}N , sf ) = lnL+Ω

N∑
n

P∑
p

zpn (7)

where the sum in the regularization term is done over the P latent vector values for all N stars with regularization strength Ω.
Expanding the log-likelihood function, our objective function is

g(A,B, {zn}N , sf ) =

N∑
n

[
ln p(ℓn |A, zn) + ln p(fn |B, zn, sf ) + Ω

P∑
p

zpn

]
(8)

We choose L2 over L1 regularization because L1 is known to favor stricter sparsity in the regularized parameters, and we want to
instead encourage sparsity in the mapping matrices A and B. In more detail, if a given latent vector dimension does not interact
with either the labels or fluxes, the model optimization can enforce this by either setting relevant elements of the matrices A or
B to zero, or by nulling out values in the latent vector z. To weaken this degeneracy, we instead opt for L2 regularization, which
can also prefer sparsity but tends instead to make parameters more equal in scale.

4. RESULTS: AN APPLICATION WITH APOGEE DATA

In this Section, we apply Lux to APOGEE data to showcase the model’s capacity for determination of precise stellar labels
and spectra across a wide range of stellar label space. As mentioned above, we proceed here by optimizing the Lux likelihood
given a training set of data and then use the model to predict stellar labels or spectra for a test set, to assess performance.

In more detail, we first train two Lux models. The first is trained on the high-SNR field RGB-train sample (5,000 RGB stars)
and tested on the high-SNR field RGB-test sample, the low-SNR field RGB-test sample, and the high-SNR OC RGB-test sample
(also RGB stars), see Section 2. The second model is trained on the high-SNR field all-train sample (4,000 RGB, MS, and dwarf
stars), and is tested on the high-SNR field all-test sample (also RGB, MS, and dwarf stars). The aim of this exercise is to assess:
1) how well our model is able to determine stellar labels for a given stellar type across multiple SNR regimes (tests on the high-
SNR field RGB-test and low-SNR field RGB-test samples); 2) how well our model compares to stars benchmark objects like
open clusters (test on the high-SNR OC RGB-test sample); 3) how well our model is able to simultaneously infer stellar labels
across different stellar types (samples high-SNR field all-train and high-SNR field all-test). For the first model, we use twelve
stellar labels: Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [C/Fe], [N/Fe], [O/Fe], [Mg/Fe], [Al/Fe], [Si/Fe], [Ca/Fe], [Mn/Fe], and [Ni/Fe]. For the second
model, we use Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [Mg/Fe], vmicro, and vsini.
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The choice of the latent dimensionality, P , and regularization strength, Ω, are hyper-parameters of Lux. For this application,
we set these values with a K-fold cross validation. We have tested P = [1, 2, 4, 8] ×M , where M is the number of labels, and
Ω = [1, 101, 102, 103] (see Section A for details). After performing the K-fold cross-validation, we choose to adopt P = 4M

and Ω = 103.

4.1. Initialization of the latent parameters

In order to optimize the parameters in Lux, A,B, zn, and scatter in the flux pixels, s, we must first initialize them. We initialize
A and B randomly from a uniform distribution over [0, 1] with shapes A = [M×P ] and B = [Λ×P ]. For the latent vectors zn,
we initialize following a similar procedure to the pre-computation of feature vectors described in the Cannon model (Ness et al.
2015). In more detail, we resize all the labels by a given centroid and scale equal to the 50th and (97.5th − 2.5th)/4 percentile
values of the sample distribution, respectively2. This is computed for numerical stability as some labels will have scales around
103 whilst others may have relevant scales around 10−1; this way, all values are around unity. Using these re-scaled label values,
we initialize the latent vectors for each star, zn, as

zn = [1, (ℓm1
− cm1

)/dm1
, · · · , (ℓmM

− cmM
)/dmM

, 0, 0, · · · , 0] (9)

where the first element will permit a linear offset, and cm1
and dm1

are the centroid and scale of each label and training data
set, respectively. This initialization of zn requires that P ≥ M + 1 (i.e. the latent space is always larger than the label space,
where the +1 corresponds to the unity value in Equation 9). We set all values of zn beyond the dimension of M to 0. Lastly, we
initialize the scatters at all fluxes/pixels, s, as a very small number (namely, ln s = −8). A summary of the model parameter
definitions, dimensionalities, and initializations are provided in Table 1.

4.2. Training step

The training step of Lux consists of running a two-part procedure. In the first part (Agenda 1), we optimize the parameters
A,B, zn, without any regularization. We do this using a custom multi-step optimization scheme. The first step (the a-step)
optimizes A using the stellar label data at fixed z; the second step (b-step) optimizes B using stellar flux data at fixed zn; the
third step (z-step) then optimizes zn using the stellar label and stellar spectra data at fixed (and newly optimized) A and B. Here,
the optimization in all three steps is performed assuming there is no scatter in the fluxes/pixels and no regularization. In the case
of a linear Lux model (as we use here), these optimization steps can be done using closed-form least-squares solutions. However,
for future generalizations, we instead use a Gauss–Newton least squares solver for each step (using the GaussNewton solver
in JAXopt; Blondel et al. 2021).3 A run through the a, b, and z steps completes one iteration. After testing different numbers of
iterations and inspecting the accuracy of the model, we have found that the model reaches a plateau after five iterations4. Thus,
we run this first agenda for five iterations.

In the second part (Agenda 2), we first optimize the pixel (flux) scatters, s, at fixed B and zn using stellar flux data. We then
again optimize B and zn to account for noise in the stellar spectral fit by re-optimizing B at fixed zn and s using stellar flux data,
and optimizing zn at fixed A, B, and s using the stellar flux and stellar label data. When performing this final optimization, we
add an L2 regularization (Equation 8). A run through the optimization of s and the updated B and zn latent variables completes
a run through the second agenda. For this step, we use the LBFGS solver (also in JAXopt) including the L2 regularization from
Equation 8; we switch to LBFGS because the problem is no longer a least squares problem with varied flux scatters s. We set
the following hyperparameters in the LBFGS optimizer: tol, maxiter, and max−stepsize to 1−6, 3 × 103, and 1 × 103,
respectively. We choose to only run through this second agenda once, but in principle this step could also be iterated.

Lux has very large capacity and strong degeneracies between the transform parameters and the latent vector values, so we have
found that this two-step, highly structured optimization scheme leads to model parameters that predict well on held-out data, as
we describe next. A flowchart of this optimization scheme is depicted in Figure 2.

4.3. Test step

Once Lux parameters (A,B, zn) and the scatter in the fluxes, s, are optimized using the training set data, we can use Lux to
predict labels (Equation 1) or predict spectra (Equation 2) given the optimized latent vectors for the training set zn. To use Lux
with a test set (i.e. data not included in the training) with held out labels or spectra, we must first determine the corresponding
latent vectors for the test set stars.

2 We divide (97.5th − 2.5th)/4 by four as the 95th percentile range is approximately ∼ 4 σ.
3 Even though it is overkill to use a nonlinear least-squares solver for this particular model form, we have found that the solutions converge very fast here because

the Hessian is tractable and can be computed exactly with JAX.
4 Model accuracy is calculated by computing a χ2 metric summed over all labels, fluxes, and stars.
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Data: Spectra + labels

Initialization of latent parameters

Data processing

Training step

Divide data into train/test samples

Run Agenda 1: 
 1. Optimize A 

 2. Optimize B 

 3. Optimize z

Estimate loss

Repeat # iterations until desired accuracy

Run Agenda 2: 
 1. Optimize pixel scatters 

 2. Optimize B 

 3. Optimize z

Test step

Determine new z latents for test data using A or B matrices

Infer labels/spectra for test data

Figure 2. A Flowchart summarizing the optimization scheme for our application of the linear Lux model to APOGEE data, described in
Section 4.2.

For evaluating the performance of Lux on the test data, we have several options. One option is to use the spectra or labels to
determine the latent vectors of the test set, and then use the latent vectors to again predict the spectra or labels. Interestingly, due
to the multi-task nature of the Lux model, we could also instead use the spectra to determine the latent vectors and then evaluate
the accuracy of the predicted labels, or vice versa.

To determine the stellar labels using the test set stellar fluxes, we optimize the latent vectors zn for stars in the test data set at
fixed B and s (from the training step), using the fluxes f and uncertainties σf for the test set to optimize only the zn term in our
objective function. That is, we find the latent vectors for the test set by optimizing the objective

g({zn}N ) =

N∑
n

ln p(fn |B, zn, sf ) . (10)

We perform this optimization again using the LBFGS optimizer. With the latent vectors for the test set, we can then predict stellar
labels for the test set using Equation 1. We can alternatively optimize for the latent vectors from the stellar labels and then use
the trained A to predict stellar spectra, by optimizing

g({zn}N ) =

N∑
n

ln p(ℓn |A, zn) (11)
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Figure 3. A comparison of APOGEE spectra (black lines) and predicted spectra from Lux (navy and cyan lines) for six stars (each panel is for
one star). We use Lux to predict stellar spectra in two ways. First, we use the stellar labels for each star to infer latent representations (zn) for the
test objects, and then use the model to transform latent vectors to stellar flux (navy lines). Then, as a self-test of the model, we use the spectral
fluxes for each star to infer latent representations again and transform back to spectral fluxes (cyan lines). The six stars chosen are from the high-
SNR fiend RGB-test sample: 2M00204904-7133587, 2M00055986+6850184, 2M00002926+5737333, 2M00101602+0154424,
2M00052512+5642535, and 2M01233689+6233205). Each row includes stars with either similar Teff , log g, or [Fe/H]. These results
demonstrate that Lux is able to accurately predict (and impute) stellar spectra for test objects across a wide range of stellar parameter space,
either when using the stellar labels or stellar spectra in the test set.

which operates more like a spectral emulator. In our test set evaluations below, we perform tests in both directions.

4.4. Accuracy of predicted stellar spectra

Figure 3 shows a comparison between the observed APOGEE spectral data (black) and the spectra predicted by Lux using
fluxes(labels) as cyan(navy). That is, for one case we use the spectral fluxes to determine the latent vectors of the test set, and then
use the trained B to project back into flux (cyan line). In the other case, we use the stellar labels to determine the latent vectors
of the test set, and then again project into spectral flux (navy line). Here, we show the data and the model spectra for six stars
from the High-SNR field RGB-test sample; the top two rows are two stars with similar Teff and log g but different [Fe/H], the
middle two rows are two stars with similar Teff and [Fe/H] but different log g, and the bottom two rows are two stars with similar
log g and [Fe/H] but different Teff . Overall, Lux yields realistic spectra that matches well the observed spectra for a wide range
of stars across the Kiel diagram; this is the case when the spectra are determined either using the stellar fluxes or stellar labels of
the test set. Interestingly, as with other data-driven spectral models, Lux is able to impute stellar spectra in particular wavelength
windows where the observed APOGEE spectra show strong sky lines or missing data.

To quantify how well Lux is able to generate stellar spectra, we compute the reduced χ2 value across all stellar fluxes for each
star in the test set (i.e., χ2/number of pixels in the spectrum), shown in Figure 4. For this test, we use spectra generated from
latent vectors inferred from the stellar spectra themselves. We find that the majority of the values are around unity, indicating that
Lux model is a good fit to the data and the extent of the match between observed (APOGEE ) stellar spectra and estimates from
the Lux model is in accord with the error variance.
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Figure 4. Reduced χ2 value for all stars in the validation/test set using the stellar fluxes. These stellar fluxes are generated from the latent
vectors inferred from the stellar spectra themselves. χ2

r is computed as χ2 divided by the number of pixels in the spectrum. The majority of our
test objects yield a χ2

r around unity, indicating that the Lux model is a good fit and the extent of the match between the observed (APOGEE )
stellar spectra and estimates from the Lux model are in accord with the error variance.

Figure 5. Comparison of portions of the spectrum for two stars (see legend) in the high-SNR field RGB-test sample with similar Teff , log g,
and [Fe/H] but different individual chemical abundance ratios. The stellar spectra shown in each panel are the Lux model spectra for those
stars. To determine these spectra, we use the spectral fluxes for each star to infer the latent representations (zn), and then impute spectral fluxes
(using Equation 2). For the case of [C/Fe] and [N/Fe], as these elements are determined from the CH and CN molecular lines, we also constrain
the comparison to two stars with similar [N/Fe] abundance when examining [C/Fe], and two stars with similar [C/Fe] when examining [N/Fe].
For all element abundance ratios examined, stars with a higher [X/Fe] abundance present deeper absorption lines when compared to their
doppelganger star with lower [X/Fe] at the location of individual atomic/molecular lines. These results illustrate how Lux is able to accurately
determine spectra for doppelganger stars (i.e., approximately the same Teff , log g, and [Fe/H]) with different individual abundances, and thus
accurately identifies the spectral features associated with a given stellar label.
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Figure 6. Top: Portion of the APOGEE spectrum (black) and inferred Lux spectra for a random star (2M00011399+8408446) from our
High-SNR field RGB-test set. The meaning of the cyan and navy spectra shown in the top panel is the same as in Figure 3. Other rows:
derivatives of the spectrum w.r.t. Teff , log g, [Fe/H], and [Mg/Fe], computed using Eq. 12 and Eq. 13. Highlighted with colored bands in the
bottom two rows are the main atomic Fe I (orange) and Mg I (green) lines in this portion of the spectrum. If one focuses on the bottom two rows,
the ∂ [X/Fe]/∂ f derivative shows large values around the atomic lines for that particular element. This result illustrates how the Lux model is
learning the correct portions of the spectrum for a corresponding label (see text in Section 4.4 for further details). We note that some of the bad
sky subtraction features that have been seen before in this region of the APOGEE spectra are visible (e.g., 15343 Å, McKinnon et al. 2024).

Along those lines, the inferred Lux spectra capture well the information in the stellar labels, at least visually. Figure 5 illustrates
a comparison of spectra for two random doppelganger stars (i.e. stars with similar stellar labels) in the high-SNR field RGB-test
sample. Each panel shows a portion of the spectrum for the two stars that have similar Teff , log g, and [Fe/H], but different
particular chemical abundances, from [C/Fe] in the top left to [Ni/Fe] in the bottom right5. Our aim with this illustration is to
show how Lux is able to accurately determine spectra for doppelganger stars with different individual element abundance ratios.
Each panel of Figure 5 shows the portion of the spectrum where some of the main atomic/molecular lines are used in ASPCAP to
determine the species on the numerator of the element abundance ratio. We find that at the location of individual atomic/molecular
lines, the absorption line in the Lux spectrum corresponding to the star with enhanced [X/Fe] is deeper than for the star with
lower [X/Fe]. This result highlights how Lux is able to accurately identify the spectral features associated with a given stellar
label.

Furthermore, in Figure 6 we show the derivative spectrum for one random star from our high-SNR field RGB-test set with
respect to four labels: Teff , log g, [Fe/H], and [Mg/Fe]. For completeness, in the top row we also show its APOGEE spectrum
(black), its Lux spectrum determined using stellar fluxes to infer the latent representations (cyan), and its Lux spectrum deter-
mined using stellar labels to infer the latent representations (navy). Illustrated in this figure in the bottom two rows are also the
main Fe I and Mg I atomic lines for this wavelength range of the spectrum. This figure shows that the inferred Lux spectra, deter-
mined using either fluxes or labels, captures well the atomic absorption lines, as there are large derivative values at the location
of individual atomic lines. We note that the ASPCAP line windows are conservative, in that there could be other lines for a given
species along the spectral dimension that are blended or overlap with other lines that do not show up as line windows (which may
explain some of the other spectral variations and structure in the derivatives).

The derivative spectra provide one means for interpreting how the model is learning dependencies between the spectral fluxes
and labels. Naively, we want to inspect derivatives of the spectral flux with respect to stellar labels to see if Lux learns that certain
regions of the spectrum depend strongly on given labels (e.g., the trained model should have larger derivatives around spectral
lines of a given species when looking at the derivatives with respect to element abundance ratios). However, unlike The Cannon,
in which the flux values are predicted directly as a function of the labels, Lux generates both fluxes and labels from the inferred

5 For the case of [C/Fe] and [N/Fe], as these elements are determined from the CH and CN molecular lines, we also constrain the comparison to two stars with
similar [N/Fe] abundance when examining [C/Fe], and two stars with similar [C/Fe] when examining [N/Fe].
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latent vectors zn. To compute the derivatives of interest, we therefore want to inspect rows of the derivative matrix

∂f

∂ℓ
=

∂f

∂z

∂z

∂ℓ
= B ·A+ (12)

where A+ is the pseudoinverse of A. We have found that this path towards estimating the derivatives is unstable due to the
pseudoinverse of A: this matrix compresses the latent vectors into labels (i.e. M < P ), so the inverse mapping attempts to
expand from the label dimensionality M up to the latent dimensionality P . We therefore instead compute the derivatives in the
other direction,

∂ℓ

∂f
=

∂ℓ

∂z

∂z

∂f
= A ·B+ (13)

which instead involves the pseudoinverse of B; We expect this to preserve the information flow better because Λ > P . We there-
fore visualize columns of this Jacobian matrix (Equation 13). In the following three rows of Figure 6 we show these derivatives
corresponding to four labels (Teff , log g, [Fe/H], and [Mg/Fe]) as pink lines. Encouragingly, the derivative spectra show features
with the correct signs at the Fe I lines (fourth panel from top) and for the Mg I lines (bottom panel). We have also checked this is
the case with other elements (e.g., Al and Mn). This suggests that the Lux model is correctly learning the locations in the spectral
flux data that are relevant to each stellar label.

4.5. Accuracy of predicted stellar labels

Another test we perform is to assess how well Lux is able to predict stellar labels of high signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) red giant
branch (RGB) stars from the APOGEE catalog. To do so, we train a Lux model with 12 labels on the high-SNR field RGB-train
sample, following the method described above. Given our K-fold cross validation test (see Appendix A), we again set P = 4M

and Ω = 103. We then use the A and B matrices from this training set, and determine the zn latent vectors for stars in the
high-SNR field RGB-test sample, using the training set’s B matrix and the test’s set spectral flux and associated flux error. We
finally predict stellar labels in the high-SNR field RGB-test sample using the test-set zn latent parameters and the training set’s
A matrix via Equation 1.

Figure 7 shows the one-to-one comparison of the predicted labels for stars in the high-SNR field RGB-test sample from Lux as
compared to those determined from ASPCAP. We note here that none of these stars were used in the training of the model, that
was trained on the high-SNR field RGB-train sample. In each panel, we also compute the bias and RMSE value, and show the
mean ASPCAP stellar label uncertainty, σASPCAP . Overall, we can see that this linear Lux model is able to robustly determine
stellar labels for a wide variety of parameters and parameter ranges. The estimated bias for all labels is low (e.g., ∼ 10 K for
Teff and ∼ 10−3 for element abundance ratios), and is approximately equal to the mean uncertainty from ASPCAP in each
stellar label. Of particular importance is the fact that this simple model is able to capture well the label space for metal-poor stars
([Fe/H] < −1); for example, these stars are known to have depleted [Al/Fe] and [C/Fe], which the model captures surprisingly
well despite the sample of [Fe/H] < −1 stars comprising a small fraction of the data set (∼ 7%). We suspect that this is because
of the linear nature of our model: linear models can extrapolate well compared to some heavily parametrized alternatives, and
this is something we will explore in future work.

Interestingly, we see that some labels show deviations from the one-to-one line. This can be seen at high [Ca/Fe] abundance
ratios, for example. This has been noted before in the literature (Ness et al. 2016), and occurs when the model is not flexible
enough to capture the extremes in the data. If we repeat the exercise narrowing the range in the label to the region where the
deviations occur, we find that the model is able to capture the data well. While this feature can be solved with this temporary fix
(i.e., narrowing the stellar label range), this phenomenon is a limitation in our model that in practice could be resolved by making
the Lux model more complex. Nonetheless, it is a feature to be aware of when using Lux for determining a subset of the labels.

In order to visualize how Lux labels compare to those derived from other methods, in Figure 8 we show the Kiel (log g vs.
Teff ) and Tinsley–Wallerstein ([Mg/Fe] vs. [Fe/H]) diagrams for sets of labels computed using ASPCAP (right) and the Cannon
(middle); here the Kiel diagram is color-coded by metallicity, [Fe/H], and the Tinsley–Wallerstein diagram is color-coded by
each star’s galactic orbital eccentricity, computed using the MilkyWayPotential2022 in the gala package (Price-Whelan
2017). If one focuses on the Kiel diagram (top row), one can see that while the overall distribution of Lux, Cannon, and ASPCAP
labels appear similar, there are subtle differences. For example, if one examines closely the metal-poor star sequence in Lux labels
in the Kiel diagram, one can see that the sequence breaks up into two: a metal-poor RGB sequence (black), and an AGB sequence
(dark brown), following two separate trends. This difference is less pronounced and has higher scatter in the ASPCAP/Cannon
labels. The fact we see this separation in Lux labels and not either in the ASPCAP or Cannon labels may be because Lux yields
more precise and less biased stellar labels (although note that the Cannon labels are a closer match to the Lux ones).
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Figure 7. Validation for the high-SNR field RGB-test set stars using the twelve labels trained/tested on. Each panel shows the Lux-predicted
label values plotted against the ASPCAP values. The Lux labels are determined by optimizing the test set latent representations using each
star’s spectral fluxes. Each panel also lists the mean ASPCAP uncertainty for that stellar label (σASPCAP), the mean difference between the
Lux model labels and the ASPCAP labels (bias), and the root-mean-squared error between the labels (RMSE). For all labels, the bias is smaller
than the average reported ASPCAP uncertainty, indicating that the Lux model is emulating the ASPCAP pipeline well. Similarly, the RMSE
value is small across all labels, and for most labels is comparable to the average ASPCAP uncertainty; this indicates that the Lux model is able
to robustly estimate stellar labels for high signal-to-noise RGB stars. See text in Section 4.5 for further details.

In the Tinsley–Wallerstein diagram (bottom row), we see that Lux labels show a tighter correlation between [Mg/Fe] and
[Fe/H] in the metal-poor regime (low [Fe/H]) than the Cannon or ASPCAP labels. The high eccentricity, e, (halo) stars show
a wider scatter at fixed [Fe/H] in the Cannon labels, and then a higher scatter still in the ASPCAP labels. These distributions
appear much tighter in Lux labels, as expected for stars originating from a single system (i.e., the LMC Nidever et al. 2020, or the
stellar halo debris. In this region — where stellar label uncertainties are generally larger — we expect Lux to perform (in terms
of label precision) better than both other comparisons. We expect Lux labels to have less scatter than the Cannon and ASPCAP
because Lux uses the label uncertainties to deconvolve the intrinsic distribution of the labels (in the latent vector space). We also
expect Lux to be more precise than ASPCAP because we use the full spectrum, whereas ASPCAP uses particular windows and
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Figure 8. Kiel (top) and Tinsley-Wallerstein (bottom) diagrams for stars in the high-SNR field RGB-test sample. We show Lux labels (left),
the labels computed using the Cannon (Ness et al. 2015) assuming a quadratic relationship in the labels (middle), and the labels from ASPCAP
(right). The Lux labels are determined by optimizing the test set latent representations using each star’s spectral fluxes. The samples look
qualitatively similar, highlighting that our model works well. However, small differences can be seen in the details; Lux labels appear tighter
and show less scatter than the Cannon labels, which in turn appear tighter and show less scatter again than the ASPCAP labels. See text in
Section 4.5 for further details.

spectral ranges to determine these stellar parameters. On the other hand, the abundance values in the metal rich end seem to have
less definition in Lux labels as compared to ASPCAP. All of these properties are encouraging and warrant further investigation
to understand the full capacity of Lux for improving and interpreting stellar label distributions.

Further examples illustrating the labels determined by our Lux model are shown in Appendix B in Figure 15, where we show
stars from the high-SNR field RGB-test sample in the Kiel diagram as well as every element abundance modeled as a function of
metallicity.

4.6. Tests on lower signal-to-noise spectra

An important aspect of any data-driven model for stellar spectra is its ability to determine precise stellar labels for spectra with
lower signal-to-noise than those on which it is trained on. Figure 9 shows the validation results for a test on the low-SNR field
RGB-test sample. This sample contains 5,000 RGB stars with lower SNR, in the range of 30 < SNR < 60. We choose this range
of SNR to match what is expected for the SDSS-V Galactic Genesis survey (Kollmeier et al. 2017), that will deliver over ≈ 3

million (near-infrared) spectra for Milky Way stars. Overall, our Lux model is able to infer a wide range of stellar labels at lower
signal-to-noise. We are able to recover labels with a precision that is comparable to the higher signal-to-noise stars (Figure 9 and
Figure 16 in Appendix B). We do note however that we observe a larger scatter/RMSE for some elements (N, O, Ca, and Ni, for
example). Despite this, our ability to separate the high-/low-α disks, as well as accreted halo populations (bottom right panel of
Figure 9) illustrates that, for important labels, our model is able to infer well stellar labels at lower signal-to-noise.

In order to assess how well the Lux model is able to infer stellar labels as a function of SNR, in Figure 10 we show the Lux
model uncertainty value for each label as a function of signal-to-noise for 2,000 random stars from the high-SNR field RGB-test
and low-SNR field RGB-test samples. This value is computed by taking ten random realizations of the spectrum of each star
drawing from a normal distribution with mean(standard deviation) equal to the flux(flux error). We then compute ten realizations
of the z latent parameters for each star using these sampled spectral fluxes, and respectively compute ten realizations of (Lux)
labels; using these ten realizations of the labels for each star, we compute the [5th, 50th, 95th] percentiles as a function of signal-
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Figure 9. Validation results for RGB stars at lower signal-to-noise (low-SNR field RGB-test). Here, we have chosen a signal-to-noise range
that is expected for the SDSS-V Galactic Genesis survey (Kollmeier et al. 2017). As in Figure 7, we show the mean ASPCAP uncertainty,
bias, and RMSE values for each label in each of the first four panels. In the last two panels we also show the Lux labels for these stars in the
Kiel and Tinsley-Wallerstein diagrams. The Lux labels are determined by optimizing the test set latent representations using each star’s spectral
fluxes. Overall, the RMSE values obtained are reasonably low and the bias values are approximately equal to the average ASPCAP uncertainty,
indicating that the Lux model is able to infer stellar labels at reasonable precision for lower SNR stars. The full validation for all labels is shown
in Figure 16 in Appendix B. See text in Section 4.6 for further details.

to-noise, which we show as a solid line (50th) and shaded regions (5th, 95th) in Figure 106. Overall, the precision on Lux labels
is quite remarkable, even at low signal-to-noise. This test illustrates how precisely Lux is able to infer stellar labels for APOGEE
stars. For Teff , precision is on the order of σTeff

< 20 [K] down to SNR ≳ 40. At the same SNR, log g precision is σlog g < 0.1,
and individual element abundance ratio precision is on the order of σ[X/Fe] ≲ 0.05 dex.

In summary, Lux’s ability to robustly infer stellar labels across different SNRs is telling that this model can precisely determine
stellar labels (and stellar spectra, not shown). This is likely thanks to Lux’s ability to use the entire stellar spectrum of a star to
infer a particular label, which is much richer in information when compared to using particular spectral lines.

4.7. Validation on open clusters

As a further test of the model’s ability to emulate ASPCAP labels, we apply Lux to open cluster stars. Using stars from the
OCCAM value-added catalog (Myers et al. 2022) in APOGEE DR17, we estimate four stellar labels (Teff , log g, [Fe/H], and
[Mg/Fe]) for 790 stars across nine different open clusters (the high-SNR OC RGB-test sample).

6 This procedure is equivalent to computing the inverse of the Fisher information matrix for z and computing the uncertainties analytically.
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Figure 11. Replica of Figure 9 but for open cluster stars in the High-SNR OC RGB-test set. The Lux labels are determined by optimizing the
test set latent representations using each star’s spectral fluxes. Overall, the RMSE values obtained are low and the bias values are smaller than
the average ASPCAP uncertainty, indicating that the Lux model is able to infer stellar labels accurately for benchmark stars in open clusters.
See text in Section 4.7 for further details.
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Figure 12. Replica of Figure 9 but for high SNR RGB (triangles), dwarf (squares) and other (star symbol) stars from the high-SNR field all-test
sample. The Lux model used to infer these labels was trained on the high-SNR field all-train sample. The Lux labels shown are determined by
optimizing the test set latent representations using each star’s spectral fluxes. Overall, the RMSE values obtained are reasonably low and the
bias values are smaller than the average ASPCAP uncertainty, indicating that the Lux model is able to infer stellar labels accurately for samples
including all stellar types. See text in Section 4.8 for further details.

Figure 11 shows the comparison between the predicted Lux labels and those derived from ASPCAP for benchmark stars
in open clusters. We find excellent agreement and no trends between Lux and ASPCAP labels across all parameters. This is
visualized both in one-to-one comparisons and in the Kiel and Tinsley–Wallerstein diagrams (bottom panels). The ability of Lux
to accurately recover labels for coeval stellar populations across a range of stellar parameters demonstrates that the model has
successfully learned the underlying mapping between spectra and labels, even for these benchmark objects.

4.8. Tests on different stellar types

As a final test of Lux model’s ability to infer stellar labels, we evaluate its performance across different stellar types. We train
an Lux model using 4,000 RGB, MS, and dwarf stars from the high-SNR field all-train sample. The model predicts six labels:
Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [Mg/Fe], vmicro, and vsini, with the latter two parameters providing additional constraints on stellar type
classification. We validate the model using 1,000 stars from the high-SNR field all-test sample.

The results for Teff , log g, [Fe/H], and [Mg/Fe] are shown in Figure 12, along with the corresponding Kiel and Tinsley–
Wallerstein diagrams. Here, the Lux labels are determined by optimizing the test set latent representations using each star’s
spectral fluxes. The model demonstrates robust performance in simultaneously inferring stellar parameters across RGB, MS, and
dwarf populations, successfully recovering all four primary stellar labels. These results confirm the Lux model’s capability to
deliver precise stellar parameters across the full extent of the Kiel diagram.
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5. RESULTS: LABEL TRANSFER BETWEEN APOGEE AND GALAH

In the previous demonstration, we use APOGEE spectra and APOGEE stellar labels to train and test the Lux model. In this
section, we demonstrate Lux’s ability to transfer labels between different surveys. In particular, we train a model using APOGEE
DR17 spectra and GALAH DR3 labels for stars that are common between the two surveys to attempt to infer GALAH labels
for APOGEE spectra without GALAH observations. This exercise is particularly interesting because the two surveys observe in
different wavelength regimes, with APOGEE observing in the near-infrared and GALAH in the optical.

In detail, we identify 5,000 overlapping red giant branch stars between the APOGEE and GALAH surveys. We then divide
this parent sample into a training set comprised of 4,000 stars, and a test set of 1,000 stars. As described in Section 2, we will
label these as GALAH-APOGEE field giants-train and GALAH-APOGEE field giants-test, respectively.

Using the GALAH-APOGEE field giants-train set of 4,000 stars, we train a Lux model using P = 4M and Ω = 103.
Specifically, we train this model using the corresponding APOGEE (near-infrared) spectra for these stars and eleven stellar labels
determined using the GALAH optical spectra. The stellar labels we use are: Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [Li/Fe], [Na/Fe], [O/Fe], [Mg/Fe],
[Y/Fe], [Ce/Fe], [Ba/Fe], and [Eu/Fe]. At this point it is worth mentioning that, with the exception of Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [O/Fe],
and [Mg/Fe], all the other stellar labels trained on are not well determined in APOGEE ’s ASPCAP, if determined at all. For
example, [Eu/Fe] and [Y/Fe] are (in principle) not possible to be determined at all in APOGEE with ASPCAP because of a lack
of spectral lines for Eu and Y in the near-infrared. While this may be a provocative exercise for some readers, we argue that it is
interesting to test how well our model is able to infer abundances for APOGEE stars that cannot be determined using ASPCAP,
even if these inferred abundances are obtained via correlations with other elements and not causal relations with spectral features.
Similarly to the model presented in Section 4, we use the reported GALAH DR3 errors as the stellar label uncertainties.

Figure 13 shows the distribution of seven stellar labels in the [X/Fe]-[Fe/H] plane for the 1,000 stars in the GALAH-APOGEE
field giants-test set; here we only show the stellar labels that are not possible to be determined in APOGEE 7. We show the
estimated Lux labels in the top row, and the corresponding GALAH labels in the bottom row. Here, the Lux labels are determined
by optimizing the latent representations for the test set stars using each star’s spectral fluxes, and projecting those to stellar labels
using A through Equation 1. We find that Lux model is able to infer stellar labels determined in GALAH for APOGEE stars,
and in some cases, is able to estimate an abundance for stars that do not report a GALAH stellar label8; this is one of the main
advantages of Lux framework, as it is able to operate with partial missing labels. The full test set validation is shown in Figure 17
in Appendix B.

We caution that while the training and validation set performance implies that we successfully label the APOGEE stars with
GALAH abundances, for many of these elements (e.g. Li, Ba, Eu) the APOGEE wavelength region is not known to have spectral
features corresponding to these elements. As we allow the model to use all wavelength values for each label’s inference, the
prediction may be based on correlation rather than causation, i.e. inferred not directly from the element variation in the flux, but
rather how that element varies with stellar parameters or other labels in the training set as expressed in the flux. The model may
therefore fail to correctly infer these abundances for stars with different label-correlation behaviors. This is always the case when
one allows the full wavelength region to be leveraged for abundances, and is in many cases well motivated (e.g., for elements
blended with molecules and those that impact the entire spectral region; e.g., Ting et al. 2018). To restrict the model’s learning,
it is straightforward to implement wavelength “masking” to limit the model to learn particular element labels from specified
regions. In the case where the full spectral region is used for element inference and the element absorption features being inferred
are present in the spectra, the generative nature of the model enables a fidelity test of the labels. Thus, the generated spectral
model can be used to calculate a goodness of fit between the generated spectral model and observed spectra for the element lines
being inferred. This would be a possible way to verify that specific absorption lines are being reproduced by the corresponding
element labels (e.g. see Figure 5 and Manea et al. 2024). However, this is not possible fo Li, for example, which does not have any
absorption lines in the APOGEE wavelength region. This label prediction is likely inherited from the mapping between stellar
parameters and this label in the training set. The exercise of label transfer between different surveys means that the model is
useful as a tool of information or (absorption) line discovery (Hasselquist et al. 2016), by examining the origin of the information
pertaining to each label inference (see Figure 6).

In summary, the results presented in this Section show that Lux is able to perform label transfer between different stellar
surveys, even when the spectral range is different. It is also able to recover stellar label measurements for stars with no stellar

7 [Na/Fe] and [Ce/Fe] has been shown to be possible to be determined in ASPCAP, albeit for a relatively small number of the APOGEE data set. Moreover, these
are chemical abundance ratios that ASPCAP struggles to determine precisely due to the weak atomic lines in the 1.5− 1.7 µm regime.

8 These are the stars that appear as a horizontal stripe in Figure 13, which have been set to the median value of the distribution by our model due to GALAH not
being able to provide a measurement.
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Figure 13. Six GALAH chemical abundances for 1,000 APOGEE giant stars (GALAH-APOGEE field giants-test set), determined using an
Lux label tranfer model trained on 4,000 stars APOGEE DR17 spectra and GALAH DR3 labels ((GALAH-APOGEE field giants-train set)).
Here Lux labels are inferred by optimizing the latent representations for test set stars using each star’s spectral fluxes. All these abundances,
with the exception of [Na/Fe] and [Ce/Fe], cannot be determined in APOGEE ’s ASPCAP but can be determined using our Lux label transfer
model. However, while Lux is able to determine these stellar labels, care should be taken to treat these results as causal rather than a correlation
with other label information (see text in Section 5 for further details). The horizontal streak of GALAH [Li/Fe] and [Eu/Fe] abundances are for
stars that GALAH reported a NaN value and Lux set their abundance value equal to the median of the distribution (and its uncertainty inflated
to 9999); this ensures these stars do not influence the training and testing.

labels. It would be interesting in the future to push this exercise to also be able to perform label transfer between surveys at
different resolutions simultaneously (i.e. increase the number of outputs of Lux).

6. DISCUSSION

In the sections below, we summarize some novel aspects of Lux, discuss possible extensions to the model, and present some
potential applications of the Lux model.

6.1. Lux’s model structure

Lux is a model framework built around a generative latent-variable model structure that is designed to support a range of tasks
in the analysis and use of astronomical data. The framework is quite general, but here we present it in the context of stellar spectra
and stellar labels (stellar parameters) from large spectroscopic surveys. We have shown that Lux is able to emulate pipelines that
determine stellar labels from stellar spectra (here, APOGEE ’s ASPCAP pipeline) and to perform label transfer between different
surveys (here, APOGEE and GALAH ). The model implementation we use in this work is (in some sense) bi-linear, but the
framework is general and can be extended to use more complex transformations from latent representations to output data.

As a multi-output latent-variable model, Lux is related to other machine-learning models that perform data embedding or
compression, such as encoder-decoder networks. With the L2 regularization on the latent parameters, Lux even resembles a
variational autoencoder (Bank et al. 2021b) with linear decoders and linear pseudo-inverse encoders. However, Lux is different
in that it is a generative model and can be used in probabilistic contexts, and it is able to generate multiple outputs simultaneously.
All the output quantities, at training time, constrain the embedded representation of the objects.

Our current implementation of Lux makes a specific choice about where to situate the model flexibility. In this work, we have
chosen to make the mapping linear and the latent dimensionality larger than that of the stellar labels (but smaller than the spectral
dimensionality). We could have instead chosen to make the mapping non-linear, for example using a multi-layer perceptron
or Gaussian process layers, and then fixed the latent dimensionality to a much smaller size. This structure would allow the
model to learn more complex relationships between the latent parameters and the output data but potentially keep the embedded
representations simple. We found that the benefits of using a linear mapping (for computation and simplicity) made our current
implementation a good choice for the tasks we have demonstrated here, but we envision constructing future versions of Lux that
are non-linear for tasks that require more flexibility or capacity. For example, in the case of label transfer between surveys, a
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non-linear model might be able to better capture the differences in the spectral features between the surveys and provide more
accurate label transfer. Or, one may want to include an output data block that predicts kinematic or non-intrinsic properties of the
sources, such as distance or extinction, which involves more physics, and probably requires a more complex mapping from the
latent parameters to the output data.

Thus, even though in this work we have only tested how Lux can handle stellar spectroscopic data, the model is equipped to be
able to handle other type of astronomical data. For example, we could have instead chosen to feed Lux photometric or astrometric
data from Gaia. G-band magnitudes, GBP − GRP colors, and parallaxes could have instead been fed into the model to train the
latent variables to then infer extinction coefficients, for example. Along those lines, one could envision training an Lux model
that deals with both spectroscopic data and photometric and astrometric data, simultaneously. This example could be achieved by
adding plates to Figure 1 to include Gaia G-band magnitudes and parallaxes, for example, plus perhaps the associated Galactic
phase-space variables. Such a model would be useful, for example, for inferring data-driven spectro-photometric distances of
stars, or for inferring stellar luminosities.

6.2. Applications of Lux

The Lux framework is designed to enable a range of tasks in astronomy, with a particular focus for stellar spectroscopy and
survey science. Here we have demonstrated how it can be used to emulate the stellar parameter pipeline used for APOGEE spec-
tra, and to transfer labels between the APOGEE and GALAH surveys. Below we outline three broad categories of applications
enabled by the Lux framework: stellar label inference, multi-survey translation, and classification.

6.2.1. Stellar label inference

Lux can be used to infer stellar parameters from spectroscopic survey data by learning from a training set with known pa-
rameters. This is valuable for efficiently determining parameters for large stellar surveys (e.g., SDSS, Gaia, LAMOST, GALAH,
DESI, 4MOST, WEAVE ) by emulating more costly pipeline runs. One immediate application is determining stellar parame-
ters and abundances for stars in the SDSS-V Galactic Genesis Survey (Kollmeier et al. 2017), which is collecting millions of
APOGEE spectra. Lux could also be used to determine spectro-photometric distances from a reliable training set (Hogg et al.
2019), or compile catalogs of stellar ages for giants stars based on [C/N] abundances and asteroseismology (Ness & Lang 2016).

6.2.2. Multi-survey translation

Lux enables translation between the notoriously different stellar parameter outputs of different surveys and instruments by
training on overlapping sources. This allows determination of parameters that may be difficult or impossible to measure directly
in one survey but are well-measured in another. For example, stellar parameters and abundances could potentially be determined
for the vast set of Gaia XP spectra by training on stars that overlap with APOGEE (e.g., Andrae et al. 2023a; Li et al. 2023).
Similarly, APOGEE -quality stellar labels could potentially be determined for BOSS spectra using overlapping stars from SDSS-
V Milky Way Mapper. However, care must be taken to validate that the translated parameters reflect genuine spectral features
rather than just correlations in the training set.

6.2.3. Classification

The Lux framework could also enable classification tasks in a way that properly handles uncertainties on input data. This
is similar to parameter inference but with discrete parameters. One application would be identifying chemically peculiar stars
in large spectroscopic surveys. After training on a set of stars with known peculiar abundance patterns, one could use Lux to
compute latent representations for all target sources as a means to efficiently search for similar objects in surveys like Gaia XP,
based solely on their spectra.

7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We present in this work the first and simplest version of Lux, a multi-task generative latent-variable model for data-driven
stellar label and spectral inference. We have demonstrated that this model is successful at inferring precise stellar labels and
stellar spectra for a wide range of APOGEE stars. We have also shown that the Lux model can be used for label transfer tasks.
The main strengths and novel aspects of Lux are:

1. A multi-output generative model permitting noisy data: Lux is a generative model of both stellar labels and spectral fluxes
(and potentially any additional data added as outputs to the model). This enables the model to properly handle uncertainties
in the stellar labels and fluxes during training so that Lux is able to account for imperfect stellar labels. This is important,
as current data-driven models (e.g., the Cannon and the Payne) require assuming that the stellar labels for the training set
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are perfectly known, which places severe quality limits on the training data and is not the case in detail for even the highest
signal-to-noise spectra. This aspect of Lux also enables the model to handle missing data (e.g., missing pixels in some
spectra or missing labels for some stars) in a principled way. This facilitates label-transfer and emulation between different
data sets, as typically one data set may have robust measurements of one stellar label that is not in the test set and vice
versa. Finally, the generative nature of the model allows for the model to be used in fully probabilistic contexts, where the
distinction between training and test data is no longer necessary.

2. Computationally fast: Lux is written with JAX (Bradbury et al. 2018), and has very simple model structure. For these reasons
it is computationally fast. For reference, the training step of the model used in this paper took approximately ≈ 30 minutes
to train on 5,000 stars using one CPU of a high-end laptop, while the test step on 10,000 stars took ≈ 20 minutes.

3. Flexible model form: In our current demonstration, we use a version of Lux with two outputs (stellar labels and spectral flux)
with linear transformations from the latent vectors and these output data. However, our implementation is written such
that more complex transformations from latent vectors to outputs can be used (e.g., a multi-layer perceptron or layers of
Gaussian process), and more outputs can be added (e.g., to simultaneously operate on multiple surveys or data types).

Lux is a powerful new frameworkfor data-driven stellar label and spectra inference, multi-survey translation, and classification.
We have demonstrated how Lux can be used to infer precise stellar labels and stellar spectra for APOGEE stars using only linear
model transforms, and how it can be used to transfer labels between different surveys. We have also discussed how Lux model
can be used for classification tasks. We hope that the Lux model will be a useful tool for data driven modeling of stellar and
galactic data, especially in the realm of spectroscopic data.
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Figure 14. Median resulting total χ2 values from the K-fold cross validation test, summed over all wavelengths, all labels, and all stars in the
high-SNR field RGB-test set. We show the χ2 metric estimated by computing the test set z latent parameters using each star’s stellar fluxes (left)
and labels (right). Overall, the model with P = 4 × M and Ω = 103 yields a good trade-off between latent dimensionality and regularization
strength.

APPENDIX

A. K-FOLD CROSS VALIDATION FOR LUX HYPERPARAMETERS

To determine the size of the latent space, P , and the strength of the L2 regularization, Ω, we conduct a five-fold cross-validation
test using the RGB stars from the high-SNR field RGB-train sample. We split the data into an initial train (4,000) and test (1,000)
sample. We then run the Lux model (Figure 2) for each of the five K-folds varying the size of P each time running the first
agenda for five iterations9, and then running the second agenda (see Figure 2) once through. Here, for each K-fold and choice of
latent size P , we also train the model varying Ω. Following, with all the optimized parameters at hand (i.e. A, B, z, and s), we
set out to estimate the inferred stellar labels and fluxes for the test stars in each K-fold. To do so, we must first determine the z

latents for the test sample. We do this by optimizing the test star z latent parameters at fixed B and s for a given choice of P
and Ω using the test set spectral fluxes of each star. To compare, we also compute the test z latent parameters at fixed A using
the stellar labels of each star. With the test set z latent parameters optimized, we then compute the predicted stellar labels using
Equation 1 and stellar flux using Equation 2.

We assess model performance by computing a χ2 metric on each of the test sets in the K-fold cross-validation using the
following relation

χ2 =

Nstars∑
n=1

(
(ℓn −Azn)

2

σ2
ℓn

+
(fn −B zn)

2

σ2
fn

+ s2

)
. (A1)

We test our model varying the size of the latent space in multiples of the stellar label dimension M , P = [M, 2M, 4M, 8M ],
and by varying the strength of the L2 regularization parameter, Ω = [1, 101, 102, 103]. The median χ2 results obtained across all
five K-folds from this cross-validation exercise are illustrated in Figure 14. The K-fold cross-validation results suggests a model
with P = 4M and Ω = 103.

9 We have found that after approximately five iterations, the global χ2 of the model begins to plateau.
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Figure 15. Stellar labels determined using Lux for all 10,000 high signal-to-noise RGB stars in the high-SNR field RGB-test set. Overall, the
Lux labels look realistic and do not show any unusual trends. Moreover, the scatter around the labels is small, yielding a tight relation that
reveals distinct structures both in stellar parameter and chemical abundance space, especially in the [Fe/H]-poor regime.

B. ADDITIONAL TESTS AND VALIDATIONS OF OUR APPLICATION TO APOGEE DATA

Figure 15 shows stellar labels inferred using Lux applied to test set stars from the high-SNR field RGB-test sample in the
Kiel diagram as well as every element abundance modeled as a function of metallicity. To reiterate, these Lux stellar labels are
determined by optimizing the latent representations (zn) using the spectral fluxes of each star. We find that the distribution of
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Lux labels appears realistic, and the trends of [X/Fe] with [Fe/H] appear similar to those derived from ASPCAP. However, as
seen in Figure 8, Lux labels show a tighter trend or sequence when compared to the ASPCAP ones. This result illustrates how
Lux is not only able to determine precise labels for those element abundances with the strongest lines (e.g., Mg or Fe), but also
for other elements (e.g., C, N, Mn, Ni); this is possible across a decently wide range of metallicities (−1.5 < [Fe/H] < 0.5). Of
particular importance is the fact that we are able to resolve different metal-poor (halo) populations in different element abundance
diagrams. For example, the different sequences at low [O/Fe], [Mg/Fe], [Al/Fe], and [Si/Fe] for metal-poor stars correspond to
stars in the LMC and halo debris.

Similarly, Figure 16 shows the full validation results for RGB stars at lower SNR (a continuation of Figure 9). Lux is able to
infer stellar labels at lower signal-to-noise robustly. However, we do note that there is some higher bias for particular elements
(O, Ca, and Ni, for example).

Finally, Figure 17 shows the full validation results from our test performing multi-survey translation between the APOGEE
and GALAH stars from Section 5. Overall, Lux is able to robustly infer the majority of the stellar labels used in the test.
This includes elements which the APOGEE spectral range does not include particular spectral windows ([Li/Fe], [Y/Fe], and
[Eu/Fe], for example). We postulate the reason Lux is able to perform well is because the model is likely finding some correlation
between the labels that the APOGEE spectral range does include (e.g., Fe, Mg) and the labels it does not. This is likely because
we have performed this test using element abundance ratios w.r.t. Fe (i.e., [Li/Fe] instead of [Li/H]). However, we cannot rule
out the possibility that Lux is actually inferring these abundances in a causal manner, using weak or hidden spectral lines in the
APOGEE spectral data. It would be interesting to follow up this exercise to ascertain if the model is inferring these abundances
from variations in the spectral fluxes or via correlation with other elements.

C. TESTING LUX BY TRAINING ON SYNTHETIC MODEL SPECTRA

We also test how well our model operates by training Lux on synthetic model spectra determined using the Korg software
(Wheeler et al. 2022), instead of using observational APOGEE spectra. To do so, we take the High-SNR field RGB-train sample
of 5,000 stars, and compute synthetic model spectra using the ASPCAP outputted stellar parameters10. We then divide this sample
of 5,000 stars into a training set (4,000 stars) and a test set (1,000 stars), and train a new Lux model with the same set up (i.e.,
P = 4M and Ω = 103). We then compute predicted stellar labels using the same procedure for the 1,000 test stars. Overall,
our model is able to infer reliable stellar labels using synthetic model spectra (see Figure 18). This result proves that Lux is able
to train on both real observed and synthetic model spectra. For the resulting validation results when using the synthetic Korg
spectra, see Figure 18.

D. DIMENSIONALITY REDUCTION OF THE LATENT VECTORS WITH T-SNE AND PRINCIPAL COMPONENT
ANALYSIS

Figure 19 shows the T-SNE dimensionality reduction results using two components for the high-SNR field RGB-test set z
latent parameters. Here, we have chosen a perplexity of 25. Each panel is color-coded by a stellar label that was used to train and
test the model. Overall, this result shows that Lux is mapping the stellar labels into the z latent parameters well. For example,
low [Al/Fe] stars (typically associated with stellar halo debris) appear as a clear separated locci. Similarly, there are clear trends
in this mapping with important labels (Teff , log g, and [Fe/H], for example). In summary, these results allow us to superficially
interpret the mapping Lux is performing between the stellar labels and the z latent parameters, and highlights how the model
is training effectively for the stellar labels. A similar exploration of the latent representations with spectral fluxes could also be
performed.

10 We assume a 10% per pixel uncertainty in the synethetic Korg spectra.
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Figure 16. Validation results for RGB stars at lower SNR (low-SNR field RGB-test). The Lux labels shown are determined by optimizing the
latent representations for test stars using each star’s spectral fluxes. Here, we have chosen a SNR range that is expected for the SDSS-V Galactic
Genesis survey. As in Figure 9, we show the mean ASPCAP uncertainty, bias, and RMSE values for each stellar label in each panel. Overall,
the RMSE values obtained are reasonably low and the bias values are approximately equal to the average ASPCAP uncertainty, indicating that
the Lux model is able to infer stellar labels at reasonable precision for lower SNR stars. However, we do note that for some element abundance
ratios (e.g., [O/Fe], [Ca/Fe], and [Ni/Fe]), there is a trend from the one-to-one line. See text in Section 4.6 for further details.
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Figure 17. Validation results for RGB stars in the GALAH-APOGEE field giants-test set. The Lux labels shown are determined by optimizing
the latent representations for test stars using each star’s spectral fluxes. We show the mean reported GALAH label uncertainty, bias, and RMSE
values for each stellar label in each panel. Overall, the RMSE values obtained are reasonably low and the bias values are approximately equal
to the average GALAH uncertainty, indicating that the Lux model is able to perform successfully label transfer between surveys observing at
different wavelengths, such as GALAH and APOGEE. We do note however that some stellar labels show a wide scatter around the one-to-one
relation (e.g., [O/Fe]), which may indicate that our simple Lux model is not powerful enough to learn well this stellar label. See text in Section 5
for further details.
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Figure 18. Validation results on 1,000 test stars with synthetic model Korg (Wheeler et al. 2022) spectra. The Lux labels shown are determined
by optimizing the latent representations for test stars using each star’s synthetic (Korg) spectral fluxes. The model used to impute these validation
results was trained on 4,000 stars with APOGEE stellar labels and Korg spectra. In each panel, we show the mean ASPCAP uncertainty, bias,
and RMSE values. Overall, the RMSE value is reasonably low for all labels, and is extremely low for log g and [Fe/H] (RMSE value below
0.1). However, there are some weak trends in some stellar labels (e.g., [Si/Fe], [Mn/Fe], and [Ni/Fe], for example), which could be due to
limitations in the Lux model.
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Figure 19. Components of a T-SNE dimensionality reduction (using two components) on the high-SNR field RGB-test set z latent parameters
using a perplexity of 25. Each panel is color coded by one of the corresponding twelve stellar labels used to train the model for test set stars;
these Lux stellar labels are computed by optimizing the test set latent representations using each star’s spectral fluxes. Overall, there is structure
in the latent space that correlates with the stellar labels.
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