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ABSTRACT

The SMC is in disequilibrium. Gas line-of-sight (LoS) velocity maps show a gradient of 60 −
100 km s−1, generally interpreted as a rotating gas disk consistent with the Tully-Fisher relation.

Yet, the stars don’t show rotation. Despite a small on-sky extent (∼ 4 kpc), the SMC exhibits a large

(∼ 10 kpc) LoS depth, and the stellar photometric center is offset from the HI kinematic center by

∼1 kpc. With N-body hydrodynamical simulations, we show that a recent (∼100 Myr ago) SMC-LMC

collision (impact parameter ∼ 2 kpc) explains the observed SMC’s internal structure and kinematics.

The simulated SMC is initialized with rotating stellar and gaseous disks. Post-collision, the SMC’s

tidal tail accounts for the large LoS depth. The SMC’s stellar kinematics become dispersion domi-

nated (v/σ ≈ 0.2), with radially outward motions at R > 2 kpc, and a small (< 10 km s−1) remnant

rotation at R < 2 kpc, consistent with observations. Post-collision gas kinematics are also dominated

by radially outward motions, without remnant rotation. Hence, the observed SMC’s gas LoS velocity

gradient is due to radial motions as opposed to disk rotation. Ram pressure from the LMC’s gas disk

during the collision imparts ≈ 30 km s−1 kick to the SMC’s gas, sufficient to destroy gas rotation

and offset the SMC’s stellar and gas centers. Our work highlights the critical role of group processing

through galaxy collisions in driving dIrr to dE/dSph transformation, including the removal of gas.

Consequently, frameworks that treat the SMC as a galaxy in transformation are required to effectively

use its observational data to constrain interstellar medium and dark matter physics.

Keywords: SMC (1468); LMC (903); Galaxy kinematics (602); Galaxy morphology (582); Hydrody-

namical simulations (767); Galaxy interactions (600); Dwarf galaxies (416)

1. INTRODUCTION

The SMC is the most massive satellite galaxy of

the LMC, and is the second most massive satellite

of the Milky Way (MW). Given the SMC’s proximity

(∼ 60 kpc, M. R. L. Cioni et al. 2000), a wealth of astro-

metric, photometric, and spectroscopic data is available

for this galaxy from both ground- and space-based ob-

servatories. As such, the SMC is a benchmark for studies

of star formation, the interstellar medium (ISM), and

dust physics in the low metallicity regime (e.g. S. C.

Russell & M. A. Dopita 1992; K. D. Gordon & G. C.

Clayton 1998; C. E. Murray et al. 2024a). Hence, the

SMC is a standard calibrator used to study high-redshift

galaxies (e.g. S. R. Kulkarni et al. 2021; S. Schouws

Email: himansh@arizona.edu

et al. 2022; J. S. W. Lewis et al. 2023; V. Markov

et al. 2023; J. Roman-Duval et al. 2025; P. Ocvirk et al.

2025). Further, with the advent of Gaia, the internal

stellar kinematics of the SMC are now well constrained

( Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021; P. Zivick et al. 2021;

S. R. Dhanush et al. 2025), making the SMC a potential

unique laboratory for dark matter (DM) physics.

However, Gaia proper motions (PM) reveal that the

SMC is in a high state of disequilibrium (P. Zivick et al.

2021; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021). Hence, equilib-

rium assumptions cannot be used to describe the SMC’s

ISM structure and kinematics, or the SMC’s DM distri-

bution. Theoretical models of the SMC’s disequilibrium

are urgently required—not only to interpret the SMC’s

observational data, but also to assesss the reliability of

the SMC as a calibrator for low-metallicity galaxies. In

this work, we present a new theoretical framework to
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Figure 1. Left panel: Placing the SMC on the Baryonic Tully-Fisher Relation (BTFR). The black dashed line denotes the
BTFR fit taken from S. S. McGaugh et al. (2000), with the grey shaded region denoting the 1−σ uncertainty. The SMC’s total
baryonic mass (stars + HI) is (7.0±0.6)×108 M⊙ (S. Stanimirovic et al. 1999; J. Harris & D. Zaritsky 2004). Symbols denote the
SMC’s inferred peak HI rotation velocity of 56± 5 km s−1 (E. M. Di Teodoro et al. 2019, DT19) and the peak old star rotation
velocity of < 10 km s−1 (P. Zivick et al. 2021, Z21). The kinematics of the SMC’s HI and old stars are strongly discrepant.
The orange circle denotes the SMC’s initial disk in the B12 simulation, which is consistent with BTFR by design. Right panel:
the SMC’s photometric center (12.80◦,−72.83◦) (I. Gonidakis et al. 2009) and the HI kinematic center (16.26◦,−72.42◦) (S.
Stanimirović et al. 2004) are plotted over a background of SMC stars selected from the NN Optimal Gaia DR3 sample of Ó.
Jiménez-Arranz et al. (2023). The two centers are separated by 1 − 2 kpc on-sky, which is a significant fraction of the SMC’s
on-sky extent of ≈ 4− 5 kpc. Explaining the kinematic discrepancies between the old stars and HI (rotation peaks and centers)
is the goal of this work.

understand the origin of the SMC’s disequilibrium in

structure and kinematics, in the context of its interac-

tion history with the LMC.

The SMC’s disequilibrium is clearly illustrated by

placing it on the Baryonic Tully-Fisher relation (BTFR,

R. B. Tully & J. R. Fisher 1977; S. S. McGaugh et al.

2000). The SMC has a gas-to-stellar mass ratio close to

1 (S. Stanimirovic et al. 1999; J. Harris & D. Zaritsky

2004; C. Brüns et al. 2005). In the local universe, dwarf

galaxies with such high gas fractions generally possess

rotation supported disks (e.g. The LITTLE THINGS

survey – D. A. Hunter et al. 2012; M. Johnson et al.

2012; M. C. Johnson et al. 2015), see also M. Geha

et al. (2006). Indeed, local gas-rich dwarfs satisfy the

BTFR (e.g. M. Geha et al. 2006; A. Begum et al. 2008;

S. S. McGaugh et al. 2021). This implies that the SMC

should also satisfy the BTFR. In isolated disk galax-

ies where stellar kinematics are measurable, both stars

and gas serve as tracers of the same underlying rota-

tional field (J. L. Hinz et al. 2003; M. J. Williams et al.

2010). In Figure 1, the SMC is placed on the BTFR us-

ing the rotation amplitude derived from both stars and

gas. The SMC’s old stars (age > 1 Gyr) and gas (HI) are

strongly discrepant in the BTFR (see also K. Bekki &

M. Chiba 2008, 2009)—illustrating the SMC’s gas and

stars are not in equilibrium. The old stellar kinematics

is highly dispersion dominated (vrot/σ < 0.6, J. Harris

& D. Zaritsky 2006), with a small rotation amplitude

(< 20 km s−1, E. Hardy et al. 1989; J. Harris & D.

Zaritsky 2006; P. D. Dobbie et al. 2014; P. Zivick et al.

2018; F. Niederhofer et al. 2021; P. Zivick et al. 2021;

S. R. Dhanush et al. 2025). However, HI surveys have

revealed a velocity gradient of 60-100 km s−1 across the

SMC’s ∼ 5◦ extent. This has been interpreted as the

signature of a rotating gas disk with a peak velocity of

≈ 50 km s−1 (e.g. J. V. Hindman 1967; S. Stanimirović

et al. 2004; E. M. Di Teodoro et al. 2019; N. M. Pingel

et al. 2022).

Addressing the discrepancy between the SMC’s stellar

and gas kinematics is key to understanding the dynam-

ical state of this galaxy, which is the main goal of this

work. Significantly, the SMC’s high gas fraction conflicts

with its dispersion-dominated stellar kinematics, poten-

tially signaling a new pathway for how “dwarf irregular”

(dIrr) galaxies can lose rotational support.

The spatial distribution of the SMC’s old stellar pop-

ulations and gas also points to the system being in a

state of disequilibrium. The SMC has a large stellar

line-of-sight (LoS) depth, which ranges from 5 kpc to

20 kpc depending on the measurement technique (D. S.
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Mathewson et al. 1986; D. Hatzidimitriou et al. 1993;

H. H. Crowl et al. 2001; S. Subramanian & A. Subra-

maniam 2012; D. L. Nidever et al. 2013; V. Ripepi et al.

2017; S. Subramanian et al. 2017; T. Muraveva et al.

2018; B. L. Tatton et al. 2021; S. R. Dhanush et al.

2025). HI surveys show a bi-modal gas LoS velocity pro-

file (H. M. Johnson 1961; J. V. Hindman 1967; G. Torres

& G. J. Carranza 1987; N. M. Pingel et al. 2022), with

two brightness temperature peaks separated by ≈50 km

s−1 due to gas clumps 5–10 kpc apart along the LoS

(C. E. Murray et al. 2024b). Understanding the SMC’s

complex gas distribution is crucial to properly interpret

maps of dust extinction (C. E. Murray et al. 2024b) and

HI column densities (N. M. Pingel et al. 2022), which are

ultimately used to derive star formation rates (A. D. Bo-

latto et al. 2011; K. E. Jameson et al. 2016). Further,

understanding the large stellar LoS depth is important

for converting PMs to 3D velocities. This work inves-

tigates the origin of the SMC’s large stellar LoS depth

and the bi-modal LoS gas distribution.

Unsurprisingly, the SMC’s center is ill-defined given

the discrepant stellar and gas kinematics, and the com-

plex 3-D structure. The photometric center derived

from near Infra-Red (IR) star counts (I. Gonidakis et al.

2009) is separated from the HI kinematic center (S. Sta-

nimirović et al. 2004) by 1− 2 kpc on-sky, as illustrated

in right panel of Figure 1. For reference, the SMC is ∼4

kpc across on the sky, meaning a spatial difference of 1

- 2 kpc in stellar- and gas-derived centers must point to

a high degree of disequilibrium. This study aims to pro-

vide a physical explanation for the separation between

the SMC’s different centers, enabling us to identify the

correct center for analyzing stellar and gas kinematics.

The coincident star formation histories of the SMC

and LMC over the last ∼ 4 Gyr (J. Harris & D. Zarit-

sky 2009; D. R. Weisz et al. 2013; P. Massana et al.

2022) suggest that the Clouds have been bound for at

least that amount of time. Further, the formation of

the 150◦ long gas stream (MS) (D. S. Mathewson et al.

1974; R. Braun & D. A. Thilker 2004; D. L. Nidever

et al. 2010) and the SMC-LMC gas bridge (F. J. Kerr

& J. V. Hindman 1957; M. E. Putman et al. 2003; C.

Brüns et al. 2005) require the Clouds to complete multi-

ple pericenters about each other (e.g. T. Murai & M. Fu-

jimoto 1980; G. Besla et al. 2010; S. A. Pardy et al. 2018;

S. Lucchini et al. 2021). There is increasing observa-

tional evidence that the most recent (100−200 Myr ago)

SMC-LMC pericenter was a direct collision between the

Clouds with an impact parameter of ∼ 2 kpc (K. A. G.

Olsen et al. 2011; G. Besla et al. 2016; P. Zivick et al.

2018, 2019; Y. Choi et al. 2022; S. R. Dhanush et al.

2024; Ó. Jiménez-Arranz & S. Roca-Fàbrega 2025; H.

Rathore et al. 2025b,a).

In this work, we use hydrodynamic simulations of the

SMC-LMC-MW interaction history from G. Besla et al.

(hereafter B12, 2012) to: (i) understand how a recent

(∼ 100 Myr ago) SMC-LMC direct collision (impact pa-

rameter ≈ 2 kpc) affects the SMC’s internal structure

and kinematics; (ii) provide a means to interpret obser-

vations of the SMC’s stars and gas; and (iii) assess the

validity of equilibrium assumptions for measuring the

SMC’s DM content.

This manuscript is organized as follows. Section 2

gives an overview of the B12 simulations and presents

a coordinate system for analyzing the simulated SMC.

Then, we study the effects of the SMC-LMC collision on

the SMC’s stellar morphology (section 3.1), stellar kine-

matics (section 3.2), and gas kinematics (section 3.3).

In section 4, we investigate the LoS distribution of the

simulated SMC’s gas, understand the effect of the LMC

ISM’s ram pressure on the SMC’s gas during the colli-

sion, discuss ideas to determine the SMC’s DM content

without relying on equilibrium assumptions, compare

our results to previous studies and assess the limita-

tions of our analysis and prospects for the future. We

conclude in section 5.

2. METHODS

2.1. Hydrodynamic Simulations of the LMC-SMC-MW

Interactions

In this section, we give an overview of the B12 simu-

lations. For more details, we refer the reader to the B12

paper. B12 modeled the SMC-LMC interaction history

over the past ≈ 7 Gyr, in which the last ≈ 1 Gyr was

the first infall orbit of the Clouds in the MW halo.

The initial LMC and SMC are modeled with live Hern-

quist DM halos (L. Hernquist 1990), live exponential

stellar disks and Smooth Particle Hydrodynamic (SPH)

gas disks. The DM, stellar and gas masses of the LMC

(SMC) were chosen to be 1.76 × 1011 (2 × 1010) M⊙,

2.5 × 109 (2.6 × 108) M⊙ and 1.1 × 109 (7.9 × 108) M⊙
respectively. The scale radii of the LMC (SMC) stel-

lar and gas disks were chosen to be 1.7 (1.1) kpc and

1.7 (3.3) kpc. The DM, stellar and gas mass resolu-

tion for the LMC (SMC) was 1.76× 106 (1.4× 106) M⊙,

2500 (2600) M⊙ and 3667 (2633) M⊙ respectively. The

MW was modeled as a static NFW (J. F. Navarro et al.

1997) potential, with a total mass of 1.5 × 1012 M⊙,

Virial concentration of 12 and Viral radius of 300 kpc.

The SMC’s initial halo and disk properties were cho-

sen in B12 such that the resulting rotation curve (B12

Figure 1) is consistent with the BTFR (Figure 1 left

panel), i.e. the SMC is initialized with a baryonic mass
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Figure 2. The SMC’s orbit about the LMC in B12 Model 1
(orange dash-dot line) and Model 2 (purple solid line) simu-
lations, after their MW infall. Three additional key epochs
corresponding to Model 2 are marked with vertical dashed
lines: SMC-SMC collision (impact parameter ≈ 2 kpc); 100
Myr and 200 Myr post-collision. The fiducial present day
is denoted as time = 0, and in Model 2, this corresponds
to 100 Myr post-collision. The Model 2 SMC is expected to
be highly morphologically and kinematically disturbed post–
collision, and will be the primary subject of investigation in
this work. Model 1, without a collision, serves as a control.

of 1.05 × 109 M⊙ and a peak rotation velocity of ≈ 60

km s−1. The simulated SMC is initially in equilibrium;

the stellar density and gas kinematic centers are initially

coincident.

The B12 simulation was performed using the Gadget-3

N-body SPH code (V. Springel 2005). A sub-resolution

multiphase model with an effective equation of state was

used for the Interstellar medium (ISM) (V. Springel & L.

Hernquist 2003). Radiative cooling and star formation

were implemented according to the V. Springel & L.

Hernquist (2003) prescription.

B12 present two scenarios - Model 1 and Model 2. In

Model 1, the SMC and LMC remain far from each other

with their closest separation being ≈ 30 kpc. In Model

2, after three pericentric passages about each other, the

SMC and LMC collide, with an impact parameter of

≈ 2 kpc. The collision happened at a lookback time

of ≈ 100 Myr. Figure 2 illustrates the separation of the

SMC with respect to the LMC as a function of time since

MW infall, where the “present day” is denoted at time

0. For Model 2, the present day is ∼100 Myr after the

SMC-LMC collision epoch (see vertical dashed lines in

Figure 2). The B12 simulation runs ≈ 100 Myr beyond

the inferred present day.

Both Model 1 and Model 2 are in reasonable agree-

ment with several external features associated with the

Clouds. These features include: the observed SMC’s

trailing gas stream (MS) (D. S. Mathewson et al. 1974;

R. Braun & D. A. Thilker 2004; D. L. Nidever et al.

2010) and its stellar counterpart (V. Chandra et al. 2023;

D. Zaritsky et al. 2025); the SMC-LMC gas bridge (F. J.

Kerr & J. V. Hindman 1957; M. E. Putman et al. 2003;

C. Brüns et al. 2005); and the LMC’s galactocentric po-

sition and velocity at present day as determined by N.

Kallivayalil et al. (2006a). We refer the reader to the

B12 paper and G. Besla et al. (2013) for a detailed com-

parison between the aforementioned observed features

and the simulation.

The SMC-LMC collision scenario in the Model 2 simu-

lation is particularly successful at explaining the LMC’s

observed internal features. These features include - the

LMC’s outer disk morphology (G. Besla et al. 2016), dis-

turbed kinematics of the LMC’s old (age > 1 Gyr) stellar

populations (Y. Choi et al. 2022), the disturbed mor-

phology and kinematics of the LMC’s bar (H. Rathore

et al. 2025a,b), and the LMC’s gas distribution (H.

Rathore et al. 2025a, hereafter R25). Further, the ob-

served stellar PM vectors in the LMC-SMC bridge are

also in reasonable agreement with Model 2 (P. Zivick

et al. 2019). None of the above observations are ex-

plainable in Model 1, which does not invoke a collision.

Given the success of the LMC-SMC collision scenario

in explaining several of the LMC’s disturbed features,

we investigate whether the same scenario can simulta-

neously help us to understand the SMC’s disequilibrium.

In this work, we will primarily use Model 2 to un-

derstand the internal structure and kinematics of the

simulated SMC. We will treat Model 1 (where the SMC

and LMC do not collide) as a control simulation. The

results of Model 2 will be compared with Model 1 to

assess whether a SMC-LMC collision is necessary to ex-

plain the SMC’s disturbed structure and kinematics.

As with any simulation, B12 Model 2 is just one possi-

bility of the SMC - LMC - MW interaction history, and

the model has several limitations. We will discuss these

limitations and how they affect our main conclusions in

detail in section 4.5. We emphasize that our aim is not

to exactly represent the observed SMC’s structure and

kinematics with the B12 simulation. Rather, we want to

use the B12 simulation to understand the physical mech-

anisms that operate when the SMC collides with the

LMC, and provide a framework to interpret the SMC’s

observations.

One limitation of Model 2, which is clear from Fig-

ure 2, is that the simulated SMC-LMC separation at

present day (≈ 10 kpc) is inconsistent with the observed

separation between the Clouds (20 kpc, N. Kallivay-

alil et al. 2006a). Given this limitation, we will refrain
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from labeling the epochs in the simulation with respect

to the present day. Rather, we will analyze the simu-

lated SMC’s structure and kinematics as a function of

time elapsed since the SMC-LMC collision (key times

are marked in Figure 2). This approach will help us

understand the rate at which the SMC’s disequilibrium

grows post-collision.

Although star formation is included in the B12 sim-

ulations, in this work, we only follow the star particles

(hereafter referred to as stars) that were used to cre-

ate the initial SMC disk. These stars are suitable for

comparison with the structure and kinematics of the ob-

served SMC’s old stellar populations (age > 1 Gyr). We

defer study of younger stellar populations (age < 1 Gyr)

to later work.

The B12 simulation does not explicitly follow differ-

ent gas phases; however, the gas mass of the SMC is

dominated by HI. As such, we follow the SPH gas par-

ticles (hereafter referred to as gas), to compare with the

observed SMC’s HI distribution and kinematics.

The fiducial coordinate system in the simulation is

Galactocentric. In this system, we will refer to the co-

ordinate axes as (x, y, z) and velocities as (vx, vy, vz).

2.2. Centering and Alignment of the Simulated SMC

The simulated SMC’s structure and kinematics will be

highly disturbed post LMC collision. Hence, it is impor-

tant to correctly define the SMC’s “center” and plane

of rotation, in order to establish an appropriate coordi-

nate system in which we can study the SMC’s kinematics

and structure. We adopt two different definitions for the

SMC stellar center:

• Stellar density center: for highly disturbed galax-

ies, like the SMC, it is challenging to define a cen-

ter of mass for the stellar distribution. A more ap-

propriate center to use is the stellar density cen-

ter, which corresponds to the point in 3D posi-

tion space where the stellar density distribution

achieves a global maximum.

• Stellar kinematic center: an internal rotation field

of SMC stars can be constructed after subtracting

the stellar systemic velocity from the velocities of

the individual stars. The stellar kinematic cen-

ter refers to the point in 3D position space about

which the SMC can be considered to be rotating.

Mathematically, this is the point about which the

average of the azimuthal velocities in the plane of

rotation is maximized.

Here, the stellar systemic velocity is the bulk velocity

at which the SMC is moving. We take the systemic

velocity as the point with the highest density in the 3D

velocity space. To compute the kinematic center, we

must determine the systemic velocity. Next, we detail

the computation of: (i) the stellar density center, (ii) the

stellar systemic velocity, and (iii) the stellar kinematic

center.

We compute the SMC’s stellar density center with an

iterative shrinking sphere algorithm. We start with a

guess for the density center, which is the mass weighted

average of the positions of all SMC stars. Then, we con-

sider a spherical volume of radius 5 kpc centered at the

guess density center. The mass weighted average po-

sition of stars that reside inside that spherical volume

is evaluated. This gives a new estimate for the density

center. We re-center the sphere at the new density cen-

ter, shrink its radius by 30%, and re-compute the mass

weighted average position of stars that reside inside the

shrunken sphere. Convergence is established when the

density center estimates between two successive itera-

tions differ by less than 0.1 kpc, which corresponds to

the softening length of the simulation. We experiment

with different values of the hyper-parameters (like the

starting radius of the sphere, shrinking fraction, conver-

gence threshold), finding that the above adopted values

give the best estimate of the density center (see Fig-

ure 3). Such an iterative approach is commonly used to

calculate density centers for disturbed stellar and dark

matter distributions in simulations and observations (C.

Power et al. 2003; N. Garavito-Camargo et al. 2019; H.

Rathore et al. 2025b,a).

Figure 3 top row shows projections of the SMC’s stel-

lar distribution and the calculated stellar density cen-

ter 100 Myr after the SMC-LMC collision in Model 2.

The shrinking sphere algorithm reasonably identifies the

peak of the highly disturbed stellar distribution, as in-

dicated by the 107 M⊙ kpc−2 density contour. We have

verified this agreement for all simulation snapshots.

We compute the SMC’s stellar systemic velocity by

applying the iterative shrinking sphere algorithm in ve-

locity space. We again start with a guess for the stellar

systemic velocity by computing the mass weighted av-

erage velocity of stars located within 5 kpc of the stel-

lar density center. Then, we construct a sphere of ra-

dius 30 km s−1 in velocity space, centered at the guess

systemic velocity. The mass weighted average veloc-

ity of stars that reside inside this sphere is computed,

which gives a new estimate for the stellar systemic ve-

locity. We recenter the sphere at the new systemic ve-

locity and shrink its radius by 50%, and re-compute

the mass weighted average velocity of the stars that re-

side inside the shrunken sphere. Convergence is estab-

lished when the difference between the systemic veloc-
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Figure 3. Top row: Identifying the stellar density center of the simulated SMC. The left (right) panel shows the x-y (x-z)
projection of the SMC’s stellar surface density distribution 100 Myr after the SMC-LMC collision in B12 Model 2. The
Galactocentric axes are translated to the inferred density center, depicted by the red star at (0, 0). The red star is a reasonable
representation of the SMC’s stellar density peak (a 107 M⊙ kpc−2 contour is included to guide the eye). The iterative shrinking
sphere method succeeds in identifying the SMC’s stellar density center despite its highly disturbed morphology. Bottom row:
Computing the systemic velocity of the simulated SMC. The left (right) panel shows the vx - vy (vx - vz) projection of the SMC’s
stellar velocity distribution for the same epoch as the top row. The Galactocentric velocities are translated to the calculated
stellar systemic velocity, depicted by the cyan star at (0, 0). The colorscale depicts star particle counts in 4 km s−1 by 4 km s−1

bins. The cyan star is a reasonable representation of the center of the SMC’s velocity field (a contour corresponding to 75% of
the peak value of the distribution is shown to guide the eye). The iterative shrinking sphere method succeeds in identifying the
SMC’s systemic velocity despite its disturbed kinematics.

ity obtained with two successive iterations is less than

1 km s−1. We experiment with different values of the

hyper-parameters (like the starting radius of the sphere,

shrinking fraction, convergence threshold), finding that

the above adopted values give the best estimate of the

systemic velocity.

Figure 3 bottom row shows projections of the SMC’s

stellar velocity distribution and the computed systemic

velocity at a snapshot 100 Myr post collision. The

shrinking sphere algorithm reasonably identifies the

peak of the highly disturbed stellar velocity distribu-

tion, as indicated by the 75% contour level. We have

verified this agreement for all simulation snapshots.

The identification of the SMC’s stellar kinematic cen-

ter post-collision is especially tricky. Computing the

stellar kinematic center requires the azimuthal veloci-

ties, consequently requiring a plane of rotation. A stan-

dard practice in simulations is to use the total angular

momentum vector of the stellar velocity field to iden-

tify the plane of rotation (e.g. F. A. Gómez et al. 2016,

2017; H. Rathore et al. 2025a). But, computing the total

angular momentum vector requires us to already know

the kinematic center. For isolated disks, the stellar den-
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Figure 4. Identifying the stellar kinematic center of the Model 2 simulated SMC. The SMC is oriented edge-on (x′ − z′

projection) and the in-plane velocities are mapped (v′y in this projection) through the color bar. The red (blue) colors depict
the values of v′y for stars going into (coming out of) the plane of the paper. Three epochs are shown - MW infall (left panel),
100 Myr, and 200 Myr post SMC-LMC collision (middle panel and right panel respectively). The SMC’s stellar kinematic center
(translated to the origin) is marked by the black star. The black star is a reasonable representation of the center of the SMC’s
stellar rotation field, even when the internal kinematics are significantly disturbed and the amplitude of rotation is small (< 20
km s−1).

sity center can be used as a good measure of the kine-

matic center. However, for highly disturbed kinematics,

i.e. a post-collision system, the kinematic center cannot

be apriori assumed to coincide with the density center.

Hence, the kinematic center and the total angular mo-

mentum vector (or equivalently the plane of rotation) of

the post-collision SMC cannot be determined indepen-

dently of each other. Needed is an iterative approach

that can jointly constrain both the kinematic center and

the total angular momentum vector.

We subtract the stellar systemic velocity from the

SMC’s total stellar velocity field to obtain the internal

stellar velocity field, at each epoch in time. We start

with a guess for the kinematic center, which we set as

the stellar density center. We calculate the angular mo-

mentum vector of stars that reside in a spherical volume

of radius 2 kpc centered at the guess kinematic center.

We define a new z’-axis in the direction of the total angu-

lar momentum vector, thereby defining an initial plane

of rotation.

Next, in the plane of rotation, we define a square grid

(dimension of 1 kpc, grid size of 0.2 kpc), centered at the

guess kinematic center. At the center of each grid cell,

we place a cylinder of cross section radius 2 kpc, and

height of 1 kpc. The cross section of the cylinder is par-

allel to the plane of rotation, and the cylinder extends

0.5 kpc above and below this plane. By design, the cross

section of the cylinder is larger than the area of the grid.

We compute the average vϕ of stars enclosed within the

cylinder. The grid cell with the largest value of average
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vϕ is chosen as the guess kinematic center for the next

iteration. Convergence is established when the stellar

kinematic centers of two successive iterations differ by

less than the grid size. We experiment with different

values of the hyper-parameters, finding that the above

adopted values give the best estimate of the kinematic

center.

We hereby define a new internal coordinate system

for the SMC (x′, y′, z′ and v′x, v
′
y, v

′
z), where the x′ − y′

plane is aligned with the plane of rotation, z′ is aligned

with the angular momentum vector, and the origin is the

SMC’s stellar kinematic center. Hereafter, the x′ − z′

plane will be referred to as the “vertical plane”.

Figure 4 shows the SMC’s stellar velocity field and

kinematic center, in the vertical plane, for three epochs

in Model 2: the MW infall epoch, 100 Myr and 200

Myr post SMC-LMC collision. The iterative algorithm

reasonably identifies the kinematic center for both un-

perturbed and significantly perturbed stellar velocity

fields, as indicated by the spatial coincidence of the black

star (kinematic center) with the center of a residual in-

ner rotation pattern (red to blue). The algorithm is

sensitive enough to identify the kinematic center even if

the rotation field has a very small amplitude (< 20 km

s−1).

3. RESULTS

3.1. The Simulated SMC’s Stellar Structure

In this section, we investigate the effect of the SMC-

LMC collision on the simulated SMC’s stellar morphol-

ogy. In Figure 5, the SMC’s stellar surface density dis-

tribution is plotted at different simulation epochs. At

MW Infall, the SMC’s stellar density profile is roughly

consistent with an exponential disk. Post-collision, the

disk gets disrupted. The SMC’s stellar distribution be-

comes significantly extended due to the LMC’s tides.

To quantify the tidal extension, we compute the

SMC’s spherically averaged stellar volume density pro-

files at different simulation epochs (bottom right panel

of Figure 5). At MW Infall, the SMC’s stellar density

profile is well described by an exponential disk. How-

ever, post-collision, the stellar density profile is instead

a combination of at least two power laws. The SMC’s

stellar density at R ≲ 3 kpc decreases by a factor of

2-3. Correspondingly, the stellar densities in the outer

regions, R ≳ 3 kpc, increase by a factor of 2-3. The

power-law break radius of the post-collision profiles is

between 2− 4 kpc, depending on the time elapsed since

the collision. The small break radii indicate that the

internal structure of the SMC is significantly affected

by the LMC’s tides. Indeed, there is observational evi-

dence that the LMC’s tides are significantly influencing

the SMC’s stellar distribution at R < 4 kpc (Z21), which

we discuss in more detail in section 3.2.

As mentioned in section 2.1, we utilize the B12

Model 1 SMC as a control, where the SMC is still sub-

jected to MW and LMC tides, but does not collide with

the LMC. Here, the Model 2 MW Infall stellar density

profile is representative of the SMC profile in Model 1 at

present day. Hence, neither weak LMC tides nor MW

tides can significantly affect the SMC’s stellar density

profile at R < 4 kpc. A collision is required to sig-

nificantly disrupt the internal stellar morphology of the

SMC.

In the next section, we study the consequences of the

SMC’s post-collision extended stellar distribution on the

LoS depth.

3.1.1. The SMC’s LoS Elongation

Measuring the SMC’s LoS depth is challenging in both

observations and simulations. With observations, the in-

ferred values depend significantly on the criteria adopted

for quantifying the LoS extent, photometric depth of the

survey, as well as the dust extinction prescription and

the stellar population used (see references in section 1).

With simulations, it is challenging to define a LoS be-

cause the observed SMC’s on-sky inclination is not well

constrained.

Given the aforementioned hurdles, we choose to study

the simulated SMC’s LoS extent by computing the axis

ratios of the stellar distribution, since the axis ratios

are independent of the assumed orientation. Several ob-

servational studies (H. H. Crowl et al. 2001; S. Subra-

manian & A. Subramaniam 2012) have measured the

axis ratios of the SMC’s stellar distribution, finding the

major-to-minor axis ratio (a : c) to be large (> 4 : 1),

which is consistent with a large LoS depth.

A common way to compute the axis ratios of a stel-

lar distribution is by constructing the moment of iner-

tia tensor (̃I) (D. J. Paz et al. 2006; O. Pejcha & K. Z.

Stanek 2009; S. Subramanian & A. Subramaniam 2012).

We center the simulated SMC at the stellar density cen-

ter and, following S. Subramanian & A. Subramaniam

(2012), we write the cartesian representation of (̃I) as:

Ĩij =
∑
k

mk

(
||xk||2δij + (1 − 2δij)x

(k)
i x

(k)
j

)
(1)

where the indices i, j = 1, 2, 3 denote the three cartesian

components of the kth star’s position vector xk, mk is

the mass of the kth star and δij is the Kronecker delta

function.

Diagonalizing Ĩij yields three eigenvalues λ1, λ2, λ3 (in

descending order) which correspond to the moment of

inertia about the three principal axes of the stellar dis-
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Figure 5. Time evolution of the Model 2 SMC’s stellar surface density distribution in the plane of rotation. MW infall epoch,
100 Myr and 200 Myr post-collision are shown. The red star marks the stellar density center. Contour levels represent 5%,
10%, 20%, 40% of the peak surface density. The arrow points towards the LMC. Post-collision, the SMC’s stellar distribution
becomes significantly elongated along tidal structures. Bottom right: the spherically averaged stellar density profile for the SMC
at different epochs. At MW Infall/Model 1 control, the SMC stellar distribution is roughly consistent with an exponential disk.
Post-collision, the stellar density in the SMC’s interior (R ≲ 3 kpc) decreases by a factor of 2 - 3, and that in the SMC’s outskirts
(R ≳ 3 kpc) increases by a factor of 2 - 3, relative to the infall epoch. Post-collision stellar density profile is a combination of at
least two power laws, with a break around 2 - 4 kpc. This means that the LMC’s tidal influence is significant within 3-4 scale
lengths of the initial SMC disk.

tribution:

λ1 = M(a2 + b2) (2)

λ2 = M(a2 + c2) (3)

λ3 = M(b2 + c2) (4)

where a, b, c are the principal axes lengths (in descending

order) and M =
∑

k mk. Equations (2), (3) and (4) are

solved to obtain a, b and c.

Further, let the eigenvectors corresponding to

λ1, λ2, λ3 be e1, e2, e3 respectively. Then, define a

transformation matrix T with columns being the eigen-

vectors.

T = [e1|e2|e3] (5)

The matrix T can be used to rotate the stellar distribu-

tion such that the principal axes become aligned with

the coordinate axes.

We compute Ĩ (and the resulting axis ratios) for the

simulated SMC by considering stars within an enclosed

radius of 5 kpc, 10 kpc and 15 kpc about the stellar den-

sity center. The minimum radius of 5 kpc is chosen to be

the boundary of the SMC’s main body, reflecting find-

ings from Figure 5 that the break radius of the SMC’s

stellar density distribution is < 4 kpc. The maximum

radius of 15 kpc is chosen to encompass the maximum
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Figure 6. The simulated SMC’s principal axis ratios computed at varying radii as a function of time. Top row shows the
major-to-minor axis ratio (a/c) and the bottom row shows the intermediate-to-minor axis ratio. Columns show the results for
Model 2 (left) and the Model 1 control (right). For Model 2, different epochs (SMC-LMC collision, 100 Myr and 200 Myr
post-collision) are marked by dotted vertical lines. Post-collision, for R < 5 kpc the SMC stellar structure is a triaxial ellipsoid.
At larger spatial scales (R < 15 kpc), a : c becomes as high as 5.5 : 1, indicating that an axis has become significantly more
elongated, consistent with observations, which find a : c > 4 : 1 (H. H. Crowl et al. 2001). Without a collision (Model 1, right),
axis ratios remain < 2.5 : 1 for all spatial scales, which is inconsistent with observations.

extent probed by observational studies of the SMC’s axis

ratios.

Figure 6 shows the time evolution of the axis ratios for

the SMC in the Model 2 and Model 1 (control) simula-

tions. Different epochs in these simulations are marked

with dotted vertical lines.

The axis ratios at all times in Model 1 and prior to

the collision in Model 2 are (2 − 2.5) : (1.5 − 2) : 1.

This indicates that the SMC has undergone significant

vertical heating caused by previous distant (> 10 kpc

separation at pericenter) encounters between the Clouds

that have already happened before they infall into the

MW (see section 3.2 for more details).

In Model 2, post-collision, axis ratios are similar to the

pre-collision values for R < 5 kpc, indicating a triaxial

main body. This finding is qualitatively consistent with

observations; for e.g. S. Subramanian & A. Subrama-

niam (2012) used distances to SMC’s RR Lyrae stars in

the SMC from the OGLE III survey (I. Soszyński et al.

2010) and concluded that the stellar distribution is tri-

axial, but the exact axis ratios are sensitive to the size

of the spatial region used to select the stars.

However, for Model 2 at large spatial scales (R < 15

kpc), the major-to-minor axis ratio achieves values as

high as 5.5 : 1. This indicates that the post-collision

SMC has developed a long axis at large radii that was

non-existent pre-collision. The simulated post-collision
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axis ratios at R < 15 kpc are qualitatively consistent

with observations; e.g. H. H. Crowl et al. (2001) used

distances to SMC’s star clusters and measured axis ra-

tios of 1 : 2 : 4 for R < 12 kpc. In Model 1, the major

to minor axis ratio remains smaller than 2.5 : 1 at all

times and for all spatial scales, which is discrepant with

the observed SMC’s LoS depth.

Note that the Model 2 post-collision major-to-minor

axis ratio for R < 15 kpc decreases to ≈ 2.5 : 1 after

attaining a peak of ≈ 5.5 : 1. However, we only have

access to one more Model 2 simulation snapshot beyond

this peak epoch. Hence, at this stage, we are unable to

interpret the evolution of the SMC’s axis ratio beyond

the peak epoch.

3.1.2. Orientation of the SMC’s Major Axis

Because the long axis appears only at large spatial

scales, it likely corresponds to the SMC’s tidal struc-

tures born out of the SMC-LMC collision. In Figure

7 left panel, we show the Model-2 SMC’s stellar sur-

face density distribution 200 Myr post-collision, in the

SMC’s plane of rotation. Two tidal structures can be

clearly seen: a bridge of stars connecting the SMC and

LMC; and a tidal tail of stars along the positive x’-axis.

These are classic examples of tidal bridges and tails that

form out of binary galaxy interactions (A. Toomre & J.

Toomre 1972).

If the SMC’s tidal tail is oriented close to the LoS,

the extended stellar distribution would naturally lead

to a large LoS depth. Figure 7 right panel illustrates the

proposed viewing perspective, where the LoS is aligned

along the the SMC’s tidal tail.

Previous theoretical studies (A. M. Yoshizawa & M.

Noguchi 2003; T. W. Connors et al. 2006; J. D. Diaz &

K. Bekki 2012) have also suggested that the SMC’s tidal

tail is the origin of the large LoS depth; this tidal tail

is referred to as the “counter bridge” in J. D. Diaz &

K. Bekki (2012). However, the aforementioned studies

did not consider a direct collision between the Clouds,

and instead considered more distant encounters (closest

separation ≳ 6 kpc). In this work, we have shown that

a direct SMC-LMC collision also leads to a similar tidal

tail, thereby explaining the large axis ratios (or equiva-

lently a large LoS depth).

The viewing perspective suggested in Figure 7 requires

the bridge to be misaligned with the tidal tail. Observa-

tionally, the angle between the bridge and the LoS (θobs)

is computed using the Galactocentric coordinates of the

SMC and the Sun (N. Kallivayalil et al. 2013):

RSMC = [14.83,−38.08,−44.16] kpc (6)

RLMC = [−1.28,−41.05,−27.83] kpc (7)

R⊙ = [−8.5, 0, 0] kpc (8)

The observed LoS vector is given by RSMC − R⊙,

and the vector corresponding to the observed bridge is

RSMC − RLMC. Taking a dot product, we find that

θobs = 133◦.

To check for consistency between the proposed theo-

retical scenario and the observed viewing geometry of

the system, we compute the angle between the SMC

bridge and tidal tail in Model 2 (θsim) and compare it

with observations (θobs).

In the simulation, the orientation of the tidal tail is

along the eigenvector e1 (eq. 5), and the bridge resides

along the SMC-LMC position vector (RSMC−LMC).

Figure 8 left panel shows θsim as a function of time. Post-

collision, the angle between the simulated bridge and tail

ranges between 100◦ and 160◦. θobs resides within the

range of θsim. Hence, the viewing scenario proposed in

Figure 7 is reasonable.

Note that the tidal tail discussed in the context of

SMC’s LoS depth is different from the MS and its stel-

lar counterpart (V. Chandra et al. 2023; D. Zaritsky

et al. 2025). A tidal stream analogous to the MS forms

in the B12 simulation at previous SMC-LMC pericen-

tric passages (see also A. M. Yoshizawa & M. Noguchi

2003; T. W. Connors et al. 2006; J. D. Diaz & K. Bekki

2012; S. A. Pardy et al. 2018). Whereas, the tidal tail

we discuss here is formed out of the recent SMC-LMC

collision, < 200 Myr ago.

In principle, the idea that the tidal tail must be along

our LoS may also inform the geometry of the SMC’s

main body. For example, if the SMC is currently an ex-

tended disk galaxy seen edge-on, thereby explaining the

large LoS depth, the plane of rotation and the longest

axis would be roughly aligned. This is counter to obser-

vations, where the SMC exhibits a small remnant rota-

tion in the plane of the sky, i.e. 90◦ to the LoS. Here

we demonstrate that, although the SMC was initialized

with a stellar disk, the post-collision tidal tail can be

significantly misaligned with the plane of rotation.

Figure 8 right panel shows the angle (ϕ) between the

simulated SMC’s longest axis and the SMC angular mo-

mentum vector Jang, which defines the plane of rota-

tion. If ϕ = 90◦, it means the longest axis resides in the

plane of rotation. If ϕ = 0◦, it means the longest axis

is perpendicular to the plane of rotation. Pre-collision,

the simulated SMC’s longest axis resides in the plane of

rotation. This is in accordance with expectations, since

the pre-collision SMC has a well defined disk (Figure

5), where the longest axis will be the diameter of the

disk. However, post-collision, the longest axis becomes

increasingly misaligned with the plane of rotation, and

becomes more and more aligned with Jang. This indi-
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Figure 7. The left panel shows a projection of the Model 2 simulated SMC’s stellar density distribution 200 Myr after the
SMC-LMC collision. The x’ and y’ axis correspond to the SMC plane of rotation. The stellar density centers of the SMC and
LMC are marked by the red star and green circle, respectively. The LMC-SMC bridge and the SMC’s tidal tail can be clearly
seen. The latter is likely responsible for the SMC’s large LoS depth (J. D. Diaz & K. Bekki 2012). The right panel shows a
cartoon illustration (not to scale) of how we might be observing the SMC. Our LoS likely passes through the SMC’s tidal tail,
leading to a large observed LoS depth. The LMC-SMC bridge, being misaligned with the tidal tail, does not significantly affect
the LoS depth.
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cates that the SMC’s tidal tail has a significant compo-

nent perpendicular to the plane of rotation. Hence, a

SMC-LMC collision scenario can explain the LoS depth

of the SMC without requiring the plane of rotation to

be seen edge-on along the LoS.

Unfortunately, this also means that the inclination of

the SMC’s plane of rotation cannot be identified using

the SMC’s longest axis. Constraining the inclination of

the observed SMC’s plane of rotation is required to accu-

rately de-project the stellar and gas velocities, which is

needed to accurately constrain the SMC’s mass profile.

3.2. The Simulated SMC’s Stellar Kinematics

In the previous section we showed that the tidal tail

born out of the SMC-LMC collision can explain the ori-

gin of the SMC’s large LoS depth. In this section, we

investigate whether the same collision scenario can ex-

plain the SMC’s lack of stellar rotation.

Z21 analyzed Gaia DR2 ( Gaia Collaboration et al.

2018) PMs of the SMC’s red giant stars combined with

LoS velocities from P. D. Dobbie et al. (2014) and the

APOGEE survey (S. R. Majewski et al. 2017). They

found that the internal rotation field of the SMC is very

complex. Stars in the inner ∼ 1 kpc show small rotation

(≈ 10 km s−1), whereas the kinematics beyond ∼ 1 kpc

are dominated by radially outward motions (see also F.

Niederhofer et al. 2021), likely due to the LMC’s tides.

This suggests that the LMC’s tides must be dominant

over the SMC’s own gravitational force well inside the

SMC’s main body (R < 4 kpc).

Recall that in Figure 5, the SMC’s post-collision stel-

lar density profile exhibited significant deviations from

the initial profile, starting at 2-4 kpc. This suggests that

the LMC’s tides are significant inside the SMC’s main

body in Model 2. Here we analyze the corresponding

internal stellar kinematics.

In Figure 9, the simulated Model 2 SMC’s stellar ve-

locity field is visualized in the plane of rotation at dif-

ferent epochs. Pre-collision (top left panel), the SMC

has a well defined stellar rotation field. Post-collision

(top right and bottom left panels), the stellar rotation

field is significantly disrupted. Most of the stars at R

> 2 kpc are moving radially outwards. Further, the di-

rection of maximal outward motion is consistent with

RLMC−SMC, indicating that the motions are driven by

the LMC’s tides. There is some remnant rotation with

a small amplitude (< 10 km s−1) in the inner ∼ 1 kpc.

This remnant rotation suggests that stars in the inner

1 − 2 kpc are bound to the SMC. The simulated post-

collision SMC kinematics are consistent with the rem-

nant rotation and the tidal expansion inferred by Z21.

Hence, the SMC-LMC collision can explain the observed

SMC’s stellar kinematics.

The bottom right panel of Figure 9 shows the Model 2

SMC’s azimuthally averaged stellar rotation curve at dif-

ferent epochs, which reinforces our findings from visual-

ization of the stellar velocity fields. Pre-collision (MW

Infall), the SMC has a well defined rotation curve peak-

ing at ≈ 40 km s−1. The rotation curve starts to disrupt

at the SMC-LMC collision epoch, and the rotation am-

plitude in the inner 2 kpc becomes small (< 10 km s−1)

post-collision.

The Model 2 stellar velocity field and rotation curve at

the MW infall epoch are representative of the simulated

SMC at present day in the Model 1 control. Hence, in

the Model 1 scenario, where the SMC and LMC do not

collide, the stellar kinematics exhibit a coherent rota-

tion field out to ≤4 kpc with a large rotation amplitude

(≈ 40 km s−1), which is inconsistent with observations.

Thus, neither weak LMC tides nor MW tides are suffi-

cient to disrupt the SMC’s stellar rotation field at the

level seen in observations. Instead, a strong SMC-LMC

interaction, like a recent collision, is required.

Observational studies (e.g. J. Harris & D. Zaritsky

2006, hereafter HZ06) have found that the SMC is a

highly dispersion dominated galaxy, where the ratio of

the peak rotation velocity to the total velocity dispersion

(
vϕ,max

σ ) is significantly less than 0.6. Thus, not only

are the SMC’s stars moving radially outwards (Z21),

their kinematics are also significantly heated. Next, we

investigate whether the SMC-LMC collision can explain

the heating of the SMC’s stellar kinematics.

We show the time evolution of the simulated Model 2

SMC’s
vϕ,max

σ in Figure 10. The total velocity disper-

sion is calculated within the radius of the peak of the

azimuthally averaged rotation curve.

At MW infall, the Model 2 SMC
vϕ,max

σ ≈ 0.8, indicat-

ing a comparable rotation and dispersion support. This

is also consistent with the SMC’s morphology prior to

the collision (see Figure 6). In Figure 10, the Model 1

control SMC’s time-averaged mean
vϕ,max

σ = 0.88 and

1 − σ spread (0.05), are indicated by the orange band.

The Model 1 scenario, where the SMC and LMC do not

collide, is thus inconsistent with observations.

It has been shown that multiple distant encounters can

significantly heat a disk (e.g. L. Mayer et al. 2001; E. L.

 Lokas et al. 2015; M. Semczuk et al. 2018). However,

distant encounters with the MW and LMC (Model 1) or

just the LMC (Model 2, MW Infall) are not sufficient to

make the SMC dispersion dominated at the level seen

in observations.

Post-collision, the SMC’s
vϕ,max

σ becomes less than 0.2,

indicating an almost completely dispersion dominated
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Figure 9. The stellar velocity field and rotation curve of the simulated Model 2 SMC at three epochs: MW infall (top left);
100 Myr post LMC-SMC collision (top right); 200 Myr post-collision (bottom left). Velocity fields are computed in the SMC’s
plane of rotation. The arrows denote the direction of the average velocity vector in a 0.8 kpc × 0.8 kpc spatial bin, with the
color scale representing the magnitude. The grey arrow is centered at the stellar kinematic center, and points in the direction
of the LMC. Pre-collision (MW Infall), the SMC exhibits a coherent rotation field. Post-collision, the SMC’s rotation field is
disrupted. Most of the SMC’s stars at R > 1 kpc are moving radially outwards. The direction of maximum radial motion is
consistent with the LMC-SMC position vector. This is in agreement with observations (Z21). Depending on the time elapsed
since the collision, there is remnant rotation (<∼ 10 km s−1) at R < 1 kpc, as observed (Z21). Bottom right panel shows the
azimuthally averaged stellar rotation (vϕ) curve for different epochs. The peak rotation speed evolves significantly post-collision,
decreasing from ∼ 40 km s−1 to < 10 km s−1. The Model 2 rotation field at the MW infall epoch is representative of the Model
1 control at present day. Hence, neither weak LMC tides nor MW tides are sufficient to disrupt the SMC’s stellar rotation to
the level seen in observations. An SMC-LMC collision is necessary.

galaxy with negligible rotation support, which is consis-

tent with observations. A strong SMC-LMC interaction,

such as a direct collision, is required to make the SMC’s

internal kinematics strongly dispersion dominated.

The SMC’s dispersion dominated stellar kinemat-

ics offer new insights into dramatic transformations of

galaxy morphology. Model 2 illustrates that a direct col-

lision can almost completely disrupt the disk of a dIrr

type galaxy, converting it into a dE/dSph type. We

argue that the SMC has recently undergone this mor-

phological transformation.

Referring back to the BTFR (Figure 1 left panel), the

simulated SMC’s stellar disk was initialized to be con-

sistent with BTFR. We have shown that the SMC-LMC

collision can significantly disrupt the SMC’s stellar ro-
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Figure 10. The ratio of the peak stellar rotation speed to
the stellar velocity dispersion in the Model 2 SMC, as a func-
tion of time. The orange shaded band depicts the time-av-
eraged mean ratio (0.87) and the standard deviation (0.05)
for the Model 1 simulation (where the SMC and LMC do
not collide). The green solid line depicts the Model 2 sim-
ulation (where the SMC and LMC collide). Three epochs
are marked with vertical dotted lines: the LMC-SMC colli-
sion; 100 Myr; and 200 Myr post-collision. Post-collision, the
Model 2 SMC becomes highly dispersion dominated, which
is consistent with observations where vϕ,max/σ < 0.6 (HZ06,
denoted by the pink shaded region). In Model 1, the SMC
has significant rotational support at all times, which is in-
consistent with observations. Hence, an LMC-SMC collision
can convert an initially rotating SMC disk to a highly disper-
sion dominated galaxy, offering a new pathway to transform
a dIrr type galaxy to dE/dSph type.

tation, which will make the SMC’s stellar kinematics

strongly discrepant with the BTFR.

3.3. The Simulated SMC’s Gas Kinematics

Observationally, gas 3D kinematics are unknown,

leaving only the LoS velocities to study the internal gas

kinematics of the SMC. The observed SMC shows a HI

LoS velocity gradient of 60−100 km s−1 across an on-sky

extent of ≈ 8◦ (E. M. Di Teodoro et al. 2019). Rotating

disk models (e.g. R. P. van der Marel & M.-R. L. Cioni

2001; R. P. van der Marel et al. 2002) have been fit to

the LoS velocity field, and a rotation curve is inferred

from the data, with a peak amplitude of ≈ 50 km s−1

(E. M. Di Teodoro et al. 2019).

However, several recent observational studies (e.g.

C. E. Murray et al. 2019; S. Nakano et al. 2025; S.

Nakano & K. Tachihara 2025) have used young stars

(age < 100 Myr) as tracers of the SMC’s gas kinemat-

ics. C. E. Murray et al. (2019) used a sample of O and

B type stars (age < 10 Myr) with PMs from Gaia and

LoS velocities from a variety of spectroscopic surveys.

They selected O and B stars with LoS velocities sim-

ilar to the HI, and found that the young stellar PM

field is discrepant from a rotating disk model. Instead,

the velocity vectors of the young stars have significant

radially outward motions. S. Nakano et al. (2025); S.

Nakano & K. Tachihara (2025) inferred the velocity field

of a sample of massive stars (mass > 8M⊙) with PMs

from Gaia DR3, which also included Cepheid variables

with reliable distance estimates. They found that the

massive star kinematics are also dominated by radially

outward motions, in a direction broadly consistent with

the LMC-SMC position vector.

In this section, we aim to interpret the observations

by studying the effect of the LMC-SMC collision on the

simulated SMC’s gas kinematics, and attempt to rec-

oncile the observed discrepancy between the stellar and

gas kinematics (e.g., Figure 1 left panel).

Pre-collision, we found that the stellar kinematic cen-

ter, stellar systemic velocity, and the stellar disk angular

momentum vector are adequate representations of the

gas kinematics in both Model 2 and Model 1. However,

post-collision in Model 2, we were unable to reliably

determine the SMC gas kinematic center and the gas

angular momentum vector. Despite our best efforts at

fine tuning the iterative algorithms described in section

2.2, we failed to converge. Moreover, the inferred gas

kinematic center and the gas angular momentum vector

are very sensitive to the choice of hyper-parameters in

the iterative algorithms. Being unsuccessful at center-

ing and aligning the gas distribution already indicates

that the gas velocity field is significantly more disturbed

than the stellar velocity field. To analyze the SMC’s

gas kinematics, we choose the stellar kinematic center

to center the gas spatial distribution post-collision. We

have checked that the choice of centering does not affect

our final conclusions for this section.

In Figure 11, we plot the SMC’s gas velocity field in

the stellar plane of rotation. We consider only those

SPH particles that are within 2 kpc of the plane of ro-

tation, to avoid contribution from the tidal bridge and

tail.

Pre-collision (MW Infall), the SMC has a well defined

gas rotation field, by design. Post-collision, there is neg-

ligible rotation in gas. Most of the gas motions are radi-

ally outwards. Further, the direction of maximal radial

motions is consistent with RLMC−SMC, indicating that

these motions are caused by the LMC. Moreover, unlike

stars, there is no signature of remnant gas rotation in

the inner 1 kpc. Hence, defining a gas kinematic center

is not physically meaningful. These findings indicate

that the stellar photometric center should be used for
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Figure 11. The Model 2 simulated SMC’s gas velocity fields, computed in the stellar plane of rotation , and the gas rotation
curve. The velocity field is shown for three epochs: MW infall (top left); 100 Myr post LMC-SMC collision (top right); and 200
Myr post collision (bottom left). The grey arrow is centered at the SMC’s stellar kinematic center, and points in the direction of
the LMC. The smaller arrows denote the average direction of gas velocity in 0.4 by 0.4 kpc spatial bins. The color scale denotes
the magnitude of the average in-plane gas velocity vector in the spatial bin. Pre-collision (MW Infall), the gas shows coherent
rotation. Post-collision, the gas velocity field is complex, with no evidence of rotation and clear divergence at radii > 2 kpc.
The direction of gas velocity divergence is qualitatively consistent with the LMC-SMC position vector, consistent with tidally
driven motions. Bottom right panel shows the azimuthally averaged gas vϕ curve for different epochs in Model 2. At MW Infall,
and in the Model 1 control, there is a clear rotation curve. Post-collision, there is significant evolution, with no evidence of a
rising rotation curve in the inner 2 kpc.

observational studies of all baryonic components of the

SMC that rely on a centering choice.

The azimuthally averaged gas rotation curve for dif-

ferent epochs is shown in the bottom right panel of Fig-

ure 11. The rotation curve is well defined pre-collision

(MW Infall), and peaks at ≈ 60 km s−1. Model 1 shows

a similarly well defined and coherent rotation field. The

rotation curve starts to disrupt at the collision epoch,

and the rotation amplitude is negligible post-collision.

In particular, post-collision, there is no rise in the rota-

tion curve in the inner 2 kpc.

Since the post-collision gas kinematics are dominated

by radially outward motions, viewing such radial mo-

tions from an inclined perspective can result in a LoS

velocity gradient that could be confused as a rotation

signature (see F. Sylos Labini et al. 2019). Next, we

investigate whether the post-collision simulated SMC’s

gas shows LoS velocity gradients at a particular viewing

perspective.
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Figure 12. Gas kinematic maps for the Model 2 simulated SMC at three epochs: MW infall; 100 Myr post LMC-SMC collision;
and 200 Myr post collision. The coordinate axes are aligned with the principal axes of the stellar distribution (x”, y”), with
the z”-axis being the longest axis. The color map depicts the velocity along the z”-axis, mimicking the LoS velocity field.
Contours of the stellar (gas) density field are shown in the top (bottom) row. The innermost contour has a density of 95% of the
peak density, and each level corresponds to a 1.5 times decrease in density. Apart from the contours, both rows are the same.
Pre-collision, the SMC’s vz” gas velocity field exhibits a large gradient (80-100 km s−1), and the gradient is due to a coherent
in-plane gas rotation field (Figure 11 top left). Post-collision, the vz” gas velocity field is significantly disturbed, but a gradient
of 40 - 80 km s−1 is still present. However, the post-collision gradient is due to radially outward gas motions as opposed to
rotation (Figure 11 top right and bottom left). Pre-collision (MW Infall), the SMC’s gas zero velocity curve (white color) is
centered with both the stellar and gas density contours. However, post-collision, the gas zero velocity curve is displaced from
the innermost stellar and gas density contours by ∼ 1 kpc, consistent with observations.

We assume a viewing perspective where the longest

stellar axis (section 3.1) is a proxy for the LoS. Such

a viewing perspective is consistent with the observed

SMC’s large LoS depth. We use the transformation ma-

trix T (eq. 5) to accordingly rotate the gas distribution

and kinematics. The new coordinate axes are called

(x′′, y′′, z′′), where z′′ is along the longest stellar axis

and serves as a proxy for the LoS.

The simulated LoS gas velocity field is shown in Fig-

ure 12. To minimize contribution from the tidal bridge

and tail, we only select those SPH particles that reside

within an enclosed radius of 4 kpc from the SMC’s stel-

lar kinematic center. In the top row (bottom row) of the

figure, the contours represent stellar (gas) density.

Prior to the collision (e.g. MW Infall/Model 1 con-

trol), the simulated SMC has a well defined velocity gra-

dient of ≈ 100 km s−1. This is expected, as the SMC is

initialized as a gas disk with coherent rotation (ampli-

tude ≈ 50 km s−1) and the longest axis resides in the

disk plane. We are seeing the disk, edge-on, resulting in

a maximal velocity gradient.

Post-collision, the LoS velocity field is significantly

disturbed. However, a gradient of 40 − 80 km s−1 can

still be discerned, with the exact value depending on

time elapsed since the collision and the axis chosen to

measure the gradient. However, in Figure 11, we showed

that the post-collision SMC’s gas kinematics are dom-

inated by radially outward motions and not rotation.

Based on these findings, we conclude that the observed

SMC’s gas LoS velocity gradient is likely a consequence

of radially outward gas motions.

Contours of both stellar and gas densities are shown

in Figure 12. At MW Infall, the gas density contours are

significantly more extended as compared to the stellar

density contours, largely due to the more extended gas

disk adopted in the initial conditions (see section 2.1).

Pre-collision, the gas zero velocity curve (defined by the

locus of points in the x′′ − y′′ plane that have an LoS

velocity equal to the systemic velocity) is well centered

with both the stellar and gas density contours. However,

post-collision, the zero velocity curve is displaced from

the innermost stellar and gas density contour by ∼ 1
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kpc (see the Collision + 200 Myr epoch in particular).

Hence, the SMC-LMC collision can explain the separa-

tion between the observed SMC’s gas LoS zero velocity

curve and its stellar photometric center (see Figure 1,

right panel).

Note that the behavior of gas is different from stars; we

have verified that the stellar kinematic center and the

stellar density center remain coincident post-collision.

However, the gas vz′′ zero velocity curve and the gas

density contours are not coincident post-collision.

If the observed SMC’s gas kinematics does not have

a significant rotation, then it is not reasonable to use

the peak of the gas velocity gradient as a rotation sig-

nature in the BTFR. This would resolve the discrep-

ancy between the SMC’s gas and stellar kinematics. We

conclude that the SMC does not reside on the BTFR,

irrespective of whether stellar or gas kinematics is con-

sidered. The SMC is a galaxy with a very high degree

of kinematic disequilibrium.

In this section, we have seen that post SMC-LMC col-

lision, the simulated SMC’s gas is significantly more dis-

turbed as compared to the SMC’s stars. Clearly, there

must be forces apart from the LMC’s tidal forces that

preferentially act on the SMC’s gas and not stars. These

forces are hydrodynamic forces, which are a consequence

of the collisional nature of the galaxies’ gas components.

The role of hydrodynamics during the collision is dis-

cussed in section 4.1.

4. DISCUSSION

We have shown using the B12 hydrodynamic simula-

tions that the recent SMC-LMC collision can explain ob-

servations of the SMC’s large LoS depth, lack of stellar

rotation, and discrepant stellar and gas centers. Post-

collision, the simulated SMC’s gas kinematics has sig-

nificant radially outward motions, which can manifest

as a LoS velocity gradient if viewed at an inclined per-

spective. Such a gradient can be misinterpreted as a

rotating disk. Consequently, the SMC does not reside

on the BTFR, and is in a very high state of disequilib-

rium. Next, we discuss the following additional aspects

of the SMC’s disequilibrium: (i) effect of LMC’s ram

pressure on the SMC’s gas (section 4.1); (ii) The distri-

bution of SMC’s gas along the LoS (section 4.2); and

(iii) implications for measuring the SMC’s DM content

(section 4.3). We also compare our analyses and results

with previous works in section 4.4. Finally, we present

the limitations of our work and discuss future prospects

(section 4.5).

Figure 13. Ram pressure (green solid line) exerted on the
SMC’s gas disk by the LMC’s gas disk during an impulsive
SMC-LMC collision. The orange dashed line denotes the
restoring thrust applied by the SMC’s mass distribution on
its gas. The ram pressure from the LMC is more than an
order of magnitude larger than the SMC’s restoring thrust.
Due to ram pressure, the SMC’s gas gets an impulsive veloc-
ity kick of ≈ 30 km s−1. Hence, ram pressure can potentially
explain the lack of remnant rotation in gas (Figure 11), and
the spatial offset between the SMC’s stellar density center
and the gas LoS zero velocity curve (see Figure 1 right panel
and Figure 12). The ram pressure exerted by the LMC’s
ISM on the SMC during the SMC-LMC collision is much
larger than the typical ram pressure values in galaxy CGMs
(A. Emerick et al. 2016) and on the upper end of the ram
pressure exerted by ICMs (L. Xie et al. 2025).

4.1. Impact of LMC Ram Pressure on the SMC’s Gas

In this section, we explore the role of ram pressure ex-

erted by the LMC’s gas disk in shaping the post-collision

kinematics of the SMC’s gas.

Note that exploring LMC’s ram pressure in detail is

not within the scope of this paper. Further, the SPH

nature of the B12 simulation limits the ability to fully

resolve the hydrodynamic forces like ram pressure (O.

Agertz et al. 2007; D. Sijacki et al. 2012; C. C. Hay-

ward et al. 2014), and more advanced mesh-based sim-

ulations with high spatial resolution and a truly multi-

phase ISM are needed, in order to properly resolve the

physical processes at fluid interfaces (like the Kelvin-

Helmholtz instability). However, here we present some

order of magnitude analytical calculations to help un-

derstand the role of ram pressure.

We use the analytical formulation of J. E. Gunn &

J. R. Gott (1972, hereafter GG72) to estimate the rela-

tive strength of the LMC’s ram pressure and the SMC’s

own gravitational restoring thrust on the SMC’s gas.

The GG72 formulation is routinely used (e.g. E. Roedi-

ger & G. Hensler 2005; E. Roediger & M. Brüggen
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2006; S. Tonnesen & G. L. Bryan 2009; M. Salem et al.

2015) to obtain order of magnitude estimates of the ram

pressure experienced by satellite galaxies as they infall

into a circumgalactic medium (CGM) or an intra-cluster

medium (ICM). We apply the GG72 formulation to the

SMC’s gas as it passes through the LMC’s ISM during

a recent collision, as described below.

The LMC’s ram pressure on the SMC is:

Pram = ρ v2 (9)

where ρ is the volume density of the LMC’s gas com-

puted at the LMC-SMC impact parameter (≈ 2 kpc),

and v is the SMC-LMC relative speed during the colli-

sion (≈ 200 km s−1). We use the LMC’s gas distribution

at MW Infall to compute ρ, where we divide the surface

density of the gas disk by the scale height (h = 0.34

kpc).

Following M. Salem et al. (2015), the SMC’s gravi-

tational restoring thrust (restoring force per unit area;

PSMC), at a radial location R inside its disk, is com-

puted as:

PSMC(R) = 2πG[Σ∗(R) + Σgas(R)]Σgas(R) (10)

where Σ∗(R) and Σgas(R) denote the surface densities

of SMC’s stellar and gas distribution, respectively.

Figure 13 shows Pram and PSMC(R). The ram pres-

sure is more than an order of magnitude larger than the

restoring thrust at all radii. In the above arguments, we

have not accounted for the ram pressure on the SMC’s

gas from the MW’s CGM. Further, Ultra-Violet absorp-

tion spectroscopic surveys suggest the presence of a hot

(at least ∼ 104 K) gas component associated with the

LMC as well (D. Krishnarao et al. 2022). However, ram

pressure from a host galaxy’s CGM on a satellite ranges

between O(102) − O(103) M⊙ kpc Myr−2 (M. Salem

et al. 2015; A. Emerick et al. 2016), whereas the ram

pressure from the LMC’s gas disk on the SMC is much

larger (O(105) M⊙ kpc Myr−2). Only extreme extra-

galactic environments can lead to such large ram pres-

sures, like the central regions of massive galaxy clusters

(1015 M⊙) where galaxies move at speeds exceeding 1000

km s−1 (L. Xie et al. 2025).

Consequently, the ram pressure from the LMC’s gas

disk is the most significant external hydrodynamic pro-

cess affecting the SMC’s gas kinematics. Next, we ob-

tain a rough estimate of how much the LMC’s ram pres-

sure can affect the SMC’s gas during the timescale of the

collision.

We assume that the SMC’s gas is subject to the LMC’s

ram pressure only during the time it takes for the SMC

to cross the LMC’s disk scale height. This timescale

is ∆t ∼ h/v ∼ 2 Myr. Further, we assume that the

ram pressure is impulsive, since the LMC disk crossing

timescale is much smaller than any dynamical timescale

associated with the Clouds. We ignore the SMC’s restor-

ing thrust, since it is subdominant compared to the ram

pressure. The impulsive velocity kick (∆v) to SMC gas

within 1 kpc of the SMC’s stellar density center is then

given by:

∆v ∼ Pram

⟨Σgas⟩
∆t ≈ 30 km s−1 (11)

where ⟨Σgas⟩ denotes the average SMC gas surface den-

sity within a radius of 1 kpc.

From Figure 11, the pre-collision (MW Infall) SMC’s

gas rotation amplitude is ≈ 30 km s−1 at 1 kpc. Hence,

an impulsive velocity kick of ≈ 30 km s−1 due to ram

pressure is sufficient to wipe out any gas rotation in the

SMC’s inner 1 kpc. The hydrodynamic interaction be-

tween the LMC and SMC during a direct collision can

therefore explain the lack of remnant rotation in the

SMC’s gas at present day (Figure 11). Moreover, be-

cause of the ram pressure kick, the SMC’s gas zero ve-

locity curve will be different from the stellar kinematic

center (or equivalently the stellar density center). This

scenario provides a natural explanation for why the ob-

served SMC’s HI LoS velocity field center is not coinci-

dent with the stellar photometric center (Figure 1). An

additional ram pressure kick would make the systemic

velocity of gas different from the systemic velocity of the

stars.

This calculation highlights a physical effect that is not

generally considered in studies of satellite galaxy evolu-

tion. Theoretical studies find it challenging to remove

enough gas from the inner regions of satellites in order

to explain their quenching timescales of ∼ 2 Gyr (e.g. A.

Emerick et al. 2016). Here, we illustrate that collisions

between low mass galaxies (e.g. pre-processing in low

mass groups) can help provide an extra kick to the gas,

which aids in subsequent gas removal through other en-

vironmental processes (e.g. ram pressure from the host

CGM, host tidal field). Hence, such ram pressure kicks

during galaxy collisions are expected to accelerate dIrr

to dE/dSph transition. The strength of ram pressure is

equivalent to an ICM environment, where dEs are known

to exist. Further, these kicks are impulsive, and hence

they are particularly significant for low mass galaxies

with a shallow potential depth. Additionally, such ram

pressure kicks from the primary galaxy’s ISM during

close satellite interactions need to be taken into account

for interpreting the existence of dEs around M31 (e.g.

NGC 147, NGC 185, NGC 205) and the evolution of

Sagittarius dSph as it orbits around the MW.
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Figure 14. The distribution of gas as a function of distance along the longest axis of the stellar distribution in the Model 2
simulated SMC. A distance of 0 kpc on the x-axis corresponds to the SMC’s stellar density center, and positive values are in
the direction of the tidal tail. Gas particles are selected to reside within 4 kpc cylinder about the longest axis. Three epochs
are shown - 100 Myr (left panel), 150 Myr (middle panel) and 200 Myr (right panel) post SMC-LMC collision. At all times,
the gas distribution peaks at the stellar density center. 100 Myr post-collision, the gas distribution has a prominent secondary
peak at 3-4 kpc. This secondary peak is due to a gas tidal tail that develops from the SMC-LMC collision. With time, the
amplitude of the secondary peak decreases and the gas distribution in the tidal tail becomes more elongated. The gas present
along the SMC’s tidal tail needs to be taken into account when interpreting the observed SMC’s HI LoS distance bi-modality
(C. E. Murray et al. 2024b).

4.2. The SMC’s Gas LoS Distribution

As mentioned in section 1, several observational stud-

ies indicate that the SMC’s HI shows two prominent

velocity components along the LoS. These components

have similar brightness temperatures, indicating they

have similar HI mass. C. E. Murray et al. (2024b) se-

lected a sample of young stars (age < 10 Myr) from the

Gaia and APOGEE surveys that have similar LoS ve-

locities as the HI components. After accounting for dust

extinction, they find that the stars associated with the

HI components are separated by 5 - 10 kpc along the

LoS. Hence, the SMC’s HI LoS velocity bimodality is

likely due to a bimodality in the gas distribution along

the LoS. In this section, using the B12 Model 2 simu-

lation, we attempt to provide an interpretation of the

complex LoS structure of the SMC’s ISM.

We showed in section 3.1 that the SMC’s stellar tidal

tail born out of the SMC-LMC collision can explain the

observed SMC’s stellar LoS depth. The gas will also

form a tidal tail similar to the stars. We investigate

whether the elongated structure of the SMC’s gas tidal

tail can help us interpret the observed HI distance bi-

modality.

The Model 2 simulated SMC’s gas distribution is cen-

tered at the stellar density center. The coordinate axes

are aligned with the principal axes of the stellar distri-

bution (see section 3.1). As such, the longest stellar axis

is used as a proxy for the LoS.

We have verified that the gas tidal tail and the stellar

tidal tail in the simulation are approximately co-located.

We consider gas particles within a cylinder of radius 4

kpc along the longest stellar axis. In Figure 14, the

normalized density distribution of these gas particles is

plotted as a function of distance along the longest stellar

axis. Three simulation epochs are shown - 100 Myr, 150

Myr and 200 Myr, post SMC-LMC collision.

100 Myr post-collision, the SMC’s gas distribution has

a prominent bimodality. The secondary peak is 3-4 kpc

from the stellar density center, coincident with the for-

mation of the tidal tail. With time, the amplitude of

the secondary peak decreases as the tidal tail becomes

more elongated.

Hence, the gas distribution along the SMC’s tidal tail

needs to be taken into account when interpreting the

LoS structure of the observed SMC’s HI. Such a tidal

gas tail can result in a bimodal gas distribution along

the LoS, where the primary gas component corresponds

to the SMC’s main body, and the secondary component

corresponds to the extended gas distribution along the

tail.

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, the

two HI components of the observed SMC have a similar

mass. In the simulation, the amplitude of the secondary

gas peak at 100 Myr post-collision is similar to that of

the primary peak. However, the ratio of the amplitudes

of the secondary peak to the primary peak has decreased

by almost a factor of 2 in a time-span of 50 Myr. So,

either the observed gas distance bimodality is very sen-

sitive to the time elapsed since the collision, or there are

other physical effects not captured in the B12 simula-

tion that impact the evolution of the gas. For example,

the LMC and MW CGM is not included in these sim-

ulations. As such, hydrodynamic instabilities that can

impact the gas density (e.g. Kelvin-Helmholtz instabil-

ities) are not included. Also, supernova feedback is not

included in the B12 simulation. The observed SMC’s HI

components harbor young and massive O and B type

stars with ages ∼ 10 Myr. These stars can cause a sig-
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Figure 15. Testing the accuracy of the Virial estimator
for measuring the Model 2 simulated SMC’s enclosed mass
within 2 kpc of its stellar density center. The Virial estimator
used has been calibrated with the Model 1 simulation. The
ratio of the enclosed mass predicted by the Virial estimator
and the actual enclosed mass in the simulation (y-axis) is
plotted as a function of time. Pre-collision, the Virial esti-
mator reasonably recovers the SMC’s enclosed mass. Post–
collision, the Virial mass estimate can over or under estimate
the actual enclosed mass by a factor of ∼2, depending on the
time elapsed since the collision. The discrepancy is likely to
be higher in observations, where the Virial estimator can-
not be precisely calibrated. Approaches that do not rely on
equilibrium assumptions are needed to measure the SMC’s
dynamical mass.

nificant amount of feedback over timescales less than

50 Myr, causing the LoS gas distribution to be more

clumpy.

The formation of a gaseous tidal tail after the LMC-

SMC collision is not impacted by the above caveats.

However, more advanced hydrodynamic simulations

with supernova feedback and a MW/LMC CGM are

needed to better capture the evolution of this gaseous

tidal tail in order to compare with observations in detail.

4.3. Implications for Dynamical Mass Measurements

of the SMC

Precise measurement of the SMC’s DM content is im-

portant for several purposes. These include constraining

the SMC-LMC-MW orbit (N. Kallivayalil et al. 2013; P.

Zivick et al. 2018; E. Patel et al. 2020) and understand-

ing the effect of the SMC on the LMC’s disk structure

(e.g. S. A. Pardy et al. 2016; Ó. Jiménez-Arranz & S.

Roca-Fàbrega 2025; H. Rathore et al. 2025a), internal

kinematics (Y. Choi et al. 2022), star formation history

(P. Massana et al. 2022; J. Harris & D. Zaritsky 2009),

and dark matter halo (H. Foote et al. in prep). Further,

precise measurement of the SMC’s DM mass is needed to

accurately constrain the low mass end of the cosmologi-

cal stellar mass - halo mass relation (e.g. R. H. Wechsler

et al. 2002; P. Behroozi et al. 2019; H. Bowden et al.

2023) and to ultimately use the SMC-LMC-MW system

as a testbed for DM physics (H. R. Foote et al. 2023).

However, the SMC has a very high degree of dise-

quilibrium due to its recent collision with the LMC,

which makes it very challenging to precisely measure the

SMC’s mass using methods that rely on the assumption

of equilibrium.

Equilibrium is typically assumed in the majority of

existing measurements of the SMC’s dynamical mass.

For example, studies have assumed that the SMC has

a stable rotation curve (S. Stanimirovic et al. 1999; S.

Stanimirović et al. 2004; K. Bekki & S. Stanimirović

2009; E. M. Di Teodoro et al. 2019) or that the Virial

mass estimator is valid (M. A. Dopita et al. 1985; J.

Harris & D. Zaritsky 2006).

If the SMC is assumed to be a rotating disk, rotation

curves can be fit to the velocity data to derive a mass

profile. For example, E. M. Di Teodoro et al. (2019) ap-

plied this method to derive a total mass of total mass of

∼ 2.4×109 M⊙ within 4 kpc of the SMC’s HI kinematic

center. If the SMC is assumed to be in virial equilibrium,

virial mass estimators can be applied to the stellar ve-

locity data to derive a dynamical mass. For example,

HZ06 used LoS velocities of red giant stars and deter-

mined the SMC’s total enclosed mass within ≈ 2 kpc

to be 1.4 − 1.9 × 109 M⊙, and within ≈ 3 kpc to be

2.7 − 5.1 × 109 M⊙.

We have shown that the SMC’s gas velocity field likely

has significant radially outward motions that result in a

LoS velocity gradient that can mimic a rotation curve.

The fact that the inferred rotation curve peaks at a value

consistent with expectations from the BTFR is likely

a coincidence. While there may be information about
the SMC’s mass profile within the HI velocity data, a

rotation curve analysis is not the appropriate approach

to constrain the mass profile.

We have further demonstrated that the SMC’s stellar

kinematics can be described as a bound core of radius

≈2-4 kpc, surrounded by a radially expanding velocity

field. Here, we test the accuracy of the Viral mass esti-

mator to measure the post-collision SMC’s mass.

Virial mass estimators have been shown to reliably re-

cover the mass profile for galaxies facing significant ex-

ternal perturbations and interactions (e.g. D. Lynden-

Bell 1967; L. Beraldo e Silva et al. 2017; C. Hamilton

& J.-B. Fouvry 2024). This is because these galax-

ies achieve Virial equilibrium within a few dynamical

timescales. However, the SMC-LMC collision occurred

∼100 Myr ago, which is less than a dynamical time,
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even in the inner regions of the SMC (H. Rathore et al.

2025a). This fact calls to question the validity of using

Virial mass estimators in the SMC.

The Virial mass estimator is defined as follows:

Menc,pred =
Renc(v

2
rot + σ2)

fG
(12)

where, Menc,pred is the predicted enclosed mass within

a radius of Renc, vrot is the maximum azimuthal veloc-

ity within Renc (e.g. Figure 9), σ is the total velocity

dispersion within Renc, and G is the gravitational con-

stant. We choose Renc = 2 kpc to be consistent with the

on-sky field of view used in HZ06, where the simulated

SMC is centered at the stellar density center.

The parameter f is the “Virial factor”, which corre-

sponds to the ratio of the gravitational self energy of

the galaxy within Renc and the gravitational self energy

of a homogeneous solid sphere with mass Menc and ra-

dius Renc. f is usually of order unity, and is typically

the main source of uncertainty in Virial mass estimates.

Hence, even for relatively undisturbed galaxies, Virial

mass estimates are uncertain up to a factor of a few,

since f is difficult to constrain observationally.

Here, we calibrate f using the Model 1 simulation

(where the SMC and LMC do not collide and the SMC

is relatively undisturbed), by comparing Menc,pred and

the actual simulated total enclosed mass over time. We

find f = 0.9. Thus, f corresponds to the gravitational

self energy of a mass configuration having the same ge-

ometry as the pre-collision SMC.

Figure 15 shows the ratio of the predicted enclosed

mass computed using the Virial estimator (Menc,pred)

and the actual enclosed mass (Menc,actual) for the Model

2 simulated SMC as a function of time. Pre-collision,

this ratio is close to unity, indicating that the Virial

estimator works very well.

However, post-collision, the ratio varies by a factor of

3. The uncertainty will be higher when applied to obser-

vational data, as f cannot be calibrated. For instance,

if f itself is uncertain to a factor of 2, the uncertainty

in the observed SMC’s Virial mass estimates can be up

to a factor of 6. This level of uncertainty is sufficient to

change the response of the LMC disk to the SMC’s col-

lision (e.g., the LMC’s bar tilt H. Rathore et al. 2025a)

and the SMC’s orbital history (Ó. Jiménez-Arranz et al.

2024). Fundamentally, this level of uncertainty is not

sufficient to constrain the inner DM density profile of the

SMC, which is a critical test of DM physics (H. Rathore

et al. 2025a).

The inadequacy of the Virial mass estimator for pre-

cisely measuring the SMC’s dynamical mass directly re-

flects the high degree of disequilibrium in the SMC. The

analyses of the simulated SMC’s morphology and kine-

matics conducted so far in this manuscript suggests that

the SMC’s disequilibrium persists for at least 200 Myr

post SMC-LMC collision.

To precisely measure the SMC’s DM content, we need

approaches that do not rely on equilibrium assumptions.

A way forward is to use the SMC’s observable pertur-

bations on the LMC’s disk during the SMC-LMC col-

lision to measure the SMC’s DM content. R25 showed

that morphological perturbations in the LMC, such as

the LMC’s bar tilt (5◦ − 15◦) (Y. Choi et al. 2018; Ó.

Jiménez-Arranz et al. 2025), are caused by the SMC’s

torques during the collision. R25 estimated the SMC’s

pre-collision total enclosed mass within Renc = 2 kpc to

be 0.8 − 2.4 × 109 M⊙ by modeling the SMC’s gravita-

tional torques on the LMC’s bar. Further, they suggest

that the precision in the SMC’s mass measurement in

their framework is largely limited by the observational

uncertainty in the LMC bar’s tilt. Hence, it is impor-

tant to get more precise observational constraints on the

disequilibrium morphology and kinematics of the LMC

and SMC to enable more precise determinations of the

SMC’s mass, without relying on equilibrium assump-

tions.

4.4. Comparison with Previous Studies

Several works have presented simulations of the SMC-

LMC-MW interactions (e.g. L. T. Gardiner & M.

Noguchi 1996; T. W. Connors et al. 2006; G. Besla

et al. 2010; J. D. Diaz & K. Bekki 2012; S. A. Pardy

et al. 2018; L. R. Cullinane et al. 2022; S. Lucchini et al.

2024; Ó. Jiménez-Arranz et al. 2024). However, the ma-

jority of the aforementioned studies have focused on ei-

ther the LMC’s internal structure and kinematics, or

the MS. Further, most previous studies have modeled

the SMC with either static potentials or spherical halos,

which limits detailed investigations of the SMC’s inter-

nal structure and kinematics as the SMC’s halo will be

significantly deformed throughout its interaction with

the LMC (Foote et al. in prep). To the best of our

knowledge, the most recent work that has investigated

the internal structure and kinematics of the SMC with

simulations is J. D. Diaz & K. Bekki (hereafter DB12,

2012). Hence, we primarily compare our analysis and

results with DB12.

The primary N-body model of DB12 represents the

SMC with a live DM halo, a live extended disk (which

they treat as the gas disk), and a live stellar spheroid.

The DB12 simulations do not include hydrodynamics

and their LMC and MW are represented with static po-

tentials. DB12’s adoption of a “disk+spheroid” model

for the SMC initial conditions was motivated by the ob-
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servations of the distinct kinematics exhibited by the old

stars vs. the HI gas.

Note that the DB12 simulation setup is significantly

different from the setup of B12. In B12 both the SMC

and LMC are represented by live DM halos, live stellar

disks, live gas disks using SPH gas particles, but the

MW is still a static potential. In particular, the B12

simulations do not initialize the SMC with a separate

stellar spheroidal component.

Importantly, the SMC-LMC orbital geometry is also

distinct in the two studies. In the SMC-LMC orbit of

DB12, the SMC-LMC separations during the last two

pericentric passages are ≈ 6 kpc. In B12, the last two

pericentric passages were at a separation of ≈ 2 kpc and

≈ 10 kpc, respectively. The most recent pericenter in

B12 (≈ 2 kpc) was a direct collision between the Clouds.

Hence, the SMC and LMC interact more strongly in the

B12 simulation than in DB12.

During the most recent SMC-LMC pericenter in

DB12, two tidal features form due to the LMC’s tidal

forces on the SMC. The first feature is a bridge of stars

between the SMC and LMC. The second feature is a

tidal tail of stars, which DB12 refer to as the “counter-

bridge” (see also T. W. Connors et al. 2006). DB12

argue that the large observed LoS depth results from

a viewing perspective that aligns along the “counter-

bridge”. In our study, we have similarly argued for this

scenario, and shown that a tidal tail can also be gener-

ated from a direct collision where the impact parameter

is much smaller.

DB12 analyze the LoS velocity field of the simulated

SMC at present day. They find that the initialized stel-

lar spheroid, remains a spheroid, consistent with obser-

vations of the old stars. In addition, the SMC’s disk

is still rotating, producing a velocity gradient of ≈ 80

km s−1, which they compare to observations of the HI.

The DB12 findings of agreement with the observations

of distinct kinematics between the stars and the gas is

a product of their initial conditions.

With the B12 simulations, we have shown that the

SMC can have a rotating old stellar disk and gas disk

prior to the collision. This is consistent with the known

morphology of isolated dIrr galaxies (S. S. McGaugh

et al. 2021). Through a collision, strong LMC tides can

transform the SMC’s rotating stellar disk to a dispersion

dominated system, consistent with observations.

To summarize, both the B12 and DB12 simulations

agree regarding the origin of the observed SMC’s LoS

depth. However, given the strong observational evidence

for the SMC-LMC collision and the SMC’s high gas frac-

tion, we conclude that the SMC’s old stellar component

was likely a rotating disk pre-collision, which has been

transformed into a dispersion dominated system due to

the LMC’s tides. Further, we conclude that the observed

SMC’s gas kinematics is likely dominated by radially

outward motions rather than disk rotation.

4.5. Limitations and Future Work

In this subsection, we present pertinent limitations of

the B12 simulation and how it affects our analysis, as

well as prospects for improving on those limitations in

future simulations.

A limitation with the B12 simulation is the limited

DM mass resolution (106 M⊙ per particle). However,

as shown in H. Rathore et al. (2025a), this is not a con-

cern for understanding the morphological and kinematic

transformation of the Clouds driven by their recent col-

lision.

The LMC’s galactocentric velocity at “present day”

in the B12 simulation has been matched to the Hubble

Space Telescope (HST) PMs from (N. Kallivayalil et al.

2006a,b). However, the observed LMC PMs have since

been updated with third epoch HST observations (N.

Kallivayalil et al. 2013), and further refined by Gaia (

Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021). The galactocentric posi-

tion and velocity of the SMC at present day are also not

quite correct in the B12 simulation. Further, the maxi-

mum post-collision SMC-LMC separation in the simula-

tion is ≈ 10 kpc, whereas the observed 3D separation be-

tween the Clouds is ≈ 20 kpc. The inability of the simu-

lation to fully match the observed position and velocity

of the Clouds limits direct comparisons with observa-

tions. However, direct comparison with observations is

not the goal of our study. Rather, as mentioned in sec-

tion 2.1, our goal is to understand the physical principles

that operate to transform the SMC’s structure and kine-

matics due to the recent SMC-LMC collision, and guide

the interpretation of the observational data. We also

refrain from using the word “present day” for labeling

different epochs in the simulation, and rather perform a

generic study of the SMC’s internal state as a function

of time elapsed since the collision.

The B12 simulation includes neither supernova feed-

back nor a MW/LMC CGM. Both of these factors can

significantly affect the gas morphology and kinematics

of the SMC (S. Lucchini et al. 2021). Given the SMC’s

high star-formation rate (J. Harris & D. Zaritsky 2006;

S. Rubele et al. 2018; P. Massana et al. 2022), feed-

back is expected to be significant over the past ∼ 100

Myr. However, neither feedback nor ram pressure from

the LMC/MW CGM will enable the SMC to retain its

gas or support the persistence of internal rotation. As

such, the inclusion of these physical effects would only

strengthen the arguments made in this paper. Moreover,



24 Rathore et al.

we have demonstrated that the ram pressure exerted by

the LMC’s gas disk on the SMC is significantly stronger

than that expected by the LMC or MW CGM.

There is a large amount of observational evidence

(mostly) related to the LMC’s disturbed morphology

and kinematics that suggests a recent (∼ 100 Myr ago)

close encounter (∼ 2 kpc) between the Clouds (see sec-

tion 1). However, the SMC-LMC orbit is not tightly con-

strained and a collision, while allowed within the proper

motion error space, is not the mean result. Different

choices of the SMC center (see right panel in Figure 1)

result in differences in the SMC 3D velocity measure-

ments reported using HST (P. Zivick et al. 2018) and

Gaia ( Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021). In this work, we

argue that the stellar photometric center, rather than

the HI kinematic center should be used to determine

the 3D velocity of the SMC. However, it remains to be

tested how a collision impacts the measurements of the

SMC’s stellar proper motions compared to the center of

mass motion of the SMC’s DM.

Further, it is likely that the DM halos of the LMC and

SMC are significantly deformed due to their interactions

with each other (H. Foote et al. 2025 in prep) and inter-

actions with the MW (N. Garavito-Camargo et al. 2019).

Thus, it is likely that analytical orbits are not able to

capture the full complexity of the SMC-LMC interaction

and need to be significantly revised using time-evolving

potentials.

To conclude, observationally fine-tuned high resolu-

tion hydrodynamical simulations of the SMC-LMC-MW

interaction history are needed to enable direct com-

parisons with the SMC’s observational data, and use

this galaxy as a new laboratory for understanding ISM

physics, star-formation, galactic interactions, and the

properties of dark matter.

5. CONCLUSIONS

With a wealth of astrometric, photometric, and spec-

troscopic data, the SMC offers a unique opportunity to

study ISM physics and star formation in a low metallic-

ity environment. Excitingly, the precision of astrometric

data sets the stage for the SMC to be a laboratory for

DM physics.

However, the SMC and LMC have likely recently col-

lided (< 200 Myr ago), complicating the interpretation

of the SMC’s observed structure and kinematics. For

example, the SMC’s HI LoS velocity maps show a gra-

dient of 60 − 100 km s−1 which has been interpreted

as a rotating HI disk. However, the SMC’s old (age >

1 Gyr) stellar kinematics is dispersion dominated with

barely any rotation (< 10 km s−1). Despite a small on-

sky extent (∼4 kpc), the SMC has a large LoS depth

(10 − 20 kpc). The SMC’s gas distribution is also com-

plex, with multiple velocity components separated by 5

- 10 kpc along the LoS. Also, the SMC’s stellar photo-

metric center is separated from the HI kinematic center

by ∼ 1 kpc. The SMC’s intriguing structure and kine-

matics indicate that this galaxy is in a high state of

disequilibrium.

In this study, we investigated whether a recent SMC-

LMC collision can explain the observed SMC’s dis-

turbed morphology and kinematics. We used hydro-

dynamic simulations of the SMC-LMC-MW interaction

history from B12. In these simulations, the initial

SMC and LMC are modeled with live exponential stel-

lar disks, SPH gas disks (with radiative cooling and star-

formation) and live DM halos. We studied two scenarios

- Model 1 and Model 2 (see Figure 2). In Model 1, the

SMC and LMC remain well-separated, with their closest

pericenter being > 25 kpc. In Model 2, the most recent

pericenter (∼100 Myr ago) between the Clouds was a di-

rect collision (impact parameter of ∼2 kpc). Our focus

is to use the B12 simulations to understand the impact

of a direct collision on the morphological and kinematic

evolution of old stars (age > 1 Gyr) and gas in the SMC.

Our main results are summarized below:

1. The SMC’s tidal tail that formed from a direct

SMC-LMC collision can explain the SMC’s large

LoS depth and stellar axis ratio: After the SMC-

LMC collision, the LMC’s tides cause a break in

the SMC’s stellar density profile at R < 4 kpc

(Figure 5) and a tidal tail and bridge are formed.

The stellar tidal tail explains the observed SMC’s

large axis ratio (> 4 : 1, Figure 6), which is not

achieved without a direct collision. The stellar

LoS depth of the SMC is naturally explained if

the tidal tail is oriented along the LoS (Figure
7 right panel) (see also, J. D. Diaz & K. Bekki

2012) . Further, the tidal elongation has a signifi-

cant component perpendicular to the SMC’s plane

of rotation (Figure 8), and the orientation of the

tail cannot be used to constrain the SMC’s incli-

nation. The formation of an SMC tidal tail is a

generic prediction for all tidal SMC-LMC simula-

tions (e.g. T. W. Connors et al. 2006). We have

demonstrated that a direct collision can also create

this morphology. Further, the gas tidal tail born

out of the SMC-LMC collision can in-part explain

the existence of gas components at different LoS

distances in the observed SMC (Figure 14).

2. The SMC-LMC collision converts the SMC from

a rotationally supported disk galaxy to a disper-

sion dominated galaxy: The pre-collision simulated
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SMC has a coherent stellar rotation field by de-

sign. Post-collision, the simulated SMC’s stars at

R > 2 kpc exhibit radial outward motions (Figure

9), with a small (< 10 km s−1) remnant rotation in

the inner R < 2 kpc. The post-collision simulated

SMC’s internal stellar velocity field is consistent

with observations (F. Niederhofer et al. 2021; P.

Zivick et al. 2021). Further, the SMC’s stellar ve-

locity field in the scenario where the Clouds do

not collide, remains a rotating disk (peak velocity

∼ 40 km s−1). This is inconsistent with observa-

tions, indicating that strong LMC tides (like in a

direct collision) are needed to sufficiently disrupt

the SMC’s internal velocity field. The SMC’s rota-

tion to dispersion ratio significantly reduces post-

collision (< 0.4, Figure 10), indicating the SMC

is in the midst of a transformation from a rota-

tionally supported disk to a dispersion dominated

spheroid.

3. The SMC’s gas kinematics is dominated by radi-

ally outward motions as opposed to rotation: Pre-

collision, the simulated SMC has a coherent gas

rotation field, by design. Post-collision, the sim-

ulated SMC’s gas also exhibits radially outward

motions and the rotation field is destroyed (Figure

11). The resulting diverging velocity field mani-

fests as a velocity gradient (40− 80 km s−1) when

viewed at an inclination. Hence, the SMC’s ob-

served HI velocity gradient is likely due to radially

outward motions of gas viewed at an inclination,

and is not a signature of rotation. This finding is

consistent with the kinematics of the SMC’s young

stellar populations (< 100 Myr, C. E. Murray et al.

2019; S. Nakano et al. 2025; S. Nakano & K. Tachi-

hara 2025). The SMC’s gas kinematics cannot be

used to place the SMC on the BTFR (Figure 1 left

panel).

4. Discrepancies in the SMC’s stellar and gas kine-

matics can be explained by the ram pressure from

the LMC’s gas disk during a direct collision: The

ram pressure from the LMC’s gas disk on the

SMC’s gas during the SMC-LMC collision is al-

most an order of magnitude larger than the SMC’s

gravitational restoring force (Figure 13). During

the collision, the LMC’s ram pressure gives an ad-

ditional ∼ 30 km s−1 kick to the SMC’s gas, which

is not experienced by the stars. Consequently, the

gas and stars in the SMC have different systemic

velocities, naturally explaining the offset between

the observed SMC’s stellar photometric center and

the LoS gas zero velocity curve (Figure 12 and

Figure 1 right panel). As such, the SMC gas kine-

matic center should not be used in observational

studies, as it neither tracks gas rotation, nor the

SMC’s center of mass motion. The ram pressure

from the LMC’s ISM during the SMC-LMC col-

lision is more than an order of magnitude larger

than ram pressure from typical galaxy CGMs, and

is comparable to extreme ram pressures in massive

ICMs.

5. Frameworks that account for the SMC as a galaxy

in the midst of a transformation are needed to pre-

cisely measure the SMC’s DM profile: Given the

SMC’s high state of disequilibrum, models relying

on equilibrium assumptions (like the Virial theo-

rem or gas rotation curve modeling) are not ap-

propriate for obtaining precise estimates (within a

factor of 2) of the SMC’s total mass profile or DM

mass profile (Figure 15). Instead, using the SMC’s

observable perturbations on the LMC’s disk (e.g.

R25) is a promising way to precisely constrain the

SMC’s DM content.

We conclude that a recent (< 200 Myr ago) SMC-

LMC, direct collision (impact parameter ∼ 2 kpc) is

necessary to explain the observed SMC’s disequilibrium.

Further, the SMC’s disequilibrium is strongly dependent

on the time elapsed since the collision, and the disequi-

librium persists for at least 200 Myr post-collision.

Our work highlights the crucial role of galactic col-

lisions in transforming dIrr type galaxies to dE/dSph

type over short timescales (∼ 100 Myr). Further, ram

pressure exerted by the primary galaxy’s ISM during

such close encounters can provide a significant veloc-

ity kick to the secondary’s gas, assisting the removal of

gas and contributing to quenching of low mass galax-
ies. The SMC gives a front row view of group processes

driving dramatic morphological and kinematic transfor-

mations, without requiring the presence of sustained en-

vironmental effects (like a cluster ICM). Such group pro-

cessing may explain the how dEs can exist around mas-

sive galaxies like M31.

State of the art hydrodynamic simulations capturing

the full complexity of the SMC-LMC-MW interactions,

including a direct SMC-LMC collision, are required to

realize the potential of the SMC as a laboratory for ISM

physics, DM physics, and as a local reference for studies

of high redshift galaxy evolution.
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Gómez, F. A., White, S. D. M., Marinacci, F., et al. 2016,

MNRAS, 456, 2779, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv2786

Gonidakis, I., Livanou, E., Kontizas, E., et al. 2009, A&A,

496, 375, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/200809828

Gordon, K. D., & Clayton, G. C. 1998, ApJ, 500, 816,

doi: 10.1086/305774

Gunn, J. E., & Gott, III, J. R. 1972, ApJ, 176, 1,

doi: 10.1086/151605

Hamilton, C., & Fouvry, J.-B. 2024, Physics of Plasmas, 31,

120901, doi: 10.1063/5.0204214

Hardy, E., Suntzeff, N. B., & Azzopardi, M. 1989, ApJ,

344, 210, doi: 10.1086/167790

Harris, C. R., Millman, K. J., van der Walt, S. J., et al.

2020, Nature, 585, 357, doi: 10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2

Harris, J., & Zaritsky, D. 2004, AJ, 127, 1531,

doi: 10.1086/381953

Harris, J., & Zaritsky, D. 2006, AJ, 131, 2514,

doi: 10.1086/500974

Harris, J., & Zaritsky, D. 2009, AJ, 138, 1243,

doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/138/5/1243

Hatzidimitriou, D., Cannon, R. D., & Hawkins, M. R. S.

1993, MNRAS, 261, 873, doi: 10.1093/mnras/261.4.873

Hayward, C. C., Torrey, P., Springel, V., Hernquist, L., &

Vogelsberger, M. 2014, MNRAS, 442, 1992,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stu957

Hernquist, L. 1990, ApJ, 356, 359, doi: 10.1086/168845

Hindman, J. V. 1967, Australian Journal of Physics, 20,

147, doi: 10.1071/PH670147

Hinz, J. L., Rieke, G. H., & Caldwell, N. 2003, AJ, 126,

2622, doi: 10.1086/379555

Hunter, D. A., Ficut-Vicas, D., Ashley, T., et al. 2012, AJ,

144, 134, doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/144/5/134

Hunter, J. D. 2007, Computing in Science & Engineering, 9,

90, doi: 10.1109/MCSE.2007.55

Jameson, K. E., Bolatto, A. D., Leroy, A. K., et al. 2016,

ApJ, 825, 12, doi: 10.3847/0004-637X/825/1/12
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Roediger, E., & Brüggen, M. 2006, MNRAS, 369, 567,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2006.10335.x

Roediger, E., & Hensler, G. 2005, A&A, 433, 875,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20042131

Roman-Duval, J., Fischer, W. J., Fullerton, A. W., et al.

2025, ApJ, 985, 109, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/adc45b

Rubele, S., Pastorelli, G., Girardi, L., et al. 2018, MNRAS,

478, 5017, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty1279

Russell, S. C., & Dopita, M. A. 1992, ApJ, 384, 508,

doi: 10.1086/170893

Salem, M., Besla, G., Bryan, G., et al. 2015, ApJ, 815, 77,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/815/1/77

Schouws, S., Stefanon, M., Bouwens, R., et al. 2022, ApJ,

928, 31, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac4605

Semczuk, M.,  Lokas, E. L., Salomon, J.-B., Athanassoula,

E., & D’Onghia, E. 2018, ApJ, 864, 34,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aad4ae

Sijacki, D., Vogelsberger, M., Kereš, D., Springel, V., &
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