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ABSTRACT

Previous studies of the stellar mean metallicity and [Mg/Fe] values of massive elliptical (E) galaxies suggest that their stars were
formed in a very short timescale which cannot be reconciled with estimates from stellar population synthesis (SPS) studies and with
hierarchical-assembly. Applying the previously developed chemical evolution code, GalIMF, which allows an environment-dependent
stellar initial mass function (IMF) to be applied in the integrated galaxy initial mass function (IGIMF) theory instead of an invariant
canonical IMF, the star formation timescales (SFT) of E galaxies are re-evaluated. The code’s uniqueness lies in it allowing the galaxy-
wide IMF and associated chemical enrichment to evolve as the physical conditions in the galaxy change. The calculated SFTs become
consistent with the independent SPS results if the number of type Ia supernovae (SNIa) per unit stellar mass increases for more massive
E galaxies. This is a natural outcome of galaxies with higher star-formation rates producing more massive star clusters, spawning a
larger number of SNIa progenitors per star. The calculations show E galaxies with a stellar mass ≈ 109.5 M� to have had the longest
mean SFTs of ≈ 2 Gyr. The bulk of more massive E galaxies were formed faster (SFT≈ 1 Gyr) leading to domination by M dwarf
stars and larger dynamical mass-to-light ratios as observed, while lower-mass galaxies tend to lose their gas supply more easily due
to their shallower potential and therefore also have similarly-short mean SFTs. This work achieves, for the first time, consistency of
the SFTs for early-type galaxies between chemical-enrichment and SPS modelling and leads to an improved understanding of how
the star formation environment may affect the total number of SNIa per unit stellar mass formed.

1. Introduction

The vast number of galaxies are rotationally-supported disk
galaxies with quite constant star-formation histories (Schombert
et al. 2019; Kroupa et al. 2020a; Hoffmann et al. 2020) and
comprise the standard outcome of galaxy formation. Elliptical
(E) galaxies are rare pressure supported stellar systems, com-
prising only a few per cent of the galaxy population (Delgado-
Serrano et al. 2010), but they include the most massive galaxies
with a dynamical mass (stars and stellar remnants) larger than
Mdyn ≈ 1010 M�. The formation of largely pressure-supported
galaxies thus constitutes an interesting problem to solve in a
model of cosmological structure formation, particularly since
these galaxies are today known to have formed very early after
the Big Bang. E galaxies furthermore have a number of prop-
erties that are not yet well understood including their chemical
enrichment history.

Dynamical analysis (Poci et al. 2021), spectroscopic studies
(Saracco et al. 2020), and analysis of resolved galaxies (Bar-
bosa et al. 2021; La Barbera et al. 2021) have confirmed that
the central regions of massive early-type galaxies (ETGs) form
in a monolithic collapse with a short star-formation time-scale
(SFT), and therefore can be reasonably approximated by the
‘closed-box’ model (Matteucci 2012) with neither galactic in-
nor outflow (we return to this in Section 6.3). The central and
satellite ETGs show no significant differences in their age and α-
element gradients, suggesting a similar formation history (San-
tucci et al. 2020). With a well-constrained galaxy-wide stel-
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lar initial mass function (gwIMF), stellar yields, type Ia super-
novae (SNIa) normalization and delay-time-distribution (DTD),
the stellar element abundance ratio of a galaxy with its present-
day mass is determined in the closed-box model solely by the
initial gas supply and the star formation history (SFH). One can
then estimate the SFT of a monolithically collapsed E galaxy
through its stellar mean alpha element to iron peak element
abundance ratio (e.g. [Mg/Fe]). This was achieved by Thomas
et al. (2005, 2010), who showed that (i) more massive E galax-
ies started to form sooner after the Big Bang, (ii) the resulting
SFTs constrained by [Mg/Fe], τSF,Mg/Fe(Mdyn), become shorter
with increasing Mdyn (comprising the downsizing problem as it
is contrary to the expectation that more massive galaxies need
longer to form through mergers in the standard dark-matter
based cosmological models), and (iii) the τSF,Mg/Fe(Mdyn) val-
ues are shorter than the τSF,SPS(Mdyn) values obtained by stel-
lar population synthesis (SPS) studies by, e.g., McDermid et al.
(2015) and Lacerna et al. (2020). On the other hand, dark-matter
cosmology-motivated hydrodynamical simulations of the hierar-
chical formation of the most massive ellipticals lead to the result
that the empirical τSF,Mg/Fe values are too short (less than a Gyr);
there not being enough time for the synthesised and released el-
ements to recycle and increase the mean stellar metallicity to the
observed level (Colavitti et al. 2009; Pipino et al. 2009; De Lucia
et al. 2017; Okamoto et al. 2017; Jafariyazani et al. 2020).

The situation worsens when one considers jointly the galac-
tic stellar metallicity in addition to [Mg/Fe] in a chemical evolu-
tion model due to the metal-rich stars having a lower [Mg/Fe]
yield (see e.g. Matteucci 2012, their section 2.1.3). This has
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been studied in Pipino & Matteucci (2004) where three differ-
ent masses of galaxies are modelled (shown in Fig. 4 below) al-
though the fits of observed E galaxies are not ideal (cf. Pipino &
Matteucci 2011). With the standard assumption of an invariant
and canonical gwIMF (Salpeter 1955; Kroupa 2001) and using
closed-box modelling, Yan et al. (2019a) obtained a good fit to
the metallicity and alpha element abundances but the implied
τSF–Mdyn relation is steeper than the relation suggested origi-
nally by Thomas et al. (2005) regardless of a potential systematic
bias on the observed metal abundances or on the stellar magne-
sium yield uncertainty. This revised τSF–Mdyn relation suggests
an even shorter τSF for massive galaxies than that implied by the
SPS studies and poses an even more severe downsizing problem
unable to resolve in the standard cosmological hydrodynamical
simulations. A different gwIMF and/or different stellar yields,
different SNIa delay-time distributions (DTDs), gas mixing and
expulsion physics, or a combination of these are probably needed
to solve this problem.

The most promising solution is to apply a systematically
varying gwIMF. With an increasing number of observational
studies supporting this idea, it has become a crucial aspect in
a galaxy chemical evolution model and needs to be investi-
gated, given the above problems between theory and observa-
tion. Other possible solutions assuming an invariant canonical
stellar initial mass function (IMF) are discussed in Section 6.4.
The gwIMF appears to be top-heavy (containing more massive
stars) when the star formation rate (SFR) is high (Gunawardhana
et al. 2011; Zhang et al. 2018) and top-light for low-SFR dwarf
galaxies (Jeřábková et al. 2018). The gwIMF of low-mass stars
is also variable. It becomes bottom-light (containing fewer low-
mass stars) in metal-poor environments (Gennaro et al. 2018;
Yan et al. 2020) and bottom-heavy for the super-solar-metallicity
E galaxies (e.g. Salvador-Rusiñol et al. 2021). This means the
gwIMF would change over time depending on the SFH and
metal enrichment history, which helps to build up the high metal-
licity and [Mg/Fe] ratio for the massive E galaxies. The need
for a time-variable gwIMF to explain the galactic abundance
has been argued in, for example, Vazdekis et al. (1997), Lar-
son (1998), Weidner et al. (2013a), Narayanan & Davé (2013),
Bekki (2013), Ferreras et al. (2015), and Martín-Navarro et al.
(2018). See also the reviews given by Hopkins (2018) and Smith
(2020) on other reasons for considering IMF variations.

The applications of environment-dependent gwIMFs do
show promising results (Recchi et al. 2009; Fontanot et al. 2017;
Barber et al. 2018; De Masi et al. 2019; Gutcke & Springel 2019;
Palla et al. 2020; Yan et al. 2020). But it is important to use
formulations of the gwIMF which are consistent with the ex-
tragalactic data and, at the same time, are also consistent with
observed resolved stellar populations for both massive and low-
mass stars (detailed in Section 2.1). With this in mind, for the
present work, we focus on the advanced variable gwIMF theory
with various verified predictions, i.e., we apply the integrated
galaxy-wide IMF (IGIMF) theory (Kroupa & Weidner 2003;
Weidner et al. 2011; Yan et al. 2017; Jeřábková et al. 2018;
Yan et al. 2020) to compute the gwIMF. The IGIMF theory is
a framework that accounts for the gwIMF being made up of the
IMFs of all embedded clusters forming in the galaxy (Kroupa &
Weidner 2003) and applies the empirical rules which modify the
stellar IMF in embedded clusters according to the metallicity and
density of an embedded cluster (Marks et al. 2012; Jeřábková
et al. 2018), being supported by the recent study of Villaume
et al. (2017) and Martín-Navarro et al. (2019a).

Thus, here we apply, for the first time, the IGIMF theory to
the monolithic E galaxy chemical evolution model, study how

it affects the SFTs of E galaxies, whether the result is con-
sistent with SPS studies, and what the implications might be.
The open-source chemical evolution model developed by Yan
et al. (2019b) is applied, accounting specifically for the strong
gwIMF variation and calculating the element enrichment self-
consistently with the number of SNIa affected by the IMF. The
long-term aim of this research project is to ultimately understand
how hydrodynamical models of galaxy formation might be able
to be made consistent with the observational constraints (mass,
alpha-element abundances, and metallicities of gas and stars) of
E galaxies. The closed-box models studied here are to be seen
as a comprehensive parameter study, which will allow future
computer-costly fully-self consistent galaxy formation compu-
tations to be performed using this knowledge gain.

Section 2 summarises the method used here to calculate the
gwIMF and the chemical evolution of a galaxy. In particular,
we emphasise how the number of SNIa is affected by the IMF
shape. The observed chemical abundances of elliptical galaxies
are briefly introduced in Section 3. Then the likelihood of certain
SFTs for a galaxy can be determined by comparing the observed
and modelled element abundances of galaxies as is detailed in
Section 4. The resulting most-likely τSF–Mdyn relations adopting
different IMF and SNIa formulations are shown in Section 5. The
reliability of the assumptions applied in our model is discussed
in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 contains our conclusions.

2. Galaxy model

This section introduces the GalIMF code which combines the
IGIMF theory (Section 2.1) with the galaxy chemical evolution
model (Section 2.3). Following Yan et al. (2019b), we introduce
the mathematical formulation that calculates the number of SNIa
in Section 2.2 and demonstrate how the number of SNIa is af-
fected by the IMF variation.

2.1. The systematically varying gwIMF

The IGIMF theory describes how the gwIMF should vary as a
function of galactic properties and is computed by assuming that
in each star-formation epoch of duration δt in which the average
SFR1 is ψ̄δt, the galaxy forms a total mass in stars, Mtot = ψ̄δt δt,
and that this mass is distributed over a fully populated mass
function of embedded star clusters, the ECMF.2 The time-scale
δt = 10 Myr, discussed in Schulz et al. (2015), is essentially the
lifetime of molecular clouds and is also the time-scale in which
the inter-stellar-medium of a galaxy churns out a full population
of freshly formed embedded clusters, each of which dissolves
into the galactic field through gas expulsion, stellar evolution
mass loss and two-body relaxation-driven evaporation.

The IGIMF theory is based on a set of axioms that are formu-
lated based on observational constraints (e.g. Recchi & Kroupa
2015). These include how the stellar IMF and the ECMF change
(Kroupa & Weidner 2003; Weidner et al. 2011; Jeřábková et al.
2018; Yan et al. 2020). The IGIMF theory has solved a num-
ber of previously outstanding extragalactic problems such as
explaining the UV extended galactic disks (Pflamm-Altenburg
& Kroupa 2008), predicting the diverging Hα- vs UV-fluxes of
dwarf galaxies (Pflamm-Altenburg et al. 2009), verified by Lee
et al. (2009), a lower α element to iron peak element ratio in
dwarf galaxies (Yan et al. 2020; Theler et al. 2020; Minelli et al.

1 Throughout this manuscript, the SFR is in units of M�/yr.
2 "Fully populated" means the ECMF, in this case, is optimally sam-
pled (Kroupa et al. 2013; Schulz et al. 2015).
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2021), and naturally accounting for the time-scale problem for
building up a sufficient stellar population in dwarf galaxies given
their low SFRs (Pflamm-Altenburg & Kroupa 2009). In the fol-
lowing, we specify the exact formula for calculating the gwIMF
that is applied for this work.

The IMF for stars with a mass higher than 1M� (Eq. 5 below)
follows the prescription given in Yan et al. (2017), while the IMF
of low-mass stars (i.e. α1 and α2 in Eq. 1) follows equation 9 of
Yan et al. (2020). We have for the stellar IMF (m is in unit of
solar mass)

ξ?(m) = dN?/dm =


2k?m−α1 , 0.08 ≤ m/M� < 0.50 ,
k?m−α2 , 0.50 ≤ m/M� < 1.00 ,
k?m−α3 , 1.00 ≤ m/M� < mmax ,

(1)

where the number of stars in the mass interval m to m + dm is
dN?. We note that the normalization parameter for stars in the
smallest mass interval, 2k?, is two times the normalization pa-
rameter for more massive stars because we presume that IMF is a
continuous function and that α2−α1 = 1 always holds (see Eq. 4
below). The embedded-cluster-mass-dependent stellar mass up-
per limit, mmax(Mecl) ≤ mmax∗ = 150 M�, and the normalization
parameter, k?, is determined by simultaneously solving for the
mass in stars formed in the embedded cluster,

Mecl =

∫ mmax

0.08 M�
m ξ?(m) dm, (2)

and the statement that there is one most massive star in this em-
bedded cluster,

1 =

∫ mmax∗

mmax

ξ?(m) dm, (3)

mmax∗ being the adopted physical upper mass limit, 150M� (Yan
et al. 2017).

The power-law indices or slopes of the IMF for low- and
intermediate-mass stars is determined empirically by Yan et al.
(2020) as

α1 = 1.3 + ∆α · (Z − Z�),
α2 = 2.3 + ∆α · (Z − Z�), (4)

where, Z and Z� = 0.0142 are, respectively, the mean stellar
metal mass fraction for the target system and the Sun. The value
of ∆α = 35 suggested by Yan et al. (2020) in their equation 9
is now updated to ∆α = 63 due to a different Z� assumption
(Yan et al. 2020 should also apply 0.0142 but actually applied
0.02 in the code; this change negligibly affecting the results).
We note that this latest IGIMF formulation is different from the
one applied in Fontanot et al. (2017) where the IMF for low-
and intermediate-mass stars are invariant. Evidence for a sys-
tematic change of α1 and α2 with metallicity was already noted
by Kroupa (2001) and formulated in Kroupa (2002), Marks et al.
(2012), and Recchi et al. (2014). Recent observations of massive
ETGs also support a bottom-heavy IMF for galaxies with super-
solar metallicity (Zhou et al. 2019; Smith 2020), in agreement
with Eq. 4. This is an important factor determining the variable
‘overall SNIa realisation parameter’ introduced in Section 5.2.2
below.

The variation of the power-law indices of the IMF for mas-
sive stars is determined empirically by Marks et al. (2012) as

α3 =

{
2.3, x < −0.87,
−0.41x + 1.94, x > −0.87.

(5)

The parameter x in Eq. 5 depends on the metallicity, [Z/X] =
log10(Z/X) − log10(Z�/X�), where Z and X are the initial metal
and hydrogen mass fraction in stars, respectively. We assume the
initial hydrogen mass fraction of any star, X, is the same as the
Sun, i.e., X ≈ X�, therefore, [Z/X] ≈ log10(Z/Z�) = [Z]. In addi-
tion, the parameter x in Eq. 5 depends on the core density (final
stars plus residual gas assuming a star-formation efficiency of
1/3), ρcl, of the molecular cloud core which forms the embed-
ded star cluster,

x = −0.14[Z] + 0.99 log10(ρcl/106) (6)

with

log10 ρcl = 0.61 log10 Mecl + 2.85, (7)

as is explained and applied in Yan et al. (2017, their eq. 7),
with ρcl and Mecl being in astronomical units. For example, an
embedded star cluster weighing Mecl = 103 M� in stars has
ρcl = 4.79 × 104 M�/pc3.

The distribution of all embedded star clusters formed in a
galaxy within the δt = 10 Myr star-formation epoch is approx-
imated by a power-law ECMF (Gieles et al. 2006; Lieberz &
Kroupa 2017),

ξecl = dNecl/dMecl = keclM
−β
ecl, 5M� 6 Mecl < Mecl,max. (8)

The total mass formed in stars during the δt epoch is given by

Mtot =

∫ Mecl,max

Mecl,min

Mecl ξecl(Mecl) dMecl = ψ̄δt δt, (9)

and there is one most massive embedded cluster,

1 =

∫ 109 M�

Mecl,max

keclM
−β
ecl dMecl, (10)

with 109M� being about the mass of the most-massive ultra-
compact-dwarf galaxy. Solving the above two equations yields
kecl and Mecl,max. Note that Mecl,max = Mecl,max(ψ̄δt) which is a
relation that is consistent with the extragalactic most-massive-
very-young star clusters vs galaxy-wide SFR data (Weidner et al.
2004; Schulz et al. 2015; Randriamanakoto et al. 2013). The
slope of the ECMF, β, depends on the mean galaxy-wide SFR
over the δt time period, ψ̄δt (Weidner et al. 2013b),

β = −0.106 log10 ψ̄δt + 2. (11)

The environment-dependent gwIMF (i.e., the IGIMF) fol-
lows by adding up all the stars formed in the δt epoch,

ξ(t) = dN?/dm =

∫ Mecl,max

5M�
ξ?(m,Mecl, [Z/X]) ξecl(Mecl, ψ̄δt) dMecl.

(12)

The environment-dependence comes in through the SFR, which
is a function of time, ψ̄δt = ψ̄δt(t), and through the stellar IMF
and the ECMF being functions of the time-changing metallicity
and SFR.

In summary, Eq. 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 11 are empirical formu-
lations. The integral of Eq. 3 and 10 being 1 is an ansatz of the
optimal sampling theory (Kroupa et al. 2013, their section 2.2
and Schulz et al. 2015). The existence of the mmax = mmax(Mecl)
relation is supported by observed mmax–Mecl data as is demon-
strated in Yan et al. (2017) and Oh & Kroupa (2018). The above
formulation is thus consistent with the observed constraints on
the IMF in resolved star clusters and the Galactic field as well as
with the above mentioned extragalactic data and thus fulfils this
necessary condition.
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2.2. Number of type Ia supernovae

The number of SNIa depends on the number of possible SNIa
progenitors, i.e. on the number of stars with a mass between
about 3 to 8 M� (see below). Therefore, the number of SNIa per
unit mass of stars formed is a function of the IMF or the gwIMF.
In previous research, the SNIa incidence has been taken to cor-
relate with the total number of stars. Such an analytical formu-
lation, first developed by Greggio (2005), assumes the canonical
universal IMF, and cannot be directly applied when assuming a
different or evolving gwIMF.

Here we adjust the Greggio (2005) formulation in order to
account for the variable gwIMF. The total number of SNIa ex-
plosions for a simple stellar population (SSP, stars formed at the
same time) after t years of the birth of the SSP per unit stellar
mass of the SSP (i.e. the time-integrated number of SNIa per
stellar mass formed until time t) is

nIa(t, ξ, ψ̄δt) = NIa(ξ, ψ̄δt)
∫ t

0
fdelay(t)dt , (13)

where NIa is the total number of SNIa per unit mass of stars
formed in the SSP. The integral from t = 0 to ∞ is 1, therefore,
NIa = nIa(t = ∞) ≈ nIa(t = 10 Gyr). It depends on the gwIMF
of the stellar population, ξ, and on the star formation environ-
ment represented by the SFR, ψ̄δt. Here fdelay is the DTD of the
SNIa events for which we adopt the empirical power-law func-
tion given by Maoz & Mannucci (2012),

fdelay(t) =

{
0, t 6 40 Myr,
k · t−1, t > 40 Myr,

(14)

where fdelay(t) is the fraction of exploded SNIa for a SSP with
age t. The normalization factor k is determined by the condition∫ ∞

t=0 fdelay(t)dt = 1.
In the present context, in which a systematically varying

IMF/gwIMF is applied, the total number of SNIa per unit stel-
lar mass of the SSP, NIa, (a.k.a. SNIa production efficiency) is
calculated as

NIa(ξ, ψ̄δt) =
n3,8(ξ)

M0.08,150(ξ)
· Bbin(ψ̄δt) ·

n3,8(ξ)
n0.08,150(ξ)

·CIa(ψ̄δt), (15)

where n is the number of stars within the mass range given by
its subscript (in the unit of M�). Similarly, M is the mass of stars
in a given mass range indicated by its subscript. Hence, the first
term represents the number of stars that are possible to become
SNIa progenitors (the primary star in a binary system) per unit
stellar mass of the SSP. The fraction of stars in the initial mass
range 3 to 8 M� that eventually explode as SNe Ia consists of
the following three terms. The second term, Bbin, denotes the bi-
nary fraction of the SSP which can be assumed to be a constant
or a function of the environment represented by the galaxy-wide
SFR, ψ̄δt. The third term then represents the likelihood of a bi-
nary system to have the companion star also in the suitable stellar
mass range thus being a potential SNIa progenitor system (a bi-
nary white dwarf, WD). Both, the first and third terms depend
on the IMF of each star cluster since it is extremely unlikely for
the binaries to form outside a star cluster. However, since the
gwIMF is the mass-weighted sum of all IMFs of individual star
clusters in a galaxy, we apply gwIMF on Eq. 15 to simplify the
calculation when considering a galaxy. Finally, CIa is the real-
isation probability of a SNIa explosion for the potential SNIa
progenitor system, that is, the fraction of the above selected bi-
nary systems which are able to give rise to a SNIa explosion.

Again, it has been assumed to be a constant in previous chemi-
cal evolution studies but should, in principle, be a function of the
star formation environment because it depends on the distribu-
tion of semi-major axes and of the mass ratios of the binary WD
systems. When the galactic SFR is high, more massive clusters
form as calculated by the IGIMF theory (Eq. 8 to 11). Massive
clusters lead to substantial long-term dynamical processing of
the binary-star population (Heggie 1975; Marks et al. 2011). The
soft initial binaries, which have binary-orbital velocities slower
than the velocity dispersion in the cluster, are disrupted, while
hard binaries (with binary-orbital velocities that are faster than
the velocity dispersion in the cluster) are not disrupted but sink
to the cluster centre through dynamical friction. This is also true
for WD–stellar or WD–WD binaries. There they harden through
encounters which also increase their binary-orbital eccentrici-
ties. Few would be expected to be ejected in dynamical strong
encounters and these are likely to merge and explode as SNIa.
Many will not be able to escape from their massive clusters and
will continue encountering other stars and remnants to also ul-
timately explode as SNIa (Shara & Hurley 2002). Massive star
clusters (and thus high SFRs) are thus expected to correlate with
enhanced SNIa events. This appears to be born out, not only by
the here-derived Eq. 15 but also by Friedmann & Maoz (2018);
Freundlich & Maoz (2021) finding evidence for a significantly
enhanced occurrence of SNIa in galaxy clusters.

Regarding the IMF dependent terms in Eq. 15, we assume
that the stars with a mass between 3 to 8 M� have an equal prob-
ability of leading to a SNIa event, while stars with other masses
have zero probability. Stars of, for example, 1.5 M� may also
become WDs in reality but, compared to the more massive stars,
they have a significantly longer lifetime and almost no chance to
be primary stars in binary systems with a total mass above 3 M�,
which is considered as the lower binary system mass limit for
SNIa events (Matteucci & Recchi 2001). As a simplification, we
apply the same mass limit (3 to 8 M�) for the primary and the
secondary star. These assumed mass limits affect the dependency
of the SNIa number on the IMF insignificantly. Changing both
SNIa progenitor mass limits for the primary and the secondary
star to, e.g., 2 to 8 M� would slightly increase the SNIa produc-
tion efficiency for the low-SFR galaxies (shown by Fig. A.1 in
the Appendix) but would not affect our conclusions. Having dif-
ferent mass limits for the primary and the secondary stars would
give similar results (Fig. A.2).

Therefore, for the present study, The only free parameter in
Eq. 13 to Eq. 15 is the product Bbin(ψ̄δt) ·CIa(ψ̄δt), i.e., the overall
SNIa realisation parameter. We set this parameter to be a con-
stant in our ‘fiducial SNIa model’. It could become higher for
more massive elliptical galaxies because the stars are formed
on average in a more crowded and metal-rich environment. This
leads to a higher fraction of hard binaries, larger asymptotic gi-
ant branch (AGB) star radii, and a more efficient accretion onto
the pre-supernova white dwarf (Hachisu et al. 1996). We note
that the possible variation of the overall SNIa realisation param-
eter could be due to a variation of both SFR and metallicity but
these two dependencies degenerate in the presented description
(Eq. 15 and Eq. 20 below) which is only a function of SFR be-
cause both the peak SFR and mean stellar metallicity of E galax-
ies depend on their mass monotonically.

In order to calibrate the overall SNIa realisation parameter
Bbin(ψ̄δt) · CIa(ψ̄δt), we start from a given galaxy-wide 10 Myr
averaged SFR, ψ0 = 1M�/yr. The value of Bbin(ψ0) ·CIa(ψ0) can
be determined by the observed number of SNIa events in nearby
stellar systems assuming they have the canonical gwIMF and a
Galactic SFR of ψ0. The local SNIa incidence per unit mass of
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Fig. 1. The total number of SNIa explosions for a SSP after 10 Gyr of
the birth of the SSP per unit stellar mass of the SSP predicted by Eq. 13
to 16, assuming constant parameter Bbin and CIa and an IMF defined
in Eq. 1, with α1 = 1.3, α2 = 2.3, as a function of α3. A smaller α3
indicates a flatter IMF/gwIMF for the massive stars, i.e. a top-heavy
IMF/gwIMF. Very large α3 mean that essentially no stars above 1M�
are formed. The function is calibrated by the vertical and horizontal
dashed lines indicating the canonical IMF/gwIMF slope, α3 = 2.3, and
the value nIa(t = 10 Gyr, ξcanonical) = 0.0022/M� suggested by Maoz &
Mannucci (2012) for the local universe, respectively.

stars formed is determined by the observation of different sys-
tems with different SFR. Therefore, the calibration assuming a
mean SFR of the local universe of ψ0 = 1M�/yr may not be
exactly correct but it has led to successful reproduction of the
work of other groups (Yan et al. 2019a, 2020). Following Maoz
& Mannucci (2012), we set

nIa(t = 10 Gyr, ξcanonical, ψ0) = 0.0022/M�, (16)

where ξcanonical denotes that the relation holds when adopting the
canonical Kroupa IMF (Kroupa 2001, i.e. Eq. 1 with α1 = 1.3
and α2 = α3 = 2.3).

Under the fiducial SNIa model with a constant overall SNIa
realisation parameter, Bbin(ψ̄δt) ·CIa(ψ̄δt) = Bbin(ψ0) ·CIa(ψ0), the
above formulation in Eq. 15 is completely defined and quanti-
fies how nIa(t = 10 Gyr, ξ) varies given different gwIMFs, ξ(m),
and SFRs, ψ̄δt. Note that we drop ψ̄δt in nIa(t, ξ, ψ̄δt) because
this dependency is contained in the gwIMF, ξ, by the latter be-
ing a function of ψ̄δt. As an example, Fig. 1 demonstrates how
nIa(t = 10 Gyr, ξ) varies with the IMF power-law index, α3. As
can be seen, the SNIa production efficiency is maximised for
α3 ≈ 1.8 and suppressed for extremely top-heavy IMF cases.
Such stellar populations may not be impossible: α3 < 1 for
young globular clusters with masses larger than about 108M�
according to Marks et al. (2012, their fig. 2), while α3 > 4 for
the gwIMF in dwarf galaxies with ψ̄δt < 10−4M�/yr according to
Yan et al. (2017, their fig. 6).

Since the gwIMF predicted by the IGIMF theory is a func-
tion of the galaxy-wide SFR and metallicity (see Eq. 12), Fig. 2
shows how nIa(t = 10 Gyr) changes as a function of these two
parameters for our fiducial SNIa model. The resulting nIa(t =
10 Gyr) for the metal-poor galaxies can be much higher than the
values shown in Fig. 1 because they have a bottom-light gwIMF
according to Eq. 4. The galaxy-wide SFR also affects the number
of SNIa per stellar mass formed because of Eq. 5. The calculated
nIa(t = 10 Gyr) variation due to different gwIMF agrees with the
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Fig. 2. The 10 Gyr time-integrated number of SNIa per unit stellar mass
formed for the fiducial SNIa model calculated according to Eqs 13 to
16. The fiducial SNIa model assumes a constant overall SNIa realisation
parameter and the gwIMF as given by the IGIMF theory (Eq. 12) as a
function of the galaxy-wide SFR, ψ̄δt, and metallicity, [Z/X]. The black
line is the relation for [Z/X] = 0. Other lines with different colours
represent different values of [Z/X] as indicated by the white stripes on
the colour-map on the right, being [Z/X] = 0.3, 0.2, 0.1, -0.1, -0.2, -0.3,
-0.4, -0.5, -1, -2, -4, and -6. The black horizontal dotted line represents
the canonical nIa(t = 10 Gyr, ξcanonical) value of 0.0022/M� (Maoz &
Mannucci 2012). The green and red horizontal dashed lines indicate
observational constraints on the nIa(t = 10 Gyr) for SNIa surveys up
to a certain redshift and in galaxy clusters, respectively. The shaded
regions represent the uncertainty ranges of the horizontal dashed lines.
References are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Observational estimations on the time-integrated number of
SNIa per stellar mass formed.

NIa · 103 [M−1
� ] Reference

Volumetric and field galaxies
2.3 ± 0.6 Maoz et al. (2011)

1.3 ± 0.15 Maoz et al. (2012)
0.485 ± 0.065 Perrett et al. (2012)

0.43+0.04
−0.1 Graur & Maoz (2013)

0.98+1.3
−0.76 Rodney et al. (2014)

1.3 ± 0.1 Maoz & Graur (2017)
1.6 ± 0.3 Maoz & Graur (2017)

2 ± 1 Heringer et al. (2019)
4+2
−1 Heringer et al. (2019)

Galaxy clusters
4.4+1.5
−1 Maoz et al. (2010)

5.4 ± 2.3 Maoz & Graur (2017)
3.1+1.1
−1.0 Freundlich & Maoz (2021)

observational constraints for SNIa surveys (listed in Table 1) and
could be a natural explanation for the difference in these obser-
vations. This is not the case for the older version of the IGIMF
formulations summarised in Jeřábková et al. (2018, their table 3)
as is demonstrated by Fig. A.3 to A.5 in the Appendix.

In addition, we divide the estimations of the SNIa production
efficiency in Table 1 into two groups, those targeted at galaxy
clusters and volume-limited and field galaxies (plotted as the red
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and green shaded regions, respectively, in Fig. 2). These results
suggest that galaxy clusters have a higher SNIa production effi-
ciency. The nIa(t = 10 Gyr) of our predicted high-SFR metal-rich
galaxies is lower than these estimates. As mentioned above, it is
reasonable to consider that the overall SNIa realisation parame-
ter is higher for the galaxies that have experienced more intense
star formation in a galaxy cluster environment. We discuss such
scenarios in Section 5.2.2 below.

2.3. The galaxy chemical evolution model

Motivated by the monolithic collapse formation scenario of
E galaxies (see Section 1) and following Thomas et al. (1999),
the single-zone closed-box galaxy chemical evolution modelling
computer programme, GalIMF, described in Yan et al. (2019b)
is applied. GalIMF assumes that all the gas is always well mixed
(i.e. single-zone) and that the stars inject a certain amount of
mass of each element into the gas when they exhaust their life-
time (non-instantaneous recycling of metals). The smallest time-
step in our galaxy-wide calculation is δt = 10 Myr because this
is the timescale required for a galaxy to fully populate the ECMF
(Yan et al. 2017) and the gwIMF cannot be defined over shorter
timescales (see also Section 2.1).

The stellar yield table assumed here is the same as in Yan
et al. (2020). That is, the stellar lifetime, remnant mass, and
metal yield for low-mass stars are adopted from Marigo (2001)
and for massive stars from Kobayashi et al. (2006). The stellar
yield is given according to the initial mass and metallicity of a
star (cf. Yan et al. 2019b, their fig. 3 and 4). The yield table is
first interpolated in the dimension of stellar-mass while for stars
with a mass higher or lower than the mass range provided in the
table, a fixed value is applied being, respectively, the value for
the most massive or least-massive star (cf. Yan et al. 2020, their
fig. 8). Then the table is interpolated again in the dimension of
the stellar initial metallicity. For metallicities higher/lower than
the range provided in the table, the value from the largest/lowest
metallicity in the table is applied, respectively. We note that the
yield table for massive stars is different from our previous work
on constraining the SFT of elliptical galaxies (Yan et al. 2019a)
which follows the prescription of Thomas et al. (1999). This in-
troduces a systematic difference but preserves the general trend
of the τSF–Mdyn relation and does not change our conclusions, as
is explained in Section 6.2.

3. Observational constrains

The galaxy models need to be compared with the observations
to constrain the parameters of the galaxy models such as the
SFTs. Here we apply the observational [Z/X] and [Mg/Fe] con-
strains shown by the thick solid and dashed lines in Fig. 3. The
[Z/X]–Mdyn relation is constrained by Arrigoni et al. (2010) and
the mean and the standard deviation of the relation is calculated
using the procedure detailed in Yan et al. (2019a, their section
2.1). The comparison between the galaxy dynamical mass de-
rived from observation and the dynamical mass from our model
is detailed in Yan et al. (2019a, their section 2.3).

We apply the [Mg/Fe]–Mdyn relation given by Thomas et al.
(2005, their eq. 3) but a larger [Mg/Fe] scatter for galaxies with a
mass smaller than 109.218M� as is suggested by Liu et al. (2016,
their table 1), calculated with the galaxy-mass–central-velocity-
dispersion relation given using Thomas et al. (2005, their eq. 2).
The [Mg/Fe]–Mdyn relation given by Thomas et al. (2005) has a
higher [Mg/Fe] value of about 0.05 dex than the relation given
by the galaxies in Arrigoni et al. (2010) their table B1 (see the
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Fig. 3. The [Z/X], [Mg/Fe], and age of the E galaxies as a function of
their dynamical masses. The grey circles are observed galaxies from
Arrigoni et al. (2010) with typical uncertainty shown at the lower right
corner of each panel. The solid and dashed lines are, respectively, the
mean and standard deviation of the observational constraints. The lines
in the upper panel are given by Arrigoni et al. (2010) and smoothed
by Yan et al. (2019a). The mean relation for the middle panel follows
Thomas et al. (2005) while the standard deviation of the relation follows
Liu et al. (2016). The points and triangles are the resulting Mdyn, [Z/X],
and [Mg/Fe] values of our fiducial galaxy models adopting the IGIMF
theory and a constant overall SNIa realisation parameter defined in Sec-
tion 2.2. The triangles are models with log10(ψ̄δt) = 0 while the points
are models with other SFRs. The red and the blue dots are models with
a SFT τSF ≥ 1 Gyr and τSF < 1 Gyr, respectively. The darker enhanced
colour are models with a higher gconv (defined in Section 4).

solid line and the grey circles in Fig. 3). We adopt the Thomas
et al. (2005) relation, because it is supported by the more re-
cent and complete study by Liu et al. (2016) and this choice is
consistent with our previous study (Yan et al. 2019a). The stan-
dard deviation of [Mg/Fe], σMg/Fe, is 0.126 for galaxies with
Mdyn < 109.018M� and 0.064 for galaxies with Mdyn > 109.418M�
and a linear transition in between.

The age of the observed galaxies given in Arrigoni et al.
(2010, their table B1) has a large scatter, 6.3+4.7

−2.7 Gyr. There is
no strong correlation between the age and mass or abundance of
the galaxies as is shown by the lower panel of Fig. 3 although
Thomas et al. (2005) calculated that massive ETGs and ETGs in
high-density environments form earlier statistically, a.k.a., ‘ar-
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chaeological downsizing’. We neglect the age difference of these
galaxies and evolve all our modelled galaxies to 14 Gyr for sim-
plicity. Assuming a different galaxy age for each galaxy or all
the galaxies would not affect our conclusions because the mod-
elled galaxies are assumed to have quenched their star formation
completely. The properties of their stellar population would not
have any significant change after the quenching.

These observational relations are derived from the ETG
database but since elliptical and lenticular galaxies follow simi-
lar [Z/X]–Mdyn and [Mg/Fe]–Mdyn relations (cf. Gallazzi et al.
2005; Zhu et al. 2010; Camps-Fariña et al. 2021) the difference
of galaxy type is unlikely to affect our conclusions, although a
follow-up study distinguishing galaxy types would be valuable.

4. Method

Here we explain how the GalIMF code is used to constrain the
SFTs of galaxies following the same method as in Yan et al.
(2019a). In short, there are three input parameters that describe
the gas supply and SFH of a galaxy and there are three outputs
after running the code that describe the mass and metal abun-
dance of this galaxy after 14 Gyr. The output is compared with
the observational values to evaluate the likelihood of the input
parameters.

The chemical evolution of a set of different galaxies with dif-
ferent combinations of input parameters is calculated. Follow-
ing Yan et al. (2019b) and Yan et al. (2019a), the SFHs of the
E galaxies are assumed to have a constant SFR, ψ̄δt, over a cer-
tain SFT, τSF. A low level of star formation has been found com-
mon in "quenched" galaxies (de Lorenzo-Cáceres et al. 2020).
This could be the cause of the large scatter of the observed abun-
dance but does not have a significant effect on our results be-
cause we focus on the smoothed mean relation of galaxies. In
addition, Salvador-Rusiñol et al. (2020) find only a percent of
stellar mass to have been added to ETGs during the past 2 Gyr
(see also Kroupa et al. 2020b for an in-depth discussion of ETG
assembly in connection to the formation of supermassive black
holes). The third input parameter is the gas-conversion param-
eter, gconv, defined as the ratio between the accumulated stellar
mass (total mass of stars ever formed in a galaxy) and initial-gas
mass (total gas supply since the model assumes no galactic gas
in-/out-flow). By adjusting the amount of initial gas supply for
the same SFH, different gconv values are tested. The input param-
eters for our fiducial SNIa model take the values of: gconv = 0.05,
0.1, 0.2, 0.4, or 0.8, log10(ψ̄δt[M�/yr]) = -1.0, 0, 1.0, ..., or 4.0,
and τSF = 0.05, 0.2, 0.5, 0.75, 1, 1.25, 1.5, 1.75, 2, 2.25, 2.5,
2.75, 3, 3.5, or 4 [Gyr]. In total, 5 × 6 × 15 = 450 galaxy models
are calculated. The other models discussed in Section 5.2.2 are
similar but focus on different parameter ranges.

All galaxies are evolved to 14 Gyr for comparison with the
observations because the evolution of the mean stellar properties
later than 1 Gyr after cessation of star formation for a galaxy is
negligible. Therefore, the applied timesteps for each model are
0.01, 0.02, ..., τSF − 0.01, τSF, and 14 [Gyr]. The resulting galac-
tic stellar plus remnant mass, Mdyn, mean stellar metallicity, and
mean stellar [Mg/Fe] for the model galaxies with every combina-
tion of the input parameters are calculated and plotted in Fig. 3.
Then the results are interpolated in 3D for the three parameters
(gconv, ψ̄δt, and τSF) and compared with the mean observational
values of galaxies with the same mass.

The goodness of the fit for each galaxy model is calculated
as

p(gconv, τSF) = pZ/X × pMg/Fe,

pZ/X =

1 − erf
[
([Z/X]obs − [Z/X]mod(gconv, τSF)) /σZ/X/

√
2
]
,

pMg/Fe =

1 − erf
[(

[Mg/Fe]obs − [Mg/Fe]mod(gconv, τSF)
)
/σMg/Fe/

√
2
]
,

(17)

where [Z/X]obs and [Mg/Fe]obs are the mean observational val-
ues and the σ stands for the standard deviation of the element
abundance ratios for different galaxies for a given mass (see Yan
et al. 2019a). For each Mdyn and τSF, the highest p value with
any gconv is calculated and shown in Figs 4 and 7. Then the τSF
with the highest possible p for a given Mdyn indicates the mean
SFT for the elliptical galaxies with the mass Mdyn.

Finally, we modify the default assumptions in the GalIMF
code, including the IMF and SNIa formulation to study their ef-
fects on the results. That is, we calculate a galaxy model grid for
each set of IMF/SNIa assumptions.

5. Results

In Section 5.1 the results obtained by applying an invariant
canonical IMF for all galaxies are documented. This serves as
a bench-mark model-set for the more realistic case documented
in Section 5.2 where the galaxy-wide IMF changes with chang-
ing conditions as is calculable self-consistently (from the time-
dependent SFR and metallicity) using the IGIMF theory.

5.1. The canonical IMF

5.1.1. The canonical IMF and invariant SNIa production
efficiency

We have explored the possible τSF–Mdyn relations in Yan et al.
(2019a) assuming the invariant canonical gwIMF. The results
are plotted in Fig. 4 as dotted yellow lines along with the es-
timates given by Pipino & Matteucci (2004) and Thomas et al.
(2005). The blue dotted line is from Thomas et al. (2005). It as-
sumes a constant total-star-to-gas-mass fraction, gconv, in their
galaxy chemical evolution model and takes into account only
the [Mg/Fe] constraints. On the other hand, Pipino & Matteucci
(2004, blue triangles) and Yan et al. (2019a, yellow dotted lines)
adopt a flexible total-star-to-gas-mass fraction and fit simultane-
ously the stellar [Mg/Fe] and the metallicity, resulting in steeper
relations.

These results, constrained by the chemical abundance of the
galaxies, suggest shorter SFTs than the timescale estimated by
the SPS studies (de La Rosa et al. 2011; McDermid et al. 2015).
As is mentioned in Section 1, the cosmological hydrodynamical
simulations of galaxy formation taking into account a realistic
gas recycling time also have difficulty in reproducing the stellar
[Mg/Fe] and metallicity of the most massive galaxies when as-
suming the canonical universal IMF. The short SFT for the most
massive E galaxies suggested by their high [Mg/Fe] value may
be relaxed if they have a top-heavy IMF or there are fewer SNIa
in these galaxies.

Article number, page 7 of 17



A&A proofs: manuscript no. main

5.1.2. The canonical IMF and variable SNIa production
efficiency

To have a longer SFT (more SNIa explosion and iron produced
during the star formation) for the same observed [Mg/Fe] of mas-
sive ETGs, a lower SNIa production efficiency would be required
assuming an invariant IMF. This scenario contradicts the expec-
tation that massive galaxies that formed more massive clusters
should have formed more hard WD–WD and WD–stellar bina-
ries and, therefore, should have more SNIa explosions (Shara
& Hurley 2002). This has led us to consider the observationally
motivated variation of the gwIMF, as described in Section 5.2.

5.2. The IGIMF theory

It is always possible to fit the observed galactic abundance if
one is allowed to fine-tune the gwIMF formulation with no con-
straints. However, one needs to follow the observed IMF vari-
ation of the resolved stellar populations, i.e., the gwIMF is not
arbitrary. The here applied IGIMF formulation (Section 2.1) is
determined by the empirically deduced IMF and ECMF varia-
tions and the calculated gwIMF automatically emerges and hap-
pens to be consistent with the observed gwIMF of vastly differ-
ent systems.

5.2.1. The IGIMF theory and the fiducial SNIa model

For the fiducial SNIa model, we assume the parameters Bbin and
CIa in Eq. 15 to be invariant, i.e., SNIa production efficiency de-
pends only on the gwIMF but not the star formation environ-
ment. Then, there is only the one unknown overall SNIa real-
isation parameter in Eq. 13, i.e., Bbin(ψ0) · CIa(ψ0), which can
be determined by Eq. 16. Under this assumption, the number of
SNIa is only affected by the shape of the gwIMF (through the
ξ related parameters in Eq. 15) but not directly by the physical
condition (density and metallicity) of the star formation cloud.

The resulting [Z/X]–Mdyn and [Mg/Fe]–Mdyn relations of our
galaxy models adopting the IGIMF theory with different combi-
nations of input ψ̄δt, τSF, and gconv (detailed in Section 4) are
plotted in Fig. 3. Comparing the results with different input pa-
rameters shown by the different symbols (see e.g. the middle
panel, the 6 nearly vertical sequences of galaxy model results,
from left to right, are models with log10(ψ̄δt) = -1.0, 0, 1.0, ...,
or 4.0), it appears that the SFR is the main factor for establish-
ing the resulting galaxy mass. Darker points have a higher gconv,
i.e., more stellar mass formed per unit primordial gas provided.
Thus, the gconv value dominates the [Z/X] variation as is shown
by the top panel. The change of SFT from 0.05 to 4 Gyr results
in the galaxy model groups from the top to the bottom in the
middle panel of Fig. 3, where the models with τSF ≥ 1 Gyr are
plotted in red symbols, and this change dominates the [Mg/Fe]
variation.

The likelihoods of different SFTs for each galaxy mass are
calculated according to Eq. 17 and shown in Fig. 4 by the colour
map. The best-fit SFT values (shown as the yellow ridgeline) are
longer for more massive galaxies because they have top-heavier
gwIMFs that lead to a larger production of magnesium. A power-
law function representing the yellow ridgeline in Fig. 4, show by
the black dotted line, is given by

τSF [Gyr] = 0.003 · (Mdyn/M�)0.3, (18)

for a set of galaxies with a Mdyn above 108.3 M�, although there
is only one galaxy in the data set with a mass below 109 M�
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Fig. 4. τSF as a function of Mdyn. The colour bar indicates the good-
ness of the fit, p(gconv, τSF) (Eq. 17) for our fiducial SNIa model. For
a given mass and SFT, τSF, any star-to-gas-mass fraction, gconv, is al-
lowed. The most likely SFT for a given galaxy mass is indicated by
the yellow ridgeline. The black dotted curve (Eq. 18) is a power-law
fit of the yellow ridgeline. The red dashed curve and the red dash-
dotted curve (Eq. 19) are the SFT constrained by SPS studies by de La
Rosa et al. (2011) and McDermid et al. (2015), respectively. As is intro-
duced in Section 1, The SFT suggested by chemical evolution studies
assuming the invariant canonical gwIMF performed by Pipino & Mat-
teucci (2004) and Thomas et al. (2005) are shown by the blue triangles
and blue dotted curve, respectively. The lower and upper yellow dotted
curves correspond, respectively, to polynomial regressions of the yellow
ridgelines in figure 5 and 7 of Yan et al. (2019a), derived using invariant
canonical gwIMF. The mass ranges of the coloured curves are limited
by the mass ranges of the galaxy data sets they are based on.

(see Fig. 3). This resulting relation is not consistent with the re-
lations suggested by the independent SPS studies shown by the
red dashed and red dash-dot lines given by de La Rosa et al.
(2011) and McDermid et al. (2015), respectively. For example,
in combination with eq. 3 of Thomas et al. (2005), McDermid
et al. (2015, their eq. 3) suggests

τSF [Gyr] = 49 · (Mdyn/M�)−0.14, (19)

for a set of galaxies with a Mdyn between about 109.8 and
1012 M�. This relation is shown as the red dash-dotted curve in
Fig. 4, 7, and 8. However, as shown next, taking into account that
more massive E galaxies are likely to have formed more massive
and dense star-burst clusters which produce a larger fraction of
SNIa-progenitor binaries per star (Shara & Hurley 2002), it is
possible to obtain consistent results.

5.2.2. The IGIMF theory and a boosted SNIa production
efficiency for high-SFR galaxies

We define an SNIa realisation renormalization parameter,
κIa(ψ̄δt), which represents the variation of the overall SNIa reali-
sation parameter (the terms independent from the IMF in Eq. 15)
as a function of the galaxy-wide SFR,

κIa(ψ̄δt) =
Bbin(ψ̄δt) ·CIa(ψ̄δt)
Bbin(ψ0) ·CIa(ψ0)

, (20)
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Fig. 5. The SNIa realisation renormalization parameter, κIa defined in
Eq. 20, as a function of the galaxy-wide SFR, ψ̄δt. Three different mod-
els are tested and the corresponding best fit SFT–galaxy-mass relations
are shown in Fig. 4, 7, and B.1 for the fiducial model (dotted line), er-
ror function model (solid line), and power-law function model (dashed
line), respectively. The error function model, formulated in Eq. 21, best
reproduces the observed ETGs.

where the constant Bbin(ψ0) · CIa(ψ0) is calibrated by reproduc-
ing this value for a single stellar population with the canonical
Kroupa (2001) IMF while the variable Bbin(ψ̄δt) · CIa(ψ̄δt) can
become larger in massive galaxies, as mentioned in Section 2.2.

Through trial and error, we find that assuming the error func-
tion

κIa(ψ̄δt) = 1.75 + 0.75 · erf[log10(ψ̄δt) · 1.25 − 2], (21)

where erf stands for the Gauss error function (the solid curve
in Fig. 5) leads to a result (the yellow ridgeline in Fig. 7) that
roughly fits the τSF,SPS–Mdyn relation suggested by McDermid
et al. (2015). The SNIa production efficiency is boosted by
κ = 2.5 for the most massive ellipticals compared to the un-
changed value of κ = 1 for the low-mass galaxies. This increases
the number of SNIa per stellar mass formed for high-SFR galax-
ies as is shown in Fig. 6 in comparison with Fig. 2, and therefore,
it decreases their SFT estimation. The significantly increased
SNIa production efficiency of the high-SFR galaxies shown in
Fig. 6 are consistent with the observational findings that the SNIa
production efficiency in galaxy clusters (red regions in Fig. 6),
which host massive ETGs, is only 2 to 3 times higher than for
field galaxies (green regions in Fig. 6, see e.g. Friedmann &
Maoz 2018; Freundlich & Maoz 2021) because the high-SFR
galaxies have an overall metal-rich stellar population, leverag-
ing down the nIa(t = 10 Gyr) value.

Fig. 7 shows the resulting τSF–Mdyn relation for the error
function model. The E galaxies with mass smaller than about
109.5M� have a most-likely SFT that is shorter for lower-mass
galaxies, following the same black dotted curve as in Fig. 4, i.e.,
Eq. 18. This could arise because low-mass galaxies have a shal-
lower potential and lose their gas supply more easily. Although
the SFT for individual dwarf ellipticals can have a large scatter
(cf. Fig. 3), our result is in good agreement with the indepen-
dent SFT estimations for the ultra-diffuse galaxy Dragonfly 44
(Haghi et al. 2019) using the SPS method and for the ultra-faint
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Fig. 6. The 10 Gyr time-integrated number of SNIa per unit stellar mass
formed for the error function model. Same as Fig. 2 but here the calcu-
lation assumes the variable κIa–ψ̄δt relation defined by Eq. 21 and shown
by the solid curve in Fig. 5 instead of a constant overall SNIa realisation
parameter (the dotted line in Fig. 5).

dwarf galaxy Boötes I (Yan et al. 2020) analysing the chemi-
cal enrichment history of the galaxy, both finding a SFT less
than 1 Gyr. On the other hand, E galaxies with masses larger
than about 109.5M� have SFT values that are shorter with in-
creasing Mdyn, following the relation suggested by McDermid
et al. (2015), i.e., Eq. 19. These massive galaxies are likely reg-
ulated by the gas collapsing timescale. As a result, the highest
SFT is reached for galaxies with about 109.5M�. We note that
the galaxy mass reaching the peak SFT can be smaller if κ is
lower than 1 for low-SFR galaxies. It is possible to further fine-
tune the κIa(ψ̄δt) function to adjust the resulting τSF–Mdyn rela-
tion, which we do not do considering the substantial computa-
tional cost. The short SFT for low-mass galaxies is concluded
here due to a top-light gwIMF for the low-SFR galaxies, in dis-
tinct difference from the conclusions reached by Thomas et al.
(2005) and Yan et al. (2019a) assuming the invariant canonical
IMF and the closed-box chemical evolution model. However, the
very top-light gwIMF of the present-day low-SFR galaxies (Lee
et al. 2009, Pflamm-Altenburg et al. 2009, and Yan et al. 2017,
their fig. 6) may not represent the gwIMF of dwarf galaxies dur-
ing their formation. Dwarf galaxies can be perturbed and have
a more complex SFH than the monolithic collapse scenario as-
sumed here (see discussions in Section 6.3). With a fluctuated
SFR, the stellar population of the dwarf galaxies are formed with
a higher instantaneous SFR, ψ̄δt, than the mean SFR over the
same SFT, leading to a less top-light gwIMF and a longer derived
SFT (cf. Section 6.5). In other words, for an isolated E galaxy,
the difference between its real SFT and the calculated SFT using
its abundance constraints and a constant SFR assumption indi-
cates how fluctuated its SFR is.

In addition, we explore the possibility that the SNIa pro-
duction efficiency for high SFR galaxies continuous to increase
following a power-law relation. In the case of the power-law
function model shown by the dashed curve in Fig. 5, we adopt
κIa(ψ̄δt) = 0.8 + 0.2 · ψ̄0.38

δt , which is similar to Eq. 21 out to
log10(ψ̄δt) ≈ 2. The best-fit SFTs for the massive galaxies are
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Fig. 7. τSF as a function of Mdyn for the error function model. Same as
Fig. 4 but the results shown by the colour map adopt the variable κIa(ψ̄δt)
defined by Eq. 21 and shown by the solid curve in Fig. 5. The best-fit
solutions (the yellow ridge line) for different Mdyn can be described by
two relations, i.e., the black dotted curve (Eq. 18) for Mdyn < 109.5 M�
and the red dash-dotted curve (Eq. 19) for Mdyn > 109.8 M�.

much shorter and do not fit with the SPS constraints. This is
shown by Fig B.1 in the Appendix.

We note again that applying the same method of tuning the
κIa(ψ̄δt) function under the assumption that the gwIMF is the in-
variant canonical IMF does not result in a meaningful solution.
Assuming an invariant canonical IMF suggests shorter SFT val-
ues for more massive galaxies and/or longer SFTs for low-mass
ellipticals, thus requiring a lower κIa for massive galaxies and/or
larger κIa for low-mass galaxies to fit the SFT estimated by the
SPS studies. This contradicts the expectation that massive galax-
ies with a more intense star formation activity should have a
higher chance to form hard WD–WD and WD–stellar binary sys-
tems and SNIa events through the stellar-dynamical processing
of binaries in massive star clusters which cannot form in galaxies
with small SFRs.

The SFT, SFR, gas-conversion parameter, and dynamical-to-
stellar mass ratio of our best-fit models are shown in Fig. 8. We
find that roughly the same fraction of gas is consumed in our
error function SNIa model (Eq. 21) for galaxies with all differ-
ent masses (the panel for gconv), being similar to the consumption
fraction in embedded star clusters (Section 2.1), indicating a uni-
versal star-formation efficiency of about 1/3rd for monolithically
(free-fall collapse) formed systems. We note that the wiggles are
caused by the interpolation of the results from a limited number
of galaxy models. Other than the wiggles, the ratios of dynami-
cal mass and stellar mass, Mdyn/M∗, are higher for more massive
galaxies because they have a more top-heavy gwIMF and more
stellar remnants. However, this result still needs to be translated
to mass-to-light ratio, Mdyn/LV, to compare with the observa-
tion. The difference between the Mdyn/LV values of massive and
low-mass galaxies is even larger than the difference between the
Mdyn/M∗ values. This is because massive galaxies are also more
metal-rich and subsequently have a more bottom-heavy gwIMF
while the additional low-mass stars barely contribute to the V-
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Fig. 8. The SFT, SFR, gas-conversion parameter, and dynamical-mass-
to-stellar mass ratio of our best-fit model, from the top to the bottom
panel, for the error function model. The solid black line in the top panel
is the same as the yellow ridgeline of Fig. 7. The black dotted and the
red dash-dotted curves in the top panel follow the same relation as in
Fig. 7, described by Eq. 18 and 19, respectively. The thin horizontal
lines indicates gconv values applied in our galaxy model (see Section 4)
where gconv ≈ 1/3 is about the star-formation efficiency found for em-
bedded star clusters (Section 2.1).

band galaxy luminosity. A detailed discussion of this is given in
Section 6.1.

6. Discussion

6.1. Mass-to-light ratio

We explore the V-band dynamical mass-to-light values,
Mdyn/LV, of the best-fit models described in Section 5.2.2. To
simplify the calculation, we apply a simple-population approx-
imation which assumes that all the stars in a galaxy have the
same age and metallicity, where the gwIMF of the galaxy is
calculated with the best-fit SFR (second panel of Fig. 8) and
the observed mean stellar metallicity (upper panel of Fig. 3).
The simple-population gwIMFs of a few galaxies with different
masses are shown in Fig 9. The Mdyn/LV value of a galaxy can be
calculated for these gwIMFs for a given age. We apply t = 3.6,
6.3, and 11 Gyr corresponding to the mean and standard devia-
tion of the estimated galaxy ages of the observed galaxy popu-
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Fig. 9. The gwIMFs, defined in Eq. 12, for the best-fit galaxies of our
error function model (Eq. 21) with masses log10(Mdyn/M�) = 8.5, 9.0,
9.5, ..., 11.5, and 11.9 from the bottom to the top line. The galaxies with
log10(Mdyn/M�) = 8.5, 9.5, and 11.9 are highlighted by the green, blue,
and red colour, respectively. The galactic SFRs (lgψ ≡ log10ψ̄δt[M�/yr])
of these models are given by the legend in units of M�/yr. The red
gwIMF has an approximated α3 of about 1.2 although the top-part of
the IGIMF no longer preserves a power law form.

lation (see Section 3). Since in the GalIMF code, the luminosity
is calculated using the main-sequence stellar luminosities only,
as described by Yan et al. (2019b, their eq. 1), the real galactic
luminosity would be systematically higher due to the AGB stars
such that the Mdyn/LV ratios would be lower than the calculation
described here. Therefore, we divide the Mdyn/LV ratios by the
same factor of 1.425 for all galaxies to normalize the Mdyn/LV

values such that the galaxy with a mass of Mdyn = 109.5M� has
Mdyn/LV = 3 in Solar units. The E-MILES stellar population
model (Vazdekis et al. 2016) combined with the GalIMF code
will be applied to give more accurate Mdyn/LV values in the near
future. The results are shown and compared with the mass-to-
light ratios from direct observations in Fig. 10. The agreement
is remarkable: the here computed best-fit models follow the data
trend very well with the implication that the masses of the most-
massive E galaxies are significantly dominated by faint M dwarfs
as well as with stellar remnants in agreement with the spectro-
scopic studies (see discussion in Loubser et al. 2021 and ref-
erences therein). These massive galaxies have higher Mdyn/LV
values due to the fact that their bulk super-solar metallicity leads
to a bulk bottom-heavy gwIMF as is shown by the red line in
Fig 9.

Unlike the gwIMF calculated here using the simple-
population approximation and the observed mean stellar metal-
licity, the real gwIMF evolves through each star formation
epoch. At the onset of the formation of all galaxies, the gwIMFs
were all similarly bottom-light with a top-heaviness which de-
pends on the SFR with the gwIMF becoming bottom-heavier
as the metallicity of the galaxy increases. For example, Fig. 11
plots the gwIMF for each 10 Myr star formation epoch and
also for the integrated gwIMF of all star formation epochs,
i.e., a time-integrated gwIMF (TIgwIMF) for a galaxy with
log10(ψ̄δt[M�/yr]) = 3.4468, τSF = 1.19 Gyr, gconv = 0.1898,
[Z/X](t = 0) = −6, and a final mass of 1011.9 M�, correspond-
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Fig. 10. The normalized dynamical-mass-to-light ratio as a function of
the dynamical mass of the galaxies (the grey circles are observational
data given by Dabringhausen & Fellhauer 2016, DF16) at different
galactic ages (denoted by the legend). The green, blue, and red points,
i.e., galaxies with a final mass of Mdyn = 108.5, 109.5, and 1011.9 M� are
calculated with the gwIMF of the same colour given in Fig. 9.

ing to the high-SFR red gwIMF in Fig. 9. The TIgwIMF for
an evolved stellar population with different ages reproduces the
gwIMF calculated using the observed mean stellar metallicity
well, indicating that it is valid to calculate Mdyn/LV with the
simple-population approximation. Similarly, the TIgwIMFs for
galaxies with a mass of 108.5 or 109.5 M� are shown in Fig. C.1
and C.2, respectively, in the Appendix. Their TIgwIMFs are sim-
ilar to the canonical IMF, leading to a standard Mdyn/LV value.
We refer the reader to Dabringhausen et al. (2016) and Dabring-
hausen (2019) for further analysis of the dynamical mass to light
ratios of ETGs within the IGIMF framework.

6.2. Stellar yield tables

The estimated SFT for a galaxy with a given mass depends sen-
sitively on the adopted stellar yield table. But since the yield is
applied to all galaxies uniformly, the general trend (the slope) of
the τSF–Mdyn relation and the scientific conclusions remain the
same. We have tested that the effect of applying a different yield
table on the resulting τSF–Mdyn relation is similar to having a
uniform bias of the observed galactic metal abundance. This has
been demonstrated in our previous work (Yan et al. 2019a, their
section 5.1).

6.3. The application of closed-box models

The closed-box modelling approach has the advantage that a
large range of parameters (e.g. the galaxy mass, formation time-
scale, gwIMF properties) is computationally reachable, while
cosmological hydrodynamical galaxy-formation models with
star formation and feedback processes are computationally too
costly to allow a comprehensive investigation of parameter-
space.

The observations of E galaxies have shown that in-situ star
formation contributes a large fraction of the stellar population
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Fig. 11. The gwIMF, defined in Eq. 12, of each 10 Myr star forma-
tion epoch (thin lines) and the time-integrated gwIMF for all formation
epochs, TIgwIMF, for a galaxy with a final mass of Mdyn = 1011.9 M�.
This TIgwIMF corresponds to the red model in Fig. 10. The correspond-
ing approximating simple-population IGIMF model is shown in Fig. 9
as a red line. The gwIMF for the first and the last star formation epoch
are highlighted by slightly thicker lines. The canonical IMF as given
by Kroupa (2001) and the power-law IMF given by Salpeter (1955) are
shown as the red-dotted and blue-dashed lines, respectively.

while galaxy mergers are invoked to gradually increase the size
and the mass of the most massive E galaxies over a long period
of time, building up the outer regions of the galaxies (Renzini
2006; Oser et al. 2010; Navarro-González et al. 2013; McDermid
et al. 2015; Ferré-Mateu et al. 2015; Martín-Navarro et al. 2018;
Martín-Navarro et al. 2019b; Zibetti et al. 2020; Lacerna et al.
2020, for a discussion see section 8.2 in Kroupa et al. 2020b).
Since the timescale for most of the stars to form is short, the
amount of galactic gas inflow and/or outflow cannot be signifi-
cant to strongly affect the abundances of these stars (section 5.1
in Yan et al. 2019b). For this reason, the central region of gi-
ant ellipticals can be reasonably approximated by the closed-box
model with neither galactic in- nor outflow (Matteucci 2012).

On the other hand, the theory of standard-dark-matter-based
cosmology predicts that more massive galaxies form from more
mergers instead of the in-situ star formation described by the
closed-box model (e.g. Moster et al. 2020), in conflict with the
observational studies. Reproducing the abundance scaling rela-
tions within the hierarchical galaxy formation framework has
long been a problem. By tuning the star formation and feed-
back parameters, it has been shown possible for the simulated
galaxies to broadly fulfil the observed mass–metallicity relation
for galaxies at different redshifts and also the radial metallic-
ity gradient of resolved galaxies (Hirschmann et al. 2016; Tor-
rey et al. 2018, 2019; Hemler et al. 2020). But the reproduction
for the most massive galaxies is not entirely satisfactory. The
observed Mdyn–stellar-metallicity relation has a higher metallic-
ity and a smaller scatter of the metallicity value for the more
massive galaxies, which is not seen in the simulations (e.g. the
comparison between observed and predicted relation in Arrigoni
et al. 2010, their fig. 7 and Barber et al. 2018, top panel of their
fig. 11). In addition, the α-enhancement abundances of the mas-
sive galaxies are not simultaneously reproduced with the metal-

enhancement (Okamoto et al. 2017; De Lucia et al. 2017; Rosito
et al. 2019). This turns out to be a tricky problem requiring non-
canonical solutions including a non-canonical IMF (Nagashima
et al. 2005; Calura & Menci 2009; Arrigoni et al. 2010; Gargiulo
et al. 2015; Fontanot et al. 2017; Barber et al. 2018; Gutcke &
Springel 2019), non-canonical SNIa incidence (Arrigoni et al.
2010), non-canonical stellar yields (see Section 6.4), or differ-
ential galaxy winds (Yates et al. 2013). Hence, the hierarchical
formation scenario appears to need further tuning and parameter-
addition of the baryonic physics parameters.

Even if the merger scenario for more massive galaxies is
correct, it does not necessarily disqualify the closed-box galaxy
chemical evolution models. The satellite galaxies that merged
into and contributed a large mass fraction to the massive galax-
ies should not have the same property as the low-mass galaxies
surviving to date and have undergone processing over a Hub-
ble time. Otherwise, the massive galaxies would not preserve
their unique higher metallicity. The merged satellite galaxies are
thought to have been more metal-rich than the central galaxies
of the same mass (Pasquali et al. 2010) since they have lived
in the vicinity of a massive galaxy or in a group of galaxies
with a higher total mass and are thus not isolated but subject to
the chemical enrichment of the entire gravitationally bound gas
cloud and/or galaxy group (Bahé et al. 2017) that later merged
into a single massive galaxy where the enriched galactic outflows
of each galaxy in the group are recycled back within the group.
In this sense, the closed-box approximation can broadly describe
the chemical evolution of the massive E galaxies when consid-
ering the entire progenitor galaxy group as a whole, while the
exact dynamical evolution and assembly history are not a con-
cern here. Certainly, this description is only an approximation
and not all galaxies can be well-represented by the closed-box
model. There have been observations of outliers with abnormal
abundance ratios unexpected by the closed-box model (e.g. the
iron-poor population documented in McDermid et al. 2015 and
Jafariyazani et al. 2020). Such galaxies can only be explained
by a more complicated formation scenario, for example, through
a larger amount of primordial gas inflow or other mechanisms
that modify the chemical abundance. Nevertheless, taken at face
value, the properties of ETGs are simplest and most concisely
understood through the monolithic post-Big-Bang gas-cloud col-
lapse theory for their origin (Kroupa et al. 2020b).

6.4. Alternative solutions assuming a canonical IMF

Can different gwIMF and/or different stellar yields, different
SNIa DTDs, gas mixing and expulsion physics, or a combina-
tion of these reproduce the observed chemical abundance ratios
of E galaxies as is introduced in Section 1? Thus, is it possible
that the most massive E galaxies reach their high mean stellar
[Mg/Fe] value with a SFT that is no shorter than about 1 Gyr
assuming that the gwIMF is invariant and canonical?

Let us first consider the possibility of a variable κIa as a func-
tion of galaxy mass or the SFR when the IMF is canonical and in-
variant: In order to reproduce the high [Mg/Fe] ratios of massive
E galaxies, smaller κIa values would be required and, therefore,
contradict the observation. For example, Arrigoni et al. (2010)
find, with the canonical and a slightly top-heavy gwIMF, that the
[α/Fe] values of massive galaxies require too low a SNIa produc-
tion efficiency which is hard to reconcile with the observed SNIa
rate of the star-forming galaxies. Also, the expectation that high-
density metal-rich star-forming regions in a massive E galaxy are
likely to have a higher fraction of short-period binary stars and
thus higher κIa values (Shara & Hurley 2002, Greggio 2005 their
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section 2 and references therein, and Friedmann & Maoz 2018).
Furthermore, if the bulk stellar population of E galaxies forms
through a monolithic collapse of a post-Big-Bang gas cloud, as is
suggested by much observational evidence and theoretical mod-
elling (Kroupa et al. 2020b and references therein), then these
galaxies would be forming extremely massive star-burst clusters
in-line with the observed extragalactic correlation between the
SFR and cluster masses (Weidner et al. 2004; Randriamanakoto
et al. 2013; Yan et al. 2017). As massive star-burst clusters are
SNIa factories (Shara & Hurley 2002) and given the above ar-
guments by Greggio (2005), it appears likely that κIa indeed in-
creases with increasing E galaxy mass. We show in Section 5.2.2
that κIa indeed needs to increase for the more massive E galaxies
under the framework of the IGIMF theory.

The other solutions include a more efficient loss of the el-
ements produced by SNIa than those produced by type II su-
pernovae. This could help to increase the galactic [Mg/Fe] val-
ues, allowing for longer SFT values. However, such a supernova-
type-dependent wind would be more prominent in dwarf galax-
ies which have shallower potential wells (Recchi et al. 2001)
than for the massive galaxies. Given the large E galaxy masses,
here we apply the closed-box model and neglect any galactic
winds. Also, the stellar yields may change if the average stellar
rotation speed differs in different galaxies due to, for example, a
difference in the stellar metallicity (Romano et al. 2019, 2020).
This possibility requires further investigation.

6.5. Comparison with the SFTs estimated with other
methods

The downsizing behaviour of galaxy formation is supported in-
dependently by dynamical simulations (Wong 2009; Joshi et al.
2021; Eappen et al. 2021), chemical evolution models (Thomas
et al. 2005, 2010), and SPS studies (de La Rosa et al. 2011; Mc-
Dermid et al. 2015). However, it is not trivial to confirm or fal-
sify the here estimated τSF–Mdyn relation (the yellow ridgeline in
Fig. 7) using different methods since no observation of the SFH
is direct and there is a large systematic uncertainty related to all
the methods.

For example, the chemical evolution models in this study as-
sume a perfect galaxy with no gas flows, a constant SFR during
the star formation epoch, and zero SFR before and after that.
These approximations are likely to be valid only for massive
E galaxies. The observation of dwarf galaxies with a low total
stellar luminosity can be significantly dominated by their most
recent star formation from a gas reservoir polluted by the local
environment, invalidating our model assumptions. In addition,
as mentioned in Section. 5.2.2, the real fluctuating SFR in dwarf
galaxies rather than the assumed smooth SFH would lead to a
more top-heavy gwIMF, and therefore to a higher estimated SFT
than our results shown in Fig. 7.

The SFTs suggested by the SPS studies, such as by McDer-
mid et al. (2015), are subject to the assumed stellar population
model, dust attenuation law, and ad hoc preference on a smooth
SFH. The assumed gwIMF and stellar abundance ratios of differ-
ent stellar populations being synthesised are prior assumptions
that introduce biases to the resulting SFH. Due to the degenerate
nature of inferring the SFH from the integrated galaxy light, the
solution is not unique (Young et al. 2014; Aufort et al. 2020).
The SPS method is not able to detect strong short-term fluctu-
ations and the resulting SFH is strongly affected by the prior
assumed SFH shape and/or smoothness constraints (McDermid
et al. 2015; Iyer & Gawiser 2017; Carnall et al. 2018, 2019; Leja
et al. 2019; Iyer et al. 2019; Lower et al. 2020; Tacchella et al.

2021). With higher SFRs extending for shorter times, the total
stellar mass formed with the same age and metallicity is pre-
served while the gwIMF can be very different if it depends on
the star formation intensity as is suggested by the IGIMF the-
ory (Section 2.1). As mentioned in Yan et al. (2019a), with non-
unique SPS solutions, there is no guarantee that the preferred so-
lution (imposed by the prior) reproduces the observed abundance
in a self-consistent chemical evolution simulation (see Bellstedt
et al. 2020 as a first step to consider the SPS and the metal-
evolution of the galaxy consistently).

The SFH measurements would be much more reliable and
encouraging if the estimations from all different methods would
be consistent with each other. More recent studies of high-
redshift galaxies by Saracco et al. (2019) broadly agree with the
downsizing relation suggested by McDermid et al. (2015). Inde-
pendent methods such as measuring the SFH with pixel colour-
magnitude diagrams (CMD, Cook et al. 2019) could also be
helpful supplementary evidence supporting the downsizing SFH
of massive ETGs. The uncertainty of such a method is large, but
better-resolved pixel CMD images have the potential to reveal
the SFH fluctuations that are hidden in integrated-light observa-
tions. Larger future observational platforms are likely to improve
our understanding of the assembly of ETGs.

With the consensus that the SFT of massive ETGs should
be longer than about 1 Gyr, we are able to robustly exclude the
canonical invariant IMF model in Yan et al. (2019a). We demon-
strate in this work that an agreement between the estimate of the
SFTs of massive ETGs using the SPS method on the one hand
side and chemical evolution studies on the other can be achieved
if the IGIMF theory is applied (Fig. 7). The required higher SNIa
production efficiency for massive ETGs (Fig. 6) agrees beauti-
fully with the independent theoretical expectation (Shara & Hur-
ley 2002) and observation (Freundlich & Maoz 2021) for the first
time. On the other hand, the SFHs of dwarf galaxies which have
much shallower potentials, non-canonical gwIMFs, and dust is
harder to determine. We avoid fine-tuning our model or to in-
troduce additional model parameters. At face value, our study
suggests a short SFT for the typical early-type dwarf galaxies.

7. Conclusion

In this work, we adopt for the first time an environment-
dependent IMF, that is, the IGIMF theory, in our galaxy chemical
evolution model, GalIMF, to estimate the formation timescale
of E galaxies using both stellar mean metallicity and [Mg/Fe]
constrains. The IMF changes as a consequence of the chang-
ing metallicity and SFR of the galaxy, which in turn affects the
chemical enrichment. In Eq. 15, we formulate how the total num-
ber of SNIa per unit mass of stars formed, NIa, should vary with
the IMF shape. The results assuming an invariant overall SNIa
realisation parameter, i.e., our fiducial SNIa model, are shown in
Fig. 2, accounting for the observed large scatter of the observa-
tional estimates. A higher NIa is inferred for metal-poor galaxies
that have a bottom-light IMF. While a lower NIa is inferred for
low-SFR galaxies that have a top-light gwIMF.

The environment-dependent gwIMF affects the SFT eval-
uation significantly. The resulting SFT is longer for massive
E galaxies than the value estimated by the SPS studies. A nat-
ural explanation of this discrepancy is that the real total num-
ber of SNIa per stellar mass formed is higher for more massive
galaxies than the number estimated by the fiducial SNIa model
because they had more intense and denser star-forming activities.
A plausible 2.5 times increase of the overall SNIa realisation pa-
rameter for the most massive galaxies (the error function model
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shown in Fig. 5) as suggested by Friedmann & Maoz (2018) and
Freundlich & Maoz (2021) can resolve this discrepancy and fits
the SFT values obtained from SPS. This is consistent with mas-
sive galaxies having formed more massive star-burst clusters as
a consequence of their higher SFRs because such clusters are
factories for SNIa progenitors and are also relevant for the rapid
emergence of super-massive black holes (Shara & Hurley 2002;
Kroupa et al. 2020b). Future dynamical studies may be able to
further test this prediction with N-body simulations. On the other
hand, adopting the invariant canonical IMF in the galaxy chemi-
cal evolution model would not be able to reproduce these galaxy
SFTs and metal abundance constraints because such a model
would require a lower SNIa production efficiency for massive
galaxies than for low-mass galaxies.

The IGIMF theory with a more bottom-light gwIMF for the
low-SFR galaxy also suggests that the SFT of E galaxies should
decrease for lower mass galaxies. Considering that the SFT also
decreases for the most massive galaxies as is suggested by the
SPS studies, galaxies with a mass of about 109.5M� may have the
longest SFT (Fig. 8). This result implies that most stars in more
massive E galaxies were formed in a shorter post-Big-Bang gas-
cloud collapse timescale, with roughly the same fraction (1/3rd)
of gas converted to stars and a higher mass-to-light ratio, while
lower-mass galaxies tend to lose their gas supply and quench
star formation due to feedback in a shorter timescale. Examples
of this may be the ultra-diffuse galaxy Dragonfly 44 (Haghi et al.
2019) and ultra-faint dwarf galaxy Boötes I (Yan et al. 2020).

We conclude that the IGIMF theory along with an increased
production efficiency of SNIa for more massive E galaxies (de-
scribed by Eq. 15, 20, and 21) is able to explain the observed
stellar populations of E galaxies successfully, thereby also self-
consistently accounting for the large dynamical mass-to-light ra-
tios (Fig. 10) and the bottom-heavy stellar mass function in mas-
sive E galaxies. A noteworthy aspect of the theory of elliptical
galaxy formation and evolution arrived at here is that many ob-
served properties come together naturally and are in fact straight-
forwardly explained: the higher incidence of SNIa events in
galaxies that formed over the downsizing time with high SFRs,
the downsizing-implied systematic galaxy-wide IMF evolution
accounting for the metallicity and α-element enhancement and
the implied rapid formation of supermassive black holes (Kroupa
et al. 2020b), all are a consequence of the application of the
IGIMF theory to the monolithic collapse of post-Big-Bang gas
clouds (Eappen et al. 2021).
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Appendix A: SNIa production efficiency calculated
with different IGIMF formulations and SNIa
progenitor mass range

The SNIa production efficiency calculated with a different SNIa
progenitor mass range from 2 to 8 M� is shown in Fig. A.1.
The efficiency is higher for the low-mass metal-poor galaxies
compared to Fig. 2. Results are similar if the considered mass
ranges for the primary and the secondary star are different, e.g.,
from 3 to 8 M� and 1.5 to 8 M�, respectively (Fig. A.2).
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Fig. A.1. The 10 Gyr time-integrated number of SNIa per unit stellar
mass formed. Same as Fig. 2 but with a SNIa progenitor mass range
from 2 to 8 M� instead of 3 to 8 M�.
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Fig. A.2. The 10 Gyr time-integrated number of SNIa per unit stellar
mass formed. Same as Fig. 2 but with a SNIa progenitor mass range
from 3 to 8 M� for the primary star and 1.5 to 8 M� for the secondary
star instead of 3 to 8 M� for both stars.

Fig. A.3 to A.5 give the SNIa production efficiency calcu-
lated for the IGIMF1, IGIMF2, and IGIMF3 formulations as
summarised in Jeřábková et al. (2018, their table 3). Models
with different metallicity are overlapping in Fig. A.3 because the
IGIMF1 model is independent of metallicity.
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Fig. A.3. The 10 Gyr time-integrated number of SNIa per unit stellar
mass formed. Same as Fig. 2 but adopt the IGIMF1 model of Jeřábková
et al. (2018) instead of Eq. 4 and 5.

The IGIMF2 model has an invariant IMF for low-mass stars.
The IGIMF3 model has an IMF dependence on [Z] instead of Z
in Eq. 4 for low-mass stars.

The results shown in this section following Eq. 15 can be
used to exclude theories of how the IMF varies.
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Fig. A.4. The 10 Gyr time-integrated number of SNIa per unit stellar
mass formed. Same as Fig. 2 but adopt the IGIMF2 model of Jeřábková
et al. (2018) instead of Eq. 4 and 5.

Article number, page 16 of 17



Zhiqiang Yan et al.: SFTs for elliptical galaxies with an environment-dependent IMF and number of SNIa

4 2 0 2 4
log10(  [M /yr])

0.0000

0.0025

0.0050

0.0075

0.0100

0.0125

0.0150

0.0175

0.0200

n I
a(

t=
10

 G
yr

)

Canonical value
Volumetric studies
SNIa in galaxy clusters
[Z/X] = 0

0.3

0

-0.5

-1

-2

-6

[Z
/X

]
Fig. A.5. The 10 Gyr time-integrated number of SNIa per unit stellar
mass formed. Same as Fig. 2 but adopt the IGIMF3 model of Jeřábková
et al. (2018) instead of Eq. 4 and 5.

Appendix B: The power-law function model

Fig. B.1 shows the best-fit τSF as a function of Mdyn for the
power-law function model (see Fig. 5) by the yellow ridgeline.
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Fig. B.1. τSF as a function of Mdyn for the power-law function model.
Same as Fig. 4 but the results shown by the colour map adopt the power-
law κIa–ψ̄δt relation shown in Fig. 5.

Appendix C: The evolution of the gwIMFs

Fig. C.1 shows the gwIMF for each 10 Myr star formation
epoch and the TIgwIMF for a galaxy with log10(ψ̄δt[M�/yr]) =
−0.2693, τSF = 1.11 Gyr, gconv = 0.3204 and a final mass of
108.502 M�, corresponding to the lowest-SFR green gwIMF in
Fig. 9. Fig. C.2 shows the gwIMF for each 10 Myr star formation
epoch and the TIgwIMF for a galaxy with log10(ψ̄δt[M�/yr]) =

0.527, τSF = 1.88 Gyr, gconv = 0.2796 and a final mass of
109.4837 M�, corresponding to the blue gwIMF in Fig. 9.
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Fig. C.1. Same as Fig. 11 but for a galaxy with a final mass of
Mdyn ≈ 108.5 M�. This TIgwIMF is well represented by the green model
in Fig. 9.
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Fig. C.2. Same as Fig. 11 but for a galaxy with a final mass of Mdyn ≈

109.5 M�. This TIgwIMF is well approximated by the blue model in
Fig. 9.
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