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ABSTRACT

We propose an updated dust evolution model that focuses on the grain size distribution in a galaxy. We treat the galaxy as a
one-zone object and include five main processes (stellar dust production, dust destruction in supernova shocks, grain growth
by accretion and coagulation, and grain disruption by shattering). In this paper, we improve the predictions related to small
carbonaceous grains, which are responsible for the 2175 Å bump in the extinction curve and the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
(PAH) emission features in the dust emission spectral energy distribution (SED), both of which were underpredicted in our
previous model. In the new model, we hypothesize that small carbonaceous grains are not involved in interstellar processing.
This avoids small carbonaceous grains being lost by coagulation. We find that this hypothetical model shows a much better
match to the Milky Way (MW) extinction curve and dust emission SED than the previous one. The following two additional
modifications further make the fit to the MW dust emission SED better: (i) The chemical enrichment model is adjusted to
give a nearly solar metallicity in the present epoch, and the fraction of metals available for dust growth is limited to half. (ii)
Aromatization for small carbonaceous grains is efficient, so that the aromatic fraction is unity at grain radii . 20 Å. As a
consequence of our modelling, we succeed in obtaining a dust evolution model that explains the MW extinction curve and dust
emission SED at the same time.

Key words: dust, extinction – galaxies: evolution – galaxies: ISM – Galaxy: evolution – infrared: galaxies – ultraviolet: ISM.

1 INTRODUCTION

Dust grains in the interstellar medium (ISM) absorb and scatter ul-
traviolet (UV) and optical light and reprocess it in the infrared (IR).
The spectral energy distribution (SED) of a galaxy from UV to IR
wavelengths is thus actively shaped by dust extinction (absorption +
scattering) and reemission, depending on the dust opacity as a func-
tion of wavelength (e.g. da Cunha et al. 2008; Boquien et al. 2019;
Abdurro’uf et al. 2021). Thus, it is important to clarify how dust
interacts with radiation at various wavelengths.

The absorption and scattering cross-sections of dust depend on
the grain size distribution (distribution function of grain radius)
and composition (e.g. Désert et al. 1990; Li & Greenberg 1997;
Weingartner & Draine 2001). Some models, which aimed at con-
straining the grain size distribution and dust composition, have been
developed to account for the observed extinction curve (extinction
as a function of wavelength) and dust emission SED of the Milky
Way (MW; e.g. Dwek et al. 1997; Draine & Li 2001; Li & Draine
2001; Zubko et al. 2004; Compiègne et al. 2011; Jones et al. 2017).
These models prepare a set of dust materials (e.g. silicate, graphite,
and amorphous carbon), and choose the grain size distributions that
fit the observed extinction curve and/or the dust emission SED. The
models are also applied to nearby galaxies in order to extract the
information on dust properties (e.g. Li & Draine 2002; Draine & Li
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2007; Galliano et al. 2018; Relaño et al. 2020, 2022). All these mod-
els are useful not only to understand dust extinction and emission but
also to infer the dust composition and grain size distribution.

Although the dust properties in the MW and nearby galaxies have
been revealed by the above methods, it is yet to be clarified if the ob-
tained grain size distributions and grain compositions are explained
as a result of dust evolution in galaxies. It should be useful to clarify
what kind of information on dust evolution can be extracted from
the observed dust properties or the grain size distributions and com-
positions derived from observations. Indeed, O’Donnell & Mathis
(1997) made a pioneering effort of building up an evolution model
of grain size distribution for the purpose of explaining the observed
MW extinction curve.

There have been some theoretical models for the evolution of grain
size distribution in a galaxy. Asano et al. (2013) incorporated various
processes that affect the grain size distribution into a single frame-
work, and showed that the grain size distribution changes drastically
as the galaxy evolves. According to their model together with later
modified versions (Nozawa et al. 2015; Hirashita & Aoyama 2019),
the evolution of grain size distribution occurs in the following way. In
the early epoch, the dust abundance is dominated by stellar dust pro-
duction from supernovae (SNe) and asymptotic giant branch (AGB)
stars. As the ISM is enriched with metals and dust, the interplay
between shattering and accretion (dust growth by the accretion of
gas-phase metals) plays a significant role in increasing small grains.
In a later epoch when the metallicity is nearly solar, coagulation ef-
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ficiently converts small grains to large ones, so that the grain size
distribution approaches a shape determined by the balance between
coagulation and shattering. This balance leads to a grain size dis-
tribution similar to the one derived by Mathis et al. (1977, hereafter
MRN), which reproduces the MW extinction curve.

The extinction curve and dust emission SED are sensitive not
only to the grain size distribution but also to the grain compo-
sitions. In particular, some dust species can be identified through
some features in the MW extinction curve and SED. The prominent
bump in the MW extinction curve at _ = 2175 Å (_ is the wave-
length) can be explained by carbonaceous species. Small graphite
grains (Stecher & Donn 1965; Gilra 1971) and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs; Mathis 1994) are candidates for the bump
carriers (see also Li & Draine 2001; Weingartner & Draine 2001;
Steglich et al. 2010). Jones et al. (2013) assumed that the 2175 Å
bump originates from aromatic-rich amorphous carbon. All the above
studies attribute the 2175 Å bump to carbon materials with orga-
nized atomic structures like aromatic carbons and graphite. Aro-
matic species also contribute to prominent mid-IR (MIR) emission
features, whose carriers are considered to be PAHs (Leger & Puget
1984; Allamandola et al. 1985; Tielens 2008; Li & Draine 2012)
or some form of aromatic species (Jones et al. 2013; Yang et al.
2016, 2017), although other variations such as hydrogenated amor-
phous carbons (Duley et al. 1993), quenched carbonaceous com-
posite (Sakata et al. 1984), and mixed aromatic/aliphatic organic
nanoparticles (Kwok & Zhang 2011) may also be responsible for
the features.

In our previous evolution model of grain size distribution (HM20),
the carriers of the 2175 Å bump and the PAH features1 are assumed to
be small aromatic carbonaceous grains. In this model, the carbona-
ceous materials are classified into two categories: ‘aromatic’ and
‘non-aromatic’, corresponding to regular and irregular (amorphous)
atomic structures. We considered aromatization and aliphatization for
the change between the aromatic and non-aromatic species follow-
ing Murga et al. (2019). We calculated the extinction curve and dust
emission SED by assuming that small aromatic grains are the carriers
of the 2175 Å bump and the PAH features (HM20; Hirashita et al.
2020).

The above model explains the correlation between metallic-
ity and PAH feature strength observed in nearby galaxies (e.g.
Engelbracht et al. 2005; Draine et al. 2007; Galliano et al. 2008;
Ciesla et al. 2014) and in distant galaxies (e.g. Shivaei et al. 2017).
Since small carbonaceous grains are predominantly formed by in-
terstellar processing (shattering, etc.) of preexisting grains in the
above model, the efficiency of their formation depends on the dust
abundance, predicting a positive relation between the PAH abun-
dance and the dust-to-gas ratio, which correlates with the metallicity
(Seok et al. 2014; Rau et al. 2019). Although interstellar processing
is not the only way of explaining the metallicity dependence of PAH
abundance (e.g. contribution from AGB stars: Galliano et al. 2008;
Bekki 2013), and radiation hardness may play a role in regulat-
ing the PAH abundance (e.g. Madden et al. 2006; Hunt et al. 2010;
Khramtsova et al. 2013), our model that includes interstellar process-
ing still provides a viable tool for testing evolution scenarios of dust
and PAHs in galaxies.

In spite of the broad success in our previous dust evolution model,
there are problems if we look closely into the abundance of small
carbonaceous grains. As argued by Weingartner & Draine (2001)

1 We refer to the prominent MIR features attributed to PAHs to the PAH
features, although the carriers are debated as mentioned above.

and Li & Draine (2001), the grain size distribution has an excess at
small grain radii for carbonaceous dust. This excess is particularly
needed to explain the strengths of PAH emission features in the
MW. Such an excess in PAH abundance was hard to reproduce in our
model, which predicts a smooth power-law-like (MRN-like) shape of
grain size distribution as a result of the balance between coagulation
and shattering in an evolved (metal/dust-enriched) ISM. Indeed, we
observe in HM20 that our model underpredicts the 2175 Å bump
strength (see their fig. 3a) and in Hirashita et al. (2020) that PAH
emission is underestimated if we adopt a model that explains the
SEDs at _ > 20 `m in the MW (see their fig. 1b). Since these features
in the extinction curve and SED are important in observationally
characterizing the dust properties, it is worth investigating if we
could remedy the underestimating tendency of small carbonaceous
grains in our dust processing scenario.

Some hints for how to improve the models for the carriers of the
2175 Å bump and PAH features can be obtained from some previous
results in the literature. We itemize them in what follows.

(i) As mentioned above, some fitting models for the dust–PAH
emission SED of the MW introduce an excess of small aromatic
grains in the grain size distribution. Weingartner & Draine (2001)
and Li & Draine (2001) assumed the excess size distributions of
PAHs in the form of lognormal functions, and Jones et al. (2013)
adopted a steeply rising power-law size distribution towards small
grain radii. They commonly indicated a significant excess of small
carbonaceous grains compared with the MRN grain size distribution.
The deviation from the MRN-like grain size distribution implies that
small carbonaceous (or aromatic) grains should not be processed
by shattering or coagulation, since the balance between these two
processes inevitably lead to an MRN-like grain size distribution as
mentioned above (see also e.g. Dohnanyi 1969; Tanaka et al. 1996;
Kobayashi & Tanaka 2010).

(ii) Coagulation likely produces grain porosity (Ormel et al. 2009;
Okuzumi et al. 2009). For small carbonaceous grains, if we use
graphite optical constants, the peak of the bump shifts as the porosity
develops as mentioned by Hirashita et al. (2021, section 2.4). This
shift is inconsistent with the stability of the central wavelength of
the bump (e.g. Fitzpatrick & Massa 2007). This implies that, if the
2175 Å carrier is graphite (or a material with similar optical con-
stants), it should not be processed by coagulation. Extinction curve
modelling by Voshchinnikov et al. (2006) also adopted a compact
graphite component to fit the bump although they adopted porous
grains for silicate.

The above two points seem to imply that the carriers of the 2175 Å
bump and the MIR features, if both of them are small carbonaceous
grains with regular atomic structures (aromatic carbon or graphite),
are not efficiently involved in interstellar processing (especially co-
agulation) that usual dust grains experience. This may arise from
different chemical properties (or chemical stability) of small carbona-
ceous grains. Thus, an attractive modification of our model would be
to suppress the processing of small carbonaceous grains in the ISM.

In this paper, thus, we modify our evolution model of grain size
distribution by ‘turning off’ interstellar processing for small carbona-
ceous grains. Although this suppression of interstellar processing is
just a hypothesis (without firm confirmation by experiments or the-
ory), it is worth investigating if this hypothesis leads to a quantitative
match to the 2175 Å bump and PAH features observed in the MW.
This approach is also taken as an extreme case in which small car-
bonaceous grains including PAHs are treated separately from other
grain components. Note again that we do not strictly distinguish aro-
matic carbons and graphite for the simplicity of our modeling since
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both of them have regular atomic structures. Indeed, the 2175 Å
bump could also be explained by PAHs (Li & Draine 2001); thus, it
is rather convenient not to distinguish these two species. We refer to
this hypothetical model as the new model, and distinguish it from the
old model in our previous development (HM20).

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe our
model for the evolution of grain size distribution and the calcula-
tions of extinction curve and dust emission SED. In Section 3, we
show the basic results, which are compared with the MW data. In
Section 4, we further make an effort of making the model consistent
with the observed MW properties. We also discuss the robustness of
the results and possible future improvements. In Section 5, we give
our conclusions.

2 MODEL

The model adopted to calculate the evolution of grain size distribution
is based on a one-zone galaxy evolution model developed by HM20
(old model). In the new model, we modify the old model for the
treatment of small aromatic grains. Based on the calculated grain
size distributions of various dust species, we compute the extinction
curve and the dust emission SED.

2.1 Review of the evolution model of grain size distribution

We review the model used to calculate the evolution of grain size
distribution. The model is based on HM20, and the full equations
for dust evolution processes are given by Asano et al. (2013) and
Hirashita & Aoyama (2019). We only give the outline below and
refer the interested reader to these three papers for further details.

The grain size distribution is denoted as =8 (0) (8 distinguishes
the dust species and 0 is the grain radius): =8 (0) d0 is the number
density of grains whose radii are between 0 and 0 + d0. We assume
the grains to be spherical, so that the grain mass, <, is related to 0 as
< = (4c/3)03B, where B is the grain material density. The grain size
distribution is considered in the range of 0 = 3 Å–10 `m with 128
logarithmic bins, and grains going out of the boundaries are removed
by imposing the boundary condition =8 = 0 at the minimum and
maximum grain radii.

The metallicity, which is calculated based on a chemical evolution
model, is used to trace the stellar dust production. We adopt an
exponentially decaying SFR with a time-scale of gSF and the Chabrier
initial mass function (Chabrier 2003) with a stellar mass range of 0.1–
100 M⊙ . Since we are only interested in MW-like evolution, we adopt
gSF = 5 Gyr following HM20 for the fiducial model. The chemical
evolution model calculates the metallicity (/) as well as the mass
abundances of silicon and carbon (/Si and /C, respctively), which
are used to determine the fractions of silicate and carbonaceous
dust later. Since the HM20 model was developed for the purpose
of describing generic dust evolution in galaxies, the output metal
abundances have not been calibrated with the MW abundances in
detail. For the continuity of our studies, we still show the output
based on HM20 with the minimum modifications described below,
but later make some efforts of obtaining consistent metallicity and
dust abundance with the MW observations.

We calculate the dust enrichment by stars (SNe and AGB stars)
based on the increment of the metallicity, assuming that 10 per cent
of newly ejected metals are condensed into dust. The produced dust
by stellar sources is distributed in each grain radius bin following
the lognormal grain size distribution centred at 0 = 0.1 `m with a
standard deviation of 0.47. We also calculate the SN rate, which is

used to evaluate the dust destruction rate, in a manner consistent with
the star formation history.

For the evolution of grain size distribution, we consider interstellar
processing of dust: dust destruction by SN shocks, dust growth by
the accretion of gas-phase metals in the dense ISM, grain growth
(sticking) by coagulation in the dense ISM and grain fragmenta-
tion/disruption by shattering in the diffuse ISM. We consider the
above processes that have been included in our previous modelling,
and neglect other processes such as rotational disruption by radiative
torques (Hoang 2019; Hoang et al. 2019).

For simplicity, we fix the mass fraction of the dense ISM,
[dense (we choose the fiducial value 0.5 in this paper), and adopt
(=H/cm−3, )gas/K) = (0.3, 104) and (300, 25) for the diffuse and
dense ISM, respectively, where =H is the hydrogen number density
and )gas is the gas temperature. These physical conditions are similar
to those in the warm neutral (or ionized) medium and the molecu-
lar clouds, where shattering and coagulation predominantly occur,
respectively (Yan et al. 2004). The evolution of =8 through coagu-
lation and shattering is treated by the Smolukovski equation (or its
modification) with weighting factors of [dense and (1 − [dense), re-
spectively, while that through accretion and SN destruction is treated
by the ‘advection’ equation in the 0 space with weights of [dense
and unity, respectively (unity means that the process occurs in both
phases).

2.2 New treatment for the small carbonaceous grains

As argued in the Introduction, we develop a hypothetical model in
which small carbonaceous grains are not affected by interstellar pro-
cessing. More precisely, we hypothesize that small carbonaceous
grains, once they are formed mainly by shattering, remain unpro-
cessed by coagulation, accretion, and shattering. After some experi-
mental runs, we found that turning off coagulation is the most essen-
tial in raising the abundance of small carbonaceous grains. This is be-
cause coagulation drives the grain size distribution towards the MRN
shape, smoothing out any excess grain size distribution at small radii.
Turning off shattering in addition to coagulation also helps keeping
small carbonaceous grains (in our treatment, grains shattered below
the lower grain radius limit, 0 = 3 Å, are lost). We also turn off accre-
tion. High temperatures achieved by stochastic heating (Draine & Li
2001) may also suppress accretion. We still include destruction in
the hot gas associated with SN shocks for small carbonaceous grains
since, otherwise, the dust abundance exceeds the metal abundance.
Small carbonaceous grains are indeed destroyed by the collisions with
energetic ions and electrons in shocks (e.g. Micelotta et al. 2010). We
emphasize, though, that accretion and supernova destruction are less
essential since coagulation and shattering have a larger influence on
the functional shape of grain size distribution at ages appropriate for
the MW.

The grain radius below which carbonaceous dust is decoupled from
interstellar processing (except SN destruction) is denoted as 0C,dec.
We define the grain size distribution of decoupled carbonaceous
species, =C,dec (0), as

=C,dec (0) =

{

=C (0)
[

1 − (0/0C,dec)
3] if 0 ≤ 0C,dec,

0 if 0 > 0C,dec.
(1)

In this way, we empirically (or experimentally) realize a steep but
continuous ransition from unprocessed small carbonaceous grains to
processed large carbonaceous grains around 0 = 0C,dec. In calcu-
lating coagulation, shattering, and accretion for carbonaceous dust,
we use the grain size distribution, =′C (0) = =C (0) − =C,dec (0) not
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to process the decoupled portion of the carbonaceous species. Af-
ter these processes, we add the unprocessed small carbonaceous
grains to restore the total carbonaceous grain size distribution as
=C (0) = =′C (0) + =C,dec (0) at each time-step.

We adopt 0C,dec = 20 Å. If we adopt a smaller value of 0C,dec,
the difference between the old and new models is too small to obtain
significant improvement. If we adopt a larger value, the 2175 Å
bump proves to become too strong. Since 0C,dec is a completely free
parameter in our model, we choose its value (20 Å) to optimize the
improvement in the new model.

The above procedure has a risk of obtaining a dust-to-metal ratio
higher than unity after adding the unprocessed carbonaceous grain
size distribution, even though we minimize this risk by including SN
destruction. Thus, we impose an upper limit for the dust-to-metal ra-
tio, (D/M)max, and skip accretion if the dust-to-metal ratio exceeds
this value. With a sufficiently small time-step, this practically keep
the dust-to-metal ratio below (D/M)max. Unless otherwise stated,
we adopt (D/M)max = 0.99; that is, almost all the metals can poten-
tially condense into dust as assumed by our original model (HM20).
Indeed, as we will show later, this assumption leads to too high a
dust-to-metal ratio for the MW environment. Thus, we later examine
a lower value of (D/M)max in Section 4.3 because not all metals may
be readily accreted onto dust.

2.3 Fraction of each dust species

We calculate the evolution of grain size distribution for silicate and
carbonaceous dust separately by assuming that all the grains are
composed of a single species (silicate or carbonaceous dust). The
grain size distributions calculated in this way are denoted as =sil (0)

and =C (0) for silicate and carbonaceous dust, respectively. We later
average these two grain size distributions with appropriate weights.
In this method, we consider the different material properties (dif-
ference in accretion time, tensile strength for disruption, etc.; see
Hirashita & Aoyama 2019) are reflected in the grain size distribu-
tion, but we still avoid complication arising from compound species.
The total grain size distribution, =tot (0), is evaluated by the following
weighted average:

=tot (0) = 5sil=sil (0) + (1 − 5sil)=C (0), (2)

where 5sil = 6/Si/(6/Si + /C) is the silicate fraction (the abundance
of silicon is multiplied by 6 to account for the fraction of silicon in
silicate grains; HM20).

In fact, the functional shape of the grain size distribution is not
significantly different between the two specie at ages of interest for
the MW, because the grain size distribution robustly converges to an
MRN-like shape by the balance between shattering and coagulation.
We refer the interested reader to HM20 for the difference in shat-
tering, coagulation, and accretion efficiencies between silicate and
carbonaceous dust. Note that the overall level of grain size distri-
bution is inversely proportional to B (B = 3.5 and 2.24 g cm−3 for
silicate and carbonaceous dust, respectively; Weingartner & Draine
2001) if the total dust abundance is the same.

To predict aromatic features, we decompose the carbonaceous
grain size distribution into aromatic and non-aromatic species with
the aromatic fraction 5ar (0). In particular, small aromatic carbona-
ceous grains are regarded as PAHs. We calculate 5ar (0) using the
rate equations describing the exchange between aromatic and non-
aromatic species through aromatization and aliphatization occurring
predominantly in the diffuse and dense ISM, respectively (the rates
given in HM20 are based on Murga et al. 2019, see also Jones
2012). We neglect photo-processes that could act locally around

massive stars such as photo-destruction (e.g. Andrews et al. 2015;
Chastenet et al. 2019) because they are difficult to include in our
one-zone treatment and would be reasonablly examined in future
spatially resolved studies. As mentioned in HM20, the diffuse ra-
diation with * = 1 (10), where * is the interstellar radiation field
normalized to the solar neighbourhood value, does not destroy PAHs
with 0 < 3 (5) Å in 10 Gyr. Thus, we neglect the PAH destruction by
the diffuse UV radiation and leave the destruction by locally strong
radiation field for future spatially resolved studies. The effect of the
mean interstellar radiation field is included in the rate of aromatiza-
tion, in which UV processing plays an important role as also shown
by an experimental study (Duley et al. 2015). Based on the obtained
5ar (0), we decompose the carbonaceous grain size distribution into
aromatic and non-aromatic components as

=ar (0) = 5ar (0)=C (0), =non-ar (0) = [1 − 5ar (0)]=C (0), (3)

where =ar (0) and =non-ar (0) are the grain size distributions of aro-
matic and non-aromatic species, respectively.

Here we clarify the output grain size distributions of the old and
new models. In both models, we calculate =sil (0) and =C (0) sep-
arately. In the new model, we apply the new treatment of small
carbonaceous grains described in Section 2.2. In the old model, we
do not apply this new treatment; that is, we take into account interstel-
lar processing also for small carbonaceous grains following HM20.
Therefore, =C (0) is different between the new and old models. Since
there is no modification for silicate, =sil (0) is identical between the
new and old models.

2.4 Extinction curves

We first calculate the extinction curves separately for the silicate,
aromatic, and non-aromatic components using =sil (0), =ar (0), and
=non-ar (0), respectively. The extinction for the component 8 (8 =

sil, ar, or non-ar) at wavelength _ in units of magnitude (�8,_) is
calculated as

�8,_ = (2.5 log10 e)!
∫ ∞

0
=8 (0) c0

2&ext,8 (0, _), (4)

where ! is the path length (which is not necessary to specify in the
end; see below), and &ext,8 (0, _) is the extinction cross-section nor-
malized to the geometric cross-section (evaluated by using the Mie
theory; Bohren & Huffman 1983) for dust species 8. For the con-
venience of comparison, we adopt the same optical properties as in
HM20; that is, we adopt astronomical silicate (Weingartner & Draine
2001) for silicate, graphite in the same paper for aromatic aromatic
carbonaceous grains, and amorphous carbon (‘ACAR’) taken from
Zubko et al. (1996) for non-aromatic grains (see also Nozawa et al.
2015; Hou et al. 2016). The total extinction, �_, is calculated by

�_ = 5sil�sil,_ + (1 − 5sil)(�ar,_ + �non-ar,_). (5)

We concentrate on the shape (not the absolute level) of extinction
curve by normalizing the extinction to the + band (_ = 0.55 `m)
value: �_/�+ , so that ! is cancelled out.

It is also useful to examine �_/#H, where #H is the hydrogen
column density (=H!). In this ratio, ! is calcelled out as well. The
above ratio, �_/�+ , reflects the functional shape of the grain size
distribution but the effect of dust abundance is cancelled out. In
contrast, the ratio �_/#H is proportional to the dust-to-gas ratio. In
this paper, we focus on the shape of the extinction curve including
the height of the 2175 Å bump and the steepness of the far-UV rise;
thus, we adopt �_/�+ . The effect of dust abundance is tested by the
dust emission SED. However, we later confirm in Section 4.5 that
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the models that reproduce the dust emission SED predict the level of
�_/#H consistent with the MW data.

2.5 SED model

We adopt the framework developed by Draine & Li (2001) and
Li & Draine (2001) to calculate the SED. Briefly, the distribution
function of temperature (d%8/d)) for each 0 is calculated by con-
sidering the balance between the heating by the interstellar radiation
field and the cooling by IR radiation. The SED (expressed by the in-
tensity per hydrogen) of the grain component 8 (8 = sil, ar, or non-ar)
is calculated by

�8,a (_) =

∫ ∞

0
d0

1
=H

=8 (0)c0
2&abs,8 (0, a)

∫ ∞

0
d) �a ())

d%8
d)

,

(6)

where &abs,8 (0, a) is the absorption cross-section normalized to the
geometric cross-section (a is the frequency corresponding to _), and
�a ()) is the Planck function. For the dust heating, we adopt the
spectrum of the MW interstellar radiation field in the solar neigh-
bourhood from Mathis et al. (1983). We compose the total intensity
with an expression similar to equation (5) as

�a (_) = 5sil�sil,a (_) + (1 − 5sil)[�ar,a (_) + �non-ar,a (_)]. (7)

For the convenience of comparison, we adopt the same material
properties needed to calculate &abs,8 and d%8/d) as adopted by
Hirashita et al. (2020). We take the dust properties from Draine & Li
(2007). Among their dust species, we apply astronomical silicate for
the silicate component in our model. For the aromatic component,
we adopt their carbonaceous species, which has a smooth transition
from PAHs to graphite at 0 ∼ 50 Å (Li & Draine 2001). We adopt the
ionization fraction of PAHs as a function of grain radius following
Draine & Li (2007), originally from Li & Draine (2001), who cal-
culated the ionization fractions in various ISM phases and averaged
them with appropriate weights. For the non-aromatic component, we
simply adopt graphite from Draine & Lee (1984), i.e. Draine & Li
(2007)’s carbonaceous properties without PAH features, for the con-
venience of using their framework of calculating d%8/d) . According
to Hirashita et al. (2014), the difference in the mass absorption coeffi-
cient between amorphous carbon taken from Zubko et al. (1996) and
graphite is 40 per cent around the peak of the IR SED (_ ∼ 150 `m).
Since the fraction of non-aromatic carbon in carbonaceous dust is
∼ 0.5 (for [dense = 0.5), the above 40 per cent uncertainty causes
∼ 20 per cent uncertainty in the far-IR (FIR; roughly from 60 to
300 `m) SED. This uncertainty is small enough to draw meaningful
conclusions from comparison with the observed MW SED.

2.6 Observational data for comparison

We use the data of the extinction curve and dust emission SED of
the MW. For the extinction curve, we adopt the data from Pei (1992).
For the IR SED, we use the data for the diffuse high Galactic latitude
medium from Compiègne et al. (2011) as typical dust emission data
in the solar neighbourhood. The data are taken by the Diffuse In-
frared Background Experiment (DIRBE) instrument on the Cosmic

Background Explorer (COBE) and instruments onboard Herschel.
The same data for the IR SED were also used for comparison in our
previous dust evolution models (Hirashita et al. 2020; Chang et al.
2022). In addition, since the above broad-band data do not really
reflect the height of PAH emission features, we also refer to the spec-
troscopic data taken by the Infrared Space Observatory (ISO) shown
by Compiègne et al. (2011), originally from Flagey et al. (2006).

Figure 1. Grain size distributions at C = 10 Gyr, multiplied by 04 and divided
by =H (the resulting quantity is proportional to the mass weighted grain size
distribution per log 0 relative to the gas mass). The solid and dashed lines
correspond to the grain size distributions calculated with the properties of
carbonaceous dust and silicate [i.e. =8 (0) = =C (0) and =sil (0)], respectively,
in the new model. The dotted line shows the grain size distribution in the old
model using the carbonaceous grain properties. Note that the silicate grain
size distribution is identical between the new and old models. The thin straight
line presents the slope of the MRN grain size distribution (=8 ∝ 0−3.5).

3 RESULTS

3.1 Grain size distribution

We present the calculated grain size distributions. The difference be-
tween the old and new models is produced by the different treatment
of interstellar processing for carbonaceous grains (Section 2.2). In
the early stage of evolution, when coagulation is not important, the
two models show similar results (the evolution of grain size distri-
bution is already shown in HM20). In this paper, we concentrate on
later ages, especially C = 10 Gyr, which is appropriate for the age of
the MW.

We show the calculated grain size distributions in Fig. 1. We find
that the grain size distributions computed with the carbonaceous
material propertie, =C (0), has an excess at 0 < 0C,dec (= 20 Å) in
the new model. This is mainly because coagulation is suppressed for
small carbonaceous grains. Suppression of shattering further keeps
small carbonaceous grains from being fragmented and lost from the
lower boundary of the grain radius. By comparing the new and old
models, we observe that the grain size distribution of carbonaceous
dust at 0 > 0C,dec does not change significantly. The slightly lower
grain size distribution at 0 > 0C,dec in the new model is due to more
grains being distributed at 0 < 0C,dec. The grain size distribution
of silicate has a similar slope to that of carbonaceous dust in the
old model, and is approximately described by the MRN distribution
(= ∝ 0−3.5). The different levels of grain size distributions between
the two species reflect the difference in gran material density (Section
2.1).

3.2 Extinction curves

Based on the grain size distribution and grain compositions in our
model at C = 10 Gyr, we calculate the extinction curve (Section 2.4).
At this age, 5sil = 0.68. In Fig. 2, we compare the extinction curves
in the new and old models. As mentioned in the Introduction, the old
model underestimates the 2175 Å bump strength. The new model, as
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Figure 2. Extinction curves normalized to the value in the + band at C = 10
Gyr, computed from the grain size distributions shown in Fig. 1 and the
calculated fraction of each grain species. The solid and dotted lines correspond
to the new and old models, respectively. The dashed, dot–dashed, and triple-
dot–dashed lines present the contribution from silicate, aromatic, and non-
aromatic components, respectively, in the new model. The crosses show the
observed MW extinction curve taken from Pei (1992).

expected from the increase of small aromatic grains (Fig. 1), enhances
the 2175 Å bump, predicting more consistent bump strength than the
old model. Moreover, the slope in the far-UV (_ . 1500 Å) is also
better reproduced in the new model because of more small grains.
Thus, in our model, the excess of small carbonaceous grains plays a
significant role in reproducing the MW extinction curve.

We emphasize that the fractions of the three grain species (sil-
icate, aromatic and non-aromatic components) are quantities that
are predicted from the model. In our model, as shown in Fig. 2,
the contributions from silicate and carbonaceous (aromatic + non-
aromatic) dust to the far-UV extinction are comparable. This is
similar to the fitting results using a silicate–graphite mixture by
MRN and Weingartner & Draine (2001). The comparable contribu-
tion from silicate and carbonaceous dust to the far-UV extinction
may be consistent with the lack of clear correlations between sili-
con and carbon depletions and the far-UV rise (Mishra & Li 2015,
2017). and between the 2175 Å bump strength and the far-UV ex-
tinction (Xiang et al. 2017). The level of extinction for the aromatic
and non-aromatic components are also similar. The 2175 Å bump
is created by the aromatic component. Therefore, the good match to
the observed MW extinction curve supports the fractions of the grain
species.

3.3 Dust emission SED

Another observed characteristic that reflects the grain size distri-
bution is the dust emission SED, which is calculated based on the
grain size distribution and grain compositions at C = 10 Gyr (Sec-
tion 2.5). In Fig. 3, we show the calculated SEDs. As already shown
in Hirashita et al. (2020), our model overpredicts the SED in the
FIR at C = 10 Gyr. Since the FIR emission reflects the total dust
abundance, the overprediction is due to an overabundance of dust.
This overestimate of dust abundance arises from the high metallicity
(/ = 0.021) and the high dust-to-metal ratio, which almost reaches
(D/M)max = 0.99.

Figure 3. Dust emission SEDs. The solid and dotted lines correspond to the
new and old models (at C = 10 Gyr), respectively. The thin lines show the
output SEDs, while the thick lines show the SEDs divided by 2.8 to better
compare the SED shape with the observational data (square points with error
bars) taken from Compiègne et al. (2011). The triangles show the bandpass-
averaged intensities of the model SED shown by the thick solid line for the
DIRBE 3.5, 4.9, and 12 `m bands. The horizontal green short line shows the
peak level of the 7.7 `m feature indicated by the spectroscopic data taken by
ISO (Flagey et al. 2006; Compiègne et al. 2011).

In our model, the contributions from various dust species (not
shown for the clarity of the figure) are similar to those presented by
Li & Draine (2001), who also used a mixture of silicate, graphite,
and PAHs to fit the MW SED (see fig. 8 of Li & Draine 2001). The
SED is dominated by the carbonaceous component. Silicate only has
a comparable intensity to carbonaceous dust at _ & 300 `m.

It is still meaningful to discuss the SED shape (SED renormalized
to match the observed FIR SED), which is affected by the functional
shape of the grain size distribution. We divide the calculated SED by
2.8 to make the level of FIR emission consistent with the observation.
As presented in Fig. 3, the new model significantly enhances the
emission at_ . 20 `m compared with the old one. As a consequence,
the new model better reproduces the SED shape. We also show the
bandpass-averaged intensities for the DIRBE 3.3, 4.9, and 12 `m
bands, where the PAH emission features are prominent. (At longer
wavelengths, the data points can be directly compared with the model
lines because the bandpass-averaged intensities are almost identical
to the monochromatic intensity.) At 3.3 and 4.9 `m, the SED shape of
the new model slightly overpredicts the emission, while at 12 `m, it
matches the observation well. The spectroscopic data are represented
by the peak level of the 7.7 `m emission not to complicate the figure,
since the spectral profile is similar between the model and observation
(Compiègne et al. 2011). The SED shape predicts two times lower
PAH emission features than the spectroscopic data. Overall, the SED
shape is reproduced by the new model within a factor of ∼2.

4 IMPROVED MODELS

In the previous section, we showed that our new hypothetical pre-
scription for the treatment of small carbonaceous grains significantly
improves the match to the observed MW extinction curve and dust
emission SED shape. However, we still found that the absolute level
of the FIR SED is significantly overpredicted, indicating that the dust
abundance is overestimated. In fact, some parameters in the model
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Figure 4. Extinction curves (upper) and dust emission SEDs (lower panel)
at C = 3 Gyr. The solid and dotted lines show the new and old models,
respectively. The same observational data as in Figs. 2 and 3 are shown.

are still uncertain so that it is worth varying them. In this section, we
mainly try to remedy the overprediction of dust abundance. There are
three possibilities for decreasing the dust abundance: (i) If we adopt a
younger age, the chemical enrichment proceeds less, so that the dust
abundance becomes lower. (ii) If we make the chemical enrichment
slower, the metallicity and dust abundance are lower at a fixed age.
(iii) If the efficiency of accretion (dust growth) is lower, the dust-
to-metal ratio decreases, which leads to a lower dust abundance. We
consider these three possibilities for better fitting to the observed dust
emission SED. We also address the underprediction of PAH feature
strength shown above in comparison with the spectroscopic data.

4.1 Younger age

A younger age may be a solution for reducing the total dust abun-
dance. Since our model assumes a fixed star formation time-scale,
the metallicity is roughly proportional to the age (Asano et al. 2013).
Thus, we examine the results at C = 3 Gyr (3 times younger age) to
resolve the factor ∼3 overestimate of the FIR emission in Section 3.3.
We choose this age just to examine an earlier stage of dust enrich-
ment, and we do not aim at arguing that it better represents the MW
age. At this age, 5sil = 0.68.

In Fig. 4, we show the extinction curves and dust emission SEDs

at C = 3 Gyr. For the extinction curves, the difference between the
new and old models is qualitatively similar to that at C = 10 Gyr;
that is, the new model predicts a stronger 2175 Å bump and a steeper
far-UV slope. Although the new model reproduces the 2175 Å bump,
it slightly overpredicts the far-UV slope. Overall, the extinction curve
is steeper at C = 3 Gyr than at C = 10 Gyr because coagulation has not
yet been efficient enough for the grain size distribution to converge
to an MRN-like shape (i.e. a larger abundance of small grains than
is expected from the MRN distribution; HM20).

The IR SED presented in Fig. 4 is indeed lower than that shown
in Fig. 3 (without factor 2.8 correction) because of lower dust abun-
dance. The model overproduces the MW SED by a factor of 1.5 at FIR
wavelengths, while it is consistent with the broadband data at short
wavelengths. We still find that the calculated SED underpredicts by
a factor of 3 the PAH feature strength indicated by the spectroscopic
data (whose 7.7 `m feature peak is marked in the figure).

From the above, we conclude that a younger age (∼ 3 Gyr) could
provide a solution for the overprediction of the FIR emission. How-
ever, the fit to the extinction curve is slightly worse and the PAH
feature strength is underestimated. We also confirmed that, if we
choose ages less than 3 Gyr, the fit to the extinction curve becomes
even worse. Therefore, it is still worth examining the other two pos-
sibilities of reducing the dust abundance; that is, the above items (ii)
and (iii).

4.2 Slower metal enrichment

Now we examine the second possibility: slower metal enrichment.
For this purpose, we adjust the star formation time-scale, gSF, which
directly regulates the metal enrichment time-scale in our model. A
gSF much longer than the cosmic age would predict too inefficient
conversion from gas to stars. Thus, we adopt gSF = 10 Gyr (com-
parable to the cosmic age) as the longest possible star formation
time-scale for the MW. This also makes the metallicity of the system
comparable to that of the MW as we show later. The old model is
also recalculated with gSF = 10 Gyr. In this scenario, 5sil = 0.67 at
C = 10 Gyr.

In this case, the resulting extinction curve and SED shape (not
shown) are similar to those presented above in Section 3 (Figs. 2 and
3), except for the normalization. This case overproduces the FIR SED
by a factor of ∼ 1.8. This is because the dust-to-gas ratio is too high:
The metallicity / = 0.015 at C = 10 Gyr is consistent with that in the
MW (Asplund et al. 2009), but almost all the metals are condensed
in dust; i.e. the dust-to-metal ratio is nearly (D/M)max = 0.99. Thus,
the overprediction is due to too high a dust-to-metal ratio.

The above result indicates that the dust-to-metal ratio needs to
be reduced to resolve the overestimating problem of the MW FIR
SED. Thus, the above solution (iii), that is, inefficient dust growth by
accretion, is worth investigating.

4.3 Less efficient dust growth

In our model, we assume that all the metals are available for dust
growth. However, as De Vis et al. (2021) included in their model, it
may be more realistic to adopt an upper limit for the dust-to-metal
ratio (i.e. for the fraction of metals that can be condensed into dust),
because some metal elements are not easily or fully included in dust.
Considering that the above model with gSF = 10 Gyr reproduces
the metallicity of the MW at C = 10 Gyr, we adopt the same model
as in Section 4.2 (thus, 5sil = 0.67 is the same) but constrain the
dust-to-metal ratio. After some tests, we choose (D/M)max = 0.48
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Figure 5. Extinction curves (upper) and dust emission SEDs (lower panel) at
C = 10 Gyr for the model investigated in Section 4.3, where we adopt reduced
efficiency of dust growth by accretion (the maximum value of dust-to-metal
ratio is assumed to be 0.48) and slower metal enrichment with gSF = 10 Gyr.
The solid and dotted lines show the new and old models, respectively. The
same observational data as in Figs. 2 and 3 are shown.

since this value reproduces the SED peak intensity. The old model is
also recalculated with the same condition for the metal enrichment
and dust growth.

In Fig. 5, we show the resulting extinction curves and dust emission
SEDs. We observe that the extinction curve fits the MW extinction
curve well in the new model. The old model underpredicts the 2175 Å
bump strength. Thus, the new model improves the fit to the MW
extinction curve significantly also in this scenario.

We also show the dust emission SED in Fig. 5. Overall, the calcu-
lated SED fits the MW data points at all wavelengths except for the
7.7 `m point from the spectroscopy. The good match to the FIR SED
is realized by construction because we adjusted (D/M)max = 0.48 to
reproduce the SED peak. At short wavelengths, where PAH emission
features are prominent, the new model (the triangle points that take
into account the bandpass averaging) reproduce the observational
data points within a factor of ∼1.5, which is an excellent agreement
with the data considering that the old model significantly under-
estimated the emission. The strength of the PAH features is still
underpredicted, as is clear from the comparison with the level of the
7.7 `m feature indicated by the spectroscopic data.

Now it is meaningful to discuss the abundances of silicate

and carbonaceous dust in this scenario with gSF = 10 Gyr and
(D/M)max = 0.48, because this model reproduces the MW extinc-
tion curve and the overall level of the dust emission SED. The total
dust-to-gas ratio is 7.0 × 10−3, which is consistent with often used
values (e.g. Weingartner & Draine 2001). The dust-to-gas ratio al-
most reaches the maximum value (0.015×0.48 = 7.2×10−3) because
of dust growth by accretion. Since the silicate fraction is 5sil = 0.67
in this model, the silicate dust-to-gas ratio is 4.7 × 10−3 while the
carbonaceous dust-to-gas ratio is 2.3 × 10−3. Weingartner & Draine
(2001) obtained constraints for the silicate and carbonaceous dust-
to-gas ratios as 4.5 × 10−3 and 2.0 × 10−3, respectively, from the
interstellar depletion. These values are broadly consistent with the
above values. The required abundances of the carbon and silicon
atoms per hydrogen in number for our dust model are 2.6 × 10−4

and 3.9 × 10−5, respectively, which are below the constraints for
the present-day abundances, 3.4× 10−4 and 4.3× 10−5, respectively
(after taking the Galactic chemical evolution into account; Zuo et al.
2021a,b; Hensley & Draine 2021). If we define PAHs as aromatic
grains whose radii are smaller than 12.8 Å (corresponding to the
number of carbon atoms = 103; Draine et al. 2007), we obtain the
PAH-to-gas ratio (@PAH) as 2.6 per cent. This is smaller than the
value of @PAH recommended by Draine et al. (2007) (@PAH = 4.6
per cent) for the MW. The smaller value of @PAH = 2.6 per cent in
our model explains the underprediction of the PAH features.

4.4 Maximum PAH prescription

The above underpredictions of PAH feature strength are worth in-
vestigating further, since the aromatic fraction in the model can be
uncertain. The aromatic fraction is roughly 5ar ≃ 1 − [dense in our
model since aromatization is assumed to occur in the diffuse ISM.
However, if aromatization still occurs in the dense ISM or if aliphati-
zation does not occur efficiently, our method underestimates the PAH
fraction. Some PAH emission is found to be associated with the dense
ISM (molecular clouds; e.g. Sandstrom et al. 2010; Chastenet et al.
2019), which implies that the aromatic fraction is kept high at least
for small grains whose radii correspond to PAH emission carriers
(0 . 20 Å). Thus, we examine a possibility that 5ar (0) = 1 at
0 ≤ 20 Å (we use the calculated values for 5ar at 0 > 20 Å) to
investigate an extreme of efficient aromatization. This is referred to
as the maximum PAH prescription, and this prescription is applied to
both old and new models. Other than this, we adopt the same setting
as in Section 4.3, with (D/M)max = 0.48 and gSF = 10 Gyr.

In Fig. 6, we show the extinction curves and dust emission SEDs
with the maximum PAH prescription. If we concentrate on the new
model, which is significantly better than the old model, we find that
the fit to the extinction curve is still good (even slightly better than
in Fig. 5). Therefore, the change of the aromatic fraction at 0 ≤ 20 Å
does not affect (or worsen) the good fit to the extinction curve. Also,
we still observe a good fit to the SED data points at _ > 20 `m. The
SED data points at wavelengths where PAH emission is prominent
are also broadly good; in particular, the peak of the 7.7 `m feature
is near to the level indicated by the spectroscopic data. The 3.3 and
12 `m data show a better match, while fit to the 4.9 `m point becomes
worse because of the lower continuum level. Since this continuum
level is uncertain (highly dependent on the graphite mixture in the
cross-section formula in equation 2 of Li & Draine 2001), we regard
the fit as being satisfactory.

In this model, @PAH is doubled compared with the value in Section
4.3; that is, @PAH ∼ 5.2 per cent, which is near to the value (@PAH =

4.6 per cent) adopted by Draine et al. (2007). Thus, our model is able
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Figure 6. Same as Fig. 5 but for the maximum PAH prescription in Section 4.4,
where we maximize the aromatic fraction at 0 ≤ 20 Å with (D/M)max = 0.48
and gSF = 10 Gyr.

to explain the PAH fraction as high as ∼ 5 per cent if we assume
efficient aromatization for small carbonaceous grains.

4.5 Absolute level of extinction

Here we check if the level of extinction is actually reproduced or
not. As mentioned in Section 2.4, we focused on the extinction curve
shape represented by �_/�+ to test the functional shape of the
grain size distribution rather than the total dust abundance. The dust
abundance level was tested by the SED. However, it is still useful
to check if the absolute strength of extinction is reproduced or not.
To this goal, we examine �_/#H, which reflects the dust abundance
relative to hydrogen as well as the grain size distribution.

In Fig. 7, we show the extinction curve per hydrogen for the models
in Sections 4.3 and 4.4, which broadly reproduced the dust emission
SED. For comparison, we show the MW extinction curve taken from
Pei (1992) and adopt the normalization �+ /#H = 5.3 × 10−22 mag
cm2 (Weingartner & Draine 2001). From the figure, we confirm that
these models also reproduce the level of extinction per hydrogen. We
also confirmed (not shown) that other cases that overpredicted the
dust emission SED (i.e. models in Sections 3.3, 4.1, and 4.2) also
overestimate the extinction by a similar factor. Therefore, we prove

Figure 7. Extinction curves per hydrogen for the final two models in Sections
4.3 and 4.4 (solid and dashed lines, respectively). For comparison, we show
the observed MW extinction curve by crosses taken from Pei (1992) with the
normalization given by Weingartner & Draine (2001).

the consistency between the levels of dust extinction and emission
per hydrogen in our model.

4.6 Possible improvements

The optical properties of dust may need further studies. When we
calculated extinction curves in our models, we adopted graphite
properties for the aromatic component for the purpose of direct
comparison with and continuity from our previous models (HM20;
Hirashita et al. 2020). This can be modified by including PAH op-
tical properties as done by Li & Draine (2001); that is, we apply a
continuous transition from PAH to graphite for the aromatic compo-
nent as the grain radius becomes larger. The transition occurs around
0 ∼ 50 Å. Using this PAH–graphite model for the aromatic compo-
nent in our model in Section 4.4, we find (not shown) that the 2175 Å
bump and far-UV slope are overproduced. This is because the en-
hanced contribution from PAHs raises both the 2175 Å bump and the
far-UV slope. Thus, as far as the UV extinction curve is concerned,
using the graphite optical properties, which are not too sensitive to
the grains at 0 . 20 Å, leads to a better fit to the extinction curve in
our model.

Different sets of optical properties are also worth trying. There
have recently been significant updates in the models of dust optical
properties by Hensley & Draine (2022, see also Draine & Hensley
2021). In their new models, the silicate and graphite components are
unified to ‘astrodust’, but PAHs are still included as a distinct compo-
nent. An enhanced grain size distribution at 0 . 20 Å is still needed
for the PAH component; thus, our new model is still useful to explain
such an enhancement. In the future work, it would be interesting to
use their new models for the optical properties of dust. There are some
other models for dust optical properties. We discuss two often used
models from Jones et al. (2013) and Zubko et al. (2004). Jones et al.
(2013) adopted (hydrogenated) amorphous carbon, including aro-
matic materials, and amorphous silicate to explain the MW dust
properties (see also Jones et al. 2017, and references therein). Their
model assumes a grain size distribution of small carbonaceous grains
steeply rising towards small grain radii. Zubko et al. (2004)’s models
also require an excess abundance of PAHs relative to the extension
of the MRN grain size distribution towards small grain radii. Thus,
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it seems that we generally require a large enhancement of small car-
bonaceous grains to explain the observed dust properties in the MW,
especially the strong PAH emission features.

The following two extensions, which need more detailed dust mod-
els and/or different frameworks, will be necessary. First, comparisons
with other observational quantities such as polarization, near-IR ex-
tinction curves (e.g. Hensley & Draine 2021), would be useful. Sec-
ondly, it is also interesting to treat hydrodynamic evolution of the
ISM, which our one-zone treatment is not able to include. For hy-
drodynamic evolution, previous simulations in which the evolution
of grain size distribution is implemented (McKinnon et al. 2018;
Aoyama et al. 2020; Li et al. 2021; Romano et al. 2022a,b) can be
extended to include the evolution of PAHs.

Finally, we should keep in mind that the decoupling of small car-
bonaceous grains from interstellar processing (coagulation, accre-
tion, and shattering) is still a hypothesis. This decoupling probably
arises from the chemical properties (e.g. stability) of small carbona-
ceous species, but we still need to clarify detailed physical and chem-
ical processes.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we make an effort of improving the treatment of
small carbonaceous grains to explain the MW extinction curve
and dust emission SED at the same time. We use the evolution
model of grain size distribution developed in our previous studies
(Hirashita & Aoyama 2019; HM20). This model treats the galaxy as
a one-zone object, and includes stellar dust production, dust destruc-
tion by SNe, dust growth by accretion, grain growth by coagulation,
and grain disruption by shattering. The silicate-to-carbonaceous dust
mass ratio is determined from the abundance ratio between Si and
C, while the aromatic fraction is estimated from the balance between
aromatization and aliphatization. Small aromatic grains are responsi-
ble for the 2175 Å bump in extinction and the PAH emission features.
In the old model, the 2175 Å bump and PAH emission were signifi-
cantly underestimated. Thus, we develop a new hypothetical model in
which we assume that small carbonaceous grains (including PAHs)
are not processed by coagulation, shattering and accretion (probably
because of chemical stability). This modification particularly sup-
presses the loss of small carbonaceous grains by coagulation. We
also apply (to both old and new models) a minor modification that
treats silicate and carbonaceous dust separately.

First, we adopt a star formation time-scale gSF = 5 Gyr, following
the standard choice in HM20. We assume the age of the MW to
be C = 10 Gyr. Since this model overpredicts the metal abundance,
we significantly overestimate the FIR dust emission. However, if
we divide the SED by 2.8 to focus on the SED shape, it broadly
reproduces the SED at all IR wavelengths except for the level of the
PAH emission features, which are significantly underpredicted. The
extinction curve in the new model better reproduces the MW curve
than in the old model in terms of the 2175 Å bump and the far-UV
slope.

There are some ways to reduce the dust abundance to resolve the
problem of overestimating the FIR SED. One is to assume a younger
age. If we adopt C = 3 Gyr, the extinction curve at this age is broadly
consistent with the observed MW extinction curve, but the far-UV
slope is slightly overproduced. The overall level of the SED is con-
sistent with the broad-band data; however, the PAH feature strength
is still underpredicted, and the FIR emission is overpredicted.

We also examine a longer gSF (= 10 Gyr) to decrease the metal-
licity, which could contribute to reducing the FIR emission. At

C = 10 Gyr, the extinction curve and the SED shape (after renor-
malization to match the SED peak) in this case are similar to those
in the case with gSF = 5 Gyr. The FIR SED is still overestimated by
a factor of 1.8. Given that the metallicity (/ = 0.015) is consistent
with the MW value, the overprediction of the FIR SED is due to the
overestimate of the dust-to-metal ratio. Too high a dust-to-metal ratio
may arise from our assumption that all metals are available for dust
growth by accretion.

To reduce the accretion efficiency, we set an upper limit for the
dust-to-metal ratio, beyond which metals are not accreted onto the
dust. This assumption reflects the fact that some elements are not
easily (or fully) condensed into dust. If we assume the upper limit
for the dust-to-metal ratio to be 0.48, the FIR SED becomes con-
sistent with the MW observations at C = 10 Gyr. At this age, the
calculated extinction curve fits the observed curve very well. The
calculated dust emission SED fairly fits the broad-band data of the
MW SED. However, the strength of the PAH emission features is still
underpredicted.

Finally, we propose a way to resolve the underestimate of the
PAH emission features. Since the treatment of aromatization may be
uncertain, we examine a model in which we maximize the PAH abun-
dance by assuming the aromatic fraction to be unity at 0 ≤ 20 Å. We
find that this modification keeps the good fits to the MW extinction
curve and emission SED broad-band data. In addition, the observed
strength of the PAH features is nearly reproduced. Therefore, we fi-
nally obtain a dust evolution model that fits both extinction curve and
dust emission SED in the MW.

In summary, we have shown that the evolution model of grain size
distribution, which includes stellar dust production and interstellar
processing, is made consistent with the MW extinction curve and dust
emission SED by applying the following modifications: (i) Small
(0 . 20 Å) carbonaceous grains are decoupled from interstellar
processing (coagulation, shattering, and accretion). This causes an
excess of small carbonaceous grains in the grain size distribution, and
enhances the 2175 Å bump and PAH emission. (ii) A combination
of slower metal enrichment with gSF = 10 Gyr and more inefficient
accretion with (D/M)max = 0.48 reproduces the observed level of the
MW FIR SED. (iii) Efficient aromatization at 0 . 20 Å is necessary.
In particular, if all the carbonaceous grains at 0 ≤ 20 Å are aromatic
(i.e. PAHs), the model is consistent with the MW extinction curve
and dust emission SED.

The necessity of enhancing the PAH abundance (as included in
our new model) seems to be robust against different sets of dust
materials in the literature. Our hypothesis that PAHs are not involved
in interstellar processing (especially coagulation) provides a reason
why the PAHs abundance is kept high, although detailed physical
processes that realize this hypothesis still need clarifying.

We emphasize that the grain size distribution and the fraction of
each grain species are predicted properties in our model. It is impor-
tant that the grain size distribution realized as a result of theoretically
expected dust evolution is capable of explaining the MW extinction
curve and dust emission SED. Our evolution model of grain size dis-
tribution provides an explanation for the mechanisms that eventually
manifest the actually observed extinction curve and dust emission
SED. We will address the robustness of our conclusion in future
work by including more complicated ISM evolution, physical and
chemical properties of PAHs, etc.
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