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ABSTRACT

We present a sample of 330 blue edge-on low surface brightness galaxies (ELSBGs). To understand
the chemical evolution of LSBGs, we derived the gas-phase abundance and the [α/Fe] ratio. Compared
with star-forming galaxies, ELSBGs show a flatter trend in the mass-metallicity (M∗ − Z) relation,
suggesting that the oxygen abundance enhancement is inefficient. We focus on 77 ELSBGs with
H I data and found the closed-box model can not explain their gas fraction and metallicity relation,
implying that infall and/or outflow is needed. We derived the [α/Fe] ratio of normal ELSBG (<
109.5M�) and massive ELSBG (>= 109.5M�) using single stellar population grids from MILES stellar
library. The mean [α/Fe] ratios are 0.18 and 0.4 for normal ELSBG and massive ELSBG, respectively.
We discussed that the long time-scale of star-formation, and/or metal-rich gas outflow event caused
by SNe Ia winds are likely responsible for the α-enhancement of massive ELSBGs.
Subject headings: galaxies: abundances - galaxies: evolution - galaxies: stellar populations

1. INTRODUCTION

Low surface brightness galaxies (LSBGs) provide a
unique insight into the faint end. The definition of LSBG
is that the central surface brightness (µ0) is at least one
magnitude darker than the night sky brightness in B-
band, usually 22.0-23.0 mag arcsec−2 (Impey & Bothun
1997). LSBGs have been discovered both in galaxy clus-
ters and field environments (Giallongo et al. 2015; Davies
et al. 2016; Greco et al. 2018; Alabi et al. 2020), and
they present peculiar properties. The star-formation rate
of LSBGs is lower than main-sequence galaxies (Wyder
et al. 2009; Lei et al. 2018, 2019; Galaz et al. 2022) and
LSBGs are metal-poor (Kuzio de Naray et al. 2004; Du
et al. 2017). Some LSBGs are H I rich (Du et al. 2015;
He et al. 2020). Nevertheless, many of them lack molec-
ular gas (Matthews & Gao 2001; Galaz et al. 2008; Das
et al. 2010; Cao et al. 2017). The fraction of active galac-
tic nuclei (AGN) in LSBGs is lower than that of high
surface brightness galaxies (Galaz et al. 2011). The nu-
clear activity is weak in nearby LSBGs (Hodges-Kluck
et al. 2020). How LSBGs form and evolve remains an
open question, due to their inherent faintness leading to
observational challenges. With the advent of large pho-
tometric and spectroscopic surveys, some of these issues
can be overcome. It then becomes important and feasible
to understand how LSBGs occur in diverse environments
or have varying evolutionary paths as this informs cos-
mological and galaxy evolution models.
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With expanded optical sky survey data releases, there
are enlarged LSBG samples (Williams et al. 2016; Greco
et al. 2018; Tanoglidis et al. 2021) that permit better
statistics on their properties. The deep and wide-field
imaging surveys, such as the Dark Energy Survey (DES;
Flaugher et al. 2015), the Kilo-Degree Survey (KIDs; de
Jong et al. 2015), and the Hyper Suprime-Cam Subaru
Strategic Program (HSC-SSP; Aihara et al. 2018) pro-
vide an unprecedented opportunity to detect LSBGs.

The spectroscopic surveys are still very deficient for
LSBGs due to their faint and diffuse structure. Limited
by spectra observations, the chemical evolution of LS-
BGs is not fully discussed (McGaugh 1994; Burkholder
et al. 2001; Galaz et al. 2002; Kuzio de Naray et al.
2004; Zhong et al. 2010; Lam et al. 2015; Du et al.
2017). Investigating chemical evolution can help us re-
construct the star-formation histories of galaxies. The
canonical closed-box model is a kind of secular evolution
of chemical abundance (Schmidt 1963; Searle & Sargent
1972) which describes that the initial metal-free gas is
permanently locked into stars and there is neither an
inflow nor outflow process. The chemical evolution of
those gas-rich and disk-dominant LSBGs is not along
the closed-box pathway according to the relationship be-
tween the near-infrared (nIR) color and MHI/Mbaryonic

(Galaz et al. 2002). Galaz et al. (2002) speculated that
those LSBGs are possibly experiencing the metal-poor
gas infall and dilute the metallicity of subsequent gener-
ations of stars. However, a sample of LSBGs from Kuzio
de Naray et al. (2004) shows their chemical evolution is
consistent with the closed-box model by studying H II
region spectra. Gas-phase abundance studies help create
the complicated chemical evolution models of LSBGs(Du
et al. 2017). Besides gas-phase abundances, one can ob-
tain recent star-formation histories through metallicity
of the stellar population. Namely, the ratio of α ele-
ments, which are produced during Type II supernovae
(SNe II), to iron that mainly comes from Type Ia su-
pernovae (SNe Ia). [α/Fe] can trace the star-formation
activities, since the timescale from the star formation to
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the explosion of SNe II is about a few tens of million
years, which is much shorter than that of SNe Ia (0.1∼1
Gyr) (Calura & Menci 2011). The α elements can be en-
hanced by the short episode star-formation activity and
can be diluted when SNe Ia adds iron elements.

The Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS; York et al. 2000;
Stoughton et al. 2002; Abazajian et al. 2003, 2004) pro-
vides a complete spectroscopic survey at r-band 17.7 mag
(Strauss et al. 2002). We need a bright LSBGs sample
to explore their spectroscopic properties by SDSS. Edge-
on galaxies have higher surface brightness than face-on
galaxies. Furthermore, ELSBG can help us to under-
stand the formation and evolution of LSBGs by dynam-
ics without uncertainty in inclination. So, an ELSBGs
sample with spectra is necessary for comprehensive un-
derstanding LSBGs. He et al. (2020) presented a H I-rich
edge-on low surface brightness galaxies (ELSBGs) sam-
ple but lacked spectra observations.

In this paper, we focus on the chemical abundance
properties of a sample of 330 blue ELSBGs. We describe
the sample selection in Section 2. In Section 3, we discuss
the chemical abundance evolution and stellar population
content of our ELSBGs. We summarize this work in Sec-
tion 4. All magnitudes in this paper are AB magnitudes.
We adopt a ΛCDM cosmology with Ωm = 0.3, ΩΛ = 0.7,
H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1.

2. SAMPLE SELECTION

2.1. Pre-selection

Simard et al. (2011) presents a catalog of 1.12 million
galaxies from SDSS DR7 (Abazajian et al. 2009). The
catalog is complete at 17.7 mag in r-band with SDSS fiber
spectra. We select our initial sample using the structural
parameters from Table 2 of Simard et al. (2011). The
free-nb bulge + disk compositions model is applied in
Table 2. The criteria are (i) the inclination of disks larger
than 80 degrees to select edge-on galaxies and (ii) their
nb smaller than two to ensure disk dominant galaxies.
There are 6660 targets in our initial sample.

We apply the edge-on model to fit our initial sample
with GALFIT (Peng et al. 2002) of SDSS g-band. The
initial parameters refer to the catalog of Simard et al.
(2011) and the output parameters from GALFIT includ-
ing major axis disk scale length (rs), the perpendicu-
lar disk scale height (hs), and projected central surface
brightness (µ0−edge). The face-on center surface bright-
ness (µ0−face) can be estimated by µ0−face = µ0−edge −
2.5×log10(hs/rs) (He et al. 2020). To avoid being de-
pendent on the model, we measure the average surface
brightness in 3′′ radius (µ3−edge) of the center region and
perform the aperture photometry by the Photutils pack-
age (Bradley et al. 2020). Since the flux of a face-on
disk is the integration of the perpendicular disk flux.
We assumed that the perpendicular disk profile is Σ(z)=
sech2(h/hs) (Seth et al. 2005) to correct the projected
edge-on flux in 3′′ radius to the perpendicular disk flux.
Then, we convert the corrected edge-on µ3−edge to face-
on µ3−face by assuming an exponential disk profile of our
targets and simplify this calculation in two-dimension.
We select µ3−face fainter than 25 mag arcsec−2 into the
pre-selection sample and there are 1409 targets.

2.2. Blue Edge-on Low Surface Brightness Galaxies
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Fig. 1.— The observed (u - r) color and mass relation (CMR)
for our pre-selected sample. The (u - r) color is from the center 3′′

aperture region. The black line (u -r) = -0.4 + 0.25×log(M∗/M�)
is from van Velzen et al. (2021) and there are 367 blue ELSBGs
under the black line. The color code shows the continuum of dust
extinction from STARLIGHT.

We select blue ELSBGs by the observed (u - r) color
and stellar mass relation (CMR). We measured the (u -
r) color of 3′′ aperture (consistency with SDSS fiber re-
gion) in the central region, and the stellar mass is from
MPA-JHU catalog (Kauffmann et al. 2003), which is cal-
culated by the z-band mass-to-light (M/L) ratio based
on multi-band SED fitting. Figure 1 shows the CMR of
the pre-selection sample. With stellar mass increasing,
the center (u - r) color shows an increasing trend. We
apply the green valley upper boundary from van Velzen
et al. (2021) to select blue ELSBGs and there are 367
blue ELSBGs. Taking advantage of SDSS spectra, we
apply STARLIGHT (Cid Fernandes et al. 2005) software
to check dust extinction. We give the detailed setting of
STARLIGHT in Section 3.3. Galaxies with stellar masses
larger than 1010 M� usually experience heavier extinc-
tions than other ELSBGs in Figure 1. Most blue ELSBGs
show their Av values smaller than 1.0 Mag. We check
their SDSS color images and exclude 37 targets that are
not edge-on galaxies or polluted by a very bright star.
There are 330 blue ELSBGs in our final sample shown in
Figure 2. µ0−face of our sample ranges from 22.34 to 23.75
mag arcsec−2. Since the extinction in Figure 1 is cumu-
lative dust extinction along the disk, the corresponding
face-on center should have less extinction. Therefore,
dust extinction can not have a significant effect on the
center surface brightness.

The redshifts of 330 blue ELSBGs range from 0.0026 to
0.14. We show the distribution of their distance, physical
scale length (rs), and relative thickness in Figure 3. The
generally accepted scale length value of the Milky Way is
about 2.3 kpc in R-band (Hammer et al. 2007). Most of
our blue ELSBGs show extended disks in SDSS g-band
compared with the Milky Way.

3. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
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Fig. 2.— The µ0−face versus µ3−face. Contours represent the
initial sample and open blue circles represent our final 330 blue
ELSBGs
. The dashed red line is µ3−face = 25 mag arcsec−2.

3.1. (M∗ − Z) Relation

Stellar mass and metallicity are two fundamental pa-
rameters of galaxies because they are related to the evo-
lution of galaxies. The gas-phase metallicity can be de-
rived from different nebular line diagnostics (e.g. Hα,
Hβ, [N II], [O III], Pettini & Pagel 2004; Marino et al.
2013). We derived the fiber metallicity 12+log(O/H)
by [N II]λ6583/Hα (N2) index (Pettini & Pagel 2004).
Since [N II] emission line is much weaker than Hα emis-
sion line, we estimate S/N of [N II] emission line to ex-
clude targets with very weak emission lines. We sub-
tract the continuum by STARLIGHT fitting result. The
noise level is considered as the standard deviation of
continuum-subtracted spectrum σ (6500Å-6650Å). We
use the Gaussian model to fit the [N II] emission line
and set the line region of 3σline. The S/N is defined as

line flux over
√
N ∗σ, where N is the pixel number in the

line region. 310 blue ELSBGs show S/N of [N II] emis-
sion lines larger than three. We measure their [N II] and
Hα fluxes based on their continuum-subtracted spectra
and estimate their gas-phase metallicities.

Figure 4 shows stellar mass versus metallicity (M∗−Z)
for different types of galaxies. Spectra of our blue ELS-
BGs and SDSS star-forming galaxies were taken using
fiber spectroscopy, wherein the aperture of the fiber cov-
ers mainly the central regions. We also show metallicities
of the entire ELSBGs (Du et al. 2017) in Figure 4. The
metallicity is derived from N2 index of Du et al. (2017).
Since Du et al. (2017) applied different method to esti-
mate the stellar masses, we show both B-band based and
z-band based M∗ in Figure 4. The metallicity of Kuzio
de Naray et al. (2004) is measured from H II regions, and
the stellar mass is based on B-band luminosity. We note
that the results of both Kuzio de Naray et al. (2004) and
Du et al. (2017) are from long-slit spectra. The metallic-
ity of our sample is higher than that of entire ELSBGs
and H II regions. Cheng et al. (2021) presented that

HI-dominated LSBG has a similar H-band size (stellar
structure) to other local galaxies with a more extended
star-formation radius. The long slit spectra of ELSBGs
in Du et al. (2017) may be dominated by that outer skirt
H II region. This may be the reason that the metallic-
ity of Du et al. (2017) is consistent with that of Kuzio
de Naray et al. (2004). The extinction of our sample is
not significant in Figure 1. So, the fiber spectrum of our
sample could better represent the abundance of ELSBG
in the center region.

Galaxies usually first build their stellar structure in
the center region. This means that chemical evolution
should first happen in the center. Our blue ELSBGs and
SDSS star-forming galaxies sample cover a similar red-
shift (z ∼ 0.1) and stellar mass arrangements. We mainly
compare the center region gas-phase metallicity between
our blue ELSBGs and SDSS star-forming galaxies in Fig-
ure 4. Our ELSBGs show lower metallicities than SDSS
star-forming galaxies. Metallicities of our ELSBGs range
from 7.88 to 8.75 dex, with a mean value of 8.45 dex.
We obtain a linear (M∗ − Z) relation for our blue ELS-
BGs: 12+log(O/H) = 7.01 + 0.155 × log(M∗/M�) with
the dispersion of 0.068 dex. Metallicities of our ELSBGs
show a flat tendency with increased stellar masses com-
pared with SDSS star-forming galaxies. It suggests that
with the same increments in stellar masses, the center
region gas-phase metallicity in LSBGs are not enhanced
as much as in normal galaxies. The gas-phase metallicity
enhancement in LSBGs is inefficient.

Considering the dust extinction could affect stellar
mass derived from optical luminosity for edge-on galax-
ies (Möllenhoff et al. 2006), we use Wide-field Infrared
Survey Explorer (WISE; Wright et al. 2010) data to
check the stellar mass. We apply the method from Es-
kew et al. (2012) to estimate the stellar mass using W1
and W2 bands. We match positions of our ELSBGs
with the WISE All-Sky Source Catalog from the dataset
10.26131/IRSA142 and constrain the S/N of the W2
band larger than ten and the number of blends equal-
ing one. 153 ELSBGs satisfy our criteria. We show the
result in Figure 5. Except for a few low-mass ELSBGs,
the stellar mass derived from SDSS and WISE is consis-
tent with a dispersion value of 0.095 dex. Overall, the
dust extinction does not affect stellar mass derived from
SDSS z-band for our sample.

3.2. Gas to Stellar Mass Ratio and Chemical Evolution

The gas-to-stellar mass ratio is an important clue to
the conversion from the gas into stars. The Arecibo
Legacy Fast Arecibo L-band Feed Array (ALFALFA,
Giovanelli et al. 2005) performs a very wide area (7000
deg2) blind extragalactic H I survey. We match our 330
blue ELSBGs position information with the optical po-
sitions from the full ALFALFA (α.100) catalog (Durbala
et al. 2020). The matching radius is fixed in 3′′. 43%
of our sample is uncovered by ALFALFA and 34% is
unmatched (undetected) with ALFALFA. There are 75
ELSBGs matched with ALFALFA, and the other two
ELSBGs (UGC 07301 and UGCA 014) have H I data
from Springob et al. (2005) and Tifft & Cocke (1988).
We estimate the total gas mass by Mgas = 1.36 × MHI

(Lee et al. 2006; Du et al. 2017). The gas fraction is de-
rived by fg = Mgas/(Mgas+M∗). fg ranges from 97% to
61% with a mean value of 84% for our blue ELSBGs.
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Fig. 3.— Histograms of relevant physical parameters of 330 ELSBGs. Panel (a): the distribution of distance in Mpc. The distance is
simply estimated by cz/H0. Panel (b): the distribution of SDSS g-band scale length (rs) in kpc from GALFIT. Panel (c): the distribution
of SDSS g-band relative thickness (hs/rs) from GALFIT.
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The closed-box model of chemical evolution predicts
the metallicity by mass (Schmidt 1963; Searle & Sargent
1972): Z = y ln f−1

g , where yield value (y) represents the
ratio of the mass of newly formed metals to the mass of
gas permanently locked into stars. This relation can be
written as (Kuzio de Naray et al. 2004): 12 + log(O/H)
= 12 + log(0.196yo) + log log (1/fg) where yo is oxygen
yield and the closed-box model predicts a slope of unity.
Deviations from the slope indicate either infall or outflow
of gas.

Figure 6 shows the gas-phase metallicity versus gas
mass fraction (log log (1/fg)). Du et al. (2017) discussed
that z-band based M∗ from MPA-JHU catalog are reali-
able for ELSBGs and their fg based on z-band M∗ ranges
from 76% to 57% in Figure 6. The stellar masses of our
blue ELSBGs are also based on z-band from the MPA-
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Fig. 6.— Gas-phase metallicity versus gas mass fraction
(log log (1/fg)) for LSBGs. Circle represents our blue ELSBGs.
Red and black triangles are LSBGs from Du et al. (2017) and
Kuzio de Naray et al. (2004), respectively. Green triangles are
dIrrs from Lee et al. (2003). The green solid line with a slope of
unity represents a closed-box model of chemical evolution with yo
= 2.22×10−3 for dIrrs sample from Lee et al. (2003). The cyan
solid line is a ‘hypothetical’ closed-box model for LSBGs in Du
et al. (2017) with an oxygen yield 6.23×10−3. The purple line is
the asymptotic yield value for SDSS data (Tremonti et al. 2004)
with yo = 0.0104. The color code shows the stellar mass of our
blue ELSBGs.

JHU catalog. The fg based on B-band M∗ of LSBGs in
Kuzio de Naray et al. (2004) ranges from 77% to 23%
with the mean value of 50%. ELSBGs from Du et al.
(2017) and LSBGs from Kuzio de Naray et al. (2004)
follow the closed-box model fit for dIrrs with a large
scatter in Figure 6. Metallicities of Lee et al. (2003)
are also measured from H II regions. Our blue ELSBGs
have a higher gas fraction and deviate from the closed-
box model fit for H II regions.

SDSS star-forming galaxies in Figure 4 do not follow
the closed-box model and via galactic winds lossing their
metals (Tremonti et al. 2004). Combine with the result
of Figure 4, the closed-box model can not well explain
the (M∗−Z) relation for our blue ELSBGs. Galaz et al.
(2002) proposed that the continuing gas infall dilutes the
metallicity of those gas-rich and disk-dominated LSBGs.
Besides gas infall, metal-enriched hot gas (∼106 K) out-
flow is a key point to regulate the mass-metallicity rela-
tion (Berg et al. 2012; McQuinn et al. 2019). There may
be a more complicated chemical evolution pathway with
outflow or/and infall for LSBGs as the discussion of Du
et al. (2017).

3.3. Stellar Populations of Normal ELSBGs and
Massive ELSBGs

Analyzing stellar populations is the archaeology of
studying galaxies. Stellar population synthesis is a
widely used method to obtain stellar populations of
galaxies. It requires a high-quality continuum of the
spectrum. The continuum S/N of the single spectrum
(S/N < 10) of our ELSBGs can not satisfy stellar pop-

ulation synthesis. We divide our sample into five stellar
mass bins as shown in Table 1 and stack the fiber spec-
tra in every stellar mass bin. Firstly, we shift the sin-
gle spectrum to the rest frame, then interpolated onto a
wavelength grid spanning 3700-9000 Å with a step of 3
Å. Every spectrum is normalized by 5500-5600 Å and we
stack spectra using the mean flux density at each wave-
length. The error of the stacked spectrum is estimated
by the standard deviation of data points at each wave-
length.

We perform the stellar population synthesis by
STARLIGHT (Cid Fernandes et al. 2005) to fit the ob-
served spectrum Oλ with a model spectrum Mλ from
BC03 model spectra (Bruzual & Charlot 2003). We
apply 45 spectral components with three metallicities
(0.004, 0.02, and 0.05) and 15 different ages between
1 Myr and 13 Gyr. The initial mass function (IMF)
is adopted Chabrier (2003) and the redding law is
the ‘Calzetti law’. The emission lines are masked by
STARLIGHT. We randomly produced 500 spectra of
every stellar mass bin by assuming a Gaussian dis-
tribution of error in spectrum, and input 500 spectra
into STARLIGHT to obtain the stellar age and stel-
lar metallicity. The error of the resulting output from
STARLIGHT is estimated by the standard deviation of
those 500 data points.

Table 1 shows the results of every stellar mass bin.
Cid Fernandes et al. (2005) reported the light-weighted
mean stellar age (<t∗>L) and light-weighted mean stel-
lar metallicity (<Z∗>L) is more useful in practice. In the
following discussion, we use light-weighted mean stellar
age and light-weighted mean stellar metallicity. We di-
vide the contribution of a light fraction of the stellar pop-
ulation into two age bins, young stellar population (age
< 1Gyr) and old stellar population (age > 1Gyr). The
stellar mass bin with M∗ larger 109.5M� show higher
<t∗>L and <Z∗>L than that of low stellar mass bins,
and is dominated by old stellar population as shown in
Table 1. We divide our sample into massive ELSBGs (M∗
>= 109.5M�) and normal ELSBGs (M∗ < 109.5M�) ac-
cording to their stellar population properties. We use the
same method as the stellar mass bin to get the stacked
spectrum and stellar population properties. Figure 7 and
Figure 8 show the results of STARLIGHT fitting for nor-
mal ELSBG and massive ELSBG, respectively. The re-
sults are listed in Table 1. Both massive ELSBG and
normal ELSBG are metal-poor. The massive ELSBG
show older <t∗>L (∼2Gyr) than that of normal ELS-
BGs (∼1Gyr).

3.4. [α/Fe] Ratio

Magnesium is a good indicator of α elements (Thomas
et al. 2003; Rong et al. 2020) and MILES stellar li-
brary (Sánchez-Blázquez et al. 2006) provides variable
age, [α/Fe], and [M/H]. We use absorption lines strengths
of Mg b, Fe5270, and Fe5335 to obtain the [α/Fe] ra-
tio by comparing single stellar population (SSP) grids
from MILES stellar library against the stacked spectrum.
The index definitions of those absorption lines are from
Worthey & Ottaviani (1997). SSP grids in low metal-
licity regions are very narrow and require a high S/N of
the continuum, so we use the stacked spectrum of mas-
sive ELSBGs and normal ELSBGs to get mean [α/Fe]
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TABLE 1
starlight stellar population synthesis results

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Group log(M∗/M�) Number S/N <log (t∗/yr)>L <Z∗>L YSPLF

bin-1 log(M∗/M�) >= 10.0 49 45 9.30 0.0097 41.0%
±0.040 ±0.0009

bin-2 10.0 > log(M∗/M�) >= 9.5 63 43 9.28 0.0091 45.5%
±0.041 ±0.0010

bin-3 9.5 > log(M∗/M�) >= 9.0 84 54 9.07 0.0059 57.5%
±0.048 ±0.0012

bin-4 9.0 > log(M∗/M�) >= 8.5 90 35 8.96 0.0076 67.6%
±0.033 ±0.0010

bin-5 log(M∗/M�) < 8.5 44 31 8.76 0.0067 91.8%
±0.077 ±0.0017

Massive ELSBG log(M∗/M�) >= 9.5 112 50 9.31 0.0090 43.63%
±0.039 ±0.0011

Normal ELSBG log(M∗/M�) < 9.5 218 60 8.99 0.0048 63.77%
±0.040 ±0.0010

Col.1: The Group number;
Col.2: Stellar mass rangement of the bin;
Col.3: The number of galaxies in the stellar bin;
Col.4: The S/N of stacked spectrum at λ 4020Å;
Col.5: The light-weighted mean stellar age <log (t∗/yr)>L from STARLIGHT fitting;
Col.6: The light-weighted mean stellar metallicity <Z∗>L from STARLIGHT fitting;
Col.7: The light fraction of young stellar population from STARLIGHT fitting.
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Fig. 7.— Stellar population synthesis results for the average spectrum of normal ELSBGs using STARLIGHT with 45 SSP from BC03
model spectra. Panel (a) shows the stacked spectra in the range of 3700-6000 Å (blue line) and STARLIGHT fit (red line). We mark
absorption lines: Mg b, Fe5270, and Fe5335. Panel (b) shows the residual spectrum. The blue line is residual flux Fres = 0. Panel (c) and
panel (d) show the light-weighted mean stellar age distributions and the mass-weighted mean stellar age distributions, respectively. The
five parameters are listed in the top right corner: the reduced χ2, the mean relative difference between synthesis and observed spectra ∆λ,
the S/N in the range of 4730 to 4780 Å, the velocity v∗, and the velocity dispersion σ∗.
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model spectra. Panel (a) shows the stacked spectra in the range of 3700-6000 Å (blue line) and STARLIGHT fit (red line). We mark
absorption lines: Mg b, Fe5270, and Fe5335. Panel (b) shows the residual spectrum. The blue line is residual flux Fres = 0. Panel (c) and
panel (d) show the light-weighted mean stellar age distributions and the mass-weighted mean stellar age distributions, respectively. The
five parameters are listed in the top right corner: the reduced χ2, the mean relative difference between synthesis and observed spectra ∆λ,
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ratio. We note that the mean [α/Fe] ratio represents the
value in center region.

We plot the Mg b and <Fe> = (Fe5270+Fe5335) / 2 onto
the SSP grids from MILES stellar library, which has
similar spectra resolution to SDSS spectra. The age of
MILES SSP model grids is fixed at 1 Gyr for normal ELS-
BGs, and 2 Gyr for massive ELSBG which is close to the
light-weighted mean stellar age from STARLIGHT. The
[M/H] ≈ -0.51 (Z∗ ≈ 0.006) for normal ELSBG and ≈
-0.41 (Z∗ ≈ 0.0072) for massive ELSBG from interpola-
tion of the selected model. The Z∗ is consistent with the
result from STARLIGHT for normal ELSBG and mas-
sive ELSBG within 3σ error. From normal ELSBG to
massive ELSBG, the mean [α/Fe] ratio increases from
0.18 to 0.4 in Figure 9. It is consistent with the result
from Zhong et al. (2010) that Mg2 increases with the in-
creasing stellar mass of LSBGs, because Mg2 increases
with increasing [α/Fe] ratio. The [α/Fe] ratio is roughly
constant (∼ 0.25) over the whole stellar mass range from
simulation result (Segers et al. 2016).

Several scenarios can explain the results in Figure 9:
(1) The shape of IMF. A top-heavy IMF can cause a
higher fraction of SNe II compared to SNe Ia and lead
to a higher α-enhancement (Fontanot et al. 2017). The
high star formation rate environments usually have top-
heavy IMFs (Bartko et al. 2010; Li et al. 2023). How-
ever, LSBGs are low SFR environments. (2) AGN feed-
back in massive galaxies (M∗>1010.5M�) could enhance
the α elements (Segers et al. 2016). But, there is no
presence of AGN in our sample. (3) The time scale of
star formation. The α-enhancement is mainly related
to a short-time star-formation activity within 1Gyr be-
cause the timescale for SNe Ia (produce iron-peak ele-
ments diluting α elements) is about 1Gyr. The slow
star-formation process in LSBGs may prolong the α-
enhancement timescale. Furthermore, low stellar surface
density in LSBGs also could make a lower probability of
SNe Ia explosion than that in normal galaxies. We can
observe α-enhancement with a longer timescale in LS-
BGs. (4) Metal-rich gas outflow event caused by SNe Ia
winds which can take away the iron-peak elements. The
simulation results show that the supernovae’ energy in-
jection rate (that goes into the wind) and the outflow
rate is inversely correlated with the gas surface density
(Σgas) (Fielding et al. 2017). The mean Σgas of LSBGs is
about 4.1 M� pc−2 and lower than that of star-forming
galaxies (Lei et al. 2019). The effect of supernovae wind
in LSBGs is stronger than that in star-forming galaxies.
This scenario also supports the discussion in Section 3.2.

However, the study on the supernovae in LSBGs is
very rare (Zinn et al. 2012). More observational evidence
is needed to corroborate our discussions. Due to the
spectroscopic data being extremely limited for LSBGs,
in the future, integral field spectroscopy is vital to follow
up on our results.

4. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we present a sample of 330 blue ELSBGs.
Our sample is selected by color-mass relation. We dis-
cussed the chemical evolution of our sample. Our main
findings are as follows:

1. We derived the gas-phase oxygen abundance by
[N II]λ6583/Hα diagnostic. In the gas-phase (M∗ − Z)
relation plot, metallicities of our ELSBGs show a flat
tendency compared with SDSS star-forming galaxies, in-
dicating the oxygen abundance enhancement is inefficient
in LSBGs.

2. 77 ELSBGs have H I data and are gas-dominant
galaxies. We analyze that the chemical evolution of our
ELSBGs can not be explained by the closed-box model
according to the gas-phase (M∗ − Z) Relation plot and
the relationship between metallicity and gas mass frac-
tion (log log(1/fg)). The complicated chemical evolution
model (including metal-poor gas infall and/or metal-rich
gas outflow) may exist in LSBGs.

3. We separated our blue ELSBGs into nor-
mal ELSBGs (M∗<109.5M�) and massive ELSBGs
(M∗>=109.5M�) according to their stellar population
properties. Both normal ELSBGs and massive ELSBGs
show lower <Z∗>L than solar metallicity. The <t∗>L

of normal ELSBG and massive ELSBG are 0.97 Gyr and
2.04 Gyr, respectively. Massive ELSBG is dominated by
old stellar populations (>1Gyr) and normal ELSBG is
dominated by young stellar populations (<1Gyr).

4. We obtain the mean [α/Fe] ratio by the line
strengths of Mg b, and <Fe> through the MILES SSP
grids. From normal ELSBG to massive ELSBG, the
mean [α/Fe] ratio increases from 0.18 to 0.4. The time
scale of star-formation and/or metal-rich gas outflow
event caused by SNe Ia winds, have been considered to
be responsible for the α-enhancement of ELSBGs.
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Möllenhoff, C., Popescu, C. C., & Tuffs, R. J. 2006, A&A, 456,

941
Peng, C. Y., Ho, L. C., Impey, C. D., & Rix, H.-W. 2002, AJ,

124, 266
Pettini, M., & Pagel, B. E. J. 2004, MNRAS, 348, L59
Rong, Y., Zhu, K., Johnston, E. J., et al. 2020, ApJ, 899, L12

Sánchez-Blázquez, P., Peletier, R. F., Jiménez-Vicente, J., et al.
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