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ABSTRACT

By using a large sample of published spectroscopic iron abundances, we point out the importance of gravity correction in deriving
more accurate metal abundances for RR Lyrae stars. For the 197 stars with multiple spectra we find overall [Fe/H] standard devia-
tions of 0.167 (as published), 0.145 (shifted by data source zero points) and 0.121 (both zero point shifted and gravity-corrected).
These improvements are significant at the ∼ 2σ level at each correction step, leading to a clearly significant improvement after both
corrections applied. The higher quality of the gravity-corrected metallicities is strongly supported also by the tighter correlation with
the metallicities predicted from the period and Fourier phase φ31. This work underlines the need for using some external estimates of
the temporal gravity in the chemical abundance analysis rather than relying on a full-fetched spectrum fit that leads to large correlated
errors in the estimated parameters.
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1. Introduction

Heavy elements – primarily [Fe/H] but also α-elements – play
a leading role in the evolution of RR Lyrae stars and also
in their applicability as distance indicators and Galactic struc-
ture tracers. Unfortunately, they also have highly variable enve-
lope/atmosphere, that makes the applicability of standard spec-
troscopic methods for chemical abundance analysis rather sensi-
tive to the pulsation phase at the moment of the observation.

In general, spectroscopic abundances are determined by di-
rect model (or spectral library/template) fits, by adjusting basic
atmospheric parameters, such as effective temperature Te f f , tem-
poral gravity log g and turbulent velocity Vt, together with the
assumed element distribution (see, e.g. Jofré et al. 2019, for an
overview of the methodologies used to produce today’s “indus-
trial” stellar abundances). Unfortunately, this process is rather
ill-conditioned, and the parameters fitted are both correlated and
erroneous. To improve the conditioning, when possible, some
of the parameters (usually Te f f and log g) are determined ex-
ternally, by using some reliable parameter source (e.g., spectral
energy density fit from multi-waveband observations to derive
Te f f ). The gravity parameter is usually the most difficult param-
eter to estimate. However, extrasolar planet host stars (or the pri-
mary components of binaries with low-mass secondary compo-
nents) and pulsating variables are excellent candidates for giv-
ing good estimates on the temporal value of log g. For extrasolar
planet host stars the gravity is well estimated from the combina-
tion of the orbital and stellar evolution model analyses (Noyes
et al. 2008). For radially pulsating stars the temporal gravity is
very closely estimated from the period (e.g., Gough et al. 1965;
Dékány et al. 2008) and from the radial velocity curve (e.g.,
Clementini et al. 1995).

Considering only RRab (fundamental mode) variables, here
we examine the effect of employing a simple post-correction
method on the already determined spectroscopic metallicities to
improve the accuracy of the final abundances. In addition to the

improvement of the internal accuracy, external relations are also
used to test the quality of the derived abundances.

Reference to the Appendices for some additional details of
the analysis is implicit throughout the paper. Extended materials
related to this paper are deposited at the CDS site.1

2. Method

The main issue in the derivation of stellar parameters on purely
spectroscopic basis is that, in general, these parameters are diffi-
cult to disentangle. The success of the process depends on many
factors and the verification of the reliability of the parameters
derived are often presumptional (e.g., cluster’s chemical homo-
geneity). For dynamical atmospheres the situation is coupled
with changing stellar atmospheric conditions and physical as-
sumptions such as the validity of local thermodinamical equilib-
rium.

Here we focus on the single problem of temporal gravity. The
generally employed spectroscopic element determination meth-
ods make this parameter free-floating (together with the iron
abundance and Te f f – see, e.g. Crestani et al. 2021). However,
for classical radial pulsators we have reliable estimates both for
the dynamical part of the gravity (from the radial velocity) and
also for the static part (from the pulsation equation). Therefore,
in principle, one could use a fairly accurate estimate for the
temporal value of the gravity, and determine only Te f f and the
chemical abundances. Except for Clementini et al. (1995) and
Lambert et al. (1996), we could not find any other work follow-
ing this methodology. Consequently, we have to resort to some
method that uses the already published atmospheric parameters
and transforms the temporarily given abundances to the value
corresponding to the static gravity.
1 Metallicities and light curve parameters used in this pa-
per are available at the CDS via http://cdsarc.u-strasbg.fr/viz-
bin/qcat?J/A+A/3digitVol/Apagenumber
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Our approach is purely empirical. After experiencing with
various data sets, we found that a linear transformation applied
on the published (spectroscopic) [Fe/H] values yields more sta-
ble [Fe/H] values and therefore, supposedly a better estimate of
[Fe/H]2

[Fe/H]0 = [Fe/H]sp +Cg(log g − log gsp) , (1)

where [Fe/H]0 and [Fe/H]sp, respectively, stand for the trans-
formed and the direct spectroscopic abundances (with the asso-
ciated static and spectroscopic gravities log g and log gsp). The
gravity factor Cg is kept constant at the value to be determined
by two different criteria (both seem to prefer a value near 0.3 –
see Sect. 4).

The static log g can be easily obtained from linear stel-
lar pulsation models. Although the single parameter (i.e., pe-
riod) dependence of the gravity is very strong, the final for-
mula also depends on the parameter coverage of the models. The
following formula was derived from the models of Kovacs &
Karamiqucham (2021b) covering the RR Lyrae parameter space
and combining solar-scaled models with overall heavy element
contents of Z = 0.0008 and 0.001

log g = 2.48 − 1.27 log P0 . (2)

This formula fits the model logg values with σ = 0.028, appro-
priate for the purpose of correcting the gravity effect in [Fe/H].

In addition to the gravity effect, different metallicity surveys
do not use the very same methodology, including codes, spectral
line list, turbulent velocity, temperature scale, solar metallicity,
etc. As a result, there are author/source-dependent overall zero
point (ZP) differences among the different studies. Furthermore,
Eq. 1 is intended only to minimize the gravity dependence, but
this does not guarantee that the resulting [Fe/H] is also close
enough to the static value. To consider both of these effects, we
employ source-by-source differential corrections in the follow-
ing sense

[Fe/H](i) = [Fe/H]0(i) + DZP(i) , (3)

where [Fe/H]0(i) is the gravity-corrected abundance for some
star in the i-th source. Because the methodology followed by
Clementini et al. (1995) and Lambert et al. (1996) seems to be
the closest to the type of method we advocate, the DZP-s are de-
termined in a way which considers the averages of all available
metallicities, but these are additionally shifted (uniformly) by an
amount of −0.08 dex that results the smallest ZP corrections for
the metallicities from the above two publications.3

To sum it up, for any fixed Cg, the algorithm of transform-
ing the published spectroscopic abundances to a uniform scale
that observes the start-by-star log g and the survey-by-survey ZP
dependences, constitutes the following steps:

1. Gravity correction: use Eqs. 1,2 for all stars in all sources.
2. Estimate the ‘ridge’: use each star with multiple sources and

compute simple averages from the logg-corrected [Fe/H]0
values.

2 An early reference to the existence of such a relation can be found in
Lambert et al. (1996). See Sect. 4 for further discussion of their result
in the context of this paper.
3 Even though these two publications are based on very close prin-
ciples, the resulting abundances for the three common stars differ by
0.1–0.2 dex. This paper uses the average of the Fe I and Fe II values
in the ‘photometric’ section of Table 3 from Lambert et al. (1996) and
Table 12 of Clementini et al. (1995).

3. ZP corrections: Compute DZP for each source as given by
Eq. 3 by considering the average difference between the
ridge and the source values. Add −0.08 dex as a global cor-
rection to each DZP.

4. Final [Fe/H]: Loop back to step 1., and derive the final metal-
licities FEH by employing the gravity correction on the ZP-
corrected input [Fe/H]sp values and perform simple averag-
ing for objects with multiple measurements.

The above core scheme is run for the scanned Cg values in
the process to be aimed at the optimization of Cg by using vari-
ous minimization criteria for the RMS of the resulting metallici-
ties (see Sect. 4).

3. Data sets

In gathering high-quality [Fe/H] data, first we made a search
for publications with simultaneous Te f f , log g data based on
high dispersion spectroscopic (HDS) observations. Then, these
data were further extended by big survey data (LAMOST and
GALAH). Although LAMOST does not use a HDS equipment,
the method employed is very similar to those of the HDS small-
scale studies. Therefore, for simplicity, we label these data also
as HDS. The final list of HDS data is based on an additional
cross-check of the above big survey databases with the list of
Muraveva et al. (2018). We recall that only RRab variables are
included in all these and subsequent data sets.

Some details of the HDS inventory used are shown in Ta-
ble 1. We also checked two more sources: Sprague et al. (2022),
based on the APOGEE survey and Gilligan et al. (2021), from
the observations made by SALT/HRS. Unfortunately, both of
these sets proved to be too noisy with respect of the sources listed
in Table 1.

As a consistency check, we also examined the earlier low dis-
persion spectroscopic (LDS) data by Layden (1994) and Suntzeff
et al. (1994) (hereafter LA94 and SU94, respectively). We recall
that the LDS metallicities are based on the calibration of spectral
indices (or equivalent widths) that are conveniently measured
also on low dispersion spectra. These data are then calibrated on
proper sets of [Fe/H] derived from HDS spectra (with the HDS
methodology). Once that LDS parameters have been calibrated,
they can be quickly applied to determine the metallicities of new
objects, often not accessible by HDS instruments. Somewhat
surprisingly, we found that these early sets follow quite well the
HDS ridge (star-by-star average [Fe/H], see Fig. 1). Both sets
show systematic differences with respect to the HDS values. We
approximate these trends by straight lines. The regression coeffi-
cients are given in Table 2. The improved quality of the merged
(HDS & LDS) data will be demonstrated in Sect. 5.

Concerning the calibration of the gravity- and source ZP-
corrected [Fe/H] relative to the Sun, we note that an overwhelm-
ing majority of the sources use log ϵ(Fe) = 7.50. Therefore,
[Fe/H] presented in this work is considered to be tied to this solar
value.

4. The gravity factor

Before dwelling more deeply into the gravity correction, it is
worth examining the distribution of the published gravities of the
various surveys and targeted studies. Figure 2 shows the distri-
bution of the gravity differences ∆ log g = log g − log gsp for the
various sources. Large deviations can be seen in both directions,
suggesting improper pulsation phasing of the observations, or,
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Table 1. HDS inventory

Source Nob j Nsp DZP RMS Nclip

ta22 21 31 −0.1053 0.0596 0
cr21 121 184 −0.0511 0.0808 2
la96 15 15 0.0572 0.0466 0
li13 22 33 −0.1654 0.0497 0
ch17 28 70 −0.1383 0.0998 0
cl95 10 10 −0.0471 0.0966 0
fo11 11 165 −0.0601 0.0193 0
ne13 24 24 −0.1376 0.1175 0
lam5 119 216 −0.0984 0.0798 0
lal5 81 133 −0.0395 0.0761 1
gala 22 22 −0.1629 0.0893 0
an18 26 51 −0.0852 0.0882 0
pa15 18 54 −0.1378 0.1077 0
an21 7 7 −0.1769 0.0838 0
fe96 9 9 0.0942 0.1085 0
fe97 38 38 −0.0808 0.1495 1
so97 23 47 −0.1349 0.1235 2
Total: 269 1109 — — 6

Notes: Nob j = number of objects; Nsp = number of spectra;
DZP= zero point shift for [Fe/H] (including differential and
global shifts – see Sect. 2); RMS= standard deviation of the
final metallicities for the residuals between the source items and
the averages of the values obtained from all sources with
multiple spectra; Nclip = Number of 3σ-clipped objects.
References: ta22=Takeda (2022); cr21=Crestani et al. (2021);
la96=Lambert et al. (1996); li13=Liu et al. (2013);
ch17=Chadid et al. (2017); cl95=Clementini et al. (1995);
fo11=For et al. (2011); ne13=Nemec et al. (2013); lam5=Xiang
et al. (2019); lal5=Luo et al. (2019a,b); gala=Buder et al.
(2021); an18=Andrievsky et al. (2018); pa15=Pancino et al.
(2015); an21=Andrievsky et al. (2021); fe96=Fernley & Barnes
(1996); fe97=Fernley & Barnes (1997); so97=Solano et al.
(1997)

Table 2. LDS to HDS transformations

Source c1 c2 RMS N Nclip

LA94 0.0216 0.9433 0.1740 184 8
SU94 0.2514 1.1147 0.2359 64 0

Notes: [Fe/H]HDS ∼ c1 + c2[Fe/H]LDS ; the fit was made to FEH
(gravity- and source ZP-corrected HDS [Fe/H]); Nclip = number
of 3σ-clipped objects. See accompanying Fig. 1.

more likely, large errors in the spectroscopic gravities. The sur-
prisingly flat pattern of log g for the set of fo11 (For et al. 2011)
is due to their specific sample of stars, with periods concentrated
in a narrow range. The striking linear dependence for fe96, fe97
and so96 (respectively, Fernley & Barnes 1996, 1997; Solano et
al. 1997) is due to the fixed log gsp values in their analysis. The
∆ log g ranges are particular small and quite close to the values
predicted by Eq. 2 for la96 and cl95 (respectively, Lambert et al.
1996; Clementini et al. 1995), indicating proper phasing of the
observations in these studies.

After a detailed examination of the star-by-star dependence
of the published [Fe/H] values on gravity difference log g −
log gsp, we found that the gravity factor Cg (Eq. 1) has a visible
target dependence. For instance, Z Mic has remarkably constant
[Fe/H] implying Cg ∼ 0.0, whereas V1645 Sgr is best fitted by

Fig. 1. HDS ridge metallicities (FEH) vs individual HDS (gray dots)
and LDS (black dots) metallicities. The corresponding regression lines
are shown by gray and black lines. The standard deviations of the LDS
regressions are shown in the upper left corners of the corresponding
LDS sources: LA94 for Layden (1994) and SU94 for Suntzeff et al.
(1994).

Fig. 2. Gravity differences (static value, log g, from Eq. 2 minus pub-
lished spectroscopic value) for the individual objects of the different
sources. For each source, a uniform vertical shift was applied to separate
it from the data of other sources. See Table 1 for the source acronyms.

a steep Cg of ∼ 0.6. However, using individual Cg would lead
to a high level of overfitting, due to the modest number of spec-
tra for most of the stars.4 Therefore, we decided to search for
the best global value of Cg, by minimizing the scatter of the
log g-transformed and source ZP-adjusted abundances around
the average values for all stars with multiple spectra (197 stars
and 1037 spectra altogether). Black dots in Fig. 3 show the run
of RMS (individual transformed metallicities {feh} minus their
average FEH) for the full scan range of Cg. A preference for
Cg ∼ 0.2 is clearly visible.

4 Nevertheless, for further support of our adopted value of Cg, it is
useful to examine the distribution of the star-by-star fitted Cg values
and check the degree of spread of these values. See Appendix C for this
test.
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Yet another way to optimize Cg, is to scan the dependence of
the RMS of the (P, φ31)→ FEH fit (Jurcsik & Kovacs 1996), this
time using the full HDS set, including single spectra data (263
objects with available V light curves – see Sect. 5). Gray dots
in Fig. 3 indicate a preference of high significance for a global
value of Cg ∼ 0.3.

Fig. 3. Dependence of the fit RMS values on the gravity correction fac-
tor Cg (see Eq. 1). The plot shows the scans resulting from the direct
estimates of the scatter of the individual transformed abundances {feh}
around the average values {FEH} and the variation of the fit RMS of the
Fourier-based estimates. The shaded box indicates the optimum regime
for Cg.

To further constrain Cg, we also attempted to test the tight-
ness of the [Fe/H]−MV (e.g., Castellani et al. 1991) and the
near infrared period-luminosity-metallicity (PLZ, i.e., Bono et
al. 2003) relations. Unfortunately, both of these relations have
relatively weak metal dependences. In addition, this dependence
is further masked by noise, internal physical scatter (for the
[Fe/H]−MV relation) and the correlation between the period
and metallicity (for the PLZ test). Therefore, we rely only on
the direct tests shown in Fig. 3. These tests suggest values of
Cg ∼ 0.25, which we will use throughout the paper.

For a very simple demonstration of the differential log g-
dependence of the published spectroscopic abundances, in Fig. 4
we plot these [Fe/H] values as a function of ∆ log g = log g −
log gsp (with log g as given by Eq. 2). In the left panel, all [Fe/H]
were taken straight from the respective publications and plotted
against ∆ log g. In the right panel we employed source ZP cor-
rections as described in Sect. 2 and presented in Table 1. For
each star, the [Fe/H]sp values were fitted by a straight line of
Eq. 1 with Cg = 0.25 and [Fe/H]0 adjusted by a least-squares fit
of equal weights.

As noted earlier, although in most cases the adopted slope
is in good agreement with the observations, there are cases with
considerable differences (steeper, like V1645 Sgr and shallower,
such as AN Ser). Source ZP corrections further improve the fit
as can be seen by the insets at each object showing the RMS of
the residuals around the straight lines.

We can also visualize the ∆ log g →[Fe/H] correlation by
collapsing the data in the vertical axis (i.e., not applying star-by-
star vertical shifts). The left panel of Figure 5 shows the result
of this type of data handling by using the full sample of 197
stars with multiple measurements. In the right panel, in addition
to showing two well-fit cases we also exhibit the specific data
from Lambert et al. (1996). To the best of our knowledge their
work is the only one (in the context of RR Lyrae stars) compar-
ing metallicities from the traditional spectroscopic method and
those obtained by using known values of the temporal gravity
and theoretical spectral models.

Fig. 4. Examples of the star-by-star correlation between the gravity dif-
ference and the published abundances (left panel). The same correlation
is shown in the right panel after source ZP corrections. For an easier vi-
sualization, vertical shifts were applied together with a factor of two
decrease of the [Fe/H] ranges (including the slope of the fitted straight
line with an original value of −0.25). Numbers at the individual objects
show the RMS values around the straight lines). See text for further de-
tails.

Using Table 3 of Lambert et al. (1996), first we calculated the
average of the ‘photometric’ metallicities derived from the FeI
and FeII lines.5 These metallicities were obtained by employing
the log g values mostly from various Baade-Wesselink analyses,
and, in fewer cases, from narrow-band photometry. Then, we
used the ‘spectroscopic’ metallicities6 to calculate the difference
between the these and the ‘photometric’ metallicities. The corre-
sponding gravity differences (‘spectroscopic’ minus ‘photomet-
ric’) are also listed in the same table of Lambert et al. (1996). Ex-
cept for a vertical adjustment of −0.09 dex, we plotted straight
these published values in Fig. 5. The 15 RRab stars follow re-

5 Although the correlation with ∆ log g is tighter for FeII (Lambert et
al. 1996), we used the average for consistency with the final data set of
this paper.
6 These are derived from direct theoretical spectrum fits, based on
equating the abundances obtained from spectral lines of various ion-
ization levels. The gravity is computed as part of the fitting process.
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Fig. 5. Left: Correlation between the published HDS metallicities and
the difference between the static and spectroscopic gravities for the 197
stars with multiple spectra. Vertical shifts were applied according to
Eq. 1 to avoid scatter due to differences in the stellar metallicities. Right:
As in the left panel, but only for two well-fit examples. Triangles are for
the RRab sample from Table 3 of Lambert et al. (1996) by using the
‘photometric’ and ‘spectroscopic’ results (see text for further details).

markably well the trend observed by the other two individual
objects with multiple measurements.

Although it is not easy to find a single source for the cor-
relation between ∆ log g and [Fe/H], non-LTE effects are likely
play an important role (Lambert et al. 1996). The work by Luck
& Lambert (1985) on intermediate-mass supergiants (including
Cepheids) was the first to point out the systematic differences be-
tween the gravities obtained from the spectroscopic analyses and
pulsation models. Being less sensitive to non-LTE effects, Kov-
tyukh & Andrievsky (1999) suggest using Fe II lines for abun-
dance and gravity estimates in the case of Cepheids. Lambert et
al. (1996) lend on a similar conclusion for RR Lyrae stars.

To visualize the improvement of the quality of the derived
metallicities at various stages of the process, in Fig. 6 we show
the star-by-star standard deviations for the above set of 197 stars.
The ZP correction yield an RMS improvement which is signif-
icant at the 2σ level. This is quite close to the additional 2.3
sigma significance of the gravity correction on the ZP-corrected
values. All these indicate essentially the same level of impor-
tance of both types of correction.

5. The (P, φ31) →[Fe/H] fit

Here we test further the gravity- and source zero point-corrected
metallicities FEH (Sects. 4 and 3). This test also casts more light
on the potentials and limitations of the metallicity determination
based on light curve analyses (Kovacs & Zsoldos 1995; Jurcsik
& Kovacs 1996). Unfortunately, this relation still remains to be
purely empirical, without any theoretical foundation (except per-
haps for the work of Feuchtinger 1999), in spite of the practical
applicability and current recalibrations on various data sets (e.g.,
Dékány & Grebel 2022; Li et al. 2023).7

We use the light curves from the ASAS and ASAS-SN sur-
veys (Pojmanski 1997; Shappee et al. 2014; Christy et al. 2023)
and the Fourier decompositions presented by Jurcsik & Kovacs
(1996). Because our approach here is to utilize as many spectro-

7 At the same time, it is worthwhile to note that the large datasets used
in this paper further strengthen the strong preference for the (P, φ31)
dependence against any other two-parameter combinations, including
φ41 and Atot (depending on the data sets, at the 1−4 and 8−12 σ levels,
respectively).

Fig. 6. Ordered standard deviations of the multiple [Fe/H] values un-
der various data handling as given by the code list in the upper left part
of the figure. First number in the code symbol corresponds to the logg
correction term (Cg in Eq. 1), whereas the second number indicates if
source-by-source zero point correction was (1) or was not (0) employed.
The inserted panels show the scatter of the star-by-star individual metal-
licity values {feh} around the corresponding average metallicities FEH.
The equality lines are indicated by light blue. The standard deviations
are shown by the internal labels.

scopic [Fe/H] as possible, we include all RRab stars, irrespec-
tively if they are monomode or Blazhko. If the target is of this
latter type, it is frequency analyzed, and the mid curve (i.e., that
part of the light curve that comes from the monomode pulsation)
is used to estimate the Fourier phase. Additional details of the
light curve analysis can be found in Appendix B.

The metallicity data sets to be dealt with are listed in Ta-
ble 3. These sets were selected to investigate: (i) effect of merg-
ing LDS and HDS data to aim for more accurate test base (set
A, containing stars with average metallicities derived from HDS
and LDS sources); (ii) more realistic situations, when the data
quality strongly changes within the sample (set B, with mixed
items containing only either HDS or LDS, or type A metallici-
ties). The RMS values indeed show that the merged data yield
better result. Assuming Gaussian distributions for the residuals
(an assumption that has only partial validity – see later), we get
that the RMS differences with respect to set A for AHDS , ALDS
and B are significant at the 1.7, 2.5 and 1.4 sigma levels, respec-
tively. For set AHDS , employing only HDS source ZP corrections
(i.e., no gravity correction), we get a fit with an RMS of 0.256.
With respect to set A, this increase is significant at the level of
5.7 sigma.

Table 3. Datasets for the (P, φ31)→[Fe/H] test

Name NFEH Content RMS f it Nclip

A 187 HDS with LDS 0.163 3
AHDS 187 HDS only in A 0.186 2
ALDS 187 LDS only in A 0.199 1
B 390 A+HDS only+LDS only 0.179 11

The corresponding regressions for sets A and B are shown in
Fig. 7. We recall that the samples shown include all stars (i.e.,
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Fig. 7. Metallicity predictions FEH31 from the period and Fourier pa-
rameter φ31. Datasets given in Table 3 are used including both log g-
and ZP-corrected HDS data and LDS data as discussed in Appendix A.
These metallicities are shown on the horizontal axis. Straight lines indi-
cate the equality values for [Fe/H]. The plot for set B has been shifted
downward for better visibility.

even those indicated as ‘clipped’ objects in Table 3. Systemati-
cally high-fit objects at the low metallicity end are clearly visi-
ble. Assuming that the Fourier method is sensitive to the global
metallicity [M/H] rather than to [Fe/H], then, this effect may
come from the stronger α element enhancements at lower metal-
licities. On the other hand, we see also systematically low-fit
values for quite a large number of stars in the mid- to high-
metallicity part. A brief test of the effect of possible low (or
perhaps negative) α enhancement for these stars by using the
estimates of Crestani et al. (2021) did not suggest any statisti-
cally significant improvement. A more detailed examination of
these stars vaguely implicated that the underestimation by the
Fourier method may be partially attributed to the slight excess
of Blazhko stars (however, we do not have an explanation why
these stars may cause such an effect).

In addition to the visual inspection of the residuals, we can
also examine their distribution. It turns out (see Appendix D) that
none of the data sets follow Gaussian distribution in the outskirt
of their ordered residuals. About 20% of the stars in each sample
belong to a non-Gaussian subset. Although several outliers can
be explained by light curve or metallicity errors/peculiarities,
both in the non-Gaussian set and also among the simple out-
liers, there are stars with excellent metallicities and accurate
light curves. Stars such as X Ari, AL CMi or V0341 Aql remain
among the puzzling details of the Fourier method for [Fe/H] de-
termination.

From purely practical point of view, a large fraction of the
observed [Fe/H] values are fitted remarkably well with (P, φ31).
The errors are less than 0.2 dex for over 70% and less than
0.1 dex for about 50% of the stars in our samples.

Finally, for V light curves (using the monomode components
for Blazhko stars) the updated formula derived from set A of
Table 3 reads as follows8

FEH31 = −5.088 − 5.268 P + 1.311φ31 . (4)

8 By using set B we get FEH31 = −4.845−5.385 P+1.274φ31, yielding
estimates that deviate from the values predicted by Eq. 4 with a standard
deviation of 0.017 dex.

6. Conclusions

By using the best available iron abundances based on traditional
spectral analyses of fundamental mode RR Lyrae stars, we ar-
rived to the following conclusions.

− Current spectroscopic abundances suffer from considerable
scatter both internally (within a given survey) and externally
(between the different surveys).

− The internal scatter can be mitigated on a star-by-star basis
by employing a linear correction including the difference be-
tween the static and the temporal (spectroscopic) gravities.

− The external (zero point) differences can be eliminated by
uniform survey-by-survey shifts based on the common stars
in the different surveys.

− Both corrections yield roughly the same degree of improve-
ment in the overall quality of the final abundances, resulting
in a RMS of 0.12 dex around the averages for stars with mul-
tiple measurements. This is an improvement above 4 sigma
with respect to the RMS of 0.17 dex of the published (uncor-
rected) values.

The relatively large differences among the spectroscopic abun-
dances have led us to examine the possible utilization of the
metallicity estimates based on spectral index methods (Layden
1994; Suntzeff et al. 1994). Interestingly, we found these metal-
licities quite comparable with the overall higher accuracy direct
spectroscopic metallicities. The merged set of 187 stars (set A
in Table 3) represents the most accurate metallicities used in this
paper.

The higher quality [Fe/H] reflects also on the tightness of
the relations involving [Fe/H]. Although the effect is rather mild
on the [Fe/H]→ MV and near infrared (logP, [Fe/H]) → MKs
relations, the improvement on the (P, φ31) →[Fe/H] fit is far
more significant. In this update we extended the applicability
of the Fourier method to Blazhko stars by using the average
light curves, as derived from the Fourier fits including also the
Blazhko modulation. The precision of the [Fe/H] estimates are,
respectively, within 0.2 and 0.1 dex for some 70% and 50% of
the samples investigated. The Fourier-based [Fe/H] yield a lit-
tle tighter correlations for the above luminosity relations. At the
same time, we found puzzling differences between the Fourier
estimates and the observed values in several stars. We cannot of-
fer any explanation for this phenomenon at this moment, except
perhaps for the vague idea that the Fourier estimate refers more
likely to the overall metal abundance rather than [Fe/H] and that
for some reasons some of the stars are α element deficient (rather
than enhanced).

Based on the improvement presented in this paper, we
strongly argue for the reexamination of methodology of element
abundance determination in RR Lyrae stars, and in pulsating
stars, in general. The method used by Clementini et al. (1995)
and Lambert et al. (1996) are important examples for the path
we think would be very fruitful to pursue.
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Appendix A: Metallicities

Spectroscopic [Fe/H] abundances based on HDS methodology
were collected in a multistep process, whereby the additional
data sets were iteratively examined for quality control. This pro-
cess has led to re-instating sources that were priorly excluded
and vice verse. Unfortunately, we had to exclude two sources
(Gilligan et al. 2021; Sprague et al. 2022) due to excessive scat-
ter around the [Fe/H] ridge established by the other sources.
Examples on a well-fit subset and one of the excluded sets are
shown in Fig. A.1. Finally, the set of 17 sources was established,

Fig. A.1. Source-dependent individual vs ridge metallicities (FEH, av-
erages computed from all sources). Black line shows the ridge, blue line
shows the fit to the particular source averages (assuming only a constant
shift relative to the ridge line for a given source). Black dots are for the
average metallicities, pale, larger circles are for the individual metallici-
ties. The left and right panels show, respectively, the well-fit case of Luo
et al. (2019a,b) (LAMOST DR5, DR7) and the poor-fit case of Gilligan
et al. (2021). The latter is not included in our final HDS sample. Table 1
is referred for the list of the HDS sources.

with 1279 individual observations, often multiple visits to the
same objects. Among the targets there were many RRc stars,
several RRd, BL Her and binary stars. These, together with faint
(V ≳ 15 mag) objects (of any type) were excluded (altogether
104 objects) from further analysis. The final inventory of 269
RRab stars is shown in Table 1.

Concerning the data handling, the following points worth
mentioning. For the “big survey” data (LAMOST and GALAH)
an upper error limit of 0.4 dex was employed. After a consider-
able amount of testing, we decided to use simple averaging in-
stead of robust averaging for the computation of the final metal-
licities for objects with multiple sources. This choice was jus-
tified because of the overall moderate number of multiple mea-
surements for the individual objects. In merging the HDS and
LDS data we considered the individual measurements in both
sets to be equal, therefore, the final [Fe/H] was computed as a
weighted average, i.e., [Fe/H]= w[Fe/H]HDS + (1−w)[Fe/H]LDS ,
where w = NHDS /(NHDS + NLDS ), and the N-s stand for the
number of spectra. Except for the following two stars, all ob-
jects were treated equally. We did not use the HDS values of
V0455 Oph, because there were differences up to 0.9 dex among
the four published values. For WW Vir, the value of Xiang et al.
(2019) was an extreme outlier with respect of the values of Luo
et al. (2019a,b) and Layden (1994), so, Xiang’s et al. value was
omitted.

Appendix B: Light curves

We opted to employ the long-term V-band time series photome-
try supplied by the ASAS and ASAS-SN surveys. These projects
yield unique data sets fitting perfectly to our goals to derive: (i)

reliable low-order phases for testing the Fourier-based [Fe/H]
estimation; (ii) homogeneous sets of V magnitude averages for
testing the MV dependence on [Fe/H]; (iii) proper decomposition
of the light curves into the monomode and Blazhko components
for goal (i) and for the assessment of the role of Blazhko phe-
nomenon in the applications.

For variables without an apparent Blazhko modulation, we
employed standard least squares Fourier fit up to order 15 (de-
pending on the quality of the light curve). Outliers were itera-
tively clipped. For the Blazhko stars, first we performed a scan of
the Blazhko period by using the following simple Fourier model,
considering only the first order modulation side lobes

V(t) =

m∑
i=1

A−i sin(ω−i t + φ−i ) + A+i sin(ω+i t + φ+i )

+

k∑
j=1

A j sin(ω jt + φ j) , (B.1)

where m is the highest harmonics with side lobe frequencies ω−i
and ω+i . The Blazhko frequency is ωB = ωi−ω

−
i = ω

+
i −ωi, with

ωi being the ith harmonics of the fundamental frequency. We
used m = 7 in nearly all cases and constrained the monomode
component to order k ≥ m. Although the frequency spectra of
Blazhko stars are, in general, more complicated than the sim-
ple model above, in a large majority of cases it yielded a good
description of the data.

For the Fourier phases and average magnitudes, in addition
to ASAS and ASAS-SN, we considered also the data collected
by Jurcsik & Kovacs (1996) based on classical individual stellar
studies. The final set of φ31 and the magnitude averages (V), re-
sult from the zero point shifted equal-weighted averages from all
possible sources (by equal weighting all three sources). The zero
point shifts – Jurcsik & Kovacs (1996) minus source – for φ31
are −0.015 and +0.015 for ASAS and ASAS-SN, respectively.
The shifts for (V) – in the same order and same sense – are as
follows: +0.016 and +0.039 mag, with high respective standard
deviations of 0.013 and 0.037.

There are two stars that have not been used in any light
curve-related tests. The bright Blazhko stars RR Lyr and XZ Cyg
are only in the ASAS-SN database, but they are saturated, with
XZ Cyg having too few data points. TZ Aur is monoperiodic, but
older data were fractional, resulting questionable Fourier phases.
Therefore, the star was not used from Jurcsik & Kovacs (1996).

Appendix C: Distribution of the gravity coefficient

As noted in Sect. 4, individual cases might yield quite differ-
ent values for the gravity factor Cg. To get an overall view on
the statistics of the Cg values, for each star, we fit the published
[Fe/H] values by an equal-weighted least squares method using
the following formula

[Fe/H]sp = a0 + a1∆ log g , (C.1)

where ∆ log g = log g−log gsp, with log g denoting the estimated
static (Eq. 2) and log gsp the published spectroscopic gravities. In
this equation coefficient a1 corresponds to the object-dependent
Cg (with a negative sign, due to the re-arrengement of Eq. 1).
The distribution of {a1} is shown in Fig. C.1. We see that the
distribution is asymmetric around the zero slope and peaks close
to our adopted value of a1 = −0.25. The plot shown was de-
rived from the dataset obtained by selecting objects with more
than two spectroscopic measurements. The dependence of the
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averages of {a1} on the allowed minimum number of spectra is
given in Table C.1. We used 3σ iterative clipping in each case to
derive the averages and the corresponding RMS values. We note
that the finally adopted value of Cg weights also on the more
negative value preferred by the Fourier method (see Fig. 3).

Fig. C.1. Probability distribution function of the gravity coefficient a1
in the linear regression of ∆ log g to the published abundances (see
Eq. C.1). For reference, dotted and thick vertical lines, respectively,
show the a1 = 0.0 and our final adopted value a1 = −0.25.

Table C.1. Average gravity coefficient as a function of mini-
mum number of spectra

Nspmin ⟨a1⟩ RMS (a1) N Nclip

2 -0.217 0.194 194 20
3 -0.222 0.173 127 7
4 -0.210 0.148 108 8
5 -0.208 0.147 72 3

Notes: Nspmin: minimum number of spectra per object; ⟨a1⟩:
average of {a1}; RMS (a1): RMS of {a1}; N: Number of stars;
Nclip: Number of stars clipped.

Appendix D: Associated results

Here we briefly summarize some of the consequences of the
metallicity scale introduced in this paper. We focus on the resid-
ual distribution of the metallicity estimate based on the Fourier
parameters, the classical metallicity–absolute V magnitude and
the near infrared PLZ relations.

A general property of all metallicity sets studied in this paper
is the non-Gaussian distribution of the subsets of stars lying in
the gray zone of few sigma deviations with respect to the best
linear fit of [Fe/H]∼ a0+a1P+a2φ31. To demonstrate the size of
the effect, we use set A of Table 3 (see also Fig. 7 and Eq. 4 for
the regression). The ordered residuals are shown in Fig. D.1. For
some 80% of the sample, the distribution is within the 3σ range
of the same size of sets following Gaussian distribution with a
standard deviation of σG = 0.140.

As mentioned in Sect. 5, currently we have no explanation
for this phenomenon. Once the outliers (both the non-fitting and
non-Gaussian members – 14 stars) are omitted, the resulting
sample of 173 stars yields a fit RMS of 0.135 dex and a core
Gaussian distribution with σG = 0.127 dex. It is important to re-
call, that, while some stars are suspect of light curve anomalies
(e.g., IU Car [period and light curve changes], SS CVn [Blazhko

with peculiar average light curve]) several stars, qualified as out-
liers (e.g., AL CMi, X Ari) have very accurate observed abun-
dances, and no apparent light curve anomalies over several/many
decades.

Fig. D.1. Testing the (P, φ31) → FEH fit residuals. Inset: Ordered dis-
tribution (light blue) of the residuals (∆FEH = |FEHobs − FEHfit|) for
set A of Table 3. Black line shows the distribution of the corresponding
Gaussian, fitting the core of the observed residuals. Main panel: Differ-
ence between the observed and the predicted Gaussian residuals. The
3σ ranges for the Gaussian residuals are shown by the vertical error
bars.

Fig. D.2. Iron abundance vs V absolute magnitude, using a subset of set
B (see Table 3 and text for the selection of this subset). Lines are the
resulting linear regressions. For better visibility, the set using Fourier-
based abundances (FEH31) has been shifted downward by 2 mag with
respect of the set using the mixture of gravity/source ZP-corrected HDS
and LDS metallicities.

The effect of the type of metallicity used in studying the
metallicity-absolute magnitude relation is shown in Fig. D.2. We
used the Gaia DR3 parallaxes (Lindegren et al. 2021) and red-
denings by Schlafly & Finkbeiner (2011). Set B of Table 3 was
selected as a test base, but we employed cutoffs for E(B − V)
and for the relative parallax errors of 0.2 and 0.06, respectively.
This had led to a sample of 264 stars. To calculate the Fourier
FEH, we used Eq. 4. This yielded a residual standard deviation
of 0.163 mag (vs 0.184 from the fit using direct FEH values).
The difference is marginally significant (at the 2σ level). By us-
ing other samples, we lend on similar conclusions, often with a
lower significance. As expected, the linear regressions are also
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very similar, yielding MV = 1.059 + 0.341 × FEH for the direct
and MV = 1.095 + 0.372 × FEH31 for the Fourier-based FEH31.
We also examined the effect of gravity and source ZP correc-
tions, and found similar low-significance preference for the cor-
rected metallicities with respect to the uncorrected ones.

Fig. D.3. Observed 2MASS absolute magnitude (Ks) vs predicted mag-
nitudes from various PLZ relations. The lines show the identity values,
the labels indicate the formula type used in deriving the various fits. The
inset shows the correlation between the two quantities fitted to the Ks
magnitudes. See text for sample selection.

Finally, in Fig. D.3 we show the PL and PLZ relations in the
near infrared. The goal of this test is to check: (a) the dependence
on the metallicity used; (b) the significance of the metallicity de-
pendence. We use the sample of ∼ 100 stars with approximate
average Ks magnitudes transformed from the unWISE fluxes
(Schlafly et al. 2019) as given by Kovacs & Karamiqucham
(2021a). After cross-matching with set B of Table 3 and apply-
ing E(B − V) and relative parallax error cuts of 0.5 and 0.03, re-
spectively, we ended up with a sample of 55 stars. As shown in
Fig. D.3, we get increasingly better regressions from the single-
parameter (log P) fit to those utilizing the metallicities FEH and
FEH31. The latter (best) fit is significantly better than the single-
parameter fit nearly at the level of 3σ. On the other hand, we
found basically no difference between using the original (pub-
lished, not corrected) [Fe/H] and the gravity/source-corrected
FEH. As shown in the inset of Fig. D.3, this is most probably
attributed to the significant correlation between log P and [Fe/H]
(the period dependence ‘takes over’ if the available [Fe/H] be-
comes more noisy, yielding a fit of similar quality). Indeed, we
obtained the following regressions:
MKs = −1.4316 − 3.6331 × log P,
MKs = −0.9526 − 2.5676 × log P + 0.1554 × FEH,
MKs = −0.8874 − 2.4436 × log P + 0.1899 × FEH31,
with σ f it = 0.090, 0.067 and 0.060, respectively.
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