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ABSTRACT

Context. The initial mass function (IMF) of stars and the corresponding cloud mass function (CMF), traditionally
considered universal, exhibit variations that are influenced by the local environment. Notably, these variations
are apparent in the distribution’s tail, indicating a possible relationship between local dynamics and mass
distribution.
Aims. Our study is designed to examine how the gas PDF , the IMF and the CMF depend on the local turbulence
within the interstellar medium (ISM).
Methods. We run hydrodynamical simulations on small star-forming sections of the ISM under varying turbu-
lence conditions, characterized by Mach numbers of 1, 3.5, and 10, and with two distinct mean densities. This
approach allowed us to observe the effects of different turbulence levels on the formation of stellar and cloud
masses.
Results. The study demonstrates a clear correlation between the dynamics of the cloud and the IMF. In envi-
ronments with lower levels of turbulence likely dominated by gravitational collapse, our simulations showed
the formation of more massive structures with a powerlaw gas PDF, leading to a top-heavy IMF and CMF. On
the other hand environment dominated by turbulence result in a lognormal PDF and a Salpeter-like CMF and
IMF. This indicates that the turbulence level is a critical factor in determining the mass distribution within
star-forming regions.

Key words. keywords1 – keyword2 – keyword3

1. Introduction

The stellar initial mass function (IMF), defined as
the number density of stars per logarithmic mass
interval, dN/d log M has been the subject of exten-
sive research across various settings, including the
Galactic field, young clusters, star-forming regions,
as well as the Galactic bulge, halo, and high-redshift
galaxies. This research aims to uncover the physical
principles shaping its pattern (refer to Kroupa 2002,
Chabrier 2003 and Hennebelle & Grudić 2024 for
comprehensive reviews). Understanding the IMF ac-
curately remains a critical, yet unresolved, challenge
in astrophysics. The IMF is crucial for linking stellar
and galactic evolution and influences the universe’s
chemical composition, luminosity, and baryonic con-
tent. Additionally, many analyses of the prestellar
dense core mass function (CMF) have investigated
whether it mirrors the IMF, primarily because it has
been proposed that they could present similar forms
(see for instance André et al. 2010; Könyves et al.
2015). In particular, the exponent of the power-law,

α, where

dn
d log m

∝ m−α+1. (1)

that is usually used to describe the stellar mass dis-
tribution, has been found to be comparable both for
the IMF and for the CMF with typical reported values
for α close to 2.35 as originally inferred by Salpeter
(1955) although significantly shallower values have
also been reported. In the literature, the index may
also be found as ΓIMF = −α + 1.

Another important feature is the peak of the IMF
which is usually observed to occur at about 0.3 M⊙.
Typically, the CMF is observed to shift by a factor
of 2 to 4 towards higher masses relative to the IMF
(Motte et al. 1998; Testi & Sargent 1998; Johnstone
et al. 2000; André et al. 2007; Alves et al. 2007; André
et al. 2010; Könyves et al. 2015) although Louvet et al.
(2021) claim that the peak of the CMF that has been
reported so far is determined by the instrumental res-
olution. For a relation to hold between the CMF and
the IMF, there must be a sufficiently accurate corre-
lation between the mass of protostellar cores and the
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ultimate mass of stars. However, accurately assess-
ing this correlation continues to be a significant chal-
lenge (e.g. Smith et al. 2009; Ntormousi & Hennebelle
2019; Smullen et al. 2020; Pelkonen et al. 2021).

The shape of the IMF in most studies is derived by
constructing a histogram of stellar masses (or their
logarithmic values) in equally sized bins, followed by
fitting one or several functional forms. Minimizing the
chi-square of the fit allows for the derivation of fit pa-
rameters. In the intermediate to high-mass regimes,
the slopes derived from this method range between
0.7 and 2 when stellar masses are binned logarithmi-
cally. Although it is often stated in the literature that
the derived values are consistent with the Salpeter
slope within the 1σ uncertainty, the clarity of this
claim is questionable (Dib 2014). An examination of
the slope values in this mass regime for several clus-
ters, which employed identical data reduction algo-
rithms and theoretical evolutionary tracks for deriv-
ing stellar masses, suggests that the IMF slopes for
these clusters do not agree within 1σ uncertainty
level (Sharma et al. 2008; Lata et al. 2010; Tripathi
et al. 2014).

It is becoming increasingly evident that the den-
sity structure of the interstellar medium (ISM), where
cores form, is predominantly influenced by super-
sonic turbulence across a broad spectrum of scales
(Elmegreen & Scalo 2004; Mac Low & Klessen 2004;
McKee & Ostriker 2007). A common result of this tur-
bulence is the convergence of the density distribution
toward a lognormal probability distribution function
(PDF), where the dispersion exhibits a clear depen-
dence on the Mach number (see Vazquez-Semadeni
1994; Padoan et al. 1997; Scalo et al. 1998; Ostriker
et al. 1999 also see Hopkins (2013) for a more robust
PDF description and Brucy et al. (2024) and Hen-
nebelle et al. (2024) for its relation with simulation
and star formation theories).

The IMF has been derived from numerical simula-
tions using Lagrangian sink particles (e.g. Krumholz
et al. 2004; Bleuler & Teyssier 2014). Several studies
have been carried out along the years and early cal-
culations include for instance Bate & Bonnell (2005);
Padoan & Nordlund (2002); Tilley & Pudritz (2004);
Li et al. (2004); Ballesteros-Paredes et al. (2006);
Padoan et al. (2007).

Two main numerical setups are used to compute
the IMF, on one-hand isolated turbulent collapsing
clumps (e.g. Bate 2009; Ballesteros-Paredes et al.
2015; Lee & Hennebelle 2018) and on the other-hand,
driven turbulence periodic boxes (e.g. Haugbølle et al.
2018; Mathew et al. 2023). In the former configura-
tion, a turbulent velocity field is initialised and the
collapsing clump is then evolving without further
driving. Lee & Hennebelle (2018) have investigated
the influence of the initial virial parameter, αvir, of the
collapsing clump (see their figure 7) between αvir = 0.1
to 1.5. They reported that unless αvir < 0.3, the influ-
ence of α variation remains limited and the slope of
the heavy tail of the IMF ΓIMF = −α + 1 remains be-
tween -0.8 and -1. The values of ΓIMF obtained with
turbulent forcing tend to be steeper and closer to −1.3.
Indeed, the figure 9 of Haugbølle et al. (2018) reveals
that between ≃ 2 and 10 M⊙, the stellar distribution

appears to be compatible with −α+1 ≃ −1.3. The work
of Mathew et al. (2023) presents similar trends and
values of −α+1 ≃ −1.3 are also inferred (see their figure
7). Recently, Guszejnov et al. (2022) have performed a
series of numerical simulations corresponding either
to periodic boxes with and without turbulent driving
or to collapsing clouds. Figure 16 of Guszejnov et al.
(2022) shows the difference between the various con-
figurations. All cases have −α + 1 ≃ −1 except the tur-
bulent driven simulation for which −α + 1 ≃ −1.3.

The reason for the differences found when turbu-
lence is driven and when it is not driven, is not elu-
cidated yet. One possibility is that they are a con-
sequence of the density PDF as proposed in Lee &
Hennebelle (2018). Let us remind that in the gravo-
turbulent model of Hennebelle & Chabrier (2008) the
inferred value of α is such that α − 1 = (n + 1)/(2n − 4)
where n ≃ 3.7 is the exponent of the velocity power
spectrum. To get this relation, a lognormal PDF is
assumed. However, when gravitational collapse is as-
sumed a powerlaw PDF ∝ ρ−3/2 develops (e.g. Kritsuk
et al. 2011; Hennebelle & Falgarone 2012), and the
inferred exponent for the IMF is such that α − 1 =
(5n − 13)/(2n − 4).

The purpose of the present paper is to better un-
derstand the origin of the different regimes that have
been inferred for the exponent α and for that purpose
we perform a series of high-resolution simulations in
which we vary the strength of the turbulent driving,
therefore producing flows at various Mach numbers.
In parallel to the IMF, we examine the CMF to eval-
uate the extent of variation in its exponent and to
determine if the exponents of the IMF and CMF are
similar and exhibit comparable changes.

In the second part of the paper we present various
definitions and discuss how to measure powerlaw ex-
ponents. The third part is devoted to the numerical
setup. In sections four, five and six, we discuss the
density PDF, the CMF and the IMF, respectively. Fi-
nally, part seven concludes the paper.

2. The IMF: definition and slope measurement

2.1. Initial mass function

The IMF as originally defined by Salpeter (1955) is
the number of stars N in a volume of space V per
logarithmic mass interval d log m:

ξ(log m) =
d(N/V)
d log m

=
dn

d log m
(2)

where n is the stellar number density. While this
logarithmic form is the most satisfactory representa-
tion of the mass distribution in the Galaxy, there is
an alternative definition from Scalo (1986) where the
mass spectrum is defined in linear mass intervals. It
is then clear that:

ξ(m) =
dn
dm
=

1
m(ln 10)

ξ(log m). (3)

There are several definitions for the shape of ξ, all
agreeing on the fact that the tail of the distribution
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Fig. 1: Column density maps for all runs growing in Mach number from left to right and in mean density
from top to bottom. This images correspond to the moment when all run have deposit similar amount of
mass into stellar particles.

behaves as a power law of the form ξ(m) ∝ m−α, mean-
ing that ξ(log m) ∝ m−α+1. The original value proposed
by Salpeter (1955) was developed on the logarithmic
scale and resulted in α = 2.351 (see Chabrier 2003 for
a review).

The IMF is represented as a power law probabil-
ity distribution. This classification is interesting be-
cause power law distributions are "heavy-tailed." This
means that their distribution of the high-mass ele-
ments retains a significant contribution to the total
mass.

2.2. Tail heavy distributions

In practice, it is uncommon for empirical phenomena
to follow power laws across all values of x. Typically,
the power law is relevant only for values above a cer-
tain minimum xmin. If we consider the IMF to be a
power law probability distribution of the form:

p(x)dx = Cx−αdx, (4)

where C is a normalization constant. Clearly, this
expression diverges as x → 0 therefore it can not de-
scribe the probability of all positive values of x. Then
1 Note that the index identified in Salpeter (1955) equals
1.35, potentially more recognizable to the reader. Here, α is
defined as the index in the linear formulation for the sake
of consistency in the analyses that follow, see Table 1.

a minimum value, xmin, is required and can be used
to compute C assuming α > 1 as:

p(x) =
α − 1
xmin

(
x

xmin

)−α
. (5)

Once xmin is defined, one can estimate the value and
respective uncertainty of the power law index α using
the Maximum Likelihood Estimate (MLE) method as
described in Clauset et al. (2009). More specifically,
using the Python package powerlaw presented in Al-
stott et al. (2014). This method provides an accurate
estimation of the index α as:

α̂ = 1 + n

 n∑
i=1

ln
xi

xmin

 , (6)

where xi is the mass of the i-th element provided
that xi > xmin. The uncertainty on α is estimated as:

σ̂ =
α̂ − 1
√

n
+ O

(
1
n

)
(7)

where O is the mathematical notation for not negli-
gible in front of. Opting for this method instead of
fitting the tail of the distribution addresses the differ-
ent issues in this type of analysis. Specifically, repre-
senting distributions with histograms followed by lin-
ear regression can cause inaccuracies (Clauset et al.
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Fig. 2: Gas PDF from three simulations with a mean density of ⟨ρ⟩ = 103 H/cm3 (left panel) is depicted. Grey
solid lines represent the data, while dashed lines indicate the fits using Equation 15. The fitted curves are
shown in different colors, representing the three turbulence levels: M =1, 3.5, and 10, displayed in purple,
orange, and green, respectively. The circle marker indicates the position of tmin, while vertical lines mark
the start and end of the fit range. The right panel illustrates the relationship between the goodness of fit,
measured by the χ2 value, as tmin shifts from the peak to the end of the distribution.
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Fig. 3: same as in figure 2 but for ⟨ρ⟩ = 104

2009). Depicting the probability function in log-log
scales doesn’t allow for assessing fit uncertainty be-
cause of non-Gaussian noise. Furthermore, the bin
width selection adds a complicating factor to estimat-
ing uncertainty.

In many cases, it is useful to consider also the
complementary cumulative distribution function or
CCDF of a power-law distributed variable that can be

denoted as:

P(x) =
∫ ∞

x
p(x′)dx′ =

(
x

xmin

)−α+1

. (8)

For distributions such as the CMF and IMF, this
method is especially useful because it eliminates the
need for binning in plotting, as all that is to be plot-
ted is the exact number of cores of stars above each
mass. Thus removing a potential source of uncer-
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Fig. 5: same as in figure 4 but for ⟨ρ⟩ = 104

tainty. However, it introduces a point of confusion:
the scaling parameter appears as −α + 1, coinciden-
tally matching the scaling in the logarithmic version
of the IMF from equation 2, but this similarity is co-
incidental. For the sake of clarity, Table 1 lists the
equations used in upcoming analyses and describes
how their power law tails scale. The visual represen-
tation of the CCDF is generally more robust against
fluctuations due to finite sample sizes, particularly
in the tail of the distribution, compared to that of the
PDF. Therefore, in the subsequent analysis, the tail of

the complementary cumulative distribution function
(CCDF), P(x), is shown for cores and stellar particles
and not the direct probability density function.

3. Numerical Setup

3.1. Simulation Framework

Here we run hydrodynamic simulations for turbu-
lent gas dynamics using the AMR code Ramses
(Teyssier 2002). The simulations incorporate a Go-
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Table 1: Different functions to describe the IMF/CMF
and the scaling of the tail

f (m) tail index

linear ξ(m) = dn/dm ∝ m−α −α

logaritmic ξ(log m) = dn/d log m ∝ m × m−α −α + 1

CCDF P(m) =
∫ ∞

m ξ(m
′)dm′ ∝ m−α+1 −α + 1

Notes. The logaritmic version of the mass spectrums and
the CCDF have the same scaling for the tail but this is
purely coincidental.

dunov scheme, the hllc Riemann solver, and Min-
Mod slope limiter.

3.2. Initial Conditions

Our simulations commence with a straightforward
setup: a uniform-density gas field, driven by large-
scale turbulence, in a periodic cubic box. The box,
with side lengths of 10 pc reaches a maximum res-
olution of 63 au. Two sets of runs are carried out
at a number densities of n0 = 103 cm−3 or 104 cm−3.
We do not track the gas’s chemical evolution and as-
sume a mean molecular mass of µ = 1.4 (in atomic
mass units mp), maintaining an isothermal state at
10 K. This configuration, influenced by recent stud-
ies (Brucy et al. 2023), focuses on how varying initial
densities and very high Mach numbers, in the range
of hundreds, impact the star formation rate (SFR).
The simulation is carried out in two steps: first with-
out gravity, and then with gravity. As described in
section 3.3, we generate turbulence in the same way
during both steps. The main goal is to study how tur-
bulence affects the formation of new stars and self-
gravitating gas clouds. In the first step, to make sure
we have a realistic turbulent environment, we run
the simulation for two turbulence crossing times be-
fore turning on gravity. During the second step, we
allow stars to form and then examine how they are
distributed.

The choices for Mach number and mean density
within this very common numerical framework is de-
signed for comparison with ALMA-IMF large program
radio observations, which target regions with similar
mean densities and turbulence levels. However, it is
important to note key differences that fall outside the
scope of this exercise. First, the simulations do not
include feedback processes, while the observed re-
gions are linked to clusters of massive protostars that
eject bipolar outflows observed up to 0.5 pc from their
protostellar cores (Nony et al. 2020, 2024; Towner
et al. 2024). Additionally, nearly half of the ALMA-
IMF protoclusters are influenced by HII regions, with
a moderate to strong impact observed in a quarter
of these protoclusters Motte et al. (2022); Galván-
Madrid et al. (2024). Next, these protoclusters are

formed by large-scale phenomena that are probably
not well represented by the evolution, in a periodic
box, of a cloud concentrating under its own grav-
ity and with non-compressive turbulence. Extracting
turbulence levels in a given region is observationally
challenging, as it involves distinguishing gas move-
ments caused by gravitational infall from those due
to turbulence. This challenge is addressed by focus-
ing on cores or by decomposing the observed gas in
less dense clouds into multiple velocity components.
In the ALMA-IMF regions, such efforts have yielded
Mach numbers around 5 in the cores Cunningham
et al. (2023), using DCN(3-2) which traces gas at den-
sities around 107 cm−3. Similarly, Mach numbers peak
between 4 and 7, with tails extending up to 20 Ko-
ley+ in prep, using the C18O(2-1) line which traces
gas at densities around 103 cm−3. At first order, the
presented simulations are suitable for representing
these conditions as both, the density and the turbu-
lence level have been chosen to this end

3.3. Turbulence Injection Methodology

We use a version of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck model
for turbulence generation (Eswaran & Pope 1988;
Schmidt et al. 2006, 2009; Federrath et al. 2010). The
turbulence is continuously injected along the simu-
lations. Here, we outline this model for completeness
and to introduce relevant terminology.

We calculate the force driving the turbulence in
Fourier space. The evolution of the Fourier modes, f̂ ,
of said force are governed by the differential equation:

d f̂ (k, t) = − f̂ (k, t)
dt

Tdriv
+ F0(k)Pχ (k) dWt. (9)

Here, Tdriv represents the autocorrelation timescale of
turbulence, approximately equal to Lbox/(2σ). Where
σ is the 3D mass-averaged velocity dispersion com-
puted in the whole simulation. This value divided
by the sound speed, cs, is used in the definition of
the Mach number, M = σ/cs. Then dt is the integra-
tion time step, dWt is a stochastic term following the
Wiener process (Schmidt et al. 2009). The power spec-
trum of turbulent driving is as follows:

F0(k) =

1 −
(

k
2π
− 2

)2

if 1 <
|k|
2π
< 3

0 if not.
(10)

Pχ(k) is the projection operator that balances com-
pressive and solenoidal modes in the Helmholtz de-
composition of one mode versus the other:

Pχ(k) = (1 − χ)P⊥(k) + χP∥(k) (11)

with P⊥ and P∥ being the perpendicular and par-
allel projection operators with respect to k (Federrath
et al. 2010). The compressive driving fraction χ used
here is 0 which corresponds to purely solenoidal tur-
bulence. Finally, the physical force field f (x, t) in the
simulations is derived from the Fourier modes:

f (x, t) = g(χ) frms

∫
f̂ (k, t)eik·xd3 k (12)
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Fig. 7: same as figure 6 but for simulations with ⟨ρ⟩ = 104 H/cm3.

the coefficient frms serves as a proxy to control the en-
ergy injected into the simulations by turbulence. The
dependence of M on this coefficient was explored in
Brucy et al. 2024 (see their figure 3). Additionally, g(χ)
is an empirical corrective factor ensuring that the av-
erage power across Fourier modes remains consistent
with frms, irrespective of χ.

3.4. Self-Gravity and Star Formation

In the second phase of our simulations, we introduce
gravity to assess its impact on the star formation rate
(SFR). These simulations commence with the den-
sity and velocity fields derived from their respective
non-gravitational predecessors at 2Tdriv, where Tdriv is
the auto-correlation timescale of turbulence, as men-
tioned in section 3.3. This approach guarantees that
turbulence is fully developed before the activation of
gravity.

For the calculation of gravitational potential, we
use a multigrid Poisson solver. The process of star for-
mation is monitored through the implementation of

sink particles, following methodologies such as those
described by Krumholz et al. (2004) and Bleuler &
Teyssier (2014). These sink particles are introduced
when the gas density surpasses a certain threshold,
denoted as ρsink = 3 × 1010 H cm−3.

Figure 1 shows projected column density maps for
the runs with ⟨ρ⟩ = 103 on the top and 104 H/cm3 on
the bottom rows, respectively. Both figures have the
same scale in the colorbar, this way it is evident how
the denser runs differ from the lower-density cases.
The Mach number changes from left to right in in-
creasing order as denoted in the bottom part of the
lower panels, withM=1, 3.5, 10 in the left, centre and
right panels respectively. As turbulence increases,
the contrast between the box’s densest and lower-
density regions becomes more pronounced. Higher
turbulence levels create a higher number of dense fil-
aments and empty pockets between them, while lower
turbulence results in smoother gas distributions. The
simulations presented here use purely solenoidal tur-
bulence, which likely does not reflect all the condi-
tions in the observed region. Future studies shall in-
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corporate mixed turbulence modes. However, it is im-
portant to recognize that the lack of compressive tur-
bulence will hinder the formation of dense hubs and
ridges, impacting the column density PDF, as sug-
gested by observations. This choice simplifies the cur-
rent study by reducing the number of variables.

4. Gas density PDF

The probability density function (PDF) of gas density
in supersonic isothermal flows has been thoroughly
examined over time, primarily using numerical sim-
ulations. Vazquez-Semadeni (1994) and Nordlund &
Padoan (1999) suggested that the gas PDF in these
cases follow a lognormal distribution represented as:

P(δ) =
1

2πσ2
0

exp
− (δ − δ0)2

2σ2
0

 , (13)

where δ = ln(ρ/ρ0), ρ0 is the average density, σ0 is
the dispersion, δ0 = σ2

0/2, and

σ2
0 = ln(1 + b2M2). (14)

Here, M is the Mach number and b is an empir-
ical parameter that could take values of b ≃ 0.5 − 1.
A transition in the behaviour of the high-density tail
of the gas probability density function (PDF) is ob-
served, characterized by a power-law shape in low
turbulence cases transitioning to a wider lognormal
shape under high turbulence. This evolution remains
consistent across varying mean densities. Figures 2
and 3 display the gas PDF on the right panel, ac-
companied by their respective fits. To quantify and
confirm this transition, a fit was applied to the PDFs,
evaluated through a χ2-test on a function defined in
segments:

f (x) =
{
P(δ) ρ ≤ tmin

Cδβ ρ > tmin
. (15)

Where tmin is the transition density above which the
PDF behaves as a power law with index β. The fit
is conducted with all parameters left free except for
tmin, which takes values from the peak of the distri-
bution to the high-density end. This test aims to as-
sess the significance of employing a dual-function ap-
proach—lognormal for low and mid densities and a
power law for high densities—against a singular log-
normal function for all densities. The χ2 values, pre-
sented in the right panel of Figures 2 and 3, indi-
cate a clear minimum for low turbulence scenarios.
This suggests that transitioning from a lognormal to
a power law provides not just adequate, but also a
precise description of the observed density distribu-
tion. For high turbulence scenarios (M = 10), the end
of the χ2 curve flattens all the way to the end, signify-
ing that both hypotheses fit the density distributions
equally well. However, a singular lognormal descrip-
tion is preferred for its simplicity.

In gravo-turbulent theory, the stellar mass spec-
trum directly depends on the density PDF. In this
context, the final spectrum is sensitive to whether the

PDF follows a lognormal function or a power law, with
the latter predicting a flatter spectrum tail than the
former (see equation 37 and section 5.4 of Hennebelle
& Grudić 2024).

5. Cloud mass function and initial mass function

Clouds within the simulations are identified using a
version of the HOP clumpfinder (Eisenstein & Hut
1998) called the ecogal wrapper2. While a compre-
hensive account of the code’s strategy and its re-
sults on various simulations appears in Colman et al.
(2024), a brief overview is provided here. Initially, the
code is provided with a list of cells from an input
file, detailing each cell’s position (x, y, z coordinates),
mass, and density. A search tree based on cell po-
sitions facilitates efficient nearest-neighbor identifi-
cation. Then the code determines the densest neigh-
bour of each cell, within the default number of neigh-
bours, set to 16, following Eisenstein & Hut (1998)
for SPH simulations. This count is deemed optimal
for grid simulations, with a minimum of 4 cells as
per Colman et al. (2024). Increasing the count may
yield larger structures but at the expense of calcu-
lation time. A ‘hop’ process traces a chain of dens-
est neighbours to group cells around peak density
points, forming a structure now considered a clump,
which we use as a proxy for stellar cores in the sim-
ulation and will be addressed like that from now
on. The procedure also involves boundary analysis
to detect cells neighbouring different groups. This is
done by defining a ‘saddle density’ at these bound-
aries as the average density between adjacent cells
from distinct groups. The highest saddle density be-
tween group pairs is stored. For grid simulations, 8
neighbours are considered to maintain consistency
with grid regularity. The Ecogal wrapper from Col-
man et al. (2024), further evaluates core properties,
including size, ellipticity, and internal energies (ki-
netic, thermal, or gravitational).

In this analysis, a lower threshold for core identifi-
cation at 105 H/cm3 is applied, regardless of the mean
density of the full box. Alternative thresholds were
evaluated but deemed unsuitable; lower thresholds
identified too many spurious structures as cores,
while higher ones led to an under-sampling of cores.
However, even with a density threshold not all de-
tected cores are likely to be collapsing structures that
will form stars. As an attempt to minimize the inclu-
sion of non-collapsing gas structure, a CMF is con-
structed only for cores where the internal thermal
energy is less than half of their gravitational energy,
Eth < 0.5Egrav, as these will be very likely collapsing
cores since gravity dominates. The tail of this con-
strained CMF and that of the CMF built with the to-
tal number of detected cores are shown in figure 4
for the low-density case and in figure 5 for the high-
density case. This selection criterion focuses on ther-
mal rather than kinetic energy because the calcula-
tion of kinetic energy includes infall motions related
to gravitational energy, which would incorrectly ig-
2 The full version is available in the ecogal_tools GitLab
repository, along with test setups
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Table 2: Tail index summary table. Here the power law index of the PDF (third column), Total CMF (fourth),
constrained CMF (fifth), total IMF (sixth) and constrained IMF (seventh).

α
log10⟨ρ⟩ M PDF CMF IMF

log[H/cm3] TOTAL Eth <0.5 Egrav TOTAL M>0.5 M⊙
3 1 1.56 2.362± 0.024 2.224±0.236 3.311±0.244 1.934±0.054
3 3.5 1.49 2.027±0.023 2.341±0.308 3.203±0.321 1.897±0.053
3 10 - 2.215±0.016 2.682±0.297 3.784±0.258 2.202±0.059
4 1 1.86 1.786±0.026 1.420±0.020 1.931±0.123 1.986±0.162
4 3.5 1.77 2.039±0.019 1.762±0.045 1.895±0.069 2.116±0.131
4 10 - 2.365±0.015 2.158±0.024 4.651±0.544 2.727±0.177

nore collapsing cores as dominated by their kinetic
energies. The tails of the CCDFs for these CMFs are
illustrated in Figures 4 and 5, where the left panels
display the total population of detected cores, and the
right panels show those meeting the thermal crite-
rion. Solid lines represent the power-law behaviour,
with the index α estimated using the MLE method
(see section 2.2). The CCDF of the CMF observed in
the W43-MM2&MM3 ridge by ALMA (Pouteau et al.
2022) is depicted in solid black lines including the
estimated index.

The W43-MM2&MM3 ridge, part of the signifi-
cant W43 molecular cloud complex, includes two
primary components: W43-MM2, the second most
massive young protocluster in the ALMA-IMF sur-
vey and its less massive neighbour, W43-MM3 (Motte
et al. 2022). Together, they form a ridge with a to-
tal mass of about 3.5×104 M⊙ spread over approxi-
mately 14 pc2 which corresponds to around 2.5×103

M⊙/pc2. This is close to the simulations presented
here with mean densities of 104 H/cm3 since the box
is of 10 pc side meaning that this corresponds to
2.47×103 M⊙/pc2. This ridge is a crucial area of the
W43 molecular cloud, located at the intersection of
the Scutum-Centaurus spiral arm and the Galactic
bar, approximately 5.5 kpc from the Sun. Character-
ized by its high-density filamentary structures, this
region is noted for its efficiency in forming high-mass
stars, thus classifying it as a mini-starburst area. The
ALMA-IMF consortium reconstructed the CMF in this
ridge (Pouteau et al. 2022) and found a flatter power
law index for the distribution tail with a value of 0.95
on the logarithmic formulation. The correspondent
CCDF is shown in figures 4 and 5.

The steepness of the power law tail of the distribu-
tion, indicated by α, correlates with the Mach number
of the ISM in these simulations. A steeper mass spec-
trum of the cores is observed in scenarios with higher
turbulence. This pattern holds whether considering
the total population or only those meeting the ther-
mal criterion. In the case of Eth < 0.5Egrav, which cor-
responds more closely with the cores chosen by ob-
servers, the scenarios with M = 3.5 and M = 10 yield
results that compare well with observations from the
W43-MM2&MM3 ridge. The results for the estimation
of α for these distributions are summarised in Ta-
ble 2. Another effect observed here is that, from the
total sample to the restricted sample, the CMF tail
becomes steeper in low-density cases, whereas the
opposite trend is seen in high-density cases.

The IMF generated in the simulations is shown
in the left panels of Figures 6 and 7, calculated
when each simulation has formed the same mass
into stars. The central and right panels display the
CCDFs of the total stellar populations and the con-
strained stellar population, respectively. The α esti-
mations in the central panels are done without spec-
ifying a value for xmin, while those in the right panels
are estimated with xmin = 0.5 M⊙, as the IMF peak is
expected to be around this mass. Each curve gener-
ated without a fixed xmin starts at the xmin value de-
termined by the automated MLE method. Typically,
this value corresponds to the beginning of the final
section of the curve that behaves like a power law. A
specific xmin condition is applied because the calcu-
lation of α can be skewed by the most massive sink
particles. This effect is evident in the central panel,
where the unconstrained procedure targets only the
high-mass tail, which may show a power-law behav-
ior but does not accurately represent the entire tail.
Similar to the results of the CMFs tails, an increase
in the steepness of the IMF tail is noted with higher
turbulence levels. Nonetheless, values of α computed
with an imposed xmin of half a solar mass fall within
the range of the Salpeter value. All calculated values
of α are summarized in Table 2.

6. Discussions

Figure 8 shows the power law index, α, of the IMF
and CMF tail against the Mach number in simula-
tions. For comparison, the horizontal lines show the
Salpeter value (dotted gray) and observation results
corresponding to the CMF from the W43-MM2&MM3
ridge (dash dotted blue) and two IMF from mas-
sive clusters 30 Doradus (dash-dot-dotted red) and
Arches (dense dash-dotted). Population constrains on
stars and cores were tested in the simulations and
examined in section 5, the summary plot in Figure 8
shows the results from unconstrained. It is crucial to
acknowledge the complexity of star formation physics
beyond what is presented here. Not all detected cores
may meet the necessary conditions for star forma-
tion, and those that do may fragment to form multiple
stars. Nonetheless, these findings suggest a connec-
tion between the gas PDF, gas core populations, and
young stellar populations, consistent with the models
proposed by Hennebelle & Chabrier (2008), particu-
larly in high Mach number scenarios where the gas
PDF is lognormal and the CMF/IMF tail approaches a
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Fig. 8: Relation of the power law index α and the Mach
number of the different CMF/IMF extracted from the
simulations. The stars correspond to the IMF and the
circles to the CMF. Dashed lines connect the results
from the low-density cases and the solid lines the
high density cases. The horizontal grey dotted line
shows the Salpeter value, the blue dot-dashed line is
the index corresponding the CMF measured in W43-
MM2&MM3 ridge (Pouteau et al. 2022), the red dot-
dot-dashed line corresponds to the index of the IMF
tail of 30 Doradus (Schneider et al. 2018) and the red
dense dot-dashed line shows the index of the IMF tail
of the Arches cluster (Hosek et al. 2019) .

Salpeter-like distribution. The idea is that turbulence
works against star formation by providing support
against gravitational collapse while also promoting
the formation of small structures, therefore, inducing
a steep, Salpeter-like tail of the CMF/IMF. It is cru-
cial to recognize that the discussions presented above
about turbulence levels, whether high or low, are rele-
vant because all the presented simulations share the
same mean density and total mass. It would be more
appropriate to focus on whether an environment is
dominated by gravity or turbulence. In this context,
changes in turbulence levels affect their prominence
relative to a common gravitational influence, which
remains mostly unchanged between runs. Typically,
observed galactic structures are near equipartition
or virialization, otherwise total collapse or evapora-
tion would occur. Therefore, as shown here, the de-
gree to which the pressure ratio favours gravity or
turbulence will significantly impact star formation.
Notably, Figure 8 illustrates particular examples of
top-heavy CMF from the W43+MM2&MM3 ridge and
IMF from the Arches cluster near the galactic cen-
tre and 30 Doradus in the Large Magellanic Cloud.
The considerable mass of these clusters suggests that
they are predominantly influenced by gravitational
collapse rather than by turbulent support, thus, sim-
ilar to the low-turbulence scenarios discussed here.
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Fig. 9: IMF tail power law index α for the high mass
tail and its relation with the stellar mass of the cluster
for the simulations and obsevations. The horizontal
dotted grey line corresponds to the Salpeter value.
The values plotted here and their reference can be
found in Table A.1

Direct comparisons with observations are chal-
lenging due to several factors. These simulations are
isothermal and scale-independent, whereas the real
ISM is neither. On the side of observations, separat-
ing velocities from gravitational infall and turbulent
gas motions is not trivial. Additionally, while the to-
tal mass of young stars in different regions might be
similar, the turbulent state of the gas is highly time-
dependent and evolves significantly due to feedback.
For example, in 30 Doradus and other evolved re-
gions, the gas state reflects the feedback effects and
may not correspond to the observed stellar popula-
tion. As a result, measuring local turbulence directly
linked to an IMF is nearly impossible.

One might infer whether a region is gravity-
dominated based on its total stellar mass, as massive
clusters are more likely to be gravity-dominated. Such
a premise is consistent with observations of molecu-
lar clouds in the MW, as shown in Figure 17 of Miville-
Deschênes et al. (2017), where the virial parame-
ter decreases with increasing cloud mass, suggest-
ing that more massive clouds are gravity-dominated
and prone to collapse. A similar scenario is presented
in Figure 1 of Kauffmann et al. (2013) for a more
complex sample of star-forming regions. Expanding
on this rationale, Figure 9 illustrates the distribu-
tion of the tail slope of the IMF, α, and cluster stel-
lar mass for a sample of local and distant clusters.
While integrating the simulations presented here into
this plot would not provide insightful information
as the scale-independent nature of an isothermal
box would allow to rescale observables like the to-
tal mass, the simulation results are shown as col-
ored errorbar triangle markers. Nevertherless, Fig-
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ures 8 and 9 are complementary, and the underlying
rationale remains consistent: observations indicate
that in gravity-dominated regions mostly top-heavy
IMFs (low-α) are observed, whereas simulations sug-
gest that turbulence-dominated environments result
in bottom-heavy CMF/IMF (high, Salpeter-like α and
above). A key feature of this plot is the absence of
data in the high-α and high-stellar-mass quadrant,
which further supports the proposed rationale. On
the left of Figure 9, i.e the low-stellar-mass half,
clusters consistent with both turbulent-dominated
(top-half) and gravity-dominated (bottom-half) sce-
narios are present. However, mostly clusters consis-
tent with gravity-dominated scenarios are observed
in the high-stellar-mass half (the bottom-right quad-
rant). This trend arises because the turbulent energy
required to overcome gravitational collapse in such
massive clusters is extremely high and thus rarely
achieved.

This picture suggests that proto-stellar cores ex-
perience reduced efficiency in accumulating mass
through gas accretion within highly turbulent, high-
velocity dispersion environments. Notably, Lee &
Hennebelle (2018) analytically predicted that a
power-law gas PDF produces a flatter stellar mass
spectrum with α ≃ 1.8, in contrast to a lognormal PDF,
which results in Salpeter-like values for α, as pre-
dicted by Hennebelle & Chabrier (2013). They argue
that, in turbulence-dominated cases, a lognormal gas
distribution forms; unlike a power-law PDF, this dis-
tribution declines too sharply, limiting the presence
of very dense material and thereby reducing the for-
mation of very massive clumps. This prediction aligns
with what is observed in the present simulations. The
simplicity of these simulations enables, for the first
time to our knowledge, a clear link between the gas
PDF and the tail of the IMF. For more definitive in-
sights, future studies should include non-isothermal
conditions and stellar feedback, as these factors will
induce rapid, nonlinear environmental evolution and
likely decouple the states of the gas and stellar pop-
ulation.

7. Conclusions

Simulations of star-forming regions within the in-
terstellar medium (ISM) were conducted at mean
densities of 103 H/cm3 and 104 H/cm3. The isother-
mal nature of these simulations renders them scale-
independent or rescalable. At a spatial scale of 10 pc,
the resolution achieved is 64 au. These simulations
generate individual star particles, or sink particles,
which continue to accrete material under specific
conditions. Initially, turbulence is injected in uni-
formly distributed gas until a predetermined turbu-
lence level is reached, after which gravitational col-
lapse is allowed. The level of turbulence, maintained
throughout the simulation, is set at three distinct val-
ues ofM =1, 3.5, and 10 for each mean density. This
setup facilitates the examination of gas properties
and the evolution and interaction between the IMF
and CMF as turbulence varies. The primary findings
are as follows:

– Gas PDF is related to turbulence: The PDF of the
gas density transitions from a power law distribu-
tion at lower and medium turbulence levels to a
lognormal distribution at the highest Mach num-
ber tested, irrespective of the mean density.

– The tail of mass spectra power law of stars and
cores evolves with turbulence: A correlation be-
tween the steepness index α of the mass spectrum
for cores and stars and the level of turbulence is
observed. Scenarios with low turbulence (M = 1
and 3.5) exhibit flatter power law indexes for the
tails of the CMF and IMF, aligning more closely
with observations from galactic star-forming re-
gions as depicted by the dotted line in Figure 8.
Conversely, higher turbulence scenarios demon-
strate steeper indexes, aligning more closely with
the Salpeter slope. This variation, coupled with
the fact that the Salpeter slope value is well out
of the estimated error bars for low turbulence sce-
narios in the full populations, challenges the uni-
versality of the IMF and underscores the potential
for its environmental dependence.

– The CMF and IMF are linked across the tested
turbulence range: The evolution of the slope of
the distribution tails, across varying turbulence
values, consistently aligns between the CMFs and
IMFs within the same simulation. This confirms a
connection between the two populations.

The present results contribute to addressing sev-
eral unresolved issues in star formation such as link-
ing the CMF, IMF, and gas PDF, and marking a step
toward understanding these phenomena.
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Appendix A: Mass size relation:
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Fig. A.1: The mass versus size distribution of the
recovered cores from the simulation with a mean
density of 103 H/cm3 is shown in comparison with
the core samples of Könyves et al. (2015) (solid gray
shaded region) and Sanhueza et al. (2019) (gray
hatched region). The contours cover 90% of the re-
covered cores from the simulations. The dashed line
represents the mass-size relation from Elmegreen &
Falgarone (1996), and the solid line illustrates the
power-law behavior observed in simulations across
different scales by Colman et al. (2024).

Figures A.1 and A.2 display the mass-size relation
of cores from different simulations and their com-
parison with various observations. The simulation
results align relatively well with observations of the
Aquila region in the Gould Belt Könyves et al. (2015),
a low star-forming region with a quiescent environ-
ment. In contrast, ASHES clumps Sanhueza et al.
(2019), associated with high-mass star formation, ex-
hibit higher densities, pressures, and turbulent ener-
gies, reflecting an environment that has evolved fur-
ther due to stellar activity. As a result, these clumps
are more massive and do not compare well with the
simulations presented here. Additionally, the recov-
ered mass-size relation is fully consistent with the
results of Colman et al. (2024), which demonstrated
that core mass scales as size3 (black solid line) in sim-
ulations across various scales. Here, size is defined
as the mean length of the three principal axes of an
ellipsoid enclosing all the core’s mass. Runs with low
mean density form smaller and less massive halos
as turbulence increases. This leads to a higher total
number of cores, consequently affecting the uncer-
tainties in the slope derivations of the CMFs com-
puted in section 5
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Fig. A.2: Same as in figure A.1 but for simulations
with ⟨ρ⟩ = 104 H/cm3
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Table A.1: Observation of the high mass tail of the stellar initial mass function of different stellar cluster and
their stellar mass. These values are plotted in figure 9

name α M∗[M_{\odot}] year Reference
Taurus 1.815 ± 0.324 87.0 2014
IC 348 1.267 ± 0.313 82.22 2014

NGC 6611 1.954 ± 0.221 250.3 2014
NGC 2264 1.717 ± 0.14 574.8 2014 Dib (2014)

ONC 1.236 ± 0.007 693.5 2014
ρ Oph 0.875 ± 0.293 96.49 2014
Cha I 1.139 ± 0.367 30.42 2014

NGC 3603 0.85 ± 0.1 9700.0 2008 Harayama et al. (2008)
30 Doradus 0.95 ± 0.26 4×104 2018 Schneider et al. (2018); Andersen et al. (2009)

Arches 0.8 ± 0.06 2×104 2018 Hosek et al. (2019)
Cyg OB2 1.39 ± 0.19 1.65×104 2015 Wright et al. (2015)

h Per 1.3 ± 0.2 3700 2002 Slesnick et al. (2002)
χ Per 1.36 ± 0.20 2800 2002
M35 1.29 ± 0.27 1600 2003 Kalirai et al. (2003)M50 1.94 ± 0.15 1100 2003

NGC 346 1.43± 0.18 3×104 2007 Sabbi et al. (2008)
Ple 1.7 ± 0.2 740 2004 Moraux et al. (2004)

Quint 0.68 ± 0.13 6000 2012 Hußmann et al. (2012)
Sh 2-209 1 ± 0.2 1000 2022 Yasui et al. (2023)

Tr 14 1.3 ± 0.1 8847 2012 Hur et al. (2012); Ascenso et al. (2007)
Wes 1 0.8 ± 0.1 7.3×104 2012 Lim et al. (2013)
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