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ABSTRACT

Context. Our understanding of stellar systems depends on the adaptegbretation of the initial mass function, IMB(m).
Unfortunately, there is not a common interpretation of thik-| which leads to dferent methodologies and diverging analysis of

observational data.

Aims. We study the correlation between the most massive star ttlaster would hostm,.,, and its total mass into stard{, as an
example where dierent views of the IMF lead to flerent results.

Methods. We assume that the IMF is a probability distribution funotand analyze then,.x — M correlation within this context. We
also examine the meaning of the equation used to derive aetiigad M — . relationship N x fn:”; ¢(m)dm = 1 with A the total
number of stars in the system, according tdedient interpretations of the IMF.

Results. We find that only a probabilistic interpretation of the IMFhere stellar masses are identically independent disétbut
random variables, provides a self-consistent result.Héejd1 nor the total number of stars in the clustaf, can be used as IMF
scaling factors. In additiormyax is @ characteristic maximum stellar mass in the clustembtithe actual maximum stellar mass. A
(M) —finax correlation is a natural result of a probabilistic intetptn of the IMF; however, the distribution of observatibdata in
the N (or M) — myax plane includes a dependence on the distribution of the notaber of starsi (and M), in the system® (N),
which is not usually taken into consideration.

Conclusions. We conclude that a random sampling IMF is not in contradictima possiblen,.x — M physical law. However, such a
law cannot be obtained from IMF algebraic manipulation atided analytically in the IMF functional form. The posslghysical
information that would be obtained from tié (or M) — myax correlation is closely linked with th@ (M) and® (N) distributions;
hence it depends on the star formation process and the adslefieition of stellar cluster.

Key words. stars: statistics — stars: formation — galaxies: stellaitent — methods: data analysis

1. Introduction These two distributions areftierent but closely related to each

. I . . other, as statistics and probability are. Probability sleath pre-
In recent literature, the term initial mass function (IMB)used icting the likelihood of possible events in a system witiokn
to indicate three dierent types of distributions: (1) the distri-nqperties; statistics consists in analysing the distidouof real
bution by number of the stellar masses observed in a pamc'“@vents with the aim of determining some unknown property
star ensemble, (2) a normalized version of (1), i.e., t(hgUedCY ot the system. Probability addresses the direct probleniiewh
distribution of the stellar masses obsery_ed Ina partlcsmmen- statistics addresses the inverse problem. In our casahdisdn
semble, and (3) the theoretical probability density fuore4i(m) ésf’g describes the underlying probability distributionrfrevhich
of the stellar_ masses that can be formed in a generic star gfkiar masses can be drawn, while distribution (1) dessrin
Se”."'?".e- In this work, following Scalo (1986), we ad_opt thiecth actual stellar sample from which we wish, ideally, to readhe
definition and explore some consequences of mixing these dﬁﬁrameters of the underlying probability distribution.
nitions.

In the following, we leave distribution (2) out of the diseus  The relation between the shape of (1) and the shape of (3)

sion and focus, for simplicity, only on distributions (1)da¢8fl. depends crucially on the size of the sample, that is, the eamb
of starsN; when N values are large, the two shapes tend to be

Send gprint requests toM. Cervifio e-mailmcs@iaa. es similar. This similarity can mislead one into believing tt{a)
I However, because distribution (2) is an scaled version sifili- IS just a scaled-up version of (3), wifM being the scale factor.
tion (1), the conclusions derived from (1) also apply to (2). This would be very wrong since, as explained above, the physi
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cal meanings of both distributions are intrinsicallffdient. This of its most massive star, which we investigate in this sesfes
paper is dedicated to exploring the implications of sudfedi papers.
ence. There are many facets to the study of thé€ — myax cor-
A major drawback of the distribution-by-number view (numtelation. One is the correlation obtained theoreticalbnirma-
ber (1) above) is that the very definition of a stellar samgle-n nipulations of the IMF functional form, which is the subjexdt
essarily implies some (hidden or explicit) assumption @endfar  this paper. Another is the inference 81 from partial informa-
formation (SF) process that originated the sample. For gkam tion of the system. The lack of information makes this infee
an embedded, open, or globular cluster, an OB associatiads, deeply dependent on the IMF interpretation (this aspecisis d
so on, are coeval and cospatial samples; field stars, which aussed in_Cerviiio et al. 2013, , hereafter Paper II). A tisisde
used to study galaxy structure, are neither coeval nor tiagpa is the comparison between theory and observational daia. Th
the stars in a galaxy that were born at a given time, which gpeint also depends on the interpretation of the IMF (and.id-st
a sample suitable for stellar populations studies, areatdmut ied in Jimenez-Donaire et al 2013 in prep., from now on Paper
not cospatial. These examples make clear that, when a sanip)e
is selected, some predefined spatial and time scales arieimpl The structure of the paper is as follows: In SEEt. 2 we present
itly assumed, and these scales may influence the distribbtio our basic framework for a probabilistic interpretationtus IMF.
the number of the stellar masses. Rephrésing Scalo!(1986)) wSectior(B is devoted to analyzitg a probabilistic contexthe
talking about the IMF, we are left in the uncomfortable posit meaning of the basic equation commonly used in the litera-
of having no means to define an empirical sample that cortere relatingM and mmnax. In Sect[4 we discuss theftiirent
sponds to a consistent definition of IMF and that can be directnethodologies and assumptions used by other authors tmobta
related to the theories of SF without introducing major agsu a M — Myay correlation. We include a discussion on iid stellar
tions. masses and on the connection of the IMF with the SF. Finally,
The probability distribution function (pdf) view (numbeg)( Wwe briefly discuss the composition ofiirent IMFs to obtain an
above) is actually an abstraction used to describe the glungir  integrated galaxy IMF (IGIMF). Our conclusions are desedb
verse of initial masses that a star would have. This intéaio;n 1N Sect[b.
implies that we have to use a probability framework in order
to make a description of the problem and inferences from o
served data sets. One implicit requirement of such an appro
is that the stellar mass is an identically independentibigd | et us start by framing the problem in a formal probabilistic
(iid) variable, and therefore, any realization of the IMRisan- framework:
dom samplé Within this framework, all the empirical samples
are included naturally as far as they are particular retidiza 1. The IMF,¢(m) = dN/dm, is a pdf, that provides the proba-
of the theoretical distribution. Although it is possibleitelude bility of finding a star in a given mass range by its integnatio
conditions representing particular SF scenarios, it isegally in such mass range. The mass limits of the pafwrand my,

assumed that the IMF has no memory of the SF event: that is, 4re given by stellar theory and must fU”fr'ninup #(m)dm = 1;
low

mgysfagert]{:\llsérja\ivierr?gar;aé%rtlrr::ep?:stlj)lgr:gelI\I/Il\l/—ll:rgsﬁfét?cl)tr?% L:%e that is, we are certain that any possible star has a mass be-
the corresponding conditions are included in the derivatib tween Mow and mp. Thl-s 'S _the first fundamentalfﬂere_nce
. o : . . with respect to the distribution-by-number interpretatite
is a surprising fact that there is no clear observationaleawie IMF cannot be arbitrarily normalized 4 or N, since it
that the IMF varies _strongly _and systeﬂma’ucally as a fumotib does not provide numbers of stars with a given,mass but the
d|fferr(]ent S'; scenhgrlos (Basfian et al:d4.010).  oi f K probability for a star to be born with a given masdepen-

Throughout this paper, we consider several pieces of Work genyof how many stars are in the cluster or the cluster total
base_d_onadl_strlbu_tlon-by-num_bermterpretauon o_fthE.IIVhe . mass. In this interpretation of the IMF, there is neither an
specific way in which the IMF is represented varies depending implicit sample nor predefined space or time scales.

on the considered paper. Some authors assume that the IMF is arhe |MFE so defined may have values larger than one, pro-
continuous law that returns, for each mass value, the nuofber vided its integral over any mass range is lower than,one.

stars of that mass; others consider that it returns the nuofbe  11his is the second fundamentalfdrence with respect to
stars in eagh mass bin. Sohme assumfe that the stars areuﬂﬁinb the distribution-by-number interpretation when desatitve
in a predefined way and the mass of a star depends on the massge;ms of frequencies (case 2 in the Introduction) where no
of the other stars; others consider that the stars areliistd value larger than one is possible by construction.
independently from each other. In the following, we giveraxa In this paper we use the Kroupa IMF (Kroupa 2001, 2002) as
ples of this and emphasize thefdrences between the various |, «aq i Weidner & Krouna (ZOwEhnd subéequenf works
distribution-by-number interpretations and the pdf viefathe except for the value of UB \-N\hiCh we set equal to 120M ’
IMF. ) ) . . Although a larger value would probably be more realistic
Naturally, the equations involving the IMF depend on the in-  according to recent studie’s (Crowther et al. 2010, see also
terpretation of the IMF. More importantly however, the ¢&rs the contributions to théJp2010conference published by
related quantities inferred from manipulations of the IM€ a  [Freyer et all 2011), this choice is motivated by the fact that
interpreted dierently according to the initial assumptions. One the'me value of most public stellar tracks used in MOBy
case in which the dierent views of the IMF lead to dramatically  ostimations is 120M In Fig.[1 we show thes(m) used in

diverging interpretations is the modeling of the correlatbe- this paper and the probability for a star of having a mass in
tween the total stellar mass in a clust&f, and the massimax, the rangemn, m+ 1M,

. Formal probabilistic formulation

2 Random sample means that every possible sample has a bédcula ® We note that Weidner & Kroupa (2004) usg = 2.30 in their
chance of selection. This is a requirement of any statisticd proba- parametrization of the IMF and that Weidner & Kroupa (2006 u
bilistic study (Kendall & Stuait 1977). ap = 2.35.
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where Hfmmax—m) is the Heaviside functidhwhich ensures
that no star equal to or larger them,sx can be presentin the
cluster. We note that(mm < my,y) is also a pdf. The mean
mass of such distribution is

S M) H(Toya — mhcim .
3 mm ax) = .
] (MM < My oM < T (4)

More elaborated constrained-IMF can be formulated, always
keeping in mind that conditions are imposed ad hoc and pro-
duce a pdf whose functional formfrs fromeg(m).

3. The pdf describing ensembles with a total number of stars
N (formally conditioned to haveV' stars) can be calculated
as successive convolutions of the corresponding pdf for one
star. For instance, the pdf for the total ma®g(MIN), is
the result of convolving the IMBV times with itself (see
Cervino & Luridiana 200€; Selman & Melnick 2008):

#(m)
pme [mm]) o+ — — — 5

N
DPMMIN) = p(M) @ (M) ® ... ® (). ®)

:.I M | s el M | NPT B
0.01 0.1 1 10 100 A property of self-convolution is that simple relationsKin
m [M] the mean value and the high-order momentsy@f) and

° D r(MIN) (see, e.gl, Cervifio & Luridiana 2006). As an ex-

Fig. 1. IMF used in the present work (solid line), as in the ample, the mean integrated massigfi(M|N), (MIN), is
parametrization by Kroupa (2001, 2002) and Weidner & Kroupa related to the mean stellar mass of the INtR), through the
(2006). Being a pdf, it can have values larger than one; the-pr  relation

abilities are given by the integral over the pdf. We also fhet
probability that a star has a mass in than+ 1M range, which (MINY = N x (m) = N x f
is lower than one (dashed line). This probability decliregsdly

™ m(m) dm ©6)

Miow

whenmis larger than g — 1Mo.

However, we note tha®,(MIN) # N x #(m) and that
the actual total mass cannot be obtained, but only an esti-
The probabi“ty for a random star of having a mdswer mate of it. This is the third fundamentalffirence with the
thana given valuan, is given by distribution-by-number interpretation, which assumest th
for a givenN there is one, and only oné value, given
M by M(N) = N x {m).
pm<my= [ o(m)dm @ MW=

Miow

. . , 3. Relating the number of stars with the most
while the probability for a random star of having a mass . .
massive star in the sample

equal to or larger than mis given by

- According to the law of large numbers, in a sampleNoktars
p(m = my) = #(m) dm. ) drawn from an .und.erlylng pd#(m), the typical num.ber of stars
m Na with m > my is given byN, = N x p(m > my). Particularizing
_ _ _ this equation, we cadefinea characteristic maximum value of
In this work, the integrals over the IMF will always be readn,,,, fax for which there is typically only one star with mass
asequal to or larger thanthe lower limit andlower than equal to or larger thampay through
the upper limit. The use dbwer thaninstead ofequal to or
lower thanin the upper limit and the complementary in the N Mup
lower limit is just a convention. Howeveequalcannot be =N X P(M2 Mnag = N % o ¢(m) dm. @)
used simultaneously in both equations: no star can simulta- -
neously belong to two independentintervals. The convantio  This is the basic equation used by several authors as
we use implies that the nominal valuggeannotbe formally the determination of the actual mass of the most mas-
reached, although values very close to it are possible. sive star in a system (as examples: Elmedréen 11997,

. Different observational scenarios can be described by addi®®9/2000; Kroupa & Weidner 2003; Weidner & Krolipa 2004,

constraints to the IMF. For instance, we may explicitly iHQOO(S)_ However, we can also obtain a mean valuangfy
clude the limit imposed ommax by the total mass of the (Qey & Clark& 2005) or a median value Wk, (Weidner et al.
sample we are analyzing, that iBnax = min{myp, M}. In - [2010). So the question is: does the definition of the chariaete

this case, we must define an a posteriori pdf, related to the valuemy,ay indeed provide the actuahya extreme value or
IMF, that includes such a condition:

4 We use here the Heaviside function as a distribution to défiae
domain ofg(m), including constraints. In this situation the value of H(O
&(mM) H(Mmax— m) 3 is not defined, but it is assigned a posteriori to be consistent thigh
P(M< Mna) (3) convention used in the integral limits. In the case of[Eqg. @)= 0.

A(MM < Mpay) =
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for dlfferentvalu_es oM. TheAC|rcIe on each curve is the positionsrence the position of the characteristic value, mediaranme
of the characteristic valu@yax. and mode of the distribution. Small triangles: compilatimn

Weidner et al.|(2010) of observational valuesmyf,x and in-
only an estimate of it? And if it is an estimate, what is its@xaferred values ofN’ obtained from observations; squares: ob-
meaning? Let us seek the answer in a probabilistic cdhtext Served values ol andmpax fromKirk & Myers (2011); stars:

We consider a set ok stars with unknown stellar massesoPserved values o¥ andmmay in the field for the four observed
m, drawn from the IMF. For any given mass, the probability "€gions from Kirk & Myers(2011).
of havingat leastone star with masey equal to or larger than
my in the sampleP(Ji € [1, N]|m > my), is the complemen-
tary probability that all stars have a mass lower thgnP(m <
m,, Vi € [1, N]). Since the stellar masses are iid drawn from the
same distributiogs(m), the probabilityP(m < my, Vi € [1, N])
is the result of multiplyingo(m < my) by itself A time$:

P(m < mg, Vi € [LN]) = [p(m<mg)]" =
= [1-p(m=my)]". ®)

Thus,

PEIe[LN]IM 2my) = 1-P(m; <my,Vje[LN]) = which has an asymptotic value-1/e ~ 0.63 for largeN values,
=1-[1-p(m> ma)]N. (9) With 0.63 being a reasonable approximation for, gefy> 100.

Hence, the characteristic massyay, obtained by solving EqJ7
This relation is valid for any value ah, and any distribution is the value ofm that is not reached or exceefesith a prob-
function. ability 0.37 in a sample ol stars. This means that in a large
If we now setmy = Mmax, We can replac@(m > Mnay) i enough set of clusters, all of them wit stars, typically in 63%
Eq.[9 by YN by virtue of themyay definition. The probability of the clusters the mass of the most massive star will be ¢qual
that there isat leastone star withm > Mmax in @ sample oV or larger thanminay, While in 37% of the clusters it will be lower

stars is thus given by thanmmnax. SO themina value obtained in EdJ 7 does not provide
N the massnnax Of the most massive star in a cluster&fstars,
. N 1 i i i =

P(Fi € [, N]IM > fna) = 1— [1 B N} ’ (10) contrary to what is stated in several astrophysical pBpers

5 The discussion in this section is mainly based on Soine@@4R Actually, for any possible valueinax lower than m, that
Kendall & Stuait [(1977), and Gumbél (1958), although theesdon- We would use as a proxy of the actual valuenfa, there is
mulae can be found in other works. a probability larger than 90% that the most massive staren th

6 Here we usep to represent probabilities on the IMF (cf., EGs. 1 andystem is more massive than suthax value (see Appendix]JA
[2) and® to represent probabilities on the sample wittstars. for details).
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modél (the maximum value of the distribution, which is related
to the most common value obtained in a set of observations).

Figure[3 shows a percentile analysis of the distributiore Th
figure also includes the position of the mean, mode, and char-
acteristic values of the distribution for reference. Thsition of
the mean{mma, V), mostly falls between the 63% and 84% per-
centile, i.e., far from the median of the distribution. Oer tither
hand, Minax corresponds, as predicted, to the 37% percentile.
Finally, the mode of the distribution lies in the lowest pertile
range. The figure also shows the.{ax, N) values compiled by
Char. value — — — 4 Weidner et al.[(2010), in whichn, is determined from obser-

] vations andV is inferred from star counting in a given mass
rang€l. It also shows the data from Kirk & Myers (2011), who
90% of Probability ] guote the observed masses of individual stars of 14 youig ste
lar groups in four dierent regionsrimax, A, and M were ob-

68% of Probability E tained from their tabulated data). We also show the cormdpo

] ing mmax and N values of field stars in each region analyzed by
26% of Probability ] Kirk & Myers (2011), which are in agreement with the general
trend of the correlation.

The confidence interval around the mode analysis takes into
account the distribution shape and the range of probabiliyy
region in the diagram. This is done by sorting the contrilnsi
X to the probability in decreasing order and finding thyg,x range

Fig. 4. Confidence interval analysis @fy, . (MmadAV) as a func- that contains some specified amount of probabilityffédent

tion of A’ (shaded area). Lines and symbols have the same me%ﬁp_fidence_ intervals are obtained by adding the sorted proba
ing as in Fig[B. bilities, taking into account their associate#,,x values. This

methodology is extensively used in the analysis of redsliift
photometric surveys (see Fernandez-Sotolet al.|2002, doe m
details). The situation is illustrated in F[g. 4, which indks the
90, 68, and 26% confidence intervals.

100
ALl

10

median  .........

Mmax [MO]

mode —_—— e =

0.1

0.01

bl METETERTT | sl " sl TR | Lol Lo il
1 10 100 1000 10* 10° 108

3.1. The pdf of Myax for a known N, ®m,__ (MmadN)

Actually, there is no unique value afy, for a total number of
starsN, but the possible values ot,.« are distributed following

the probability function 3.2. The pdf of N for a known Mmax, @ (N|Mmnay)

In Sect[3.1l we discussed the estimatiomgiy, given the num-
ber of starsV. Alternatively, we can also investigate the opposite

Drryo (Mnad ) = N $(Mimay) P(M < Mg, )Vt = (11) case, the estimation &¥ from a knownmmax (that is, the deter-

Mynax N-1 mination of the®(N|mmay distribution). To address this prob-
= N ¢(Mmax) (f o(m) dm) , (12) lem, we can use the Bayes’ theorem:

Miow

as deduced by Gumbel (1958); Sorrdefte (2004); van Albada, (A|Mmay) = Por(Mnad N) DN N) (13)

(1968); [Oey & Clarke [(2005); Maschberger & Clarke (2008); [ P (MmadN) O (N) AN

Pflamm-Altenburg & Kroupa (2008), among others.

In Fig.[2 we show the distributio®p, . (Mmad ) for dif- We know all terms on the right-hand side of this equation,

ferent values ofV. The circle on each pdf corresponds to thexcept®(N),which is the probability of having a system with
position of the characteristic valua,ay, Which divides the pdf a given total number of stars, i.e., an initial number-@irstper-
in two areas: the left one containing the 37% of the probigbilicluster function (an initial cluster number function, ICNMF
and the right one containing the 63% of the probability. Weeno®x (V) is a power-law distribution in a similar fashion to the
that @, (MnadN) is highly asymmetrical. Given the shape ofnitial cluster mass function (ICMF)bx(N) = AN with Aa
the distribution, it cannot be described only by their pagters normalization value, we find

(mean, variance, and so on); we must consider the whole-distr

bution for any comparison with the observational data. This Oy (N|Mna) = A p(M < M) NP, (14)
be done in two ways, by a percentile analysis (analysis aroun

the median) and by a confidence interval analysis around ifaere/’ is a normalization value that includés

7 We note that, depending on the reference and the convergiesh u ° The analyses based on the parameters of the distributiotheon
in Sect[2, this value can be defined either as reached ordedt®e just percentile, and on confidence intervals around the modecaiigadent
as exceeded. only in the Gaussian case, where I almost equivalent to the per-

8 The characteristic largest value defined by[Bq. 7 is relatélites-  centile range 16- 84% and the 68% confidence interval.
timation of the number of events we must record to have antéager  '°© Except in a few casels, Weidner & Krolipa (2004)and Weidnell et a
than a given valuen, (which is calledreturn periodin extreme value (2010) obtain\ by extrapolating to the full IMF range the number of
theory). If the events are taken in a regular time intervad,ifistance, starsN, observed above a specified mass or within a specified mass
it could be the estimation of the number of years betweerngaakes range. ThenM is obtained by means o¥1 = N x (m). We obtained
larger than a given magnitude, the number of years betweamety the plottedV values by division of theV values quoted in their tables
crashes, and so on. by (m).
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Fig. 5. Confidence interval analysis @y (N|Mnay) as a func- Fig. 6. Confidence interval analysis dfx(N|mMnax) as a func-

tion of myax for a ®x(N) = constant. Symbols have the saméion of Myax for a ®x(N) o« N2, Arrows: data points by

meaning as in Fid.]3. Weidner et al.[(2010) usingyops Without correction of incom-
pleteness due to unobserved stars. Other symbols haventige sa

i in Fid.13.
The mode ofbx (N|Mmad, A™%, is obtained by equaling to meaning as in Fig.

zero its first derivative with respect #¢, which yield&l

1 Where is theD, (N) dependence in Figll 3 abH 4? Actually, we

Nmode ﬂ—_ (15) must be aware that Figsl [3,[4, 5, did 6 are not representations

In p(M < Mmax) of ®x.m., (N, Mnax), Which would be the one to be compared
with observational data. Instead, they are a representatithe
probabilityfor fixedvalues in thex-axis, i.e., the figuresan be
only interpreted making vertical (discrete or infinitesiiyslices
Hence, for comparison with data, the x-axis on Figs. 3[and 4
must be weighted by, (N), and the x-axis on Fidd.5 amd 6
must be weighted by(m). Obviously, such a weight process
changes the probability density in thé — myax plane.

This equation has an acceptable solution onlydox 1;
in particular, for a flat distribution ofV (i.e., 8 = 0) the re-
sult is approximately Ap(m > myay). This justifies the name
of Mmax @s thecharacteristic valuesince it providesv™ as a
function of the most extreme value of the distribution unither
hypothesis of a flatbx(N)fH. In Fig.[3 we plot the confidence
intervals of thed (N|Mmnax) distribution as a function afnyay.
We note that the axes of the plot have changed with respect to
the figures in the previous section, SiNTRay is Now the vari- 3.3, Which information does the N (or M) — Myax plane
ate. We also plot the data points from Weidner et al. (2016) an  contain?

Kirk & Myers (2011). o ) )

However, Eq[I5 results in a negative value without aéll the guantities considered hem@max, N, and M, have their
trophysical meaning if the ICNF is similar to the ICMF;0Wn distributions¢(m), dx(N), and®(M). So, any uncer-
D (NIMnay is a decreasing function for al, and the most t@inty of data points in theV (or M) — Mnax plane would
probableN corresponds to the maximum dfy(A), i.e., the P& minimized or amplified by such distributions, and neither
lower limit of the ®x(A) distribution. Hence®y(N) modi-  Prna(MmaxN) nor @ (Nmnay) (or their M counterparts) are
fies the confidence interval analysis ®f (N|Mmay), as shown Suitable descriptions. The only suitable distribution aited
in Fig.[8 points is given byDm . (Mmax NS (or their M counterpart,

It seems surprising that, depending the independent vaif:€ below). This pdfis shown in Fg. 7 for the case &) «

able used rfinax OF ), one has to take into accoutty(N). v 2. However, the use obm,,, »(Mnax N) imposes some im-
portant caveats.

11 N is not a continuous variable; hence it cannot have beenatedv The first of these caveats$facts any test on th& (or M) —
and V™ must be an integer number. Thus, the formulae provide onfy,,,, correlation. Such a test can only be done at a distribution
an approximation.

12 In Paper Il we show that this assumption is implicit whihis 13 Thatis:
inferred from the numbeN, of massive stars in ther,., M) range
by using the relationV = N, x p(m > my). Similarly, the assumption Prmpan (Mnaxe N) = Py (Miad N) Oy (N)
is implicit when M is inferred by multiplying the mean stellar mass by D 5 (NMmnad H(Minas)
N itis a general assumption found in the literature and, itiqalar,
is the method used to infe¥l in the[Weidner et all (2010) compilation.
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level and not in a data-point-by-data-point analysis. Thé&ans
that we need a quantitative characterization of the uricﬂ?yta
associated to each data point and must combine the cormbsp
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of the cases (all whergn) is used), it is actually asV inference

ing uncertainties to obtain a density map in fgéor M) — Mpax ‘ “‘ “ “‘;;33{%;:
plane. \‘\\8

The second caveat refers to the plane to be used:myax ‘ “” ’%“‘3‘ “\‘:“\\§,\_§§\\
or M — myay? It includes two dierent aspects. The first is that H‘ ””““\“\\&\i‘\ N\
any M inference implicitly includes aW inference, and in most ‘ ‘ ’ ” ”; R
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points in theN — myax plane includeg(m) and® (N) and the ,’”“

s

used. ‘

is, the dependence @by, (N) and® »(M) in the distribution of

ibility of a hypothetical distribution with a given sampl€here

the present case, the hypothesized distributions are thethé correlations

the ICMF (or ICNF) leads to an uncomfortable situation simil [1978; Larson_1982; Vanbevelén 1982; Garcia-Vargas & Diaz

a single star be considered as a valid cluster? How do we @erker & Goodwih 2007; Selman & Melnick 2008;

would have a common origin in a large-scale star-formingie®e Jinks both quantities. Others even argue that the relasamot

— The clusters in the sample do not follow the assumed IMFrather on how each author interprets the IMF.

definition of what a cluster is). EZOOS) and Maschberger & Clarke (2008), who argue fas
We will discuss these issues in more detail in Papers Il aH N is larger than the error inVi. Only a few authors

itself but expressed as\) (i.e., the plane to be used is actu ’
ally N — mqay). The second aspect is that the distribution of datd
distribution of data points in tha1 — myax planealsoincludes
@ »(M). This means that some hypothesis about the relation
tweenN and M is always required when th&l — myax plane is
We conclude this section with a brief discussion about the
falsification of the random sampling of the IMF claimed by
Weidner et al.|(2010) in view of the results presented héiag, t
data points in theV' (or M) — Mnax plane. Fig.7. 3D representation of 10@m,.. »(Mmax A) distribution
First, random sampling is an axiom in statistics and probgyr a @ (N) o« N2,
bility. It is not a hypothesis. Statistical tests evaluhmtompat—
can be two main reasons for the incompatibility of both égit
(a) the assumed distributions are not a correct repre gamiait
the sample, (b) the sample is biased or not randomly chosenyl; | jterature on the M — Myax and the N — Max
ICNF, and the ICMF, where the ICMF and the ICNF are linked
not trivially by Eql$. We would assume a universal IMF, bilt st There are copious studies related to the existence and mod-
need an ICMF (or ICNF) characterization. The very definithn eling of a M — mpax correlation (for instance, | _Reddish
to the case of the IMF: we have no means of defining an empi1994;[ Garcia-Vargas etlal. 1995; Elmegreen 1997,11999);200
cal sample that can be directly related to SF theories witiou [ arson [ 2003;| Kroupa & Weidner 2003; Weidner & Krolipa
troducing a major assumption, that is, the cluster defimit©an [2004; [Oey & Clarke [ 2005; [ Weidner & Kroupal _2006;
fine a single cluster formation event in a giant moleculaud® |Maschberger & Clarke 2008; Weidner etlal. 2010; Kroupa et al.
Is there a dierence between the ICMF defined over a randdpDi]). Some of these articles give an explicit formulatibtits
set of clusters and the one defined over a group of clusters thdation, while others propose that it is a physical refatioat
~ Hence, the results obtained by Weidner etlal. (2010) can pysical but only an fect of the size of samples. As we will
interpreted in dierent ways: see, the dference among the variousl — my,x relationships
and their meaning does not depend on the relation itself, but
— The clusters in the sample do not follow the assumptions One common assumption is that thé — mpay and the
about the ICMF or ICNF. M-—mnax correlations are theoretically equivalent. With this idea
3 o . . . —Mmax .
The sample is biased due to selectideets (including the in mind, the first correlation is preferred by Selman & Mekic
B Igsiﬁawgﬁsliéﬂcgygé?;?ﬁ:g no conclusions about the p fie natural mdependentvanable for testing the randomggiag
9 ' hypothesis. The second one is preferred by Weidner et @20
gcause, with the two quantities inferred, the possiblererr
(Selman & Melnick 2008) explore the question of whether they
are indeed formally equivalent or not. As we have seen previ-
4. Discussion ously, in a probabilistic framework they are not equivalgaft,

In the previous sections we have established the formal-pr(;qu'

abilistic interpretation of the IMF and the propagation bist

interpretation in the correlation betweem,x and N. We can 4.1.1. The IMF as an exact analytical law

now explore the implications of such an interpretation aad (

compare it with the implications of concurrent interpritas Let us consider the case lof Garcia-Vargas & Dlaz (1994) and
(Sect[4.1), and (b) discuss the random-sampling assumgtio (Garcia-Vargas et al. (1995) as an example of this intespogt.

this work and its implications for the relation between th#-I They assume that the IMF is not a probability distributiohému

and the SF (Sedi. 4.2). exact analytical lawgpgy(m) = k(M) x ¢(m), wherek(M) is a
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We note that the relevant point here is thizre must be a cer-
AL A tain amount of mass transformed into stars with mass m in
order to have a star with mass;m

A similar Mcoud — Mmax relationship is found by Larson
(1982, 2003). However, Larson’s results come from fitting th
observational data @loudmassesMcioug, With respect tamyay,
and they are quoted as a statistical correlation, not a palysi
law. We note that a correlation betwedtloug and mpyax does
not imply the same correlation betwedr andmy,,y, Since an
4 efficiency factor is required (see Shadmehri & EImegreen 2011,
] for a more detailed discussion).

In Fig.[8 we show the resultingt — mmnax relationship un-
der these assumptions on the IMF and assuming the functional
analytical b = myq, (GV) — 1 form of the IMF used in this work. The figure includes data
log m,,, = 0.46 log 4 — 0.03 ] points from|[ Weidner et al. (2010) and Kirk & Myers (2011).
logh =183 log Mg + 042 -.. = We have included the result of two linear fits to the data from
Weidner et al. [(2010) and Kirk & Myers (2011) using either
log M or logmnax as the independent variable. The theoretical
relation is df toward larger log\1 values.

This interpretation of the IMF stems from stellar counting
procedures. Sincggy(m) is a continuous function, it cannot re-
turn a natural numbeN, for any mass valuey,; because stars
a [Mg] are discrete entities, this approach can only be an appstgim
description. This alone is fiicient to invalidate Eq. 17 as a way
to obtain the actual most massive star, sincenay (unphysi-
cally) turn out to be a non-natural number. A consequenc®, th
equation can only provide an approximation.

S This situation implies thatontinuous functional forms of the
fMF can only be directly related to the number of stars with a
given mass intervabnd not to the number of stars with a given
mass. This possibility is explored in the next interpretatase.

100
i
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>
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Fig.8. M — muyax relationship resulting from the analyti-
cal formulation of the IMF ol _Garcia-Vargas & Diaz (1994)
Garcia-Vargas et al. (1995). The figure includes data pdiom
Weidner et al.[(2010) and Kirk & Myers (2011), where symbol
have the same meaning as in Hi@). 3 and the result of two li
ear fits to the data from Weidner et al. (2010) and Kirk & Myer
(2011) using either log1 or logmmax as the independent vari-
able.

. ) 4.1.2. The IMF as a distribution of the number of stars
renormalization constant that, becauskis the exact value of

the amount of gas transformed into stars, verifies One alternative view of the IMF is that it can be arbi-
trarily normalized and provide the exact number of stars
P me(m) dm, (16) in a given mass range This is the case assumed by
Reddish [(1978); Vanbeveren (1982); Elmegreen (1997,/1999,
2000); [ Kroupa & Weidner| (2003); Weidner & Kroupa (2004);
where ¢(m) is the standard functional form of the IMF. TheElmegreen [(2006); Weidner & Kroupa (2006); Weidner et al.
exactnumber of stars with mags, in the cluster is given by (2010) anco_Kroupa et al. (2011). We refer to these articles as
Na = ¢cv(my), which implies thatk(M) = N. Taking into those that use the IMF de facto as a distribution of the number
account that stars are discrete entities, they proposerasge Of stars. Their interpretation is that the number of stata/ben
in which only the stellar masses that verifigy(m) > 1 repre- Maandmy, , with my < my, is given by
sent acceptable physical solutions (the so-calldthess gecy. m,
Given thaipgy(m) decreases with, the most massive star in theN(m € [Me My]) = f deim(m) dm, (19)
M

M= [ moay(m)dm= kM)

Miow Miow

my

cluster is the one that verifies

dev(Mmax) = N X ¢(Mnay) = 1. (17) whereggim(m) = kx ¢(m) with k a normalization constant. This
equation is the general case of . 7, that is, the definitfion o
For a power-law IMFg(m) = AnT*, this leads to aM—Mnax  Mnax, described above. Theftrence with the previous case is

relationship with the form: that the total number of stars in the cluster is now given by
: e

Max 0 M. (18) - f eim(m) dm, (20)
Miow

According to the scenario proposed, the cluster forms stars
in a sorted way, in which the stars with an associated largleev so, k = N. The actual total mass is given by integration
of ¢pcv(m) take precedence over stars with associated lower vaf-m x ¢gm(m) within the same mass limits. However, how
ues ofgev(m). So, the most massive star (the one with the lowhe limits are written and what interpretation is given terth
estgcv(mmay) value) is conditioned to the formation of a largevaries according to the author. Here we use the formalizdjo
enough number of lower mass star (tfighness gec). Stated |[Elmegreen (1997, 1999, 2000, 2006):
otherwise, the mass of this most massive star is determiped b
the amount of gas that remains afédirpossible lower mass stars , ,
have been formed with relative numbers established by the II\/M - f

my my

" Mem(m) dm= A x f " m(m) dm (21)

Miow Miow
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and postpone to the next subsubsection the discussion of the

special case aof Weidner & Kroupa (2004, 2006), Weidner et al. A A.:__.., —t
(2010), and Kroupa et al. (2011). Whatever the normalinatp °F A . E
we need an additional assumption to obtain the actual marimu ;fAA N

stellar mass in the cluster from Hg.]19. We have to assume ad
hoc that the most massive staka is the result of solving Eq]7
(i.e., thatmmnax is the actuaimyay). To do So, external arguments,
similar to therichness gect are required.

For a power-law IMF and {p = oo, themyax— M correlation
is

10

Mmax [MO]

1 1
Minax < M1 oc No1, (22) M- mp o (Em.)
- - m . (WK)
M- m . (Kro 2011) _—

Elmegreen (1997, 1999, 2000) argue that, since the clisster i
filled through random sampling, the inferreg,a.x can only be
an estimate of the actual value. Only Vanbeveren (1982 stat .
that it is possible to obtain the actughax value. -r .
In Fig.[@ we show the resultingt — myax correlation un- :
der these assumptions using the functional form of the IMF em .
ployed here. The curve is completely equivalent to ¢h) — F L
Mmax correlation obtained in the pdf case. The figure includes 1 10 100
data points from Weidner etlal. (2010) and Kirk & Myers (2011)
just for comparison. We also included the result of a lingaoffi
log M as a function of logn,ax obtained from the data. Fig. 9. M — mnax relationship resulting from the distribution
This interpretation of the IMF relies on stellar countindt fo function formulation of the IMF of _Elmegreen (1997, 1999,
lowed by a binning process. It is by far the most common ii2000), the formulation of Weidner & Kroupa (2004, 2006),
terpretation and is assumed in a wide range of situatioons fr and the optimal sampling formulation lof Kroupa et al. (2011)
IMF determinations to stellar population synthesis. ItSmfi@ea- The figure includes data points from Weidner etlal. (2010) and
ture is that EqI_T]9 provides tteetual number of stars and thatKirk & Myers (2011) and the result of the linear fit of the data t
M = N x{(m) provides theactualtotal stellar mass in the clusterlog M as a function of lognyax.
(this last feature is also shared by the analytical law preta-
tion). In this case it may seem that the problem with integenn
bers of stars mentioned in the previous case is solved as fe¢ a
can always choose a suitable set of bins such thatEq. 19 geodu Mup
a natural number for any, andm, values. However, the solu- 1= f
tion is not so trivial: depending on the bin definition, distr- Moo
tions with diferent shapes are obtained (D’Agostino & Stepheng( — my., = f M@wk (M) dm. (24)
1986; Maiz Apellaniz &Jbeda 2005), but the shape of the IMF Miow
is still defined by x ¢(m). Consequently, the bins cannot be de-
fined at will. The only plausible solution is to assume thafEd) tio
(and hence Ed.21) is only valid in the limiting case =
(Cervifio et al. 2002; Fouesneau & Lan¢on 2010; Piskunay et
2011), and that, for finitev' values, they do not provide actual
N(m € [my, my]) or M values but onlyestimatesof such val-
ues. Again, we must understand what exactly this estimgte r
resents.

To summarize_this sectionp continuous functiona! form of It' They justify that EqCZ8 provides such actual value by fo-
the IMF can provide the actual number of stars, neither for @ ging on how the IMF is sampled. Their first approach was the
given mass nor for a given mass interval, but only an estimftes 1o sampling scenario (Weidner & Krolipa 2006), accardin
it. The only way to give meaning to this estimate is by adoptingg \yhich the IMF is sort-sampled, where the stars with the-low
probabilistic framework. This implies using a probabifstlge- gt mass are those that form first. This scenario is phygicadt
bra, which explicitly prevents arbitrary normalizatiorfsigm). tivated, based on the hydrodynamical simulations of chiste

mation in competitive accretion without the inclusion okpible
4.1.3. The Weidner & Kroupa case (positive or negative) feedback of massive stars (Bonmell e

2003, 2004)._ Weidner & Kroupa (2006) presented Monte Carlo
The studies by Weidner & Kroupa (2004, 2006); Weidner et alimulations to support this model, where clusters with &giv
(2010), and Kroupa et al. (2011) are another example of an fotal massM are drawn from a randomly sampled IMF. The
terpretation of the IMF in terms of a distribution of the nuenb number of stars used in the simulation was estimated fidm
of stars. However, they deserve special attention singertdye  divided by the mean stellar mass. After that, the samplertedo
resent a majorféort to include conditions in the IMF. and the desiredM value approximated by accepting or reject-

The equations to find A1 — mnax relationship proposed by ing the most massive star in the cluster. The most recent work
Weidner & Kroupal(2004, 2006), once corrected by an impropgroupa et al. 2011) is based on the concept ofdpemal sam-
account ofmmpax in M (Kroupa et al. 2011), are ple: sampling is optimal if Eq_23 is verified and produces the

log M = 1.83 log m ., + 0.42 —_———

| Lol AR | AT
1000 10* 10° 108
M [Mg]

dwk (M) dm, (23)

Mmax

As in the previous case, EQ.]23 is equivalent to the defini-
n of Mmax given in EqLY an@dwk (M) has the same functional
form (scaled by a constakjy). A simple inspection shows that
kwk = N. The diference with the previous case is in Eq] 24:
the upper limit of the integral immax and notmy,. By doing so,
Kroupa et al.[(2011) aim to constrain the IMF in such a way that
®q.[23 provides thactual myax value rather than aestimateof
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actual value oy, In both cases, it is argued that the IMF idMF and could only be inferred from detailed simulationsgdan

not random sampled. Figuré 9 shows the original and the caot from algebraic manipulation of the IMF. That is the pnice

rectedM — mmax relationship they obtain. must pay for the advantages of a continuous formulation ®f th
This interpretation is based on a strict vision of the IMF asIMF.

stellar counting process involving an individual star,dne with

m = Mmnax and a stellar counting plus binning procedure for the .

remaining — 1 stars. This can be seen from the treatment 6f1-4. The probabilistic case

the integral limits or equivalently, the histograms bifBOUGN- o \1- s treated as a probability distributior in Oey & Glar
out the dffergnt versions. In the original set of equations _prcl—zoo,s)_ Elmegreén | (20D6):[_Parker & Goodwin (2007):
posed by Weidner & Kroupa (2006)ymax Was counted twice in Maschberaer &VCIa}l(e ‘(2008,); Selman & Melrick (‘2008);'

Clarly Sates he DA Whene . b now 1t opens a problem 1255 & Andels( (2010), amang others. Their basic assumptior
\é\?tir:] ct;Tues(iﬁo(rT)o??:El)r::gﬁir:).n\g{evvrﬁi?l}ulIi;hﬁz)':tallstrrir\]/?all?Ii)ésaug.roLg:mOf the de_scr|pt_|0n shoyvn here have been obtained by ot.her
consider the possible self-consistent cases: authors (includingl_Weidner etial. 2010). Here, we summarize
the results from works on the topic in the global context & th
formulation given in the previous section. The common point
of these works is that, without additionatl hoc conditions,
an M — myax relationship cannot be defined trivially as a
physical law, but only as a statistical correlation. Thealot
mass in the cluster, the total number of stars in the cluster,
and the particular number of stars with given stellar masses
Are not fixed quantities, but distributed ones, and noneearfith
can be obtained univocally from the others. Hence, the use of
M —mpax0r the use oV — myaxis not just a question of choice
in terms of observational considerations; it is actually tesult
Mup of statistical correlations of fferent distributions.
f Mwk (M) = The probabilistic description of the IMF is included,
_ . by construction, in works that make use of Monte Carlo
Swi (M) = 8(M = M) + (N = D)X SMM < Moard. (25) iy jations (see [ Weidner & Kroupal 2006/ _Elmegreen
2006; |Parker & Goodwin| 2007] Selman & Melnick 2008;
Hass & Anders 2010, as examples), where the IMF is sampled
star by star up to a given value #fl or N. Such Monte Carlo
simulations have been devoted to explain and compd#iereint
d results using dferent sampling algorithms. Hass & Anders
2010) made an explicit, exhaustive, and detailed study of
e issue. As far as we know, only Elmegieen (2006) and
Selman & Melnick |(2008) have made theoretical studies aimed
of describing the relationship oM — myax Using conditional

1. We use the criteria afqual to or larger tharfor lower inte-
gral limits andlower thanfor upper ones to give a physical
meaning to EJ.23. However, if we wamt,,, to appear di-
rectly in the computation oM, we must impose it ad hoc,
which is done by using\l — mpax instead of M. A self-
consistent formulation, taking into account the integirat|
its in Eq.[23, is to write explicitly the mass contribution o
the stars in therfmax, Myp) range

Mmax

where §(m — my,y) is the Dirac delta function. However,
this implies an ad hoc variation of tlg¢m) functional form,
which is necessary to impose timtx is the maximum stel-
lar mass.

2. We use the criteria ddrger thanfor lower integral limits an
equal or lower tharfor upper ones. Then, we can comput
M properly usingnmax as the upper integral limit. However,
in this case we must change Eqg] 23 by

probabilities.
0= e d Most of the theoretical studies have been carried out in
- m ¢wk (mydm terms of anN — mmyax relationship, usingV as variate and

(26) Mmax as variable and making use &, (Mmad/N). They of-

ten include an expression for the mean value of the dis-
tribution (Oey & Clarkel 2005), the mode of the distribution
(Gumbel 1958; Kendall & Stuart 1977), or the percentile anal
ysis (Weidner et al. 2010). However, there is almost no study
in terms of themya — N relationship nor in thedy (N)

Cases (1) and (2) above are the only possible ones, and HigRendence of thev — mmax correlation (Elmegreen 2006;
constrain ad ho€n,ax to be the maximum stellar mass in the>elman & Melnick 2008).
cluster. Now, we have shown previously that any description S0, in the probabilistic case, th& — Mpay, M — Mpax,
the IMF as a continuous function implicitly eliminates the-d Mmax— A, andmnax— M correlations ar@otequivalent to each
pendence withV (and henceM) and its interpretation as a dis-0ther. TheM — mmax correlation requires @y (N|M) distribu-
tribution by number. The Kroupa etldl. (2011) case cleartynsh tion which is not required by th&/ — mmax correlation. In addi-
that there is no way to include constraints into a distritmby-  tion, establishing thenmax — A andmmax — M correlations re-
number description of the IMF and, at the same time, enjoy tAglires some priors about the distributionda§(N) and® (M)
advantages of a continuous distribution representatimceC that are not considered in the previous correlations.
continuous functional form fop(m) is assumed, only a pdf in-  The probabilistic formulation fbers the advantages of us-
terpretation is valid, and we implicitly renounce obtappactual ing continuous distributions and including conditionsnfiadly.
values of stellar masses, actual total masses, or actusdaf However, this does not mean that any condition can be
Mmax- IN particular, it would not be possible to obtain a hidderepresented analytically. We have mentioned above that the
physical law implicit in theg(m) functional form. At most we Weidner & Kroupal(2004, 2006) formulation is a majdiost to
could obtain statistical correlations like th&1) — mMmax. If there include conditions in the IMF. Let us rewrite EqJ25 in statial
were such physical laws, their origin would be external t® thterms and give a meaning to such distribution:

= dwk (M) = kwk X (MM < Myay),
which means that there is no star more massive thag.

This means, however, that we lose the equation giviggy
value, which must be imposed ad hoc.

10
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methods proposed by ftierent authors are actually operational
methods, not an implementation of the physical proEéss
H(MMinae N) = S(M — Mnay) 4 N- 1¢(m|m <Mna).  (27) However, we want to stress that the question on whether the
N N IMF is randomly sampled or not (i.e., whether stars are iids o
not) is completely valid, independent of the particularipem
igotivating the question. So we will not attempt to discuss th

The above equation describes the constrainedftMB fixed
Mmax Value in a set ofV stars. This constraint does not imply th
a star withmmax is present in the cluster, but just that there are
stars more massive tham,ay and that the evemh = mya has a
probability of I/ NV. Since all the arguments of the characteristic
value hold here, the associated characteristic value ifixed 4.2.1. Identical and independent distributed variables and
Mmax Value, which is also a cutfbvalue of the distribution. So, the relation of the IMF with the star formation

63% of realizations for clusters with’ stars following such pdf . . . . .
The question we aim to answer is: are stellar masses iid vari-

have at least one star with m and no stars more massive )
thanmmy. aBgax ( ables, or, at least, can they be treated as if they were? Alsamp

Hence, there is no way to include in an analytical forrds an iid sample if each random variable has the same idéntica
the condition that the most massive star is actuediy and probability distribution and all of them are mutually ineep

that such a star is present amy realization There is also a dent.h h h h licitl |
similar problem with M, although the problem in this case is, _1hroughout the paper, we have explicitly excluded a men-

more severe since it also require®@v) (discrete) distribution. 10N 0 the SF physics. It is now time to take a look atetient
However, there is an infinite number of combinations of atell Way$s in which the SF and the IMF can be linked and how ran-

masses that are consistent with any reason&blemmax physi- domness enters _in this game. There are several_ pos_sible_ ways
cal law. (a) Some physicists prefer to assume a deterministic usgver
The only possible solution at the moment to includ&/a- in which one and only one result is obtained for a given set of

Mmax physical law and work with it is to perform a large seinitial conditions. But there is such a large variety ofialiton-

of Monte Carlo simulations, which should assume a part'rcul?itionS that they can be only described in a probabilistiy.wa

uestion in terms of any specific results from literature: flmm
more general perspective.

®(N) distribution, and just consider the subset where the chige€nce the results of SF events, like the IMF itself, can bg onl
senM — mmax physical law is verified. Then, any physical resul escribed in a probabilistic way. (b) We can also assume &n un

must be obtained numerically (as opposed to analyticallyp Verse where de_terminism, although it exists, is somehow h_id
advantages of describingim) as a continuous distribution areden by complexity. Thus we assume accordingly that the SF is a
thus lodf. complex process in the mathematical sense: nonlinear ahd wi

interconnected components, producing such a large variegy

sults that they can only be treated in a probabilistic way\We

4.2. Sampling, iid variables, and the relation of the IMF with  admit that there are intrinsically random variables in naand
SF that the SF is an intrinsically random process (like turbaoé,

: . - S0 its results can only be treated in a probabilistic way. We
We have seen that the existence of a physical law linkihignd - —
Mmax Cannot be established through a simple manipulation of t[gfer to.Shadmehri & Elmegreen (2011 Sanchez el al. (2006

) Etmegreen| (1999, 2011) as examples where some of these dif-
IMF functional form. he current debate on whether the IMF I8\ rent scenarios are considered.

randomly or non-randomly sampled stems mainly from works The feature common to these three cases is that the IMF

by beidner & Kroup (2006) and Weidner ef al. (2010), Whe%ould be used probabilistically (i.e., stellar massesrare

Mmax IS interpreted as the exact value of the most massive s ormly sampled), which does not imply that the SF is random.

in a cluster with a given mass. This debate has been focusxﬂgere would be no physicat and relationship at all, or
H 1 1 ax 1
on different sampling proposals. Even if the authors t_hems;elvt?I re would be a deterministic phys| i'lcal law linking andimy ..
now consider the sorted sampling proposal just asaflrs'oaxper hei | distributi fstell ng Inal v
imation (Kroupa et al. 2011), we want to emphasize that tlye ke 0\|/|vever, t et_ElteE_nath 'Sg;: ution 0) Stfh z;lrr]_maf]se_st ” phys-
; TR : : . ; ically compatible (in the SF sense) wi is physical lawueb
oint of different sampling algorithms is not the sorting proces . - o
Eutthe assumed relatFi)on%et\?v grandM (e.g., the sortgdpsam-. epend on a set of unknown (and variable) initial conditions
pling proposal uses an value estimated .b)}’means A di- intrinsically random characteristics. Then the IMF coutdyde
vided by(mim < Mma, which imposes a constraint i). The dgscnbed by means of a probabilistic formulapon. A prqhmb_
L axs . : ' tic interpretation of the IMF does not contradict a detelistin
situation is actually more clearly described in tihness gect
3 g - > vision of the physics of SF.
proposed by Garcia-Vargas & Diaz (1994); Garcia-Vaeyad. . .
(1995): a star with massy, is formed according to the amount__O" @ 1arge scale, the IMF is the result of all possible SF
of gas that remains in the system once a certain number &f st%YemS a_nd SF modes, although it does not necessarily descri
with m < m, have been formed. The sampling problem appea ay particular one. Followm_g th's argument, we are ableetp d
when we try to fixM(m < my) aﬁdN(m < my) simultaneously sCribe probabilistically the incidence of having a starhwat

and include it analytically in th@(m) functional _form. 15 The optimal sampling algorithm provided by Kroupa et al.i®p
_ As we have shown, there is no self-consistent way to dojépased on obtaining bins through tieeger than for lower integral
with the current description af(m). The inclusion of anyM —  imits andequal to or lower tharfor upper integral limits. These criteria

Mmax Physical law, no matter what its interpretation is, preelsid are complementary to those underlying their equations taikhe
using an analytical functional form for the IMF. The samplin M — My relationship. In addition, the IMF is filled fronmy,,, down
to lower masses, contrary to the physical arguments givarstidy the

14 We note that any sampling proposal that aims to reproducesarting sampling algorithm. We stress that it is not a pnobtef the
M — mnax physical law with a finite number of stafg is also doomed formulation in as much as the physical formulation of thebpem is
to this situation: it provides &(m) array, but not a continuoug(m) not linked with the operational mathematical method usesbtee the
distribution. physical equations.
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given mass that was born at a a given time, the stellar bitéh ra  For the study of galaxies or, in general, systems that may
B(m,t), as the composition of two independent functions: theontain clusters with dierent masses, it is necessary to take into
star formation history, SFkA(t, M) (althoughy(t, M) would be account the distribution of the total masses of these alsidige
more adequate) and the IMF{m) (Schmidt 1959, 1963; Tinsley ICMF. As a result, at a galactic scale there is not one IMF, but
1980; Scalo 1986). The first functionincludes all the pdesi#¥ a IGIMF that results through the combination of the ICMF and
modes and provides the time-scale and the amount of gas tratiferent IMFs. It depends oM and implies a redefinition of
formed into stars. The second one describes how a given amdhe IMF itself (Kroupa & Weidner 2003). In this case it is not
of gas would be distributed amongidirent stellar masses. Weclear if 8(m, t) can be separated into independent functions and
recall that the first IMF determinations were done with figlts how (Cerviiio et al. 2011). This implies major revisions tuftzal
(Salpeter 1955), so they implicitly averaged a large vpidéSF  galactic and extragalactic studies, including the SSP eot)c
modes. and there is currently a large debate on the issue (Corbelli e

The separation of3(m,t) into two independent functions'2009; Fumagalli et al. 2011; Eldridge 2012). Although a flis-
seems to be a valid approach for the study of galaxies an@ussion goes beyond the scope of this paper, we want to patint o
variety of systems where flierent modes of star formation co-that there would be 8M) — Minax physical law, although it must
exist; it has been extensively used in extragalactic astyrand Pe imposedad hog and that, whatever the case, random sam-
cosmology. One particular characteristic of this apprdadhe Pling and a probabilistic description of the IMF are combii
use of single stellar populations (SSP, Renzini & Buzzomg)9 With it.
which corresponds tg(t, N) = N x 6(t). Since any function
can be described by a sum &ft — 7) functions, it allows the
SFH to be recovered from observational data or the evolation
galaxies to be described as a composition of SSPs wiittrdint Having carried out a thorough analysis offdient IMF inter-
intensity. The star formation rate, SFR, can then be defised apretations, with a focus on the question of how information o
time average of the SFH (da Silva etlal. 2012) or as the rekultm,,,, can be extracted from the IMF itself, we are in position
a flat SFH ¢(t, N) = constant). Current SF rate indicators aré formulate the problem in a fierent way:What information
based on SSP modeling with constant SEH (Kennicutt|1998).does the IMF contain? Can we extract information on the SF

The case would be fierent if we changed the scale toprocess from an algebraic manipulation of the IMFhe an-
smaller systems. When we restrict the situation to specfic Swers to these questions are driven by the interpretatiaheof
modes, particular details emerge and have some imprinten tNF adopted by each author and, in particular, their conolus
IMF. The more restrictive the mode, the more details aregumies as to whether, without direct observations,ax can be exactly
In this case we are moving ourselves to particular IMF realizdetermined or just estimated.
tions with given conditions, which may depart from the proba Our analysis of the problem has led us to the following main
bilistic description given bys(m). At small scales, the validity conclusion: Only a probabilistic interpretation of the IM¥ere
of the decomposition of3(m, t) in two independent functions #(m) is a pdf (ruling out arbitrary normalizations) and stellar
is not clear. However, the universality of the IMF even attsugnasses are random sampledly iid variables, provides a physi
scales leads one to think that it would be the case (howevedl and mathematical self-consistent formulation thatiarp
see Elmegreén 2011 for an example of possible variatioriseof the (M) — Minax Statistical correlation obtained from IMF alge-

IMF, especially in the low-mass tail, depending on the emvir braic manipulation. We also give plausible arguments thiad+
mental conditions). duce the IMF as a probabilistic distribution when relatethwi

theg physics of the star formation process.
Additional conclusions of this work are:

5. Conclusions

The approach we have presented here when talking ab
B(m,t) is a top-down onep(m) is the most generic representa-
tion, so that the larger the system, the more valid it is. W& no
that this vision is mentioned by Vanbeveren (1982), who als
claimed existence of #1 — mmax physical law. Because there
is an universal IMF at a large scale, he says, the IMF varies at
small scale.

In this case it is expected the IMF has a quasi universal shape
at high scales with possible variations at small scalese Hee (M) = N x(m) =N x f
understand that deviations from a universal shape are edlow Mhow

as far as they are small compared to the global budget. In ad- Ajthough some authors do not considéms a relevant phys-
dition, the |nC|den_ce of d_eV|at|ons also depends on theaize  ical variable (Kroupa et al. 20111), the fact that stars ase di
the system, that is, the integral of thigt, N) over time (see  crete entities andv is a natural number are relevant physical
da Silva et al. 2012, for a discussion). constraints that must be included in the treatment of the IMF
There is also a bottom-up approach when talking about and in the algebra used to obtain physical results from it.
B(m, t), which is the one proposed by the IGIMF theory. In2. Given the equation defining the most massive star in a sys-
this case, universality in the IMF functional form is assdme  tem,
However, there is aM — mmax physical law that relates1 with

. . . . . . 1 mup
Mmax, hence there is IMF variability in the sense of a variable _ f #(m) dm, (29)

%. The actual total stellar mass of a clustéf, cannot be in-
ferred from an IMFg(m), with a continuous functional form.
A direct IMF integration only provides its mean valyé),
for a given number of stary

my

" me(m) dm (28)

Mmax fOr given M. It is assumed that this physical law operates N

for all SF modes, or equivalently, that there is one SF made: s e

formation in clusters. In this case, the mass distributibstars the resulting(M) — fmnax is practically independent of
depends on where (and when) they were formed, so only starsthe specific IMF interpretation adopted. However, how this
formed in the same cluster (or clusters with the sawleshare equation is understood strongly depends on the framework
the same IMF. of the interpretation.
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diction to a possiblen,ax— M physical law. However, such a law
cannot be obtained from IMF algebraic manipulation or ideld
analytically in the IMF functional form. The possible phyai
information that would be obtained from tié (or M) —Mmmax

Cervifio et al.: The IMF and the,., — M statistical correlation

. In a probabilistic interpretation, Hg.129 providesharacter-
istic massMmax, that is, the value afnthat is notreached or o |
exceeded with a probability 0.37 in a sampleNd&tars, but
not the actual mass of the most massive star in the sample.

. For anyminax = 10M and not close to gy, there is a prob-
ability larger than 90% that the most massive star in the sys-
tem is larger than suaim,;x value. Therefore, assuming that
Eq.[Z9 provides the actual mass of the most massive star in
the cluster, as argued in the framework dfelient interpre-  — L.
tations of the IMF, is aad hocassumption and not a physical
fact.

. Mnax defines the mode of the distributiaby (N]Myay) of
the possibleN values inferred from the most massive star
in the cluster assuming a fldty (N) distribution. A similar
dependence iy (N) is present whew is inferred from the _
number of theN; most massive stars in the cluster (cf., Paper S |
I). However, the observational evidence is tdag(N) is a C P(m in [m.m+1]) for d(m)
power law (if it is related with the ICMF). [

. When the total cluster mass is inferred through the eguati
M)y = N x {(my and N is obtained assuming a fléy (N),
the observational data become consistent wittg = (M)

u(m)

u(m) for ¢(m)

statistical correlation. This is indeed the case WigIEN) is Y E—— 1 10 100
not taken into account explicitly in th¥ (and M) estimation v

(as found in most of the cluster in the Weidner et al. 2010 m Mol

sample). Fig. A.1. Intensity functionu(m) as a function ofn for the IMF.

. The meaningful distribution to be tested against observgne figure also shows the probability thawill be in the range
tional data is @, (Mmax N) and not O (NlMnax) OF  (my my, + 1M,).
D, (Mimad N).
. \Weidner et &l./(2010) claim that the results of their analy
sis falsify the hypothesis of a random sampling of the IMRwill explore the application of the probabilistic descigpt of
Based on the two preceding points, we consider that sugfe IMF formulated in this study. Particularly, we will deie
claim should be revised, both because of Mevalues it re- how to use it to make inferences about quantities that charac
lies on and because of the methodological choice of usiggrize some stellar systems, and how observational camstra
Do (Mmax V). work as a priori conditions,fBecting the sampling distributions
. Different sampling algorithms proposed in the literature as AM and A that we can infer.
not physical requirements, but convenient mathematical al
gorithms that try to simplify the implications of such phys-
ical law on studies where the IMF is used (as is the case&ppendix A: The intensity function

ifalet!l(?r: igor? ;Iatcl)(;r;iﬁ egaIaX|es). Unfortunately, such siffip As stated in Secf]35(m) cannot provide a value ofinax that

We cannot (Exclude fhat a hard physical law linkiktto can be used as tlaetualmaximum stellar mass in a hypothetical

Mmax (the actualvalues) does indeed exist; but, if this is thecluster. Still, we can calculate the probablll_ty for theusdtvalue .
ax ' ! f mmax to be close to the mean, the median, the characteristic

case, it must arise from considerations of the problem '\8.:{1Iue, or the mode 0B, _ (Mmad V). In general, we can evaluate

cluding a full-fledged SF analysis, which cannot be shortc e )
througgh algebraicglMF manipglations. Whatever the case E:,e probability that a value known to be larger tigtis smaller

the existence of such all—Myax physical law is compatible ;2" f.“or,é dmm,. TO do that, we need 1o infroduce the intensity
with random sampling of stellar masses and a probabilisﬁ'&nCtIO » H(M):

interpretation of the IMF. #(my)dmy
If such a physical law exists, it cannot be incorporated fi(my) dmy = ——————
an analytical IMF functional form, but must rather be ap- 1-p(m<m)
proached by computing Monte Carlo simulations and taking . . L e
into account only the subset of simulations that verify the a. 'Ilfh_e_mtﬁns_g)éfunc_:ut())ln 'rS] not ‘;’]‘ pdf; 'trls Indebpebr_llc_ieggbi as
sumedM — Muay physical law. We note that this approacﬁmp icitin the idd variable hypothesis: the probabilityaftain-

. k ! : P ~ing a value equal to or larger than 5 throwing one dice/6s -
Eézgybioggiggzxﬁh (t2r1glci;))t|mal samplirggfinitionpro dependently of previous throws. This must not be confuséidl wi

the case we studied in the previous paragraphs, which wauld b
equivalent to the probability of obtainirag leastone throw with
& result equal to or larger tharils N’ draws.

In Fig.[A we plot the intensity function for fierent values
of m, for the case of the IMF used in this work. The figure also
shows the probability that a star known to hame> m, will be

> ¢(my) dm,. (A1)

We conclude that a random sampling IMF is not in contr

correlation is closely linked with th (M) and @ (N) dis- 16 we useu(m) to follow the notation used Hy Gumbél (1958). It must
tributions; hence it depends on the SF process and the adsufig be confused with the definition of the mean value that &lus
definition of stellar cluster. In a second paper of this sevie other papers.

13



Cervifio et al.: The IMF and the,., — M statistical correlation

in the rangetn,, m, + 1Mg). The figure shows that(my) has a
minimum at a value close to gy and it goes to infinity at .
The probability ofmin the rangeffn,, m, + 1My] decreases with

my,, except for values close toyn For example, there is only a

chance lower than 10% that, given a star infie- m, range,

Larson, R. B. 2003, Galactic Star Formation Across the &t&llass Spectrum,
287,65 )

Maiz Apellaniz, J., &Ubeda, L. 2005, ApJ, 629, 873

Maschberger, T., & Clarke, C. J. 2008, MNRAS, 391, 711

Oey, M. S., & Clarke, C. J. 2005, ApJ, 620, L43

Parker, R. J., & Goodwin, S. P. 2007 MNRAS, 380, 1271

this star has a mass, for my > 10M,. The situation changes Pflamm-Altenburg, J., & Kroupa, P. 2008, Nature, 455, 641

in the extreme case in which, is close to rgy: if we know that

there is one star with massgor larger, the mass must certainl

YReddish, V. C. 1978,

Piskunov, A.E., Kharchenko, N. V., Schilbach, E. ,Roser, Scholz R.-D. &
Zinnecker, H. 2011 A&A, 525, 122
International Series in Natural Phbiidg, Oxford:

be my, (i.e., probability equal to 1), since stars with mass larger pergamon, 1978,

than my, do not exist.

Renzini, A., & Buzzoni, A. 1986, Spectral Evolution of Galles, 122, 195

This has an interesting implication for the statement th&glpeter, E. E. 1955, ApJ, 121, 161

Mmax actually provides the mass of the most massive star in t

%nchez, N., Alfaro, E. J., & Pérez, E. 2006, ApJ, 641, 347
calo 1986 Scalo, J. M. 1986un. Cosm. Physic$1, 1.

cluster:assuming that there is one star equal to or more Massi¥gymid, M. 1959, ApJ, 129, 243

than Mmax and thatMmax > 10M, and is not close ton,,, there

Schmidt, M. 1963, ApJ, 137, 758

is a probability larger than 90% that the most massive star 8elman, F. J., & Melnick, J. 2008, ApJ, 689, 816

more massive thaifiya,!
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