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ABSTRACT
We present our analysis of high quality high mass X-ray binary (HMXB) candidates in M31 selected

from point-source optical-counterpart candidates from the Chandra-PHAT survey catalog. We fit the
spectral energy distributions (SEDs) of optical counterpart candidates using the Bayesian Extinction
and Stellar Tool (BEAST). We used the best-fit luminosity, effective temperature, radius and dust
reddening for the companion stars in combination with the local star formation history, dust maps
of M31, published X-ray spectral fits from XMM-Newton observations, IR colors, and Chandra X-
ray hardness ratios to determine our best sample of HMXB candidates. The age distribution of the
HMXB sample appears peaked between 10 and 50 Myr, consistent with findings in other nearby
galaxies. Using the age distribution and mean SFR, we find that 80−136 HMXBs were produced per
unit of star formation rate over the last 50 Myr and 89−163 HMXBs were produced per unit of star
formation rate over the last 80 Myr, if we expand the assumed age limit beyond the lifetimes of single
massive stars. We also calculate the HMXB production rate (HMXBs/M�) over time, which ranges
from 7 × 10−7 to 4 × 10−6 HMXBs/M� over the last 80 Myr, in agreement with both theoretical
predictions and measured production rates in other galaxies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

An X-ray binary (XRB) is a system that contains a
compact object (neutron star, or black hole) that ac-
cretes mass from its stellar companion. These unique
endpoints offer exceptional laboratories for testing mod-
els of massive star binary evolution. Population studies
of XRBs in particular constrain models of their forma-
tion and evolution by tying their X-ray and optical prop-
erties to their parent stellar populations. Previous stud-
ies have tied the XRB population of a galaxy, in some
cases including both low and high mass XRBs, to galac-
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tic properties such as the galaxy’s total stellar mass (e.g.,
Lehmer et al. 2010), the stellar mass formed in a given
star forming episode (e.g., Boroson et al. 2011; Zhang
et al. 2012), the star formation rate (e.g., Ranalli et al.
2003; Gilfanov et al. 2004; Mineo et al. 2012; Antoniou
et al. 2010; Antoniou & Zezas 2016; Lehmer et al. 2019),
and the galaxy metallicity (e.g., Basu-Zych et al. 2013,
2016; Brorby et al. 2016).
XRBs for which the secondary star is also massive

enough to form a neutron star or black hole are high
mass X-ray binaries (HMXBs). The HMXB phase is a
key observable window in the evolution of massive bi-
nary stars, a phase of critical importance given their
role as progenitors of compact object mergers detectable
with gravitational waves (Tauris & van den Heuvel
2006). The binary fraction of massive stars – those with
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M> 8M� that go on to form black holes and neutron
stars at the end of their lives – is at least 60%, with
the majority of these massive stellar binaries in close
enough systems to interact during their lifetime (e.g.;
Sana et al. 2012). This high binary fraction makes it
clear that understanding massive stellar evolution as a
whole requires understanding massive binary stellar evo-
lution in particular.
While relatively rare compared to their low-mass

counterparts, massive stars play a major role in their
host galaxies, and have long been known to ionize,
chemically enrich, and inject energy into the inter-
stellar medium (e.g.; Dalgarno & McCray 1972; Oey
1999). More recently, however, HMXBs have emerged
as another important source of feedback (e.g.; Garratt-
Smithson et al. 2019), and as a likely contributor to
cosmic reionization (e.g.; Mesinger et al. 2014; Madau
& Fragos 2017; Greig & Mesinger 2018).
Progress in all of the above requires characterizing the

HMXB production rate and understanding how the ob-
served HMXB population depends on the age of the par-
ent stellar population. These data, which are critical for
constraining predictions of compact object merger rates
(e.g.; Fragos et al. 2013; Andrews et al. 2018; Fragos
et al. 2019), can best be collected in nearby galaxies,
where both the XRB and stellar populations can be re-
solved.
Nearby galaxies are well-suited to detailed studies of

XRB populations, as they can be observed in relatively
few telescope pointings, and do not have the distance
uncertainties and absorption issues that plague Galac-
tic measurements. Local Group X-ray observations from
Chandra, XMM-Newton, and NuSTAR, combined with
optical observations from the Hubble Space Telescope
(HST) have connected XRBs with their parent stel-
lar populations (Williams et al. 2018; Lazzarini et al.
2018; Garofali et al. 2018). However, the existing data
have not converged on a simple picture for the age and
production rate of XRBs. For example, in the SMC,
HMXBs are associated with star formation bursts be-
tween 25 and 60 Myr ago (Antoniou et al. 2010, 2019),
while in the LMC they are associated with younger
bursts between 6 and 25 Myr ago (Antoniou & Zezas
2016). In M33, the HMXB population appears to con-
tain an even younger component (<5 Myr; Garofali et al.
2018). Local measurements of the HMXB production
rate also span nearly an order of magnitude, ranging
from 60±17 systems/(M� yr−1) in the Milky Way to
480+400
−240 systems/(M� yr−1) in the low metallicity Small

Magellanic Cloud (Bodaghee et al. 2012; Licquia & New-
man 2015; Antoniou & Zezas 2016; Politakis et al. 2020),
possibly indicating a trend of increasing HMXB produc-

tion rate with decreasing metallicity (e.g.; Linden et al.
2010; Fragos et al. 2013; Ponnada et al. 2020; Fornasini
et al. 2020). Given that no clear picture has emerged
from these studies, more data in different environments
are needed to understand the dependence of the HMXB
production rate on the properties of the parent stellar
population.
An obvious next target is M31, which has both a

higher metallicity and lower SFR intensity than both
M33 and the Magellanic Clouds. M31 has existing high-
quality optical and X-ray observations that make it pos-
sible to derive HMXB age distributions and production
rates. In M31 we can pair optical observations from the
Panchromatic Hubble Andromeda Treasury (PHAT) –
a survey of one third of the star-forming disk of M31
with six band photometry for over 100 million individ-
ual stars (Dalcanton et al. 2012; Williams et al. 2014) –
with X-ray observations from the Chandra-PHAT sur-
vey, a Chandra survey consisting of seven pointings cov-
ering most of the PHAT survey footprint (Williams et al.
2018).
We leverage several PHAT data products to investi-

gate the M31 X-ray source population, including the
6-band catalog of resolved stellar photometry (Williams
et al. 2014), the spatially resolved recent star formation
history maps (Lewis et al. 2015), and the Bayesian Ex-
tinction and Stellar Tool (BEAST) (Gordon et al. 2016),
a spectral energy distribution (SED) fitting tool which
infers the physical parameters for optical point sources
from broad-band photometry.
The HMXB population of M31 has only recently been

examined using these datasets. The main challenge has
been selecting a large enough sub-sample of high quality
HMXB candidates to produce a statistically robust re-
sult. Through visual inspection and spatial correlation
of the Chandra-PHAT survey, Williams et al. (2018)
identified 57 X-ray sources with point source optical
counterpart candidates, 8 of which were high quality
HMXB candidates based on optical colors and surround-
ing populations. These HMXB candidates had an age
distribution that peaked at 15-20 Myr and 40-50 Myr.
Lazzarini et al. (2018) analyzed the subset of Chandra-
PHAT X-ray sources that were also detected by NuS-
TAR. Selecting for sources in regions with recent star
formation, companion stars with SED fit parameters
consistent with B-type stars, and hard X-ray colors con-
sistent with an accreting black hole or neutron star re-
sulted in a sample of 15 HMXB candidates, 7 of which
appear in the Chandra-PHAT “best sample”. The Laz-
zarini et al. (2018) study included an additional Chan-
dra field that is not part of the Chandra-PHAT survey,
which provided additional sources. The age distribution
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of the NuSTAR-selected sources broadly agreed with the
Williams et al. (2018) result, with one peak at about 10
Myr and another at 25-50 Myr.
In this work, we combine likely ages from the star

formation history with best-fit physical parameters for
the point source X-ray optical counterpart candidates
from the BEAST SED fitting tool, allowing us to select
a more reliable, better characterized, and larger sam-
ple of HMXB candidates in M31. We use this sample
to determine the age distribution of HMXB candidates
in M31 and calculate an HMXB production rate over
the last 80 Myr, because we expect HMXBs to reside
in young regions. In Section 2 we discuss the published
Chandra and HST catalogs that were used in this study.
We describe the SED fitting analysis and how we used
spatially resolved star formation histories to determine
the best ages for each source. We also describe how
we combined the SED fits, star formation history infor-
mation, and multiwavelength observations to determine
our best sample of HMXB candidates. In Section 4 we
discuss the distribution of HMXB ages, calculate the re-
sulting HMXB production rate in M31, and put these
findings in the context of other local galaxies. We sum-
marize our results in Section 5.
We assume a distance to M31 of 776 kpc, or a dis-

tance modulus of 24.45 (Dalcanton et al. 2012). We
assume this distance when converting from flux to lumi-
nosity and use this fixed distance in our BEAST SED
fits (Gordon et al. 2016).

2. DATA

We used X-ray and optical/near-UV catalogs of the
northern disk of M31 to determine the best HMXB
candidate sample. The optical/near-UV source cata-
log is from the PHAT survey (Williams et al. 2014),
and the X-ray source catalog comes from the Chandra-
PHAT survey. The details of which, including detailed
reduction techniques, counterpart candidate identifica-
tion, and cross-correlations with other work, are dis-
cussed in (Williams et al. 2018). Finally, we include X-
ray spectral information of the sources from the XMM-
Newton study of Sasaki et al. (2018).
The optical, and near-UV photometry that we used

in this analysis comes from the PHAT survey by Dal-
canton et al. (2012), which covered roughly one third of
the star forming disk of M31. The final source catalog
(Williams et al. 2014) contains six band photometry for
over 100 million individual stars. The optical and near-
UV HST bands from the PHAT survey used in this work
are F814W, F475W, F336W, and F275W with central
wavelengths of 8353 Å, 4750 Å, 3375 Å, and 2750 Å,
respectively. We use the near-IR F110W and F160W

bands (central wavelengths of 1.150 µ and 1.545 µ) to
screen for potential foreground stars, which fall in a very
narrow sequence of F110W-F160W color (see Figure 19
from Williams et al. (2014)).
We select our sample of high mass X-ray binary candi-

dates from the Chandra-PHAT survey, a series of seven
∼50 ks Chandra pointings that overlap the PHAT foot-
print in M31 (Williams et al. 2018). The Chandra-
PHAT survey has a limiting luminosity of ∼ 2 × 1035

erg s−1 in the 0.35−8.0 keV band and detected 373 X-
ray sources in the disk of M31, 57 of which were spa-
tially coincident with point source optical counterparts
in the PHAT data. The false match probability between
Chandra-PHAT X-ray sources and O or B type stars
in M31 is ∼ 2%, so we expect 1-2 false matches (Laz-
zarini et al. 2018). This false match probability was
determined using the spatial density of O and B type
stars in the PHAT survey photometry catalog (Williams
et al. 2014) and the average size of the 1σ Chandra er-
ror circles that were used to identify optical counter-
parts (Williams et al. 2018). We use a combination of
X-ray, optical, and IR properties to rule out foreground
stars and background AGN from our sample, which is
described in more detail in Section 3.3.
We also include XMM-Newton spectral fits and clas-

sifications in our analysis, which come from the Sasaki
et al. (2018) survey of the northern disk of M31, which
had a limiting luminosity of ∼ 7 × 1034 erg s−1 in the
0.5−2.0 keV band. Sasaki et al. (2018) classified sources
using their hardness ratios and performed spectral fit-
ting for the sources with sufficient counts (>100) in the
0.5−2.0 keV band. The Sasaki et al. (2018) catalog in-
cluded 389 X-ray sources. They cross-matched sources
from their catalog with the Chandra-PHAT source cat-
alog and found that 197 sources were detected in both
surveys. The survey areas of the Chandra-PHAT sur-
vey and the XMM-Newton survey are similar but do not
overlap perfectly. For sources in our sample with coun-
terparts in the Sasaki et al. (2018) catalog, we list the
identification number and classification from the XMM-
Newton survey in Table 1.
In Figure 1 we show the location of the 57 Chandra-

PHAT X-ray sources with point source optical coun-
terpart candidates. We plot each point with a color
and shape corresponding to its best-fit spectral type,
as described in Section 3.1. Sources plotted as black
crosses do not fit the expected range of effective tem-
perature, luminosity, and radius for O or B type main
sequence or supergiant stars. We also include the out-
line of the PHAT survey footprint, the Chandra-PHAT
survey footprint, and the XMM-Newton survey of M31
by Sasaki et al. (2018).
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Figure 1. Near UV image of M31 from the Galaxy Evolution Explorer (GALEX; Gil de Paz et al. 2009) with the footprint of
the Panchromatic Hubble Andromeda Treasury survey outlined in the black dotted lines, the footprint of the Chandra-PHAT
survey in the black solid lines, and the footprint of the XMM-Newton survey by Sasaki et al. (2018) outlined in the black dashed
circles. We plot the position of each of the 57 Chandra-PHAT X-ray sources with point source optical counterparts. The color
and shape of each point indicate the most likely spectral type of the companion star, based on its SED fit effective temperature,
luminosity, and radius as described in Section 3.1. The quality of each HMXB candidate was evaluated using a series of flags,
described in Section 3.3. Sources plotted as black crosses do not have an effective temperature, luminosity, and radius consistent
with an O or B type main sequence or supergiant star.
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3. ANALYSIS

We identify the best optical counterpart candidates
and best HMXB candidates using the method described
briefly here and in more detail in Section 3.3. We start
by fitting SED models to the PHAT photometry in the
UV-optical for our initial sample of 57 UV-optical coun-
terpart candidates from Williams et al. (2018). We then
leverage the results to search for mismatches between
the optical and X-ray properties that may indicate a
chance superposition. We then further interpret these
comparisons to better-distinguish background AGN and
foreground stars from point sources more likely to lie in
the disk of M31. Lastly, for the M31 sample, we combine
the physical parameters inferred from the SED fits with
age information from the surrounding stellar population
(Lewis et al. 2015) to identify our sample of best HMXB
candidates.

3.1. SED Fitting

We fit SEDs for the identified optical counterparts to
HMXB candidates using the publicly available Bayesian
Extinction and Stellar Tool (BEAST) (Gordon et al.
2016). The BEAST fits multi-band photometry with
theoretical SEDs from the Padova/PARSEC single star
stellar evolution models (Marigo et al. 2008; Bressan
et al. 2012; Marigo et al. 2017). We use four-band
photometry from the PHAT survey (F275W, F336W,
F475W, and F814W) and assume a fixed distance in our
SED fitting as all sources are assumed to be in the disk
of M31. Photometric bias and uncertainty are applied
from artificial star tests performed on the data.
The BEAST fits six stellar parameters using a combi-

nation of stellar models, dust models, and models of pho-
tometric bias: age, mass, metallicity, AV , RV , and fA, a
parameter used to describe the mixing of different types
of dust observed in the Local Group. Luminosity, effec-
tive temperature, radius, and surface gravity are then
derived using the best-fit stellar models. As detailed in
Gordon et al. (2016), the BEAST uses a Kroupa IMF
as a prior on stellar mass, a flat prior on AV , a uniform
prior on RV and fA, a uniform prior on age, and a flat
prior on stellar metallicity. The BEAST then then maps
the mass and age priors into Hertzsprung-Russell and
stellar atmosphere effective temperature versus surface
gravity diagrams to produce priors on the other stellar
physical parameters including luminosity, effective tem-
perature, radius, and surface gravity.
Because the BEAST uses a probabilistic approach,

any number of parameters may be fit and a probabil-
ity distribution is returned for each parameter. If there
are not enough data points being fit, the output distri-
bution for each parameter will mirror the input priors.

We report the parameters for the best-fit stellar models
and dust models in Table 1, including 16th and 84th
percentile errors for each model, which reflect the prob-
ability distribution for each measurement.
To analyze the high mass stars that dominate our

sample, we limited our stellar model grid to ages from
log(t/yr) of 6.6 to 7.9 with steps of 0.1, matching the grid
used in the SFH maps (Lewis et al. 2015). We limit our
metallicity grid to metallicities of Zinitial=0.001, 0.004,
0.008, 0.012, 0.019, 0.03 to cover the slightly super-
solar to solar range of metallicities observed in M31
(Gregersen et al. 2015). We use the default range of
dust extinction values, AV of 0.0 to 10.6 magnitudes,
but use the smaller step size of 0.2 mag to create a finer
grid (Gordon et al. 2016).
We use the best-fit luminosity, effective temperature,

and stellar radius of the companion star from its BEAST
SED fit to determine its most likely spectral type. We
expect the strongest HMXB candidates to have compan-
ion stars that are consistent with the expected properties
of an O or B type main sequence or supergiant star. We
plot the best-fit effective temperature and luminosity for
all sources in the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram in Fig-
ure 2. We also include the ranges expected for O and
B type main sequence and supergiant stars (Lamers &
Levesque 2017) and isochrones from the Padova stellar
models at different ages (Marigo et al. 2008), at solar
metallicity.
HMXB systems might host Be stars with cold disks.

The H-α emission line does not lie within the filter set
used by the PHAT survey (Dalcanton et al. 2012). In
an emission line survey of M31 designed to overlap with
the PHAT footprint by Peters et al. (2020), Be stars
were identified using narrow-band photometry. They
also included the surface temperature and surface grav-
ity for all of the B and Be stars in their catalog using
the BEAST tool. When controlling for spectral type,
there was no difference between the distribution of ef-
fective temperatures fit by the BEAST for the group of
B and Be stars in the sample. The effective temperature
of Be stars is expected to be normal compared to non-
emission line B stars (e.g., Porter & Rivinius 2003), so
the presence of a decretion disk around the companion
star should not affect our fits.

3.2. Age Determination with Spatially Resolved Star
Formation Histories

In addition to SED fitting for each individual compan-
ion star, we used spatially resolved recent star formation
histories from Lewis et al. (2015) to determine a most
likely age for each source.
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Figure 2. We present the best-fit effective temperature and luminosity for the optical counterpart candidates to the Chandra-
PHAT X-ray sources with point source optical counterparts. The shaded regions represent the range of values expected for
main sequence O and B type stars (O MS, B MS) and O and B type supergiants (O SG, B SG) (Lamers & Levesque 2017). We
also plot isochrones from the Padova stellar models (Marigo et al. 2008). The size of diamond points scales with the best-fit
radius for the star from its BEAST SED fit. The opacity of the diamond points depends on how many “flags” were raised for
the source, as described in Section 3.3. The darkest points represent our best sample of 33 HMXB candidates that raised zero
flags and the lightest point represents the one source that raised 4 flags. See Table 1 for the effective temperatures, luminosities,
and radii for all sources. We list the values used to evaluate the quality of each HMXB candidate in Table 3 and list the flags
raised for each source in Table 4.
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Lewis et al. (2015) derived the spatially resolved re-
cent star formation history of M31 with the color mag-
nitude diagram (CMD) fitting code, MATCH (Dolphin
2002). They divided the PHAT survey footprint into
roughly nine thousand 100 by 100 pc regions (1 pc
= 3.76′′ in M31). The PHAT survey is divided into
23 roughly equal sized regions, referred to as “bricks”.
The star formation history maps cover all bricks ex-
cept bricks 1 and 3, which due to their location close
to the galactic bulge have too high stellar density to do
accurate CMD fitting. One of our HMXB candidates
(004339.06+412117.6) falls within Brick 3 and so does
not have an age determined via star formation history.
Each 100 by 100 pc region has a measured star for-

mation rate from log(t/yr) of 6.6 to 10.15 with a step
size of 0.1. The CMD fitting optimized fits for main se-
quence stars, focusing the fits on the recent (<500 Myr)
star formation history of M31. This range is not a lim-
iting factor for us, as we are interested only in the star
formation rate in the last 80 Myr to probe populations
that could be the parent of an HMXB secondary star.
The oldest of these are B-type stars, which typically
have main sequence lifetimes of <50 Myr (Bressan et al.
2012).
The errors on the star formation rate measurements

were generated by the MATCH software using hybridMC
fitting. For each 100 by 100 pc region, the best fit SFR
in each time bin was determined using maximum likeli-
hood estimation. The errors represent the range of all
viable star formation histories that could produce the
population of stars in that region (Dolphin 2013). Be-
cause the best fit star formation history often includes
a best fit measurement of 0 star formation rate in some
bins, the error bars are asymmetric, as the bins with
0 measured star formation rate only have upper errors.
We present an example of a star formation rate mea-
surement in the region surrounding one of our HMXB
candidates, 004637.22+421034.5 in Figure 3. The SFH
for this region shows a peak in the 40−50 Myr time bin,
and there are several bins with a best fit SFR of 0.0
M� yr−1. There is covariance in the measurements and
errors for each bin, because there is a fixed amount of
stellar mass in the region. The error bars are large to
demonstrate this. For example, if the SFR in the 20−30
Myr bin was increased to the top of its upper limit, the
SFR in other bins would need to be lower to conserve
the total stellar mass in the region. Because the 40−50
Myr time bin is the only bin with significant star for-
mation, it has a large lower error to accommodate the
upper errors on all of the other bins.
We used the spatially resolved recent star formation

history within the last 80 Myr in regions containing our
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Figure 3. An example of the star formation history for one
100 by 100 pc region, produced by Lewis et al. (2015). This is
the region surrounding the HMXB candidate in our sample,
004637.22+421034.5.

HMXB candidates to determine their most likely ages.
To do this, we calculated the total stellar mass formed
in each age bin using its measured SFR and then di-
vided this mass by the total mass formed in that region
over the last 80 Myr. This measurement of the fraction
of stellar mass formed in each time bin can be used as
a probability distribution function (PDF), providing a
measurement of the probability that the HMXB in that
region has a given age. We then determine the most
likely age as the age at which 50% of the cumulative stel-
lar mass in that region was formed, with errors showing
the ages at which 16% and 84% of the cumulative stellar
mass had formed. We list these age measurements in the
column labeled ‘local SFH age’ in Table 1. This method
has been used to measure the ages of HMXBs in other
galaxies including the Magellanic Clouds and M33 (e.g.,
Antoniou et al. 2010; Antoniou & Zezas 2016; Williams
et al. 2018; Lazzarini et al. 2018; Garofali et al. 2018; An-
toniou et al. 2019). Figure 10 in Williams et al. (2018)
provides a particularly useful overview.

3.3. Determining the Best HMXB Candidate Sample

We created a series of flags that were used to evaluate
which HMXB candidates from the Chandra-PHAT sur-
vey made up our best sample. We describe each flag in
detail in the subsequent subsections.
We use the measured AV from the PHAT dust maps

(Dalcanton et al. 2015). The maps were created using
near IR CMD fitting on red giant branch stars using the
PHAT photometry. The maps are divided into 25 pc
cells. We use the values from the map in the cell con-
taining each HMXB candidate. The maps present the
median AV and the width of the log-normal distribution
in each 25 pc cell. We use equations in Dalcanton et al.
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(2015) to convert these values to a mean AV in each cell
with the corresponding standard deviation.
We use some of the BEAST SED fit parameters to

determine the best sample. We compare the BEAST
SED fit AV values with the measured AV values from
the PHAT dust maps and with the XMM-Newton NH

measurements. We also use the most likely spectral type
which we determined with the BEAST SED fit effective
temperature, luminosity, and radius as described in Sec-
tion 3.1.
We use NH values from the X-ray spectral fits by

Sasaki et al. (2018) using the XMM survey of M31.
Sources in the XMM-Newton catalog were matched with
the Chandra-PHAT catalog (Williams et al. 2018), and
not all of the Chandra-PHAT sources with point source
optical counterpart candidates have counterparts in the
XMM-Newton survey catalog. Sources in the XMM-
Newton source catalog with more than 100 counts in
the 0.2−12 keV band have spectral fits. There are 32
matches between our sample of 57 X-ray sources with
point source optical counterparts from the Chandra-
PHAT catalog and the XMM-Newton catalog, 21 of
which had enough counts for XMM-Newton spectral fits.
We use the Chandra hardness ratios for the Chan-

dra-PHAT X-ray sources in our analysis as well. The
two hardness ratios we use are HR1: (M-S)/(H+M+S)
and HR2: (H-M)/(H+M+S) where H represents the net
counts in the 2−8 keV band, M represents the net counts
in the 1−2 keV bad, and S represents the net counts in
the 0.35−1 keV band.
Lastly, we used the near infrared color (F110W-

F160W) of the optical counterpart candidates to flag
potential foreground stars (Williams et al. 2014).
We list all of the values used to assess the quality of

each HMXB candidate in Table 3. We include a sum-
mary of which sources fit which rejection criteria, re-
ferred to as “flags”, in Table 4. We describe each flag in
more detail in the following sections.
Our best sample includes sources for which zero or one

of the flags described below are raised.

3.3.1. Flag: AV

Our first flag evaluates whether measurements of the
source’s AV indicate that it is unlikely to be in the disk
of M31, suggesting that it could be either a background
galaxy or a foreground star. To raise this flag a source
has to have disagreement between 1. its BEAST SED-
fit AV and the local measured AV from the PHAT dust
maps, 2. its BEAST SED-fit AV and the Hydrogen
column density, NH , measured with its XMM-Newton
spectrum, or 3. its local PHAT AV and the Hydrogen
column density, NH , measured with its XMM-Newton

spectrum. For a given source, if any of these three cri-
teria are met, the AV flag is raised. We provide more
details on how we determined whether the preceding
three criteria were met in this section.

Criteria 1: To determine whether the BEAST fit AV

agreed with measurements of AV from the PHAT dust
maps, we calculated the probability of measuring the
BEAST SED fit AV given the log normal distribution
of the measured AV from the PHAT dust maps. We
include a flag value of 1 for sources with a probability
of less than 6 × 10−7, the 5σ limit, and a flag value of
0 for sources with higher probability. The distance to
the source is fixed in the BEAST SED fits. If the fit AV

differs significantly from the AV value measured using
CMD fitting, it could indicate that our fit makes the in-
correct assumption that the source is in the disk of M31
and could be a background galaxy or foreground star,
both of which would make it a poor HMXB candidate.
We note excess dust reddening could be intrinsic to the
HMXB system itself due to the presence of stellar winds
or a decretion disk, however it is difficult to distinguish
between a source that is reddened because it is far be-
hind the disk of M31 and a source that is reddened due
to expected processes in an HMXB. If a source raises
this flag, it does not mean that it is not a good HMXB
candidate, which is why we are using a system of flags
and only ruling our sources that raise more than one
flag.

Criteria 2: There is an observed correlation between
optical dust extinction, AV and the Hydrogen column
density measured from the X-ray spectrum. Willingale
et al. (2013) derived a function which relates the atomic
and molecular Hydrogen column density to dust extinc-
tion, which is an improvement over previous, more sim-
plistic, treatments of the dust-to-hydrogen ratio (Pre-
dehl & Schmitt 1995; Güver & Özel 2009).
In Figure 4, we plot the measured NH (the sum of

Galactic and intrinsic components) and the ratio of AV

to NH for the sources that have counterparts in the
Sasaki et al. (2018) catalog with enough counts (>100)
for a spectral fit. The XMM-Newton spectra were fit
with a power law model. Because the number of counts
is low, the NH values should not be strongly sensitive
to the details of the extinction model, making the pub-
lished NH values suitable for our comparisons. We in-
clude lines representing the relationships measured by
Willingale et al. (2013), Güver & Özel (2009), and Pre-
dehl & Schmitt (1995). We see a general agreement,
with one obvious outlier, between the BEAST AV and
XMM NH and the measured relationships.
If the AV /NH value using the BEAST SED-fit AV

plotted on the y-axis is more than a factor of two out-
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side of the expected relationship from Willingale et al.
(2013), we call that a disagreement between the BEAST
SED fit AV and the Hydrogen column density, NH

and raise the AV flag. Only one source fails this test,
004412.04+413217.4, which is also an outlier compared
to the PHAT AV (see criteria 3).

Criteria 3: We use a similar method to set the crite-
ria to determine whether the PHAT dust map AV and
XMM NH values agree. We include the comparison be-
tween the PHAT AV and XMM NH in Figure 4 with the
darker diamonds. The PHAT AV and XMM NH follow
the expected correlation quite well, which is especially
evident in the inset.
If the ratio of the PHAT dust map AV and XMM NH

differs from the expected value from Willingale et al.
(2013) by more than a factor of two, as shown in Figure
4, we call that a disagreement between the PHAT dust
map AV and the XMM-Newton NH . Only one source
raises this flag, source 004412.04+413217.4, which also
raises the flag comparing the BEAST SED fit AV and
XMM-Newton NH .
A mis-match in the BEAST SED fit AV or the PHAT

dust map AV and the XMM-Newton NH could indicate
that the X-ray source is not in the disk of M31 and could
either be a foreground star or a background galaxy.

3.3.2. Flag: XMM Background Galaxy

Two of the sources in our Chandra-PHAT sample have
counterparts in the Sasaki et al. (2018) XMM-Newton
sample that are classified as background galaxies based
on their spectral fit. Two sources fit these criteria:
004537.67+415124.4 and 004502.33+414943.1.
While we note that these sources are classified as back-

ground galaxies based on their XMM-Newton spectral
fits, especially based on their high NH values, we still
only rule out a source as an HMXB candidate if it fails
more than one test. This is because we expect HMXBs
to form in regions with high column densities, so a high
measured NH could indicate that the HMXB is still
within its natal cloud, rather than behind the disk of
M31.

3.3.3. Flag: No Spectral Type

In Section 3.1 we discuss how we determined the spec-
tral type for each source using the HR diagram presented
in Figure 2.
Some sources had SED fit radii, luminosities, and ef-

fective temperatures that were not consistent with com-
mon HMXB secondary star types (O or B type main
sequence or supergiant stars). These parameters sug-
gest that their fluxes are unlikely to be dominated by a
high-mass secondary star, making them less likely to be
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Figure 4. We compare the Hydrogen column density (NH)
for X-ray sources from the Sasaki et al. (2018) XMM-Newton
catalog with the best-fit AV from the BEAST SED fits
(lighter diamonds) and the measured AV from the PHAT
dust maps (Dalcanton et al. 2015) (darker diamonds). We
plot the NH on the x-axis and the ratio of the AV /NH on the
y-axis. We include the measured relationship between AV

and NH by Willingale et al. (2013), Güver & Özel (2009),
and Predehl & Schmitt (1995). The points plotted as stars
indicate sources that are suggested to be behind the disk of
M31 based on their XMM-Newton spectral fits. The inset
plot is a zoomed in version of the larger plot.

HMXBs. We set the no spectral type flag value to 1 for
these sources.

3.3.4. Flag: Soft Chandra Hardness Ratios

We use the hardness ratios from the Chandra-PHAT
catalog to examine whether a source is a good HMXB
candidate. HMXBs are known to have hard X-ray spec-
tra (e.g.; Tüllmann et al. 2011). To meet the criteria for
the soft Chandra hardness ratios flag, a source must have
HR1<-0.4 and HR2<0.1. These cutoff values were de-
signed to flag potential foreground stars and supernova
remnants using the hardness ratio diagram in Figure 8
of Williams et al. (2018) as a guide.
Only one source, 004407.44+412460.0 is softer than an

HMXB. We suggest that this source is a foreground star
given its soft hardness ratios and point source optical
counterpart.

3.3.5. Flag: Foreground IR Colors

Foreground stars are known to populate a relatively
narrow range of F110W-F160W color space, as shown
in Figure 19 of Williams et al. (2014). On the F160W
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vs. F110W-F160W color magnitude diagram, fore-
ground stars create a nearly vertical sequence between
0.4<F110W-F160W<0.8.
We raise the foreground IR colors flag for 19 sources

that have 0.4<F110W-F160W<0.8. We note that a fore-
ground IR color is not a definite sign that the optical
counterpart to one of our X-ray sources is a foreground
star, which is why we only remove sources from our best
sample if more than one flag is raised.

3.3.6. Best HMXB Candidate Sample Summary

We start with the 57 sources in the Chandra-PHAT
sample of X-ray sources with point source optical coun-
terparts. There are 33 sources which raise zero flags, 23
of which are found in regions with measured star forma-
tion in the last 80 Myr. There are 51 sources that raise
one or zero flags, 35 of which are found in regions with
measured star formation in the last 80 Myr. We only use
sources that are found in regions with star formation in
the last 80 Myr for our age analysis and HMXB produc-
tion rate calculations because they have measured star
formation rates in that time range. However, sources
that raise one or fewer flags and are found in regions
without recent star formation could still be good HMXB
candidates that might be moving with a high enough ve-
locity to have exited their birth regions.

4. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

We present the age distribution of a few sample se-
lections of HMXB candidates. The ages are taken from
their local star formation histories. By combining these
ages with the known total SFH of M31, we then infer the
HMXB production rate for M31. HMXBs are known to
exhibit significant variability, and only a fraction of sys-
tems are active at any given time. For this reason, our
estimates on the production rate should be interpreted
as lower limits.

4.1. Age Distribution of HMXBs in M31

As outlined in Section 3.2, we calculated a PDF for
each source, indicating the probability that the HMXB
has a given age using the star formation history of the
100 pc by 100 pc region immediately surrounding it. To
understand the age distribution of the full population,
we summed the PDFs for all of the best HMXB can-
didates to produce an age distribution, the number of
HMXB candidates we expect to have formed in each
time bin.
We determine the errors on the age distribution by

first calculating the errors on the PDF for each source.
To calculate the errors on the PDFs for each source,
we sampled from within the 1σ errors on the star for-
mation rate measurements and then generated the PDF

for the region with the randomly sampled SFRs. We de-
termined the maximum and minimum stellar mass that
could be formed in each region by summing the SFR
in all time bins and adding the upper and lower errors
in quadrature. If a random draw of the SFR produced
a total stellar mass outside these limits, we performed
another random draw. We randomly sampled from the
SFR errors for all HMXB candidates 10,000 times and
summed the PDFs for all sources on each iteration to
produce a randomly sampled overall age distribution.
The errors on the age distribution represent the 16th
and 84th percentile measurements.
We present the age distributions for a few possible

catalog sub-samples with the dark histograms in Figure
5, first column. The first row includes all candidates
that are in regions with measured star formation within
the last 80 Myr, 40 sources. The second row includes
only HMXB candidates that raised one or fewer flags, as
described in Section 3.3 that reside in regions with star
formation in the last 80 Myr, 35 sources. The bottom
row includes only our best HMXB candidates, sources
that raised zero flags and are in regions with recent star
formation, totalling to 23 sources. The dark histogram
represents the age distribution, with errors.
The lighter line represents the age distribution of an

equal number of randomly selected regions from within
the PHAT survey area that is also covered by the
Chandra-PHAT survey. In each row, we select a number
of regions from the PHAT SFH map that matches the
number of sources used to create the darker histogram.
We calculated the PDF for each randomly selected re-
gion using its star formation rate measurements from
the last 80 Myr, and then summed the PDFs from all
regions to generate an overall age distribution. We per-
formed this random selection 10,000 times and plot the
median age distribution in Figure 5. Because the regions
are randomly selected for each row, the shape is similar,
but not identical.
We note that the error bars on our HMXB age dis-

tribution measurements are relatively large, and that
some time bins only have upper errors. This is caused
by the large covariance between time bins for a given
SFH. Given the finite stellar mass within a region, if the
best-fit SFH includes a high SFR in the 10-20 Myr bin,
that will result in a lower SFR in another bin in order
to conserve the total stellar mass formed. More sim-
ply, if the highest SFR allowed within errors is selected
in one bin, a lower SFR within errors must be selected
in another bin to maintain the same total stellar mass
formed in that region in all time bins. The bins from 50
to 80 Myr show only upper errors bars, which happens
when the best fit SFR is zeros, but with upper limits,
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so that the uncertainty only allows for the possibility of
a higher mass fraction.
The high probability portions of the histogram rep-

resent ages with high rates in their best fit, making it
unlikely for a Monte Carlo selection with a higher rate
in that time bin to generate an total stellar mass within
the acceptable range. Thus, these distributions suggest
a clear signal in the age distribution, even if there is
some chance that all of the covariances and upper limits
could formally conspire to reduce that signal.
We quantify the significance of our observed HMXB

age distributions for each sub-sample by comparing with
the age distributions produced by the 10,000 iterations
where we randomly selected an equal number of regions
from the PHAT star formation history maps. We wanted
to know what fraction of the 10,000 random iterations
for each sub-sample produced greater than or equal to
the same number of candidates in the time bins between
10 and 50 Myr, where our HMXB candidate age distri-
bution shows the largest peak. We found that zero of the
10,000 random iterations, for all of the three sub-sample
sizes, produced greater than or equal to the number of
candidates in our best observed HMXB age distributions
for all sub-samples. This gives a <0.01% probability
of measuring the observed peak in our age distribution
with a random sample. If we assume the lowest end
of the errors on our HMXB age distributions, we found
that the random draws were able to reproduce the num-
ber of candidates in the 10 to 50 Myr time range 0.23%,
0.25% and 0.25% of the time, for each sub-sample re-
spectively.

4.2. HMXB Production Rate

We present two measures of the HMXB production
rate: the number of HMXB systems formed per unit
of star formation rate (HMXB systems/(M� yr−1) and
the number of HMXB systems formed per solar mass
(HMXB systems/M�). Our HMXB production rate
measurements should be interpreted as a lower limit be-
cause we only observe the fraction of HMXBs that were
active at the time of observation. The observed duty cy-
cle, or fraction of time that the XRB is active, of XRBs
covers a wide range. For example, the observed duty
cycle for Galactic black hole XRBs ranges from 0.2% to
100% with a mean value of 10%, although these values
were measured for a Galactic sample mostly consisting
of low-mass XRBs (Tetarenko et al. 2016).
Single stellar evolution predicts that stars massive

enough to form black holes and neutron stars should
not be observed after ∼50 Myr. However, binary in-
teraction may delay the onset of the supernova of the
primary star because of mass transfer via binary inter-

actions (e.g., Zapartas et al. 2017). Thus, we perform
our calculation of HMXB production per unit SFR for
both an assumed 50 Myr age range and an extended 80
Myr age range.

4.2.1. Calculation of HMXBs per Unit SFR

For direct comparison with measurements in other
galaxies, we calculate the number of HMXBs pro-
duced as a function of star formation rate (HMXB
systems/(M� yr−1)). To do this, we must make sev-
eral assumptions related to the timescales over which
HMXBs form and survive. First, we must assume a
steady state, such that the global star formation rate
does not change significantly over the lifetimes of mas-
sive stars (∼50-80 Myr). This should be a reasonable
assumption for a massive galaxy such as M31. Second,
we must assume that HMXBs only form and survive over
the lifetime of massive stars so that their total number
is constant under the condition of a steady state star
formation rate. These assumptions allow us to estimate
the number of HMXBs as a function of star formation
rate.
We first find the total number of HMXB candidates

in each time range (50 or 80 Myr). Our best sample,
for sources that raise zero flags we find 19.6 candidates
form within the last 50 Myr and 23 candidates form
within the last 80 Myr. For sources that raise one or
fewer flags, we find 28.7 candidates form within the last
50 Myr and 35 candidates form within the last 80 Myr.
We then divide each total number of HMXB candidates
by the mean total star formation rate within the PHAT
footprint that is covered by the Chandra-PHAT survey
over the time range (see Section 3.2). The mean SFR
over the last 50 Myr is 0.226± 0.016 M� yr−1 and over
the last 80 Myr is 0.235± 0.021 M� yr−1.
For the sample of HMXB candidates that raised zero

flags, we calculate an HMXB production rate of 89−107
HMXBs/(M� yr−1) in the last 80 Myr and an HMXB
production rate of 80−93 HMXBs/(M� yr−1) in the
last 50 Myr. For the equal sized random sample, the
rate is 65−77 HMXBs/(M� yr−1) in the last 80 Myr
and 43−49 HMXBs/(M� yr−1) in the last 50 Myr. For
the sample of HMXB candidates that raised one or
fewer flags, we calculate an HMXB production rate of
136−163 HMXBs/(M� yr−1) in the last 80 Myr and an
HMXB production rate of 118−136 HMXBs/(M� yr−1)
in the last 50 Myr. For the equal sized random sample,
the rate is 100−119 HMXBs/(M� yr−1) in the last 80
Myr and 66−76 HMXBs/(M� yr−1) in the last 50 Myr.

4.2.2. Time Resolved HMXB Production Rate

Because we have measured an age distribution as well
as a time resolved recent star formation history, we are
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Figure 5. Likely age distribution and HMXB production rate using the HMXB candidates in our sample. Top row: The top row shows the
distribution of likely ages and the production rate measurement for all of the Chandra-PHAT sources with point source optical counterparts that
are in regions with measured star formation within the last 80 Myr. The left plot shows the age distribution for our HMXB candidates. The dark
histogram represents the overall age distribution for the sample, produced using the star formation history for the 100 by 100 pc region surrounding
each HMXB candidate. The error bars on the histogram come from sampling within the errors on the SFR measurements 10,000 times. The pink
line represents the median age distribution for an equal number of randomly selected regions from the PHAT star formation history map covered
by the Chandra-PHAT survey. This random selection was performed 10,000 times. The right plot shows the HMXB production rate in units of
HMXB systems produced per M�. The production rate was calculated by dividing the number of candidates in each time bin by the total stellar
mass formed in the PHAT survey footprint that was covered by the Chandra-PHAT survey during the same time period. The black histogram
represents the HMXB candidate sample and the pink line represents the median production rate for the random sample. Middle row: The middle
row represents the same analysis for HMXB candidates that raised one or fewer flags as described in Section 3.3. This sample consists of 35 HMXB
candidates. Bottom row: The bottom row represents the same analysis for HMXB candidates in our sample that raised zero flags, as described
in Section 3.3. This is our best sample and comprises 23 HMXB candidates.
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also able to calculate a time resolved HMXB production
rate. We start with the summed PDF for the stellar
populations immediately surrounding each HMXB can-
didate in the sample (shown in the left column of Figure
5), which yields the number of HMXB candidates that
likely formed in each 10 Myr time bin. We then divide
the PDF in each time bin by the total star formation
rate within the PHAT footprint that is covered by the
Chandra-PHAT survey during that time bin. Lastly, we
divide by the width of the time bin (10 Myr) to get
the number of HMXB candidates we expect to form per
stellar mass.
We present the HMXB production rate in each time

bin in units of HMXB systems/M� in the right column
of Figure 5. The sample used to create the plots is
described in Section 4.1. We also include the produc-
tion rate for the random sample, shown in pink. In all
three sub-samples, the HMXB production rate appears
remarkably flat at early times, with a drop at 50 Myr.
This relatively constant rate results in a simple conver-
sion between these rates and our results from Section
4.2.1. By multiplying the constant rate here by the char-
acteristic time scales assumed in Section 4.2 we recover
the number of HMXBs formed per unit SFR. As in the
age distribution plots in the left column of Figure 5, the
errors on our HMXB production rates are large due to
covariance between the measured SFR in each time bin.

4.2.3. Comparison with Other Measurements

We can compare our calculation of the HMXB produc-
tion rate in units of HMXB systems/M� most directly
with theoretical predictions. Linden et al. (2010) inves-
tigated how metallicity impacts the formation of bright
(bolometric LX > 1 × 1036 erg s−1) XRBs. At solar
metallicity, they predicted an HMXB production rate of
∼8 HMXB systems per starburst of 106 M�, approxi-
mately 5 Myr after the starburst. Comparison between
our observed population and this simulated one is diffi-
cult. The simulated population is selected using unab-
sorbed bolometric X-ray luminosity, and has a limiting
X-ray luminosity of ∼ 7 × 1034 erg s−1 in the 0.35−8.0
keV Chandra band, which is lower than the limiting lu-
minosity of ∼ 2×1035 erg s−1 in the 0.35−8.0 keV band
for the Chandra-PHAT survey. However, our measure-
ments agree within an order of magnitude.
We note that a direct comparison between empiri-

cal galaxy samples is difficult due to inconsistencies be-
tween how the HMXB samples were gathered in various
studies. The limiting X-ray luminosity of each survey
and number of X-ray observations used to gather each
HMXB sample will influence the number detected be-
cause both the HMXB luminosity function and duty cy-

cle will affect the number of sources detected. However,
the X-ray luminosity function for HMXBs has a very
sharp knee right around ∼ 1035 erg s−1 (Sturm et al.
2013), attributed to the propeller effect, which can in-
hibit accretion at low accretion rates (e.g.; Shtykovskiy
& Gilfanov 2005). The knee in the luminosity func-
tion suggests that as long as the limiting luminosity gets
down to ∼ 1035 erg s−1, the number of expected HMXBs
should be comparable. Thus, as long as the duty cycles
of various populations are similar, comparisons may be
of interest.
A recent observational study of the HMXB popula-

tion in NGC55 (Politakis et al. 2020) compared the
HMXB production rate of that galaxy with those mea-
sured in other galaxies including the SMC, LMC, and
Milky Way (Antoniou et al. 2010; Bodaghee et al. 2012;
Antoniou & Zezas 2016; Antoniou et al. 2019). In
this section, we discuss the HMXB production rates
of the SMC, LMC, and Milky Way that are presented
in Table 5 of Politakis et al. (2020), which were calcu-
lated with the average SFR of each galaxy. They mea-
sured an HMXB production rate in NGC55 of 299+50

−46
HMXBs/(M� yr−1), down to a limiting X-ray luminos-
ity of 3× 1035 erg s−1 in the Chandra 0.3−7 keV energy
band. The HMXB production rate has also been mea-
sured in the LMC and SMC using the average SFR for
each galaxy, down to a limiting luminosity of 3×1033 erg
s−1 in the 2−8 keV energy band, with production rates
of 160+96

−64 and 480+400
−240 HMXBs/(M� yr−1), respectively

(Antoniou & Zezas 2016). The HMXB production rate
of the Milky Way has also been measured at 69 ± 17

HMXBs/(M� yr−1) (Bodaghee et al. 2012; Licquia &
Newman 2015). The Milky Way sample was hard X-
ray selected (INTEGRAL; 20−40 keV) with a sensitiv-
ity limit of 3.78× 10−11 erg cm−2 s−1 (Bodaghee et al.
2007), which translates to a limiting luminosity of a few
×1033 to a few ×1035 erg s−1, depending on the distance
to the HMXB. The agreement between our measurement
of 80−136 HMXBs/(M� yr−1) over the last 50 Myr and
the measurement of 69±17 HMXB systems/(M� yr−1)
in the Milky Way suggests that the HMXB populations
are comparable when scaled by star formation rate.
There is a known correlation between the number of

HMXBs produced and the local SFR and metallicity.
The number of HMXBs produced is expected to scale
with the SFR (e.g.; Lehmer et al. 2010; Mineo et al.
2012; Antoniou et al. 2019), a galaxy with a higher SFR
is expected to produce more HMXBs. The host galaxy
metallicity also plays a role. Galaxies with lower metal-
licity have been predicted to produce HMXBs at a higher
rate due to reduced mass loss in the late stages of stel-
lar evolution via stellar winds (e.g.; Linden et al. 2010;
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Fragos et al. 2013; Ponnada et al. 2020; Fornasini et al.
2020). This correlation is evident in the sample of galax-
ies discussed in Politakis et al. (2020), where the low-
est metallicity galaxy, the SMC, has the highest HMXB
production rate while the highest metallicity galaxy, the
Milky Way, has the lowest HMXB production rate. We
would expect M31, which has roughly solar metallicity
in its disk (Gregersen et al. 2015), to have a production
rate similar to that of the Milky Way, which is consistent
with our measurement.

4.3. HMXB Velocities

Measuring the velocities of HMXB systems can be
used to constrain the natal kick imparted on the com-
pact object during its supernova. We present the
methodology we used to calculate the average HMXB
transverse velocity using correlations between HMXB
positions and the positions of young star clusters in
M31. In this section, we describe measurements made
in other nearby galaxies and outline why we were unable
to make this measurement for the HMXB population in
M31.
This type of analysis has been done successfully in

nearby galaxies and the Milky Way. Some studies dis-
tinguish the velocities of Be-XRBs (X-ray binaries with
B−type emission line stars as the companion to the com-
pact object), and SG-XRBs (X-ray binaries with super-
giant companion stars). Antoniou & Zezas (2016) found
that the mean transverse velocity of HMXBs in the SMC
is 13.1 km s−1. In the LMC, they estimated a transverse
velocity of ∼ 12.4 ± 7.0 km s−1 for HMXBs, exclud-
ing black hole or white dwarf systems. The subset of
the LMC HMXB population that are confirmed NS/Be-
XRB systems travel with a velocity of ∼ 10.8 ± 7.3 km
s−1. van den Heuvel et al. (2000) measured the trans-
verse velocities of Be-XRBs and SG-XRBs in the Milky
Way using parallax and found a mean velocity of 42±14

km s−1 for SG-XRBs and 15± 6 km s−1 for Be-XRBs.
We attempted to associate our HMXB candidates

with nearby young star clusters using the cluster cat-
alog from the PHAT survey by (Johnson et al. 2015)
and the catalog of SED fit ages for the PHAT clusters
from de Meulenaer et al. (2015). For each HMXB can-
didate in our best sample, we found the distance to the
nearest cluster with an age that agreed with the local
stellar population within the 1σ errors on the age of
the population. The distribution of distances from the
HMXB sample was indistinguishable from a sample of
random positions. Thus, we cannot constrain the pre-
cise birth places of our HMXB candidates, meaning we
cannot measure their velocities. It is possible that the
inclination of the M31 disk leads to a young cluster den-

sity that hinders our ability to reliably match objects to
their birth clusters.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we present a study of the HMXB popula-
tion of M31. We use a combination of spatially resolved
star formation histories, SED fits for the optical counter-
parts, Chandra and XMM-Newton X-ray observations,
and dust maps of M31 to characterize the largest sample
of high quality HMXB candidates in M31 to date. Our
main conclusions follow:

• We have presented a new method that combines
SED fits of the companion stars in HMXB candi-
dates with ages of local stellar populations from
spatially resolved star formation histories, and
other multiwavelength observations to select a
sample of high quality HMXB candidates.

• We found that the dominant ages of the HMXBs in
our best sample are 10−50 Myr. This is consistent
with the studies of SMC, LMC, and M33, which
show that the HMXB age depends on the star-
formation history in a galaxy.

• We calculated that the HMXB production rate in
M31 was ∼ 2×10−6 HMXB systems/M� between
10 and 50 Myr ago before dropping below ∼ 1 ×
10−6 HMXB systems/M� after 50 Myr.

• We also calculate the number of HMXB systems
formed over the last 50 and 80 Myr per unit SFR.
For our best sample, 89-107 HMXBs/(M� yr−1)
candidates were produced over the last 80 Myr and
80-93 HMXBs/(M� yr−1) candidates were pro-
duced over the last 50 Myr.

• We were not able to determine the transverse ve-
locities of our HMXB candidates by associating
them with nearby young clusters, which could be
caused by the inclination of the disk of M31.

This study still marks our early efforts to understand
the HMXB populations in M31. Future work will in-
clude modeling the population with binary population
synthesis. For systems that are bright enough, follow-up
optical spectroscopy will allow us to confirm the nature
of the companion stars and time-resolved optical spec-
troscopy will allow us to determine the orbital parame-
ters of any true HMXB systems.

Support for this work was provided in part by Chan-
dra Award Number GO5-16085X issued by the Chan-
dra X-ray Observatory Center, which is operated by
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Table 2. Physical Properties Used to Classify Com-
panion Stars

Stellar Type Teff [K] log(L) [L� Radius [R�

O-SG 26,000−40,300 5.52−6.04 22−25
B-SG 9730−26,000 4.54−5.52 25−66
O-MS 29,000−42,500 5.04−6.00 13−18
B-MS 10,100−29,000 2.02−5.04 3.4−13

Note—List of the ranges of effective temperatures, luminosi-
ties, and radii used to classify companion stars. For a visual
representation of these ranges, see Figure 2. Values come
from Appendix B of Lamers & Levesque (2017).
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