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ABSTRACT
Population III stars are characterized by extremely low metallicities as they are thought to be formed from a pristine gas in
the early Universe. Although the existence of Population III stars is widely accepted, the lack of direct observational evidence
hampers the study of the nature of the putative stars. In this article, we explore the possibilities of constraining the nature of the
oldest stars by using the luminosity function of their remnants – white dwarfs. We study the formation and evolution of white
dwarf populations by following star formation in a Milky Way-like galaxy using the semi-analytic model a-sloth. We derive
the white dwarf luminosity function by applying a linear Initial-Final Mass Relation and Mestel’s cooling model. The obtained
luminosity function is generally in agreement with available observations and theoretical predictions – with an exponential
increase to a maximum of 𝑀abs = 16 and a sudden drop for 𝑀abs > 16. We explore the uncertainties of our model and compare
them to the observational estimates. We adopt two different models of the initial mass function of Population III stars to show
that the faint end of the luminosity function imprints the signature of Population III remnants. If the feature is detected in future
observations, it would provide a clue to Population III stars and would also be an indirect evidence of low- to itermediate-mass
Population III stars. We discuss the challenges and prospects for detecting the signatures.

Key words: white dwarfs – stars: luminosity function, mass function – stars: population III – stars: evolution – stars: formation
– methods: numerical

1 INTRODUCTION

White dwarfs (WDs) are the remnants of cores of low to intermediate-
mass stars – they can be formed from stars of masses between ap-
proximately 0.4 and 10 M⊙ depending on other conditions, including
progenitor star metallicity. They are extremely dense, composing of
an electron-degenerate matter. The white dwarf luminosity function,
which we refer to as WDLF or simply LF, is a population distribution
of white dwarfs with respect to their luminosity. In general, it charac-
terises the differential counts of luminosity (or absolute magnitude),
often divided by the total volume in which the considered WDs ex-
ist. Various studies have been conducted to derive WDLF both from
observations (Leggett et al. 1998; Liebert et al. 2005; Harris et al.
2006) and theoretical models, especially by Monte Carlo simulations
(Winget et al. 1987; Wood & Oswalt 2009; García-Berro et al. 1999;
Torres et al. 2002; Garcí a-Berro et al. 2004; Torres et al. 2012). In
some cases, the disk and halo WDs are distinguished, and separate
LFs are computed for both populations. Most of the previous studies
agree on the general shape of the function – with the counts increas-
ing exponentially from brightest WDs (𝑀abs ≈ 5–6) to the maximum
at 𝑀abs ≈ 15–16 and then sharply dropping. The published obser-
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vational data is still very limited in the faint end, which makes it
especially worth further investigation. It is expected that upcoming
releases of GAIA data (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018) as well as data
from future surveys will greatly help our understanding on WDLF
(García–Berro & Oswalt 2016).

The WDLF is shaped by two main ingredients: the initial mass
function (IMF) of stars and their stellar evolution. While the IMF
of metal-enriched stars in the MW has been studied in detail, virtu-
ally nothing is known about the IMF of Pop III stars. Based on the
non-detection of any surviving metal-free stars in the MW, the lower
mass limit of the Pop III IMF is derived to be ≳ 0.65 M⊙ with 95%
confidence (Hartwig et al. 2015; Ishiyama et al. 2016; Magg et al.
2018; Rossi et al. 2021). There are no direct observational constraints
on the formation of massive Pop III stars. The chemical composi-
tions of several extremely metal-poor stars suggest that the first stars
exploded as core-collapse supernovae with up to 100 M⊙ (Ishigaki
et al. 2018; Hartwig et al. 2023). However, the shape of the Pop III
IMF is largely unconstrained. We thus resort to examining two dif-
ferent Pop III IMFs in the present study: one fiducial IMF with a
logarithmically flat slope between 5–260 M⊙ based on Hartwig et al.
(2022); Uysal & Hartwig (2023), and another bottom-heavy case
with a Salpeter slope in the mass range 0.65–260 M⊙ .

IFMR (Initial-Final Mass Relation) characterises the dependence
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of the mass of the remnant WD on the progenitor mass. Although
the exact shape of IFMR is still largely uncertain, it is generally
an increasing function, i.e. heavier progenitor stars produce heavier
WDs, and moreover, for heavier WDs the percentage of mass loss
is higher. IFMR can be obtained in either semi-empirical or purely
theoretical way. Some former models argue for a simple linear IFMR,
at least for the low mass progenitors (Kalirai et al. 2008; Catalán
et al. 2008; Külebi et al. 2013). Recent studies show that IFMR is not
only dependent on the progenitor star metallicity in a non-monotonic
way, with the minimum of percentage of mass loss for metallicity
around 𝑍 = 0.04 (Meng et al. 2008; Romero et al. 2015; Zhao et al.
2012), but also non-linear and non-monotonic (Ferrario et al. 2005;
Cummings et al. 2015; Marigo et al. 2017; Cummings et al. 2018;
Marigo et al. 2020; Marigo et al. 2022), possibly with more than
one non-monotonic kink (Marigo 2022). IFMR for Pop III stars is a
widely unexplored topic, however, there has been recent attempts to
obtaining it theoretically (Lawlor & MacDonald 2023).

The earliest important model of WD cooling mechanism was de-
veloped by Mestel and published as Mestel (1952), then developed by
him and other authors in 1960’s (Mestel & Ruderman 1967). Con-
temporary models take into account various aspects which Mestel
was unaware of, and generally describe the cooling process by four
stages – neutrino cooling, fluid cooling, crystallisation and Debye
cooling. The processes were studied in detail by various authors es-
pecially for carbon oxygen WDs, while cooling of helium WDs and
oxygen-neon WDs attracted significantly less attention. The cooling
of carbon-oxygen WDs is described in Isern et al. (2013). Numerical
simulations were also performed to predict cooling curves of WDs of
different physical characteristics (Salaris et al. 1997). Although the
Mestel’s model assumptions and results differ from contemporary
understanding of WD cooling mechanism, up to this day his results
are surprisingly accurate given his model’s simplicity. Because the
Mestel’s cooling curve can be easily expressed in analytical form, it
is still a valuable tool to investigating WDs.

However it is clear that a significant part of the white dwarf pop-
ulation reside in binary systems, the exact share of white dwarfs in
such systems is uncertain. The overall binary fraction between 25%
and 40% is found in the literature, but this value also depends on
factors such as mass of white dwarf and belonging to specific region
of the galaxy (halo or disk) (Holberg 2009; Toonen, S. et al. 2017;
Cukanovaite et al. 2023). In any case within this range the influence
of binary interactions on WDLF might be significant. Binarity of
WD population can have a few different effects on WDLF. Firstly,
the time between the birth of a star and formation of a WD might
differ from the normal evolutionary models in such systems because
of matter exchange. Secondly, a certain part of WDs in binary sys-
tems can be He white dwarfs which undergo cooling which is not
described by Mestel’s model. Lastly, supernovae explosions lead to
complete eradication of some part of white dwarf population. In this
paper, we assume all stars and product WDs to be born and evolve
single and we calculate the WDLF without considering the binarity
of the WD population, while remembering that it could have some
effect on the results.

The aim of this work is to try a different approach to producing a
WDLF by employing a recently published tool, a-sloth (Magg et al.
2022) to perform a computer simulation of star formation in Milky
Way-like galaxy (from now on we will refer to Milky Way as MW).
The tracked WDs should be divided into two groups in accordance to
their progenitor star population – let us call them Pop II and Pop III
WDs respectively. As a-sloth does not distinguish Pop I from Pop II
stars, some of the stars from the first category will also be considered
Pop II stars here. We try to examine whether any imprint of Pop III

WDs could be potentially found in the WDLF. This will be the first
approach to follow the evolution of Pop III WDs in detail and to
estimate their contribution to the WDLF.

The potential imprint of Pop III stars on the WDLF is small. In
this paper, we want to investigate the systematic uncertainties in
modelling the WDLF in order to guide future investigations into the
faint end of the WDLF.

2 METHODS

2.1 A-Sloth

We simulated the formation of stars in the MW with the semi-
analytical model a-sloth (Ancient Stars and Local Observables by
Tracing Halos, Magg et al. 2022)1. The model is ideally suited for
our purpose since it traces individual populations of stars and is cal-
ibrated based on six independent observables (Hartwig et al. 2022;
Uysal & Hartwig 2023).

a-sloth simulates the formation of stars on top of dark matter
merger trees. We explore 30 different realizations of MW-like galax-
ies from the Caterpillar Project (Griffen et al. 2016) and compare
the results. These merger trees offer sufficient resolution in mass and
time to resolve the formation of the first stars in minihalos at high
redshift. Moreover, the variance of these merger trees allows us to
investigate the effect of cosmic variance on the WDLF.

We ran the simulations assuming two different Initial Mass Func-
tions for Pop III stars – the fiducial one, with a slope of −1.0 and
minimum mass of 5 M⊙ and the bottom-heavy one, with a Salpeter
IMF (slope −2.3) and minimum mass of 0.65 M⊙ . For Pop II stars,
Salpeter IMF was assumed in both cases.

For every realization and every time-step, we tracked the numbers
of stars being formed. We used the stellar lifetimes as a function
of ZAMS mass from Schaerer (2002) for metal-free stars and from
Stahler & Palla (2004) for metal-enriched stars to calculate the time
of transition to the remnant.

We assume that all stars with masses between 0.5 M⊙ and
9.75 M⊙ produce carbon-oxygen WD remnants. While it is a simplifi-
cation because some of the heaviest WDs might be oxygen-neon WDs
instead and some of the stars of masses between 8–9.75 M⊙ might
even produce a neutron star instead of a WD, it should not affect
the model very significantly – carbon-oxygen WDs still make up a
vast majority of remnants (Isern et al. 2022). It is unlikely that stars
with masses heavier than 9.75 M⊙ produce white dwarfs (Doherty
et al. 2014). We investigated the impact of chemical composition of
the carbon-oxygen WD’s core on the results by repeating calcula-
tions for extreme values. Following this assumption, the number of
WDs commencing at each time-step was collected, with regard to
the progenitor star population, mass and metallicity. We then fur-
ther processed the data to create LFs. Summing up the data for all
the time-steps gives the total number of WDs expected in each re-
alization. The average total number of WDs in all realizations is
(1.82 ± 0.70) × 1010 for both fiducial IMF and bottom-heavy IMF.
The average total number of Pop III WDs is (2.3 ± 0.9) × 104 for
the fiducial IMF and (6.2 ± 2.3) × 106 for the bottom-heavy IMF.
This means that the average share of Pop III WDs is 1.2 ppm for
fiducial IMF and 340 ppm for bottom-heavy IMF, however for dif-
ferent realizations it ranges between 0.8–1.8 ppm and 218–489 ppm,
respectively. The complete data is available upon request.

The total final stellar mass of the galaxy in all the thirty realizations

1 https://gitlab.com/thartwig/asloth
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White Dwarf Luminosity Function 3

varies significantly from 2.34× 1010 M⊙ to 9.85× 1010 M⊙ for both
fiducial and extreme IMF. The average is (5.67 ± 1.87) × 1010 M⊙ .
We compare this value to the previous MW evolution model
from Boissier & Prantzos (1999). That model gives a value of
3.8 × 1010 M⊙ , which is reasonably close to our average. As we
consider 30 different realizations of a MW-like galaxy, each of them
predicting different total final stellar mass, the discrepancies can be
observed.

2.2 Obtaining White Dwarf luminosity function

2.2.1 White Dwarf cooling function

For transforming the times of WD formation into their luminosities,
we used simple Mestel’s cooling model (Mestel 1952; Mestel & Ru-
derman 1967). The luminosity of a WD of a given age was assumed
to follow the equation

𝐿 (𝑡) = 𝐿⊙
𝑀

M⊙

(
108

𝐴(𝑡/yr)

) 7
5
. (1)

In equation (1) 𝑀 is the mass of a WD, 𝐴 is the mean atomic weight
of its core and 𝑡 is the WD age. While we simply assumed that
for the carbon-oxygen WDs 𝐴 = 14, WD progenitors were divided
into nineteen equally sized mass bins and the WD masses were then
obtained by employing the linear IFMR given by

𝑀WD = 0.109𝑀0 + 0.394, (2)

where 𝑀0 is mass of a progenitor and 𝑀WD is mass of the cor-
responding WD. This equation is a linear fit presented in Kalirai
et al. (2008). The more advanced, progenitor metallicity-dependent
model was found not to change the results in any significant way and
thus given up in favor of this simpler, linear model. Comparison of
Mestel’s model with more advanced MESA model is presented in
Section 4.1.

2.2.2 Data processing

We converted the obtained luminosities to absolute magnitudes and
calculated WDLF as a function d log 𝑁/d𝑀abs (𝑀abs). In the last
steps of data processing, we approximated linearly the data for differ-
ent progenitor masses with the magnitude resolution of 0.001, added
up and further smoothed linearly at the bright end to avoid non-
physical remnants – ’steps’ coming from adding up datasets with
different bright-end limits. The exact shape of this part of the plot is
approximate and therefore should be treated with reserve. However,
it contains data about white dwarf counts that sum up to the total
number of white dwarfs in our model and as such it was kept. On all
figures it is presented with dotted lines. See Fig. A4 in Appendix for
the plot presenting all the mass bins separately. Analogically, a sam-
ple LF presenting products of progenitors of different metallicities
separately (bottom-heavy Pop III IMF case) is presented in Fig. A3
in the Appendix.

3 RESULTS

3.1 White dwarf luminosity function

The obtained WDLFs for thirty different MW-like galaxy realizations
for fiducial and bottom-heavy IMF are presented in Fig. 2. The overall
shape of the LFs is the same in both cases – for 𝑀abs > 8 the function
is increasing in an approximately linear way to reach the maximum
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Figure 1. LFs of dwarfs coming from Pop II and III progenitor stars. Dif-
ferent blue lines represent different MW realisations for fiducial IMF while
different orange lines represent different MW realisations for bottom-heavy
IMF. The part of the plot presented in light blue is a linear approximation
which influenced its shape
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Figure 2. Obtained WDLF divided with respect to progenitor star population
and Pop III IMF. Only one MW realisation was chosen to ensure the clarity.
The blue and purple lines represent the data for all white dwarfs, respectively
for fiducial and bottom-heavy IMF cases while the yellow and red lines include
only data for WDs descending from Pop III stars respectively for fiducial and
bottom-heavy IMF case. By looking at the figure it becomes clear that while
for the fiducial IMF case the influence of Pop III star-descending WDs on the
overall IMFR is little, for the bottom-heavy stars it is important, especially in
the faint end.

at 𝑀abs ≈ 8. In the faint end, it rapidly drops – this drop is limited by
the age of first WDs in the Galaxy. We can see that in the bright end,
for 𝑀abs ≈ 7–8 mag the slope becomes steeper – it is in fact expected
to behave this way, but the rapid descent is an effect of mass binning
and necessary linear approximations of function in this range (see
Section 2.2.2).

Fig. 3 presents the bottom-heavy IMF case of WDLF plotted to-
gether with two sets of observational results from Leggett et al.
(1998); Harris et al. (2006) (comparison plot in García–Berro & Os-
walt (2016)). We normalized the observational data to average total
number of WDs in our model (1.82×1010). We can see that the gen-
eral shape of the observationally obtained LF is in agreement with
our results. The maximum possible discrepancy in the faint end drop
is estimated to be around 0.6. The uncertainties on horizontal axes of
both observational results are not available in the source literature.

MNRAS 000, 1–7 (2023)
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Figure 3. Comparison of obtained WDLF with observational results. The
blue lines represent the LFs from this work. Yellow dots make the WDLF
from Leggett et al. (1998) while red dots represent the data from Harris et al.
(2006). The observational data was normalized to the total number of WDs
predicted in this work. The part of the plot presented in light blue is a linear
approximation which influenced its shape.

The vertical uncertainties are comparatively large, especially at the
faint end. The magnitude uncertainties of the individual WDs in the
observations are estimated to reach 0.6, which is comparable with
discrepancies with our model (Leggett et al. 1998; Harris et al. 2006).

3.2 Population III white dwarfs signature

Looking at the faint end of LFs, we can notice a hump for the
case of bottom-heavy IMF, which is not visible for fiducial IMF.
Fig. 4 presents a zoomed-in faint end part for bottom-heavy IMF case
together with fiducial IMF case. This hump of width of around 0.1
is a signature of Pop III WDs. The part of the hump at 𝑀abs ≈ 16.65
is simply a resolution effect that is difficult to remove and does not
affect the results significantly. It does not convey any physics. Fig. 5
presents the total LFs together with Pop III-only WD LFs for fiducial
and bottom-heavy IMF. The bottom panel shows that the discussed
signature is indeed a result of adding the Pop III WDs to the total LF.
Fig. A in Appendix presents LFs obtained for Pop III WDs only.

4 DISCUSSION

4.1 Mestel’s cooling model

As Mestel’s model is based on simplified assumptions, we compared
its cooling curve to more advanced MESA (Paxton et al. 2010) sim-
ulation results. The MESA model that we used for comparison takes
into account the element diffusion in a white dwarf, but it does not
apply crystallization and phase separation. We first compared the re-
sults for a case of a 0.6 M⊙ WD. We found that while there are some
qualitative differences, both functions are widely consistent for WD
ages not exceeding lifetime of the Universe (see Fig. A in Appendix).
The comparison was done for 0.6 M⊙ because it is a dominant mass
of white dwarf population; most of white dwarfs masses are close
to this number. We also performed the same comparison consider-
ing the white dwarfs that possibly contribute to the Pop III hump
in WDLF. As can be seen on Fig. A4 in Appendix, WDs coming
from progenitors of masses between 1.25 M⊙ and 2.25 M⊙ are the
ones contributing the most to the hump. It would correspond to WD
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Figure 4. Faint end of WDLF. The blue lines represent WDLF for fiducial
Pop III IMF case while the orange lines represent the case of bottom-heavy
IMF. The arrow at d log 𝑁/d𝑀 (𝑀 ) = 6 shows the difference between two
models, approximately 0.1. The small dip at 𝑀abs ≈ 16.65 is a resolution
effect that is difficult to remove and does not affect the results significantly. It
does not convey any physics.

masses of approximately 0.53 M⊙ to 0.64 M⊙ according to linear
IFMR which we use. The MESA simulation was performed, starting
with a 2.0 M⊙ progenitor, which produced a 0.50 M⊙ white dwarf.
The result of cooling simulation is presented on Fig. A. Again, for
0.5 M⊙ white dwarf the MESA and Mestel cooling functions were
generally consistent for WD ages not exceeding lifetime of the Uni-
verse.

4.2 Pop III IFMR

The use of Kalirai linear IFMR for Pop III stars resulting from the lack
of works on Pop III star IFMR is one of the most serious caveats of
this work. Indeed, the information about Pop III IFMR is very scarce
and all of the available results are, for obvious reasons, theoretical.
A recent work by T. Lawlor and J. MacDonald presents a theoretical
IFMR for Pop III stars in a mass range of 0.8-3.0 M⊙ (Lawlor &
MacDonald 2023). Although the Authors acknowledge significant
uncertainties in their model and the mass range is not sufficient for
our work, we decided to examine how would such a Pop III IFMR
affect the predicted hump. The IFMR for Pop III stars from (Lawlor
& MacDonald 2023) was approximated with two linear functions:
𝑀WD = 1.018𝑀0 − 0.382 for 𝑀0 < 1 M⊙ and 𝑀WD = 0.115𝑀0 +
0.556 for 𝑀0 >= 1 M⊙ and the WDLF calculations were repeated.
Note that the second linear function was out of necessity extended
for progenitors of 𝑀0 > 3 M⊙ . The results are presented on Fig. 7.
We can clearly see that for Lawlor IFMR the faint end of Pop III
WDLF does not reach as low magnitudes as the faint end of Pop II
WDLF and therefore the hump would not be visible. The shift of the
Pop III WDLF for Lawlor IFMR towards the brighter magnitudes
can be easily understood considering the fact that for the most of
the progenitor masses the Lawlor IFMR predicts higher WD masses
than the Kalirai IFMR. For Mestel’s model (see equation (1) in
Section 2.2.1) it simply means that at a given time the luminosity
of the corresponding white dwarfs will be higher in Lawlor IFMR
case than in Kalirai IFMR case. In particular, it is true for all the
progenitors of masses higher than 1 M⊙ , so for all the white dwarfs
that would potentially contribute to the Pop III hump.

MNRAS 000, 1–7 (2023)
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Figure 5. Obtained WDLF divided with respect to progenitor star population.
The results are presented separately for (a) fiducial and (b) bottom-heavy cases
of Pop III star IMF. On both plots the blue lines represent the data for all WDs
while the yellow lines include only the data for WDs descending from Pop III
stars. By comparing the figures it becomes clear that while for the fiducial
IMF case the influence of Pop III star-descending WDs on the overall IMFR
is little, for the bottom-heavy stars it is important, especially in the faint end.
The parts of the plots presented in light blue are a linear approximation which
influenced its shape

4.3 Possibility of Pop III signature detection

Potential observation of the Pop III signature in WDLF introduced in
3.1 would become the first ever evidence of low-mass Pop III stars.
It would also let us constrain the Pop III IMF through the number of
low-mass Pop III stars formed in MW. Contrastingly, if the WDLF
obtained with precise and complete observation(s) would not show
such signatures, it would also put a constraint on the number of low
mass Pop III stars.

Assuming that the real IMF is indeed closer to the bottom-heavy
case, let us discuss the possibilities of observational detection of
Pop III WD signature. The values related to the position of the LF
hump are presented together in Table 1. We measure all the x-axis
intervals (magnitude) at the same 𝑦-value of 6. The cosmic vari-
ance itself does not affect the possibility of signature detection, but
marginally changes its expected position (while significantly affect-
ing the absolute number of WDs). This change is estimated to not
exceed 0.01. To precisely predict the shape and position of the signa-
ture, we would like the uncertainties connected to IFMR and cooling
model to be as low as possible, ideally to sum up to value significantly
lower than the width of the signature (0.1). The main restriction on the

Table 1. Summary table comparing the main uncertainties and features that
we can track on the horizontal axis of obtained WDLF. The smallest value
named "Cosmic variance" represent the x-axis differences between the thirty
MW realizations in our model.

Gaia uncertainty 0.05 mag
Discrepancy from observations 0.6 mag

WD core chemical composition uncertainty 0.35 mag
IFMR uncertainty 0.15 mag
Cosmic variance 0.01 mag
Pop III signature 0.1 mag

detection possibility is our observational potential – one can see that
current observations, while heavily uncertain, differ from our model
in faint-end drop-off position as much as 0.6. Again, we would need
the observational data with absolute magnitude precision better than
0.1. Currently, the biggest hope for significantly better quality data
are the recent and upcoming releases of Gaia mission – current re-
leases can measure the faint stars magnitudes with great precision
of around 0.001 and the biggest error in absolute magnitudes comes
from parallax. Especially for relatively close stars and low extinc-
tion cases, the uncertainty might be way lower than predicted Pop III
signature width (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018). However, the down-
side of the Gaia mission is its relatively low limiting magnitude of
20.7. The faintest (Pop III) WDs in our model have 𝑀abs ≈ 17 and
so we can assume that the range in which a WD survey is complete
is the range in which objects of 𝑀abs = 17 are within the limiting
magnitude of the survey. It means that Gaia WD data can be com-
plete only in the vicinity of 55 pc. Assuming that the total number
of WDs is proportional to the volume of the sample, in that close
vicinity less than 3000 WDs are expected to reside. Given the shares
of Pop III WDs in overall population in our model, we could then
expect no Pop III WDs in fiducial case and around one Pop III WD
in bottom-heavy case in this vicinity. The more promising are Euclid
telescope (recently launched) and the Vera C. Rubin Observatory (set
to be launched in early 2025). Euclid has a visual limiting magnitude
of 26.2 (Euclid Collaboration et al. 2022) while Rubin is expected
to reach as deep as 27 (Usher et al. 2023). This would mean that
the WD survey could be complete for the vicinity of 690 pc and
1000 pc respectively, giving us the probe of millions of WDs. Then,
while in bottom-heavy case we could expect thousands of Pop III
WD detections, even in the fiducial case a few to a few dozens WDs
could be detected. Data from these surveys could possibly answer
the question of the presence of the Pop III WD hump and potentially
help us detect the first Pop III WDs.

Gaia and Rubin missions provide the multicolor photometry of
the target objects. It can be a useful tool to identifying white dwarfs
and therefore helpful in obtaining an accurate WDLF. Using multi-
color photometry can also improve completeness of a WDLF as the
populations are viewed through different color bands. Moreover, ob-
servational band-limited WDLF can be created. This approach can be
used in creating more selective LFs, for example for only cool WDs,
which are contributing to the potential hump. It is, however, difficult
to predict whether the qualitative shape of the WDLF faint end would
differ significantly in such approach because little is known about the
differences of Pop II and Pop III WD spectra.

5 CONCLUSIONS

Applying a simple WD cooling model to the WD populations simu-
lated with a-sloth, we have derived WDLFs that are consistent with

MNRAS 000, 1–7 (2023)
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Figure 6. Comparison of faint end of WDLF with extreme values of slope
in linear IFMR. The blue line represents the WDLF obtained for normally
used IFMR (slope (𝑎 = 0.109)), the yellow line represents the one obtained
for the lowest slope within the 3x uncertainty range (𝑎 = 0.88) and red line
represents results for the highest slope (𝑎 = 0.130).

other models and observations. Our model also predicts a previously
unknown LF feature – a hump being a signature of Pop III stars.
Further studies are clearly needed from two different perspectives.
Firstly, more advanced models should be developed by employing,
for instance, an updated WD cooling model, to predict accurately
the exact shape of the LF. Such models should also incorporate the
detailed features of Initial-Final Mass Relations, including its depen-
dence on progenitor star metallicity and the non-monotonic parts. We
note that this might not be straightforward without the Initial-Final
Mass Relation itself being greatly improved. In order to compare
with observational data in a more careful manner, disk and halo
WDs should be distinguished in the model. At the same time, as
a-sloth does not consider the formation of binary systems, it would
also be necessary to include the contribution of binary WDs on the
LF (see Section 1).

Future observational data, including data from latest GAIA re-
leases as well as data from Euclid and LSST, can be used to derive
more accurate WDLFs of quality greatly exceeding the currently
available one. The faint end of the LF should be carefully analyzed
in search of any signature of Pop III stars. In the future, confirming
or excluding the faint-end hump of the WDLF can possibly place
constraints on the formation efficiency and the mass distribution of
Pop III stars.
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Figure A2. Obtained WDLF limited to Pop III star descendants for (a) fiducial
and (b) bottom-heavy cases of Pop III star IMF. On both plots different orange
lines correspond to different MW-like galaxy realizations.
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Figure A3. WDLF divided with respect to progenitor star metallicity. The
plot was created for fiducial Pop III IMF case and only one MW-like galaxy
realization was chosen to ensure clarity. Lines of different colours represent
different progenitor star metallicity bins with Pop III star descendants marked
separately with yellow line.
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Figure A4. WDLF divided with respect to progenitor star mass. The plot
was created for fiducial Pop III IMF case and only one MW-like galaxy
realization was chosen to ensure clarity. Lines of different colours represent
different progenitor star mass bins.
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