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ABSTRACT

We present a basic model for the calculation of the luminosity distribution of supernova remnant populations. We construct
theoretical Ha and joint [S 11] - Ha luminosity functions for supernova remnants by combining prescriptions from a basic evolution
model that provides the shock velocity and radius for SNRs of different age and pre-shock density, with shock excitation models
that give the gas emissivity for shocks of different physical parameters. We assume a flat age distribution, and we explore the
effect of different pre-shock density distributions or different magnetic parameters. We find very good agreement between the
shape of the model Ha and the joint [S 1] - He luminosity functions and those measured from SNR surveys in nearby galaxies.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Supernova remnants (SNRs) play significant role in shaping the in-
terstellar medium (ISM; e.g. Naab & Ostriker 2017). They enrich it
with metals and they provide large amounts of mechanical energy
which can play significant role in the evolution of the host galaxy.
The propagating shock wave compresses the ISM and under ap-
propriate conditions it can trigger star formation. Moreover, since
core-collapse SNRs are the final product in a massive stars’ life, they
trace the on-going massive star formation rate (e.g. Janka et al. 2007;
Filippenko 1997).

The study of SNR populations and their physical properties is very
important in order to understand their feedback to the ISM and their
role in the host galaxy. Systematic studies of Galactic SNRs provide
more detailed information about the physical parameters of SNRs and
their interaction with their surrounding ISM (Williams et al. 2020;
Milisavljevic & Fesen 2013; Boumis et al. 2009; Fesen, Blair, &
Kirshner 1985). On the other hand, the study of extra-galactic SNRs,
gives us the opportunity to examine larger samples of SNRs, in differ-
ent environments (e.g. different metallicities; Long, Winkler, & Blair
2019; Leonidaki, Boumis, & Zezas 2013;2010; Pannuti, Schlegel, &
Lacey 2007; Matonick et al. 1997; Blair & Long 1997). In fact, com-
bining measurements of the emission of SNRs in diagnostic spectral
lines it has been possible to determine their physical parameters
(e.g. density or shock velocity) in different galactic environments
(e.g. Winkler et al. 2021; Long, Winkler, & Blair 2019; Long et al.
2018; Winkler, Blair, & Long 2017; Leonidaki, Boumis, & Zezas
2013). This way we can study their evolution and understand their
interplay with the ISM in conditions representing typical galactic
environments.
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Despite the growing number of known SNRs and SNR populations
in other galaxies, we still lack a framework that can describe the SNR
populations in terms of their observational characteristics but also
in the context of expectations from theoretical models for their evo-
lution. A first step in this direction was made in Kopsacheili et al.
(2021), who presented a method for the calculation of luminosity
functions of SNRs free of selection effects, and introduced the joint
Ha - [S 1] luminosity function (LF), as well as, their excitation func-
tion (i.e. the offset of an SNR from the L5} = 0.4Ly, relation).
While the He LF provides information on their overall population
and energetics, the joint Hao - [S11] LF and the excitation function
also reflect their interaction with the ISM. The latter in particular,
bears the imprint of the shock velocity distribution of the SNRs, in
their optical emitting phase.

However, what is missing, is a theoretical framework that can pre-
dict the distributions of observable parameters such as the luminosity
in continuum bands or emission lines, based on the distributions of
the SNR physical parameters (e.g. density, shock velocity, radius).
Such a framework is useful for exploring selection effects in the ob-
served population, mapping the underlying distribution of the phys-
ical parameters that determine the observed properties of SNRs, or
even testing SNR evolution models. One can then use the derived
distribution of SNR physical parameters in order to estimate their
total luminosity or integrated mechanical energy.

In this work, we present a framework for the calculation of the lu-
minosity function of SNR populations, by combining a basic model
for the evolution of SNR physical parameters, with the shock models
from MAPPINGS III (Allen et al. 2008). These models have been
used extensively for the exploration of the physical conditions of ex-
tragalactic SNRs. In this work we use them as a predictive tool along
with a baseline model for SNR evolution in the adiabatic and radia-
tive phase in order to derive Ha and Ha - [S 1] luminosity functions
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for different assumptions on the pre-shock density distributions or
the strength of the magnetic field. We also examine the dependence
of the derived luminosity functions on these assumptions. This work
is the first step for the construction of population synthesis models
of optical SNRs.

In §2 we describe the basic assumptions of our models and the
framework for the calculation of luminosity functions. In §3 we
present the theoretical He and the joint [S 11] - He luminosity func-
tions derived from this model. In §4 we discuss the results of our
model focusing on the effect of different physical parameters and
the comparison with observational results. In § 5 we summarize our
results.

2 POPULATION MODELS

The evolution of SNRs can be described by four consecutive phases:
free expansion, adiabatic (or Sedov-Taylor), radiative, and fade-out
phase (e.g. Chevalier 1975; Cioffi, McKee, & Bertschinger 1988).
Owing to the energetics and the duration of each of these phases
the observed SNRs are mostly either in the adiabatic or the radiative
phase. The first is dominated by SNRs emitting in the X-ray band,
while SNRs in the latter phase emit predominantly in the optical
bands (although there are also optically emitting SNRs in the adia-
batic phase and SNRs in the radiative phase emitting in the X-ray
band). Since in this work we are interested in the optical emission of
SNRs, we focus on the adiabatic and radiative phases to develop a
model for the luminosity function of SNR populations.

The transition time between the two phases depends on the density
and the metallicity of the surrounding material and the explosion
energy. There are more than one definitions for the transition time
between Sedov-Taylor and radiative phase. For example, according
to Draine (2011) the transition happens when 1/3 of the SN energy
is already radiated (during the Sedov-Taylor phase). However, for
this work we adopt the definition of Cioffi, McKee, & Bertschinger
(1988) according to which, the transition takes place near the shell-

formation time 7, when the temperature of the first element of
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Es; = Eg(erg)/10%! is the total energy of the explosion in units of
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where e is the base of the natural logarithm.
The radius and shock velocity in each of these two phases as a
function of the pre-shock density n and the SNR age ¢ are given by:
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413nl/7{,3n/14E51{14 km s~! are the radius and velocity at the be-

ginning of the radiative phase. In the above relations ¢ = 2.026
a numerical constant (Cioffi, McKee, & Bertschinger 1988), ¢,
is the metallicity factor as mentioned earlier, p = ugnmpg =
2.3x10724 gr cm™3 the total mass density, u gy the mean mass per hy-
drogen nucleus, and mg the hydrogen-atom mass. Here we note that
the detailed exploration of the evolutionary phase of SNRs is beyond
the scope of this paper, and we refer to the two phases (Sedov-Taylor
and radiative) only in order to use the appropriate relations. In ad-
dition, it is worth mentioning that the overall shape of the derived
luminosity functions is not very sensitive to the definition for the
transition between the two phases.

Assuming that each SNR is a spherical shell of radius R, its lumi-
nosity in a given spectral band or emission line is:

L = 42R(1, )2 f Lom (v, pt, ) @

where R is the SNR radius calculated by the first equation in the
Eq. sets 2 or 3 depending on the evolutionary phase of the SNR,
f is the filling factor (i.e. the fraction of the shell area containing
emitting gas), and Le,, (v, u, n) is the gas emissivity per unit area for
a shock of a given velocity v, density n, and magnetic parameter u.
The shock velocity is given by the second equation in the Eq. sets
2 or 3, while the density n reflects the density distribution of the
ISM in which the SNRs are embedded. We adopt the gas emissivity
calculated by Allen et al. (2008) for shocks of different conditions.
This grid (of the physical parameters of the shock models Allen et
al. 2008) covers velocities from v = 100 km s~! to 1000 km s,
expanding in media with densities n = 0.01 to 1000 cm™, and
magnetic parameters 4 = B/+/n between 10™* and 100 u Gem?/2,
Although the grids of Allen et al. (2008) include models for sub-
solar, solar, and super-solar abundances, in this work we focus on
solar abundance models, which are calculated for the widest range
of pre-shock densities (n = 0.01 — 1000 cm™3). We use the shock
models with photoionizing precursor because they better represent
the observation of unresolved sources (as observed the extragalactic
SNRs).

2.1 Calculation of luminosity functions

In order to calculate the luminosity distribution of an SNR population
we assume: (a) a uniform age distribution between 500 and 50000
years and (b) a log-normal distribution of ISM density with mean
u(log(nf/em?)) = 1.0 and standard deviation of o-(log(n/cm?)) =
1.0 (Figure 1). The density distribution is a simplified assumption for
the ISM, which can be further improved and/or be adjusted depending
on the application.

By sampling the age and density from these independent distribu-
tions we can determine whether an SNR of a given age and density is
in the adiabatic or the radiative phase from Eq. 1, and then calculate
the corresponding radius, shock velocity, and luminosity using Eqgs.
2, 3, and 4. The gas emissivity is calculated by interpolating within
the density and velocity grid of Allen et al. (2008). Objects that
have density or velocity that falls outside the grid are assigned the
emissivity for the available models with the closest value for these
parameters.

The models of Allen et al. (2008) also depend on the shock mag-
netic parameter (u). However, since we do not have any information
on the distribution of the magnetic parameters in SNRs, we per-
form our analysis for six different magnetic-parameter ranges: i)
1074 = 0.1 uG em®/2; ii) 0.1 — 1 uG em>/2; iii) 1 — 3 uG em®/2; iv)
3 - 4.5uGem®/?; v) 4.5 — 10 uGem3/2; vi) 10 — 100 uG cm3/2,
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Figure 1. The baseline density distribution that we use in order to construct the
theoretical LFs. It is a log-normal distribution with g (log(n/cm™3)) = 1.0
and o (log(n/em™)) = 1.0.

This way we can assess the effect of the magnetic parameter on the
resulting luminosity functions.

In the following analysis we focus on the calculation of the Ha and
the joint He - [S 1] luminosity functions of SNRs. However, follow-
ing the above framework we can calculate the luminosity function in
any spectral line or continuum band.

In order to compare the theoretical luminosity functions with ob-
served samples of SNRs we have to apply the same selection crite-
ria, as the ones used in the observational studies. The most typical
criterion for the identification of SNRs is their [S11]/Ha > 0.4 ra-
tio (Mathewson & Clarke 1973). Although this can bias the SNR
samples against slower velocity or older SNRs (Kopsacheili, Zezas,
& Leonidaki 2020), most SNR samples have been selected on this
basis, so in the following analysis we only consider systems with
[S 1] /Her luminosity ratios greater than 0.4. For such models and
for each magnetic-field range, we construct the He and the joint
[S 1]-He luminosity functions. These luminosity functions include
the contribution of SNRs in the Sedov-Taylor as well as the radiative
phase.

3 RESULTS
3.1 Ha luminosity function - Filling factor

In Figure 2 (blue histogram) we show the derived He LF, for an
SNR sample with an age and ambient ISM density distribution as
described in § 2.1, magnetic parameters from 1 to 3 uG em3/?, and
filling factor f = 1. Its shape is very similar to the observed luminos-
ity function of SNRs in nearby galaxies (red line; Kopsacheili et al.
2021). However, the peak of the theoretical Ha LF is at luminosities
~0.3 dex higher than expected from the observations. This happens
because in the calculation of the luminosities, we assumed a filling
factor f = 1 in Eq. 4. Although it is difficult to measure directly
the filling factor, especially for extragalactic SNRs, simulations give
values from 3% to 23% (e.g. Slavin et al. 2017). Indeed we find that
we can match the observed and model LF for magnetic parameters
1-3uG cm3/? (Figure 2) by shifting the latter to lower luminosities
by 0.66 dex. Similar offsets (~0.6 - 0.7 dex) are found for the model
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Figure 2. The blue histogram shows the model Ha luminosity function for
magnetic parameters between 1 and 3 uG cm?/? and filling factor f = 1. The
red line is the incompleteness corrected observational Ha luminosity function
of SNRs in nearby galaxies (Kopsacheili et al. 2021) rescaled arbitrarily along
the y axis, and the dotted line shows its mode.

luminosity functions calculated for different magnetic parameters.
These correspond to filling factors of 25% and 20% respectively, in
good agreement with the aforementioned simulations. In the follow-
ing analysis, for the comparison with the observed data, we calculate
the corresponding filling factor for each set of simulations so the
mode of the observed and the model distribution match. We note that
this shift along the luminosity axis does not affect the shape of the
LF, which is the main subject of the following discussion.

The results of the Ha LF including the filling factor correction
are presented in Figure 3 (blue histograms). The different panels
give the resulting Ha luminosity functions for the different regimes
of magnetic parameters. For reference we present also the LF of
the simulated SNRs that are in the Sedov-Taylor phase with hatched
histograms. The dotted histogram shows the LF for the same model
but for a less dense ISM (mean of log(n/em™3) = 0.3). As can
be seen, in all cases the theoretical Ha luminosity functions closely
resembles a Gaussian or a skewed Gaussian distribution that range
fromL = 0.3 X 1036erg s TtoL ~32x 1036erg s7L.

3.2 Joint [S I1] - Ho Luminosity Function

In Figure 4 (left-hand panels) we show the simulated SNR popula-
tions on the Ha - [S 11] plane (blue circles) and the best fit relation
of the form log(L{syy)) = alog(Lue) + b (blue line). The colorbar
indicates the pre-shock density (darker colors correspond to higher
density), and the size of the circles the shock velocity (larger circles
indicate higher velocity). The joint [S 1] - He LF is calculated along
the best-fit line; i.e. we project the simulated SNRs on the best-fit
line (blue line in Figure 4) and we examine their distribution along
it. The joint [S11] - He luminosity functions for each magnetic pa-
rameter regime are presented in the right-hand panels of Figure 4.
Again, for reference, with the hatched histogram we present the frac-
tion of SNRs that are in the Sedov-Taylor phase. As in the case of the
Ha luminosity functions, we see that for all the magnetic parameters
the theoretical Ha luminosity functions are similar to a Gaussian or
a skewed Gaussian.

MNRAS 000, 1-11 (2021)
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Figure 3. The blue histogram shows the Ha luminosity function resulting from our model for a density distribution with a mean of log(n/cm?) = 1.0 and
standard deviation log(n/cm?) = 1.0. We only show SNRs with [S 1] /Ha > 0.4. The hatched histogram shows the population of the simulated SNRs that are
in Sedov-Taylor phase. For comparison we also show the model Ha LF for a density distribution with a mean of log(n/cm?) = 0.3 and standard deviation of
log(n Jem?) = 1.0 (dotted-line histogram). The red line shows the observed Ha LF of SNRs of nearby galaxies from the work of Kopsacheili et al. (2021).
Different panels show the luminosity functions for different magnetic parameters.
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Figure 4. Left panels: the simulated SNRs on the [S 1] - He plane (blue circles) for the model with density distribution with a mean of log(n/cm?) = 1.0 and
standard deviation log(n/cm?) = 1.0, and increasing magnetic parameters (i = 107 = 3 uG em™3/2; top to bottom). The colorbar shows the pre-shock density
(darker colors indicate higher density), while the size of the points indicate the shock velocity (larger circles indicate higher velocity). The blue line is the best fit
to the Ly — Ls11j relation of the model SNRs for density distribution with mean log(n/ em?®) = 1.0, while the green dotted line is the best-fit line for density
distribution with mean log(n/cm?3) = 0.3 (the uncertainties in the slope and intercept of the lines are < 1%). The red points show the SNRs detected in nearby
galaxies (Kopsacheili et al. 2021) and the red line their best-fit Ly —L{s 1) relation. Right panels: the blue histogram shows the model joint [S 1] -Ha luminosity
function (LF) along the best-fit Ly — L[5 1) relation shown in the abscissa (blue line). The hatched histogram shows the population of the simulated SNRs that
are in Sedov-Taylor phase. The dotted-line histogram shows the theoretical [S 1] - Ha LF of the overall SNR population (in the Sedov-Taylor and the radiative
phase) for a density distribution with log(n/cm?) = 0.3 using the same filling factor as for the baseline density distribution. For comparison we also show with
the red line the [S 1] -Ha LF of SNRs in nearby galaxies (Kopsacheili et al. 2021) along the red line of the left-hand panel figures.
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Figure 4. continued. Same as fig. 4 but for magnetic parameters u = 3 — 100 uG cm

4 DISCUSSION

In this work, we present the first attempt in building a population
synthesis model for the luminosity distribution of SNRs. Based on
a baseline SNR evolution model, a library of shock excitation mod-
els, and assumptions on the density and age distribution of SNR
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populations, we can predict the luminosity distribution of SNRs in
different spectral lines. Next we discuss the qualitative comparison
of these models, with the observed Ha and (Ha, [S 11] ) luminosity
distribution of SNRs.
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Figure 5. The blue histogram shows the Ha luminosity function result-
ing from our model for the full magnetic-parameter range (u = 10™* —
100 4G cm™3/2), and for a density distribution with a mean of log(n/cm?) =
1.0 and standard deviation log(n/cm®) = 1.0. We only show SNRs with
[Su]/Hea > 0.4. For comparison we also show the model Ha LF for a den-
sity distribution with a mean of log(n/cm?) = 0.3 and standard deviation of
log(n/em?®) = 1.0 (dotted-line histogram). The red line shows the observed
Ha LF of SNRs of nearby galaxies from the work of Kopsacheili et al. (2021).

4.1 Luminosity Functions - Comparison with data

In Figure 3 and in the right-hand panels of Figure 4, we see the theo-
retical Ha and the joint [S 11] - He luminosity functions respectively
(blue and hatched histograms). The blue histogram shows the overall
population of SNRs with [S 1] /Her > 0.4 while the hatched histogram
indicates the SNRs that are in Sedov-Taylor phase, according to the
definition that we have adopted.

In Figure 3 and in the right-hand panels of Figure 4, we com-
pare the theoretical luminosity functions with those measured in 4
nearby galaxies (red line; Kopsacheili et al. 2021). We see that there
is a very good agreement between the theoretical and observational
luminosity functions more or less for all the magnetic parameters.
In figures 5 and 6 we compare the observed luminosity function
(red line) with the theoretical ones (Ha and [S 1] -He respectively)
for the full magnetic-parameter range. We see an even better agree-
ment between the theoretical and the observed luminosity functions,
which is an indication that the SNR population is characterized by
a broad distribution of magnetic parameters. In some of these cases,
and especially for the joint LF (figures 4 and 6) we see that the the-
oretical luminosities have a broader luminosity range than the data,
extending to lower luminosities. This happens because the observed
population of candidate SNRs presented in this study (Kopsacheili
et al. 2021) were selected such as their Ha luminosity is 30~ above
the background and their [S 11] /Ha ratio 30~ above the 0.4 threshold.
These limits exclude especially sources with lower luminosity. This
becomes particularly important for the joint [S 11] - He LF where the
selection is driven by the weaker [S 1] lines. Nonetheless, our re-
sults indicate that the model luminosity functions cover very similar
luminosity range as the observed ones. Furthermore, based on our
filling factor scaling, the simulated luminosity functions trace the
vast majority of our observed SNR populations.
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In the left-hand panels of figures 4 and 6 we show the simu-
lated SNRs (blue circles) and the observed SNRs (red points) on
the [S1] - Ha plane. In the simulated SNRs, the lower limit of the
[S 1] luminosity for a given He luminosity, is determined by the
[S 1] /Har > 0.4 ratio. This selection criterion has been applied in our
models in order to be able to compare our results with the observed
SNR populations that have been selected based on this criterion. The
upper limit is determined by the shock velocity and the pre-shock den-
sity of the models of Allen et al. (2008). In general, as we see, there
is a trend for the more luminous observed SNRs to present lower
[S 1] luminosities than the simulated ones. More specifically, the
more luminous observed SNRs correspond to SNRs with higher pre-
shock density (i.e. darker blue circles). In order to explore this behav-
ior, in Figure 7 we examine the shock excitation (i.e. [S 1] /Ha ratio)
of the simulated SNRs as a function of the pre-shock density. We
only show models for magnetic parameters 1074 -3 uG cm3/2, but
the behavior is similar for other magnetic parameters. In each case,
different points for the same density correspond to different shock
velocities, generally (but not always) increasing from bottom to top.
The scatter of the points becomes larger because the magnetic param-
eter range becomes wider in the right-hand plots. In all cases there
is a density above which the [S 11] /Ha ratio decreases. This could be
the result of the shock excitation becoming lower for higher density
because of the increasing effect of the collisional de-excitation. This
trend is also seen in the observed SNR populations (e.g. red points in
Figure 4) where the SNR distribution on the Ha - [S 11] plane presents
a sub-linearity (Fig. 8 and 10 in Kopsacheili et al. 2021). In the data
this trend is magnified since SNRs in denser environments are more
likely to be embedded in H 1 regions. This is reflected in the shal-
lower log(L{s1r}) — log(Lye) relations fitted to the observed SNR
populations with the red line in Figure 4.

4.2 Effect of density distribution

The evolution of SNRs and their luminosity are highly sensitive on
the density (n) of the medium in which they expand (Eqgs. 2 and 3).
Thus, we expect to have higher luminosity SNRs in regions with
higher pre-shock densities. This behavior is predicted by detailed
SNR evolution models (e.g. Arbutina & UroSevi¢ 2005). It is also
seen in observational data, where there is a lack of bright SNRs in re-
gions with low Ha background indicating low density environments
(Kopsacheili et al. 2021). The same behaviour is observed in our
models. As we see in Figure 4 (left-hand panels) the simulated SNRs
with higher pre-shock density (darker blue circles) present higher
luminosities.

In order to assess the effect of the assumed density distribution on
the resulting luminosity functions, we explore models with different
density distributions. In Figures 3 and 4 the dotted-line histograms
and the dotted lines show the theoretical luminosity functions and
the best fit line on the [S11] - Ha plane respectively for log-normal
distributions but with a mean value log(n/cm™3) = 0.3 instead of
log(n/cm_3) =1.

The shape of the luminosity functions is now different. From Fig-
ure 3 we see that in general the low-density model results in rather
narrower He luminosity functions showing particularly a deficit of
high luminosity objects. This trend holds also for the joint [S 1] -
Ha luminosity function.

The fact that different density distributions result in different lumi-
nosity functions indicates that these models can be used in order to
determine the density distribution of the SNR environment based on
their luminosity functions, using representative and bias-free samples
of SNRs.

MNRAS 000, 1-11 (2021)
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4.3 Effect of velocity distribution

As the SNR evolves, more material accumulates behind the shock
decreasing its velocity (e.g. Reynolds 2017). With the deceleration
of the shock, the excitation of the shocked material also decreases
resulting in lower luminosities. Hence, we expect that higher lu-
minosity SNRs are associated with higher shock velocities, which
agrees with the model predictions.

This can be seen in Figure 4 where larger circles indicate higher
velocities, and more directly in Figure 8. The latter shows the Ha and
[S 1] luminosities as a function of the shock velocity. The points
are color-coded according to the pre-shock density (darker colors
indicate higher density). We note that the models accumulated at the
velocity of 1000 km s~! are those with velocities > 1000 km s
that falls outside the grid published by Allen et al. (2008) and as
described in 2.1 are assigned the emissivity of the available models
with the closest values to their physical parameters. These consist

MNRAS 000, 1-11 (2021)

only ~ 3% of the total number of models and thus they do not affect
significantly the shape of the luminosity function.

However, we also see models that despite their high velocity
present low luminosities. These are models with low pre-shock den-
sities (lighter blue circles) in figures 4 and 8. These models represent
SNRs that expand in low-density environments, where shock excita-
tion is not very efficient resulting in lower luminosities.

4.4 Effect of magnetic parameters

The shock models that we used (Allen et al. 2008) to construct the the-
oretical luminosity functions are given for a wide range of magnetic
parameters (u = 10~% - 100 1 G cm3/2). Since we do not have any
information on the magnetic parameters of observed SNRs, we cal-
culated the luminosity functions for six different regimes of magnetic
parameters. As we see in Figures 3 and 4, the theoretical Ha and the
joint [S 1] - Ha luminosity functions are quite similar to the luminos-
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Figure 8. The Ha and [S 11] simulated luminosities as function of the shock velocity. The blue colorbar indicates the pre-shock density. Darker colors correspond

to higher densities

ity functions of SNRs observed in nearby galaxies (Kopsacheili et al.
2021). However, for magnetic parameters higher than 10 uG cm3/2,
we see a slight excess of SNRs in lower luminosities. This happens
because stronger magnetic fields (indicated by the higher magnetic
parameters since the densities are more or less the same for all the
cases) confine the post-shock region, limiting the further increase of
the post-shock density that would result in more luminous shocks
(e.g. fig. 5 in Allen et al. 2008). This phenomenon is more evident
in low velocities (100 km s~1) where the magnetic field has a more
important effect.

4.5 Implications and Limitations

The presented framework for building model luminosity functions of
SNRs provides a useful tool for exploring the properties of SNRs in
the context of their evolution. Although the model presented here can
be considered as a "toy" model, it lays the foundation for a popula-
tion synthesis model for SNRs. Such a model can be used to explore
the effect of different underlying distributions for physical parame-
ters, such as density, shock velocity, and magnetic parameter on the
observed luminosity distributions. When appropriate observational
data are available, one also could use these models to infer these
distributions.

However, we recognize that there are limitations in the current

state of models, that prevent us from making reliable inference of the
physical parameters. These limitations arise from several factors the
most important of which are: i) The grid used to obtain the luminosity
of SNRs as a function of their shock velocity, density, and magnetic
parameter, covers a rather narrow range of densities and shock ve-
locities. Extending it to lower shock velocities will allow us to model
older SNRs or those expanding in dense environments, while higher
shock velocities will be useful for SNRs expanding in low density
environments. This way we will avoid boundary effects like those
mentioned in § 2.1. Similarly, the density grid does not account for
SNRs expanding in very low or very high density environments; ii)
Another limitation of this toy model is the basic treatment of SNR
evolution (i.e. the equations of the different evolutionary phases). Pre-
scriptions and fitted formulae based on more realistic, hydrodynamic
models can be more representative of the real evolutionary processes
in SNRs; iii) The unknown filling factor prevents us from accurately
adjusting the luminosity range of the calculated LF. Although this
does not affect the shape of the model luminosity functions it does
not allow us to take advantage of the full diagnostic power of this
model; iv) The treatment of the SNRs as perfectly spherical shells
can also introduce uncertainties in the comparison with real data.

These limitations will be overcome once detailed maps of Galactic

and Magellanic Clouds SNRs in different spectral lines and contin-
uum bands (e.g. from IFU data) become available. Such data will

MNRAS 000, 1-11 (2021)
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show the departure of the SNR shape from the assumed spherical
shell, variations of the filling factor and excitation within the SNR
and as a function of its age, and can be used to test SNR evolution
prescriptions in future versions of the models.

In our simulated SNRs there is significant degeneracy of the ob-
servable parameters as a function of the SNR physical parameters:
i.e. two SNRs with the same shock velocity, density, and magnetic
parameter may have different He and [S 11] luminosity. These degen-
eracies can be reduced to some degree by including in the models
additional observable quantities (e.g. other spectral lines, or contin-
uum bands).

This will help using these models as a diagnostic tool for constrain-
ing the underlying physical parameters and processes of the SNRs
once some of the above limitations are remedied. Furthermore, by
integrating over the physical parameters of the SNR population, we
can estimate their integrated luminosity output in different bands
or their total momentum/mechanical energy output. This is particu-
larly useful for constraining feedback processes in different galactic
environments (e.g. by modeling SNR populations observed in dif-
ferent galaxies) or by estimating their contributions in the measured
emission in different spectral lines.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we present a first theoretical model for the popula-
tions of supernova remnants. We use shock models, that give the
luminosity of emission lines as a function of the physical parame-
ters of the shock (shock velocity, pre-shock density and magnetic
parameter). Considering a flat distribution for the age of SNRs and
a log-normal distribution for their pre-shock density, we construct
theoretical Ha and joint [S 11] - Ha luminosity functions. We find re-
markable agreement between the predicted luminosity functions with
the luminosity functions of the observed SNR populations in nearby
galaxies, after correcting the models for a filling factor. Also, remark-
ably the estimated filling factor agrees very well with the estimated
one from detailed SNR simulations.

Although these models are far from being considered as complete,
they provide the first step in the developing a framework for SNR
population synthesis models. Such models will be particularly useful
for exploiting the potential of future high resolution IFU observations
and for modeling.
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