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ABSTRACT

Aims. We built Galactic open star cluster mass functions (CMFs) for different age sub-samples and spatial locations in the wider solar
neighbourhood. Here, we present a simple cluster formation and evolution model to reproduce the main features of the CMFs.
Methods. We used an unbiased working sample of 2227 clusters of the Milky Way Star Cluster (MWSC) catalogue, which occupy
the heliocentric cylinders with magnitude-dependent completeness radii of 1–5 kpc. The MWSC survey provides an extended set of
open star cluster parameters, including tidal radii, distances, and ages. From an analytic three-component Galaxy model, we derived
tidal masses of clusters with a typical accuracy of about 70%. Our simple model includes a two-section cluster initial mass function,
constant cluster formation rate, supervirial phase after a sudden expulsion of the remaining gas, and cluster mass loss due to stellar
evolution and the clusters’ gradual destruction in the Galactic tidal field. The dynamical evolution model is based on previous N-body
simulations.
Results. The obtained tidal masses have been added to the MWSC catalogue. A general CMF (GCMF), built for all cluster ages around
the Sun, has a bell-like shape and extends over four decades in mass. The high-mass slope found for tidal mass log mt/M⊙ ≥ 2.3 is
equal to 1.14±0.07. The CMFs for different age groups show the same high-mass slopes, while the low-mass slope is nearly flat for
the youngest sub-sample (clusters younger than 20 Myr) and about −0.7 for the others. The inner and outer sub-samples covering
Galactocentric radii R = 4.2–8.1 kpc and 8.9–13.5 kpc, respectively, are consistent with the GCMF, once the exponential decline of
the Galactic disc density is taken into account. The model suggests star formation with low efficiency of 15–20%, where only 10% of
stars remain bound in a cluster after gas expulsion and subsequent violent relaxation. The cluster formation rate required to reproduce
the observed distributions in age and mass is about 0.4 M⊙ pc−2 Gyr−1.
Conclusions. The obtained high-mass slope of the GCMF for the wide neighbourhood of the Sun is similar to slopes determined
earlier in nearby galaxies for more luminous clusters with log m/M⊙ > 3.8. The MWSC catalogue supports models with a low star-
formation efficiency, where 90% of stars are lost quickly after gas expulsion. The obtained cluster formation rate corresponds to open
clusters’ contribution to the stellar content of the thin disc at the level of 30%.

Key words. Galaxy: evolution – Galaxy: open clusters and associations: general – Galaxy: stellar content – Galaxies: fundamental
parameters – Galaxies: photometry – Galaxies: star clusters: general

1. Introduction

The mass of star clusters is one of the basic parameters of these
objects that specify their birth and subsequent fate. Determina-
tion of the masses for a large cluster sample is a non-trivial task.
The obvious summation of masses of individual cluster members
suffers from a problem of data loss due to overlapping images of
stars in the central, dense regions of clusters, clogging up the
counts with the surrounding background and missing the mass
below or outside the observation thresholds. There are only a few
publications devoted to the cluster mass function (CMF) for our
Galaxy (Lada & Lada 2003; Lamers et al. 2005; Piskunov et al.
2008).

Another possible way of obtaining the mass is to use
the mass-to-light ratio, which is widely applied for dis-
tant extragalactic clusters (Zhang & Fall 1999; Bik et al. 2003;
Fall et al. 2005; Dowell et al. 2008; Fall et al. 2009; Larsen
2009; Chandar et al. 2010; Fouesneau et al. 2012). This ap-
proach suffers from low sensitivity to the statistics of faint stars,

⋆ corresponding author: just@ari.uni-heidelberg.de

since the luminosity of clusters is dominated by the brightness
of several most massive stars, whereas its mass is determined by
the abundance of low-mass members.

In large surveys consisting of clusters located at different dis-
tances from the Sun, these difficulties are exacerbated by the
variable observational limit of the counts, which require unre-
liable extrapolations. These problems can be overcome by con-
structing a single scale of observational parameters sensitive to
the cluster’s mass. We propose to use the tidal radii of star clus-
ters, which are tightly related to their bound masses. Thanks
to extensive cluster member lists becoming available in recent
years, the opportunity to use these data for statistical purposes
has increased considerably.

Currently, the relevant data on cluster parameters can be
queried from three general data sources. The first one is the Cat-
alogue of Open Cluster Data (COCD, Kharchenko et al. 2005a),
based on Hipparcos/Tycho all-sky catalogues and their reduction
ASCC-2.51. Secondly, an extended source of the cluster data

1 ftp://cdsarc.u-strasbg.fr/pub/cats/I/280B
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for population studies is the Milky Way Star Clusters survey
(MWSC, Kharchenko et al. 2012, 2013, referred to as Paper I
and Paper II). It has appeared as a result of open cluster stud-
ies based on all-sky ground-based catalogues, mainly the Two
Micron All Sky Survey2 (2MASS, Skrutskie et al. 2006) and the
Catalog of Positions and Proper Motions on the ICRS3 (PPMXL,
Röser et al. 2010). The third catalogue is an extended compila-
tion of Dias et al. (2002), comprising collected literature data.
Nowadays, a new cluster parameter list created by community
efforts based on the most recent space born observations of the
Gaia telescope has emerged.

The first results from Gaia (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016)
provided a quality leap in astrometric and photometric data.
They were followed by a burst of widespread astronomical inter-
est in star cluster studies. Cantat-Gaudin et al. (2018) proposed a
method of automatic identification of open clusters and compiled
a list of 1229 clusters based on the Tycho-Gaia Astrometric So-
lution (TGAS) exploration experience verified with Gaia DR2
(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018) data. It relies on an algorithm
of blind search of stellar over-densities in 5D parameter space,
including Galactic longitude and latitude (l, b), proper motions
along right ascension and declination (µα, µδ), and parallax (̟).
The method was modified (Cantat-Gaudin et al. 2019) and this
approach was gradually applied for extending the list, compiling
the membership probability and determining cluster basic pa-
rameters (Cantat-Gaudin & Anders 2020; Cantat-Gaudin et al.
2020; Castro-Ginard et al. 2020). In total, the authors were able
to detect in Gaia DR2 1867 objects with photometric and high-
quality astrometric parameters.

Simultaneously, Liu & Pang (2019) and Sim et al. (2019)
published the results of their quests in Gaia DR2. Liu & Pang
(2019) used the friend-of-friend (FoF) based cluster-finding
method to identify in 5D parameter space 2443 clusters, includ-
ing 76 that had not been mentioned in the literature before. Al-
most similar figures received Sim et al. (2019), who identified
2080 clusters known in the literature and 207 unknown candi-
dates using an unsupervised machine-learning method and blind
search for |b| < 20◦. Ferreira et al. (2021) surveyed 200 fields se-
lected from Gaia DR2 in the direction of the Milky Way centre
and detected 34 open cluster candidates. He et al. (2021) used
Gaia DR2 at |b| < 20◦ and ̟ > 0.2 mas and re-identified
2080 already known clusters and also found 74 more new open
cluster candidates. He et al. (2022) investigated the Gaia EDR3
(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021) data from the point of Galactic
latitudes higher than |b| > 20◦ and close to the Sun (̟ > 0.8
mas) clusters. In this area, they found 886 objects, with 270 that
had not been catalogued before, and 46 of the latter reside at rel-
atively high latitudes. Recently Hao et al. (2022) were hunting
for star clusters in Gaia EDR3. At Galactic latitudes of |b| ≤ 20◦,
they were able to find 1930 previously known open clusters, 82
known globular clusters, and 704 new open cluster candidates.

Most of the above results were derived with the help of the
Density-Based Spatial Clustering of Applications with Noise
(DBSCAN, introduced in Ester et al. 1996), one of two cluster-
ing algorithms that can operate in the presence of background
contamination typical to the star cluster environment. More
recently, Hunt & Reffert (2021) compared the effectiveness of
three scanning approaches based on the Gaia DR2 catalogue
in 100 selected sky areas located along the Milky Way. They
found that the second known algorithm Hierarchical DBSCAN
(HDBSCAN, Campello et al. 2013) is able to rediscover 82%

2 ftp://cdsarc.u-strasbg.fr/pub/cats/II/246
3 ftp://cdsarc.u-strasbg.fr/pub/cats/I/317

of real clusters compared to the DBSCAN rate of 50–62%. For
the third popular algorithm, the Gaussian mixture model (GMM,
Pedregosa et al. 2011), they found a success rate of 33%. As a
by-product, they were also able to identify 41 new clusters.

The flow of newly identified clusters is accompanied by
newly determined Gaia-based cluster parameters (first astromet-
ric and then photometric ones), Bossini et al. (2019) for Gaia
DR2, as well as Castro-Ginard et al. (2021) for Gaia EDR3,
which extend the horizons for cluster population studies. For ex-
ample, Soubiran et al. (2018, 2019) used Gaia DR2-based 6D
data for 861 clusters and 5 newly identified cluster pairs to study
Galactic disc kinematics. Castro-Ginard et al. (2021) used 264
open clusters younger than 80 Myr and 84 star-forming regions
younger than 30 Myr, all residing around the four spiral arms
nearest to the Sun to outline the arms, characterise them, and de-
termine their kinematics. Tarricq et al. (2021) studied the kine-
matics of the open cluster population from data of Gaia DR2
with the primary aim to investigate its kinematics and orbital
properties with age. They also investigated the rotation curve of
the Galactic disc traced by open clusters. Anders et al. (2021)
build an age distribution for 834 Gaia DR2 clusters residing
within 2 kpc from the Sun. Their statistics indicate that the
present cluster formation rate is 0.55 Myr−1 kpc−2, and only 16%
of field stars were formed in bound clusters.

We note that Gaia provides an exceptionally valuable op-
portunity to study the star cluster outskirts, which had hith-
erto escaped the community’s attention. However, after reporting
the impressive results of studies of nearby clusters (Röser et al.
2019; Röser & Schilbach 2019), interest has strongly risen.
Angelo et al. (2020, 2021) used Gaia DR2 to study a number of
low-contrast clusters. Based on safe membership, for 65 clus-
ters, they determined the structure and dynamical parameters
(King and half-mass radii, ages, and crossing times) with the
purpose of estimating the cluster dynamical state. Tarricq et al.
(2022) using advanced tools (HDBSCAN, GMM algorithms)
for Gaia EDR3 data have established wide-area memberships
(within 50 pc) of 467 clusters. For 389 of them, they were able
to construct radial profiles, fit to them King profiles (146 quality
fits) and determined tidal parameters. For 71 clusters they iden-
tified the tidal tails and studied the degree of mass segregation.
Zhong et al. (2022) continued to exploit this approach with Gaia
EDR3 and studied wide area radial profiles of 256 open clus-
ters within 1–2 kpc from the Sun. As they find, the profiles can
be represented as a sum of two distributions: the internal pro-
file, which follows a King model, and the outer one obeying a
log-normal law.

As it follows from above, the current status of cluster popula-
tion characterization with Gaia is unstable and swiftly develop-
ing. Despite the high quality and homogeneity of data on individ-
ual stars, this cannot be determined for a representative cluster
sample nor for high-significance astrophysical parameters, such
as the luminosities or masses characterising the cluster popula-
tion with regard to its formation and evolution. This is why we
base this study on the MWSC sample, as it provides the neces-
sary fundamental qualities such as estimated completeness and
an extended set of relevant parameters, including almost 100%-
coverage with tidal radii. Our ultimate aim is based on indepen-
dent and uniform estimates of cluster masses drawn in this study
from tidal radii. We strive to build a Galactic star cluster mass
function, study its temporal and spatial variations, and advance a
cluster population model which adequately describes these fea-
tures.

In Sect. 2, we briefly outline the cluster data set applied in
this study. In Sect. 3, we characterise the used tidal radii and in
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A. Just et al.: MWSC VII. Tidal parameters and mass function

Fig. 1. Fit of King curves to observed density profiles of open clusters residing at different heliocentric distances: small (Pleiades), medium (M67),
and large (Berkley 58), shown from left to right. The curves represent the observed distribution of safe cluster members (dots), the one corrected
for the residual background (circles with Poisson error bars), and the fitted King profile (solid red curve). Vertical lines indicate core radii (rc,
solid) and tidal radii (rt, dashed). Blue lines indicate visual estimates, made earlier in MWSC, red ones are the current values of rc and rt derived
from the profile fit. Horizontal bars indicate fit errors.

Sect. 4, we describe how they were converted to tidal masses.
Section 5 is devoted to the construction of the general cluster
mass function (GCMF). We pay special attention to the data
completeness, the unbiased sample construction issue, and de-
scribe the technique of the GCMF construction and define the
basic relevant entities. We investigate the stability of the results
against some accompanying effects and compare the results with
recent literature data. Sect. 6 is devoted to the issues of tempo-
ral and spatial variations of the CMF, including the cluster initial
mass runction (CIMF), and evolutionary changes of the CMF. In
Sect. 7, we propose a simple model of the formation and evolu-
tion of the Galactic disc cluster population, which can reproduce
the GCMF and the main features of the CMFs of different age
groups. In Sect. 8, we give our results and conclusions.

2. Data

For this study, we use the results of our all-sky MWSC survey,
aimed at a homogeneous, extensive, and multilateral character-
isation of Galactic open clusters based on the analysis of their
spatial, kinematic, and photometric cluster membership. It has
been made possible thanks to accurate and systematic all-sky
ground-based photometry and astrometry published at the begin-
ning of the 2000s in the 2MASS (Skrutskie et al. 2006) and PP-
MXL (Röser et al. 2010) catalogues. The complete list of Galac-
tic star clusters known at that time was examined and additional
effort was undertaken to search for as-yet unidentified objects.

The sky area covered to study a particular cluster is limited
only by the properties of the surrounding stellar field and usually
is equal to the cluster size taken from the literature, along with an
additional ring of 0.3◦ width if no indication of further area ex-
tensions was found in the study. The magnitude depth of MWSC
counts is as a rule equal to Ks = 15–16 mag. Over 63 million
stars in these areas were considered and about 0.2% were iden-
tified as the most probable cluster members. It should be noted
that the depth exceeds the completeness limit, which depends
on the local conditions and varies with cluster area around Ks =

13–14 mag.
The selected members were used for the cluster parameter

determination. In every cluster, the spatial distribution of clus-
ter members was built. The member density profiles were built

for every cluster, and angular structure parameters were deter-
mined. These were used as initial conditions to establish a stan-
dardised scale of cluster structure parameters via the fit of a
three-parameter King model to the observed density profiles.
This gave us a unique scale of cluster structure parameters for
more than 3000 MW open clusters. The (Ks, J−Ks), (Ks, J−H)
CMDs and two-colour (H − Ks, J − H), and (QJHKs

, J − Ks) di-
agrams were constructed and used for reddening and photomet-
ric distance determination (for more details see Paper I). These
parameters were used to fit theoretical isochrones to the cluster
member CMDs and to determine the cluster age, reddening, and
distance modulus. For the age indication, both the turn-off and
turn-on (if observed) CMD regions (where the isochrone respec-
tively departs from and joins ZAMS) were used. The integrated
near-infrared (NIR) magnitudes and colours of MWSC clusters
are also additionally computed.

The results of the MWSC were published in a series of pa-
pers and submitted as online catalogues to the CDS archive4.
In the above-mentioned work of Paper I, the cluster member-
ship pipeline is described, which is the main instrument of the
MWSC. It provides data on individual stars observed in the
search area in the form of combined astrometric and photo-
metric cluster membership probabilities and integrated param-
eters of the derived member ensembles characterising the clus-
ters themselves. For all studied clusters, the MWSC provided
an extended list of their parameters: structural ones, including
the sizes of cluster core, total cluster extent, cluster proper mo-
tions, and, when possible, radial velocities, as well as photo-
metric parameters: reddening, distance modulus, and age. All
these data were presented in Paper I for the second quadrant
objects and in Paper II, for the rest of the known Galactic
clusters. In addition, we have searched for as-yet unidentified
clusters (Schmeja et al. 2014; Scholz et al. 2015, hereafter Pa-
pers III and IV). In Paper III the new candidates were searched
as sky field over-densities for apparent Colour-Magnitude Di-
agrams (CMD) reproducing patterns typical to older clusters,
while in Paper IV the new candidates were searched as en-

4 https://cdsarc.cds.unistra.fr/ftp/J/A+A/558/A53;
https://cdsarc.cds.unistra.fr/ftp/J/A+A/568/A51;
https://cdsarc.cds.unistra.fr/ftp/J/A+A/581/A39;
https://cdsarc.cds.unistra.fr/ftp/J/A+A/585/A101.
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Fig. 2. Tidal parameters of MWSC clusters. Distributions of log rc, log rt, and c (top row) and of their relative errors (bottom row). Vertical lines
show sample averages.

hanced densities in the proper-motion vector-point diagrams
(VPD). At last, the integrated near-infrared 2MASS magnitudes
and colours of MWSC clusters were also additionally computed
(Kharchenko et al. 2016, hereafter, Paper V).

As a result, our final compilation contains 3210 previously
known and newly identified star clusters, with 3063 of them clas-
sified as open clusters. The MWSC covers a substantial part of
the Galactic disc radius (R) from the very centre at R ≃ 2 kpc
to the outer regions at R ≃ 20 kpc. An important feature of the
MWSC is the uniformity of the parameters obtained during its
execution. This homogeneity is ensured by the fact that the en-
tire survey is performed by one person (N.V. Kharchenko) in the
framework of uniform methods and approaches. The sample of
clusters built in such a way contains an unprecedentedly wide set
of various parameters of a spatial, kinematic, photometric, and
astrophysical nature, representing a perfect tool for studying the
Galactic star cluster population. It was already used to study the
open cluster near-infrared luminosity functions (Paper V) and
the history of the cluster formation rate (Piskunov et al. 2018,
hereafter Paper VI). The next natural step of its application is to
study various issues related to the star cluster mass function.

3. Tidal radii

The sizes of the star clusters have a clear physical meaning,
they characterise the mass and population of the grouping and
its dynamic state. An accurate and homogeneous fixation of the
boundaries of open star clusters is a non-trivial task: low star
density in the cluster outskirts, an admixture of residual field
stars, the expected non-sphericity of the clusters, the possible
presence of secondary structures (e.g. tidal tails), variations of
observations, and dependence on observation sources – all of
these aspects require a certain standard approach for the cluster
size definition.

The method we used is based on the well-known empiri-
cal King’s model (King 1962), which describes the radial pro-
files of the surface density of stars observed in globular clus-
ters using curves depending on the parameters, rc, rt, and k. Ac-
cording to King’s definition, rc is the radius of the core, rt is
the tidal radius, and k is the normalising factor associated with

the central density of the cluster. The logarithm of the radii ra-
tio c = log(rt/rc), called concentration, is also widely used.
In addition to globular clusters, this approach was also used
to determine the King parameters of several nearby open clus-
ters (see e.g. earlier Raboud & Mermilliod 1998b,a) or recently
Angelo et al. (2020, 2021); Tarricq et al. (2022). However, the
direct definition of differential density profiles does not work for
most open clusters due to the relatively small number of mem-
bers observed in them and the relatively low density at the clus-
ter’s periphery. This causes a systematic distortion of the outer
areas of the clusters, especially important for determining tidal
radii. Therefore, to reduce the effect of poor statistics, we used
the integral form of the King’s profile for our purposes:

n(r) = π r2
c k



















ln[1 + (r/rc)2] − 4

[

1 + (r/rc)
2
]1/2
− 1

[

1 + (rt/rc)2
]1/2

+
(r/rc)

2

1 + (rt/rc)2

}

, (1)

where n(r) is the number of cluster members within a sky area
with radius (r). In COCD, we fit integrated profiles of 236 clus-
ters (Piskunov et al. 2007).

To construct the observed cluster profile, we counted clus-
ter members in concentric rings around the centre of the clus-
ter at distances up to 5r2, where r2 is the apparent radius of
the cluster’s corona, obtained from MWSC. To standardise the
density profiles observed for clusters embedded in different en-
vironments, we used the most reliable members of the cluster
that provide the exhaustive completeness of the data and help to
avoid the respective bias in the working sample. Special atten-
tion was given to the cluster membership probability and appar-
ent magnitude limits. Their values were varied in a broad range
and optimised by the goodness-of-fit parameter. The sampling
parameters were selected individually for each cluster and varied
depending on its individual properties: distances, degrees of im-
mersion in the surrounding stellar back- and foreground, unifor-
mity, and heaviness of interstellar extinction. The decisive factor
was the completeness and purity of the data, especially in the
outer parts of the cluster. Therefore, we took additional mea-
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Fig. 3. Relative difference in COCD and MWSC estimates of rc and rt

radii as function of MWSC heliocentric distance (d). Red lines show av-
erage differences and yellow stripes are respective standard deviations.
Statistical parameters were computed with the help of data marked with
filled circles, open circles are omitted as 3-σ outliers (24 and 13 for rc

and rt, respectively). Vertical bars are fit errors.

sures to take into account the residual background and remove
“false” member field stars that satisfy the member selection fil-
ters (for example, co-moving field stars on the proper-motion
diagram or stars projecting onto the cluster main sequence in the
colour-magnitude diagram). To do this, we calculated the level of
residual density of field stars, typical for the surrounding stellar
field, and subtracted it from the primary empirical profile. The
approximation and determination of the parameters were carried
out using the MPFIT procedure from the Markwardt (2009) IDL
library.

Figure 1 shows the empirical profile approximation for clus-
ters residing at different heliocentric distances: 0.13 kpc for one
of the closest to the Sun open cluster Pleiades, 0.89 kpc for a
typical to MWSC sample cluster M67, and 2.7 kpc for a remote
cluster Berkley 58. It can be seen that the approximation works
equally well at different distances and that the profile correction
for residual background plays a critical role in the correct deter-
mination of tidal radii.

Using the described method, we determined the tidal param-
eters of 3017 open clusters (98% of all MWSC objects classi-
fied as open clusters). For the remaining 2%, satisfactory den-
sity profiles were not built due to the poor quality of the input
data (poor statistics, ragged absorption, near bright star, etc.).
The typical (most frequent) determination accuracy is 29 to 33%
for the radii. The distribution of these parameters and their ac-
curacy for the clusters studied is shown in Fig. 2. It can be seen
that, according to our determination, the typical core radius of
open clusters is 1.1 pc, which corresponds to widespread belief
about the sizes of open clusters. The actual size of a typical open
cluster confined by the gravitational field of the Galaxy (rt) is,
by our determination, 8.4 pc, and the typical concentration, c, of
disc clusters is 0.91.

Figure 3 compares our determinations of tidal parameters
made based on data for 222 common clusters of COCD and

MWSC depending on MWSC heliocentric distances. Methods
for determining the radii of both samples differ only in details
related to the specifics of the data, in particular, with a brighter
completeness magnitude in COCD. Despite the difference in ob-
servational properties, both surveys show good agreement: the
core radii differ by no more than 18% and the tidal radii by 7%
on average. At the same time, there are no systematic differences
up to the distances of about 3 kpc. Some trend over larger dis-
tances appears to be associated with lower reliability of structure
data in remote clusters in COCD.

4. Tidal masses

To determine the tidal mass of the cluster (mt), we follow King
(1962) and use a condition for the balance of gravitational forces
between the Galaxy and the cluster on a circular orbit:

mt =
r3

J

G

(

1

R

∂Φ

∂R
−
∂2Φ

∂R2

)

. (2)

Here, rJ is the Jacobi radius (distance from the cluster centre
to Lagrange points, L1, or L2, where its self-gravity is equal to
the Galaxy field in the corotating frame), Φ is the Milky Way
potential, R is the Galactocentric radius, G is the gravitational
constant.

For an explicit representation of the Galactic poten-
tial, we use a Plummer-Kuzmin three-component model
(Miyamoto & Nagai 1975):

Φi(R, z) = −
G Mi

√

R2 +

(

ai +

√

b2
i
+ z2

)2
, (3)

where z is the distance from the Galactic plane, i = b, d, h are
indices of the components bulge, disc, and halo respectively, and
Mi are the masses of these components. Model parameters Mi,
ai, and bi were optimised to represent the Galactic rotation curve
adopting R⊙ = 8.5 kpc for the Galactocentric distance of the Sun
(Kharchenko et al. 2009). These are shown in Table 1.

At the distance (R) from the Galactic centre, the angular ve-
locity (Ω) and the epicyclic frequency (κ) can be expressed as
follows:

Ω2 =
1

R

∂Φ

∂R
, (4)

κ2 =
∂2Φ

∂R2
+

3

R

∂Φ

∂R
= 4Ω2 + R

dΩ2

dR
, (5)

and Eq. 2 is written as:

mt =
r3

J

G
(4 − β2)Ω2, (6)

where Ω and β ≡ κ/Ω depend on R.
To apply Eq. 6, in practice, it is necessary to know its main

components in advance. For example, the Jacobi radius rJ could

Table 1. Parameters of Galactic potential components.

Component M, M⊙ a, kpc b, kpc

bulge 1.4 × 1010 0.0 0.3

disc 9.0 × 1010 3.3 0.3

halo 7.0 × 1011 0.0 25.0
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Fig. 4. Radial distributions of tidal masses (top panel), radii (middle
panel), and cluster counts (bottom panel). Filled and open circles in
the upper two panels show clusters inside and outside the magnitude-
dependent completeness limits described in Sect. 5.1, respectively. Bars
are errors in the determination of the tidal parameters. Crosses are cen-
tral (R ≤ 3 kpc) clusters before (blue) and after (magenta) the artificial
decrease of 0.6 mag in their distance moduli is applied. Solid lines are
theoretical relations for cases of a constant mass of mt = 2×104 M⊙ (up-
per line) and mt = 10 M⊙ (lower line). The red vertical line shows the
Galactocentric radius of the Sun. Histograms in the bottom panel show
raw counts for all clusters (background), ones within the single com-
pleteness limit (foreground), and those within magnitude-dependent
completeness limits (in between). The red histogram shows the central
clusters.

be scaled via the tidal radius computed from the fit of King
profiles to the observed radial distributions of cluster member
counts. In turn, the parameters β and Ω can be taken from the
Galactic potential model.

The relation between Jacobi and tidal radii for realistic clus-
ters in the framework of the adopted Galactic potential model
was studied using N-body calculations by Ernst et al. (2010).
They show that the ratio, rt/rJ, depends on cluster coordinates
in the sky and, to a lower degree, on their age. For Galactic lat-
itudes, |b| < 30◦, where the bulk of open clusters reside, this
ratio varies between 1.00 and 1.20 with the most frequent value
of 1.06. A maximum of about 1.4 is reached near the Galactic
poles. Although the derived bias is well within the typical ran-
dom error of the rt determination (see Fig.2), it leads to a percep-
tible change in cluster masses. The respective ratio of tidal and
Jacobi masses varies for different latitudes and ages between 1.0
and 2.0, having a broad asymmetric maximum at about 1.2 (see
Fig. 8 in Ernst et al. 2010). Having in mind these figures, we
adopt hereafter as zero-order approximation a hypothesis on the
equality of tidal and Jacobi radii.

Figure 4 shows the distribution of clusters with respect to
their Galactocentric distance (R). The dependencies of the de-
rived tidal masses and radii of clusters on R are given in the
top and middle panels, respectively. It can be seen that the
constructed relations have several characteristic details. Despite
the large extent of massive clusters, the observed clusters oc-
cupy only part of the MWSC sample space. Both relations have
clearly defined boundaries of R, reducing its width with decreas-
ing rt or mt, respectively. This behaviour indicates the magnitude
limit of the sample (which is the case for the MWSC survey)
and the implicit dependence of the considered parameters on the
cluster brightness, which is the basic factor affecting cluster vis-
ibility.

Solid lines in the top and middle panels of Fig. 4 show the up-
per and lower bounds of the samples. As can be seen, the lower
boundary of the observed tidal masses is about or somewhat less
than 10 M⊙, then, as the upper limit is mt = 2 × 104 M⊙ and
practically does not depend on R. An exception is the innermost
clusters (see below). The distribution of the tidal radii of clus-
ters is skewed along R: the distribution boundaries drawn on the
middle panel are calculated by Eq. 6 for cases of constant mass
10 M⊙ and 2 × 104 M⊙. As follows from the middle panel, rela-
tively extended clusters should be observed in the outer areas of
the disc and more compact ones in the centre.

Filled circles show the sub-sample of clusters inside the
magnitude-dependent completeness limit (derived in Sect. 5.1),
which is free from selection effects. Clusters outside it may also
be useful for studying the properties of their population. As fol-
lows from the top panel of Fig. 4, the completeness limits are
mass-dependent. For massive clusters with log mt/M⊙ = 4, the
variation in R reaches 10 kpc, while for low-mass clusters with
log mt/M⊙ = 1 it is as low as 2 kpc. Thus, our sample is biased
and must be corrected to study the population characteristics (for
example, the mass function).

The upper mass limit is broken by 21 clusters located in the
very centre of the Milky Way (R ≤ 3 kpc), having about the
same size as external clusters. Their resultant masses are much
larger (by 1.5 orders of magnitude) than the total upper mass
limit noted above. Of the two possibilities that explain this pe-
culiarity: the real difference between the central clusters and the
whole population, or the effect of systematic error we prefer the
second one. We consider it quite likely that the distances to some
clusters observed in the direction of the centre of the Milky Way
are overestimated in the MWSC. This may be due to the ragged
structure of dense dust clouds in this region of the sky: 15 of 21
‘central’ clusters reside at |b| < 6◦, and five more at |b| = 6−15◦.
Additionally, these clusters are located near the observed MWSC
magnitude limit. Therefore, only branches of red giants that are
very unreliable distance indicators are available for observation.
To estimate the effect of distance, we artificially reduced the
modulus of the distance of these clusters by ∆(KS − MKS

) = 0.6
mag. The result is shown in both diagrams in Fig. 4 with crosses.
As can be seen in this case, the central clusters occupy a natural
position on the radial diagrams typical to the rest of the clus-
ters. The bottom panel of Fig. 4 provides the cluster counts as a
function of the Galactocentric radius for the different samples.

5. Cluster mass function

The raw cluster mass distribution of 3017 MWSC clusters with
mt determinations is shown in Fig. 5 as a background histogram.
One can see that it is dominated by small/medium-mass clus-
ters with log m/M⊙ = 1.7–2.7. After taking into account the data

Article number, page 6 of 18



A. Just et al.: MWSC VII. Tidal parameters and mass function

Fig. 5. Raw distributions of MWSC clusters with tidal mass (top panel)
and with its relative error (bottom panel). Different histograms in the
top panel correspond to different cluster samples. The total sample is
shown in the background with a solid cyan histogram, the clusters se-
lected within the single completeness circle are shown with a histogram
hatched with blue (foreground) and those within their magnitude-
dependent completeness limits are shown with a back-hatched green
histogram (in between). The red-colour massive end of the distribution
is built of ‘central’ (R ≤ 3 kpc) clusters.

completeness effect it is used as a basis for the mass function
construction.

5.1. Data completeness

As cluster counts show, the MWSC can be classified as a
magnitude-limited sample (for details, see Paper V). The surface
density profile for such a sample can be represented schemati-
cally by a flat inner area, where the data incompleteness is neg-
ligible and by a long outer tail of gradually decreasing density,
which is biased by the survey incompleteness at faint magni-
tudes. The incompleteness can be quantified in a statistical sense
as a measure of the decrease of the observed surface density
compared to the averaged local density (see e.g. Morales et al.
2013). We note that as a measure of the distance we use a Galac-
tic plane projection, dxy, of solar-centric distance, d. The radius

of the flat area, d̂xy, is then called the completeness limit of the
survey. Once established, the bias-free statistic is gathered within
the completeness limit.

This method (which we call hereafter the ’single’ complete-
ness limit approach) is attractive due to its simplicity and is
commonly used, but it is inherently biased for objects which

Fig. 6. Distribution of cluster distances with mass. The clusters located
inside and outside the magnitude-dependent completeness limits com-
puted in Eq. 7 are shown with black and light blue dots, respectively.
The single completeness limit for the MWSC sample is given by the
horizontal red line. A vertical yellow stripe is given for illustration and
indicates an arbitrary log m-box with clusters of the two kinds falling
in it. Red crosses show ‘central’ (R ≤ 3 kpc) clusters excluded from
further consideration.

are absolutely fainter or brighter than the clusters typical for
the given sample. For example, when applying the single-limit
approach to faint objects, which can be observed near the Sun
only, one underestimates their density when one divides their
counts by the completeness area defined by the common com-
pleteness limit. In contrast, since the typical distance to bright
objects may exceed the completeness limit, one can lose them
from the statistics. Therefore, to avoid important biases which
might affect the low- and/or high-mass extrema of the distri-
bution, we decided to abandon the single-limit approach. In-
stead, we apply a strategy used previously for the cluster lu-
minosity function (Paper V) and age distribution construction
(Paper VI), which collects star clusters of different absolute mag-
nitudes from proportionally extended completeness areas. We
refer to this method as a ’magnitude-dependent’ completeness
limit approach.

This procedure became feasible since in Paper V we deter-
mined integrated NIR magnitudes for all MWSC clusters and
built magnitude-dependent completeness limits. For the absolute
integrated magnitude I(MKS

) in the KS passband, this relation
can be written for the total cluster sample as:

d̂xy = p − q I(MKS
) , (7)

with p = 0.36 kpc and q = 0.54 kpc mag−1 (see Sect. 6.3 and
Table 4 for more details). To derive the relation coefficients at
the distance scale extrema more precisely, we repeated the pro-
cedure described in Paper V, using a more disturbance-resistant
(sliding window average) approach. As in Paper V, the com-
pleteness distances cover a large range up to about 5 kpc and
the MWSC is generally complete within 1.8 kpc from the Sun
(except for the faintest clusters). About half of all MWSC open
clusters are inside this single completeness limit.

In Fig. 5 (top panel), we compare the distributions of tidal
masses of all clusters (except ‘central’ ones) with known mt

(2996 objects, cyan histogram), and of the complete samples rep-
resented by hatched histograms (blue for the single completeness
limit with 1328 clusters, and green for the magnitude-dependent
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completeness limit with 2227 clusters). One can see that the dis-
tributions coincide at the low-mass end (log mt/M⊙ ≤ 1.5). At
higher masses, the magnitude-dependentcompleteness limits ex-
ceed 1.8 kpc resulting in a larger number of clusters.

The difference between the ‘complete’ samples can be
understood with the help of Fig. 6, where we compare
both these approaches in the completeness treatment in the
‘dxy versus log mt/M⊙’ diagram. We can see that the single com-
pleteness limit approach cuts almost all potentially useful masses
higher than log mt/M⊙ ≈ 2.7, leaving only an insignificant num-
ber of objects for the massive end of the mass function. In the
alternative case, we can extend the size of the completeness area
more than by a factor of two: the upper limit of the completeness
zone reaches for the intrinsically brightest clusters dxy = 5 kpc.
Hereafter, we use the magnitude-dependent completeness limits
to have better statistics at the high-mass end (general sample).

The red-coloured histogram in the top panel of Fig. 5 shows
the innermost clusters discussed in Sect. 4. Following this dis-
cussion, we consider the derived masses of these clusters to be
unrealistic, exclude them from further discussion, and assume
that the massive end of the Galactic star cluster mass function
extends to about log mt/M⊙ = 4.4 only. At small masses, the
raw mass distribution ends at log mt/M⊙ ≈ 0. Since according to
the bottom panel of Fig. 5, the distribution of relative errors in
the determination of tidal masses sharply peaks at about δmt

≈

70%, corresponding to ε(log mt/M⊙) ≈ 0.3, we can assume that
the real low-mass end of the masses of star clusters is close to
log mt/M⊙ = 1, and the lower masses form the error tail at this
limit.

5.2. Construction of the mass function

We define the cluster mass distribution ϕ(m) as a surface density
of objects in the unit interval of mass m:

ϕ(m) =
1

S (m)

dN(m)

dm
, (8)

where dN(m) is the number of clusters with masses between m
and m + dm residing within the completeness area S (m). It is
related to the more convenient logarithmic mass distribution:

φ(m) =
1

S (m)

dN(m)

d log m
, (9)

via

ϕ(m) =
log e

m
φ(m). (10)

Since both distributions are frequently mentioned in the litera-
ture, we hereafter for more certainty call ϕ(m) the mass spectrum
and φ(m) the mass function.

If one adopts a single completeness limit d̂xy,0 = 1.8 kpc,
valid for clusters of all masses (horizontal line in Fig. 6), then

S (m) ≡ S 0 = πd̂
2
xy,0

, and Eq. 9 re-written in the discrete form

simply reflects the distribution of cluster numbers ∆kN within
the completeness area (i.e. below the horizontal line):

φk =
1

S 0

∆kN

∆k log m
, (11)

where the mass step (∆k log m) can be a variable.
In the case of the magnitude-dependent completeness limit,

the cluster density will be computed as a sum of partial densities

ς = 1/(π d̂2
xy) of clusters located within their proper complete-

ness limits given by Eq. 7, that is those with dxy 6 d̂xy (black
dots in Fig. 6):

φk =
1

∆k log m

∆kN
∑

i=1

ςi =
1

π∆k log m

∆k N
∑

i=1

1

d̂2
xy,i

. (12)

Here, we sum over the ∆kN black dots within the mass interval of
∆k log m. We note that in the case of the constant completeness

limit (d̂xy,i ≡ d̂xy,0), Eq. 12 is naturally reduced to Eq. 11.
The resulting distribution, computed with the help of Eqs. 11

and 12 with ∆kN > 7 and ∆k log m > 0.05, is shown in Fig. 7. In
total, it consists of 2227 clusters residing within the complete-
ness area, which is the wide solar neighbourhood shown with
black dots in Fig. 6. Since it contains clusters of various ages, we
call it the general CMF (GCMF). The distribution extends over
more than four decades in mass (between log mt/M⊙ = 0.2 and
4.4). The mass distribution has a bell-like shape and resembles
cluster mass functions observed in the Milky Way and in other
galaxies (as discussed in more detail in Sect. 5.3). The difference
is in the position of the apparent maximum: in external galaxies,
it depends on the distance to the galaxy, which implies that it is
related rather to incompleteness beyond the observation limit. In
contrast, in the GCMF built within the completeness zone, the
position of the maximum manifests the details of cluster forma-
tion, evolution, and death.

The low-mass and high-mass branches of CMFs usually ex-
hibit power-law shapes and characterised by the slope (x). We
quantify them by linear fits as follows:

logφ = logφ0 − x log m . (13)

For the determination of fit parameters, we use the standard
IDL routine LINFIT. Uncertainties in the mass of the clusters
dominate errors in the input data, which were estimated using
Monte Carlo simulations. We calculate the reduced goodness-of-
fit statistic χ2

0
along with the P-value that gives the probability

that the computed fit would have a value of χ2
0

or larger. If P
is greater than 0.1, the linear model parameters are ‘believable’.
The mass intervals are selected to maximise the P-values.

The fit for the high-mass end is drawn in the range
log mt/M⊙ = 2.3 − 4.3 (top panel of Fig. 7). The parame-
ters of the fit are zero point logφ0 = 4.53 ± 0.21 and slope
x = 1.14 ± 0.07. Substitution of Eq. 10 for Eq. 13 shows that
the mass spectrum also follows a linear relation with a slope
α = x + 1 = 2.14 ± 0.07. For the low-mass end, we find a rising
slope with x = −0.61 ± 0.13 (see also Table 3 in Sect. 6).

The tolerance of the mass function to some systematic ef-
fects is illustrated in the middle panel of Fig. 7. It shows a func-
tion obtained with the assumption of a single completeness limit
and a function built using tidal masses determined for parame-
ters of the tidal field at the solar position (referred to as local
tidal masses) for comparison. We can see that both effects have
a small impact on the final mass function. The distribution of
the local tidal masses perfectly fits the GCMF (most log m-bins
only differ within the statistical uncertainty due to binning ef-
fect). This can be explained by the fact that the dependence of
the tidal parameters, Ω and β, (cf. Eq. 6) on the Galactocentric
radius cancels out in the lowest order within the completeness
area. Despite the considerable difference in the number of ob-
jects collected from different areas (1328 versus 2227), the dis-
agreement between the GCMF and the single completeness limit
mass function is on the order of the statistical uncertainty, al-
though it seems to be systematic at the limits of the mass scale.
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Fig. 7. GCMF computed with magnitude-dependent completeness lim-
its in Eq. 12 (light-blue filled histogram). Vertical bars show errors
mainly due to uncertainty in mass. Top panel shows the low- and high-
mass power-law fits (solid red lines) and the smoothed histogram data
(green line). The middle panel presents different approaches to the mass
function construction: single completeness limit with d̂xy,0 = 1.8 kpc
(magenta crosses); local tidal mass (green triangles). The inset shows
deviations from the smoothed data. Bottom panel presents a compar-
ison with the literature CMFs: COCD-based for the Milky Way by
Lamers et al. (2005) (hatched histogram) and Piskunov et al. (2008)
(crosses); for LMC star clusters by Larsen (2009) (open red histogram);
for M83 by Fouesneau et al. (2012) (open circles). The extragalactic
CMFs are adjusted vertically for comparison. The dashed line shows
the high-mass slope from the top panel.

We also note that the single completeness limit approach is un-
able to provide a reliable mass function at the high-mass end
(log mt/M⊙ > 3.4).

5.3. Comparison with prior results

In the Milky Way, the first attempt to build the luminosity func-
tion of the Galactic clusters from the literature data was under-
taken by van den Bergh & Lafontaine (1984). It was based on a
sample of 142 clusters that, according to the authors, is to two-
thirds complete within 400 pc.

A higher completeness degree within 650 pc was achieved
later with our Hipparcos-based survey COCD (Kharchenko et al.
2005a). Lamers et al. (2005) used a sub-sample of 114 COCD

clusters within 600 pc from the Sun. For a cluster mass estima-
tion, they integrated a Salpeter (1955) stellar initial mass func-
tion (IMF) from the brightest end of the cluster Main Sequence
down to an arbitrary common mass limit of 0.15 M⊙. The IMF
was properly normalised for every cluster based on the COCD
data on the number of observed cluster 2σ-members. They built
the number distribution within 600 pc from the Sun and found
that at the low mass end it is limited to 100 M⊙.

The full COCD survey including the extension by
Kharchenko et al. (2005b) was used to build cluster mass and lu-
minosity functions by Piskunov et al. (2008). The cluster masses
were estimated from tidal radii determined from King profiles.
The cluster distribution over apparent integrated magnitudes
shows that the cluster sample is complete down to the appar-
ent integrated magnitude V = 8 mag, with 440 clusters above
this completeness limit. This, on average, corresponds to a com-
pleteness area in the solar neighbourhood with an effective radius
of about 1 kpc. The masses of the Galactic clusters span a range
from a few solar masses to log mt/M⊙ ≈ 5.5.

Among extragalactic results, the following two could be used
for our comparison purposes. Larsen (2009), in his study of the
massive end of cluster mass functions in spiral galaxies, also
built a mass function of star clusters in the Large Magellanic
Cloud. He used literature data on UBV photometry of 504 clus-
ters and applied simple stellar population (SSP) models for the
mass and age determination for clusters with ages log t/yr < 9.
The estimated completeness limit of the photometry is V ≈ 13
mag, which corresponds to a limiting mass of log m/M⊙ ≈ 4.

Fouesneau et al. (2012) studied the age and mass distribu-
tions of 1242 star clusters in the central and north-eastern part of
the galaxy M83, a nearby analogue of the Milky Way. The ob-
served basis was provided by the Hubble Space Telescope (HST)
aperture UBVIHα photometry corrected for foreground Galactic
extinction. The cluster parameters were determined with the help
of stochastic SSP models. The mass function was constructed for
masses log m/M⊙ > 3. The mass spectrum at log m/M⊙ > 3.5
(which is close to the survey completeness limit at V ≈ 23 mag)
was fitted by a power law with a slope α = 2.15±0.14.

The comparison of the above distributions with the GCMF
is shown in Fig.7 (bottom panel). To convert the Lamers et al.
(2005) counts into surface densities, we divided their data by
the area of the circle with a radius of 0.6 kpc. Lamers et al.
(2005) data fit the GCMF at log mt/M⊙ = 3.0–3.5. At lower
masses, their distribution shows increasing deficiency compared
to our GCMF due to incompleteness. At higher masses there
is a cut-off bias in the Lamers et al. (2005) sample due to low-
number statistics. For the full COCD sample, the derived CMF
agrees reasonably well with the GCMF over the total range of
masses (Piskunov et al. 2008). The observed scatter is signifi-
cantly larger due to the smaller sample size. The counts of Larsen
(2009) and Fouesneau et al. (2012) were adjusted vertically to
be comparable to the GCMF. One can see that the slopes of both
samples at log mt/M⊙ > 3.5 are consistent with the GCMF. Our
general conclusion is that the agreement between the GCMF and
the literature on the MW and some nearby galaxies is satisfac-
tory.

6. Temporal and spatial variations of the CMF

The GCMF that we describe is a product of several processes:
the formation of clusters, their dynamic evolution associated
with mass loss and disintegration, as well as the evolution of the
Galactic disc as a whole by, for instance, changes in the rate of
star formation with time. As a result, we observe as the GCMF a
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Table 2. Parameters of cluster age groups.

Age group Age interval Average age Age st. deviation Mass range

N ∆ log t/yr 〈log t/yr〉 σ(log t/yr) ∆ log mt/M⊙

Initial-Age (I) 234 6.4–7.3 6.95 0.26 0.5–4.4

Young (Y) 503 7.3–8.3 7.90 0.29 0.5–3.8

Medium-Age (M) 1051 8.3–9.1 8.75 0.22 0.2–4.3

Old (O) 391 9.1–9.8 9.32 0.15 1.0–4.0

General (G) 2227 6.0–9.8 8.41 0.80 0.2–4.4

certain integral including all these processes. In this section, we
study the age dependence of the CMF over the entire period of
cluster existence.

6.1. Age group definition

Considering the mass functions of clusters of different age
groups, we noticed that although they may share a resemblance
with the GCMF, they nevertheless slowly change their morphol-
ogy with age, an attribute that appears to be associated with
the evolution of clusters. Since these variations are insignificant
and it is unclear a priori how they may be formalised, we first
scanned a complete sample of clusters over the entire interval
of available ages, log t/yr = 6.4–9.6, using the sliding window
method with a carriage width of ∆ log t/yr = 0.4 and a step of
δ log t/yr = 0.1. For every sub-sample falling into the window,
we built the respective mass function. We limit ourselves by this
lower limit of the ages since: i) it is about the original young
limit of Padova isochrones available for log t/yr > 6.6; and ii)
we isolate in this way the embedded phase of cluster evolution
assumed to last for 3 Myr (Parmentier & Pfalzner 2013). As the
analysis has shown, the constructed family of mass functions can
be divided into several groups based on the CMF features in the
region of moderate and small masses. It turns out that this clas-
sification correlates well with the age of the clusters. In Fig. 8,

Fig. 8. Comparison of selected CMF age groups built as described in the
text. The groups are marked with different colours and are artificially
shifted vertically to reduce the overlap. From bottom up, we show the
initial-age (violet), young (blue), medium-age (green), and old (orange)
cluster groups. The uppermost dark curve is the GCMF (including all
ages) constructed in Sect. 5.2. The groups and their age limits are pre-
sented in Table 2.

we show the obtained mass function groups. Curves belonging
to our classification to the same age group have the same colour.

We attribute the youngest group (designated with I, which
stands for ’initial-age’ clusters) to clusters with a long and al-
most flat low-mass segment (log mt/M⊙ . 2.7). In the other age
groups, this section is no longer flat, but has a noticeable max-
imum, with the position being shifted with age toward larger
masses. According to the position of the maximum, we distin-
guish a young group (Y, representing ’young’ clusters) with a
maximum at log mt,max/M⊙ ≃ 1.7, a medium group (M, for
’medium-age’ clusters) with log mt,max/M⊙ ≃ 1.8, and an old
group (O, for ’old’ clusters) with log mt,max/M⊙ ≃ 2.1. The de-
pendence of the position of the CMF maximum on time leads
to the appearance of a broad maximum at the integral function,
which is the GCMF. Table 2 gives the number of clusters in each
group, the age limits including mean age and standard devia-
tion, and the mass range covered. The youngest 48 clusters with
log t/yr < 6.4 are excluded from the age groups.

6.2. CMFs at different age groups

The CMFs for different age groups are built in the same way
as the GCMF described in Sect. 5. The resulting CMFs (shown
in Fig. 9) can be characterised by power laws at the low- and
high-mass ends. These segments are connected by a weakly pro-
nounced maximum with varying positions and widths in the dif-
ferent age groups. The maxima of the distributions tend to have
higher masses with age in groups Y, M, and O. The power-law
fits were done as for the GCMF (Sect. 5.2). Table 3 contains the
mass intervals in which the fits are performed (Col. 3), the de-
rived fit parameters and their errors (Cols. 4 and 5), and the fit
quality parameters, χ2

0
and P. The last two lines related to the

GCMF (Sect. 5.2) are given for comparison.

The slopes of the high-mass sections (subscript 1) are found
near x = 1.15 and they are almost independent of age, except for
the youngest group (I), for which the slope is slightly shallower.
The slope of the low-mass end also does not depend on age for
groups Y, M, and O and is close to x = −0.7. For group I, the
CMF is remarkably flat up to log mt/M⊙ ≈ 2.3.

In our earlier work based on COCD (Piskunov et al. 2008)
it was found that the CMF for the youngest clusters (log t/yr 6
6.9) takes the form of a two-section distribution with a quasi-
flat slope of x = −0.18±0.14 at the low-mass end (log mt/M⊙ =
1.7–3.4) and with a slope of x = 0.66±0.14 at the high-mass
end (log mt/M⊙ = 3.4−4.9). The latter steepens with age up to
x = 1.17.

Bik et al. (2003) constructed mass functions from several
hundred clusters observed in the region of the inner arms of
the galaxy M51. According to the data of broadband photom-
etry UBVRIHα and narrow-band indices OIII over an area of
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Fig. 9. Mass functions of star clusters of four age groups (group identification and age limits are shown in the panels). The CMFs are given by
green histograms, while the background shows the GCMF. The straight lines represent the linear fit of the CMFs with power laws. The mass
intervals used for the fit determinations are shown by solid red lines.

∼ 3 × 3 kpc, they constructed a mass distribution of 354 ob-
jects younger than log t/yr = 7.0 in the mass range log m/M⊙ =
2.3–5. The masses are determined from the data on SSP mod-
els for UBVR photometry with completeness for log m/M⊙ & 3.
The resulting slope of the mass spectrum for 149 objects from
this mass interval is α = 2.16, which corresponds to x = 1.16.

Dowell et al. (2008) constructed the mass spectrum of young
clusters (log t/yr < 7.3) from the SDSS survey in 13 nearby
irregulars and 3 spiral galaxies. Cluster parameters (including
absolute magnitudes, interstellar extinction, age, and mass) were
determined from the colour charts of the ugriz system. A total of
321 and 358 clusters were used in irregular and spiral galaxies.
The mass range covers log m/M⊙ ∼ 4.2–6.6 and the slopes (α)
are equal to 1.88±0.09 and 1.75±0.06, respectively.

Fall et al. (2005, 2009) implemented a simple model of the
formation and evolution of star cluster population to the obser-
vations of the HST in the Antenna galaxies (NGC 4038 and
NGC 4039). Observations cover the main body of both galaxies.
Cluster parameters such as age or absorption were determined
from UBVIHα photometry, using Bruzual & Charlot (2003) SSP
models with Salpeter IMF and mass from m/LV ratio. To reduce
star contamination with bright stars the sample was cut (objects
fainter than LV/L⊙ < 3 × 105 are removed), which limits clus-
ter masses to log m/M⊙ > 5.3, with about 2300 clusters. The

mass and luminosity functions were constructed for age intervals
log t/yr = 6–7 and 7–8. It was found that for the mass interval
log m/M⊙ = 4.5–7, the slope is α = 2.14±0.03 and 2.03±0.07,
respectively.

Chandar et al. (2010) studied the two-dimensional (2D) mass
and age function of star clusters in the Large and Small Magel-
lanic Clouds. They constructed mass distributions of clusters in
different age ranges. To do this, they used Hunter et al. (2003)
integrated UBVR photometry (854 clusters in an area of 11 kpc2

in the LMC and 239 clusters in an area of 8.3 kpc2 in the
SMC). Masses are determined using the m/LV ratio and ages
are determined from SSPs of Bruzual & Charlot (2003) with a
Salpeter IMF. Due to the proximity of the Magellanic Clouds,
the work extends the range of masses and ages of clusters com-
pared to those from the Antennae galaxies previously studied
by the authors. It was found that the obtained distributions are
close to similar distributions in the aforementioned galaxies,
representing another more massive class of stellar systems. As
Chandar et al. (2010) established for log t/yr 6 9, the slope (α)
of the constructed mass functions is practically independent of
age and is equal to 1.8±0.2 in both LMC and SMC.

Larsen (2009) constructed the CMF of star clusters in sev-
eral spiral galaxies and considered the possibility of repre-
senting them as a distribution within the framework of the

Article number, page 11 of 18



A&A proofs: manuscript no. clumf_accepted

Table 3. Power-law fit parameters (Eq. 13) of the cluster mass function for different age group segments.

Age group Segment Fit interval Fit parameters Fit quality

∆ log m/M⊙ x logφ0 χ2
0

P

Initial-age
I0 0.7–2.3 −0.10±0.12 0.52±0.21 0.79 0.74

I1 2.3–4.1 0.97±0.12 3.12±0.33 1.29 0.28

Young
Y0 0.7–1.6 −0.70±0.21 0.30±0.26 0.47 0.95

Y1 2.3–3.6 1.14±0.14 3.73±0.39 0.64 0.87

Medium-age
M0 0.4–1.7 −0.67±0.14 0.58±0.18 0.78 0.76

M1 2.2–4.1 1.15±0.08 4.13±0.25 0.55 0.97

Old
O0 1.2–2.3 −0.69±0.15 −0.14±0.27 0.48 0.96

O1 2.7–3.9 1.07±0.14 3.90±0.45 1.07 0.46

General
G0 0.5–1.7 −0.61±0.13 0.94±0.16 0.18 1.00

G1 2.3–4.3 1.14±0.07 4.53±0.21 0.40 1.00

Schechter approximation (Schechter 1976). Using selected spiral
galaxies and SSP models, the CMF was constructed for young
(log t/yr < 8.3) clusters in rich (NGC 5236, NGC 6946 having
more than 100 objects per galaxy) and poor (more than 40 ob-
jects per galaxy, cf. Table 1 therein) spirals. Observations span
over log m/M⊙ = 4.0–6.0, the masses are determined with the
help of SSP models and photometric data, the count complete-
ness is expected at log m/M⊙ > 5. For these masses, the data
are compatible with a slope α = 2.0 and Schechter cut-off of
Mc = 2.1 × 105 M⊙. The comparison given above shows that
the new data supports our previous findings on the CMFs slopes
for different age groups in the Milky Way and are similar to the
high-mass end slopes found for extragalactic systems.

Fig. 10. CMFs of star clusters for two ranges of Galactocentric radii,
as presented in Table 4: red dots are for the inner sub-sample and green
triangles are for the outer sub-sample. The vertical bars are statistical
errors characterising a bin population and the horizontal bars indicate
the bin widths. The bold blue line is the smoothed GCMF derived in
Sect. 5.2 and the yellow background highlight represents its statistical
errors. Thin red and green solid and dotted lines represent GCMFs of
the inner and outer sub-samples after applying the bias due to the expo-
nential decline of the Galactic disc surface density with a scale length
of 3.8 and 6 kpc, respectively.

6.3. CMFs at different Galactocentric radii

In the sections above, we assume that there is independence of
the completeness limit with regard to the direction of observa-
tions and, thus, the uniformity of the clusters’ distribution in the
Galactic plane as well. In this sub-section, we address this as-
sumption in more detail.

Since CMFs depend on the disc surface density, we would
expect larger and lower values for the inner and outer sub-
samples, respectively, compared to the GCMF. The difference
should be more pronounced at the high-mass end resulting in
a bias in the shape of the CMFs because massive clusters are
seen reliably at larger distances. In the following, we evaluate
the impact of a radially decreasing cluster surface density on
the CMF by selecting an inner (R⊙ − R > 0.35 kpc) and outer
(R − R⊙ > 0.35 kpc) sub-samples of clusters. We excluded the
region |R − R⊙| ≤ 0.35 kpc hosting 450 clusters to increase the
contrast between the inner and the outer sub-samples.

Paper V has shown that the parameters (p, q) for the com-
pleteness limit (Eq. 7) depend on the direction in the Galaxy.
Here, we determine these parameters separately for the inner and
outer sub-samples. Following the procedure given in Sect. 4.2 of
Paper V, we recalculated the parameters (p, q) given therein by
applying additional smoothing with the sliding window method
(as done for the total set of clusters in Sect. 5). The new param-
eters and the radial ranges for the general, inner, and outer sub-
samples are given in Table 4. They describe a somewhat stronger
dependence of the completeness limit on the integrated magni-
tude I(MKS

), compared to the one obtained in Paper V. Using
the newly derived parameters (p, q), we redefined the complete-
ness subsets for the inner and outer sub-samples. The number
of clusters (Nobj) in the respective magnitude-limited complete-
ness ranges are given in Table 4. We note that the inner and outer
sub-samples do not coincide with the clusters in the correspond-
ing Galactocentric ranges of the general sample due to the differ-
ent completeness limits. A comparison of the respective CMFs
(red circles and green triangles) with the GCMF constructed in
Sect. 5.2 is presented in Fig. 10. As expected, the vertical offsets
are more pronounced at the high-mass end.

To calculate the impact of a Galactic cluster surface density
profile, we adopted a universal shape of the GCMF and applied
an average individual radial offset of each mass bin. Solid red
and green lines in Fig. 10 represent the resulting CMFs of the in-
ner and outer sub-samples, respectively, assuming a radial scale
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Table 4. Updated parameters of the ‘completeness distance-magnitude’ relation (Eq. 7).

Sample p, q, Range, Median position, Nobj

kpc kpc·mag−1 kpc kpc

Inner sub-sample 0.36 0.48 4.2–8.1 7.4 774

Outer sub-sample −0.05 0.69 8.9–13.5 9.8 1028

General 0.36 0.54 3.9–13.2 8.6 2227

length equal to 3.8 kpc (as found for the young disc population
by Amôres et al. 2017). The dotted red and green lines are cal-
culated for a radial scale length of 6 kpc. We can see that the ob-
served CMFs of star clusters of the inner and outer sub-samples
(red circles and green triangles) agree well with a universal shape
of the GCMF distorted by the radial gradient of the cluster sur-
face density.

In summary, the full cluster sample with magnitude-
dependent completeness limits and the corresponding GCMF is
representative of the open cluster population in the wider solar
neighbourhood, despite the statistical impact of a radial decrease
of the Galactic cluster surface density.

7. Cluster formation and evolution model

In Sect. 6.2, we discuss and quantify the CMFs of different age
groups (see also Fig. 9). In this section, we present a simple
model of cluster formation and its subsequent evolution that rea-
sonably reproduces the obtained mass functions. At this stage,
parameters for the model were found by hand, without using any
best-fitting algorithm.

For CMFs at different ages, we need the CIMF, the clus-
ter formation rate (CFR), and the cluster bound-mass function
m(M, t), depending on the initial mass (M) and age (t). In the
subsections below, we derive the surface density of clusters from
the data and describe our model in detail. All parameters adopted
for the model are compiled in Table 5.

7.1. Surface density of clusters

The number surface density of clusters as a function of current
mass (m) and age (t) is given by:

σ(m, t) dmdt = Ψ(t) f (M) dMdt . (14)

Here,Ψ(t) is the CFR as a function of age and f (M) is the CIMF.
To convert the initial mass bins to bins of the current mass, we
need to know the bound-mass function m(M, t). From Eq. 14, we
obtain:

σ(m, t) = Ψ(t) f (M)

(

∂m(M, t)

∂M

)−1

. (15)

Here, it is assumed that the partial derivative is positive and
does not vanish (see also discussion in Sect. 7.4). Then one
can invert the bound-mass function in favour of the initial mass
M = M(m, t) for fixed age (t). However, if m(M, t) is a non-
monotonic function of M, then there is no one-to-one corre-
spondence between initial and current masses. Some values of
the current mass (m) can be obtained for several initial masses,
Mk(m, t). Equation 15 can then be modified as follows:

σ(m, t) = Ψ(t)
∑

k

f (Mk)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂Mk(m, t)

∂m

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (16)

The cluster mass spectrum ϕ(m) is obtained for a given age range
t0 < t < t1 by integrating the cluster surface density over age:

ϕ(m) =

∫ t1

t0

σ(m, t) dt . (17)

Lastly, the total number surface density for this age range is
given by:

ΣN =

∫

ϕ(m) dm . (18)

7.2. Cluster formation rate

We are interested in the number surface density of clusters in
the solar neighbourhood. Therefore, the unit of the cluster for-
mation rate Ψ(t) in the Galactic plane is the number of clusters
per square kpc and Myr. Since the CFR is strongly degenerate
with the cluster mass loss function, it is sufficient for our simple
model to use a constant CFR, given by:

Ψ(t) = β . (19)

The value of β is adapted to reproduce the total number density
of observed clusters in the mass range of log m/M⊙ = 0 − 4.5
and the age range of log t/yr = 6.5 − 10.

7.3. Cluster initial mass function

In principle, the CIMF should be consistent with the observed
present-day cluster mass function for the youngest clusters. The
observations, however, may be strongly biased for several rea-
sons. Clusters up to an age of a few Myr could still be embedded
in their parent molecular cloud and may even still form stars.
Furthermore, infant mortality and the very fast evolution in the
violent relaxation phase (see next subsection) influence the clus-
ter mass function heavily.

Nevertheless, the two power-law segments shown in the top
left panel of Fig. 9 for the initial-age group suggest that we may
use a broken-power-law CIMF. Thus, we assume a two-slope
broken power law with a smooth transition and an additional
exponential Schechter-like cut-off for the largest masses required
by the lack of clusters with masses above 50 000 M⊙:

f (M) =
dN

dM
= k0

(

M

M⋆

)−(x1+1) [

1 +

(

M

M⋆

)s]
x1−x2

s

exp

(

−
M

mS

)

.

(20)

Here, x1 and x2 are low- and high-mass power-law indices, M⋆
and s determine the position and sharpness of the transition, and
mS is the characteristic mass for the Schechter cut-off. The nor-
malisation constant, k0, normalises the CIMF, f (M), to unity for
the chosen lower cluster mass limit mlower = 2M⊙.
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Table 5. Parameters of cluster formation and evolution model. The
meaning of each parameter is described in the text.

Parameter Value

- CFR (Eq. 19)

β 0.81 kpc−2 Myr−1

- CIMF (Eq. 20)

k0 1.5 × 10−4 M−1
⊙

M⋆ 1000 M⊙
s 2.4

x1 0

x2 1.2

mS 85000 M⊙

- stellar evol. µ(t) (Eq. 21)

p0 1.0078

p1 −0.07456

p2 −0.02002

p3 0.00340

- violent relax. (Eq. 22)

nb 0.1

tv 5 Myr

- cluster dissolution (Eqs. 23 to 25)

a1 −0.2

a2 0.9

c 0.23 Gyr−1

Mbr 5000 M⊙

7.4. Cluster bound-mass function

Three processes affect the bound mass of the cluster: the mass
loss during violent relaxation, the relatively slow destruction of
the cluster in the Galactic tidal field, and the stellar evolution of
stars within the cluster. The first two effects reduce the number
of stars, whereas the third reduces the masses of stars, not their
number. Stellar evolution depends on the initial mass function
within the cluster and the metallicity. According to Lamers et al.
(2010, Table B2), the normalised stellar mass µ(t) as a function
of age can be approximated by the third-order polynomial

µ(t) =

3
∑

i=0

pi

[

log(t/Myr)
]i
. (21)

In our model, we assume a metallicity of Z = 0.008 for the co-
efficients pi (see Table 5). The time scales of the dynamical pro-
cesses mentioned above are clearly separated. Here, we used the
N-body simulations by Shukirgaliyev et al. (2017, 2018) as an
orientation. The initial conditions of these models were based on
a centrally peaked star formation efficiency by adopting 5% star
formation efficiency per free-fall time. Starting with a Plummer
model (Plummer 1911) for the star cluster, the gas profile before
instantaneous gas removal was determined and the cluster was
initialised in dynamical equilibrium including the gas potential.
Instantaneous gas expulsion leads to a supervirial cluster, which
quickly expands and loses a large fraction of stars. This phase is
called ‘violent relaxation’ and takes 10–20 Myr. Above a thresh-
old of 13% for the global star formation efficiency, a core of stars
re-collapses and forms a bound cluster in dynamical equilibrium.
The fraction of stars that remain in the cluster depends strongly
on the global star formation efficiency, but not on the initial mass
and weakly on the Roche volume filling factor. In our model, the

6 7 8 9 10
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Fig. 11. Evolution of the modelled mass fraction for clusters of different
initial masses. The mass loss just from stellar evolution, µ(t), is shown
in addition for comparison. The horizontal dashed line marks the bound
fraction, nb, after violent relaxation and the vertical dashed line marks
the violent relaxation timescale, tv.

decrease in the number star fraction due to violent relaxation is
governed by the function:

nv(t) = nb + (1 − nb) cosh−1

(

t

tv

)

. (22)

Here nb is the bound fraction after violent relaxation and tv deter-
mines the timescale of this phase. The adopted values nb = 0.1
and tv = 5 Myr represent (roughly) the violent relaxation phase
with a low global star formation efficiency of 15–20%.

The rate of change of the bound-star-number fraction due to
cluster dissolution is given in our model in the following form:

dnD

dt
= −c

(

M

Mbr

)(a1−1) [

1 +

(

M

Mbr

)a2
]

n
a1

D
. (23)

with the boundary condition nD(t = 0) = 1. Here, the rate is
proportional to the power a1 of the current value of nD and the
constant, c, determines the global rate of long-term decrease of
this fraction.

By construction, the rate is proportional to Ma1−1 or Ma1+a2−1

for initial masses below or above Mbr, respectively. Having dif-
ferent lifetime scaling for low-number and high-number clus-
ters allows the model to reproduce the observed range of cluster
ages without creating an overabundance of very old high-number
clusters.

The solution of Eq. (23) can written in a compact form:

nD(t) =

(

1 −
t

τ(M)

)

1
1−a1

, (24)

τ(M) =















c(1 − a1)

(

M

Mbr

)(a1−1) [

1 +

(

M

Mbr

)a2
]















−1

. (25)

For a1 < 1, we have τ(M) giving the lifetime of the clusters.
Next, we combine all three contributions to the cluster bound

mass as a function of initial mass (M) and age (t):

m(M, t) = µ(t) nv(t) nD(M, t)M . (26)

Article number, page 14 of 18



A. Just et al.: MWSC VII. Tidal parameters and mass function

Table 6. Total surface number densities of clusters (ΣN, Eq. 18) for each
age group.

Age group Observed, Modelled,

kpc−2 kpc−2

Initial-Age (I) 13.3 8.0

Young (Y) 31.9 41.2

Medium-Age (M) 65.2 61.8

Old (O) 23.8 22.9

General (G) 136.9 135.7

The bound-mass fractions (m(M, t)/M) for some values of initial
mass are shown in Fig. 11. For clusters with an initial mass of
log M/M⊙ > 2, fast mass loss by violent relaxation is clearly
separated from the long-term mass loss by stellar evolution and
cluster dissolution in the tidal field. Low-mass clusters do not
survive the violent relaxation phase.

In Sect. 7.1, we assumed that the partial derivative (∂m/∂M)
in Eq. (15) is positive for all M and t. We check the constraints
under which Eq. 26 fulfils this condition. With nD given by
Eqs. 24 and 25, the logarithmic derivative can be written in the
form:

∂ log m

∂ log M
=

M

m

∂m

∂M
=
τ

τ − t

{

1 −
a2

1 − a1

t

τ

[

Ma2

Ma2 + M
a2

br

]}

. (27)

Since for a1 < 1 the age (t) is always smaller than τ(M) and the
expression in square brackets can reach unity, the positiveness of
the right-hand side of Eq. 27 requires:

a1 + a2 < 1 , (28)

which is fulfilled in our model.

7.5. Comparison of the model and data

A comparison between the modelled and observed GCMF and
CMFs of the different age groups is shown in Fig. 12. The
corresponding total cluster number surface densities (ΣN) are
presented in Table 6 (with Eq. 18 using the mass range of
log m/M⊙ = 0 − 4.5). The GCMF is very well reproduced by
the model over the full mass range, except for the lowest and
highest mass bins. The corresponding surface density of clusters
is reproduced by construction.

An inspection of the CMFs of the different age groups pro-
vides more information about the quality of the model. We find
that the agreement among the observed and modelled CMFs
across all age groups is good. There remain some minor sys-
tematic deviations of the model compared to the data in shape
and normalisation of the CMFs. There is a deficit of very low
mass clusters in the I-group (top-left panel of Fig. 12), an over-
abundance of low-mass clusters in the Y-group (top-right panel
of Fig. 12), and a shift of the CMF to higher masses in the O-
group (bottom-right panel of Fig. 12). The model predicts a more
peaked distribution of low-mass clusters at 50 Myr, leading to an
excess of clusters in the Y-group and a deficit in the I- and M-
group (Table 6).

Our resulting cluster lifetime (see Eq. 25 and Fig. 13) fol-
lows a broken power law, which is steeper at the low-mass
end and shallower at the high-mass end. For high-mass clus-
ters, M > 1000 M⊙, our lifetimes till complete dissolution are
larger than the dissolution time in Shukirgaliyev et al. (2018).
We note that they use the cluster mass after violent relaxation

(corresponding to nbM in this work) and define the dissolution
time as the time when the cluster mass falls below 100 M⊙. The
low-mass regime is not covered in their investigation. Figure 13
also shows the cluster lifetimes from Ernst et al. (2015), which
we used in Paper VI. In this work, the lifetime falls between the
line for underfilling clusters (red line) and that based on the data
of Lamers & Gieles (2006) for 100 M⊙-cluster remnants (solid
light blue line).

The mean mass of the CIMF in the mass range log M/M⊙ ≥
0.3 is 505 M⊙. Combined with the adopted CFR, we find a
formation rate in the mass of 409 M⊙ kpc−2 Myr−1. A com-
parison with the present-day thin disc star formation rate of
Sysoliatina & Just (2021) leads to a fraction of 30% of field
stars formed in clusters including that 90 percent of stars that
were lost during the violent relaxation phase. This value is some-
what smaller but still consistent, due to the large uncertainties,
with a fraction of up to 40% found in Piskunov et al. (2008) and
Röser et al. (2010).

8. Summary and conclusions

This paper reports the results of the second part of our study on
the history of the formation and evolution of Galactic star clus-
ters based on the MWSC catalogue. In the first part, published
in Paper VI, we constructed the global cluster age distribution.
We compared the observations with the outcome of a model of
the star cluster population of the MW disc. This model included
a power law for the lifetime-mass relation, an exponentially de-
clining CFR, and a broken-power-law CIMF. For three different
lifetime-mass relations, we found similar good fits for the cluster
age distribution but with very different pairs of CFR and CIMF.
This degeneracy could not be resolved without additional infor-
mation about cluster masses.

In the current paper, we determine the tidal masses of the
star clusters and derive the CMFs for different age groups to
resolve the ambiguity between CFR, CIMF, and cluster mass
evolution. We start with the same sample of MWSC star clus-
ters as in Paper VI. It includes 3063 open clusters with homoge-
neous determinations of spatial-kinematic and astrophysical pa-
rameters based on combined kinematic and photometric cluster
membership criteria. For 98 % of the clusters, the structural King
parameters (including tidal radii with a typical accuracy of 30%)
are determined. For the most massive clusters, the tidal radius
varies from 15 pc near the MW centre to more than 50 pc in the
periphery. The sample occupies an extended disc area between
Galactocentric radii of 2–20 kpc. As our analysis has shown, the
sample is complete for the brightest clusters inside the heliocen-
tric cylinder with a radius of up to 5 kpc. Due to the nature of
the MWSC, which is close to a magnitude-limited survey, the
radius of completeness depends on the brightness of the clusters
and for the faintest objects, it is as small as about 1 kpc. In total,
inside the magnitude-dependent completeness limits, there are
2227 MWSC clusters of different ages and brightness.

Equating the tidal radius to the Jacobi radius, we derive a
tidal mass (mt) from the balance between Milky Way’s tidal field
and cluster’s gravity. The typical accuracy of its determination is
70%. The tidal masses span over log mt/M⊙ = 0.2 − 4.4. The
upper limit of this range remains constant throughout all Galac-
tocentric distances covered by the MWSC, except for a dozen
of the most massive clusters in the Galactic centre (Fig. 4). The
latter were excluded from the analysis: we believe that they suf-
fer from an underestimation of interstellar extinction due to the
patched cloud-dominated structure of a dust layer in the Galactic
centre.
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Fig. 12. Comparison of modelled (solid red curves) and observed mass distributions for the same age groups as shown in Fig. 9 (green foreground
histograms). The background histogram shows the GCMF constructed in Sect. 5. The hollow red curve is the modelled GCMF. Other designations
are the same as in Fig.9.

Fig. 13. Lifetime-mass relation (Eq. 25) of the present model (black)
compared to data of Lamers & Gieles (2006) for 100 M⊙-cluster rem-
nant (light blue) and the parametrisation covering the results based on
N-body calculations of Ernst et al. (2015) used in Paper VI. The red line
corresponds to underfilling clusters, the green dashed line represents
Roche volume filling models, and the blue dotted line is for overfilling
models.

Using the tidal masses of all clusters within their magnitude-
dependent completeness limits, we first built the classic GCMF.
It has a bell-like shape and has a power-law dependence for
log mt/M⊙ > 2.3, as has been observed for clusters in other
galaxies. However, the origin of the apparent maximum is dif-
ferent. In external galaxies, its position depends on the distance
to the galaxy, which likely points to data incompleteness below
the observation limit. The position of the GCMF maximum ob-
tained here is a consequence of the mass distribution of newly
formed clusters and their subsequent evolution. Uncertainties in
tidal radii propagated to tidal masses dominate the errors in the
GCMF values. The linear best fit of the high-mass slope in the
mass range log mt/M⊙ = 2.3–4.4 turned out to be x = 1.14±0.07.
This result agrees with previous Milky Way studies based on our
COCD results (Lamers et al. 2005; Piskunov et al. 2008).

Then, we analysed variations of the CMF with age and loca-
tion. To approach the age variation, we divided the general sam-
ple into four age sub-samples, built the corresponding CMFs,
and determined their individual parameters. We find that simi-
lar to the GCMF and independent of the age range, they consist
of two qualitatively different segments. In the low-mass range,
log mt/M⊙ . 2.0, the CMFs grow with mass. In the high-mass
end, log mt/M⊙ & 2.0, they decrease with mass. The slopes
do not change significantly with age, except for the low-mass
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slope of the initial-age (I) sub-sample; in this case, we obtained
a nearly flat distribution at log mt/M⊙ . 2.3. The I-sub-sample
contains clusters of age between 2.5–20 Myr. On this timescale,
violent relaxation is the dominant mechanism of mass function
evolution.

To study the dependence of the CMF on spacial location,
we compare the CMFs for sub-samples of inner and outer clus-
ters observed in Galactocentric zones with R = 4.2–8.1 kpc and
8.9–13.5 kpc. Applying our standard procedure, we find that the
shapes of CMFs are consistent in general with the GCMF cen-
tred at the position of the Sun, but there are small systematic
vertical shifts relative to the GCMF. The inner CMF shows an
overabundance, meantime the outer CMF is underabundant com-
pared to the GCMF. The differences are larger for higher cluster
masses, which cover a larger Galactocentric radius range. This
variation of the cluster number density with Galactocentric ra-
dius is consistent with the surface density profile of the Galactic
disc exponentially decreasing. Since other inhomogeneities such
as spiral arms may also bias the observed CMF, a more detailed
analysis of the cluster distribution is necessary for deriving the
radial scale length, which is beyond the scope of this paper.

In Paper VI, we provided a simple analytic model of clus-
ter formation and evolution to reproduce the global age distri-
bution. In the current paper, using the extended data set includ-
ing the CMFs in four age groups, we can separate the effects
of the CIMF and the cluster mass evolution by using the bound
mass (mt) instead of the lifetime as a function of the initial mass.
The CMFs in the different age groups depend on the CIMF, the
CFR, and the cluster bound-mass function. We argue that the dif-
ferences in the CMFs of the two young populations (I-group at
2.5–20 Myr and Y-group at 20–200 Myr) can be understood by
accounting for a strongly enhanced mass loss in the first 20 Myr
of cluster evolution. This agrees well with the cluster formation
and evolution models of Shukirgaliyev et al. (2017, 2018) based
on a concentrated star formation efficiency. Our result supports
the models with low global star formation efficiency of approxi-
mately 16%, where 90% of the stars are lost in the violent relax-
ation phase due to the supervirial state after gas expulsion.

Considering an analysis of the four age groups division, it is
impossible to derive details of the CFR because of the strong
degeneracy with the cluster mass loss. For instance, a time-
dependent CFR leads to vertical shifts of the model lines in
Fig. 12 without changing its profiles. As is seen from the fig-
ure, this can improve the CMF fit of the youngest I-group only.
Here, an additional recent cluster formation event adding about
15% young clusters would result in a better fit of the CMF. An
appropriate star formation event was recently found in A-type
field stars in the solar neighbourhood (Sysoliatina & Just 2021).
We also tested the effect of an exponentially declining CFR ac-
cording to Aumer & Binney (2009) with a decay timescale of
8.5 Gyr. With a slight adaption of the mass loss parameters, a
similarly good fit of the CMFs was found, which is an indication
of the degeneracy between the CFR and the cluster mass loss.

Our mean CMF corresponds to a cluster formation density of
about 0.4 M⊙ pc−2Gyr−1, including the mass loss during the vi-
olent relaxation phase. This gives a cluster contribution of 30%
to the stellar content of the thin disc (Sysoliatina & Just 2021),
which is lower than the estimate derived by Piskunov et al.
(2008) and Röser et al. (2010). In addition, clusters that dissolve
completely after gas removal, a phenomenon that is sometimes
referred to as ’infant mortality’, are not included in this fraction.

In future work, we will investigate the full 2D cluster distri-
bution σ(m, t) as a function of current mass and age, including a

large parameter study and more detailed fits of the cluster mass
evolution.
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