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ABSTRACT

In the hierarchical view of star formation, giant molecular gas clouds (GMCs) undergo fragmentation to form small-scale

structures made up of stars and star clusters. Here we study the connection between young star clusters and cold gas across a

range of extragalactic environments by combining the high resolution (1′′) PHANGS–ALMA catalogue of GMCs with the star

cluster catalogues from PHANGS–HST. The star clusters are spatially matched with the GMCs across a sample of 11 nearby

star-forming galaxies with a range of galactic environments (centres, bars, spiral arms, etc.). We find that after 4−6 Myr the

star clusters are no longer associated with any gas clouds. Additionally, we measure the autocorrelation of the star clusters and

GMCs as well as their cross-correlation to quantify the fractal nature of hierarchical star formation. Young (≤10 Myr) star

clusters are more strongly autocorrelated on kpc and smaller spatial scales than the >10 Myr stellar populations, indicating that

the hierarchical structure dissolves over time.

Key words: galaxies: star clusters – galaxies: star formation

⋆ E-mail: jturner6563@gmail.com
† ARC DECRA Fellow

1 INTRODUCTION

Galaxies serve as the stellar factories of the universe, churn-

ing out stars formed from the gravitational collapse of the dens-
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est regions of molecular clouds inside the interstellar medium.

This process depletes a galaxy of gas, which can be replen-

ished through galactic mergers or by the infall of external gas

from the circumgalactic medium. In turn, star formation is a cat-

alyst of galaxy evolution by injecting metals, energy, and momen-

tum back into the interstellar medium and intergalactic medium,

while regulating galaxy growth by exhausting the supply of gas.

Star formation may shape a galaxy’s evolution, but what triggers

the formation of stars? There are many physical processes that

can create the dense molecular cloud environment favorable for

star formation (Mac Low & Klessen 2004; McKee & Ostriker 2007;

Dobbs et al. 2014). On scales of kiloparsecs and larger, there is a

measured correlation between the available gas reservoir and the

rate at which a galaxy forms stars (the Kennicutt–Schmidt relation;

Schmidt 1959; Kennicutt 1998; Kennicutt & Evans 2012). However,

on small-scales, this relation breaks down with a disconnect be-

tween the physical locations of the star clusters formed and the re-

maining molecular gas clouds (Onodera et al. 2010; Schruba et al.

2010; Kruĳssen & Longmore 2014; Boquien et al. 2014; Pessa et al.

2021). This breakdown is a direct probe of the cloud-scale physics

of star formation (Chevance et al. 2020a).

Zooming in from a global view of star formation, we can be-

gin to break down star formation into individual constituents and

processes. The cold molecular gas is hierarchically structured and

at the peak of the hierarchy, i.e., the densest regions, the star

clusters are formed from fragmentation and collapse of the cold,

molecular gas (Elmegreen & Falgarone 1996; Elmegreen 2008;

Kruĳssen 2012). The star cluster population therefore inherits the

hierarchical distribution from their natal GMCs or giant molec-

ular clouds (e.g., Lada & Lada 2003; Grasha et al. 2018, 2019;

Ward et al. 2020a). These small-scale structures—young stars and

clusters— represent the top of the stellar hierarchy which includes

large structures like associations and cluster complexes (Zhang et al.

2001; Gouliermis et al. 2010; Sánchez et al. 2010; Gouliermis 2018;

Menon et al. 2021). The structure is likely a consequence of the hi-

erarchical nature of turbulence throughout the interstellar medium

(Elmegreen & Efremov 1996; Hopkins et al. 2013). The hierarchi-

cal structure of the stellar distributions (and the interstellar medium

in general) can be described with a power-law, hence it is scale-

free (Grasha et al. 2018, 2019). Over time, this inherited hierarchical

distribution is dissipated as found by Gieles & Bastian (2008) and

Bastian et al. (2009) for the stellar populations of the Small Mag-

ellanic Cloud and Large Magellanic Cloud, respectively, which lost

their structured distributions on the timescale of each galaxy’s cross-

ing time.

Recent observations and data sets like those from the PAWS

CO(1–0) survey of M51 (Pety et al. 2013; Schinnerer et al. 2013)

and now the PHANGS–ALMA CO(2–1) survey (Leroy et al. 2021b)

allow for studying the hierarchical structure of star formation at the

scales of individual molecular clouds. Combining these ∼1′′ CO

maps with high-resolution (∼0.05′′) Hubble Space Telescope (HST)

observations of young star clusters like from LEGUS (Adamo et al.

2017) and PHANGS–HST (Lee et al. 2022) provides an unprece-

dented look at the connection between individual clouds and the

products of star formation. The quantification of how star clusters

and molecular gas are structured across spatial scales is still in its

infancy. Recently, Grasha et al. (2019) combined the PAWS CO map

of M51 with the LEGUS star clusters and found that after 6 Myr

the star clusters were no longer associated with their natal GMCs.

Additionally, the authors quantified the hierarchical distribution of

the clusters and molecular gas using angular two-point correlation

functions. This powerful analysis afforded by the high resolution data

allows us to study how the stars and gas are organized in multi-scale

structures, how those structures evolve in time, and measure some

of the timescales of star formation—how long do star clusters stay

associated with their natal gas clouds?

Kruĳssen & Longmore (2014) and Kruĳssen et al. (2018) intro-

duced a method to statistically correlate star-forming regions within

galaxies from small to large spatial scales. This “uncertainty prin-

ciple for star formation” empirically measures star formation effi-

ciencies and the timescales for gas clouds to collapse, form stars,

and provide stellar feedback without the need for individual gas

clouds to be resolved, and has been successfully applied to a sample

of nearby star-forming galaxies (Kruĳssen et al. 2019; Ward et al.

2020b; Zabel et al. 2020; Chevance et al. 2020b; Kim et al. 2021).

These studies have provided detailed measurements of the timescales

involved in star formation. Chevance et al. (2020b) find the molecular

cloud lifetime to be short at 10−30 Myr and star formation efficien-

cies are measured ranging from a few to 10 per cent. The duration

of the embedded phase of star formation lasts 2−7 Myr (Kim et al.

2021), and after the onset of star formation, the parent gas clouds are

dispersed within 1−5Myr which suggests that early or pre-supernova

stellar feedback (like stellar winds and photoionization) are a driving

factor in the dispersal of the gas clouds (Chevance et al. 2022).

In this study, we follow similar methodologies as Grasha et al.

(2018, 2019) to constrain the timescales of star formation as well as

the evolution of the structured distributions of gas and star clusters.

We utilize the PHANGS–ALMA GMC catalogs (Rosolowsky et al.

2021, Hughes et al., in preparation) generated from the PHANGS–

ALMA CO(2–1) data (Leroy et al. 2021b,a) along with the star clus-

ter catalogs from PHANGS–HST (Thilker et al. 2021; Deger et al.

2022; Lee et al. 2022). By connecting the star clusters with their na-

tal gas clouds, we are able to provide an independent measurement

of the cloud dispersal timescale which can be compared to the results

from Chevance et al. (2020b, 2022).

In Section 2, we discuss the two data sets and the 11 galaxies

used in this study. In Section 3, we explain in detail the analyses—

a nearest-neighbour analysis, how we associate star clusters with

GMCs, angular two-point correlation functions, and angular cross-

correlation functions—using the galaxy NGC 1566 as an example.

We then present the results for all 11 galaxies in our sample and

discuss the results in Section 4. We conclude with a summary in

Section 5.

2 DATA

The PHANGS–ALMA survey is a large CO(2–1) mapping pro-

gram of 90 nearby galaxies with resolutions at GMC size scales

of ∼100 pc. The sample selection and properties of the galaxies are

described in Leroy et al. (2021b) and the data processing and pipeline

are described in Leroy et al. (2021a). In addition to CO(2–1) maps,

PHANGS–ALMA produces a catalogue of GMCs in each galaxy

using the methods detailed by Rosolowsky et al. (2021) and Hughes

et al. (in preparation). The GMC catalogs include cloud positions,

velocities, radii, masses, and luminosities. For this study, we use the

‘native resolution’ GMC catalogs which have been constructed with

the best available resolution and noise for each galaxy. This leads to

heterogeneous limits across the sample (see e.g., Rosolowsky et al.

2021).

The cloud radii are measured as an average of the deconvolved

major and minor axes of the elliptical profile as output by CPROPS,

a decomposition algorithm for identifying GMCs in molecular-line

observations (Rosolowsky & Leroy 2006; Rosolowsky et al. 2021).

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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This assumes a spherically symmetric cloud which can become in-

accurate if the cloud sizes approach the scale height of the molecular

gas disk in the galaxy. Therefore, the clouds are modeled to be oblate

spheroidal if the spherical radius exceeds the assumed scale height

(100 pc for the PHANGS–ALMA sample). Across the ensemble of

galaxies in our sample, the mean GMC radius is 61.5 pc, median is

62 pc, minimum is 8 pc and maximum is 132 pc.

The PHANGS–HST star cluster catalogs provide a robust sam-

ple of compact star clusters across 38 nearby spiral galaxies within

the PHANGS–ALMA sample (Lee et al. 2022). Star clusters are

identified and classified in the five-band (NUV -U -B-V -I) HST

images (Thilker et al. 2021) and aperture photometry is performed

(Deger et al. 2022). Spectral energy distribution fitting provides the

cluster ages, masses, and dust reddening, with respective 1σ uncer-

tainties of ∼0.3 dex, 0.2 dex, and 0.1 mag for the PHANGS–HST

pilot study focused on NGC 3351 (Turner et al. 2021); systemat-

ics include uncertainties in the photometric flux calibration (∼5%),

incomplete/incorrect priors, and SED templates. The compact star

cluster catalogs thus include cluster positions, aperture photometry,

ages, stellar masses, and reddening, as well as visual classifications

(for a subset of the sample), neural network morphological classi-

fications (Wei et al. 2020; Whitmore et al. 2021), and a variety of

concentration index values that indicate the difference in magnitudes

for different aperture radii (Thilker et al. 2021; Deger et al. 2022).

For this paper, we focus on star clusters which have been visually

classified as either Class 1 (symmetric and compact), Class 2 (asym-

metric and compact), or Class 3 (multi-peaked compact association).

The Class 3 compact associations, which are typically young, prove

to be difficult to model given their potential for containing multiple

ages within a single association, which causes large uncertainties in

their age measurements. In order to better capture the young stellar

populations, Larson et al. (in preparation) have developed a method

to select stellar associations using a watershed algorithm. PHANGS–

HST provides a stellar association catalogue similar to the compact

cluster catalogue (Lee et al. 2022).

Table 1 gives an overview of the galaxy sample used in this study

and Figure 1 shows the spatial distribution of the star clusters and

GMCs within each galaxy. As the development of the PHANGS–HST

cluster catalogue and PHANGS–ALMA GMC catalogue pipelines

are still on-going, we focus on 11 PHANGS–HST galaxies which

currently have completed cluster and GMC catalogs.

For reference, the PHANGS–HST stellar cluster catalogs go much

deeper than the PHANGS–ALMA GMC catalogs, at least in an ab-

solute mass sense. Rosolowsky et al. (2021) show that the 50% com-

pleteness limit, where 50% of mock GMCs injected into signal-free

regions are recovered, is 4.7 × 105 M⊙ for the PHANGS–ALMA

datacubes that are homogenized to uniform noise properties and to a

common 90 pc resolution. By comparison, the PHANGS–HST stel-

lar cluster mass limit is ∼103−104 M⊙ depending on cluster age

(Thilker et al. 2021), but a thorough description of the PHANGS–

HST cluster sample completeness will be provided in a future paper.

However, an informed comparison of these two mass limits requires

additional information. Analysis of PHANGS–ALMA star forma-

tion and molecular cloud time scales shows that the star formation

efficiency per star formation event is 4−10%, and the star formation

efficiency per molecular cloud free fall time is lower by a factor of a

few (Chevance et al. 2020b). In other words, any ultimate compari-

son of the relative depths of the stellar cluster and GMC catalogs must

keep in mind the few percent efficiencies in converting molecular gas

mass to stars.

3 ANALYSIS

In this section, we detail the methodology of the analyses employed

in this study. NGC 1566 is used as an example in this section while

Section 4 gives the results for all 11 galaxies and discusses the results.

3.1 Associating Star Clusters with GMCs

In order to accurately match the star clusters with their nearest neigh-

bour and/or natal GMC, we first find the region of overlap between

the HST and ALMA footprints and only consider clusters and clouds

which lie within this overlap region. Then, as a first step in corre-

lating the star clusters and GMCs, we perform a nearest neighbour

analysis to find the separations between star clusters and the nearest

GMC centres. In this analysis, the sizes of the GMCs are not taken

into account. We then split the clusters into two age bins—10 Myr

and younger and older than 10 Myr. Figure 2 shows the distribution

of the first nearest neighbour separations for NGC 1566. We also test

the second and third nearest neighbour separations (not shown) and

find the same trend.

Next, we search for star clusters potentially associated with GMCs

by looking for line-of-sight overlap of clusters and clouds. Consistent

with Grasha et al. (2018) and Grasha et al. (2019), in this analysis

the radius of a GMC is considered which allows for a cluster to be

classified as either: within the radius of the closest GMC; within 1 to

2 radii of the closest GMC; within 2 to 3 radii of the closest GMC;

or beyond which we consider to be “unassociated.” These radial bins

provide a rough indication of the relative distance a star cluster has

traveled since birth or the extent to which they have cleared away

their parent cloud’s molecular material. We only allow a star cluster

to be associated with a single GMC; individual GMCs can still have

multiple star clusters associated them. In cases where a star cluster

is aligned with multiple GMCs, we opt for the most massive GMC

to be the associated one. In terms of the typical physical extent of

the GMCs in this sample of 11 galaxies, the median radius is 60.5 pc

with a 16th−84th percentile range of 40.6−79.7 pc.

We then look for trends in cluster ages as a function of spatial

association with GMCs. The distributions of the cluster ages for

NGC 1566 are shown in Figure 3. With the distributions of the

cluster ages seen in Figure 3, we also calculate the median ages for

the distributions as a means for tracking the difference in cluster ages

given their association with a GMC. We calculate the uncertainty

on the medians via bootstrapping the cluster ages included in the

PHANGS–HST catalog. Analysis of these trends for the full sample

is provided in §4.1.

3.2 Angular Two-Point Correlation Functions

For the next step of the analysis, we study the distribution of both

the star clusters and the GMCs with two-point correlation functions

or autocorrelation functions. Autocorrelation functions help to quan-

tify the excess probability of spatial clustering of the star formation

components over a random, uniform distribution. Peebles (1980) first

applied two-point correlation functions in a cosmological context to

statistically measure the clustering of mass in the large-scale struc-

ture of the universe. For such a case, the amplitude of clustering as a

function of scale, ξ(r), is defined to measure the excess probability

above a random Poisson distribution of finding a galaxy–galaxy pair

in the volume dV at a separation r. In other words, if a galaxy is

chosen at random from the full sample, the probability of finding a

neighbouring galaxy at a distance r within the volume dV is

dP = n̄ [1 + ξ(r)] dV (1)

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Table 1. Galaxy Sample

Galaxy RA DEC Distance R25 Optical SFR log M∗ # of # of star

[J2000] [J2000] [Mpc] [kpc] Morph. [M⊙ yr−1] [log M⊙] GMCs clusters

NGC 0628 01h36m41.75s +15d47m01.2s 9.84 14.1 SAc 1.7 10.34 811 789

NGC 1365 03h33m36.37s −36d08m25.4s 19.57 34.2 SBb 17.4 11.00 1091 789

NGC 1433 03h42m01.55s −47d13m19.5s 18.63 16.8 SBab 1.1 10.87 356 293

NGC 1559 04h17m35.77s −62d47m01.2s 19.44 11.8 SBcd 4.0 10.37 725 927

NGC 1566 04h20m00.42s −54d56m16.1s 17.69 18.6 SABbc 4.6 10.79 1127 851

NGC 1792 05h05m14.45s −37d58m50.7s 16.20 13.1 SAbc 3.7 10.62 533 675

NGC 3351 10h43m57.70s +11d42m13.7s 9.96 10.5 SBb 1.3 10.37 369 468

NGC 3627 11h20m14.96s +12d59m29.5s 11.32 16.9 SABb 3.9 10.84 984 958

NGC 4535 12h34m20.31s +08d11m51.9s 15.77 18.7 SABc 2.2 10.54 640 452

NGC 4548 12h35m26.45s +14d29m46.8s 16.22 13.1 SBb 0.5 10.70 236 271

NGC 4571 12h36m56.38s +14d13m02.5s 14.90 7.7 SAd 0.3 10.10 214 262

Table 1. Galaxy coordinates are from Lee et al. (2022), R25 sizes, star formation rates, and stellar masses are from Leroy et al. (2021b), and the distances are

from Anand et al. (2021). Optical morphologies from Dale et al. (2017). The number of star clusters include Classes 1, 2, and 3.

Figure 1. The PHANGS–ALMA footprints and the size and location of GMCs are shown in red. PHANGS–HST F336W observation footprints and the location

of the Class 1, 2, and 3 star clusters are shown in blue. Background images are from the Digitized Sky Survey.

where n̄ is the mean number density of the galaxy sample. In this case,

the autocorrelation functions are defined over a 3D volume since the

galaxy redshifts are known. On smaller scales, autocorrelation func-

tions have been used to measure the spatial distribution of pre-main

sequence stars within the Milky Way (Gomez et al. 1993; Larson

1995), the distribution of resolved stellar populations in the Large

Magellanic Cloud and Small Magellanic Cloud (Bastian et al. 2009;

Gouliermis et al. 2014) and NGC 6503 (Gouliermis et al. 2015), and

the distribution of stellar clusters in a sample of local star-forming

galaxies (Grasha et al. 2015, 2017, 2019). In these cases, only a

2D autocorrelation function is needed which can be achieved by de-

projecting the positions of the stars or clusters onto a 2D surface (the

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Figure 2. Histograms of the nearest neighbour separations for star clusters

in NGC 1566. The star cluster sample is split into two age bins—10 Myr

and younger (blue) and older than 10 Myr (red). The distribution for all

the star clusters is in grey. Dashed lines mark the median nearest neighbour

separations.

Figure 3. Histograms of the star cluster ages sorted according to association

with GMCs in NGC 1566: all star clusters (grey), within one GMC radius

(blue), between 1 and 2 GMC radii (green), between 2 and 3 GMC radii

(orange), and beyond 3 GMC radii which is considered unassociated (fuchsia).

Vertical dashed lines mark the median cluster age for each distribution. A

10 km s−1 velocity cutoff is applied to minimize counting clusters which

have random alignment with the GMCs.

plane of the galaxy disk) given the inclination of the galaxy. Our

sample of galaxies has moderate to low disk inclinations (. 60◦),

and thus correcting for disk inclination has minimal impact and does

not change our conclusions. Equation (1) can be redefined to be

angular so that, if an object is chosen at random from the full sam-

ple, the probability of finding a neighbouring object at an angular

separation θ within the solid angle dΩ is

dP = N [1 + ω(θ)] dΩ (2)

where N is the mean surface density of the sample and ω(θ) is the

amplitude of the clustering as a function of angular scale. Note that

using the mean surface density implies that any large-scale gradient

in the distribution of molecular gas or stars will manifest as an anti-

correlation. The expected or mean number of neighbours within the

angular separation θ of a randomly chosen object is

〈N〉p = N

∫ θ

0

[1 + ω(θ)]dΩ. (3)

With this definition, a random distribution will give 1+ω(θ) = 1 and

a clustered distribution will give 1 + ω(θ) > 1. An anti-correlated

distribution will give 1 + ω(θ) < 1.

The clustering amplitude ω(θ) is measured by taking a catalogue

of real objects (e.g., the star clusters) and a catalogue of randomly

positioned objects, and then counting the number of pairs of real

objects (DD), number of pairs in the random catalogue (RR), and

the number of pairs with one real object and one random catalogue

object (DR) with separations within some angular separation bin. The

number of pairs are normalized by the total number in that catalogue

so that

DD =
number of real object pairs

NDND
, (4)

RR =
number of random catalogue pairs

NRNR
, (5)

DR =
number of real-random catalogue pairs

NDNR
, (6)

where ND is the total number of objects in the real catalogue and

NR is the total number of objects in the random catalog. ω(θ) is then

estimated using the Landy & Szalay (1993) estimator of the form

ω(θ) =
1

RR(θ)

[

DD(θ)

(

NR

ND

)2

− 2DR(θ)

(

NR

ND

)

+RR(θ)

]

.

(7)

The estimation of ω(θ) is dependent on the quality of the random

catalogue and how it emulates any data sampling effects in the ob-

servations. One potential issue is the impact of crowding on identi-

fying and classifying the star clusters in the HST imaging. However,

the cluster candidate selection process demands a stringent signal-

to-noise cut of 10 (Thilker et al. 2021) and Whitmore et al. (2021)

explains that PHANGS–HST clusters are consistently classified to

within 70% even for the most crowded regions. The characteris-

tics of the GMC catalogue are also unlikely to significantly skew

the estimation of ω(θ): the noise of the ALMA cubes varies only

mildly (< 20%) over the spatial and spectral axes within a galaxy,

and crowding of the GMCs is not a concern (Leroy et al. 2021a;

Rosolowsky et al. 2021). In order to minimize errors in the genera-

tion of the random catalog, we only place the random objects within

the region of the HST and ALMA footprint overlap and ensure the

random catalogue has a similar sample size as the real catalogs. To

measure the autocorrelation functions, we use the ASTROML func-

tion bootstrap_two_point_angular on both the star cluster and

GMC catalogs. In order to avoid edge effects, we drop the largest-

scale angular bins which correspond to pairs of objects with separa-

tions on the order of the size of the field of view. In addition to the full

star cluster catalog, we also estimate the autocorrelation functions for

the clusters split into two age bins: ≤10 Myr and >10 Myr. We then

fit power-laws to the autocorrelation functions using a Levenberg–

Marquardt non-linear least squares minimization because in a fully

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)



6 J. A. Turner et al.

Figure 4. Angular two-point autocorrelation function 1+ω(θ) as a function

of spatial scale for NGC 1566. The function for all the star clusters is black,

for clusters 10 Myr and younger is blue, for clusters older than 10 Myr is red,

and for GMCs is orange. The horizontal grey line marks a uniform, random

distribution at 1+ω(θ) = 1. The vertical grey line marks the median radius

of the GMCs of NGC 1566. Uncertainties are bootstrap estimates.

hierarchical (or fractal) distribution a smooth power-law decline is

expected and indicates a scale-free distribution (Calzetti et al. 1989,

see §4.4). We test the effects of angular bin sizes by running the anal-

ysis with 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25 angular bins and find the same trends

for each galaxy; see Figure 4 for NGC 1566 for a typical example.

With fewer bins (i.e., 5 or 10) the main differences are the correlation

cannot be measured at small angular scales because the bin size is

greater than the angular scale and the autocorrelation functions are

lower resolution. With 25 bins, we do not gain any greater resolution

at the small angular scales because the bin size is smaller than the

actual separation between star cluster pairs. Utilizing 15 or 20 bins

appears to provide the optimal spatial resolution for our galaxy sam-

ple. In this figure and the following correlation function figures, the

angle θ is converted to a spatial scale, r, in units of parsecs based on

the distance to the galaxy. Analysis of these trends for the full sample

is provided in §4.4.

3.3 Angular cross-correlation Functions

For the last step in the analysis, we quantify the excess probability

of the clustering of the star clusters with GMCs over a random

uniform distribution by estimating the cross-correlation functions

following the methodology outlined in Section 3.2. We generate

random catalogs for both the cluster and the cloud populations, and

measure the total sample sizes within each catalog:

NDsc = Number of real star clusters

NDgmc = Number of real GMCs

NRsc = Number of random catalogue star clusters

NRgmc = Number of random catalogue GMCs.

The Landy & Szalay (1993) estimator for the cross-correlation is

ζ(θ) =
DscDgmc(θ)−DscRgmc(θ)−RscDgmc(θ) +RscRgmc(θ)

RscRgmc(θ)

(8)

Figure 5. Angular cross-correlation estimate, 1 + ζ(θ), of the star clusters

and the GMCs with 10 angular bins for NGC 1566. The function with all

star clusters is black, for clusters ≤10 Myr is blue, and for clusters >10 Myr

is red. The horizontal grey line marks a uniform, random distribution at

1 + ζ(θ) = 1. The vertical grey line marks the median radius of the GMCs

of NGC 1566. Uncertainties are bootstrap estimates.

where DscDgmc(θ) is the number of pairs consisting of one real

cluster and one real cloud with a separation θ, DscRgmc(θ) is the

number of pairs consisting of one real cluster and one random cloud,

RscDgmc(θ) is the number of pairs consisting of one random cata-

logue star cluster and one real GMC, and RscRgmc(θ) is the number

of pairs consisting of one random catalogue star cluster and one ran-

dom catalogue GMC. All pair counts are normalized by the total

number of objects in the given sample, e.g., DscDgmc/NDscNDgmc.

Applying these normalizations to Equation (8) and simplifying yields

ζ(θ) =

(

NRscNRgmc

NDscNDgmc
×

DscDgmc(θ)

RscRgmc(θ)

)

−

(

NRsc

NDsc
×

DscRgmc(θ

RscRgmc(θ)

)

−

(

NRgmc

NDgmc
×

RscDgmc(θ

RscRgmc(θ)

)

+ 1.

(9)

Similar to the autocorrelation analysis, we estimate the cross-

correlation functions of all the star clusters with the GMCs, clusters

≤10 Myr with the GMCs, and clusters>10Myr with the GMCs. The

largest angular bins are dropped in order to minimize edge effects. We

also test the cross-correlation estimations using 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25
angular bins. As with the autocorrelation functions, we find the same

general trends for each galaxy regardless of the number of angular

bins. Figure 5 shows the cross-correlation for the star clusters and

GMCs of NGC 1566 with 10 angular bins. In contrast to the 20

bins used for the autocorrelation functions, 10 bins was chosen here

because there is less data (i.e., fewer star cluster-GMC pairs compared

to cluster-cluster pairs). The higher resolution when using more bins

does not provide any additional information.

4 RESULTS & DISCUSSION

4.1 Nearest Neighbour Analysis

Figure 6 shows the histograms of the separations between the star

clusters and the nearest neighbour GMC for all 11 galaxies. Included

for each galaxy is the histogram for all star clusters and for the clusters
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PHANGS Star Cluster and GMC Correlation 7

Figure 6. Histograms of the separations between star clusters and the centre of the nearest neighbour GMC for each of the 11 galaxies and an ensemble of

all the galaxies. The distribution for the full sample of star clusters is shown in grey, for clusters ≤10 Myr is blue, and for clusters >10 Myr is red. Median

separations for each distribution are marked with dashed lines. Theoretical estimates for the nearest neighbor separations for NGC 0628, NGC 3351, NGC 3627,

NGC 4535, and the ensemble are provided by green dotted lines (see text). The histograms are normalized by the total number of counts and the bin width for

each histogram.

split into the two age bins: ≤10 Myr (blue) and >10 Myr (red). For

all star clusters, the median separations ∆̃r to the nearest neighbour

GMC range from ∼1.8′′ (NGC 1559) to 4.9′′ (NGC 4571). In all

galaxies except NGC 4571, the young clusters are found to be closer

to their nearest neighbour GMCs than the older populations. The

“signal-to-noise” in these median separations can be estimated via

S/N(∆̃r) =
∆̃rold − ∆̃ryoung
√

σ2
old + σ2

young

(10)

where σold and σyoung represent the standard deviations in the me-

dian values for 1000 bootstrapped samples for the older and younger

age bins, respectively. Except for NGC 4571, the S/N values lie in

the range 4–8. In NGC 4571, the median separations for the three

histograms are nearly the same. This result is due to the flocculent

nature of NGC 4571—unlike the other 10 galaxies in this sample,

where the CO emission tends to align with the spiral arm structures

that dominate the optical morphologies, the GMCs and stellar clus-

ters in NGC 4571 exhibit much patchier and more spatially uniform

distributions. NGC 1433 and NGC 3351 have the greatest differences

in separations between the young and old populations. Both of these

galaxies show evidence of recent star formation at their centres with

a strong CO concentration there.

Finally, we include in certain sub-panels of Figure 6 theoretical

estimates for the expected nearest neighbour separations rn. Broadly

following the approach described in Kruĳssen et al. (2019) and the

parameter values presented in (Chevance et al. 2020b), the expected

separations are rn ≈ 0.443λ
√

τ/tgas where λ is the typical separa-

tion between independent star-forming regions, τ is the evolutionary

timescale for star formation overall, and tgas is the timescale for

the molecular clouds in particular. The correction factor
√

τ/tgas
(≈ 1.1) accounts for the fact that we specifically require the neigh-

bour to be a GMC, which only covers part of the region timeline

described in Chevance et al. (2020b). The medians for the distribu-

tions presented in Figure 6 are somewhat larger than the theoretical
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expectations, presumably because the GMC catalogues have lower

effective spatial resolution than the maps themselves.

We check the second and third nearest neighbour separation his-

tograms and find the same trends where the young stellar populations

lie closer to the GMCs than the older clusters.

4.2 Star Clusters Associated with GMCs

In Section 3.1, we describe our method for associating the star clus-

ters with GMCs while taking into account the sizes of the GMCs.

Figure 7 shows the distribution of the star cluster ages split by how

the clusters are associated with the closest GMC and Table 2 shows

the median cluster ages.1 Across all galaxies, the median cluster

ages are consistently the youngest when within the radius of the

closest GMC. As the clusters increase in distance from the closest

GMC, the median ages increase. For clusters between 2 and 3 GMC

radii, the median ages are no greater than 6 Myr across all galax-

ies (the range is 4 − 6 Myr, with uncertainties for a given galaxy

on the order of 0.5 Myr; see Table 2). Given these results, after

about 6 Myr, the star clusters have had enough time to no longer

be associated with their natal GMCs. This result is consistent with

the measurement from Grasha et al. (2019) in M51 using the LEGUS

star clusters and CO(1–0) maps from PAWS. Similar timescales were

found by Kawamura et al. (2009) for the Large Magellanic Cloud and

Corbelli et al. (2017) for M 33 for the duration of GMCs being asso-

ciated with non-embedded stellar clusters.

This timescale is related to the feedback timescale tfb—the time it

takes for feedback mechanisms to disperse the natal gas after stellar

clusters first become visible (unembedded). This feedback timescale

is not a measure of the GMC lifetime, which is found to be short,

on the order of 10 Myr to 30 Myr, but the time it takes for star

clusters to no longer be associated with their natal GMCs. Given

the short lifetimes of GMCs, finding younger star clusters closer

to their natal GMCs implies that the stellar hierarchical distribu-

tion is inherited from the GMCs and the interstellar medium. Our

measurement tracks well with the measurements from the “uncer-

tainty principle of star formation” for NGC 0300 (Kruĳssen et al.

2019) and the samples of nearby galaxies studied by Chevance et al.

(2020b) and Kim et al. (2021) (four of the nine galaxies analyzed

by Chevance et al. (2020b) are also in our sample). As described

above, for our ensemble of 11 galaxies the clusters are typically on

the cusp of no longer being associated with GMCs after ∼6 Myr. By

comparison, Kim et al. (2021) find ∼3 Myr for the typical embedded

phase (see also Benincasa et al. 2020) and Chevance et al. (2020b)

and Kim et al. (2022) find tfb ≈ 3Myr for the unembedded phase, for

a total of ∼7 Myr spanning the embedded and unembedded phases;

accounting for uncertainties and intrinsic variation between galax-

ies, our inferred ensemble-wide timescale for clusters is consistent

with the sum of the embedded and unembedded timescales found by

Chevance et al. (2020b), Kim et al. (2021), and Kim et al. (2022).

1 We have incorporated a 10 km s−1 velocity cutoff in our analysis to

account for clusters that may have drifted during their lifetime into a chance

line-of-sight alignment with a non-natal GMC; we require all cluster-GMC

associations to satisfy v × t(age) < 3RGMC. We acknowledge, though,

that this a coarse approximation and is limited by the fact that GMC radii are

highly related to the resolution of the CO data, and the spatial resolution of

the CO data affects the minimum peak spacing. Moreover, the GMCs crowd

on few hundred parsec scales and given their typically sizes, there may be

multiple associations for a given cluster. In these cases, we opt for the most

massive GMC to be the associated one. These are the issues that make this

inherently complicated.

For the clusters lying beyond three GMC radii from the GMC

centroids, the median ages range greatly across the 11 galaxies from

5 Myr (NGC 4571) to 136 Myr (NGC 1792). Interestingly, the galaxy

in our sample with the sparsest (lowest surface density) CO dis-

tribution, NGC 4571, has unassociated stellar clusters that skew

youngest compared to the other galaxies. Similarly, in NGC 1433

and NGC 3351 where the CO is concentrated in the centres, the

median unassociated cluster age is younger (7 Myr) than the rest of

the galaxies. In all galaxies, the median unassociated cluster age is

still greater than the median age of all clusters. However, we must

acknowledge that this trend is influenced by our implementation of a

velocity cutoff.

4.3 Dependence on Galactic Environment

We can study how the galactic environment of the star clusters and

GMCs affect the timescales of star formation by using the envi-

ronmental masks developed by the PHANGS collaboration. De-

tails on how the masks are produced are given in Querejeta et al.

(2021). In short, discs and bulges are identified using 3.6 µm images

from the Spitzer Survey of the Stellar Structure in Galaxies (S4G)

pipeline or ancillary Spitzer images following Salo et al. (2015) and

Herrera-Endoqui et al. (2015). Near-infrared images are used to iden-

tify bars and rings, and spiral arms are defined by fitting a log-spiral

function to bright regions along the arms. Arm widths are defined by

the CO emission measured in PHANGS–ALMA maps. For this study,

we choose to use the masks which separate the galactic environments

into the centre, bar, interarm, spiral arms, and disk. The masks do

provide further differentiation of environments for example, bars and

bar ends, but we opt for the more simplified masks.

Figure 8 shows the distribution of star cluster ages across the

five environmental masks and Table 3 gives the median ages with

uncertainties. Across all five environments, the median cluster age

is 5 Myr for clusters between 2 and 3 GMC radii. This is consistent

with the time scale for a cluster to disassociate from its natal gas

cloud as found in Section 4.2.

Galaxies with a centre region identified are NGC 0628, NGC 1365,

NGC 1433, NGC 1792, NGC 3351, NGC 3627, NGC 4535,

NGC 4548, NGC 4571. The clusters which lie in the centres are

found to be young (<10 Myr) and the trend of cluster age increasing

with distance from closest GMC is seen. There are only 12 unassoci-

ated clusters which have a median age of 300Myr; this is significantly

older than the unassociated population of the other environments and

any single galaxy. These old unassociated clusters are likely old glob-

ular clusters which reside in the stellar bulges. For the star clusters of

NGC 3351, Turner et al. (2021) identify globular cluster candidates

in the bulge and show the SED fitting return underestimated ages

for the globular clusters. Ages around 10 Gyr are expected while the

SED fitting gives ages of a few 100 Myr. This is likely why the clus-

ters identified here are as old as expected if they are indeed globular

clusters.

For clusters in the bars of the barred galaxies (NGC 1365,

NGC 1433, NGC 1559, NGC 1566, NGC 3351, NGC 3627,

NGC 4535, NGC 4548), the median age is relatively old at nearly

100 Myr. Clusters associated with GMCs are still found to be the

youngest. Similar to the centre clusters, the unassociated population

is old with median age of 169 Myr. The bar clusters trending old is

mostly likely due to a lack of recent star formation as bars act to fun-

nel gas into the centres of the galaxies which triggers star formation

there.

The environmental masks show that all galaxies except NGC 4571

have spiral arms or, in the case of NGC 3351, a ring. For clusters in
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Figure 7. Histograms of the star cluster ages split on how the star cluster is associated with the closest GMC: within 1RGMC (blue), between 1 and 2RGMC

(green), between 2 and 3RGMC (orange), or beyond 3RGMC which is considered unassociated (fuchsia). The distribution of the ages for all star clusters is in

grey. Median ages for each distribution are marked with dashed lines. An assumed velocity cutoff of 10 km s−1 is applied to minimize the chance alignment

of clusters with GMCs if the clusters have had enough time to cross into the line-of-sight. The histograms are normalized by the total number of counts and

the bin width for each histogram. For reference we include for specific targets plus the ensemble the estimated feedback timescales (Chevance et al. 2020b) for

dispersing the natal gas after stellar clusters first become visible (vertical dotted orange lines).

both the interarm regions and spiral arms, we see the same trend with

the youngest clusters (∼1 Myr) associated closely with GMCs and

trending slightly older as they move away from their natal gas clouds.

Unassociated clusters in both regions give a median age around

50 Myr. However, spiral arm clusters are found to be younger on

average than the interarm clusters due to more recent star formation

occurring directly within the spiral arms. The difference in the median

ages of spiral and interarm clusters suggests it takes ∼20 Myr for

clusters to migrate out of the spiral arms.

Finally, clusters in the outer disks of the galaxies are found to

be mostly young with a median age of 10 Myr. The same trend of

cluster age increasing with distance to associated GMC is seen again.

Interestingly, the unassociated clusters in the discs have a very similar

age distribution to the full sample of disc clusters and a median age

just under 10 Myr. This distribution is likely skewed young because

of NGC 4571 where essentially all clusters are considered to be in the

disc and the relative lack of CO means most clusters are unassociated

with a GMC.

4.3.1 Dependence on Spiral Arm Structure

As shown Figure 8, clusters residing in spiral arms are found to

be very young and closely associated with GMCs. We check for

dependence of this trend on the spiral arm structure, specifically

on the pitch angle of the spirals. Generally, galactic spiral arms

are well approximated by logarithmic spirals (Kennicutt 1981). The

logarithmic spirals are of the form

R = R0e
θ tan(φ)

(11)
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Table 2. Median Star Cluster Ages

Galaxy All SCs 0 < r/RGMC ≤ 1 1 < r/RGMC ≤ 2 2 < r/RGMC ≤ 3 Unassociated

NGC 0628 9± 0.32 (684) 1± 0.33 (33) 2± 0.32 (092) 5± 0.44 (142) 18± 2.54 (266)

NGC 1365 70± 4.96 (633) 4± 0.92 (11) 5± 0.38 (054) 5± 0.54 (098) 95± 7.23 (264)

NGC 1433 7± 0.62 (293) 1± 0.60 (09) 1± 0.56 (023) 5± 1.39 (025) 7± 0.67 (219)

NGC 1559 21± 1.24 (926) 1± 0.25 (22) 4± 0.56 (087) 5± 0.54 (160) 40± 2.43 (387)

NGC 1566 37± 2.31 (838) 1± 0.25 (43) 4± 0.61 (081) 5± 0.60 (134) 101± 6.28 (335)

NGC 1792 48± 3.25 (669) 2± 0.63 (22) 5± 0.58 (094) 6± 0.46 (147) 135± 23.8 (067)

NGC 3351 6± 0.41 (396) 1± 0.65 (18) 4± 0.45 (056) 4± 0.62 (061) 7± 0.39 (221)

NGC 3627 37± 1.46 (948) 1± 0.42 (28) 4± 0.43 (100) 6± 0.53 (164) 76± 3.71 (287)

NGC 4535 28± 3.25 (411) 1± 0.51 (26) 4± 0.85 (039) 4± 0.60 (063) 95± 8.41 (185)

NGC 4548 10± 3.49 (237) 1± 0.76 (14) 3± 0.74 (022) 4± 0.48 (034) 76± 13.1 (131)

NGC 4571 5± 0.29 (213) 1± 0.90 (06) 4± 0.79 (018) 4± 0.88 (013) 5± 0.54 (164)

Ensemble 19± 0.61 (6248) 1± 0.18 (232) 4± 0.17 (666) 5± 0.18 (1041) 46± 1.53 (2526)

Table 2. All cluster ages given in Myr. Uncertainties on the medians are bootstrap estimates based on the uncertainties of the cluster ages. The number of clusters

in each sample is given in parentheses.

Figure 8. Same as Figure 7 except star clusters are grouped by their location with the galaxies: galaxy centre, bars, interarm, spiral arms, and disk. Median

cluster ages are marked with dashed lines. A 10 km s−1 velocity cutoff is applied.

Table 3. Median Star Cluster Ages by Galactic Environment

Environment All SCs 0 < r/RGMC ≤ 1 1 < r/RGMC ≤ 2 2 < r/RGMC ≤ 3 Unassociated

Center 7± 2.59 (0377) 4± 0.67 (16) 4± 0.26 (074) 5± 0.44 (110) 301 ± 138.6 (012)

Bar 95± 5.01 (0693) 1± 0.93 (14) 4± 0.52 (500) 5± 0.51 (110) 168 ± 10.7 (301)

Inter Arm 32± 1.37 (1654) 1± 0.29 (43) 3± 0.34 (117) 5± 0.41 (180) 53± 2.51 (969)

Spiral Arm 9± 0.30 (1420) 1± 0.21 (93) 3± 0.22 (206) 5± 0.32 (306) 53± 3.43 (388)

Disk 10± 0.90 (2077) 1± 0.25 (66) 4± 0.29 (219) 5± 0.36 (335) 9± 0.28 (829)

Table 3. All cluster ages given in Myr. Uncertainties on the medians are bootstrap estimates based on the uncertainties of the cluster ages. The number of clusters

in each sample is given in parentheses.
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Figure 9. Histograms of star cluster ages for all clusters which lie within a

spiral arm with pitch angle less than or equal to 20 degrees (left) and greater

than 20 degrees (right). Histograms are color-coded by how the star cluster is

associated with the nearest GMC following the same scheme as Figures 3, 7,

and 8.

where R is the radius of the spiral, θ is the azimuthal angle, R0 is

the initial radius at θ = 0, and φ is the pitch angle. Equation 11 can

be linearized to the form

ln(R) = ln(R0) + θ tan(φ). (12)

The environmental masks in Querejeta et al. (2021) provide the

slope, θ, and intercept, ln(R0), of best-fit logarithmic spirals for

each of the identified spiral arms which we then used to obtain the

spiral arm pitch angles. There are six galaxies with identified spiral

arms–NGC 0628 (6 arms), NGC 1365 (1 arm), NGC 1566 (4 arms),

NGC 3627 (4 arms), NGC 4535 (3 arms), NGC 4548 (5 arms).

Across the galaxy sample, we check the star cluster age and star

cluster–GMC separation for all clusters which lie within a spiral arm;

results are shown in Figure 9. Spiral arms are split by pitch angle at 20

degrees. We find that the star cluster age histograms are essentially no

different between spiral arms with tighter and looser pitch angles. A

division at 30 degrees was also checked and showed no dependence

on the pitch angle dividing threshold. We limit this analysis to only

clusters found within spiral arms as the pitch angle of spiral arms

within individual galaxies can range significantly. For example, the

six spiral arms measured in NGC 0628 have pitch angles ranging

from 11 degrees to 30 degrees. This greatly confuses the analysis if

it is to be applied to star clusters outside of the spiral arms. Given

these results, we find no dependence of star cluster age and star

cluster–GMC separation on the spiral arm pitch angle.

4.4 Angular Two-Point Correlation Functions

We quantify how clustered the spatial distributions of the star clusters

and GMCs are using two-point autocorrelation functions as detailed

in Section 3.2. Figure 10 shows the autocorrelation functions for each

galaxy broken down as: all star clusters, clusters ≤10 Myr, clusters

>10 Myr, and all GMCs2. In all galaxies except for NGC 4571, the

young clusters are found to be more highly correlated over small

spatial scales than the older populations. At larger scales on the order

of several kiloparsecs, the correlation functions for both the young

2 No significant differences are found if the age threshold is lowered to 5 Myr.

and old cluster populations become essentially equal. This means

the correlation lengths, the scale at which the distribution is random

(1 + ω(θ) = 1), are equal for both populations. Given these results,

the young populations still show fractal nature of hierarchical star

formation which dissolves with time as shown by the autocorrelation

functions of the older cluster populations.

Table 4 gives the best-fitting power-law slopes for each of the

measured autocorrelation functions. For the total star cluster popula-

tions across all galaxies, reasonably smooth power-law fits are found

which demonstrates the scale-free, hierarchical (or fractal) structure

of the stellar distribution. Except for the flocculent galaxy NGC 4571,

each galaxy shows a steeper power-law slope for the younger clusters

than for the older clusters. The galaxies with the largest difference

in slope between the young and older populations, for the selected

spatial ranges for the fits, are NGC 1566, NGC 3351, and NGC 4535.

These three galaxies all possess very distinct spiral arms and rings

where the GMCs and younger clusters are mostly concentrated.

Since the higher correlation of the young clusters is thought to

be a result of inheriting the hierarchical structure of the interstel-

lar medium, we expect the GMCs to show equally high correlation.

However, in most cases, the distribution of the GMCs is found to

be much less correlated; the GMCs seem to be closer to randomly

distributed. Grasha et al. (2019) note a similar result for the GMCs

observed in M51. This suggests either (1) there are GMCs which

have not yet formed star clusters and are therefore dampening the

correlation signal; or (2) the ultraviolet-optical HST data are insen-

sitive to clusters less massive than ∼103−104 M⊙ (see §2) or to

heavily buried stellar clusters (a follow-up project with the James

Webb Space Telescope has been approved for 19 PHANGS targets,

to uncover and characterize such embedded systems).

In a number of galaxies, the GMC correlation is roughly random

at the smallest scale, then increases with scale length until a peak at

intermediate separations, then declines again. This peak in the cor-

relation most likely results from CPROPS combining overlapping

GMCs into a single GMC (if they have similar velocities), which

prevents us from finding a significant number of GMCs with separa-

tions less than twice the typical GMC radius. The value of 2RGMC is

presented in each panel of Figure 10, where we would expect to start

noticing the impact of the cloud identification on the autocorrelation

function (and thus explains the downturn in the GMC autocorrelation

function at small scales in most galaxies). In NGC 1433, the GMCs

are concentrated at the centre of the galaxy and at the end of the bars.

This leads to high correlation at small scales. Although NGC 3351

has a similar CO distribution as NGC 1433, the GMC autocorrela-

tion function in NGC 3351 is unexpectedly less correlated at small

scales. This is possibly due to the GMCs which populate the ring of

NGC 3351 which may be more uniformly distributed radially around

the ring.

4.5 Cross-correlation Functions

We quantify the cross-correlation between the star clusters and GMCs

using the methodology given in Section 3.3. Results are shown in

Figure 11. The cross-correlation functions prove to be difficult to

interpret but, in most cases, the young star clusters spatially correlate

with GMCs at small spatial scales and the older population is less

correlated. Over time, the fractal distribution is dissipated as star

clusters migrate away from their natal GMCs and the GMCs are

disrupted. In some of the cross-correlation functions, there is a “gap”

resembling a piece-wise function. This is because there are no star

cluster–GMC pairs found with separations that fall in that bin.

As mentioned in Section 4.4, the GMCs are not as highly autocor-
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Figure 10. Two-point (auto) correlation functions for all star clusters (black), clusters ≤10 Myr (blue), clusters >10 Myr (red), and GMCs (orange). The line at

1+ω(θ) = 1 marks where a uniform, random distribution. Twice the median radius of the GMCs in each galaxy is shown as the vertical grey line. Uncertainties

are bootstrap estimates. The thick grey line marks the distance range over which the power-laws are fit; the best-fitting power-law slopes are given in Table 4.

Correlation functions which exhibit anti-correlation (1 + ω(θ) < 1) are most likely artifacts of the random sampling i.e., there are more random points than

data points for that angular bin. In which case, correlation at these bins can be considered consistent with a random distribution.

Table 4. Two-Point Autocorrelation Functions: Best-Fitting Power Law Slopes and Amplitudes at 300 pc

Galaxy All SCs SCs ≤ 10 Myr SCs > 10 Myr GMCs All SCs SCs ≤ 10 Myr SCs > 10 Myr GMCs

α α α α 1 + ω(θ) 1 + ω(θ) 1 + ω(θ) 1 + ω(θ)

NGC 0628 −0.28±0.02 −0.39±0.05 −0.20±0.03 −0.24±0.04 2.20±0.20 2.46±0.35 1.86±0.37 2.15±0.19

NGC 1365 −0.41±0.03 −0.66±0.09 −0.33±0.02 −0.47±0.11 5.75±0.53 9.98±2.10 5.04±0.63 4.97±0.28

NGC 1433 −0.38±0.02 −0.55±0.02 −0.28±0.17 −0.82±0.14 2.86±0.66 4.43±1.19 1.44±1.48 7.96±1.15

NGC 1559 −0.32±0.02 −0.49±0.03 −0.22±0.02 −0.22±0.02 3.51±0.26 3.77±0.34 3.05±0.26 1.88±0.18

NGC 1566 −0.44±0.02 −0.73±0.05 −0.36±0.02 −0.26±0.03 3.64±0.28 5.52±0.81 2.92±0.42 2.19±0.18

NGC 1792 −0.36±0.06 −0.51±0.05 −0.32±0.06 −0.49±0.06 3.29±0.28 3.43±0.58 2.78±0.33 2.27±0.29

NGC 3351 −0.73±0.10 −0.84±0.15 −0.29±0.11 −0.76±0.02 3.12±0.53 3.85±0.70 1.61±0.65 1.83±0.23

NGC 3627 −0.38±0.01 −0.47±0.03 −0.38±0.02 −0.08±0.02 2.84±0.16 3.28±0.36 2.73±0.25 1.60±0.12

NGC 4535 −0.41±0.04 −0.73±0.06 −0.25±0.03 −0.23±0.02 1.90±0.35 2.89±0.76 1.52±0.45 1.90±0.20

NGC 4548 −0.34±0.03 −0.50±0.04 −0.24±0.02 −0.16±0.04 2.33±0.60 2.99±1.28 1.89±0.96 2.44±0.69

NGC 4571 −0.11±0.03 −0.14±0.08 −0.28±0.11 −0.59±0.11 1.36±0.39 1.23±0.50 2.26±1.25 2.67±0.48

Table 4. A Levenberg–Marquardt non-linear least squares minimization is used to fit a power-law of the form Aθα to the autocorrelation functions shown in

Figure 10. The power-laws are constrained to the distance ranges marked by the thick grey lines in Figure 10.

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Figure 11. Cross-correlation functions for the GMCs with all star clusters (black), clusters ≤10 Myr (blue), and clusters >10 Myr (red) for each galaxy. The

horizontal grey line marks a uniform, random distribution at 1 + ζ(θ) = 1. Twice the median radius of the GMCs in each galaxy is shown as the vertical grey

line.

related as the stellar clusters. This may also be affecting the measured

cross-correlation functions by lessening the cross-correlation with

the young clusters.

5 CONCLUSIONS

We present the results of a study combining the PHANGS–ALMA

GMC catalogs with the star cluster catalogue from PHANGS–HST

for a sample of 11 nearby star-forming galaxies. We spatially correlate

the two catalogs first with a simple nearest neighbour analysis which

reveals that star clusters with ages ≤10 Myr are found to lie closer

to GMCs on average than the older cluster populations. This follows

the trend expected for hierarchical star formation where the clusters

inherit the hierarchical distribution of the interstellar medium. Next,

we expand the analysis by including information on the sizes of the

GMC. We look for a line-of-sight alignment of clusters with GMCs

and determine if a cluster is within the radius of the nearest GMC,

between 1 and 2 radii of the GMC, between 2 and 3 radii, or beyond

which we consider unassociated. To minimize chance alignment,

we apply a 10 km s−1 velocity cutoff. Clusters which are closely

associated with a GMC (within the GMC radius) are found to be

very young with a median age of 1 Myr for most of the galaxies.

After ∼ 6 Myr, the clusters are no longer associated with their

natal gas clouds. This timescale is a measure of the time it takes to

dissipate the gas cloud after the onset of star formation. Our analysis

follows similar methodology as Grasha et al. (2019) and we find

good agreement with their results in M51. These results also serve

as an independent confirmation of the feedback timescale measured

using the “uncertainty principle of star formation” in Chevance et al.

(2020b). Specifically, combining the∼4Myr timescale for embedded

star formation (Kim et al. 2021) with the ∼3 Myr timescale for the

exposed or unembedded phase of star formation (Chevance et al.

2020b) yields a total of ∼7 Myr, consistent with our finding of

∼ 6 Myr for age until dispersal.

We perform this same analysis broken down by galactic environ-

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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ment and find the same trend where clusters closely associated with

GMCs are ∼1 Myr, and beyond ∼5 Myr clusters are no longer asso-

ciated with GMCs. The unassociated clusters found in the centres of

the galaxies are measured to be older than 300 Myr on average. This

suggests these clusters could be old globular clusters which reside

in the stellar bulges. Turner et al. (2021) note that there are likely

globular clusters in the centre of NGC 3351 but the SED fitting per-

formed on the PHANGS–HST clusters does not recover ages as old

as expected (∼10 Gyr) for these globular clusters, due to the limiting

assumption of solar metallicity for all sources. The median age for

all clusters within spiral arms is 9 Myr, while clusters in interarm

regions are ∼32 Myr old. This suggests it takes on average ∼ 20 Myr

for a cluster to migrate out of a spiral arm, or that many young clusters

are disrupted within ∼20 Myr.

Autocorrelation functions are measured in Section 4.4 and show

the young clusters are more highly autocorrelated at small spatial

scales compared to the older cluster populations. We find the GMCs

to be nearly uniformly distributed across spatial scales. Power-law fits

show that galaxies with distinct spiral arms and rings—NGC 1566,

NGC 3351, and NGC 4535—have the largest difference in autocor-

relation function slopes between the young and older clusters. We

also measure the cross-correlation functions and find that the young

clusters track well with the GMCs. However, the cross-correlation

functions are difficult to interpret given poor statistics in a few of the

galaxies. Our interpretation is that stellar clusters form at the density

peaks of the hierarchy, and are thus likely more strongly clustered

than all levels of the hierarchy. But the overall picture is modulated

by the sensitivity to galactic morphological properties, which drives

global correlations that impact the level of correlation between stellar

clusters and GMCs.

We plan to expand upon the analysis described in this study as more

PHANGS–HST star cluster catalogs are produced for more galaxies.

This expansion will allow us to build out the statistics for more galax-

ies and therefore more star clusters. Additionally, a machine learning

algorithm is being developed to aid in the identification and classifi-

cation of PHANGS–HST star clusters (Wei et al. 2020; Thilker et al.

2021). This will greatly increase the number of identified star clus-

ters within each galaxy, allowing for much better statistical analysis.

Finally, a stellar association catalogue for PHANGS–HST is being

developed (detailed in Larson et al., in preparation) which provides a

better way of identifying the youngest stellar populations which are

not captured in the traditional cluster catalog. Performing the anal-

ysis presented here on the stellar associations should reveal an even

stronger correlation between the young stellar populations and their

natal gas clouds.
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