
MNRAS 000, 1–14 (2022) Preprint 4 March 2024 Compiled using MNRAS LATEX style file v3.0

Unveiling two expanding stellar groups formed through violent
relaxation in The Lagoon Nebula Cluster.

Andrea Bonilla-Barroso 1, Javier Ballesteros-Paredes 1, Jesús Hernández 2,
Luis Aguilar 2, and Manuel Zamora-Avilés 3 ★

1Instituto de Radioastronomía y Astrofísica, UNAM, campus Morelia. PO Box 3-72. 58090. Morelia, Michoacán, México
2Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México, Instituto de Astronomía, AP 106, Ensenada 22800, BC, México
3Instituto Nacional de Astrofísica, Óptica y Electrónica, Luis E. Erro 1, 72840 Tonantzintla, Puebla, México

Accepted 2024 February 27. Received 2024 February 27; in original form 2023 January 03

ABSTRACT
The current kinematic state of young stellar clusters can give clues on their actual dynamical
state and origin. In this contribution, we use Gaia DR3 data of the Lagoon Nebula Cluster
(LNC) to show that the cluster is composed of two expanding groups, likely formed from
different molecular cloud clumps. We find no evidence of massive stars having larger velocity
dispersion than low-mass stars or being spatially segregated across the LNC, as a whole, or
within the Primary group. However, the Secondary group, with 1/5th of the stars, exhibits
intriguing features. On the one hand, it shows a bipolar nature, with an aspect ratio of ∼3:1.
In addition, the massive stars in this group exhibit larger velocity dispersion than the low-
mass stars, although they are not concentrated towards the center of the group. This suggests
that this group may have undergone dynamical relaxation, first, and some explosive event
afterward. However, further observations and numerical work have to be performed to confirm
this hypothesis. The results of this work suggest that, although stellar clusters may form by the
global and hierarchical collapse of their parent clump, still some dynamical relaxation may
take place.

Key words: turbulence – stars: formation – ISM: clouds – ISM: kinematics and dynamics –
galaxies: star formation.

1 INTRODUCTION

The detailed way stars are born is one of the most fundamental
unsolved problems in astronomy, and so it is how stellar clusters
form. To understand the physical processes that allow the formation
of stellar clusters, one has to use numerical simulations and
theoretical studies and compare the outcomes with the obser-
vational properties that such dynamical and chaotic systems exhibit.

Recently, contrasting results were found in different young
stellar clusters with similar ages. On the one hand, based on Gaia
DR2 data, Wright & Parker (2019) found that the massive stars in
the Lagoon Nebula Cluster (LNC) exhibit larger velocity dispersion
compared to low mass stars, which they interpreted as a consequence
of the Spitzer (1969) instability. On the other hand, using Gaia EDR3
for the Orion Nebula Cluster (ONC), Bonilla-Barroso et al. (2022)
found that the velocity dispersion is nearly constant as a function
of mass. This difference is relevant because, if real, it is evidence
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of differences in the formation and/or early dynamical evolution
of stellar clusters since there is a possible dynamical mechanism
behind each one of those results. On the one hand, stellar collisions1

promote spatial segregation in mass and velocity, where massive
stars concentrate at the center, with a larger velocity dispersion,
while lower mass stars are more dispersed in space and with smaller
velocity dispersion (e.g., Binney & Tremaine 2008). The Spitzer
instability is an extreme case of this process, as we explain in §2.
In contrast, if clusters are primarily formed by the collapse of a
massive cloud or clump, and then the stellar feedback disperses the
parent cloud, temporal fluctuations in the ambient potential scatter
stars in energy space. This process, called violent relaxation, results
in the same velocity dispersion for all stars independently of their
masses (Lynden-Bell 1967).

Determining the dynamical state of a stellar cluster is

1 Through the text, we call stellar collisions to indicate, as it is usual in the
stellar dynamics community, not that two stars physically collide, but that
their interaction is strong enough to modify their trajectories substantially.
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non-trivial. For instance, while collisional relaxation produces
mass segregation, it does not discard violent relaxation. Indeed,
as McMillan et al. (2007) pointed out, if mass-segregated clusters
merge, their mass segregation may survive despite the violent
relaxation produced by the merger event. In addition, different
numerical results have been found that newborn clusters formed in
collapsing molecular clouds tend to form their massive stars at the
centermost parts of the cluster (e.g., Bonnell et al. 2007; Kuznetsova
et al. 2015). Fortunately, the velocity dispersion of the stars per
mass bin is an observable that better helps us to discriminate
between the different relaxation mechanisms occurring in a system.
Collisional relaxation produces massive stars with larger velocity
dispersion than low-mass stars, and violent relaxation produces
similar velocity dispersion for all stars, regardless of their mass.

Although challenging, determining the dynamical and
structural properties of young stellar clusters is fundamental to
understanding the actual dynamical state of the parent cloud. For
example, if clouds were supported by turbulence against gravity,
one can expect that stellar clusters would form during many
free-fall times. Thus, collisional relaxation may take place, and
thus, the massive stars in the cluster will increase their velocity
dispersion, a process called dynamical heating. If, instead, the
cluster was formed within one or two free-fall times of the parent
cloud, one may expect that the velocity dispersion of its newborn
stars is nearly constant due to violent relaxation.

Given the apparent contradiction between the results by Wright
& Parker (2019) and ours (Bonilla-Barroso et al. 2022), and con-
sidering that there are new available Gaia DR3 data, we revisited
Wright & Parker (2019) data by cross-matching their tables with
Gaia DR3. As we will show, the stars in the LNC exhibit a constant
velocity dispersion as a function of the mass of the stars. In the
process, we have found that the Lagoon Nebula Cluster consists of
at least two expanding substructures, the main cluster and another
expanding substructure that substantially overlaps with the main
one, located in the western part of the whole structure. None of
them exhibit signs of collisional relaxation, i.e., they are not mass
segregated. However, while massive stars in the Primary group do
not exhibit dynamical heating, the velocity dispersion of the mas-
sive stars in the Secondary group is clearly larger than that of the
low-mass stars, a situation that is unclear how to interpret. We spec-
ulate about a possible explosive event in this Secondary group, as
the cause for this morphological and kinematical behavior.

The plan for this work is as follows. In §2, we briefly present
the differences between violent relaxation, collisional relaxation and
the Spitzer instability. In §3, we describe our methodology. Section
4 presents our results. Finally, in §5 we present our discussion and
conclusions.

2 VIOLENT VS. COLLISIONAL RELAXATION

2.1 Violent relaxation

During the formation of a stellar cluster, the potential well becomes
deeper as the cloud collapses. Since the varying potential performs
work on the stars, the energy of individual particles is not conserved
(Lynden-Bell 1967). Furthermore, the particle can gain or lose
energy depending on the orbital phase and the timing of the
potential variation. The net effect is that particles are scattered
in energy, and as long as the potential keeps varying in time,

this random scattering will persist. This process is called violent
relaxation, and its timescale is of a couple of dynamical timescales
(Binney & Tremaine 2008).

One can envisage two possible behaviors for the variation of
the gravitational potential during violent relaxation. On the one
hand, if the stars produce the potential, the violent relaxation is
self-limiting: the more relaxed the particles become, the fewer
fluctuations are available for driving relaxation. In contrast, if
the potential is dominated by an external agent, such as the
collapsing molecular cloud during the formation of the cluster, or
the expanding molecular cloud during cloud disruption, violent
relaxation will continue as long as the potential keeps fluctuating.

A key ingredient is that violent relaxation produces equal ve-
locity dispersion for all particles (Lynden-Bell 1967). The reason for
this effect is that the mass of the stars is utterly negligible compared
to the mass represented by the potential fluctuations. It is important
to note that, although this process does not produce energy equipar-
tition between particles (they all have the same velocity dispersion),
the whole system does it. Indeed, at the end of a collapsing stage,
either gas (e.g., Vázquez-Semadeni et al. 2007) or particle sys-
tems (e.g., Noriega-Mendoza & Aguilar 2018) will tend globally
to virialization, with the total gravitational energy being twice the
total kinetic energy of the system (see also Ballesteros-Paredes et al.
2020).

2.2 Collisional relaxation and the Spitzer instability

Another relaxation mechanism relevant in few-body systems is
collisional relaxation. When particles undergo strong encounters
such that their trajectories are substantially deflected, energy is
exchanged between them. Although the specific outcome depends
on the details of the encounter, the interchange of energy between
particles will tend to statistically produce energy equipartition
between them, meaning that more massive particles will end up
with less velocity than low-mass particles.

Nonetheless, gravitational systems have negative heat capacity
(Antonov 1985; Lynden-Bell & Wood 1968), and thus, the
statistical tendency of collisions to produce energy equipartition
produces the opposite effect in gravitational systems, i.e., as the
system loses energy, it becomes hotter dynamically2. In order
to understand this effect, one can imagine a system of only two
types of particles: heavy and light, initially thoroughly mixed
and in equilibrium with their own potential. As collisions occur,
heavy particles lose velocity. Consequently, lacking support, they
fall inward to a tighter new equilibrium configuration with larger
velocities. The net effect is that mass and velocity segregation
occurs as particles try to get energy equipartition via collisions.
Heavy particles become more concentrated with larger velocity
dispersions than light ones 3. In an extreme version of this effect,
the massive stars become so concentrated that they evolve on their

2 As a consequence, the entropy of a gravitational system is not bound, and
thus, an isolated system can never reach equilibrium (see, e.g., Binney &
Tremaine 2008, §4.10.1).
3 A point worth noticing is that spatial segregation should be present for
collisions to be responsible for the heavier particles having a larger velocity
dispersion. If the latter is observed without the former, collisions are not
responsible for the dynamical heating.
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own collisional timescale and become dynamically detached from
the rest of the cluster. This is the Spitzer instability (Spitzer 1969).

Numerical simulations have consistently found that stellar
clusters produce the dynamical heating of massive stars. Then, it
is considered that the Spitzer instability typically does occur (e.g.,
Trenti & van der Marel 2013; Spera et al. 2016; Bianchini et al.
2016; Parker & Wright 2016), with the last authors arguing that it
may occur within a few Myrs for young stellar clusters.

Theoretically, the difference between the Spitzer instability
and the regular mass segregation is a matter of timescales. Without
the Spitzer instability, mass segregation grows on the global
collisional timescale. With the Spitzer instability, the heavier
stars detach dynamically from the rest of the system and collapse
at an accelerated pace, that of their own collisional timescale.
Observationally, it will be difficult to disentangle whether a cluster
has experienced the Spitzer (1969) instability, or just collisional
relaxation. Being essentially the same process, they both share the
same features, though the latter is more extreme than the former. In
what follows, thus, we will just talk about collisional relaxation.

2.3 Violent vs collisional relaxation

While the characteristic timescale for violent relaxation is of the
order of 1-2 free-fall timescales

𝜏ff =

√︄
3𝜋

32𝐺𝜌
(1)

with 𝜌 the mean density of the system, and 𝐺 the gravitational
constant, the characteristic timescale for collisional relaxation is the
collisional timescale,

𝜏coll =
0.1𝑁
ln 𝑁

𝑡cross (2)

where 𝑁 is the number of particles, and 𝑡cross ∼ 𝑅/𝜎𝜐 the crossing
time of the system, given by its size 𝑅 and velocity dispersion 𝜎𝜐

(Binney & Tremaine 2008) . In general terms, the violent relaxation
timescale (1-2 free-fall timescales) is substantially smaller than the
collisional relaxation timescale. For instance, the free-fall time of
a molecular cloud core at a density of 104 cm−3 is of the order
of 𝜏ff ∼1 Myr. In contrast, the collisional timescale of a young
stellar cluster with ∼1000 particles (as the Lagoon or the Orion
Nebula clusters) and a crossing time of ∼ 1 − 3 Myr is of the order
of 14-50 Myr. However, it is worth pointing out that numerical
simulations by Parker et al. (2016) of young clusters have shown
dynamical heating and ejection of massive stars in ∼ 5 − 10 Myr.

From this perspective, one can expect that young clusters, with
ages ≲5 Myr, should exhibit signs of violent relaxation (constant
velocity dispersion) preferentially, while older clusters may show
dynamical heating of their more massive stars.

3 METHODS AND DATA

Determining how the velocity dispersion varies with mass bins of
the stellar objects is one of the critical goals in determining the
origin and dynamical state of stellar clusters. The results reported
by Wright & Parker (2019) for the LNC are at odds with our results
found for the ONC (Bonilla-Barroso et al. 2022). In principle,
different clusters may very well have different physical origins;

thus, there is nothing wrong with having massive stars undergoing
dynamical heating in the LNC while not in the ONC. However,
we notice a few relevant points that may affect the inferred result,
specifically in terms of determining the masses of the stars. On the
one hand, Wright & Parker (2019) assumed a single distance and a
single extinction for all the stars in the LNC. Both quantities have
substantial variation, as shown in §3.2. On the other hand, the more
massive bin in the analysis of Wright & Parker (2019) contains only
a few stars, making it sensitive to small statistics biases. Finally,
the analysis by Wright & Parker (2019) was performed with Gaia
DR2, and thus, the better precision data of Gaia DR3 may allow us
to find features that were hidden in more noisy data.

In what follows, thus, we used Gaia DR3 data towards the
LNC, as explained below. For now, we just recall that using the
parallaxes directly reported by Gaia DR3 can overestimate the
distance to the cluster (see §3.1). Consequently, we also apply
the zero point bias obtained from the ARI Gaia TAP service4 to
correct the Gaia DR3 parallaxes. The zero-point bias depends on
the position of the star in the sky, its brightness, and its colors
(Lindegren et al. 2021). In the following, we use the parallaxes
corrected by systematics.

We also emphasize that in contrast to Bonilla-Barroso et al.
(2022), where we measured the velocity dispersion using the
standard deviation5, in the present work, we use the interquartile
measurements. The reason is that we want to make the most
straightforward comparison to the results by Wright & Parker
(2019). The results obtained using the standard deviation or the
interquartile measurement, though not identical, do not change sub-
stantially when one or the other is used, except for bins with small
statistics, in which case none of the two is a better estimator anyway.

In order to properly compare our results with the previous
analysis, in the present work, we define three subsets from the
sample, as follows.

3.1 Sample 1: LNC data cross-matched with Gaia DR3

To understand the origin of the apparent large velocity dispersion
for the most massive stars in the LNC, we define Sample 1A as
the cross-match between the original 819 stars from Wright et al.
(2019) with the Gaia DR3 catalog. We found 817 stars in the
original sample have Gaia DR3 counterparts within 1′′. However,
23 stars were rejected because they lacked parallaxes or had
negative values in Gaia DR3. Thus, Sample 1A includes 794 stars.

We constrain the sample further by keeping those stars from
Sample 1A with good astrometric quality, i.e., those stars with
RUWE<1.4 (Lindegren et al. 2021) and parallax errors better than
20%. It is important to mention that the RUWE parameter is recom-
mended to evaluate the quality of the astrometric solution. Sources

4 https://gaia.ari.uni-heidelberg.de/tap
5 More precisely, in Bonilla-Barroso et al. (2022) we computed the velocity
dispersion as

𝜎𝜐 =

√︃
𝜎2

𝜐𝑥 + 𝜎2
𝜐𝑦 , (3)

with 𝜎𝜐𝑥,𝑦 the standard deviation of the 𝑥 (𝑦−) velocity, which in turn is
computed from the RA (DEC) proper motions and distances of each star,
previous zero-point bias correction.

MNRAS 000, 1–14 (2022)
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Figure 1. Distances to the stars of Sample 1B. The dashed vertical line
denotes the typical value assumed by Wright et al. (2019) and Wright &
Parker (2019). The solid line denotes the median distance obtained from
the parallaxes corrected by zero-point bias. As a reference, we include the
distance distribution of the distance estimated by the parallaxes without the
zero-point bias correction.

with large RUWE are problematic for the astrometric solution, likely
to be non-single stars. This step reduced the sample from 794 to 547.

We defined Sample 1B by drawing from the 547 stars in the
previous list, those stars for which proper motions are within three
times their corresponding mean absolute deviations (MAD) from
the median value in right ascension (pmra) and declination (pmdec).
As a result, Sample 1B includes 502 stars. A cautionary point has to
be made here: since we are interested in understanding whether the
LNC has undergone some degree of dynamical relaxation, elimi-
nating stars with large proper motions may skew our results towards
not finding it. In appendix A we show that this is not the case, since
the rejected stars are not the most massive, and are not particularly
concentrated towards the center of the cluster.

In Fig. 1 we show the distribution of distances of Sample 1B
based on the parallaxes corrected by the zero point bias (solid line
histogram). As a reference, we also include the distance distribution
previous to this correction (dashed line histogram). Statistically
speaking, the distribution of distances to the stars in the LNC is
substantially smaller than the typical value adopted of 1.33 kpc
in previous studies (e.g., Kuhn et al. 2019; Wright et al. 2019;
Wright & Parker 2019). These differences can affect the derivation
of stellar parameters as stellar luminosities and stellar masses.

In Fig. 2, we show the map of the LNC for Samples 1A (green)
and 1B (pink). The proper motions of each sample are denoted
with arrows and are plotted in the frame of reference of the whole
cluster. For purposes that will be clear later, we also denote with a
star symbol those stars with masses larger than 20 𝑀⊙ , according
to Wright & Parker (2019).

3.2 Sample 2: the MassAge sample

We defined Sample 2 as follows: Since we are interested in an
accurate estimation of the masses of the stars, from Sample 1A

Figure 2. RA-DEC map of the stars in the LNC, with vectors denoting the
proper motions. Green symbols denote the stars in Sample 1A, and pink
symbols denote the stars in Sample 1B. Massive stars (𝑀 > 20 𝑀⊙) are
denoted with a star symbol, and their velocity vectors are in red to allow
easy distinction from the rest of the velocity vectors. The proper motions of
each star in this panel are referenced to the velocity of the centroid of its
corresponding group.

we select those stars from Wright et al. (2019) for which effective
temperatures have been estimated. We additionally included four
stars with effective temperatures estimated by Prisinzano et al.
(2019), who used similar spectroscopic data and method to Wright
et al. (2019). We also applied the same filters as in the case
of Sample 1B. While this sample has only 40% of the stars in
Sample 1B (286 stars), it still gives us good statistics that may allow
to confirm or discard the results found with the masses tabulated in
Wright & Parker (2019).

We estimated extinctions (𝐴𝑉 ), luminosities, masses, and
ages of Sample 2 using the code, MassAge (Hernández et al.
in prep). This code uses as input the effective temperature, the
parallaxes, the Gaia-DR3 (Gp, Rp, Bp), and 2MASS (J and
H) photometry. In brief, 𝐴𝑉 is estimated by minimizing the
differences between the observed colors corrected by extinction
and the theoretical colors obtained from the evolutionary mod-
els. We used two evolutionary models in this work, PARSEC
(Marigo et al. 2017) and MIST (Dotter 2016). Luminosities are
derived using the extinction-corrected J magnitude, the theoretical
bolometric correction, and the distances estimated as the inverse
of the parallax. Finally, stellar masses and ages are obtained
by comparing the location of each source on the HR diagram
and theoretical evolutionary models. We obtain the mass and
age corresponding to specific effective temperature and luminos-
ity values using a linear interpolation method on the theoretical grid.

In Fig. 3 we show the distribution of extinctions towards
Sample 2. As can be seen, the extinctions in the sample are
statistically larger than the value assumed by Wright & Parker
(2019, dashed vertical line). Moreover, a range of extinctions is
expected in star-forming regions; thus, assuming a unique value
of extinction for a very young stellar population could produce
erroneous results.

To show the differences between these samples, in Fig. 4, we
show the vector-point diagram, i.e., the proper motion in right as-
cension vs. proper motion in declination, for the stars in Sample 1A
(green) and 1B (pink). In addition, we show with star symbols the
six most massive stars in Sample 1A, i.e., those stars with masses

MNRAS 000, 1–14 (2022)
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Figure 3. Distribution of extinctions 𝐴𝑉 to the stars in Sample 2. The blue
vertical line denotes the typical extinction value assumed by Wright et al.
(2019)

larger than 20 𝑀⊙ , according to Wright & Parker (2019). Finally,
the black dots denote the stars entering Sample 2, which is basi-
cally a subset of Sample 1B, with the addition of those 4 stars from
Prisinzano et al. (2019). The physics of this plot is discussed in §5.
Here we just point out that the original sample has many stars which
proper motions are substantially more scattered than 3𝜎.

4 RESULTS

The goal of the present work was to investigate whether the LNC
exhibits kinematical signatures of violent or collisional relaxation.
In the process, we discovered that the LNC is composed of two
expanding groups with a relative velocity of ∼3 km s−1 in the plane
of the sky. Thus, we start this section by describing how we did find
the two groups, and then we investigate the relaxation nature of the
cluster and their groups.

4.1 Two expanding groups

When looking at kinematical features, one of the first ones are
whether a cluster is expanding or not. While it was clear that the
LNC is expanding, it was yet to be clear to what extent. Gaia DR2
studies of the LNC have shown contradictory results. On the one
hand, Kuhn et al. (2019) reported a moderate expansion. However,
although Wright et al. (2019) confirmed the expansion along the
declination, they found no signs of expansion in the right ascension.
It is interesting to notice, nonetheless, that visual inspection of
Fig. 9 of Wright et al. (2019) hinted at some degree of expansion
along the right ascension, which their fit missed, likely because of
lower-quality data of Gaia DR2 compared to Gaia DR3. In what
follows, we will call “Primary” group to the group having most of
the stars, and “Secondary” to the smaller group.

Figure 4. Vector-point diagram of the stars in the LNC in Sample 1. Green
circles denote the proper motions of the stars in Sample 1A, while the pink
circles represent those stars in Sample 1B. Black dots denote the proper
motions of stars in Sample 2. The six star symbols denote the massive stars
(𝑀 > 20 𝑀⊙).

Aimed to disentangle to which degree the LNC is expanding,
in Figure 5 we show the (ra, pmra) and (dec, pmdec) diagrams
of our Sample 1B, which are the equivalent of those in Fig. 9 of
Wright et al. (2019), but for our 3𝜎 cleaned Gaia DR3 data (see
§3). From this figure, it is clear that the LNC, which has been
identified as a well-defined young cluster in the plane of the sky
(Walker 1956; Adams et al. 1983), is actually composed of two
expanding groups that are well-mixed in ra, dec, and pmdec, but
clearly separated in the pmra as measured by Gaia DR3.

In order to find out which stars belong to each group,
it is necessary to apply a clustering method. There are many
possibilities to do so, and each one will not necessarily provide
the same outcome since the result depends on the method’s
assumptions. Given the evident velocity gradients in Fig. 5,
we decided to apply the K-means algorithm to the (ra, pmra)
plane in order to assign the points to one or the other velocity
gradients. The details of our procedure are described in appendix B.

The two groups found with our method are composed of
385 and 110 stars, respectively. Fig. 6 shows the (ra, pmra)
and (dec, pmdec) diagrams of the LNC, with the Primary and
Secondary clusters denoted by orange and blue dots, respectively.
The (ra, dec) map with proper motions is shown in Fig. 7, where
the proper motions of each star are shown in the frame of reference
of the group they belong to. The big stars denote the position of
the centroid of each group, while the corresponding arrows denote
their proper motions in the frame of reference of the LNC. The
proper motions difference between the centroids of both groups
(Δpmra∼0.728 mas yr−1 and Δpmdec∼0.106 mas yr−1 correspond
to a relative velocity between the groups of ∼3 km s−1 at the
median distance of the LNC (d = 1231 pc, see Fig. 1).

MNRAS 000, 1–14 (2022)



6 Andrea Bonilla-Barroso, et al.

Figure 5. Velocity gradients diagrams, (ra, pmra) and (dec, pmdec), for the
stars in Sample 1B. The upper panel shows two distinct kinematical groups
in the LNC, with characteristic proper motions pmra. These are well mixed,
however, in ra, dec and pmdec.

In order to compute the expansion rates of each cluster and
their dynamical times and to evaluate each group’s projected
morphology, we computed the positions and velocities of the
stars, assuming they all have the median distance to the LNC.
We associated their 𝑥 direction to the right ascension and the
𝑦 direction to the declination. The linear regressions in the
space phase (𝑥, 𝑣𝑥) gave us expanding rates of 0.68 km/s/pc
and 0.26 km/s/pc for the Primary and Secondary groups, with
Pearson correlation coefficients of 𝑟 = 0.62 and 0.55 respectively.
In the (𝑦, 𝑣𝑦) space phase, the corresponding expanding rates
are 0.69 km/s/pc and 0.68 km/s/pc, with Pearson correlation
coefficients of 𝑟 = 0.57 and 0.55. From these values, one can notice
that the dynamical times for the Primary group are consistent
in both directions: 𝜏dyn ∼1.46 and 1.44 Myr in the ra and dec

directions, respectively. Instead, the dynamical timescales for
the Secondary group appear less consistent: 𝜏dyn ∼3.89 and
1.47 Myr for the ra and dec, respectively. All these dynamical
ages, however, are consistent with the most (∼ 90%) of the clus-
ter’s stars having ages smaller than 10 Myr, with a mean of 2−3 Myr.

This bipolar nature of the Secondary group is consistent
with the values in the diagonal of the covariance matrices, which
are 𝑣𝑎𝑟 (x) = 10.5, 𝑣𝑎𝑟 (y) = 2.8. These values show that the
Secondary group is strongly elongated in the 𝑥 (ra) direction, while
the Primary group is substantially less elongated. Its values of the
covariance matrix along the diagonal are 𝑣𝑎𝑟 (x) = 3, 𝑣𝑎𝑟 (y) = 1.8.

The fact that the LNC comprises two expanding groups has
probably passed unadvertised for several reasons. First of all, when
plotting the proper motions of the whole cluster, it is not clear that
there are two groups, neither in the Sample by Wright & Parker
(2019, Sample 1A, green points in Fig. 2) nor in Sample 1B (pink
points). Indeed, although the Secondary group is located at the
western edge of the main group, it still shares similar positions with
the Primary group. In addition, the lack of accurate proper motions
even with Gaia DR2, has made difficult the separation. Finally,
while the Primary group is denser at its center, the Secondary
group is not strongly centrally concentrated, making it difficult its
identification as a group. Instead, it has some degree of internal
structure, since it is composed of several overdensities that have
been reported by Kuhn et al. (2014, see their Fig. 2b), with the
north-western group being one of the more prominent overdensities.

4.2 Masses of the stars. Comparison between methods

As commented before, the masses estimated by Wright et al. (2019)
are based on assuming a single distance and single extinction.
This assumption may give inaccurate mass estimations, potentially
changing the main result, namely, that massive stars have larger
velocity dispersion. In order to verify that this is not the case, we
used our Sample 2, which is based on the crossmatch between
Sample 1B and those stars that have reliable estimations of the
effective temperature, and thus, that may allow us to estimate more
reliably the masses of the stars.

In Fig. 8 we show the masses estimated with MassAge6 and
compare them to the masses reported by Wright et al. (2019). In
panels (a) and (b), we compare the masses estimated by Wright
et al. (2019, 𝑥 axis) with the masses estimated with MassAge-mist
and MassAge-parsec, respectively. In panel (c), we compare the
differences between our two estimations. The solid lines in each
panel are the identity.

There are two points to notice from this figure. On the one
hand, the masses estimated by Wright et al. (2019) are statistically
larger than those estimated with MassAge. On the other hand,
differences between the MIST and PARSEC models of early stellar
evolution do not appear to give statistically different results.

The fact that the masses estimated previously are larger than
ours must be because the distance assumed to the stars is statistically

6 The new masses for 286 stars are reported in an electronic Table.

MNRAS 000, 1–14 (2022)



Two groups and violent relaxation in the LNC 7

Figure 6. Same as Fig. 5, but color coded according to our cluster-finding algorithm. Orange and blue dots correspond to the Primary and Secondary groups.
Grey dots are not assigned to either. Although both clusters have similar expanding rates and are well mixed in declination, they have different rates in right
ascension, and the Secondary group is preferentially in the western part of the LNC.

Figure 7. Ra-dec map of the stars with arrows denoting their proper motions,
but denoting stars in the Primary (Secondary) group in orange (blue). The
proper motions of each star in this panel are referenced to the center of
mass of its corresponding group. It can be noticed that both clusters show
expansion motions.

larger than the distances from Gaia DR3 corrected by the zero-
point bias (see Fig. 1 and discussion in §3), and thus, the inferred
luminosities of the stars will also be larger.

4.3 No evidence of spatial mass segregation in the Lagoon
Nebula Cluster

It is interesting to investigate whether mass segregation exists in the
LNC, especially because although spatial mass segregation does
not necessarily imply collisional relaxation, the lack of the former
necessarily discards the latter (see §2.2).

Aimed to quantify the degree of mass segregation in the LNC,
we performed KS tests to assess the statistical significance of the
difference between the spatial distribution of massive and low-mass

stars, using projected distances from the center of mass at the mean
distance of the group to determine their spatial position. Since the
mass 𝑚lim above which we will distinguish massive from low-mass
stars is rather arbitrary, we computed their spatial distributions and
applied KS to check differences using different values of 𝑚lim in
the range 0.4 𝑀⊙⩽ 𝑚lim ⩽ 8 𝑀⊙ .

The results of this procedure are plotted in Fig. 9, where we
show the KS-test’s 𝑝−value (𝑦−axis) between the spatial distribu-
tions of stars with mass 𝑀 > 𝑚lim and 𝑀 < 𝑚lim, as a function
of 𝑚lim (lower 𝑥−axis). The upper 𝑥 axis, furthermore, denotes the
percentage of stars with masses below 𝑚lim for a set of 5 values of
𝑚lim.

The horizontal red line indicates 𝑝−value = 0.05, below which
we would reject the hypothesis that the two data sets come from
the same intrinsic distribution function. As it can be seen, with
𝑝 > 0.05 for most values of 𝑚lim, there is insufficient evidence to
suggest that massive and low-mass stars have intrinsically different
spatial distributions, which would indicate spatial mass segregation.

To further argue that the LNC and their substructures have not
undergone dynamical relaxation, in Fig. 10, we show the cumulative
distributions of massive (solid lines) and low-mass (dotted lines)
stars for the whole Sample 1B (left panel), the Primary Group (mid-
dle panel), and the Secondary Group (right panel). The distributions
shown correspond to 𝑚lim = 0.8, 0.8, and 4.8 𝑀⊙ for the left,
middle, and right panels, respectively. These are the values for the
worst-case scenarios denoted by a red arrow in Fig.9, i.e., by those
cases where the 𝑝-value is minimum (𝑝 ≲ 0.05). In Sample 1B
and the Primary Group (left and middle panels), the cumulative
functions show minimal differences between the distributions of
high-mass and low-mass stars, and thus, it is clear that there is no
larger concentration of massive stars towards the center of their
respective groups, compared to the low-mass stars. As for the Sec-
ondary Group (right panel), judging from this figure, it appears to
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Figure 8. Masses of the stars in the Lagoon Nebula Cluster. (a) masses estimated with MassAge using the MIST models of stellar evolution (𝑦-axis) vs.
masses reported in Wright et al. (2019) (𝑥-axis). (b) masses estimated with MassAgeusing PARSEC models of stellar evolution (𝑦-axis) vs. masses reported
by Wright et al. (2019). (c) masses using MassAge: MIST (𝑦-axis) vs. PARSEC (𝑥-axis).

Figure 9. 𝑝−values of the KS-test as a function of 𝑚lim, between the spatial distribution of massive (𝑀 > 𝑚lim) and low mass (𝑀 < 𝑚lim) stars, for stars
in Sample 1B. Panel (a), all stars in the whole sample. Panel (b), stars in the Primary group. Panel (c) stars in the Secondary group. The horizontal dotted red
line is located at 𝑝 = 0.05. The upper 𝑥−axes indicate the percentage of stars with masses below 𝑚lim, for five different values of 𝑚lim. The red arrow on the
x-axis points to 𝑚lim for which 𝑝-value ≲ 0.05.

be a larger concentration of massive stars towards the group’s center.

To further understand these results, in Fig. 11, we show the
histograms of the high- (open histogram) and low-mass stars (gray
histogram) corresponding to the cases shown in Fig. 10. As it
can be seen, the whole Sample 1B and the Primary Group show
no clear differences between spatial distributions of the high- and
low-mass stars, consistent with the discussion above. As for the
Secondary Group, we notice that, although Fig. 10c shows signs of
segregation, there are only 8 high-mass stars, and thus, one cannot
draw conclusions with such poor statistics.

As a summary from the previous discussion, we conclude
that there are no signs that the whole group, or its subgroups,
are mass-segregated for the following reasons: (a) Only in a few
cases the 𝑝-values of the KS test are below 0.05, indicating that,
typically, it cannot be said that the low- and high-mass stars are
drawn from different distributions. (b) Even in the case of the
Secondary Group, which has a 𝑝-value slightly above 0.05 and
its cumulative histogram of the high-mass stars is more centrally
concentrated than that of the low-mass stars, the group has too few

high-mass stars to draw conclusions. Thus, we can argue that, in
general, there are no signs of dynamical relaxation in the LNC.

4.4 No evidence of massive stars undergoing dynamical
heating

Since we want to understand whether the massive stars in the
LNC are undergoing dynamical heating as the result of collisional
relaxation, we first want to verify whether the dynamical heating
reported previously with Gaia DR2 data remains in Gaia DR3.
Therefore, in Fig. 12 a, b, we show7, using the same masses and
mass bins as Wright & Parker (2019), the velocity dispersion per
mass bin for the stars in (a) Sample 1A and (b) Sample 1B. In
contrast, Panel (c) shows the velocity dispersion of Sample 1B with

7 It is worth recalling that these plots are not histograms, i.e., these are not
number per mass bin, but velocity dispersion-mass plots. We show them as
histograms because in order to compute a velocity dispersion, it is necessary
to take a mass-bin.
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Figure 10. Comparison of the cumulative distributions of high-(solid line) and low-mass (dotted line) stars in the LNC and its substructures. The right, middle,
and left panels exhibit the distributions for the whole Sample 1B, Primary, and Secondary Groups, respectively. We used 𝑚lim = 0.8, 0.8, and 4.8 𝑀⊙for these
distributions, respectively. These values correspond to the cases where we the 𝑝-values ≲0.05 (see Fig. 9).

Figure 11. Differential distributions of high- and low-mass stars in the LNC and its substructures for the cases shown in Fig. 10. As it can be seen, it is clear
that the low- and high-mass stars in Sample 1B and the Primary Group may very well be drawn from the same intrinsic distribution. As for the Secondary
group, even though Fig. 10 suggests mass segregation, it is clear that such a result may be spurious due to low-number statistics (only 8 high-mass stars).

equally spaced mass bins.

We note that the velocity dispersion as a function of the
mass bin is substantially flatter than the one reported by Wright &
Parker (2019) in all three panels. A striking feature at first glance
is that the second most massive bin has a substantial drop between
panel (a) and (b). However, the reason for this discrepancy is just
a poor-statistics effect. Panel (a) has ten stars in that bin, while
panel(b) has eight, making unreliable the statistics provided with
such low numbers. This is precisely the reason for including panel
(c): to avoid low-number statistics by plotting Sample 1 B with the
same number of stars in each mass bin. From this panel, it is clear
that the velocity dispersion does not increase as a function of the
mass bin of the stars. Instead, it looks substantially flat.

In order to furthermore understand the large velocity dis-
persion of the massive stars in the original sample by Wright &
Parker (2019), we recall Fig. 4, where we showed the vector-point
diagram, i.e., the proper motion in right ascension vs. proper
motion in declination, for the stars in Sample 1A (green) and
1B (yellow). As commented before, the green points do not pass
the tests given by astrometry quality described in §3.1 and have
velocities substantially different than those of the whole cluster.

In addition, we show with star symbols the six most massive stars
in Sample 1A, i.e., those stars with masses larger than 20 𝑀⊙ ,
according to Wright & Parker (2019). From this plot, it is clear that
one of these massive stars has substantially larger proper motions
compared to the characteristic proper motion of the LNC. This
star is mostly responsible for the large velocity dispersion of the
high-mass bin in Wright & Parker (2019).

At first glance, one may be tempted to argue that our result is
flawed from origin: our 3𝜎 cleaning process eliminates precisely
the massive star that could have been ejected by collisional
relaxation. However, in order to show that it is unlikely that the
velocity of this star is the result of collisional relaxation in the LNC,
we notice that this star has a proper motion almost perpendicular to
its radius towards the cluster’s center. This is seen in Fig. 2a, where
the massive star rejected from Sample 1A to Sample 1B is the green
star symbol at RA=271.06 deg, DEC= −24.18 deg. If the large
velocity of this star were due to collisional relaxation, it should be
located either at the center of the cluster or anywhere else, but with
its proper motions radially aligned, as a consequence of its ejection
from the center. Since its velocity is almost tangential, it is unlikely
that it has been expelled from the center of the cluster due to any
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Figure 12. Velocity dispersion per mass bin for (a) Sample 1A. (b) Sam-
ple 1b. Both cases have the same bins as Wright & Parker (2019). Panel (c)
shows Sample 1B with equal number of stars per bin.

sort of dynamical heating (see §2.2).

Furthermore, we argue that it is unlikely that this star belongs
to the cluster. The tangential proper motions of this star correspond
to a velocity of ∼9 km/sec at the median distance of the LNC. It is
located at a distance of ∼6 pc from the cluster’s center. In order to
be bound, the mass of the LNC had to be of the order of 2×105 𝑀⊙ ,
an unusual mass for an open cluster. This mass is ten times the
estimated virial mass of the cluster and 50-200 times larger than
the estimations by Prisinzano et al. (2019, 1000 𝑀⊙), Wright et al.
(2019, 2500 𝑀⊙) Kuhn et al. (2015, 4000 𝑀⊙).

From the previous discussion, it seems unlikely that this
star belongs to the LNC. An intriguing possibility, however, is
whether it has undergone substantial gravitational acceleration
from the parental cloud. Indeed, numerical simulations show that

Figure 13. Velocity dispersion per mass bin for Sample 2. Masses were
computed with MassAge-parsec. A similar plot is obtained with MassAge-
mist, with no evidence of massive stars undergoing dynamical heating.

as the newborn stars in stellar clusters expel their parental gas, the
gravitational potential decreases, accelerating the stars in different
directions (Geen et al. 2018; Zamora-Avilés et al. 2019). This
process is called gravitational feedback (Zamora-Avilés et al.
2019). A further numerical and observational investigation is
necessary, however, in order to estimate whether this effect has a
relevant impact on the dynamics of stars in star-forming regions.

The analysis derived from Fig. 12 was obtained using the
masses reported by Wright & Parker (2019). It is still necessary,
however, to verify whether the masses computed with MassAge
show evidence of dynamical heating. For this purpose, in Fig. 13,
we first plot the velocity dispersion as a function of the mass bin for
Sample 2. Panel (a) shows masses computed withMassAge-parsec
while panel (b) shows masses computed with MassAge-mist.
Since, in this calculation, we do not have the same mass ranges
as Wright & Parker (2019), we opt to show bins with the same
number of stars. This allows us to have similar statistics in all bins.
As can be seen, there is no evidence of the dynamical heating of
the massive stars.

Similarly, we computed the velocity dispersion per mass
bin for the two smaller clusters. The corresponding velocity
dispersion-mass plots are shown in Fig. 14, using the masses from
Wright & Parker (2019). Panel (a) corresponds to the Main group,
while Panel (b) corresponds to the Secondary group. From this
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Figure 14. Velocity dispersion per mass bin for Sample 1B. Panel (a) Main
group. Panel (b) Secondary Group. For these plots we utilize the masses
reported by Wright & Parker (2019), in order to have better statistics.

figure, we do not see any sign of dynamical heating in each one of
the individual groups.

The situation is different, however, if we use the masses
inferred with MassAge. Indeed, as can be seen in Fig. 15, although
the Primary group does not exhibit massive stars having larger
velocity dispersion than low-mass stars (upper panel), the massive
stars in the Secondary group (lower panel) do it.

The cause for massive stars’ larger velocity dispersion than
low-mass stars in the Secondary group is unclear. In dynamical
relaxation, one would expect massive stars to not only have larger
velocity dispersion but also to be preferentially concentrated towards
the center of the group. However, in §4.3 we found that massive stars
are not preferentially concentrated towards the group’s center. Thus,
it is hard to argue in favor of dynamical relaxation being the cause
of the larger velocity dispersion of massive stars in the Secondary
group.

5 DISCUSSION

Accurate astrometrical measurements are crucial to determining the
origin and dynamical state of young stellar systems. We started this
project aimed at understanding the differences in the kinematic state
of the Orion and the Lagoon nebula clusters. In Bonilla-Barroso

Figure 15. Velocity dispersion per mass bin for Sample 2 Panel (a) Main
group. Panel (b) Secondary Group.

et al. (2022), we found that the former exhibits constant velocity
dispersion per mass bin. For the latter, in contrast, Wright & Parker
(2019) found that massive stars have larger velocity dispersion
than low-mass stars. This discrepancy in their apparent kinematic
state can be explained in terms of different dynamical mechanisms
dominating the evolution of these clusters. Indeed, although
different dynamical mechanisms may be simultaneously at play
(e.g., Krause et al. 2020), this discrepancy suggested that the main
dynamical relaxation mechanisms working in the ONC and the LNC
should be, primarily, violent and collisional relaxation, respectively.

As seen in §2, the varying character of the gravitational
potential during collapse produces violent relaxation. Its main
characteristic is that the particles in the system end up with the
same velocity dispersion, regardless of their mass. The timescale
for this to occur is of the order of the free-fall time. This means
that a young cluster formed from a 104 cm−3 molecular cloud
clump will exhibit signs of violent relaxation within 1–2 Myr.
In contrast, although collisional relaxation should, in principle,
produce energy equipartition between particles, the final effect is
the opposite. Due to the negative heat capacity of gravitational
systems, collisional relaxation increases the velocity dispersion
of massive stars compared to that of low-mass stars. An extreme
case of the collisional relaxation process is the Spitzer (1969)
instability, where the massive stars become so concentrated that
they are detached from the total gravitational potential and evolve
at a faster rate. The time evolution for this process is of the order
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of ∼8–10 Myr (Parker et al. 2016), substantially larger than violent
relaxation.

In addition to the distinctive velocity dispersion of each
mechanism, spatial mass segregation may also give clues on
the dynamical processes in the clusters. For instance, collisional
relaxation necessarily produces spatial mass segregation. In
contrast, violent relaxation can occur without it, although it is
frequently associated to (see, e.g., Bonnell et al. 2007; Kuznetsova
et al. 2015). Thus, the lack of spatial mass segregation discards
collisional relaxation as a mechanism playing an essential role in
the dynamical state of a cluster.

In the present work, we used Gaia DR3 measurements for
the LNC, with the idea of having an up-to-date estimation of its
dynamical state. To avoid spurious results, we furthermore rejected
stars with significant uncertainties or bad astrometric solutions. As
a result, we found that the massive stars in the LNC do not have
larger velocity dispersion compared to low-mass stars. In addition,
we also did not find evidence of spatial mass segregation. Thus, we
conclude that the LNC shows no signs of collisional relaxation.

In our quest to infer its dynamic state, we found that the LNC
is composed of two expanding stellar groups overlapping. The
bigger group has a dynamical age of ∼1.4 Myr, while the smaller
one ∼1.47–3.89 Myr, and is located in the western part of the
large group. Their centers of mass are approaching each other at a
velocity of ∼ 3 km s−1.

We also did not find evident spatial and velocity mass seg-
regation of the Primary group. Instead, we found that stars are
well-mixed and exhibit constant velocity dispersion per mass bin.
Interestingly, although there is no spatial mass segregation in the
Secondary group, massive stars have larger velocity dispersion. At
first glance one can be tempted to think that this may be produced
by massive binary stars having larger orbital velocities. However,
our selection of stars with RUWE values smaller than 1.4 rules out
this possibility. We thus speculate a possible mechanism that may
have produced this behavior. On the one hand, this group may have
suffered some dynamical relaxation, first, and then some sort of
violent mechanism dispersed it. If so, the massive stars may have
first sunk into the center, acquiring larger velocity dispersion. Af-
ter the explosive event, all stars disperse, with the massive ones
reaching substantially large distances, erasing the spatial mass seg-
regation that could have occurred due to the dynamical relaxation
but retaining their large velocity dispersion.

Finally, the fact that the Primary and Secondary groups
are approaching each other suggests that they have formed
from different parent clumps. The larger clump forms the larger
stellar group. Its stellar feedback removes the remaining gas
∼1.4 Myr ago, leaving an overvirial expanding cluster. Each
stellar group is expanding at its own rate, and they both are
approaching each other while expanding because they retain
the bulk motion of their parent clump. At this moment, these
possibilities are just speculation, and further analysis and observa-
tions are necessary to understand the origin of the Secondary group.

The Lagoon Nebula Cluster is a young cluster at a median
distance of ∼ 1.24 kpc from the Sun. The selected star sample has
ages smaller than 10 Myr (Wright et al. 2019). While one can argue
that in some cases, this could be enough time for the cluster to
undergo dynamical heating of massive stars (e.g., Parker & Wright

2016), it is unclear that this is the case of the LNC. The global
velocity dispersion of the LNC is of the order of 3 km s−1, while
its diameter is about 10 pc, resulting in a characteristic dynamical
scale of ∼3 Myr. The discrepancy between the ages estimated from
the isochrones in the HR diagram (∼10 Myr) and the dynamical
ages (≲3 Myr) suggests that still estimating the age of a cluster
with ≲20% uncertainty in parallax is highly inaccurate. The LNC
is probably younger than 10 Myr, and its Primary group may have
been formed basically by the collapse of a large clump.

6 CONCLUSIONS

We have analyzed Gaia DR3 data of the Lagoon Nebula Cluster
to estimate its actual dynamical state and the masses of the stars
in the LNC for which effective temperatures have been estimated
elsewhere. Our results can be summarized as follows:

• The estimations of distances and extinctions to the stars in the
LNC that have estimations of the effective temperature give values
of distances nearly 100 pc closer and extinctions 0.3 larger than
typical values assumed previously.

• We found that the cluster comprises at least two main expand-
ing groups. The larger one can be associated directly with the whole
LNC. The smaller one overlaps the larger one in its western part. >

• We found no evidence of spatial mass segregation in the LNC
or in its two smaller groups.

• We found no evidence of velocity mass segregation in the LNC
or the Primary group. However, the fact that the Secondary group
exhibits a bipolar nature and its massive stars exhibit larger velocity
dispersions than its low-mass stars suggests interesting possibilities
for the origin and nature of this group that will be investigated
elsewhere.

The fact that the LNC and its Primary group exhibit constant
velocity dispersion per mass bin suggests that they have undergone
violent relaxation, which favors the scenario of collapse forming
the stellar groups. Nonetheless, the fact that the massive stars in
the Secondary group exhibit larger velocity dispersion suggests that
some degree of dynamical relaxation may occur and that it has to
be investigated in the future.
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APPENDIX A: ON THE EFFECT OF ELIMINATING
STARS WITH THE LARGE PROPER MOTIONS.

As mentioned in the text, we are interested in understanding
whether the LNC has undergone some degree of dynamical
relaxation. Thus, it is important to check that those stars that
were eliminated because they had particularly large proper
motions were not the hypothetical stars that could have suffered
dynamical relaxation because eliminating them will skew our re-
sults precisely towards not finding dynamical relaxation in the LNC.

We first recall that, due to the collisional relaxation, massive
stars move close to the cluster’s center of mass, increasing their
velocity dispersion (see §2.2). Thus, we want to investigate whether
the eliminated stars are massive and are preferentially concentrated

in the cluster’s center of mass. In Fig. A1, we plot the cumula-
tive distributions of the 45 rejected stars with large proper motions
(green dashed lines) and compare them with the cumulative distri-
butions of the 502 stars in Sample 1 B (black, solid line). Panel (a)
is the cumulative distribution of the positions, while panel (b) is the
cumulative distribution of masses of the stars. As can be seen, the
45 stars with large proper motions have no preferentially smaller
distances toward the center. On the contrary, they are not at the very
center. In addition, these stars are not particularly massive compared
to the rest of the population. Thus, we can argue that the rejection
step we took in §3.1 does not skew our results towards not finding
signatures of dynamical heating.

APPENDIX B: DEFINITION OF THE SMALLER GROUPS
AND THEIR STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

At first sight, data points in Fig. 5 are grouped into two groups,
each one with its own expansion rate and group velocity in the
(ra-pmra) plane. In this appendix, we describe how we did assign
membership to one, the other, or none of the groups found in §4.1.

As can be expected, each cluster-finding algorithm is subject to
its methodology, and the outcome will depend on the assumptions
and parameters of the algorithm. For instance, if we apply a
Gaussian Mixture model to the data, the algorithm will try to
find clusters with Gaussian distributions. Similarly, HDBSCAN
(McInnes et al. 2017), one of the most used cluster-finding methods
in the literature, will tend to find more roundish clusters. However,
the data may not necessarily be Gaussian- or roundish-distributed.
This is clearly the present case, where both tendencies in Fig. 5
may very well be fitted by a linear correlation. With this idea, we
have applied the K-means clustering method in the (ra,pmra) plane.

The K-means clustering algorithm (MacQueen 1967) is an
iterative, hierarchical clustering algorithm in which the dataset
is split into 𝑛 groups, and each element of the cluster belongs to
the group with the nearest center of mass, or centroid. Since the
initial parameters of the K-means are the number of groups 𝑛 and
the position of their centroids, we have first used the HDBSCAN
clustering algorithm (McInnes et al. 2017) to find how many
groups there are in the (ra, dec, pmra, pmdec) space, and what
their centroids are. The key input parameter of HDBSCAN is
the minimum number of members in each group to be found.
Thus, we have varied this number between 10 and 40, finding
consistent results between 21 and 34. Fig. B1 shows the result of
using HDBSCAN with a minimum number of 34 members in each
cluster. As can be seen from this figure, this procedure left us with
two clear groups along the two velocity gradients.

To determine whether other stars could be assigned to either
of the two groups found by HDBSCAN, we applied the K-means
method, i.e., we computed the distance from each star to the cen-
troids of each group. We assigned each star to the group whose com-
puted distance is smaller. The distance is computed as the quadratic
sum of the normalized right ascension and right ascension proper
motion (ra, pmra). Once we have assigned membership to one or the
other group, we compute the centroid of the each group and repeat
the calculation. After three iterations, the stars remained consistently
classified within their groups. The resulting groups are named "Pri-
mary" and "Secondary", and their (ra, pmra), (dec, pmdec) plots are
shown in Figs. 6 and 2.
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Figure A1. Cumulative distribution of the stars as a function of (a) the
distance to the center of the cluster; (b) the mass of the stars. In both
panels, green dashed lines correspond to the rejected stars with larger proper
motion, and black solid lines correspond to the stars of Sample 1B. As it
can be seen, the rejected stars are not particularly more massive, nor are
preferentially concentrated in the central part of the cluster, as would be the
case if dynamical relaxation had occurred.

We have left the four stars at the southeast corner of the map
unassigned since they do not follow the same velocity gradient and
are located more than three times the mean absolute distance from
the centroid of the main group.

Before finishing this appendix, we show in Fig. B2, the cumu-
lative distributions of the angles between the position vector of each

Figure B1. Proper motion in right ascension vs right ascension diagram for
stars in Sample 1B. Grey dots represent the whole LNC. Green and orange
points are the two groups obtained using HDBSCAN with a minimum of
34 members per cluster. The results are consistent varying the minimum
number of members between 21 and 34.

star with respect to the position of the centroid of its group and the
proper motion vectors in the frame of reference moving with the
mean proper motion of the group. The left and right panels corre-
spond to the Primary and Secondary groups, respectively. As can
be seen, ⩾2/3 of the population of each group has angles smaller
than 45◦, and ∼80% has angles smaller than 90◦, confirming the
expanding nature of each group.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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Figure B2. Cumulative function of the angular distribution between the position vector and the proper motion vector, both relative to the cluster center. The
left panel represents the Primary cluster, while the right panel represents the Secondary cluster.
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