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ABSTRACT

Gaia mission and its follow-up observations have discovered binaries containing single BHs and
visible stars without mass transfer, so-called Gaia BHs. One important question is if Gaia BHs
have binary BHs (BBHs), hereafter Gaia BBHs, instead of single BHs. We have investigated how
efficiently Gaia BBHs are formed in open star clusters, one of the promising formation sites of Gaia
BHs, by means of gravitational N -body simulations. Limiting Gaia BHs’ periods to 102-104 days, we
have found that there are no Gaia BBHs in the solar-metallicity environments, while the formation
efficiency of Gaia BBHs is not small (∼ 10−6M−1

⊙ or ∼ 10 % of Gaia BHs) in subsolar-metallicity
environments. However, the probability of Gaia BBHs hidden in Gaia BHs is only ∼ 1 %. This is
because most of the BBHs merge within 1 Gyr through gravitational wave radiation. Note that the
ages of discovered Gaia BHs are more than 1 Gyr. If we extend Gaia BHs’ periods to 104-105 days,
the probability becomes higher to ∼ 10 %. In this case, a large fraction of BBHs can have enough wide
orbits not to merge within the Hubble time. The probability would not be high for Gaia BHs already
discovered and to be discovered in the near future. Nevertheless, we have shown the BH/BBH mass,
visible star mass, and eccentricity distributions of Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs, which will be helpful for
follow-up observations to discover Gaia BBHs. A Gaia BH would be more likely to be a Gaia BBH if
it has younger age, longer period, lower-mass companion, more circular orbit, lower metallicity, and
more massive BH. Our results have implied that Gaia BH3 is unlikely to be a Gaia BBH.

1. INTRODUCTION

Massive stars leave behind stellar-mass black holes
(BHs) with ∼ 10-100M⊙ at the end of their lives. BHs
are a laboratory for testing strong gravity, a site of high-
energy phenomena, and a probe to construct the theory
of massive single and binary star evolution. This moti-
vates BH hunters to search for various types of BHs in
various ways: BH binaries with single BHs and single
visible stars by X-ray observations (see Casares et al.
2017, for review), spectroscopic observations (Giesers
et al. 2018, 2019; Shenar et al. 2022), and astromet-
ric observations (see El-Badry 2024b, for review), single
BHs by gravitational microlensing (Lam et al. 2022; Sahu
et al. 2022; Howil et al. 2024), and binary BHs (BBHs)
with two BHs by gravitational wave observations (Ab-
bott et al. 2023a).
Gaia mission (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023b,a) offers

chances to discover BH binaries without mass transfer,
and its follow-up observations have found three BH bina-
ries: Gaia BH1 (El-Badry et al. 2023b; Chakrabarti et al.
2023), Gaia BH2 (Tanikawa et al. 2023; El-Badry et al.
2023a), and Gaia BH3 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2024).
Hereafter, we call these BH binaries “Gaia BHs”. The
formation process of Gaia BHs is an open question. Gaia
BHs have long periods (100-4000 days) and substantial
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eccentricities (0.5-0.8). They cannot be formed through
isolated binary evolution without 10 times more efficient
common envelope ejection than expected theoretically
(Chawla et al. 2022; El-Badry et al. 2023b,a; Shikauchi
et al. 2023; but see Kotko et al. 2024)1. However, Hirai
& Mandel (2022) have claimed that common envelope
ejection cannot be so efficient for Gaia BH progenitors.
Another possibility is dynamical formation of Gaia BHs
in dense star clusters. Since Gaia BH1 and BH2 are the
Galactic disk components (El-Badry et al. 2023b,a), they
can be formed in open clusters (Shikauchi et al. 2020;
Rastello et al. 2023; Tanikawa et al. 2024a; Di Carlo
et al. 2024). Gaia BH3 is located in the ED-2 stream
(Balbinot et al. 2024), and thus it can be formed in a
small globular cluster (Kremer et al. 2018; Maŕın Pina
et al. 2024). Note that Gaia BH3 can be formed through
isolated binary evolution because of its low metallicity
(El-Badry 2024a; Iorio et al. 2024). Another noticeable
scenario is Gaia BH formation in triple star systems (El-
Badry et al. 2023b,a; Generozov & Perets 2024). Gaia
BHs have received substantial attention, because they
are good samples for studying BH natal kicks (Vigna-

1 Actually, this is also true for neutron stars and white dwarf
binaries discovered from Gaia database (Ganguly et al. 2023; Geier
et al. 2023; Zheng et al. 2023; Yamaguchi et al. 2024; El-Badry et al.
2024a,b).
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Fig. 1.— Cartoon illustration of Gaia BH and Gaia BBH.

Gómez et al. 2024), and interactions in wide binaries
with compact objects (Cappelluti et al. 2024).
One important question is if any Gaia BH actually con-

tains a BBH instead of a single BH (Hayashi et al. 2022,
2023). Hereafter, we call it “Gaia BBH” (see Figure 1).
The presence of a Gaia BBH is testable by observing
modulated motion of a visible star (Hayashi et al. 2020;
Hayashi & Suto 2020; Liu et al. 2022). Nagarajan et al.
(2024) have already shown no convincing evidence of a
BBH in Gaia BH1. Since Gaia BH3 contains a mas-
sive BH (∼ 33M⊙) (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2024), it
may be expected to be a Gaia BBH, however there is no
constraint. No Gaia BBH has been discovered. Never-
theless, if a large number of Gaia BHs will be found in
the future, they should contain a handful of Gaia BBHs.
The discovery of only one Gaia BBH will have great

impacts. If it contains a BBH merging within the Hub-
ble time, it will constrain the formation mechanism of
BBHs observed by gravitational wave observatories (Ab-
bott et al. 2023a), whose origins have been under de-
bate (Abbott et al. 2023b). Gravitational wave obser-
vation can reveal BH masses and spins of a BBH. On
the other hand, a Gaia BBH will provide its position,
velocity, and metallicity via its visible companion star.
Its position and velocity will be helpful to make clear
what components (the Galactic disk, halo, bulge, and
center) the Gaia BBH belong to. Note that the sky lo-
calization and distance obtained from gravitational wave
observation are not helpful for elucidating the origin of
the BBH, since there are a huge number of galaxies in
the possible position of the BBH. The metallicity of the
Gaia BBH will indicate what metallicity is important for
BBHs observed.
In this paper, we study the probability that Gaia BHs

contain BBHs, or are actually Gaia BBHs, and the dif-
ference of properties between Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs,

TABLE 1
Summary of cluster models.

Name Z M ρ fb,<5M⊙
[M⊙] [M⊙ pc−3]

Z = 0.02 0.02 1000 20 20 %
Z = 0.01 0.01 1000 20 20 %
Z = 0.005 0.005 1000 20 20 %
Z = 0.002 0.002 1000 20 20 %
Z = 0.0002 0.0002 1000 20 20 %

based on a working hypothesis that Gaia BHs are dom-
inantly formed in open clusters. Since Gaia BH1 and
BH2 are the Galactic disk components (El-Badry et al.
2023b,a), they can be considered to be born in open
clusters. Although Gaia BH3 is a Galactic halo star
(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2024), it may be a mem-
ber of the ED-2 stream, a disrupted star cluster with
2 × 103–4.2 × 104M⊙ (Balbinot et al. 2024), which is in
the mass range of open clusters. Tanikawa et al. (2024b)
have claimed that neutron star (NS) binaries discovered
from the Gaia Database (so-called Gaia NSs) cannot be
formed through dynamical capture in open clusters, since
open clusters form more Gaia BHs than Gaia NSs, not in
accordance with ≳ 20 Gaia NSs discovered (Geier et al.
2023; Zheng et al. 2023; El-Badry et al. 2024a,b). Never-
theless, it cannot rule out the possibility that Gaia BHs
are dominantly formed in open clusters.
The structure of this paper is as follows. In section 2,

we present our numerical method to form Gaia BHs and
Gaia BBHs in open clusters. In section 3, we show our
results. In section 4, we make a conclusion and discus-
sion.

2. METHOD

We follow the dynamical evolution of open clusters by
means of gravitational N -body simulations in the same
way as Tanikawa et al. (2024b). Here, we briefly describe
our methods, especially related to the purpose of this pa-
per. We employ an N -body code PETAR (Wang et al.
2020a), highly optimized by FDPS (Iwasawa et al. 2016,
2020). Binary and close-encounter orbits are solved with
high accuracy thanks to SDAR (Wang et al. 2020b). The
model of the Galaxy is constructed by GALPY (Bovy
2015). The PETAR code is equipped with the BSE
code (Hurley et al. 2000, 2002; Banerjee et al. 2020)
to treat single and binary star evolutions. For our su-
pernova model, we adopt the rapid model (Fryer et al.
2012) with the correction of the moderate pair instabil-
ity and pulsational pair-instability supernovae (Belczyn-
ski et al. 2020a). NSs and BHs receive natal kicks at
their births, and their kick velocities are distributed by a
single Maxwellian with 265 km s−1 (Hobbs et al. 2005).
The kick velocities are decreased by 1 − ffb where ffb
is the fraction of the fallback mass (Fryer et al. 2012).
The BSE code handles common envelope evolution with
the α formalism (Webbink 1984). In our simulations, we
choose αCE = 1 and λCE of Claeys et al. (2014). Our
choice of αCE = 1 and λCE prohibits Gaia BH formation
from primordial binaries.
The initial conditions of our cluster models are as fol-

lows (see also Table 1). Each cluster mass (M) is 103M⊙,
and each cluster mass density within its half-mass ra-
dius (ρ) is 20M⊙ pc−3 at the initial time. Each clus-
ter circularly orbits at the distance of 8 kpc from the
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Galactic center. Initial binary fractions vary depend-
ing on primary star masses (m1). The initial binary
fractions for m1 ≥ 5M⊙ (fb,≥5M⊙) and m1 < 5M⊙
(fb,<5M⊙) are 100 and 20 %, respectively. The initial
mass function (IMF) of single stars and primary stars
in binaries is Kroupa’s IMF (Kroupa 2001). Binary pa-
rameters, such as secondary star masses, binary peri-
ods, and eccentricities, follow initial conditions of Sana
et al. (2012) for m1 ≥ 5M⊙, and initial conditions of
Kroupa (1995a,b) with modifications of Belloni et al.
(2017) for m1 < 5M⊙

2. We choose various metallicities:
Z = 0.02, 0.01, 0.005, 0.002, and 0.0002. For each metal-
licity, we generate 104 cluster models. In other words,
we investigate clusters with the total mass of 5×107M⊙.
We construct these cluster models with MCLUSTER
(Küpper et al. 2011). We finish cluster simulations at
1 Gyr.
Tanikawa et al. (2024b) have treated other cluster

models with different cluster masses (M = 200, 500,
and 2000 M⊙), cluster mass densities (ρ = 2 and
200M⊙ pc−3), and initial binary fractions for m1 < 5M⊙
(fb,<5M⊙ = 0 and 50 %) from the above cluster models
with M = 1000M⊙, ρ = 20M⊙ pc−3, and fb,<5M⊙ = 20
%. However, these other cluster models have high metal-
licities (Z = 0.02), and form no Gaia BBHs because of
their high metallicity. Even if we include these other
cluster models in this paper, it does not affect our conclu-
sions. Thus, in this paper, we decide that it is sufficient
to see the Z = 0.02 cluster model with M = 103M⊙,
ρ = 20M⊙ pc−3, and fb,<5M⊙ = 20 % for considering
high-metallicity clusters.
We pick up Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs from our cluster

models according to the following conditions.

1. 102 ≤ P/day ≤ 104, where P is an orbital pe-
riod of a Gaia BH or Gaia BBH. Note that the
orbital period of a Gaia BBH can be defined as an
outer binary period, since astrometric observation
can determine only an orbital period between BBH
and a visible star.

2. m2 ≤ 1.1M⊙, where m2 is a visible star mass of
a Gaia BH or Gaia BBH. This constraint is mo-
tivated by the visible star masses of Gaia BH1
(0.93M⊙), BH2 (1.07M⊙), and BH3 (0.76M⊙).

3. Outside of clusters. None of Gaia BHs are located
in clusters.

In order to understand the properties of Gaia BHs and
Gaia BBHs, we also investigate BH binaries and triple
systems having inner BBHs both of which satisfy only
conditions 2 and 3. In other words, such BH binaries
have any binary periods, and such triple systems have
any outer binary periods. We call the former “BH bina-
ries” and the latter “triples with BBHs”. Note that BH

2 Note that we adopt fb,<5M⊙ = 20 % despite that Kroupa

(1995a,b) have adopted fb,<5M⊙ = 100 %. If fb,<5M⊙ > 20 %

in reality, we underestimate the formation efficiency of Gaia BHs
(Tanikawa et al. 2024b). This may be the case for the formation
efficiency of Gaia BBHs. However, we do not expect that fb,<5M⊙
significantly affects the probability of Gaia BBHs hidden in Gaia
BHs, since the formation efficiencies of Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs
increase with fb,<5M⊙ increasing.

10 3 10 2

Metallicity Z

10 8

10 7

10 6

10 5

 [M
1 ]

Gaia BH
Gaia BBH (All)

Gaia BBH ( > 1Gyr)
Gaia BBH ( > 10Gyr)

Fig. 2.— Formation efficiencies of Gaia BBHs at 1 Gyr as a func-
tion of cluster metallicity. Filled points with the dotted curve indi-
cate the formation efficiency of all Gaia BBHs, while filled points
with dashed and solid curves show the formation efficiencies of
Gaia BBHs with gravitational wave merger timescales with > 1
and > 10 Gyr, respectively. For reference, the formation efficiency
of Gaia BHs is also indicated by open points with the solid curve.
For visibility, points with the dotted and solid curves are shifted
by 0.05 dex rightward and leftward, respectively. We obtain error
bars, assuming that Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs are formed accord-
ing to a Poisson process. Points with down arrows indicate no Gaia
BBHs.

binaries and triples with BBHs include Gaia BHs and
Gaia BBHs, respectively.
We summarize the terms used in this paper. Since Gaia

BBHs are triple-star systems, they consist of inner and
outer binaries. When we mention orbits, periods, and
eccentricities of Gaia BBHs, they mean outer binary or-
bits, periods, and eccentricities, respectively, if unstated.
This is because they correspond to orbits, periods, and
eccentricities of Gaia BHs. When we focus on BBH or-
bits, we call them “inner BBH orbits”. When we refer to
BHs in Gaia BHs and BBHs in Gaia BBHs collectively,
we call them “unseen objects” or “BH/BBH”.

3. RESULTS

We make clear the overall features of Gaia BBHs
formed in our cluster models. We find 59 Gaia BBHs at
1 Gyr in our cluster models. The numbers of Gaia BBHs
are 0, 1, 11, 24, and 23 for the Z = 0.02, Z = 0.01,
Z = 0.005, 0.002, and 0.0002 models, respectively. All
these BBHs are formed from primordial binaries, not
through dynamical capture, and capture visible stars to
form Gaia BBHs. We do not obtain any quadruple sys-
tems observed similarly to Gaia BBHs: an outer binary
consisting of a BBH and another binary with at least one
visible star.
Figure 2 shows the formation efficiencies of Gaia BHs

and Gaia BBHs as a function of cluster metallicity. Gaia
BHs are formed at an efficiency of ∼ 10−6–10−5M−1

⊙ as
shown in Tanikawa et al. (2024b). The formation efficien-
cies of all Gaia BBHs strongly depend on cluster metal-
licity. They are ∼ 10−6M−1

⊙ in low-metallicity environ-
ments (Z ≤ 0.005), while they are 10−7M⊙ for Z = 0.01
and 0 for Z = 0.02. This metallicity dependence results
from the formation efficiencies of merging BBHs in iso-
lated binaries; a substantial amount of BBHs are formed
in low-metallicity environments, while little BBHs are
formed in the solar-metallicity environments (e.g. San-
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Fig. 3.— Formation efficiencies of BH binaries and triples with
BBHs for each dex of orbital periods in the Z = 0.0002 model.
Open and filled circles indicate BH binaries and triples with BBHs,
respectively. Solid, dashed, and dotted curves show BBHs with
merger timescales of > 10 Gyr, > 1 Gyr, and all. The shaded
region corresponds to orbital periods of Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs.
The meaning of error bars and down arrows are the same as in
Figure 2.

toliquido et al. 2020). Note that BBHs in Gaia BBHs
are formed from primordial binaries (or effectively iso-
lated binaries even in open clusters) as described above.
In the solar-metallicity environments, primordial binaries
in close orbits merge when their primary stars evolve to
Hertzsprung gap stars (e.g. Tanikawa et al. 2022). Thus,
they cannot form merging BBHs.
A large fraction of these Gaia BBHs contain BBHs

merging due to gravitational wave radiation within the
Hubble time. The merger timescale distribution is loga-
rithmically flat in a similar way to merger timescales of
double compact binaries (e.g. Totani et al. 2008). Thus,
not all of them can be observed as Gaia BBHs. After
these BBHs merge, gravitational wave recoil kicks can
separate visible stars from BBH merger remnants, and
thus the systems are disrupted. Even if the systems sur-
vive, they can be observed as Gaia BHs. Most of BBHs
in Gaia BBHs merge within 1 Gyr. The formation ef-
ficiencies of Gaia BBHs with merger timescale of 1 Gyr
are only 3×10−7M−1

⊙ for Z ≤ 0.005. For Z > 0.005, the
formation efficiencies are much smaller than that.
The formation efficiencies of Gaia BBHs with merger

timescale of 10 Gyr are just around 10−7M−1
⊙ for Z ≤

0.01. Eventually, the probability of Gaia BBHs hidden in
Gaia BHs is only∼ 1 %, since the ages of Gaia BH1, BH2,
and BH3 are thought to be a few Gyr (El-Badry et al.
2023b,a; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2024, respectively).
This probability may be reduced further. Although we
consider only inner BBH orbits to estimate the merger
timescales of BBHs in Gaia BBHs with a gravitational
wave radiation formula (Peters & Mathews 1963; Peters
1964), Kozai-Lidov mechanism (Kozai 1962; Lidov 1962)
may accelerate the merger process (Seto 2013; Antonini
& Rasio 2016; Antonini et al. 2017; Silsbee & Tremaine
2017; Rodriguez & Antonini 2018; Toonen et al. 2018;
Martinez et al. 2020; Vigna-Gómez et al. 2021; Arca
Sedda et al. 2021; Martinez et al. 2022; Trani et al. 2022;
Liu et al. 2023).
A large fraction of Gaia BBHs have merger timescale

smaller than the Hubble time as shown in Figure 2. This
is because Gaia BBHs with merger timescale larger than

0 20 40 60 80 100
BH/BBH mass [M ]

0

0.5

1

C
D

F

Z=0.0002

Gaia BH Gaia BBH Gaia BH3

Fig. 4.— Cumulative distributions of BH and BBH masses in
Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs, respectively, for the Z = 0.0002 model.
Grey and black curves indicate Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs, respec-
tively. Solid, dashed and dotted curves show Gaia BBHs with
merger timescales of > 10 Gyr, > 1 Gyr, and all, respectively. The
dotted grey curve includes all Gaia BHs, while the solid grey curve
excludes Gaia BHs whose BHs are BBH merger remnants. The
shaded region with hatch pattern indicates the parameter range of
Gaia BH3.

the Hubble time tend to be dynamically and secularly
unstable. Even once such a Gaia BBH is formed, it is
disrupted soon. This argument is supported by Figure 3.
The formation efficiencies of BH binaries increases with
their periods increasing, while the formation efficiencies
of triples with BBHs with merger timescale more than
the Hubble time increases more rapidly with their peri-
ods increasing. Thus, the probability of BBHs hidden in
BH binaries increases to about 10 % when BH binaries’
periods are more than 104 days. Their orbits are stable
even if their inner BBHs have enough wide orbits not to
merge within the Hubble time. However, we infer that
Gaia mission cannot find such triples with BBHs as well
as BH binaries. Gaia mission duration is about 10 years
or less than 4000 days. It is difficult to determine orbital
solutions of binaries with > 2 times larger periods than
an operation duration (e.g. Lucy 2014; O’Neil et al. 2019)
Unfortunately, the probability of BBHs hidden in Gaia

BHs should be small. Nevertheless, when 100 Gaia BHs
would be discovered in the future, they may contain
about 1 Gaia BBH. In preparation for that time, it would
not be a waste to make comparison between Gaia BHs
and Gaia BBHs formed in our cluster models. Here-
after, we show the properties of Gaia BHs and Gaia
BBHs in our simulations. In particular, we focus on the
Z = 0.0002 model. Gaia Collaboration et al. (2024) sus-
pect that Gaia BH3, which has a low-metallicity compan-
ion ([Fe/H] = −2.76), might be actually a Gaia BBH. We
show properties of Gaia BBHs formed in other Z cluster
models in Appendix A.
Figure 4 shows the cumulative distributions of

BH/BBH masses of Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs. Be-
fore discussing the difference between Gaia BHs and
Gaia BBHs, we should make caveats on Gaia BHs with
> 50M⊙ BHs. Although we obtain them in our clus-
ter simulations, they are unlikely to be formed in ac-
tual open clusters for the following reason. These BHs
are formed through BBH mergers. In reality, such BBH
mergers generate gravitational wave recoil kicks and eject
BBH merger remnants themselves from their host open
clusters. Thus, they should not capture visible stars or
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Fig. 5.— Cumulative distributions of visible star masses in Gaia
BHs and Gaia BBHs for the Z = 0.0002 model. Curve types are
the same as in Figure 4.
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Fig. 6.— Cumulative distributions of eccentricities of Gaia BHs
and Gaia BBHs for the Z = 0.0002 model. Curve types are the
same as in Figure 4.

form Gaia BHs. However, the PETAR code has not yet
implemented gravitational wave recoil kicks. Thus, BBH
merger remnants are not ejected from the host open clus-
ters and form Gaia BHs in our cluster simulations. In the
Z = 0.0002 model, 14 of 89 Gaia BHs have BBH merger
remnants. This does not much affect the formation effi-
ciency of Gaia BHs. On the other hand, this changes the
shape of the cumulative distribution of BH masses (see
the solid and dotted grey curves in Figure 4). This is
because all Gaia BHs with BH masses of > 50M⊙ have
BBH merger remnants. Although a part of BBH merger
remnants might not be ejected from actual open clusters,
we regard the solid grey curves as correct in Figures 4,
5, and 6. This affects Gaia BHs in the Z = 0.0002 model
most largely among our cluster models. The fractions of
such Gaia BHs decrease with metallicity increasing: 13,
1.1, 0, and 0 % for Z = 0.002, 0.005, 0.01, and 0.02 mod-
els, respectively. Moreover, none of Gaia BBHs contains
BBH merger remnants.
We first investigate differences among Gaia BBHs with

different merger timescales. For this purpose, we per-
form the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test between Gaia
BBHs with all merger timescales and > 10 Gyr merger
timescales, and between Gaia BBHs with > 1 and > 10
Gyr merger timescales as seen in Table 2. We do not
find any significant difference in BBH masses, visible star
masses, and eccentricities, although this reason may be
why the number of Gaia BBHs with > 10 Gyr merger

TABLE 2
P-values of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test for BBH
mass, visible star mass, and eccentricity distributions of

Gaia BBHs with all merger timescales and > 10 Gyr
merger timescales (All-10), and with > 1 and > 10 Gyr

merger timescales (1-10).

All-10 1-10

K-S P-values of BBH mass 0.45 1.0
K-S P-values of visible star mass 0.73 1.0
K-S P-values of eccentricity 0.27 1.0

timescales is too small. Note that the numbers of all Gaia
BBHs with all merger timescales and > 1 Gyr merger
timescales, and > 10 Gyr merger timescales are 21, 3,
and 1, respectively. Nevertheless, for now, we assume
that Gaia BBHs with > 10 Gyr merger timescales have
similar BBH masses, visible star masses, and eccentrici-
ties to Gaia BBHs with all merger timescales.
Figure 4 shows that BBH masses in Gaia BBHs are 2

times larger than BH masses in Gaia BHs. This is sim-
ply because each Gaia BBH contains two BHs, while each
Gaia BH contain only one BH. We have to remark that
the maximum mass of single BHs (∼ 50M⊙) depends
on the pair instability and pulsational pair instability
supernovae model we choose. The discovery of a gravi-
tational wave event GW190521 (Abbott et al. 2020a,b)
reveals that there is a large uncertainty in the lower edge
of the pair instability mass gap (e.g. Takahashi 2018;
Farmer et al. 2020; Kinugawa et al. 2021; Vink et al. 2021;
Tanikawa et al. 2021; Costa et al. 2022; Kawashimo et al.
2023). If a Gaia BH with BH mass of > 50M⊙ will be dis-
covered, it may be possibly an actual Gaia BBH as shown
in Figure 4. However, it strongly depends on pair insta-
bility and pulsational pair instability supernovae models.
Thus, in order to confirm that it is a Gaia BBH, we need
its radial velocity modulation as Nagarajan et al. (2024)
search for.
We draw the cumulative distributions of visible star

masses in Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs in Figure 5. Their
distributions are quite different. For example, the me-
dian value of visible star masses in Gaia BBHs (∼
0.2M⊙) is much smaller than the median value of visible
star masses in Gaia BHs (∼ 0.5M⊙). This can be also
observed in the other metallicities (see Figure 9). This is
possibly due to Kozai-Lidov mechanism (Kozai 1962; Li-
dov 1962). Because Kozai-Lidov mechanism timescale is
inversely proportional to tertiary star masses (here, visi-
ble star masses), BBHs in Gaia BBHs with more massive
visible stars may merge at an early time. However, note
that the Kozai-Lidov mechanism may become stronger in
our cluster simulations than in reality, since the PETAR
code does not take into account the relativistic precession
of BBHs (e.g. Liu et al. 2023).
Figure 6 shows the cumulative distributions of eccen-

tricities of Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs. Gaia BBHs have
more circular orbits than Gaia BHs. This is because
Gaia BBHs become more dynamically unstable and have
shorter Kozai-Lidov timescales if they have higher eccen-
tricities.
We compare the BH mass, visible star mass, and ec-

centricity of Gaia BH3 with those of Gaia BHs and Gaia
BBHs obtained from our cluster simulations. For this
comparison, we adopt the Z = 0.0002 model, the lowest-
metallicity model among our cluster models, since the
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metallicity of Gaia BH3 is [Fe/H] = −2.76. Overall,
Gaia BH3 is likely to be Gaia BHs in the Z = 0.0002
model. Gaia BBHs should be more massive in BH mass,
less massive in visible star mass, and less eccentric than
Gaia BH3.

4. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We investigated the probability of Gaia BBHs, or
BBHs hidden inside of Gaia BHs. The probability is
low, at most 1 % for Z ≤ 0.01. The formation efficiency
of Gaia BBHs is not so small, 10 % of the formation effi-
ciency of Gaia BHs, for Z ≤ 0.005. However, a large frac-
tion of them experience BBH mergers within the Hub-
ble time. Such Gaia BBHs cannot be discovered, since
Gaia BHs discovered so far have the ages of a few Gyr.
The reason why Gaia BBHs have short merger timescales
is the presence of visible stars, or the tertiary stars of
Gaia BBH systems. Although Gaia BBHs with longer
merger timescales can be formed, they should be soon
disrupted, because their configurations become more un-
stable. Thus, a small number of Gaia BBHs have longer
merger timescale than the Hubble time.
The fraction of Gaia BBHs to Gaia BHs is small, how-

ever not zero. Thus, we compared the properties of Gaia
BBHs with those of Gaia BHs. Since each Gaia BBH con-
tains two BHs, their expected unseen object masses are
simply two times larger than the unseen object masses
of Gaia BHs. Gaia BBHs have lower-mass visible stars
and more circular orbits than Gaia BHs. In our simula-
tions, both Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs are formed through
the dynamical capture of visible stars. Thus, they should
have had similar visible star masses and orbits when they
were formed. The difference between the properties of
Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs should come from the depen-
dence of the lifetimes of Gaia BBHs on their visible star
masses and eccentricities. Gaia BBHs should be more
robust against dynamical and secular instability if they
have lower-mass companions and more circular orbits.
They tend to have lower-mass visible stars and more cir-
cular orbits.
We assess if Gaia BH3 is actually a Gaia BBH. Based

on our simulation results, Gaia BH3 is unlikely to be a
Gaia BBH. Its BH mass is too small (see Figure 4), its
visible star is too massive (see Figure 5), and its orbit is
too eccentric (see Figure 6) to be a Gaia BBH.
We show a guideline to discover a Gaia BBH from a

large amount of Gaia BHs. A Gaia BH satisfying the
following properties could be a Gaia BBH.

• Young Gaia BHs (see Figure 2). They can contain
BBHs with short merger timescales.

• Gaia BHs with long periods, low-mass visible stars,
and low eccentricities (see Figures 3, 5, and 6, re-
spectively). Their configurations are robust against
dynamical and secular instability.

• Low-metallicity Gaia BHs (see Figure 2). There is
no Gaia BBHs with the solar metallicity. We make
a caveat on this later.

• Gaia BHs with more massive BHs than expected
from theoretical models (see Figure 4). This is sim-
ply because Gaia BBHs have two BHs. We discuss
this later.

As shown in Figure 2, we found no Gaia BBHs in the
Z = 0.02 model. Thus, we claim that low-metallicity
Gaia BHs are more likely to be Gaia BBHs than solar-
metallicity Gaia BHs. However, this may strongly de-
pend on the binary evolution model we adopt. The bi-
nary evolution model assumes that, when a star in the
Hertzsprung gap phase fills its Roche lobe and the mass
transfer is unstable, the star merges with its companion
star, because such a star does not have a steep density
gradient between the helium core and hydrogen envelope
(Ivanova & Taam 2004). This assumption largely reduces
the formation efficiency of BBHs in the solar-metallicity
environments (Dominik et al. 2012; Giacobbo et al. 2018;
Tanikawa et al. 2022). If this assumption is not appro-
priate, a large number of Gaia BBHs should be formed in
the solar-metallicity environments. Conversely, the dis-
covery of a solar-metallicity Gaia BBH would put strong
constraints on BBH formation scenarios.
In the above guideline, we suggest that a Gaia BH can

be a Gaia BBH if the BH mass is unexpectedly large.
However, this suggestion depends on the single-star evo-
lution and supernova models that we choose. Whenever
unexpectedly massive BHs have been discovered in the
past, such as LB-1 (Liu et al. 2019)3 and GW190521 (Ab-
bott et al. 2020a,b), modifications of single star evolution
and supernova models have been attempted (Takahashi
2018; Belczynski et al. 2020b; Farmer et al. 2020; Kinu-
gawa et al. 2021; Vink et al. 2021; Tanikawa et al. 2021;
Costa et al. 2022; Kawashimo et al. 2023). Thus, it is im-
portant to put observational constraints on the presence
of Gaia BBHs (e.g. Nagarajan et al. 2024). If a Gaia
BBH is observationally discovered, it should have sig-
nificant impacts on single-star evolution and supernova
models.
Finally, we estimate the total number of Gaia BBHs

formed in open clusters in the Milky Way galaxy. We
assume that Gaia BBHs are located only in the thick
disk component of the Milky Way galaxy, because they
have low metallicity. Then, the number of such Gaia
BBHs can be given by

NGaiaBBH ∼ 60

(
ηGaiaBBH

10−7M⊙

)(
fcluster
0.1

)(
Mthick

6× 109M⊙

)
,

where ηGaiaBBH is the formation efficiency of Gaia BBHs
in open clusters (see Figure 2), fcluster is the mass frac-
tion of stars born in open clusters (Misiriotis et al.
2006; Piskunov et al. 2007), and Mthick are the mass of
the thick disk component (Bland-Hawthorn & Gerhard
2016). Currently, Gaia BH2 is the most distant among
Gaia BHs, and its distance is ∼ 1 kpc (Tanikawa et al.
2023; El-Badry et al. 2023a). Thus, we suppose that the
Gaia’s detection limit for Gaia BHs is 1 kpc. If we as-
sume that the thick disk size is ∼ 10 kpc, the number
of Gaia BBHs is less than 1 within the Gaia’s detection
limit. Gaia DR4 may extend the detection limit, and the
number of Gaia BBHs within the detection limit may
exceed 1. However, in order to discover Gaia BBHs, the
completeness of the detection of Gaia BBHs has to be
nearly 100 %. It may be hard to discover Gaia BBHs if
Gaia BHs are dominantly formed in open clusters.

3 Several objections have been raised regarding the nature of
the unseen object of LB-1(Abdul-Masih et al. 2020; El-Badry &
Quataert 2020, 2021).
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Fig. 7.— The same as Figure 3 except for the Z = 0.002, Z = 0.005 and Z = 0.01 models.
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APPENDIX

PROPERTIES OF GAIA BBHS

Figure 7 shows the formation efficiencies of BH binaries and triples with BBHs as a function of orbital periods in
the Z = 0.002, Z = 0.005 and Z = 0.01 models. Figures 8, 9, and 10 draws the cumulative distributions of BH/BBH
masses, visible star masses, and eccentricities, respectively, for Gaia BHs and Gaia BBHs in the Z = 0.002, Z = 0.005
and Z = 0.01 models. We do not include the Z = 0.02 model in these Figures, since no Gaia BBHs are formed. The
results of these models are similar to those of the Z = 0.0002 model as seen in Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6, except for
BH/BBH masses. BH/BBH masses becomes smaller with metallicity increasing.
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