
MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2024) Preprint 27 January 2025 Compiled using MNRAS LATEX style file v3.2

The disrupting and growing open cluster spiral arm patterns of the Milky
Way

Xiaochen Liu,1 and Zhihong He1★ Yangping Luo1 and Kun Wang1
1School of Physics and Astronomy, China West Normal University, No. 1 Shida Road, Nanchong 637002, People’s Republic of China

Accepted XXX. Received YYY; in original form ZZZ

ABSTRACT
Star clusters provide unique advantages for investigating Galactic spiral arms, particularly due to their precise ages, positions,
and kinematic properties, which are further enhanced by ongoing updates from the astrometric data. In this study, we employ
the latest extensive catalogue of open clusters from Gaia DR3 to examine the positional deviations of clusters belonging to
different age groups. Additionally, we employ dynamical simulations to probe the evolutionary behavior of spiral arm positions.
Our analysis reveals an absence of a theoretical age pattern in the spiral arms traced by open clusters, and the pattern speeds of
the spiral arms are consistent with the rotation curve. Both of these results do not align with the predictions of quasi-stationary
density wave theory, suggesting a more dynamic or transient arm scenario for the Milky Way. From this perspective, combined
with vertex deviation estimates, it appears that the Local arm is in a state of growth. In contrast, the Sagittarius-Carina arm and
the Perseus arm exhibit opposing trends. Consequently, we speculate that the Galactic stellar disk does not exhibit a grand-design
spiral pattern with a fixed pattern speed, but rather manifests as a multi-armed structure with arms that continuously emerge and
dissipate.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Spiral arms are the typical morphological features of spiral galaxies
and serve as the primary sites for star formation within these galaxies.
However, the formation and evolution of spiral arms have been a topic
of much debate (Dobbs & Baba 2014). Two widely discussed theo-
retical models for spiral arms are the quasi-stationary density wave
theory (Lin & Shu 1964, 1966) and the dynamical spiral arm for-
mation theory (Sellwood & Carlberg 1984). One of the fundamental
differences between these two models lies in whether the spiral arm
patterns are dynamically changing. The former predicts that galaxies
have grand-design density wave spiral patterns that remain steady,
causing gas and stars of different ages to have position gradients on
the arms (Roberts 1969; Shu 2016). The latter suggests that the
spiral arm pattern is transient, consisting of flocculent or multi-arm
features that continuously disappear and recurrence (e.g. Sellwood
& Carlberg 2014, 2019). However, observational and simulation ev-
idence supports (or contradicts) both models, leaving the question of
whether spiral arm patterns are stable or not unresolved (Sellwood
2011).

As the home galaxy of humanity, the existence of spiral arm struc-
tures in the Milky Way has been well-known since the last mid-
century (Morgan et al. 1953). Radio observations have revealed
magnificent HI spiral arm structures that extend beyond 25 kpc
from the Galactic disk, overcoming the effects of interstellar ex-
tinction (Levine et al. 2006). Within the Milky Way, the active star
formation illuminates the profile of the spiral arms, visible through
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the distribution of HII regions (Georgelin & Georgelin 1976), CO
molecular gas (Cohen et al. 1980; Dame & Thaddeus 2011; Sun et al.
2015), and young stellar objects such as classical Cepheids (Skowron
et al. 2019), OB stars (Xu et al. 2018; Cheng et al. 2019), or comoving
groups (Kounkel et al. 2020). With advancements in spectroscopic
surveys and astrometric measurements, the details of the Milky Way’s
spiral arms, particularly those near the solar vicinity, are being pro-
gressively revealed (e.g. Hou & Han 2014; Xu et al. 2016; Reid et al.
2019; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023). This provides better opportu-
nities to investigate the details of spiral arms, particularly in terms of
verifying theoretical predictions.

However, many arm tracers face limitations. For example, inter-
stellar medium observations are affected by distance uncertainties,
VLBA observations have limited samples, and individual stellar as-
trometrics have larger uncertainties than star clusters. In contrast,
open clusters’ astrometric measurements can be derived from the sta-
tistical properties of member stars, resulting in higher distance and
kinematic precisions than for individual objects. Moreover, color-
magnitude diagrams of clusters can effectively distinguish different
age groups of clusters. With continuous releases of Gaia astrometric
data over the past five years (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018, 2021),
the precision of stellar parallaxes and proper motions has greatly
improved, and the parameters of cluster member stars are becoming
increasingly accurate.

Therefore, open clusters (hereafter OCs) with wider age ranges
have become convenient targets for observing structure and the evo-
lution of spiral arms in the Galaxy (Dobbs & Pringle 2010). In
the Gaia DR2 era, based on re-identified and newly found OCs (e.g.
Cantat-Gaudin et al. 2018; Sim et al. 2019; Liu & Pang 2019; Castro-
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Ginard et al. 2020; He et al. 2021b; Hunt & Reffert 2021), the struc-
ture and kinematic features of the Milky Way’s spiral arms were
revealed (Cantat-Gaudin et al. 2020). In our previous work He et al.
(2021a), we have investigated the age pattern of the Milky Way’s
spiral arms using OCs and found possible deviations in the positions
of different age ranges within the Local arm and Sag-Car arm. How-
ever, due to the limited sample size, this trend was not significant,
and the traced arm was relatively short, and no obvious age pattern
found in Perseus arm. Another previous work Castro-Ginard et al.
(2021) (hereafter CG21) has suggested that age patterns (also known
as age gradients) do not exist in the spiral arms traced by OCs.

With the discovery of new OCs in Gaia DR3 (e.g. Castro-Ginard
et al. 2022; Hunt & Reffert 2023; He et al. 2023b), the range of
the Galactic disk traced by OCs extends to 15 kpc from the Galac-
tic center (He 2023), and more line-of-sight velocity data become
available (Katz et al. 2023), presenting new opportunities for the
study of spiral arms in the Milky Way. Therefore, in this study, our
aim is to comprehensively investigate the Milky Way’s spiral arms
using the new OC sample, with a particular focus on the positional
distribution differences among clusters of different age groups. By
applying dynamic models, we aim to discuss whether the spiral arms
are steady or transient. The findings of this study will contribute to
our understanding of the formation and evolution of spiral arms in
the Milky Way and have implications for the broader study of spiral
galaxies.

Next, in Section 2, we introduce the tracers used in our study.
In Section 3, we present the positional differences among clusters
of different age groups and discuss these results in the context of
other studies. We then discussed the pattern speed (Section 4) and
vertex deviation (Section 5) of each spiral arm. Finally, we provide a
conclusion in Section 6.

2 DATA

In our previous research, we used an OC catalogue compiled by
Cantat-Gaudin et al. (2020) (hereafter CG20), based on the Gaia
DR2 dataset (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018). This catalogue en-
compassing 1,827 OCs with each containing over 20 member stars,
and constituted a fundamental resource for our analysis of the spatial
distribution and dynamics of these stellar congregations within the
Milky Way. Despite its utility, the coverage provided by this sam-
ple regarding the Galactic spiral arms was relatively limited, with
younger star clusters particularly underrepresented: accounting for
only 693 OCs younger than 100 Myr, that may introduces biases in
the statistical analysis of the sample due to the incomplete mapping
of such clusters. The advent of the Gaia EDR3 (Gaia Collaboration
et al. 2021) offers improved accuracy of astrometric measurements,
including parallaxes, proper motions, and photometric data across
over 1.5 billion stars, thereby significantly enhancing the capability
to identify new OCs. Furthermore, the subsequent Gaia DR3 (Gaia
Collaboration et al. 2023) expanded the dataset further by includ-
ing additional radial velocity measurements. This influx of new data
has dramatically expanded the pool of identified OCs, enriching the
sample with younger clusters that were previously uncharted, and
promising to fill the previously noted gaps in our statistical analy-
ses. This enhanced dataset not only provides a more comprehensive
overview of the Milky Way’s structure but also sets the stage for a
refined understanding of the dynamics and evolutionary history of
its stellar populations.

Subsequent work expanded upon the initial CG20 dataset by
integrating additional discoveries from the Gaia DR2/EDR3 era,

and incorporating approximately 3,500 newly identified star clus-
ters (Castro-Ginard et al. 2022; He et al. 2021a, 2022a, 2023a,b),
all maintaining a minimum of 20 members per cluster. This updated
catalogue now boasts 5,340 reliable OCs, substantially augmenting
the CG20 collection by threefold. We then cross-matched the clus-
ters in this catalogue, removing 165 duplicate clusters and clusters
without age information. In addition, we have added 279 neighbor-
ing star clusters that were not previously included (He et al. 2022b).
Moreover, our analysis was expanded by adding 412 clusters identi-
fied as reliable OCs, based on a comprehensive cross-match with the
OC catalog presented by Hunt & Reffert (2023). This enhancement
significantly broadens the scope for detailed studies of the Milky
Way’s spiral arm structures, particularly those in close proximity to
our solar system.

In this analysis, we categorize the 5,866 OCs into different age
groups: 1,144 clusters younger than 20 Myr, 633 clusters aged be-
tween 20 Myr and 50 Myr, 915 clusters aged between 50 Myr and
100 Myr, and 3,174 clusters that are older than 100 Myr. Our focus
primarily lies on star clusters younger than 100 Myr, which, number-
ing 2,692, marks a substantial increase in sample size: over threefold
compared to the dataset analyzed by He et al. (2021a) and CG21.
Based on Gaia DR3 data (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023), 4,038
OCs from this sample have radial velocity measurements with un-
certainties of less than 5 km s−1, all the clusters have parallax-based
distance. This significant expansion of the dataset is invaluable for
discerning age patterns within the spiral arms, as well as for retrac-
ing and understanding the evolutionary positional shifts of the star
clusters. In this study, the derivation of cluster ages primarily stems
from isochrone fitting applied to the color-magnitude diagram, uti-
lizing the PARSEC isochrones (Bressan et al. 2012). Approximately
one third of our sample builds upon ages from CG20, while our pre-
vious work contributes almost two thirds. We observe a systematic
deviation of 0.1 dex (logarithmic age) between ages derived from
CG20’s methodology and our fitting approach (He et al. 2022b). To
address potential impacts of age uncertainties on the results, we have
introduced a random error of ± 0.1 dex to the ages of all clusters
considered in subsequent analyses.

3 OC SPIRAL ARM AGE PATTERNS

Previous N-body simulations have indicated that young stars with
ages up to 30 Myr can still exhibit the spiral arm pattern and with
no significant offset with gas spirals (Wada et al. 2011), and studies
have demonstrated that even older OCs with ages between 50-100
Myr can effectively serve as tracers for the spiral arm structure (e.g.
Cantat-Gaudin et al. 2018; Castro-Ginard et al. 2021). In this study,
we utilize OCs with ages below 100 Myr to trace the positions of
the spiral arms, dividing them into three age groups: <20 Myr, 20-
50 Myr, and 50-100 Myr. We adopted the spiral arm model proposed
by Reid et al. (2019) to classify OCs associated with various spiral
arms. Initially, we calculated the minimum distance from each cluster
to the Local Arm as defined in Reid et al. (2019), with the zero dis-
tance representing the position of the Local Arm. Through fitting the
histogram contours with a multi-Gaussian mixture model, we then
established the boundaries of five spiral arms. In the majority of spiral
arms, the defined region extends 2-sigma outward from the center of
the corresponding Gaussian curve. However, in specific areas where
the 2-sigma range fails to adequately encompass all relevant regions
or overlaps with adjacent spiral arms, we adjust the range to 1-sigma
or 3-sigma as necessary. As depicted in the left panel of Figure 1, the
background highlights the sigma ranges considered for each spiral
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arm, with minor discontinuities or overlapping regions omitted for
clarity: [-3, 2] for the Scutum-Centaurus (Scu-Cen) arm, [-1, 1.5] for
the Sagittarius-Carina (Sag-Car) arm, [-3, 2] for the Local arm, [-2,
3] for the Perseus arm, and [-0.5, 1] for the Outer arm. Insignificant
variations (less than 0.5 sigma) in the sample interval have a negligi-
ble impact on the subsequent calculation results. It should be noted
that the inter-arm region between the Local arm and the Perseus arm
exhibits a "spur"-like structure, which we have excluded from both
the Local arm and the Perseus arm when calculating the pattern speed
in Section 4. While the Outer arm and Scu-Cen arm possess fewer
samples, our primary focus lies on the Perseus arm, Local arm, and
Sag-Car arm (right panel in Figure 1).

In previous studies, due to the limited sample size, we analyzed
all OCs associated with each individual arm when investigating their
positions (He et al. 2021b). After improvement, in this study, we
examine the positions along the azimuthal angle 𝜙 (with bins of 10
degrees) with respect to the Galactic center. We omit bins containing
fewer than 10 clusters from our analysis. The results of the posi-
tional differences for the various arms are displayed in three panels
of Figure 2. Notably, clusters situated on the Sag-Car arm show a
significant and systematic spatial offset between young and old clus-
ters, ranging from 0.1 to 0.5 kpc. The youngest (< 20 Myr) group
and the oldest (50 - 100 Myr) portion of the Local arm exhibit a
weak offset for radii less than 8.3 kpc (and 𝜙 = 5◦ - 20◦ ). However,
beyond this radius, the weak offset may disappear and/or undergo a
shift in direction, and the middle-aged group (20 - 50 Myr) is not
positioned between the youngest and oldest groups. Consequently,
identifying a specific age pattern within the Local arm is challenging.
These findings align with the positional deviations observed in He
et al. (2021b) for different tracers along the spiral arms and show
enhanced distinctiveness.

Additionally, as depicted in the sketch map presented in Figure A1,
the magnitudes of the offset for the peak positions of the OCs on the
Sag-Car arm align with the predictions of the quasi-stationary density
wave theory. According to this theory, when the spiral arm is located
near the CR, the offset magnitude is not pronounced relative to the
width of the arm. However, as the azimuthal angle deviates further
from the CR, the offset becomes more evident. Furthermore, within
the CR, the older portion (red curve) of the spiral arm distribution
exhibits on the far side from the Galactic center, while the trend
is reversed outside the corotation radius. In quasi-stationary density
wave theory, the direction of the age gradient in the age pattern within
spiral arms changes at the CR (Shu 2016). Based on this theory, if
the age offset observed along the Sag-Car arm but not in the Local
arm is due to differences between the spiral arm pattern speed and
the cluster rotation speed, then the CR should lie between these two
arm regions.

In previously published literature, it is noted that the CR of the
Milky Way’s spiral arm pattern and the Galactic disk occurs near the
sun (e.g. Amôres et al. 2009; Michtchenko et al. 2018; Dias et al.
2019). Previous research by Hou & Han (2015) explored the offsets of
gas and stellar components in the inner Galactic disk, revealing clear
angular deviations for tracers on the Scu-Cen arm and indicating sim-
ilar offset indications on the Sag-Car arm. Subsequently, Veselova &
Nikiforov (2020) also identified young and old Cephieds located in
different positions in nearby spiral arms. These findings are not in-
consistent with our observations on the Sag-Car arm, which indicate
a positional offset between young, middle-aged, and old OC groups.
Thus, based solely on these morphological observations, the offsets
seem to corroborate the presence of age patterns in Sag-Car arm.

Nevertheless, according to predictions stemming from the steady
arm view (Shu 2016), the Perseus arm should exhibit a more pro-

nounced age pattern on a larger scale, which is not observed in our
analysis. As shown in right panels in Figure 2, there are no sig-
nificant or systematic positional differences among the young and
intermediate-aged OCs on the Perseus arm. Similar contradictions
were also found in the offset of red clump stars and young objects (Lin
et al. 2022). Furthermore, the offset of the age pattern on the Sag-
Car arm does not demonstrate a clear trend of increasing magnitude
with increasing distance from the potential CR. Moreover, within the
Local arm, the age pattern does not exhibit a progression from older
to middle-aged, and then to younger age. These characteristics pose
a challenge to the interpretation of the Milky Way spiral arms within
the framework of the quasi-stationary density wave theory. From a
morphological perspective, within 5 kpc from the Sun, particularly in
the inner disk, the Milky Way exhibits multiple fragmented segments
of spiral arms, potentially indicating a multi-armed configuration in
our Galaxy (Xu et al. 2023) rather than the classical two-armed grand
design. Hence, it is not entirely convincing to solely consider the Sag-
Car arm as a major arm generated by a density wave, while excluding
the Local arm and the Perseus arm.

This situation bears similarities to recent observations in external
galaxies, where age patterns are found closer to the inner galactic
regions, but are inconsistent in the outer arms (Garner et al. 2024);
and age patterns could present or absent in different galaxies (Choi
et al. 2015; Shabani et al. 2018; Yu & Ho 2018; Peterken et al.
2019). Consequently, there is an increasing tendency to believe that
the density wave alone cannot explain the differences in the spiral
arm patterns exhibited by these galaxies. When considering these
cumulative characteristics, we find no clear evidence of the theoreti-
cally predicted age pattern based on the distribution of OCs in Milky
Way, which is support to conclusion of CG21.

4 SPIRAL ARM PATTERN SPEED

To further investigate the aforementioned discussions, we simu-
lated the orbital evolution of these OCs, using a 𝑃𝑦𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑛 package
and the Galactic gravitational potential model MWPotential2014 in
𝐺𝑎𝑙𝑝𝑦 (Bovy & Rix 2013; Bovy 2015) that specifically designed
for Galactic dynamics calculations. Additionally, we utilized the
DehnenBarPotential gravitational potential model (Dehnen 1999;
Monari et al. 2016) to examine the effect of the Galactic bar on
the spiral arm pattern speed.

Recent studies by CG21 make use of OCs to derive pattern speeds
of various spiral arms in the Galactic disk. They observed that these
pattern speeds generally correlate with the Galactic rotation curve as
the Galactocentric distance increases; however, these findings diverge
from those reported by Dias et al. (2019). To further investigate,
we have expanded upon this research by employing a larger and
more comprehensive sample of star clusters to calculate the pattern
speeds across different spiral arms. We utilized the computational
approach for determining pattern speeds as outlined by Dias & Lépine
(2005), which was also referenced extensively in the studies by CG21
and Joshi & Malhotra (2023) (JM23). The methodology involves
several key steps for each spiral arm:

• Assuming that OCs are born within spiral arms — implying
that the birth position of each OC indicates the location of a spiral
arm at the time of the OC’s formation — we retrace the birthplaces
of star clusters in a specified segment of the arm, typically spanning
less than 50-80 Myr.

• Assuming that the pattern of the spiral arm remains unchanged,
we apply a range of pattern speeds to evolve these birthplace coordi-
nates to their expected present-day position.

MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2024)



4 Liu et al.

4 2 0 2 4
Distance away from the arm center [kpc]

0

20

40

60

80

100

Nu
m

be
r

Scu-Cen

Sag-Car

Local

Perseus

Outer

a.
6 4 2 0 2 4 6

X [kpc]

4

6

8

10

12

14

Y 
[k

pc
]

= 0°20° 20°

40°

60°

40°

60°

Scu-Cen

Sag-Car

Local

Perseus

Outer

b.

<20Myr
20-50Myr
50-100Myr

Figure 1. Left panel: Distribution of the minimum distance of OCs younger than 30 Myr from the Local arm (Reid et al. 2019), with the Y-axis representing the
cluster numbers fitted with the Gaussian curves. The background highlights the range of the spiral arms we considered. Right panel: The projection positions of
OCs of different age ranges on the Galactic disk are differentiated by various colors, displaying the areas of the spiral arms in the same colors as in the left panel.
The sun is positioned at (0, 8.15) kpc, and the colored curves represent different spiral arms following Reid et al. (2019). Azimuthal angle at 𝜙 = 0◦ denotes the
line from the Galactic center towards the sun, adopting a clockwise positive direction.

• The present-day positions of the clusters are then compared
across various pattern speeds with the contemporary spiral arm con-
figuration. The optimal pattern speed is determined by the degree of
alignment between the current positions of the clusters the expected
present day arm pattern.

In this analysis, we utlized clusters within three age ranges: (10,
50) Myr, (50, 80) Myr, and (10, 80) Myr. We carried out 1000 itera-
tions of above analytical process, taking into account the variability
due to random sample selection, and the uncertainties in age, po-
sition, radial velocity, and proper motion. The computed mean and
standard deviation from these iterations were used to determine the
final pattern speed values and their uncertainties for each spiral arm.
The results are presented in Table 1, demonstrate that variations in
the sample have the most significant impact on the pattern speed,
with errors mostly ranging from 0.5 to 2.5 km s−1 across different
spiral arms. The next error source is the cluster age, with the pattern
speed error due to age being about one-third to one-half of that from
the sample variations. In contrast, the errors arising from distance,
radial velocity and proper motions are minimal and can be largely
disregarded.

Our results (Figure 3) show broad agreement with the findings
of CG21 and JM23. We observed a general decrease in the pattern
speeds of spiral arms with increasing distances from the Galactic
center, with the exception of the Local arm and Outer arm. CG21
speculates that the anomalously high pattern speed of the Local arm
may be attributed to its ongoing growing. Additionally, the limited
number of clusters in the Outer arm, particularly near the Galactic
disk’s outer edge, suggests that the derived pattern speeds there may
be overestimated due to insufficient OC sample. We find that the
influence of the Galactic bar (Table 1) may slightly increase the
pattern speed of the Scu-Cen arm by approximately 3 km s−1 kpc−1.
In contrast, the other four arms do not appear to be significantly
affected by the bar. According to the quasi-stationary density wave
theory (Shu 2016), spiral arms maintain a constant pattern speed;
however, the trends we present here and in previous studies (CG21,
JM23) do not align with this prediction. Moreover, aside from the

Outer arm, the pattern speeds of the spiral arms are consistent with
the Galactic rotation curve, indicating a more dynamic structure for
the arms.

Accounting for errors, the Scu-Cen arm and Outer arm may share
similar pattern speeds. If this is the case, the two arms located on the
inner and outer sides of the Galactic disk could align with the predic-
tions of the quasi-stationary density wave theory, which postulates
that the arms have the same pattern speed. However, this possibility
appears to be relatively low, as the CR is expected to be near the Scu-
Cen arm in this context. Consequently, both the Sag-Car arm and the
Perseus arm should display distinct age patterns, which are inconsis-
tent with the observations presented in Section 4. Additionally, the
Outer arm’s OCs are currently insufficient to delineate a clear age
pattern for further validation of this scenario. Therefore, additional
samples are required to accurately assess the pattern speed of the
Outer arm. In conclusion, it has been demonstrated that there is no
significant age offset between the Local and Perseus arms, and the
pattern speeds are consistent with the rotation curve. These findings
are not compatible with the quasi-stationary density wave theory and
support the consideration of a dynamic arm scenario for the Milky
Way.

5 VERTEX DEVIATION

From another perspective, recent findings by Funakoshi et al. (2024)
(hereafter F24) on classical Cepheids within the Perseus arm and
Outer arm highlight patterns of disruption and growth respectively
in these regions. Their approach revolved around analysing "vertex
deviation (𝑙𝑣)", which is the inclination of velocity ellipsoid between
Galactocentric radial motion and azimuthal motion (Vorobyov &
Theis 2008). N-body simulations in F24, which align with the dy-
namic arm scenario featuring transient arms, indicated that a positive
vertex deviation marks a disintegration phase in a spiral arm, whereas
a negative deviation correlates with a growth phase. These findings
are consistent with the relevance of vertex deviation as a sign of
disruption, as discussed by Baba et al. (2018).

MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2024)
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Figure 2. Distribution of azimuthal angles of OCs by age within designated spiral arm regions, plotted against Galactocentric distance R𝐺𝐶 , with cluster counts
in bins ≥ 10 OCs. Upper panels: Within the age uncertainty range of each star cluster, we randomly select a value to serve as the new age parameter for the
cluster. We calculate the results based on this sample and repeat the process 1000 times, ultimately deriving the median and dispersion for each bin. Middle
panels: Similar to the upper panels, but the distinction lies in drawing random values according to different distance uncertainties instead of age uncertainties.
Lower panels: Within each bin, we apply the bootstrap method, selecting 70% of the star clusters with replacement. This cycle is repeated 1000 times. We then
compute the median and dispersions of these 1000 outcomes to establish our final results and associated errors.

Inspired by F24, we applied the same analytical model to calcu-
late the vertex deviation for a sample of OCs younger than 300 Myr,
aligned with the age range of the classical Cepheid samples. Utiliz-
ing the formula detailed in Section 2.2 of F24, our examination of
𝑙𝑣 values across five spiral arms, as presented in Figure 4, reveals
predominantly smaller positive 𝑙𝑣 values and zeroes in the Scu-Cen
arm and Outer arm - with the latter having fewer members, which
could impact the reliability of these results. Conversely, the Local
arm registers significant negative values, with the nearby Sag-Car
and Perseus arms exhibiting trends that are diametrically opposite.
Interestingly, the inter-arm regions between the Local arm and the
Perseus arm also show small negative 𝑙𝑣 values, similar to those of
the Local Arm.

In the dynamic spiral arms scenario, drawing on CG21, F24, and
findings from our study, we conclude that the Local arm (and the
inter-arm region between the Local and Perseus arms) is experiencing
a phase of growth, a result consistent across the studies analyzing
pattern speeds and vertex deviations. In contrast, both the Sag-Car
arm and Perseus arm appear to be in states of disruption, aligning

with F24’s observations of the latter. This body of evidence supports
prior research on spiral arm evolution. Baba et al. (2018) identified
a similar pattern of disruption in the Perseus arm through Cepheid
analysis, while recent work by Asano et al. (2024) traced motions
across the Galactic disk, revealing growth trends in both the Local
arm and Outer arm, and disruption in the Perseus arm. However, the
Scu-Cen arm in the inner disk present weak signs of growth through
pattern speed measurements and disruption signs from 𝑙𝑣, it may be
under the influence of the Galactic bar. Regarding the Outer arm,
the results of F24 align with the conclusions of Asano et al. (2024).
However, in our study, the 𝑙𝑣 values in OCs in the Outer arm do
not exhibit the negative values noted in the Cepheids analyzed by
F24. This discrepancy is likely attributable to the limited number of
Outer disk clusters sampled in our research, underscoring the need
for expanded studies with more extensive OC samples to clarify these
results.

Within the context of dynamic arms, the arms are not static struc-
tures but rather transient features that arise due to gravitational insta-
bilities or perturbations in the density of matter within the Galactic
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similar or identical parameters for R⊙ and V⊙ as in the above two studies. The black dotted line in the figure represents the rotation curve from the Galactic
gravitational potential model MWPotential2014 in 𝐺𝑎𝑙𝑝𝑦 (Bovy & Rix 2013; Bovy 2015).The vertical bars represent the sample uncertainties calculated by
the bootstrap method. The variation of Pattern speed caused by the uncertainty of other parameters are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. The pattern speeds on different spiral arms, where "uncertainty type" refers to the error in fitting pattern speeds under uncertainties in sample, age,
velocity, and distance. Additionally, the pattern speed with a bar potential (Dehnen 1999; Monari et al. 2016) is presented, considering uncertainties only in the
sample type.

Arm Ωp (10-50 Myr) Ωp (10-80 Myr) Ωp (50-80 Myr) Uncertainty Type
km s−1 kpc−1 km s−1 kpc−1 km s−1 kpc−1

Scu-Cen 43.17 ± 2.25 47.13 ± 2.43 49.72 ± 2.33 Sample (with a bar potential)
41.33 ± 2.38 44.26 ± 2.31 45.98 ± 2.08 Sample
41.19 ± 0.81 43.66 ± 0.78 45.43 ± 1.19 Age
40.85 ± 0.47 44.51 ± 0.64 46.19 ± 0.10 Distance
40.99 ± 0.10 44.88 ± 0.38 46.18 ± 0.31 Radial velocity and proper motions

Sag-Car 29.90 ± 0.68 29.63 ± 0.33 29.46 ± 0.35 Sample (with a bar potential)
29.38 ± 0.62 29.01 ± 0.28 28.75 ± 0.38 Sample
29.35 ± 0.25 28.99 ± 0.15 28.79 ± 0.20 Age
29.48 ± 0.07 29.08 ± 0.04 28.85 ± 0.05 Distance
29.46 ± 0.06 29.06 ± 0.05 28.87 ± 0.06 Radial velocity and proper motions

Local 35.85 ± 0.53 34.78 ± 0.45 33.57 ± 0.50 Sample (with a bar potential)
35.35 ± 0.52 34.41 ± 0.45 33.08 ± 0.61 Sample
35.41 ± 0.21 34.37 ± 0.16 33.04 ± 0.27 Age
35.40 ± 0.00 34.38 ± 0.04 33.20 ± 0.02 Distance
35.39 ± 0.11 34.45 ± 0.10 33.12 ± 0.15 Radial velocity and proper motions

Perseus 15.89 ± 1.10 17.59 ± 1.30 20.61 ± 1.55 Sample (with a bar potential)
15.74 ± 1.10 17.48 ± 1.33 20.56 ± 1.42 Sample
15.85 ± 0.43 17.47 ± 0.45 20.66 ± 1.05 Age
15.50 ± 0.24 17.43 ± 0.28 20.62 ± 0.34 Distance
15.41 ± 0.12 17.57 ± 0.10 20.51 ± 0.20 Radial velocity and proper motions

Outer 31.46 ± 3.92 38.59 ± 2.32 45.94 ± 2.37 Sample (with a bar potential)
31.10 ± 3.97 38.52 ± 2.27 45.57 ± 2.26 Sample
31.78 ± 2.33 37.70 ± 1.17 45.17 ± 2.44 Age
31.24 ± 1.57 38.13 ± 1.11 46.31 ± 1.08 Distance
30.96 ± 0.37 38.82 ± 0.67 46.31 ± 0.15 Radial velocity and proper motions
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Figure 4. Upper panel: Distribution of vertex deviation for each spiral arm. The method used to calculate vertex deviations follows the approach outlined in
F24 and has also been applied in other studies (e.g. Zhao et al. 1994; Simion et al. 2021). The selected bin interval range is 0.5 kpc, and intervals with cluster
counts less than 20 are excluded. The 𝑙𝑣 values and error bars are as follows: 70% of samples in each bin are randomly selected, this is repeated 1000 times,
and then the mean and standard deviation of 𝑙𝑣 are calculated from these 1000 iterations. Lower panel: Histogram showing the distribution of OCs younger than
300 Myr; the x-axis represents the distance relative to the Local arm of Reid et al. (2019).

disk, and there is no substantial difference in rotational speeds be-
tween the material arms and the spiral pattern; they are effectively
corotating across the Galaxy. In other words, the evolution of the
arms does not give rise to a global age pattern throughout the entire
Galaxy. However, these perturbations can also lead to the formation
of density waves that propagate through the disk (Shu et al. 1973;
Goldreich & Tremaine 1978), triggering variations in star formation
activity along the arms (Roberts 1969). Since the dynamical arm does
not have a long-term persistence of the pattern, the resulting age dis-
tribution of stars within the arms can become randomized over time.
Thus, the age gradient observed in the Sag-Car arm may be a random
occurrence; it is also understandable why the observed offsets along
the Sag-Car arm do not exhibit an increasing or decreasing trend
with respect to the azimuthal angle 𝜙.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper represents a comprehensive investigation into the evolu-
tionary trends of spiral arms in the Milky Way. Utilizing the Gaia
DR3 catalogue of star clusters spanning various ages, we trace the
structure of the spiral arms and find no consistent offsets among their
positions. This challenges the predicted age pattern phenomenon as-
sociated with the quasi-stationary theory for spiral arms in the Milky
Way. Through extensive dynamical simulations, we explore the evo-
lution of the spiral arms by retracing the backward positions of star
clusters. We applied the same methodology as described in CG21
and F24 to calculate the pattern speeds and vertex deviations of spiral
arms using OCs as tracers. Our key findings can be summarized as
follows:

• The pattern speeds of the spiral arms, apart from the Local arm
and Outer arm, decrease with increasing distance from the Galactic
center. This trend corroborates the observations made in CG21 and
JM23, underscoring the absence of a uniform pattern speed across
the Milky Way’s spiral arms.

• The presence of the bar increases the pattern speed of the Scu-
Cen arm, while it has no significant effect on the other spiral arms
further from the bar. The pattern speed of the Outer arm significantly
exceeds the velocity of the rotation curve. This discrepancy may be
attributed to the small sample size of OCs in the Outer arm, and
further verification will require additional samples.

• In the case of the Local arm, a pronounced negative vertex de-
viation was observed, suggesting that this arm is currently expanding
under the dynamic spiral arms scenario. Conversely, the Sag-Car arm
and Perseus arm display trends that differ, with the observed patterns
in the Perseus arm aligning with the results reported in F24.

Observational evidence increasingly challenges the applicability
of the quasi-stationary theory to explain the origins of spiral arms
in the Milky Way. This suggests that the spiral arms in the Milky
Way, at least within the Galactic stellar disk (R𝐺𝐶 < 15 kpc), do not
conform to a grand-design pattern with a single pattern speed, but
instead exhibit a multi-armed configuration. Since our OC sample
is three times larger than that of the Gaia DR2 era, this conclusion
reinforces the conclusion obtained by CG21 and JM23. However,
the mechanisms driving the evolution of global patterns of the entire
Galaxy remain elusive.

However, it is important to acknowledge that our study is limited
by the sample size, preventing us from obtaining longer segments of
spiral arms. At present, the details of the spiral arms observed in open
star clusters only extend by 30 degrees. Especially for the Outer arm,
which are based on a relatively small sample size. Therefore, further
research is required to delve deeper into this complex issue and
expand our understanding of spiral arm dynamics in the Milky Way.
To fully understand the origin and evolution of age patterns within
spiral arms, further observational studies, numerical simulations,
and theoretical investigations are necessary. The complex interplay
between various physical processes involved in spiral arm dynamics
makes it challenging to discern the exact mechanisms responsible for
the observed age distributions.
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APPENDIX A: SKETCH MAP OF AGE PATTERN

In the age pattern schematic (Figure A1), according to Reid et al.
(2019), we set the sun’s distance from the Galactic center at 8.15 kpc
and its circular rotation speed at 236 km s−1. These parameters
were input into the MWPotential2014 model in 𝐺𝑎𝑙𝑝𝑦 (Bovy &
Rix 2013; Bovy 2015) to obtain the rotation curve of the Milky
Way. Subsequently, we calculated the circular rotation speed for each
radius based on the rotation curve and subtracted a fixed spiral arm
pattern speed of 28.2 km s−1 kpc−1, as established by Dias et al.
(2019). This result was then multiplied by 50 Myr to determine
the predicted offset of the old stellar arm relative to the spiral arm
according to the quasi-stationary density wave theory.
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Figure A1. Sketch map of an expected age pattern of spiral arms under quasi-stationary scenario, depicting initial configurations (blue) against those 50 Myr
later (red). Rotation curve parameters are sourced from Reid et al. (2019), whereas the applied pattern speed, 28.2 km s−1 kpc−1, is as determined by Dias et al.
(2019).
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