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ABSTRACT

Star cluster formation in giant molecular clouds involves the local collapse of the cloud into small gas-rich subclusters, which
can then subsequently collide and merge to build up the final star cluster(s). In this paper, we simulate collisions between these
subclusters, using coupled smooth particle hydrodynamics for the gas and N-body dynamics for the stars. We are guided by
previous radiation hydrodynamics simulations of molecular cloud collapse which provide the global properties of the colliding
clusters, such as their stellar and gas masses, and their initial positions and velocities. The subclusters in the original simulation
were treated as sink particles which immediately merged into a single entity after the collision. We show that the more detailed
treatment provides a more complex picture. At collisional velocities above ≈ 10 km/s, the stellar components of the cluster do
not form a monolithic cluster within 3 Myr, although the gas may do so. At lower velocities, the clusters do eventually merge but
over timescales that may be longer than the time for a subsequent collision. The structure of the resultant cluster is not well-fit
by any standard density distribution, and the clusters are not in equilibrium but continue to expand over our simulation time. We
conclude that the simple sink particle treatment of subcluster mergers in large-scale giant molecular cloud simulations provides
an upper limit on the final cluster properties.

Key words: star clusters: general – stars: kinematics and dynamics – stars: formation

1 INTRODUCTION

Star clusters are an integral building block of galaxies. Most stars
form in clustered environments, and many of these stellar groupings
disperse into the field of the galaxy over different timescales, ranging
from a single crossing time to many Gyr, depending on the initial
properties of the cluster. Star cluster formationmechanisms have been
explored through a variety of computational simulations, many of
which show that star cluster formation takes place through hierachical
mergers of smaller subclusters comprised of groups of stars and gas.
Simulations of cluster evolution provide insight into the timescales of
thesemergers aswell as their effect on the components of the final star
cluster. In most simulations, mergers happen quickly and cause an
overall expansion of the resultant cluster’s gas component (Banerjee
& Kroupa 2015, Sills et al. 2018). They also show us that this merger
process takes place along dense gaseous filaments in giant molecular
clouds (GMCs) and may eventually lead to the creation of a central
massive cluster through multiple subcluster mergers (Howard et al.
2018, Li et al. 2019, Lahén et al. 2020).
Observations support this formation mechanism as well. For ex-

ample, a study of radial velocities of different stellar populations in
the star cluster Westerlund 2 shows two distinct clumps on route to
merging in the near future (Zeidler et al. 2021). Fujii et al. (2012)
also showed that the existence of runaway stars around the young
cluster R136 could be explained through prompt subcluster mergers
in a time frame of 3 Myr. As a consequence of these mergers, star
cluster masses can build to & 104M� in times . 4Myr . The stellar
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component of such young clusters has not had enough time to ex-
pel the gaseous component through stellar feedback and supernovae
and should therefore be modelled as a collection of stars and gas
(Pelupessy & Portegies Zwart 2012).

GMCsimulations, such as those performed byHoward et al. (2018)
(hereafter, H18), involve regions with large density contrasts between
the ambientGMCand star forming regions. Because subclusterswere
themost dense regions of their simulations, H18 used the sink particle
prescription outlined in Federrath et al. (2010) to model them in their
GMC.

Each sink particle carries with it a set of parameters that describe
the stellar cluster that it represents (e.g. position, velocity, total mass,
and mass in stars). The sink particle size is dictated by a constant
accretion radius proportional to the highest resolution obtainable
by the hydrodynamics code being used. Once a merger takes place
between two sink particles, the resulting sink particle will inherit the
combined mass of its parent sinks; however, its accretion radius will
remain unchanged.

This sink particle approach to star cluster modelling is used to
allow the hydrodynamics simulations to proceed with reasonable
resolution over reasonable timescales. However, physical processes
that occur on smaller scales such as gas expulsion (e.g Geyer &
Burkert 2001, Baumgardt & Kroupa 2007, Pelupessy & Portegies
Zwart 2012, Krause et al. 2016) and mass segregation (McMillan
et al. 2008) cannot be followed. Cluster properties such as size and
bound stellar and gas fractions have been found to changewith cluster
evolution (Pelupessy & Portegies Zwart 2012). Understanding the
internal evolution of the clusters, especially during and after cluster
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2 Karam & Sills

mergers, could have a significant impact on the final properties of
the clusters formed in these simulations.
In order to explore the detailed evolution of the merger of young

star-forming clusters, we model the subcluster mergers seen in the
H18 simulations explicitly, including gravitational interactions be-
tween the stars and gas in each subcluster. We analyze the resultant
clusters and investigate how the distribution of stars and gas have
been altered by the merger process.
In section 2 we discuss the initial conditions used to set up our star

clusters. In section 3 we look at the resultant cluster properties of a
sample merger. In section 4 we generalize our results from section 3
for all our simulated mergers. In section 5 we discuss our results and
their implications to the general use of sink particles.

2 METHOD

In the following sections, we discuss the numerical methods being
used in our simulations, outline the process by which we initialize
our isolated clusters, and describe the initial set up of our merger
simulations.

2.1 Numerical Methods

Our simulations are performed using the Astrophysical Multipur-
pose Software Environment (AMUSE) (Portegies Zwart et al. 2009,
Pelupessy & Portegies Zwart 2012) which contains many codes that
evolve the equations of gravity and hydrodynamics. It also allows for
communication between codes, allowing us to simultaneously sim-
ulate the dynamics of the stars and hydrodynamics of the gas in the
cluster.
For our N-body code we use hermite0 (Makino & Aarseth 1992)

and for our smoothed particle hydrodynamics (SPH) code we use
GADGET-2 (Springel 2005). For the communication scheme, we use
BRIDGE (Fujii et al. 2007)with BHTree (written by JunMakino based
on Barnes & Hut 1986) as the connecting algorithm. This scheme
feeds outputs from one of the solvers (i.e. positions, velocities, and
masses) to the other so that the stars may react to changes in the gas
properties, and the gas may react to changes in the star’s properties.
This communication procedure happens once every bridge timestep
𝑡𝐵 , which should be sufficiently small that energy is conserved, while
still allowing for resonable simulation times. For our simulations, a
choice of 𝑡𝐵 ≈ 800yr is reasonable.

2.2 Isolated Clusters

We set up initial conditions for our individual clusters using parame-
ters taken from the H18 sink particles, specifically, the mass in stars
𝑀∗ and the mass in gas 𝑀𝑔. The initial distributions of our N-body
and SPH particles follow a Plummer (Plummer 1911) sphere with
a scale radius chosen such that the half mass density of the cluster
starts as 𝜌ℎ𝑚 = 103𝑀�/𝑝𝑐3. This density choice is consistent with
observed densities of young massive clusters (Portegies Zwart et al.
2010). Given a 𝜌ℎ𝑚, and the total mass of the cluster, we can calcu-
late the half mass radius 𝑟ℎ𝑚 which we convert to a Plummer scale
radius using 𝑎 ≈ 1.3𝑟ℎ𝑚. This allows us to simulate a wider range
of cluster masses without running into extremely small timesteps
which arise from high gas densities (Courant et al. 1967). We set the
gravitational softening of the stars to be 0.001𝑎 for each simulation.
This results in an average softening length of 155AU throughout our
suite.
We note that the sink particle accretion radius used in H18 𝑟sink

Figure 1. Evolution of the core radii of the stars and gas of an isolated cluster
during the numerical relaxation phase.

is ≈ 1.7pc. We do not require that all our stars or gas are contained
within this radius in these simulations.
The mass of SPH particles in our simulations is 0.06𝑀� , resulting

in a smoothing length ℎ ≈ 0.01pc initially. Stellarmasses are sampled
from a Kroupa (Kroupa 2001) IMF between 0.15𝑀� and 100𝑀� .
The gas temperature is chosen to be 10K, consistent with GMC
temperatures from H18. We assign each particle a velocity which we
sample using the method outlined in Aarseth (1974). We calculate
the velocity dispersion of our stellar and gas component separately
and scale the velocities of each such that both are initially in virial
equilibrium (2𝐾𝑠,𝑔/|𝑃𝑠,𝑔 | = 𝛼𝑠,𝑔 = 1).
Next, we allow our cluster to evolve on its own. We do this so

that the stars can have time to react to the new potential introduced
by the gas, and vice versa. In order to decide when our clusters are
numerically relaxed, we look at the evolution of the core radii for
the stars and gas as a function of time, as shown in figure 1 for a
representative cluster. Up until 0.21Myr, the core radii are decreasing
drastically after which both become stable. This effect comes from
both stellar and gas components reacting to the potential of the other.
In this example we take the snapshot of this cluster after 𝑡 = 0.21Myr
as our initial conditions for our merger simulation. This corresponds
to roughly 0.01 N-body times. The decrease in the core radius results
in 𝜌ℎ𝑚 increasing from the initial 103M�pc−3. However, the half-
mass radius does not change as much as the core radius, and so the
value of 𝜌ℎ𝑚 stays below 104M�pc−3.

2.3 Merger Setup: The Creation of the Resultant Cluster

We select merger pairs from the solar metallicity H18 simulation
based on the mass ratio of the pair ( 𝑓𝑀 = 𝑀𝑀𝑀 /𝑀𝐿𝑀 where
𝑀𝑀𝑀 and 𝑀𝐿𝑀 are the total masses of the more and less massive
cluster respectively) and the relative velocity of the colliding clusters
(𝑣𝐿𝑀 ). A plot of this parameter space from the H18 simulation is
shown in figure 2. For this paper, we have limited the mass ratio
range to be from 0 to 30; there are also 2 mergers that have mass
ratios of ≈ 100 and ≈ 400. "First contact" mergers, shown as red
circles in this figure, are the first merger that occurs for a given
star cluster after it has formed. The resultant cluster can then go on
to merge with other clusters as the H18 simulation proceeds, and
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Subcluster Mergers 3

Figure 2.The parameter space fromwhich our collisions are sampled. Circles
represent all mergers seen in the H18 simulation, with red points showing all
first mergers, and black points showing second and subsequent mergers or
higher. Blue stars show the mergers we model for our simulations, some of
which are directly taken from H18 (stars on top of red circles).

we highlight those mergers as black circles. We simulate 5 of these
first contact mergers (labelled run 1-5 in table 1 and shown as blue
stars on top of red circles in figure 2). We choose only first contact
mergers for these simulations because we can assume that the star
cluster before the merger was a simple system (a Plummer sphere),
whereas the resultant cluster after a merger may not be so simple (as
we will demonstrate in section 3). These 5 mergers provide us with
10 individual clusters for our initial conditions.
We also simulate mergers that were not present in H18 (shown

as isolated blue stars in figure 2). To do this, we collide two of our
clusters, but not with their counterpart from the H18 simulation. For
example, we take the less massive cluster from the run3 pair and
simulate its merger with the more massive cluster from the run1 pair
in table 1 and the run is labelled run3to1. We create other initial
conditions by modifying the collision velocity 𝑣𝐿𝑀 while keeping
all other parameters the same as an H18 collision. These runs are
labelled as run𝑥_𝑦v where 𝑥 is the label of the H18 model run whose
velocity we are changing, and 𝑦 is the factor by which we multiply
𝑣𝐿𝑀 for that run.
To set up each collision, we take the relaxed state of the most

massive cluster, and place it at (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = (0, 0, 0) with no net ve-
locity. The relaxed state of less massive cluster is placed a distance
𝑥 = 𝑑, away from more massive cluster and is given a velocity 𝑣𝐿𝑀
in the x-direction towards the origin. All of our mergers are head on
collisions. We do not include stellar evolution or stellar feedback.
Therefore, we should not evolve our simulations past the first ex-
pected supernovae as this is the time when most to all of the gas mass
has been removed from a star cluster (e.g Pelupessy & Portegies
Zwart 2012, Chevance et al. 2020). We run all our simulations for a
maximum of 3Myr.

3 RESULTANT CLUSTER PROPERTIES

Webeginwith a discussion of a typical merger from our sample (run3
in table 1). The total masses of the more and less massive clusters in
the merger are 0.9 and 0.5 ×104M� , mostly consisting of gas for this
particular run. This mass ratio of 𝑓M ≈ 2 and a collisional velocity
of 𝑣𝐿𝑀 = 4.7kms−1 places this merger in the region of parameter
space where we find most of the first contact mergers from H18.
Most of the mass of both clusters resides within 𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑘 ≈ 1.7pc (80%
of the more massive cluster mass, 90% of the less massive cluster’s
mass). Snapshots of this merger can be seen in figure 3. The gas
density is shown as the greyscale with a minimum at 1 M�pc−3 and
a maximum of 105M�pc−3, while the stars are shown as blue or
orange circles.
At 𝑡 ≈ 0.7Myr, the centres of the gas distributions for the two

clusters overlap for the first time. We denote this time as the collision
time 𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑙 . From 𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑙 until the end of our simulation, the gas remains
as a single entity. However, the stars behave more like a collisionless
system, and the lower-mass cluster stars pass through the higher-mass
cluster before either being dispersed or returning towards the centre
of mass. At about 0.4Myr after the collision a single monolithic
cluster is formed. We denote this time as 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛, and calculate it by
determining the centre of the inner 5% of stars (approximately the
percentage of stars within the core radius of the original clusters).
When the difference between those two centres remains smaller than
the original core radius of the most massive cluster, we say that the
resultant cluster is monolithic.
We can now analyze properties of the stellar and gas components

of the resultant cluster after the merger has taken place.

3.1 Bound Fraction

A property of the sink particle prescription used in H18 is that
all mass inside each sink remains in the sink throughout the entire
simulation. When two parent sink particles merge, the resultant sink
mass will simply be the sum of the masses of each parent. We can test
this approximation by looking at the bound percentage of stellar and
gas mass in the resultant cluster after the merger takes place. This
can be seen in figure 4 for run3. We consider a particle bound when
its 𝑇 +𝑈 < 0 where 𝑇 is its kinetic energy, and 𝑈 is the potential of
both stars and gas. We see that by the end of this simulation, ≈ 3% of
stellar mass and ≈ 16% of gas mass has become unbound. Therefore,
we conclude that for this collision, the assumption of no mass loss
in the sink particle prescription is reasonable. Most of the decrease
in bound stellar mass happens between 𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑙 and 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛, as stars that
initially belonged to the less massive cluster are flung out of the
gravitational pull of the resultant cluster. These results are consistent
with simulations done by Banerjee & Kroupa (2015) who see a
negligible amount of unbound stellar mass in merger simulations
with an analytic gas potential. As well, N-body simulations done by
Grudić et al. (2018) show that / 10% of their stellar mass becomes
unbound after the merger of two equal mass Plummer spheres.

3.2 Cluster Size

We can now look at the Lagrangian radii of the resultant cluster.
We look at the core, half mass, and 75% mass radii of the bound
mass (stars or gas) in the resultant cluster, and compare them to the
H18 sink radius of 1.7 pc in figure 5. We see that the core radius
remains stable for the entire simulation after 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛 at 𝑟𝑐 ≈ 0.2pc and
𝑟𝑐 ≈ 0.1pc for the stellar and gas components respectively. Similarly,
the half-mass radii remain approximately constant as well, and are

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2022)



4 Karam & Sills

Figure 3. Snapshots of the stars and gas from merger run3 leading up to the monolithic time. The circles represent the stars from each cluster (orange belong
to less massive cluster, blue belong to more massive cluster) and the gas is shown in black with darker regions showing gas with higher density. Size of the
filled circles scales with mass of the star. Time is taken with respect to the beginning of the simulation. The left panel on the second row shows the merger at
𝑡 = 0.7Myr = 𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑙 (the collision time) and the right panel on the second row shows the merger at 𝑡 = 1.1Myr = 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛 (the monolithic time).

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2022)



Subcluster Mergers 5

Run number 𝑀𝑀𝑀,𝑠 [104𝑀� ] 𝑀𝑀𝑀,𝑔 [104𝑀� ] 𝑀𝐿𝑀,𝑠 [104𝑀� ] 𝑀𝐿𝑀,𝑔 [104𝑀� ] 𝑑 [𝑝𝑐 ] 𝑣𝐿𝑀 [𝑘𝑚𝑠−1 ]

1 0.3 2.1 0.2 1.2 2.7 2.3
2 0.06 0.3 0.02 0.2 2.4 2.8
3 0.1 0.8 0.06 0.4 4.9 4.7
4 0.4 1.6 0.1 0.3 2.9 6.5
5 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.3 3.3 10

2to3 0.1 0.8 0.02 0.2 2.4 2.8
2to5 0.4 0.5 0.02 0.2 2.4 3.4
3to1 0.3 2.1 0.06 0.4 4.9 4.7
3to4 0.4 1.6 0.06 0.4 4.9 4.7
2_2v 0.06 0.3 0.02 0.2 2.4 5.6
2to1 0.3 2.1 0.02 0.2 2.4 2.8
2to4 0.4 1.6 0.02 0.2 2.4 7.0
2_2.8v 0.06 0.3 0.02 0.2 2.4 7.8
3_2v 0.1 0.8 0.06 0.4 4.9 9.4
4_2.5v 0.4 1.6 0.1 0.3 2.9 16

Table 1. Parameters for our H18 merger runs. Column 1: the name of the run, column 2: the mass of the more massive cluster in stars, column 3: mass of the
more massive cluster in gas, column 4: mass of the less massive cluster in stars, column 5: mass of the less massive cluster in gas, column 6: the initial separation
along the 𝑥-axis of the two clusters, column 7: the x-velocity kick given to the less massive cluster towards the origin. The horizontal line splits the models taken
directly from H18 sinks and those given some alteration. Runs are ordered by increasing collisional velocity.

Figure 4. Bound mass percentages of the resultant cluster’s stellar (blue) and
gas (orange) components after the collision. The black dashed line shows the
monolithic time of this simulation.

well below the sink radius of 1.7 pc. However, if we look at the
75% Lagrangian radius of each component, we see that they are both
greater than 𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑘 . Therefore, a significant amount of the resultant
cluster mass is outside the boundary set in the H18 simulation.
To make the comparison with the H18 simulation a little clearer,

we show the evolution of the 90% Lagrangian radius of the entire
resultant cluster (bound stars and gas together), normalized by the
90% Lagrangian radius of the more massive cluster of the collision,
in figure 6. The outermost region of the cluster continues to grow
to the end of our simulation. Because the sink particle prescription
allows gas accretion to take place if gas is within one 𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑘 and
gravitationally bound to the cluster, we conclude that a sink particle
prescription which does not allow this growth in radius may be
accreting less gas than it should, andmay result in a smaller finalmass
for the clusters formed in H18. The magnitude of this discrepancy

is dependant on how prompt the secondary merger process is. If
the resultant cluster merges with another cluster quickly after it is
formed, the cluster will not have had enough time to significantly
grow, meaning that only a small fraction of extra gas would be added
to the resultant sink. However, the longer it takes for a resultant cluster
to undergo another merger, the larger the cluster grows and the more
mass it may accrete.

3.3 Best Fit Radial Density Profiles

We now turn our attention to the radial density profiles of the resul-
tant cluster. In this analysis we treat the stars and gas of the resultant
cluster separately and include only the bound members of each com-
ponent. It would be convenient for future simulations if we could
identify an analytic or simple density profile for the result of a clus-
ter merger. Therefore, we fit commonly used density profiles to the
bound stellar and gas components of the resultant cluster. We con-
sider the Plummer, Elson et al. (1987) (EFF) model, and the King
(1966) models for our fits. Plummer models have been used in a vari-
ety of numerical simulations to initialize stars and gas (e.g Pelupessy
& Portegies Zwart 2012, Banerjee & Kroupa 2015, Sills et al. 2018)
as have King models (e.g Geyer & Burkert 2001, Whitehead et al.
2013). The EFF model is given by

𝜌(𝑟) = 𝜌0 (1 +
𝑟2

𝑎2
)−

𝛾+1
2 (1)

The two parameters allowed to vary above are the scale radius 𝑎,
and the slope of the density tail 𝛾. Note that the Plummer density
profile is a special case of 1 with 𝛾 = 4. The King (1966) model
has two parameters that are allowed to vary: the tidal radius of the
cluster 𝑟𝑡 and the dimensionless central potential𝑊0. We calculated
the King density profile using galpy1 (Bovy 2015) and to calculate
the density profile of our simulated resultant cluster, we use the
python package Clustertools2 which creates radial bins of equal
numbers of particles and calculates the density in each bin. Our bins
are centered on the density centre (Portegies Zwart et al. 2010)).

1 https://github.com/jobovy/galpy
2 https://github.com/webbjj/clustertools
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6 Karam & Sills

Figure 5. 75% mass radii (dashed), half mass radii (solid), and core radii (dot-dashed) of bound stellar (left) and gas (right) component for the resultant cluster
after the cluster has become monolithic. The green line indicates the sink radius prescribed in the H18 simulations (𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑘 ≈ 1.7pc).

Figure 6. Time evolution of the 90% Lagrangian radius for the total (stars
+ gas) resultant cluster, normalized to that same radius for the most massive
parent cluster.

For both the stellar and gas components, we find that our choice of
density centre over centre of mass does not greatly affect our best fit
parameters for any of our models.
We choose radial bins containing 80 stars or 2000 gas particles.

We then use the python function curve_fit from scipy (Virta-
nen et al. 2020) which uses the Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) method
(Levenberg 1944) to calculate the best fit parameters for each model.
We performed this fit from 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛 to the end of the simulation. We
show a snapshot of the resultant cluster’s density profile overplotted
with the three best fit functions at one timestep in figure 7. We find
that the general shape of the profiles (high density in the centre, low
density in the outskirts) matches all of the models.
Compared to our initial Plummer profile, we find that the merger

process has steepened the surface density in the outskirts of our

stellar and gas density profiles (a 𝛾 = 4 profile becomes closer to a
𝛾 = 5 profile). In the inner regions, both the stars and the gas have
smaller cores. The𝑊0 = 8 for the stellar King profile and𝑊0 = 9 for
the gas King profile are consistent with a more centrally concentrated
cluster.
However, none of the models ever provide a satisfactory fit to the

simulated density profile. We conclude that these three analytical
models cannot be used to describe our resultant cluster after the
merger process. In order to achieve a good representation of such a
cluster, we must continue to use the results of our numerical simula-
tions directly.

3.4 Star Formation Density Thresholds

In the H18 simulations, the sinks form in gas above a density thresh-
old of 104 cm−3 and it is assumed that all the gas inside the sink has
that density for the rest of the simulation. Star formation in H18 takes
place with a constant efficiency per freefall time assuming that den-
sity. Their sinks are sampled every 0.36 Myr to determine how many
stars should form. We track the amount of dense gas in our clusters
and how that changes throughout the run3 merger. In particular, we
look at the gas with densities above 104cm−3 and 105cm−3 which
are commonly quoted density ranges above which dense star-forming
cores begin to form (e.g Evans et al. 2009, Heiderman et al. 2010,
Lada et al. 2010, Lada et al. 2012). We show the percentage of gas
above 104cm−3 in figure 8.
At the beginning of our simulation, the amount of gas above

104cm−3 is only about 65%, compared to the 100% assumed for
the H18 sink particles. This percentage increases just after the mo-
ment of collision (green vertical line), but does not last for long
compared to the timescale at which H18 samples their sinks to form
stars (0.36Myr). Shortly after the collision time, only about half of
the gas in the cluster has density above 104cm−3. Therefore we see
that for run3, the merger process results in a decrease in potentially
star forming gas in the resultant cluster. Gas above 105cm−3 shows
a very similar trend. This trend of an increase in star forming gas
followed by a decline in such gas was also found in the star cluster
formation simulations presented in Fujii et al. (2021).

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2022)



Subcluster Mergers 7

Figure 7. Stellar and gas radial density profiles plotted with best fit profiles
from three theoretical functions: Plummer (dot-dashed), EFF (dotted), and
King (dashed). The shaded regions show one standard deviation in the density
calculation for a given radial bin.

4 EXPLORING THE PARAMETER SPACE

In this section, we present the results of our full suite of simulations.
We first show the time needed to form a single monolithic cluster as
a function of the collisional velocity in figure 9. We note that three
simulations never form a single cluster (𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛 exceeds the length of
the simulation 𝑡𝑠𝑖𝑚), indicated on the plot with "x" symbols and
arrows. We will discuss those in section 4.2.
We find that, as expected, a higher collisional velocity leads to

longer time for the two clusters to fully merge. The relationship
between 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛 − 𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑙 and the mass ratio ( 𝑓𝑀 ) is less clear, but in
general a higher mass ratio results in a longer time for the resultant
cluster to become monolithic. We note that in the H18 simulations,
the average time between first and subsequent collisions is about
0.4 Myr, and therefore many of our mergers simulated here will not
yet have resulted in monolithic clusters before their next encounter
occurs. This means it is even more critical that we use detailed

Figure 8. Percentage of gas above 104cm−3 throughout run3. The green line
shows the collision time 𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑙 for this merger simulation.

simulations of cluster mergers to understand the build-up of massive
clusters.

4.1 Monolithic Resultant Clusters

We find that for most of our mergers, . 5% of the stellar mass be-
comes unbound from our resultant cluster, as long as the collision
creates a single resultant cluster. Mergers with higher collisional ve-
locity and lower mass ratios tend to lose more mass. In our most
extreme monolithic simulation, run3_2v, which has a collisional ve-
locity of 𝑣𝐿𝑀 ≈ 9.4kms−1 and mass ratio 𝑓𝑀 ≈ 2, we lose 12%
of the stellar mass. The unbound gas mass percentage behaves in a
similar way (strong dependence on 𝑣𝐿𝑀 and no clear dependence
on 𝑓𝑀 ). However, the unbound gas mass percentage never exceeds
20% of the initial gas mass.
We show the core radii and half-mass radii of the stars at 1 Myr

after the monolithic time, as a function of themass ratio of themerger
and the collisional velocity, in figure 10. We find that most of the
resultant clusters are larger than their original parent cluster, and
there is a strong dependence of this growth on the mass ratio. At low
𝑓𝑀 , because the masses of both clusters are similar, the core of the
resultant cluster has gained a significant amount of new stellar mass.
As we get to higher 𝑓𝑀 values, we are looking at moreminor mergers
and the resultant cluster’s growth is less affected by the less massive
cluster, causing the plateau at 𝑟/𝑟𝑀𝑀 ≈ 1 for high 𝑓𝑀 . We find that
the collisional velocity does not have an effect on the growth of the
core radius, but does have a small effect on the half mass radius.
The gas component of the resultant clusters is also larger than that

of the parent clusters, but in this case we find that the growth of the
gas component is sensitive to both the collisional velocity and the
mass ratio.
We show the values of the 90% Lagrangian radius for the full

resultant cluster (stars and gas) for each simulation, normalized by
that simulation’s 𝐿90,𝑀𝑀 plotted for all monolithic simulations in
figure 11. The colour bar shows the collisional velocity of the merger.
Most of our monolithic clusters continue to expand for the duration
of our simulation, suggesting that a constant sink radius may not be
an accurate description of merged clusters.
We find that the density profiles of all our monolithic clusters have
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Figure 9. Time after the collision for the two clsuters to become one mono-
lithic structure, plotted against the collisional velocity of each simulation.
The colour bar gives the mass ratio of each merger. We show both the mono-
lithic (𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛 < 𝑡𝑠𝑖𝑚) simulations as solid circles and the non-monolithic
(𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛 > 𝑡𝑠𝑖𝑚) simulations as crosses with arrows. The arrows indicate that
this is a lower limit of the monolithic time for the non-monolithic simulations.

similar shapes as those shown for run3 in figure 7 and that all stellar
components show a high central concentration (King profile𝑊0 ≈ 8).
However, as expected, none of the simple density profiles provide
good fits to either the stellar or gas density profile. We conclude that
any simulations which follow the building of a massive cluster from
the merger of subclusters should use computed profiles of merged
clusters at the appropriate time, rather than being able to use simpler
models for the results of the first merger.

4.2 Non-Monolithic Simulations

We now briefly discuss the simulations where the two clusters do
not form a single entity by the end of our simulation. An example of
such a simulation can be seen in figure 12.
The three simulations that satisfy this criteria are run2_2p8v,

run5, and run4_2p5v (table 1). They all have collisional velocities &
10kms−1 and have fairly low mass ratios 𝑓𝑀 . 5. The simulations
have different final properties – one of them forms a single gas cloud
but not a single stellar cluster, and the other two both continue to
show two separate gas clouds and two stellar components.
We find that these three simulations lose much more bound stellar

and gasmass than themonolithic simulations.We find that the change
in stellar core and half-mass radii for the non-monolithic simulations
does not follow the same trend as the monolithic simulations (see
figure 10, where the ’x’ symbols show the final properties of the
individual stellar clusters compared to their initial values). Most
importantly, however, is the fact that these collisions do not result
in mergers, in contradiction to the assumption in H18. One of these
collisions is a first-contact merger from H18 (run5) so the fact that
it does not, in fact, result in a single monolithic cluster even after 3
Myr may have significant implications for the build-up of massive
clusters.

5 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have taken simulation results from Howard et al. (2018) (H18),
who found subcluster formation in the filaments of a GMC, and we
have resolved their sink particles into detailed models of stars and
gas. We have extracted 10 subclusters from the H18 simulations and
created detailed models of their stellar and gaseous distribution. We
ran 15 merger simulations using these clusters. We found that all
resultant clusters lose a small fraction of their bound stars and gas
after the merger, but that this fraction increases significantly when we
simulate mergers with collisional velocities & 10kms−1. We find that
the outermost regions of most of our clusters grow continuously by
the end of our simulations, suggesting that the sink particles may be
artificially small.We also found that themerger process decreases the
amount of gas above star forming densities in the cluster, suggesting
that the sink particle prescription may be over-forming stars. We also
found that some of our collisions did not result in monolithic clusters,
and that others took a long time to form a single cluster.
The sink particle size and its affect on the accretion of surround-

ing gas onto the sink particle has been studied in larger scale galaxy
and GMC simulations. One example is the converging galactic flows
simulation performed by Dobbs et al. (2021) who find that through
increasing their accretion radius by a factor of ≈ 2.5, the mass at-
tainable by a sink particle can increase by one order of magnitude.
It may be necessary for the treatment of merging sink particles to
include something like a "radius of influence" that can change with
time in the simulation, and more accurately represent the size of the
population inside the sink.
Our suite of simulations outlines the region of parameter space

most occupied by first contact mergers (see figure 2). More simula-
tions can help strengthen trends we see in our results. In particular, it
would be helpful to model the higher velocity regime where second
contact or higher mergers take place. A larger sample size in this
regime can help us better understand the conditions for creating a
single stellar cluster after a collision. Furthermore, the degree of im-
portance of non-monolithic mergers in GMC simulations may be a
byproduct of of the initial conditions of that simulation. For example,
Howard et al. (2016) find that velocities of sink particles can be much
larger in simulations with lower initial virial parameter (more bound)
due to stronger two body interactions. As well, our simulations only
involve clusters on the low mass end of those formed in the H18
simulations. The response of higher mass clusters to the merger pro-
cess is key in understanding the entire formation of the final clusters.
We also model all of our subcluster mergers as head on collisions.
We know that off-axis collisions can result in significantly different
structures of the collision product (Sills et al. 2001, e.g.). We will
address many of these questions in future work.
We have treated the initial conditions of the stellar population

in a fairly simplistic way – a Plummer sphere, no stellar evolution,
and we do not include binary stars. Binaries have been shown to
increase the number of high velocity, unbound stars (runaway stars)
around star clusters (Leonard &Duncan 1988) and provide an energy
source that can heat clusters. Fujii et al. (2012) show that the cluster
merger process increases the number of newly formed binaries thus
resulting in an increase in runaway stars within 3 Myr. The authors
find an average of ≈ 5 of the cluster’s stars become runaway stars at
3 Myr. The inclusion of a binary star prescription would therefore
only slightly increase the unbound stellar mass percentage in our
simulations showing that our simulations provide a lower limit to the
unbound stellar mass that is the result of mergers.
Our simulations of mergers of gas-rich young stellar clusters have

shown that they are far from simple. This work provides some hints of
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Figure 10. Inner Lagrangian radii of the stellar component of the resultant cluster, normalized by that radius of the more massive parent cluster, plotted against
mass ratio for monolithic and non-monolithic simulations. The colour bar shows the collisional velocity of given merger.

Figure 11. The 90% Lagrangian radii of the entire bound stellar and gas
content of the resultant cluster normalized by that of the entire more massive
cluster as a function of time after 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑛 for every merger whose resultant
cluster is one monolithic structure. The colour bar shows the collisional
velocity of the merger.

the complexity of processes and outcomes that can occur during the
build-up of star clusters during their formation. Our future work will
investigate these areas further, with the ultimate goal of following
cluster merger trees from simulations like H18, and building up
young clusters in detail.
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