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ABSTRACT
We develop statistical methods within a Bayesian framework to infer the star formation history from photometric surveys of
pre-main sequence populations. Our procedures include correcting for biases due to extinction in magnitude-limited surveys,
and using distributions from subsets of stars with individual extinction measurements. We also make modest corrections for
unresolved binaries. We apply our methods to samples of populations with Gaia photometry in the Orion A molecular cloud.
Using two well-established sets of evolutionary tracks, we find that, although our sample is incomplete at youngest ages due to
extinction, star formation has proceeded in Orion A at a relatively constant rate between ages of about 0.3 and 5 Myr, in contrast
to other studies suggesting multiple epochs of star formation. Similar results are obtained for a set of tracks that attempt to take
the effects of strong magnetic fields into account. We also find no evidence for a well-constrained “birthline” that would result
from low-mass stars appearing first along the deuterium-burning main sequence, especially using the magnetic evolutionary
tracks. While our methods have been developed to deal with Gaia data, they may be useful for analyzing other photometric
surveys of star-forming regions.

Key words: stars: formation – stars: pre-main sequence – stars: pre-main sequence – open clusters and associations: individual:
Orion Nebula Cluster

1 INTRODUCTION

The wealth of data from the Gaia mission provides a new means to
study the star formation history (SFH) of nearbymolecular clouds and
associations. It also presents an opportunity to systematically assess
the initial properties of young stars after the end of the protostellar
phase, potentially yielding insights into the star formation process.
Gaia parallaxes and proper motions are crucial in providing cleaner
membership samples in stellar associations. The systematic optical
photometry from Gaia is also useful because colour-magnitude di-
agrams (CMDs) may have advantages over HR diagrams, because
standard reddening vectors tend to shift late-G and KM stars roughly
along isochrones (while extinction corrections in the HR diagram
change only luminosities, given effective temperatures or spectral
types). In addition, it is also more straightforward to make statistical
corrections for unresolved binary stars (UBS) in CMDs than in HR
diagrams.
The Orion region is an obvious choice for studies of pre-main se-

quence as it comprises the nearest set of well-populated associations.
Several studies of the SFH in the Orion region have been made with
extensive use of Gaia data. For example, Kounkel et al. (2018, K18
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hereafter) and Zari et al. (2019) studied the overall structure and dis-
tribution of several regions of Orion in addition to the Orion A cloud,
and characterized their average ages, while Großschedl et al. (2018)
focused on the details of the structure of the Orion A cloud. Distinc-
tively, Beccari et al. (2017, B17 hereafter) and Jerabkova et al. (2019,
J19 hereafter) derive a detailed SFH of a region around the Orion
Nebula Cluster (ONC), which appears to span ±2◦ north-south and
nearly the same distance east-west (see figure 3 in B17) and it is spa-
tially consistent with the Northern part of the Orion A cloud.1. They
argued that star formation in the area has been comprised of three
very distinct star-forming episodes, based on CMDs from Omega-
Cam and Gaia photometry. One surprising aspect of these studies is
that the multiple sequences in the CMDs correspond to the positions
that would result from unresolved binary and triple systems; but B17
and J19 conclude that explaining the data this way would require
implausible distributions of mass ratios for the multiple systems.
Here we focus on the Orion A star-forming cloud, dominated by

the ONC, as the site of the major population of the youngest stars,

1 While B17 and J19 describe their study as that of the ONC, the region
studied is much larger than that typically ascribed to the ONC, and includes
the L1641 and OMC2/3 regions (see, e.g. figures 1 and 14 in Megeath et al.
2012).
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2 Alzate et al.

with substantial ongoing protostar formation (e.g., Megeath et al.
2012). Nevertheless, the sample used in this work shows a need for
stars in the ONC center, where Gaia ’s completeness drop rapidly.
In such case, our results may be more informative for stars out of
the innermost nebula region (Sec. 2). We build on the methods de-
veloped by Alzate et al. (2021, AL21 hereafter) to analyze the SFH
and the possible limits on birthlines in Orion A, making statistical
corrections for extinction and UBS to more accurately understand
the biases they imposed on the understanding of the SFH in previous
studies. Our analysis suggests a roughly constant rate of star forma-
tion between about 0.3 and 5 Myr rather than well-defined episodes
of star formation. We also show that there is little evidence for a well-
defined ‘birthline”, a locus in the CMD (or HR diagram) where stars
are thought to appear at the end of the protostellar infall phase; this
suggests considerable variability in the initial conditions of forming
stars. Finally, the methodology developed in this work may be useful
for systematic studies of other star-forming regions using Gaia data.

2 MEMBER SAMPLES

We assembledmultiple catalogs of members of Orion A. One catalog
that we use is from K18, consisting of 1970 stars, is derived through
clustering of Gaia DR2 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018) astrometry
and APOGEE (Ahumada et al. 2020) radial velocities. This sample
extends down only to 𝐻 < 13 mag (𝐺 ∼ 17 mag) due to the bright
limit of APOGEE. Individual 𝐴𝑉 measurements derived through
spectral energy distribution fitting, was also made available as a part
of this catalog.
We also assembled a catalog of sources for which optical spectra

have been obtained to observe Li I 6707.7 Å absorption. As Li I de-
pletes rapidly in young convective stars, the presence of this spectral
feature is a robust test of youth, allowing to generate a very clean cat-
alog of members (e.g., Briceno et al. 1997). This census consists of
1465 stars with equivalent width EqWLi I > 0.1Å, assembled from
Sicilia-Aguilar et al. (2005), Hsu et al. (2012), Fang et al. (2013),
Kounkel et al. (2016), Fang et al. (2017), and Kounkel et al. (2017).
This census is somewhat inhomogeneous, due to targeting strategies
utilized by all these surveys, but it allows to verify the underlying
age distribution is not affected by contaminants. This catalog extends
to lower mass stars than the census from K18, extending to fainter
magnitudes by more than 1 mag as the limit. However, this catalog
lacks stars earlier than G-type, as Li I cannot be detected in them.
The main catalog that we used to infer the Orion A SFH was that

assembled by McBride & Kounkel (2019, MK19 hereafter) using a
variety of tracers. It consists of 5988 stars in total, with estimated
contamination rate of ∼1%. Many of these stars are not detectable
in the Gaia database. Typically these stars are heavily extincted due
to their extreme youth; only 4758 sources can be cross-matched to
Gaia EDR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021a). Furthermore, Gaia
photometry near the Trapezium is strongly affected by nebulosity,
making it difficult to compare them to the isochrones. We use the
criteria described in the equation C.2 in Lindegren et al. (2018)
to select the sources with clean photometry, ending with a sample
consisting of 3012 stars.
From an examination of the (𝐺𝐵𝑃 − 𝐺) vs.𝐺 − 𝐺𝑅𝑃 dia-

gram we conclude that it is necessary to restrict the corrected
phot_bp_rp_excess_factor (Riello et al. 2021) to values less
than 0.1, in order to build samples with negligible contaminating
light from neighboring sources. Additionally, stars with high proba-
bility to have spurious parallaxes were rejected using the astrometric
fidelity parameter proposed by Rybizki et al. (2022), thus we se-

Table 1. Variables entering the hierarchical model.𝑎

Hyper-parameter 𝒂 Stellar fraction vector

Parameters (𝜷)

𝑟 𝑗 pc Heliocentric distance
𝑀 𝑘

𝑗
mag Absolute magnitude

𝜛true, 𝑗 mas True parallax
𝐺𝑘
true, 𝑗 mag True apparent magnitude

Data (𝒅)

𝜛 𝑗 mas Observed parallax
𝑒𝜛, 𝑗 mas Parallax error
𝐺𝑘

𝑗
mag Observed apparent magnitude

𝑒𝑘
𝑗

mag Apparent magnitude error

Fixed distributions

𝑝𝑖 (𝐴𝑉 ) mas Visual extinction PDF
M𝑘

𝑖
mag Isochrone absolute magnitude

𝜎𝑘
𝑖

mag Isochrone broadening
𝜙 (𝑚) Initial mass function

𝑎Subscripts 𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝑁I, 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑁𝐷 indicate the 𝑖𝑡ℎ isochrone and
the 𝑗𝑡ℎ star, respectively, where 𝑁I is the number of selected isochrones
and 𝑁𝐷 the number of observed stars. Superscript 𝑘 = 1, 2, 3 refers to the
broad (330-1050) nm 𝐺, blue (330-680) nm 𝐺𝐵𝑃 and red (630-1050) nm
𝐺𝑅𝑃 Gaia photometric bands, respectively.

lected stars with fidelity values larger than 0.5. Finally, we considered
that stars with distance outside the interval [300, 500] pc are prob-
ably foreground/background contaminants. This fairly large range is
adopted to accommodate members with large parallax errors due to
nebulosity and crowding.
Fig. 1 shows the CMD of the MK19, K18 and Li I samples with

their final number of stars after filtering for flux excess, fidelity of
the parallax, and distance. Fig. 2 displays the corresponding stellar
counts, which are essential to roughly estimate the completeness limit
of the samples and to avoid bias in the inferred star formation rate
(Sec. 3.5 and 3.7). We use the K18 sample, which has the extinction
measurements, to build a statistical method for correcting the MK19
sample for extinction, as described later. The Li I catalog is used
supplementary. Since stars listed in this catalog are members with
high confidence, we use it to perform internal checks that confirm
that our results are robust against sample definition.
These catalogs cover the entire Orion A molecular cloud. Fig. 3

shows their position in the sky in equatorial coordinates. The three
samples show significant overlap and offer extensive coverage of
the region, except in the zone around (𝛼, 𝛿) = (05h 35m,−5◦23′),
strongly affected by the nebula. Since we know the parallax of each
source, the distance distribution of Orion A is used in our model,
including those stars in the southern region.

3 INFERRING THE STAR FORMATION HISTORY

The CMDs of resolved stellar populations contain information about
when the stars were born and by how much they have evolved, i.e.,
about the SFH of the stellar system (Dolphin 2002; Vergely et al.
2002; Aparicio & Hidalgo 2009; Dal Tio et al. 2021). Combining
stellar evolution models and stellar spectral energy distributions we
can compute the position at age 𝑡 of a star of mass 𝑚 and metallicity
𝑍 in any CMD. Pre-main sequence stars in regions such as Orion
A generally cannot be characterized by a single isochrone, as their
intrinsic age spread of a few Myr is apparent in the CMD, in contrast
to their more evolved counterparts. To overcome this limitation, in
this paper we follow a statistical approach based on the assumption

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2022)



Star formation in Orion A 3

Figure 1. CMD of the cleaned MK19, K18 and Li I samples. The line of arrows show the dereddening vector for the broad band Gaia EDR3 extinction. The
length and the direction of the vectors change as function of the color according to Eq. (4) for 𝐴𝑉 = 2 mag. The photometric errors are shown in each panel.

Figure 2. Stellar counts of the MK19, K18 and Li I samples. The number of
stars per bin does grow similarly up to𝐺lim = 16.5 mag, near to the mode of
the histograms. The incompleteness in the counts for fainter stars are different
for the three samples.

that the CMD of a stellar population results from a combination
of multiple differently populated isochrones (Small et al. 2013). The
SFH then follows from the statistical weights assigned to the different
isochrones. These weights can be inferred using, for example, either
maximum likelihood methods (Hernandez & Valls-Gabaud 2008;
Small et al. 2013) or Bayesian techniques (AL21). In this section we
extend the AL21 hierarchical statistical model to study young stellar
populations, highly affected by dust, and to allow for the presence of
UBS.
FollowingAL21, we define a vector 𝒂 = (𝑎𝑖=1,2,..,𝑁𝐼

), where 𝑎𝑖 is
the fractional number of stars assigned to the 𝑖-th isochrone, such that
𝑎𝑖 ≥ 0 and

∑
𝑎𝑖 = 1. The posterior probability distribution function

(pdf) of 𝒂 and 𝜷, given data 𝒅, is stated by the Bayes theorem

𝑝(𝒂, 𝜷|𝒅) = 𝑝(𝒂)
𝑁𝐷∏
𝑗=1

𝑆(𝑑 𝑗 )L(𝑑 𝑗 |𝛽 𝑗 ) 𝑝(𝛽 𝑗 |𝒂)
ℓ(𝒂, 𝑆) . (1)

Figure 3. Distribution in the sky of the three samples in Fig. 1.

Here 𝑝 refers to the pdfs involved in the theorem, L is the likelihood
function, and 𝑁𝐷 is the number of observed stars. The notation
𝑝(𝑥 |𝑦) is read as the conditional pdf of 𝑥 given 𝑦. Random variables,
data and priors in Eq. (1) are listed in Table 1. In our case, the
data 𝒅 are Gaia EDR3 photometric magnitudes and parallaxes, and
the 𝜷 parameters correspond to individual properties of the stars,
the magnitude 𝑀𝑘

𝑗
and the extinction 𝐴𝑉𝑗

, predicted by the stellar
evolution model and the extinction distribution, respectively. The
indices 𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑘 and the numbers 𝑁𝐼 and 𝑁𝐷 are defined in the note to
Table 1. The empirical distribution of extinction by dust in the𝑉 band
for the Orion A stars, 𝑝𝑖 (𝐴𝑉 ), the initial mass function (IMF), 𝜙(𝑚),
and the absolute magnitudeM𝑘

𝑖
(𝑚) of a star of mass 𝑚 for a set of

isochrones are fixed distributions, selected according to our previous
knowledge of the target population. The function 𝑆(𝑑 𝑗 ) describes the
completeness of the sample.

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2022)



4 Alzate et al.

3.1 Likelihood and prior pdf’s

L(𝑑 𝑗 |𝛽 𝑗 ), the likelihood distribution function, assumes that the ob-
served apparent magnitudes, 𝐺,𝐺BP, 𝐺RP = 𝐺1, 𝐺2, 𝐺3, are ran-
dom measurements of the predicted magnitudes, 𝐺,𝐺BP, 𝐺RP, with
standard deviation 𝜎𝐺 , 𝜎𝐺BP , 𝜎𝐺RP , respectively. The Gaia photo-
metric measurements are well approximated by a normal distribution

L(𝐺𝑘𝑗 |𝑀
𝑘
𝑗 , 𝐴𝑉𝑗

) = 1√︃
2𝜋𝜎𝑘

𝑗

exp

−
(
𝐺𝑘
𝑗
− 𝐺𝑘

𝑗

(
𝑀𝑘
𝑗
, 𝐴𝑉𝑗

))2
2𝜎𝑘

𝑗

2

 , (2)
where

𝐺𝑘𝑗 = 𝑀𝑘
𝑗 + 𝑓 (𝜛 𝑗 ) + ℎ𝑘 𝐴𝑉𝑗

(3)

and

ℎ𝑘 = 𝐴𝑘/𝐴𝑉 (4)

is the ratio between the 𝑘 𝑡ℎ band and the visual band extinction.
Due to the broad width of the Gaia photometric bands, ℎ𝑘 changes
depending on the effective temperature (𝑇eff) and reddening of the ob-
served star (Jordi et al. 2010). In consequence, the ratio ℎ𝑘 = 𝐴𝑘/𝐴𝑉
depends on the intrinsic colour of the star, (𝐺𝐵𝑃−𝐺𝑅𝑃)0, and its vi-
sual extinction 𝐴𝑉 (Fig. 7). For this reason, we add the extinction 𝐴𝑘
to the isochrone absolute magnitude in Eq. (3), instead of correcting
the data. Given that 99% of the stars in the three samples defined in
Sec. 2 have relative parallax error below 10%, our statistical model
is simplified by approximating the distance likelihood function as a
Dirac’s 𝛿 function and the distance modulus as

𝑓 (𝜛) = −5 log(𝜛/arcsec) − 5, (5)

with no need to specify a prior pdf for the distance. We assume that
the individual parameters are statistically independent, and that their
prior probability distribution function (pdf) obeys

𝑝(𝛽 𝑗 |𝒂) = 𝑝(𝑀𝑘
𝑗 , 𝐴𝑉𝑗

|𝒂) = 𝑝(𝑀𝑘
𝑗 |𝒂)𝑝(𝐴𝑉𝑗

). (6)

For the predicted absolute magnitude prior, we use a normal distri-
bution

𝑀𝑘
𝑗 ∼ N(M𝑘

𝑖 , 𝜎
𝑘
𝑖 ), (7)

where the standard deviation 𝜎𝑘
𝑖
should be less than half the differ-

ence in 𝑘-band magnitude between adjacent isochrones (see AL21,
Sec. 3.2, for details). This tolerance in the isochrone separation is
usually a complex function of mass, but, for simplicity, we take it as
a constant, averaging𝜎𝑘

𝑖
over all isochrones and all mass values. This

does not seem a bad approximation since log(luminosity) ∝ log(age)
for pre-MS stars onHayashi tracks (see Sec. 5.1).We adopt𝜎𝑘

𝑖
= 0.01

mag, of the same order of magnitude that the Gaia photometric er-
rors. A bigger 𝜎𝑘

𝑖
results in a smoother SFH with loss of information

on the stellar ages.
The prior for parameter 𝛽 𝑗 is then given by

𝑝(𝛽 𝑗 |𝒂) =

𝑁𝐼∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑝𝑖 (𝐴𝑉 ) 𝑎𝑖
∫ 𝑚𝑢,𝑖

𝑚𝑙,𝑖

𝜙(𝑚)
3∏
𝑘=1

N(𝑀𝑘
𝑗 |M

𝑘
𝑖 , 𝜎

𝑘
𝑖 )𝑑𝑚.

(8)

The 𝒂 parameter is directly related to the SFH of the stellar popu-
lation. For instance, 𝑎𝑛 = 1 and 𝑎𝑖≠𝑛 = 0 correspond to a population
formed with a single burst of star formation. We use the Dirichlet
distribution

𝑝(𝒂) = Γ(b𝑁𝐼 )
Γ(b)𝑁𝐼

𝑁𝐼∏
𝑖=1

𝑎
b−1
𝑖

(9)

as the prior pdf for 𝒂. This function determines the pdf for random
variables which satisfy the conditions 𝑎𝑖 ≥ 0 and

∑
𝑎𝑖 = 1, as required

in our case. In Eq. (9), Γ and b are the Gamma function and the
concentration parameter, respectively. In this paper we use b = 1, for
which Eq. (9) returns a uniform pdf, i.e., all 𝑎𝑖 have the same flat
probability distribution.

3.2 Evolutionary track and isochrone sets

To interpret the observations in terms of the SFH and the position at
birth of each star in the CMD, it is necessary to adopt a specific set
of stellar evolutionary tracks (isochrones). Unfortunately, there are
considerable differences between different sets of calculations due
to uncertainties in the treatment of convection and magnetic activity.
Here we use isochrones derived from theMIST (Choi et al. 2016), the
PARSEC (Bressan et al. 2012), and the SPOTS (Somers et al. 2020;
Cao et al. 2022) sets of evolutionary tracks for solar metallicity,
with solar-scaled abundance ratios, and age up to 10 Myr, which
include the PMS evolution and provide the Gaia 𝐺, 𝐺BP and 𝐺RP
photometricmagnitudes for all the stars along the isochrone (Table 2).
We select 11 isochrones from each set ranging in log age(yr) from 5
to 7 in steps of 0.2.Fig. 4 shows the position of these isochrones in
the 𝐺 vs. 𝐺𝐵𝑃 -𝐺𝑅𝑃 CMD together with the MK19 stellar sample.
The MIST and the PARSEC tracks adopt a standard model of

stellar evolution, while the SPOTS tracks assume a reduction in the
efficiency of convection due to strongmagnetic fields (see also Feiden
2016). The latter seem to be in better agreement with dynamical mass
estimates, mostly from observations of Keplerian rotation in the
circumstellar disks of young stars (Simon et al. 2019). These larger
masses tend to make stellar ages larger. The MIST and PARSEC
tracks extend to higher mass stars on radiative tracks, where the
complications introduced by magnetic fields are likely to be much
smaller.
The SPOTS tracks, which incorporate the structural effects of star

spots on internal structure, parametrize magnetic effects with a star
spot filling factor and spot temperature contrast. In this paper we
adopt a filling fraction of 𝑓spot = 0.3 and a temperature contrast of
𝑥spot = 0.8, values appropriate for Rossby-saturated active stars (Cao
& Pinsonneault 2022). Reasonable choices of star spot filling factors
do not significantly change our estimates—for instance, the choice
of 𝑓spot = 0.5 does not change the morphology of our SFH, only
shifting the mean log age by 0.05 dex toward older ages.

3.3 Extinction by dust

Since extinction shifts stars to fainter magnitudes and redder colours,
roughly parallel to isochrones in the CMD, corrections are needed
for reliable results. However, only a subset of our stellar sample has
estimated 𝐴𝑉 values. The top panel of Fig. 5 shows the distribution of
𝐴𝑉 vs. log(𝑔) from K18. In order to use the full sample, we assume
that the distribution of extinction for the entire sample is the same as
for the stars with measured extinction.
For the isochrones listed in Table 2, there is a good correlation

between the isochrone age and the mean log(𝑔) value of the stars
along the isochrone, as shown in the lower panel of Fig. 5 for the
PARSEC set. Based on this property, we divide the K18 sample in the
5 age/log(𝑔) groups listed in Table 3 and build the 𝐴𝑉 distributions
shown in the left hand side panels of Fig. 6. For groups 2 to 5, we fit
the 𝐴𝑉 distribution using the function

𝑝(𝐴𝑉 ) = 𝑐2 · 𝐴𝑉 · 𝑒−𝑐 ·𝐴𝑉 , (10)

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2022)



Star formation in Orion A 5

Figure 4. Location of the (a)MIST, (b) PARSEC and (c) SPOTS isochrones in the𝐺 vs.𝐺𝐵𝑃 -𝐺𝑅𝑃 CMD. In these panels, 11 isochrones ranging in log age (yr)
from 5 to 7 in steps of 0.2 are plotted as lines, colour coded by age as indicated in the colour bar. The dashed segment of the MIST and PARSEC isochrones
in panels (a) and (b) correspond to stellar mass > 1.3𝑀� . In panel (d) we compare the 0.1, 1, 6 and 10 Myr isochrones from the three datasets for stellar
mass ≤ 1.3𝑀� . In this panel, the age of the isochrones is indicated near their low-mass end. In all panels, the dots correspond to the MK19 stellar sample. A
horizontal line is drawn at absolute magnitude𝐺 = 8.5, corresponding to a limiting apparent magnitude𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 16.5 at 400 pc. The vertical lines are drawn to
guide the eye when comparing different panels.

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2022)



6 Alzate et al.

Table 2. Isochrone grids for 𝑍 = 𝑍� with solar-scaled abundance ratios.

Model log(Age/yr) Step 𝜎𝑖 N𝑖𝑠𝑜 Stellar mass (M�) X Y Z [Fe/H] [𝛼/Fe]

MIST𝑎 [5, 7] 0.2 0.01 11 [0.1, > 20] 0.7155 0.2703 0.0142 0 0

PARSEC 1.1𝑏 [5, 7] 0.2 0.01 11 [0.1, 12] 0.7040 0.2790 0.0152 0 0

SPOTS𝑐 [5, 7] 0.2 0.01 11 [0.1, 1.3] 0.7195 0.2676 0.0165 0 0

𝑎 Choi et al. (2016), 𝑏 Bressan et al. (2012), 𝑐 Somers et al. (2020); Cao et al. (2022).

Figure 5. Top panel: 𝐴𝑉 vs. log(𝑔) for the K18 stellar sample. Bottom
panel: log(𝑔) histograms vs. age for a simulated population with con-
stant star formation rate shown colour coded by age at log(Age/yr) =

5, 5.2, 5.4, 5.6, 5.8, 6, 6.2, 6.4, 6.6, 6.8, 7. The dashed vertical lines are
drawn at log(𝑔) = 3.6, 3.8, 4.0, 4.2. For these simulations we used the
PARSEC isochrones and the Kroupa IMF.

Table 3. log(𝑔)–log(Age) groups

Group log(𝑔) log(Age) 〈𝐴𝑉 〉 c

1 ≤ 3.6 ≤ 6.04 2.57 –
2 (3.6,3.8] (6.04,6.34] 2.03 0.99
3 (3.8,4.0] (6.34,6.64] 1.76 1.14
4 (4.0,4.2] (6.64,6.94] 1.41 1.42
5 > 4.2 > 6.94 1.19 1.68

For group 1 we use 𝑝 (𝐴𝑉 ) = (0.045 ∗ 𝐴𝑉 + 0.120)/𝑐𝑙 , where
𝑐𝑙 = 0.69 is a normalization constant calculated in the range
𝐴𝑉 = [0, 4.5] mag.

where 𝑐 is a constant and 〈𝐴𝑉 〉 = 2/𝑐. For group 1 we use

𝑝(𝐴𝑉 ) = (0.045 ∗ 𝐴𝑉 + 0.120)/𝑐𝑙 , (11)

where 𝑐𝑙 = 0.69 is a normalization constant calculated in the range
𝐴𝑉 = [0, 4.5] mag. We adopt the 𝑝𝑖 (𝐴𝑉 ) distribution for the 𝑖𝑡ℎ
isochrone according to its age, providing a smooth behaviour of 𝐴𝑉
for computational purposes even though it is not a perfect fit to the
data.
We then compute the extinction in the Gaia 𝐺, 𝐺BP

and 𝐺RP bands using the polynomials provided by the Gaia
Collaboration in https://www.cosmos.esa.int/web/gaia/

edr3-extinction-law. Each polynomial is a function of the
𝐺BP − 𝐺RP colour of the star and its extinction 𝐴𝑉 . Outside the
range of validity of the polynomials, −0.6 < 𝐺BP − 𝐺RP < 2.5, we
use its value at the closest end. Fig. 7 shows the adopted extinction
ratios for 𝐴𝑉 = 2.

3.4 Modeling unresolved binaries

The isochrones listed in Table 2 are based on stellar evolution mod-
els computed for single stars, and hence, will not describe properly
the UBS present in the problem sample. UBS are observed in nearby
populations (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021b) andmost likely they are
present in the Orion A sample. UBS are brighter than their compo-
nent stars considered individually, and they will appear to be younger
than their actual age when dated with single star isochrones. This bi-
ases our analysis, introduces systematic errors in our derivation of
the SFH and hampers any attempt to constrain the stellar birthline.
In the CMD of older nearby star clusters, like the Hyades, a narrow
main sequence (MS) is clearly seen. The UBS are easily identified
on the binary sequence that is parallel to the MS (Gaia Collabora-
tion et al. 2021b). In this case, it is possible to estimate the number
fraction of UBS, and the bias in age or metallicity can be treated.
Most of the Orion A stars are in the pre-MS and show a wide distri-
bution in luminosity (age) at any given colour, making it challenging
to disentangle UBS from single stars. To address this issue, we use
a simulated mock catalogue of the Orion A stellar population (Ap-
pendix A) to quantify the biases introduced in our results by ignoring
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Figure 6. Left panels: Distribution of 𝐴𝑉 for the Orion K18 stars (Sec. 2)
grouped according to log(𝑔) as in Table 3. The line corresponds to the fit to
Eq. (10) for groups 2 to 5. For group 1 we use 𝑝 (𝐴𝑉 ) = (0.045 ∗ 𝐴𝑉 +
0.120)/𝑐𝑙 , where 𝑐𝑙 = 0.69 is a normalization constant calculated in the
range 𝐴𝑉 = [0, 4.5] mag. Right panels:Normalized cumulative distribution
of 𝐴𝑉 for the corresponding panel on the left shown as a histogram and as a
continuous line.

UBS. In the simulation we control all the stellar inputs, including the
binary population properties.
The exercise of recovering the SFH from the mock catalogue

helped us understand the biases in the inferred stellar ages. We must

replace Eq. (7) by

𝑀𝑘
𝑗 ∼ 0.8 · N

(
M𝑘
𝑖 , 𝜎

𝑘
𝑖

)
+ 0.2 · N

(
[M𝑘

𝑖 − 0.5], 0.15
)
, (12)

to model properly UBS (cf. Fig .8). We add a second normal distri-
bution to extend the reach of the isochrones towards brighter stars
(ignoring triple and higher order systems). The mean (M𝑘

𝑖
−0.5) and

the standard deviation (0.15 mag) of the additional component were
selected based on careful examination of the CMDs of the NGC 2232
and the Hyades open clusters (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021b). In
Eq. (12) we assume that 80% of the stars in the CMD are single (in-
cluding resolved binaries) and 20% are UBS. Each group of 10 stars
in a narrow𝐺𝐵𝑃 −𝐺𝑅𝑃 colour range will contain 2 UBS, for a total
of 12 stars in the group. We note that these are not the total number
of UBS but merely an approximation of the effect on the CMD. We
have tested this assumption using the mock catalogue (Appendix A),
which incorporates a detailed model of binary statistics derived from
studies of field stars. We find that Eq. (12) helps reducing spurious
contributions to the SFH at young ages.

3.5 Marginalized posterior pdf

The usefulness of our Bayesian hierarchical model in this study rests
on its ability to infer population parameters using simultaneously
observations of a large number of stars. We do not infer the age
of individual stars, but from the posterior pdf we infer the SFH
of the whole population, from which star ages can be estimated.
The hierarchy of our statistical model establishes that the population
parameters {𝑎𝑖} and the priors (𝜙, 𝑝(𝐴𝑉 ), isochrones) determine the
distribution of 𝑀𝑘

𝑗
and 𝐴𝑉𝑗

, from which we derive the observables
through Eq. (3). In this scheme, the individual parameters are the
connection between the observables and the population parameters,
where only the latter matter for the computation of the SFH. In
other words, the posterior pdf of each individual parameter is needed
but not relevant for the final result. Marginalizing (integrating) the
posterior pdf respect to the 𝜷 = (𝑀𝑘

𝑗
, 𝐴𝑉𝑗

) parameters, we obtain
the distribution of a given the data d,

𝑃(𝒂 |𝒅) =
∫

𝑃(𝒂, 𝜷|𝒅, 𝜙)𝑑𝜷. (13)

For a complete sample, the completeness function 𝑆(𝑑 𝑗 ) in Eq. (1)
fulfills 𝑆(𝑑 𝑗 ) ≈ 1 and no significant number of stars is lost to a given
brightness limit. The integration limits in Eq. (13) are then

𝐴𝑉𝑗
= [0,∞] and 𝑀𝑘

𝑗 = [−∞,∞] . (14)

If the sample is complete up to apparent magnitude 𝐺 = 𝐺lim, we
compute the integral in Eq. (13) in the interval

𝑀𝑘
𝑗 =

[
−∞, 𝐺𝑘lim − 𝑓 (𝜛 𝑗 )

]
, (15)

where 𝑓 (𝜛 𝑗 ) is the distance modulus defined in Eq. (5). This bright-
ness limit makes the posterior pdf go to zero for 𝐺 𝑗 > 𝐺lim. Thus,
the statistical model predicts a null number of stars bellow the mag-
nitude cut-off. By construction, the normalization of the posterior
includes this magnitude cut-off, the stellar counts predicted by the
posterior are re-normalized and will follow the IMF distribution for
stars within the allowed brightness range.
At this point, Bayes’s theorem has been fully implemented within

our framework. We can now proceed to infer the marginal posterior
pdf of 𝑎𝑖 performing a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) process
using, for instance, the Stan platform (https://mc-stan.org). We
use themedian of themarginal posterior pdf (𝑎50𝑖) as the estimator of
the fraction of stars associated to the 𝑖𝑡ℎ isochrone. The 10 and 90%
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Figure 7. Gaia EDR3 extinction ratios for 𝐴𝑉 = 2 mag vs. intrinsic 𝐺𝐵𝑃 −𝐺𝑅𝑃 colour (left panel) and effective temperature 3500 < 𝑇eff/𝐾 < 10000 (right
panel). The solid line segments show the polynomials provided in https://www.cosmos.esa.int/web/gaia/edr3-extinction-law for the indicated
photometric band. The dashed line segments are constant extrapolations of the extreme values of the polynomials.
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Figure 8. The proper treatment of UBS requires that Eq. (7) is replaced by
Eq. (12). The figure shows 𝑝 (𝑀𝐺) for 𝑀 𝑘=1

𝑖
= 8 mag and 𝜎𝑖 = 0.02 mag

in Eq. (12). The separation between the two maxima is 0.5 mag.

percentiles (𝑎10𝑖 and 𝑎90𝑖 , respectively) enclose the 80% credibility
region of the inference.

3.6 Number and mass in stars per isochrone

We use the median of the marginalized distribution of 𝑎𝑖 as an
unbiased estimator of the number of stars (𝑁 𝑖∗) assigned to the 𝑖𝑡ℎ
isochrone by our statistical model. The credibility interval of 𝑁 𝑖∗ is
derived from the 10 and 90% percentiles of this distribution, denoted
𝑎10,𝑖 and 𝑎90,𝑖 . The total mass of these stars is the product of 𝑁 𝑖∗
times the average stellar mass,

〈𝑚〉 =

∫ 𝑚𝑢

𝑚𝑙
𝑚𝜙(𝑚)𝑑𝑚∫ 𝑚𝑢

𝑚𝑙
𝜙(𝑚)𝑑𝑚

, (16)

where 𝜙(𝑚) is the IMF. Throughout this paper we use the Kroupa
(2001) IMF, integrating 𝜙(𝑚) from 𝑚𝑙 = 0.1 to 𝑚𝑢 = 100𝑀� . In this

case 〈𝑚〉 = 0.6377𝑀� . The SFR Ψ(𝑡𝑖) then follows from the ratio

Ψ(𝑡𝑖) =
〈𝑚〉 𝑁 𝑖∗
Δ𝑡𝑖

=
〈𝑚〉 𝑁 𝑖∗

2.30258 𝑡𝑖 Δ(log10 𝑡𝑖)
. (17)

where Δ𝑡𝑖 = (𝑡𝑖+1 − 𝑡𝑖−1)/2 and the rightmost term allows for an
isochrone grid spaced logarithmically in time. We note that the inte-
gration down to 𝑚𝑙 = 0.1𝑀� in Eq. (16) is meaningful only when
the sample is complete to this mass limit.2 If the sample is complete
only to magnitude 𝐺lim, the average 〈𝑚〉 is defined as

〈𝑚〉𝑖 =

∫ 𝑚𝑢

𝑚𝑖
𝑚𝜙(𝑚)𝑑𝑚∫ 𝑚𝑢

𝑚𝑖
𝜙(𝑚)𝑑𝑚

, (18)

where 𝑚𝑖 =𝑚(𝐺lim, 𝑡𝑖) is the stellar mass at 𝐺 =𝐺lim for the 𝑖𝑡ℎ
isochrone and we have assumed that 𝐴𝑉 = 0 for all the stars. 〈𝑚〉𝑖 is
then used in Eq. (17) to infer the SFH for magnitude-limited samples
corrected for incompleteness.

3.7 Corrections for effects of extinction

The correction of the stellar counts when we deal with magnitude
limited samples (using Eq. 15) works properly if 𝐴𝑉 = 0 for all
the stars. This is not true when 𝐴𝑉 ≠ 0 for two reasons. First, the
reddening vectors are not equally parallel to all isochrones, especially
for hotter stars. Second, the effect of extinction causes some stars to
become fainter than 𝐺lim. This loss of information results in biased
inferences of the stellar fractions (𝑎𝑖). It would be expected that if
𝑝(𝐴𝑉 ) was known, the mean number of attenuated stars could be
estimated. However, the wide magnitude range occupied by pre-MS
stars in the CMD, the dependence of 𝐴𝑘/𝐴𝑉 on the 𝐺𝐵𝑃 − 𝐺𝑅𝑃
colour and the randomness of 𝐴𝑉 , make this estimation a non trivial
task. For this reason, in Sec. A7.1 we derive an empirical-theoretical
incompleteness correction as follows.We simulate stellar populations
of 2×105 single stars, formed at various rates during 10Myr, resulting
on Nc (𝑡𝑖) stars per age bin, where 𝑡𝑖 is the 𝑖𝑡ℎ isochrone age. Each
star is attenuated by an amount 𝐴𝑉 sampled from the 𝑝(𝐴𝑉 ) pdf.
The corrected number of stars in the 𝑖𝑡ℎ bin follows from

𝑁50′𝑖 = 𝜖𝑖 · 𝑁50𝑖 , (19)

2 The integrals in Eqs. (16, 18) are insensitive to 𝑚𝑢 as long as 𝑚𝑢 » 1𝑀� .
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where the incompleteness correction 𝜖 is defined in Eq. (A11), listed
in TableA1 and plotted in Fig. A2. Throughout this paper we assume,
based on Fig. 2, that

𝐺lim = 16.5 mag. (20)

In summary, if 𝐴𝑉 > 0 we use Eqs. (13, 14, and 19) to calculate 𝑎𝑖
and Eqs. (17 and 18) to derive the SFH corrected for incompleteness
and interstellar reddening.

4 STAR FORMATION IN ORION A

Having shown in Appendix A that we can accurately retrieve the SFH
of the mock catalogue with our methods, we now turn to inferring
the SFH of the Orion A population. The incompleteness correction
applied to the stellar counts inferred frommagnitude limited samples
is derived in Sec. A7.1.

4.1 Assessing our treatment of extinction

To assess the performance of the statistical treatment of extinction
introduced in Sec. 3.3, we compare the SFH inferred from stars with
(i) photometry corrected by extinction and (ii) uncorrected data,
modelling extinction as indicated in Sec. 3.3. This test requires a
sample of stars for which the effective temperature and 𝐴𝑉 have
been determined, such as the K18 sub-sample used in Sec. 3.3.
Panel (a) of Fig. 9 shows the inferred SFH from K18 as observed,
with no extinction correction applied to the data nor introduced in
our statistical model. Panel (b) shows the SFH of K18 when we
use Eq. (10) to introduce the effects of extinction statistically in our
model. Panel (c) shows the inferred SFH, this time correcting the data
by extinction using 𝐴𝑉 from K18. Ignoring extinction yields large
number of stars with 𝑡(yr) < 6 dex: extinction moves stars towards
the region occupied by young objects (protostars) in the CMD, and
heavily reddened stars are then assigned young ages. The inferred
SFR decreases dramatically for 𝑡(yr) < 5.5 – 6 dex when either the
data are corrected for reddening (panel c) or extinction is included
in our statistical model (panel b).
The credibility intervals (plotted as error bars) in Fig. 9(c) are

larger than in Fig. 9(b) due to the uncertainty on 𝐴𝑉 . The SFHs in
Figs. 9 (b,c), replotted in Fig. 10, deserve special attention because
from their comparison we can assess our statistical model. We note
in Fig. 10 that the allowed range of the SFH for the two solutions
overlap for most age bins. Only at log age(yr) = 7 the credibility bars
do not overlap. At log age(yr) = 6.8 the bars touch at their extremes.
Since, by definition, the true Ψ(𝑡𝑖) lies within the credibility interval
with 80% probability, we conclude that our statistical correction
of the extinction yields a SFH which is consistent with the SFH
inferred from data previously corrected by extinction at least up to
log age(yr) = 6.8.

4.2 Results for Orion A

Fig. 11 shows the inferred Orion A SFH using the MIST, PARSEC
and SPOTS isochrones. For this derivation of the SFH we limit the
MK19 sample to stars with apparent 𝐺 magnitude brighter than
𝐺lim = 16.5 mag (1275 stars). This value was tested to be a realis-
tic completeness limit comparing the data with our simulations in
AppendixA. The median values and error bars (credibility intervals
defined in Section 3.6) are listed in columns 11 (a,b,c) and 11 (d,e,f)
of Table 4. The SFHs from Fig. 11 are plotted next to each other in
Fig. 12, slightly shifted in log age for easy comparison.

We do not consider age bins log 𝑡 < 5.2. There are two reasons for
this. First, we do not have “young” enough isochrones to properly as-
sign ages to stars. Second, the meaning of apparently very young ages
is unclear. As discussed further in §5.3, for timescales comparable
to or less than typical estimates of protostellar lifetimes ∼ 0.5 Myr,
the position of the star in the CMD or HD diagram probably reflects
initial conditions rather than a true age. In other words, the properties
of the youngest stars are most likely reflecting variations in initial
conditions of formation rather than the star formation history.
In Table 5 we list the mass-weighted average SFR 〈Ψ𝑚𝑤 〉 for 3

different intervals of log age for the MIST, PARSEC and SPOTS
solutions, and all-combined (ALL). The 〈Ψ𝑚𝑤 〉 values for the ALL
case are plotted as gray colour bands in Fig. 12. Our results from the
optical samples show that, assuming 20% of UBS in our statistical
model, the SFH is consistent with a roughly constant rate for the
last 5-10 Myr (see panels (a,b,c) from Fig. 11 and top panel from
Fig. 12). Counting only the optically bright stars, we find

〈Ψ𝑚𝑤 〉 ≈ 380 ± 70 𝑀�Myr−1, (21)

but this value is an underestimate because many stars that are heav-
ily reddened or embedded in nebulosity are not represented in the
samples, and could be low by a factor of two or so (see discussion in
Sec. 5.1).
In appendix A4, we provide details on the multiplicity frequency

and orbital period distribution for our mock binary pairs based on the
studies by Duchêne & Kraus (2013) and Moe & Di Stefano (2017).
The latter reported a maximum at 50 AU in their orbital separation
distribution for solar-type stars. Considering this information and
assuming a mean angular resolution of 0.1 arcsecs, we found that
about 12% of the total number of stars in the mock catalogs are
UBS. However, Duchêne et al. (2018) found a higher fraction of
binary pairs in the ONC with orbital separations from 10 to 60 AU
(0.025 to 0.15 arcsecs). As the Gaia EDR3 completeness drops for
angular separations below 0.15 arcsecs (Fabricius et al. 2021), a
higher fraction of UBS in the Orion A region is plausible. In panels
(d,e,f) of Fig. 11, we show the SFH inferred for the MK19 sample
assuming a 40% fraction of UBS. The higher UBS fraction translates
into a younger SFH, as expected, but the SFR distribution is similar
to that for the case with 20% UBS. Fig. 12 compares the results for
the different sets of isochrones. In Table 5 we list the mean SFR for
three different intervals of log age.

5 DISCUSSION

5.1 Star formation history

The optical samples are significantly incomplete due to regions of
high extinction and nebulosity.What wemay hope is that our samples
are representative of the relative SFR as a function of time. Our
results for the different samples are similar, which seems reasonable
but of course not conclusive. We note that of the full MK19 sample
of all of the know members, consisting of of 5988 stars, only ∼50%
have have been selected to good astrometric and photometric data in
Gaiato be used in the analysis presented here. The sources that have
been excluded are either too extincted (preferentially excluding all
of the protostars and many of the disk-bearing stars), or the sources
found near the Trapezium due to nebulosity, (which tends to be
dominated by the stars with the youngest ages in the region, e.g.,
Kounkel et al. 2021).
The CMDs of the various samples (Fig. 1) show a clear in-

crease in source density at fainter magnitudes corresponding to older
isochrones. In the absence of significant observational uncertainties,
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Figure 9. SFH inferred from the 620 stars in the K18 sample with measured 𝐴𝑉 using the MIST isochrones. The stellar sample was corrected by extinction
before performing the inference shown in panel (c). UBS were ignored for this test. The values of Ψ have been multiplied by 2 to plot them in the same scale of
Fig. 11. The results in panel (b) have been corrected for sample incompleteness (Sec. A7.1). The median values and error bars (credibility intervals defined in
Sec. 3.6) are listed in columns 9 (a,b,c) of Table 4.

Table 4. Orion A star formation history from model inferences (Figs. 9 and 11).

Sample: K18𝑎 K18𝑎 K18𝑏 MK19𝑐 MK19𝑐 MK19𝑑 MK19𝑐 MK19𝑐 MK19𝑑

Isochrones: MIST MIST MIST MIST PARSEC SPOTS MIST PARSEC SPOTS

Fig. (panel): 9 (a) 9 (b) 9 (c) 11 (a) 11 (b) 11 (c) 11 (d) 11 (e) 11 (f)

log age age (Myr) Ψ (100 M� /Myr)

5.2 0.158 1.64+0.84−0.67 0.17+0.34−0.14 0.17+0.38−0.14 1.09+1.34−0.83 1.46+1.23−0.92 1.65+1.67−1.17 0.40+0.810.34− 0.44+0.80−0.37 0.97+1.43−0.78

5.4 0.251 0.70+0.57−0.41 0.15+0.28−0.13 0.48+0.45−0.28 0.48+0.91−0.40 0.54+0.90−0.45 1.31+1.35−0.96 0.30+0.65−0.26 0.29+0.60−0.25 0.81+1.17−0.66

5.6 0.398 1.87+0.51−0.45 0.47+0.36−0.29 0.33+0.43−0.25 2.35+1.07−0.97 1.07+0.92−0.70 3.57+1.26−1.13 1.13+1.050.81− 0.52+0.77−0.42 2.95+1.27−1.14

5.8 0.631 1.45+0.34−0.30 0.74+0.29−0.26 0.84+0.59−0.44 3.73+1.02−0.95 3.85+1.01−0.95 2.44+1.11−0.97 1.93+1.060.96− 2.05+1.07−0.96 1.97+1.25−1.05

6.0 1.000 2.21+0.30−0.28 1.31+0.25−0.23 1.83+0.65−0.58 4.91+0.79−0.73 4.31+0.79−0.75 2.80+0.85−0.77 4.79+0.93−0.87 4.45+0.94−0.90 3.20+1.04−0.96

6.2 1.585 1.73+0.21−0.20 1.29+0.19−0.18 1.05+0.48−0.41 5.38+0.60−0.58 4.04+0.57−0.55 4.01+0.56−0.54 5.44+0.73−0.70 3.96+0.69−0.66 4.10+0.65−0.62

6.4 2.512 1.66+0.15−0.15 0.79+0.14−0.13 1.02+0.40−0.35 2.91+0.42−0.40 4.83+0.55−0.55 3.17+0.38−0.36 3.57+0.58−0.54 5.73+0.77−0.76 3.55+0.45−0.43

6.6 3.981 0.72+0.09−0.08 1.11+0.12−0.11 0.99+0.25−0.24 5.17+0.37−0.37 2.86+0.42−0.41 1.99+0.29−0.27 7.34+0.54−0.53 4.43+0.62−0.62 2.21+0.36−0.34

6.8 6.310 0.09+0.03−0.02 0.21+0.06−0.05 0.36+0.12−0.10 0.96+0.19−0.18 0.63+0.24−0.23 3.90+0.28−0.27 1.38+0.29−0.28 0.84+0.36−0.35 5.35+0.38−0.37

7.0 10.000 0.04+0.02−0.01 0.07+0.03−0.02 0.20+0.05−0.05 0.30+0.09−0.08 0.41+0.11−0.09 0.96+0.15−0.14 0.44+0.14−0.12 0.63+0.17−0.15 1.43+0.22−0.21

𝑎620 stars with measured 𝐴𝑉 in the K18 sample. 𝑏Stellar sample corrected by extinction before inferring Ψ(𝑡) .
𝑐1275 stars from the MK19 sample. 𝑑1164 stars with 𝐺𝐵𝑃 −𝐺𝑅𝑃 ≥ 1.3 mag. For all samples, 𝐺lim = 16.5 mag.

a relatively steady star formation rate will result in such a pileup in
the CMD because pre-main sequence contraction slows as a star ages
(Hartmann 2001). A toy model for a completely convective star con-
tracting at roughly constant temperature (a Hayashi track) predicts
that the stellar luminosity as

𝑡 − 𝑡0 = (𝑡𝐾𝐻 /3)
[
(𝐿/𝐿0)−3/2 − 1

]
, (22)

where 𝐿0 is the luminosity at the starting time 𝑡0 and 𝑡𝐾𝐻 =

(3/7)𝐺𝑀2/𝑅0 is the initial Kelvin-Helmholtz timescale (Hartmann
et al. 1997; Hartmann 2001). Thus, for 𝑡 � 𝑡0, the luminosity decays
with age as 𝐿 ∝ 𝑡−2/3 in reasonable agreement with detailed calcu-
lations. Then changes Δ log 𝐿 and magnitude Δ𝑚 are proportional to

a change in log 𝑡 as the star contracts,

Δ log 𝐿 = −2/3 Δ log 𝑡 , Δ𝑚 = −5/3 Δ log 𝑡 . (23)

This slowing of contraction is why the pileup of stars in the CMDs
does not result in a strong spike in the star formation rate using either
the MIST or the SPOTS tracks, which are essentially consistent with
a constant star formation rate between 5.5 . log 𝑡 . 6.7. We note in
passing that the pileup of stars in the CMD is generally not observed
inHRdiagrams (see, for instanceDaRio et al. 2010). This is probably
due to uncertainties in extinction corrections, which do not affect the
effective temperature if the latter is derived spectroscopically, but do
affect the stellar colours in such a way as to move (low mass) stars
roughly along isochrones.
As noted above, the optical samples will be especially incomplete
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Figure 10. Comparison between the SFHs from panels (b) and (c) of Fig. 9.
The median values and error bars (credibility intervals defined in Sec. 3.6)
are listed in columns 9 (b) and 9 (c) of Table 4.

Table 5. Orion A mass-weighted SFH from model inferences in Fig. 12

UBS
Range 〈Ψ𝑚𝑤 〉 (100 M� /Myr)

log(age/yr) MIST PARSEC SPOTS ALL

5.0 – 7.0 3.99+0.37−0.32 3.29+0.41−0.37 3.02+0.38−0.31 3.42+0.38−0.33

20% 5.6 – 6.8 4.23+0.43−0.38 3.60+0.47−0.43 3.40+0.40−0.34 3.75+0.43−0.38

6.0 – 6.6 4.78+0.47−0.44 3.96+0.53−0.52 2.97+0.45−0.41 4.05+0.47−0.45

5.0 – 7.0 5.02+0.36−0.31 3.870.480.44 3.770.370.31 4.220.400.35
40% 5.6 – 6.8 5.35+0.44−0.38 4.290.550.51 4.320.420.36 4.650.290.24

6.0 – 6.6 4.55+0.71−0.66 5.060.760.74 3.680.620.56 4.430.440.41

for the youngest stars, mainly due to extinction. Our star formation
rates for the MIST and PARSEC isochrones show a substantial drop
off at ages log 𝑡 < 5.5 (Figs. 11 and 12), consistent with typical
estimates of ages of the heavily-embedded protostar (Class 0 and I)
phases (Evans et al. 2009).
To make a crude estimate of the incompleteness at the youngest

ages, we consider the Spitzer and Herschel Space Telescope surveys
of young stars in Orion (Megeath et al. 2012; Fischer et al. 2017)
which identified roughly 200 protostars in the area covered byMK19.
The Spitzer survey is especially incomplete in the central region
of the ONC. To make a rough estimate of this, we add the 75 X-
ray sources found in the COUP survey that have no (near)-infrared
counterparts (Getman et al. 2005). If we adopt a protostellar lifetime
of ∼ 0.5 Myr (e.g, Evans et al. 2009; Dunham et al. 2014) and a
mean mass of 0.5𝑀� , this leads to a protostellar star formation rate
of ∼ 275𝑀�Myr−1, comparable to the result in Eq. (21).
At the other end of the age range, star formation in Orion A must

have a finite duration, and other groups in the Orion complex with
ages & 10Myr are not associated molecular gas (e.g., Kounkel et al.

2018). As they are generally not affected strongly by extinction, there
should not be significant systematic incompleteness among the older
sources outside of the lowest mass stars with intrinsic colours close to
the magnitude limit. However, there may be contamination from the
other marginally older parts of the Orion Complex along the similar
line of sight. As such, the decrease at log 𝑡 & 6.7 is most likely real,
reflective of the onset of earliest epoch of star formation in Orion A.
It is worth noting that while we find an extended period of star

formation in Orion A, the spatial distribution of the stars changes
with age, with the youngest stars most centrally-concentrated (e.g.,
Beccari et al. 2017).

5.2 Three populations in Orion?

From an OmegaCAM survey of a large region in the direction of
Orion, B17 found three bands of stars in their CMD that they at-
tributed to three episodes of star formation. Although the displace-
ment in 𝑟 − 𝑖 from a ridge line of the densest distribution of stars
was comparable to that expected for unresolved binaries and triples,
these authors argued that an explanation solely in terms of multiple
systems could not reproduce the observations, as they would require
an unlikely companion mass ratio skewed toward equal masses. In
a followup paper, J19 used proper motion and parallaxes from Gaia
to select a subset of their OmegaCAM sample, finding the three
populations as before.
The analysis of our samples do not show evidence for three pop-

ulations of stars with distinctly different ages, but rather a much
more constant, or at least continuous, rate of star formation. (See the
discussion in Appendix A8 for testing the suggested B17 and J19
bursts of star formation.) The origin of the discrepancy is not clear.
It seems unlikely that the difference is due to photometry, although
B17 and J19 use OmegaCam rather than Gaia magnitudes; although
it is worth noting that the magnitude range spanned by the samples
differ. This does not seem to be a question of statistics, as the num-
bers of stars in the samples are roughly the same, as the J19 sample
size of 852 stars is similar to the K18 and half of the MK19 samples
analyzed here. A more probably explanation for the discrepancy
can be seen in Figure 3, where our Gaia samples miss a signif-
icant amount of stars in the ONC region, possibly hiding the
characteristic footprints produced by an episodic SFH. In con-
trast, the OmegaCAM photometric sample used in B17 and J19
has a higher completeness level and more accurate photometry
than Gaia around the ONC center. Further investigation of the
differences is warranted.

5.3 Is there a birthline?

From at least the time of Larson (1969) it has been clear that stars
do not form with arbitrarily large radii, basically because contraction
timescales cannot be much shorter than the time it takes for a star to
accrete itsmass. Stahler (1983, 1988)made the first systematic efforts
to refine the starting radii of young stars, showing that under certain
assumptions, low-mass protostars would evolve along a mass-radius
relation that was regulated by deuterium fusion. This theory predicts
a fairly well-defined locus of initial radii at the end of protostellar
accretion, corresponding to a “birthline” in the HR diagram where
young stars would first become optically visible. However, for stars
with masses > 1𝑀� , the energy release by deuterium becomes less
important, and results are sensitive to the assumed mass infall rate
¤𝑀𝑖𝑛 (Palla & Stahler 1990).
Subsequent theoretical work has clouded this picture. Birthline
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Figure 11. SFH inferred from the MK19 sample with 𝐺 <= 16.5 mag (1275 stars) using the MIST and the PARSEC isochrones (blue and green histograms
respectively), and from the MK19 sample with𝐺 <= 16.5 mag and𝐺𝐵𝑃 −𝐺𝑅𝑃 >= 1.3 mag (1164 stars) using the SPOTS 0.30 isochrones (red histograms).
Panels (a,b,c) show the results when we model 20% of UBS, and panels (d,e,f) when the UBS fraction is 40%. The SFHs for SPOTS were inferred centering
the second normal distribution in Eq. (12) in 𝑀 𝑘

𝑖
= 0.65mag instead of 𝑀 𝑘

𝑖
= 0.5mag. All results have been corrected for sample incompleteness (Sec. A7.1).

The median values and error bars (credibility intervals) are listed in columns 11 (a,b,c) of Table 4.

positions are sensitive to the assumed initial mass and radius of
the core formed in the early hydrodynamic collapse (Hartmann et al.
1997; Hosokawa et al. 2011; Baraffe et al. 2012), and this in principle
could be sensitive to ¤𝑀𝑖𝑛. Moreover, major uncertainties arise from
the likely need to go beyond formation by radial infall and include
accretion from the circumstellar disks that are an inevitable result of
rotating protostellar cloud collapse. The amount of thermal energy
that gets added to the protostar via disk accretion is uncertain; so far,
evolutionary calculations have simply parameterized heat addition,
with considerably varying results for protostellar radii (Hartmann
et al. 1997; Baraffe et al. 2009, 2012; Hosokawa et al. 2011).
Standard evolutionary tracks, such as those ofMIST and PARSEC,

indicate that in the mass range probed by our samples the onset of
D fusion occurs at an age 𝑡 ∼ 0.3 − 0.5 Myr. We do not detect a
pileup of stars along the D main sequence using the MIST and PAR-
SEC isochrones, although as discussed above we are substantially
incomplete at younger ages.
To explore this further, in panel (c) of Fig. 4 we show the SPOTS

isochrones with the MK19 sample, including high proper motion
stars (see their figure 1),many ofwhich populate theCMDhigh above
the youngest isochrone (this is also true for the MIST and PARSEC
isochrones in Fig. 4). These stars may well have had a special origin,
involving ejection from a multiple system or interactions with other
stars in the densest region of the ONC, but their existence seems to
be strong evidence that not all objects begin their pre-main sequence
contraction from a common birthline.
The age where D fusion becomes important in cool stars is sys-

tematically older in the SPOTS tracks compared to the non-magnetic

MIST andPARSEC tracks. This seems to be a joint effect of isochrone
initial conditions and differences in internal structure caused by star
spots. None of the isochrone grids properly account for the effects
of pre-main sequence accretion, and variations in the initialization
conditions of the models are a genuine uncertainty in the models
which contribute to this observation. However, we find that star spots
generically lengthen the Kelvin-Helmholtz timescale as the result of
flux redistribution in surface convection zones and the subsequent
change in stellar interiors (Somers & Pinsonneault 2015). Between
SPOTS non-spotted and spotted models, this effect lengthens the D
fusion timescale due to the structural effects of stellar magnetism.
The longer D fusion timescale means that more stars lie above the
D fusion main sequence in magnetic tracks, making the effect of
deuterium burning even less important in establishing a birthline.

6 CONCLUSIONS

We have developed statistical methods within a Bayesian framework
to infer the SFH fromGaia photometric surveys of pre-main sequence
populations. We applied corrections for extinction on SFH inference
using a subsample with measured 𝐴𝑉 to develop a statistical relation
between age and reddening. We also implemented a statistical cor-
rection of the bias in the SFH introduced by unresolved binary stars,
which we find has only a small effect.
Using the MIST and PARSEC evolutionary tracks based on stan-

dard assumptions, we find that star formation in Orion A has pro-
ceeded at a relatively constant rate between ages of about 0.3 and
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Figure 12. The SFHs from Fig. 11 are plotted next to each other, shifted in log age for easy comparison. The top panel corresponds to 20% UBS and the
bottom panel to 40% UBS. The mass-weighted average SFR 〈Ψ𝑚𝑤 〉 for 3 different intervals of log age for the 3 solutions combined are plotted as gray colour
horizontal bands (see Table 5 for details). To a first approximation, 〈Ψ𝑚𝑤 〉 ≈ 380 ± 70M�Myr−1 for 20% UBS. This is a lower limit for Ψ since heavily
reddened stars not visible in the Gaia bands have not been included in its estimate.

5 Myr, in contrast to other studies suggesting multiple epochs of
star formation. The SPOTS tracks suggest a similarly constant rate
extending to 10 Myr. We find no evidence for a well-constrained
deuterium-burning “birthline” in the Gaia colour-magnitude dia-
gram; this is an especially strong result if the SPOTS tracks apply.
The method’s hierarchical structure allowed us to transition from

individual photometry and parallaxes to a population attribute like
its SFH. Within this general arrangement, we have the option to
analyze different photometric data or include prior parameters, e.g.
astrometric quantities, opening the possibility to infer star formation
histories from photometric surveys of other regions.
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APPENDIX A: MOCK CATALOGUE

In this section we build a mock Orion A stellar population to test the
degree to which our statistical model (Sec. 3) can recover its SFH. To
build the mock catalogue we need to specify: (a) a set of isochrones
covering the relevant ages and metallicity; (b) the photometric prop-
erties of the stars along the isochrones in the relevant bands; (c) the
time dependence of the SFR and the amount of mass formed into
stars in each age bin; (d) the IMF; (e) the fraction of stars in binary

systems as a function of mass or spectral type; (f) the extinction by
dust along the line of sight; and (g) the radial distance distribution of
the stars in the cluster. In the case of Orion A, we assume that all the
stars are at the same distance since the depth of the cluster is much
less than its distance from us (400 pc, 𝑑𝑚 = 8 mag; for details on
3D simulations see AL21). These properties must be expressed as
functions that can be sampled stochastically.We follow the procedure
described in AL21 with some modifications, summarized below for
the benefit of the reader.

A1 Isochrones

We use the MIST, PARSEC, and SPOTS isochrones for solar metal-
licity listed in Table 2. For the simulations we use a larger number of
isochrones than for the statistical model. From theMIST database we
select 41 isochrones ranging from log age(yr) 5 to 7 in steps of 0.05.
Isochrones below 0.1 Myr are not available in the MIST database.
From the PARSEC database we use 52 isochrones ranging from log
age(yr) 4 to 7 in steps of 0.1 from 4 to 4.9 and 0.05 from 4.9 to 7.00.
From the SPOTS database we use 61 isochrones ranging from log
age(yr) 4 to 7 in steps of 0.05. In Table A1 we indicate the upper
mass limit 𝑀𝑢𝑝 for each isochrone. For all the isochrones in use, the
lower mass limit is 𝑀𝑙𝑜𝑤 = 0.1𝑀� .

A2 Stochastic sampling of the SFR

For a constant SFR from 𝑡 = 𝑡1 to 𝑡 = 𝑡2, we use Eq. (B6) from AL21,

𝑡 (𝑇) = 𝑡2 − 𝑇 (𝑡2 − 𝑡1) 0 ≤ 𝑇 ≤ 1, (A1)

to select the age 𝑡 of any given star created stochastically according
to the randomly sampled variable 𝑇 .

A3 Stochastic sampling of the IMF

(a) Single power law IMF

For a single power law IMF, e.g., Salpeter (1955),

Φ(𝑚) = 𝑑𝑁/𝑑𝑚 = 𝐶𝑚−(1+𝑥) , (A2)

we can write

𝑚(𝑁) = [(1 − 𝑁)𝑚−𝑥
𝑙

+ 𝑁𝑚−𝑥
𝑢 ]−

1
𝑥 0 ≤ 𝑁 ≤ 1, (A3)

cf. Santos & Frogel (1997) and Eq. (B13) from AL21.

(b) Double power law IMF

In the case of a two-segment power law IMF, e.g., Kroupa (2001),
written in general as,

Φ(𝑚) =
{
𝐶1 𝑚

−(1+𝑥1) if 𝑚𝑙 ≤ 𝑚 ≤ 𝑚𝑐

𝐶2 𝑚
−(1+𝑥2) if 𝑚𝑐 ≤ 𝑚 ≤ 𝑚𝑢 ,

(A4)

we have (Eq. B20 from AL21),

𝑚(𝑁) =

[ (𝑁𝑐−𝑁 )𝑚−𝑥1

𝑙
+𝑁𝑚−𝑥1

𝑐

𝑁𝑐
]−

1
𝑥1 if 𝑁 ≤ 𝑁𝑐

[ (1−𝑁 )𝑚−𝑥2
𝑐 +(𝑁−𝑁𝑐)𝑚

−𝑥2
𝑢

1−𝑁𝑐
]−

1
𝑥2 if 𝑁 > 𝑁𝑐 ,

(A5)

where again 0 ≤ 𝑁 ≤ 1.

Sampling 𝑁 with a random number generator we obtain from
Eqs. (A3) and (A5) values of 𝑚 that follow the IMFs in Eqs. (A2)
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Table A1. Upper mass limit 𝑀𝑢𝑝 for different isochrone sets and incompleteness correction from simulations for constant SFR using the Kroupa (2001) IMF.

Isochrone mass limit𝑎 Incompleteness correction 𝜖8.5
𝑀𝑢𝑝 (𝑀�) Single Stars Single Stars + UBS

log(age/yr) MIST PARSEC SPOTS MIST PARSEC SPOTS MIST PARSEC SPOTS
4.0 12 1.3 1.06 1.56 1.15 1.72
4.2 12 1.3 1.17 1.44 1.29 1.33
4.4 12 1.3 1.15 1.54 1.15 1.49
4.6 12 1.3 1.23 1.47 1.30 1.52
4.8 12 1.3 1.28 1.65 1.29 1.62
5.0 296 12 1.3 1.62 1.34 1.60 1.63 1.37 1.81
5.2 262 11 1.3 1.66 1.49 1.83 1.68 1.59 1.70
5.4 274 11 1.3 1.76 1.62 1.88 1.71 1.60 1.93
5.6 280 11 1.3 1.83 1.64 2.14 1.87 1.70 2.10
5.8 285 11 1.3 1.97 1.78 2.47 2.03 1.80 2.36
6.0 288 11 1.3 2.17 1.88 2.66 2.14 1.82 2.51
6.2 295 11 1.3 2.27 1.89 2.50 2.26 1.89 2.47
6.4 292 11 1.3 2.52 2.18 2.73 2.59 2.18 2.63
6.6 73 12 1.3 2.92 2.47 3.24 2.90 2.44 3.09
6.8 33 11 1.3 3.27 2.73 4.08 3.27 2.71 3.84
7.0 20 12 1.3 3.57 2.95 5.08 3.54 2.92 4.66

𝑎𝑀𝑙𝑜𝑤 = 0.1𝑀� for all sets.

Table A2.Multiplicity frequency from Duchêne & Kraus (2013, Table 1)

Mass Range MF

M∗ < 0.1M� 22%
0.1 ≤ M∗ < 0.6M� 26%
0.6 ≤ M∗ < 1.4M� 44%
1.4 ≤ M∗ < 8M� 50%
8 ≤ M∗ < 16M� 60%
𝑀∗ ≥ 16M� 80%

and (A4), respectively. In these equations, (𝑚𝑙 , 𝑚𝑢) = (0.1, 100)M�
are the lower and upper mass limits of star formation. For the Salpeter
(1955) IMF, 𝑥 = 1.35. For the Kroupa (2001) universal IMF,𝑚𝑐 = 0.5
M� , (𝑥1, 𝑥2) = (0.3,1.3), and 𝑁𝑐 = 0.72916, indicating that 72.9%
of the stars are born with 𝑚 ≤ 0.5 𝑀� .

A4 Binary stars

From Duchêne & Kraus (2013) we adopt the multiplicity frequency
(MF) for stars of different mass listed in Table A2. This is a simplified
version of their table 1 that we judge sufficient for the goals of this
simulation. To decide if a star of mass 𝑚 is part of a binary system,
we draw a random number 𝐵. If

𝐵 ≤ MF(𝑚)
100

0 ≤ 𝐵 ≤ 1, (A6)

the star is assumed to be the primary of a binary system. The mass
𝑚2 of the secondary follows from Duchêne & Kraus (2013, p. 20 and
fig. 2), namely

𝑞 =
𝑚2
𝑚1

=

{
0.1 + 0.9 ∗𝑄 if 𝑚1 ≥ 0.3M�
0.5 + 0.5 ∗𝑄 if 𝑚1 < 0.3M� ,

(A7)

where 0 ≤ 𝑄 ≤ 1 is a random number, and 𝑞 ≤ 1. Eq. (A7) assumes
that 𝑞 is uniformly distributed between 0.1 and 1 if 𝑚1 ≥ 0.3 M�
and between 0.5 and 1 if 𝑚1 < 0.3M� .
We assign an orbital period to each binary pair following Moe &

Di Stefano (2017), who find that the orbital periods of solar type MS
binaries fulfill

log10 𝑃(days) ∼ N (4.9, 2.3, 𝑌 ), (A8)

whereN(4.9, 2.3) is a normal distribution with 〈log 𝑃(days)〉 = 4.9
and 𝜎log 𝑃 (days) = 2.3, and 𝑌 is a random number needed to sample
N stochastically.

The semi-major axis of the orbit then follows from Kepler’s law

log 𝑎(au) =
1
3
log (𝑚1 + 𝑚2) + 2

3
log 𝑃(yr). (A9)

Since the Gaia resolution limit is 0.1′′, then if

\ =
𝑎(au)
𝑑 (pc)

{
< 0.1′′ ⇒ unresolved binary pair
≥ 0.1′′ ⇒ resolved binary pair,

(A10)

where 𝑑 = 400 pc is the approximate distance to Orion A.

A5 Stellar photometry

Once 𝑡 (𝑇) and 𝑚(𝑁) are available from Sections A2, A3 and A4, we
search for the isochrones of age 𝑡− and 𝑡+ bracketing age 𝑡 and, by
interpolation, find the flux in the Gaia 𝐺, 𝐺BP and 𝐺RP bands cor-
responding to a star of mass𝑚 in each of these two isochrones. These
fluxes are them interpolated logarithmically in 𝑡 to the required age.
Resolved binaries are treated in the simulation as two coeval single
stars. The fluxes of unresolved binaries are added before including
the pair as a single star in the simulation.

A6 Extinction by dust

To assign a value of 𝐴𝑉 to each star in our simulations we use
the normalized cumulative distributions 𝐷 (𝐴𝑉 ) shown in the right
hand side panels of Fig. 6. Sampling 𝐷 (𝐴𝑉 ) with a random number
generator, we can read from the abscissa the corresponding value of
𝐴𝑉 according to the star age. Thenwe follow the procedure explained
in Sec. 3.3 to compute the extinction in the Gaia 𝐺, 𝐺BP and 𝐺RP
bands.

A7 Catalogues

For every star in our simulated catalogue, we need to generate a set
of 6 random numbers (𝑇, 𝑁, 𝐵, 𝑄,𝑌, 𝐷) which determine the star
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age, mass, multiplicity, mass ratio, orbital period and dust extinction,
respectively. This is performed in a loop that is stopped once the
desired number of stars or cluster mass is achieved.

A7.1 Incompleteness Correction

First, we use our simulations to determine the incompleteness cor-
rection to be applied to our statistical inference of the number of stars
in a given population. For this purpose we simulate a population of
200,000 single stars with the properties of Orion A. Fig. A1 shows
histograms of the number of stars per bin of log age for six sets of
models. We define the incompleteness correction as

𝜖8.5 (𝑡𝑖) =
𝑁 𝑖∗ (𝐺lim = ∞)
𝑁 𝑖∗ (𝐺lim = 8.5)

, (A11)

where 𝑁 𝑖∗ (𝐺lim =∞) and 𝑁 𝑖∗ (𝐺lim = 8.5) are the number of stars
to the faintest 𝐺 magnitude and to 𝐺 = 8.5 mag, respectively. The
resulting 𝜖8.5 (𝑡𝑖) for the six models are listed in TableA1 and plotted
in Fig. A2. To test the dependence of 𝜖8.5 on Ψ(𝑡), we repeated
our simulations for a variety of SFR’s. We conclude that for fixed
IMF and 𝑝(𝐴𝑉 ), 𝜖8.5 is insensitive to the presence of UBS in the
simulated population and to the time behaviour of its SFR.

A7.2 Orion A simulations

We simulate the stellar population of Orion A following the proce-
dure described above assuming a constant Ψ= 200M�Myr−1. The
results of one of these simulations for 4000 stars3 using the MIST,
PARSEC and SPOTS isochrone sets are shown as CMDs in Fig. A3,
highlighting the age distribution of the stars. In Fig. A3 single and
resolved binary stars are indicated by black dots and UBS by red
dots. Isochrones ranging in log age (yr) from 4 to 7 in steps of 0.2
are plotted as lines, colour coded as indicated in the colour bar. For
the MIST data set the 5 youngest isochrones are not available. Panels
(a,c,e) show the position of the simulated stars when extinction is
ignored (𝐴𝑉 = 0). Panels (b,d,f) show the position of the same stars
when extinction is modelled as indicated in Sec. A6. The horizon-
tal line at absolute magnitude 𝐺 = 8.5, corresponds to a limiting
apparent magnitude 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 16.5 at 400 pc.
Additionally, we build a synthetic catalog for stars born in three

different Gaussian bursts, as prescribed by Beccari et al. (2017) for
the ONC, with mean age at 2.87, 1.88, 1.24 Myr in lookback time,
and standard deviation 0.385, 0.370, and 0.225Myr, respectively.We
use the PARSEC isochrones to simulate populations of 2000 stars.
The resulting CMD for one of these simulations is shown in Fig. A4.

A7.3 Binary frequency

In our simulated catalogue, ≈ 47% of the stars are formed in binary
systems, ≈ 48% of these pairs are resolved at the distance of Orion A,
resulting in a fraction of≈ 88%apparently single stars. The remaining
≈ 12% are UBS.

A8 Testing the statistical model

To test the statistical model described in Sec. 3 we apply it to the
simulated Orion A populations described above. We consider four

3 This number, found by trial and error, results in age bins with numbers of
stars close to the observed ones.

versions of our statistical model to show the effects of making no
corrections, correcting for UBS, correcting for extinction, and finally
correcting for both binaries and extinction, the latter producing our
best estimates of the SFH, since it exploits most aspects of the data.
These four versions are listed in incremental order of complexity in
Table A3.
In Fig. A5 and Fig. A6 we compare the SFH inferred from our

Orion A and ONC simulations in Sec. A7.2 using the S, S+E and
S+UB+E models (Table A3). We show the results when we include
(a) all the stars in the simulation (𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 =∞), and (b) only the stars
brighter than 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 8.5 mag. The blue dots and blue error bars
indicate, respectively, the medianΨ and the credibility interval (Sec-
3.6) resulting from the Bayesian inference solution for the set of 10
simulations for𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 =∞. The red dots and red error bars correspond
to the case 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 8.5. The results for the S+E and S+UB+E models
have been corrected for incompleteness as described in Sec. A7.1.
The black dots in Fig. A5 are drawn at the value

Ψ= 200M�Myr−1 used in the simulation. We analyzed 10 indi-
vidual realizations of 4000 stars for each set of isochrones. For the
case shown in the top panels of Fig. A5 we repeated the simulations
of Sec. A7.2 but this time including only single stars with no extinc-
tion by dust, i.e., the same assumptions of the S model. In this case
the simulated stars track exactly the isochrones in the CMD, which
explains the excellent match between the inferred and the true (black
dots) SFHs.
For the middle and bottom panels of Fig. A5 we use the simula-

tions shown in Fig. A3. We see from the figure that the agreement
between the inferred and true SFHs deteriorates as we include more
parameters in the statistical model. This is natural because both ex-
tinction by dust and UBS introduce a blurring effect on the sample,
resulting on a more uncertain age assigned statistically to each star
by our model. Notwithstanding these facts, the agreement between
the inferred and true SFHs is satisfactory.
The black lines in Fig. A6 show the bursty SFHdescribed in section

A7.2. We analyzed 10 different realizations of this catalog. The left
panel shows the SFH derived from a simulation which includes only
single stars and no extinction. Our solution fits the assumed SFH
because in the absence of extinction andUBS, our procedurematches
the age of the simulated stars with low uncertainty. The middle and
right panels show the mean SFH inferred using the S+E and the
S+UB+Emodels, respectively. In themiddle panel, the contributions
at log(Age/yr) = 5.8 and 6.4 dex are biased, shifting the mean
towards younger ages. We expect this shift because the S+E model
ignores the UBS present in the simulations. The S+UB+E model,
on the other hand, corrects statistically for the presence of UBS, and
the inferred SFH (right panel) does not show this bias, the SFRs are
slightly overestimated, but fit the Beccari et al. (2017) values within
the credibility intervals.
We conclude that whereas we cannot recover exactly the three

bursts proposed by Beccari et al. (2017), our solution reproduces the
overall distribution of age suggested in their study. It is challenging
to discern individual peaks of SF from the summed up distribution
shown in Beccari et al. (2017) figure 6 and table 1. Moreover, disen-
tangling these peaks becomes complex when the effects of dust are
significant and the fraction of UBS is high. Our results from Sec. 4
imply that thewidth and strong asymmetry of theBeccari et al. (2017)
distribution is inconsistent with what we obtain analyzing Gaia data.
With these caveats in mind, these tests show that we recover the

true SFH used in the simulations with enough accuracy and precision
as to consider our statistical model a reliable tool to infer the SFH of
Orion A.
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Figure A1. 𝑁 𝑖
∗ for simulated Orion A populations of 200,000 stars according to the MIST (left), PARSEC (center) and SPOTS (right) isochrone sets assuming

a constant SFR. The blue and gray histograms include all the stars in the simulation. The red and black histograms include only the stars brighter than 𝐺 = 8.5
mag. The blue and red histograms correspond to single star models, whereas the the gray and black histograms correspond to models which include both single
stars and UBS. The resulting incompleteness corrections, defined in Eq. (A11), are listed in Table A1 and plotted in Fig. A2.

Table A3. Different versions of our hierarchical model.

Model Single Unresolved Extinction Incompleteness Model
ID Stars Binaries Correction𝑎 Description

S X – – – all stars treated as single, extinction ignored
S+UB X X – – single and binary stars, UBS treated as in Sec. 3.4, extinction ignored
S+E X – X X all stars treated as single, extinction modelled according to Sec. 3.3
S+UB+E X X X X single and binary stars, extinction and UBS treated according to Sec. 3.3 and 3.4

𝑎Defined in Sec. A7.1 .

A9 Tests on real data

Fig. A7 shows the inferred Orion A SFH using the PARSEC
isochrones with the S+UB, S+E and S+UB+E statistical models (Ta-
ble A3). For this derivation of the SFH we limit the MK19 sample to
stars with apparent 𝐺 magnitude brighter than 𝐺lim = 16.5 mag. The
values of 𝜖8.5 listed in columns 5 to 7 of Table A1 are used to correct
the SFH inferred from the S+E and S+UB+Emodels. Direct compar-
ison of panels (b) and (a) of Fig. A7, shows that ignoring extinction
yields a large number of stars with 𝑡(yr) < 6 dex: extinction moves
stars towards the region occupied by young objects (protostars) in the
CMD, and heavily reddened stars are then assigned young ages by the
S and S+UBModels. The solutions for the S+E and S+UB+Emodels
are qualitatively very similar, indicating that modelling extinction is
far more important than accounting for the presence of UBS. This
is because the magnitude of the reddening vector exceeds by a large
amount the brightening effect of UBS. The direction of these vectors
in the CMD are also quite different, introducing different biases in
the uncorrected samples. The correction for UBS is thus small in
comparison with the correction for extinction. The same behaviour
is observed in Fig. 9.
For clarity and for the benefit of the reader, in the main body of

this paper we show only results for the S+UB+E model and omit
referring to this model by this name (cf. Fig. 11).
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Figure A2. Incompleteness correction from simulation with constant SFR
(Fig. A1 and TableA1) for the Kroupa (2001) IMF.
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Figure A3. CMD diagrams showing simulated populations of 4000 stars using the MIST, PARSEC and SPOTS isochrones, ignoring extinction by dust (𝐴𝑉 = 0,
panels a,c,e) and modelling extinction as indicated in Sec. A6 (panels b,d,f). Single and resolved binary stars are indicated by black dots and UBS by red dots.
In all panels, isochrones ranging in log age (yr) from 4 to 7 in steps of 0.2 are plotted as lines, colour coded by age as indicated in the colour bar. For the MIST
data set the 5 youngest isochrones are not available. The isochrones span the mass range indicated in Table A1. A horizontal line is drawn at absolute magnitude
𝐺 = 8.5, corresponding to a limiting apparent magnitude 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 16.5 at 400 pc.
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Figure A4. CMDs showing simulated populations of 2000 stars using the PARSEC isochrones and the Beccari et al. (2017) bursty SFH, ignoring extinction
by dust (𝐴𝑉 = 0, panel a) and modelling extinction as indicated in Sec. A6 (panel b). Single and resolved binary stars are indicated by black dots and UBS by
red dots. In both panels, isochrones ranging in log age (yr) from 4 to 7 in steps of 0.2 are plotted as lines, colour coded by age as indicated in the colour bar.
The isochrones span the mass range indicated in Table A1. A horizontal line is drawn at absolute magnitude 𝐺 = 8.5, corresponding to a limiting apparent
magnitude 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 16.5 at 400 pc. The colour bar spans the same range as in Fig. A3.
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Figure A5. Recovered SFH for our simulations using the S (top panels), S+E (middle panels) and S+UB+E models (bottom panels), defined in Table A3,
when we include all the stars in the simulation (𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 =∞) and only the stars brighter than 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 8.5 mag. The black dots are drawn at the true value
Ψ= 200M�Myr−1 used in the simulation. We analyzed 10 individual realizations of 4000 stars each. The blue dots and blue error bars indicate, respectively,
the median Ψ and the credibility interval (Sec. 3.6) resulting from the Bayesian inference for the 10 simulations for the 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 =∞ case. The red dots and red
error bars correspond to the case 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 8.5. The blue and red dots have been shifted slightly in log age for clarity. The light gray vertical bars are drawn to
guide the eye separating the different age bins. Each column corresponds to a different isochrone set, indicated in the top label.
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Figure A6. Recovered SFH from our simulated catalog using the Beccari et al. (2017) bursty SFH for the S (left panel), S+E (middle panel) and S+UB+E (right
panel) models, defined in Table A3, when we include all the stars in the simulation (𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 =∞) and only the stars brighter than 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 8.5 mag. The black line
is drawn following Beccari et al. (2017) SFH. We analyzed 10 individual realizations of 2000 stars each. The blue dots and blue error bars indicate, respectively,
the median Ψ and the credibility interval (Sec. 3.6) resulting from the Bayesian inference for the 10 simulations for the 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 =∞ case. The red dots and red
error bars correspond to the case 𝐺𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 8.5. The light gray vertical bars are drawn to show how the Beccari et al. (2017) SFH would look if sampled with a
constant log age step of 0.2 dex.

Figure A7. SFH inferred from the MK19 sample of 1275 stars using the PARSEC isochrones. In all cases 𝐺lim = 16.5 mag. The characteristics of the different
models are described in Table A3. The results in panels (b,c) have been corrected for sample incompleteness (Sec. A7.1). Model S+UB+E is to be preferred
since it exploits most aspects of the data.
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