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ABSTRACT

We investigate the coupling between the temporal variation from galaxy-formation feedback and
the bar instability. We show that fluctuations from mass outflow on star-formation time scales affect
the radial motion of disk orbits. The resulting incoherence in orbital phase leads to the disruption
of the bar-forming dynamics. Bar formation is suppressed in starburst galaxies that have fluctuation
time scales within the range 10 < τ < 200Myr with repeated events with wind mass ∼ 15% of the
disk within ∼ 0.5 scale lengths or 1.4% of the total disk mass. The work done by feedback is capable
of reducing the amplitude or, with enough amplitude, destroying an existing bar. AGN feedback with
similar amplitude and timescales would have similar behavior.
To model the dynamics of the coupling and interpret the results of the full N-body simulations,

we introduce a generalization of the Hamiltonian mean-field (HMF) model, drawing inspiration from
the Lynden-Bell (1979) mechanism for bar growth. Our non-linear BarHMF model is designed to
reproduce linear perturbation theory in the low-amplitude limit. Notably, without star-formation
feedback, this model exhibits exponential growth whose rate depends on disk mass and reproduces
the expected saturation of bar growth observed in N-body simulations. We describe several promising
applications of the BarHMF model beyond this study.
Subject headings: galaxies: evolution – galaxies: halos – galaxies: kinematics and dynamics – galaxies:

structure.

1. INTRODUCTION

Bar are a ubiquitous feature of disk galaxies: at least
50% of all disk galaxies in the local universe are barred
(e.g. Aguerri et al. 2009). Bars were among the first
instabilities to be found and studied in N-body simula-
tions (Hohl 1971; Ostriker and Peebles 1973). They are
predicted to be important drivers of secular evolution
(Lynden-Bell and Kalnajs 1972; Tremaine and Weinberg
1984) and barred galaxies may require secular evolution
to create their present-day morphology (Athanassoula
2003). In this way, their coupling to the baryonic, and
the dark-matter components of a galaxy through cosmic
time make their dynamical details an important diagnos-
tic of galaxy formation and evolution. The bulk of the
stellar population takes part in the bar instability, mak-
ing bars morphologically distinct and straightforwardly
observed in the near-infrared. Indeed, recent analyses of
JWST NIRCam images suggest that some bar systems
may have been active for many gigayears (Guo et al.
2023). An understanding of the formation time and duty
cycle of bar-driven evolution requires a thorough under-
standing of the dynamical mechanisms that affect bar
evolution.
Both by technical necessity and experimental design,

most theoretical and numerical studies of barred galaxy
dynamics begin with quiescent equilibria chosen to be
unstable to bar formation. While our dynamical insight
follows from such carefully controlled dynamical experi-
ments (e.g. Petersen et al. 2019, 2021), we are well-aware
that galaxies continue to accrete mass through cosmic

time, but we have not given this time dependence de-
tailed attention dynamically. Nonetheless, the key dy-
namical principles for bar formation and subsequent sec-
ular evolution are well-understood after decades of study
(see Binney and Tremaine 2008). On the other hand,
a wide variety of time-dependent feedback processes are
necessary to produce the galaxies in cosmological simu-
lations (e.g. Ceverino and Klypin 2009; Kormendy and
Ho 2013). For example, the work done on the gravita-
tional potential by this feedback has a natural time scale
and amplitude. The time scale is approximately 10–200
Myr based on theory and estimated from observations
(Heckman et al. 1990; Hopkins and Hernquist 2010). The
amount of mass lost from the disk, and hence work done
on the disk gravitational potential is much harder to esti-
mate. Star formation efficiencies in a star forming event
are estimated to be O(0.1) (Combes et al. 2013).
The bar instability itself results from the precession

of apocenter positions of nearby orbits toward its self-
induced quadrupole distortion. If a non-trivial fraction
of the remaining gas is heated or launched into halo dur-
ing a star-formation event, the work done on the gravi-
tational potential changes the orbital actions of stars in
the disk. These event time scales are similar to the char-
acteristic orbital times in the disk. Thus, the resulting
star-formation-driven fluctuations can affect the orbital
coherence required for bar formation. We expect this
coupling to be particularly important during the peak of
star formation. During this epoch at redshifts of z = 2–3
often called cosmic noon, galaxies formed about half of
their current stellar mass (Madau and Dickinson 2014),
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and the effect of feedback will be maximal and most likely
significant source of gravitational fluctuations. While
widely explored in suites of galaxy-formation simula-
tions, these processes have not been given the detailed
dynamical attention they deserve. The description of this
coupling between the feedback fluctuations and the bar
instability mechanism and estimating the importance of
feedback to bar formation is the main goal of this paper.
There are two main feedback mechanisms in cosmolog-

ical simulations that have regulatory affect on the bary-
onic history: active galactic nuclei (AGN) and star for-
mation (SF). Presumably, both play a role in the self reg-
ulation necessary to achieve the observed characteristics
of present day galaxies. Both AGN winds and the inter-
action of supernova feedback with their surrounding gas
through the injection of energy and momentum can lead
to a feedback loop regulating ongoing SF. An effective
feedback loop requires heating or removing a large frac-
tion of the disk’s cold gas by winds and fountains. A va-
riety of sub-resolution prescriptions have been employed
to achieve this. Regardless of the details of the micro-
physics, these outflow events are episodic, not continu-
ous. Because these events tend to be centrally dominated
with characterstic dynamical times of 10 < τ < 200Myr,
outflow events will provide gravitational fluctuations to
the axisymmetric field of the disk. Similar to the regu-
lation of the SF process, an effect on orbital dynamics
does not demand that the outflow to escape from the
galaxy; most of the required gravitational work over the
first kiloparsec.
AGN processes are known to vary on short time scales

and inferred to vary on longer scales as well (Sartori et al.
2018). Presumably, these long scales are governed by
dynamical time scales typical of accretion and merger
events which are similar to SF feedback time scales. AGN
feedback is centrally dominated by definition. While we
will interpret our results using the time scales and ampli-
tudes typical of SF feedback in this work, the constraints
from dynamical coupling proposed here could be applied
to long-term epochs of AGN activity as well.
Feedback processes and galactic winds specifically have

been well-reviewed over many years (e.g. Veilleux et al.
2005; King and Pounds 2015; Zhang 2018). The impor-
tance of the physical details in modeling SF regulation
is also well appreciated. For example, Governato et al.
(2007) remarked that subgrid star formation feedback
tended to make the disk more stable against bar for-
mation by reducing the stellar disk. Since then, simu-
lations with higher resolution and sophisticated subgrid
prescriptions have demonstrated large variance and intri-
cate coupling between outflow, re-accretion of gas, and
subsequent star formation with bar formation, even in
the same simulation suite Zana et al. (e.g. 2019).
We will side-step the physical complexity of heating

and momentum transfer in this paper. Rather, we adopt
a simple Markov jump process that parameterizes the
feedback by the time between SF events and the work
done during SF events. We assume that most of the gas
resettles on the disk at approximately the same timescale
as the time between events. We investigate the depen-
dence on the fluctuation amplitude and time scales that
are required to disrupt bar formation. For our simula-
tions, we choose an exponential disk and live dark-matter
halo with masses typical of typical of a Milky-Way-like

galaxy at cosmic noon.
The model adopted for this study is not intended to be

realistic in the cosmological structure formation sense;
neither our disk or halo accretes new material in time.
For this reason, we focus on evolution times < 4Gyr.
Similarly, our simulations do not include satellite and
sub-structure interactions. Rather, this suite is intended
explore the dynamics of the coupling mechanism and
to address two particular questions: (1) What is the
stochastic frequency required to disrupt bar formation?
(2) What is the amplitude of the work done required to
disrupt bar formation? While inspired by feedback, the
proposed dynamical mechanism is generic and intended
to provide a framework for interpreting more realistic
simulations.
Our primary model is chosen to form a bar in the ab-

sence of potential fluctuations with a disk mass of ap-
proximately Mdisk = 5× 109 M⊙ with Mhalo = 1012 M⊙.
The system is not strongly bar unstable owing to its rel-
atively low, sub-maximal disk mass. We show that bar
formation is suppressed for starbursts with characteristic
periods in range 10 < τ < 200Myr. Sufficient blow out
amplitude is approximately 15% of the baryonic mass
inside of 0.5 disk scale lengths.
Much has been written about the tension between the

general observation of bar rotating near corotation (so-
called fast bars, e.g. Fragkoudi et al. 2021) while secular
theory predicts a rapid slowing of the bar pattern speed
caused by global torques with the disk and halo. There
are many possible caveats to this naive picture. However,
this simple fluctuation-driven mechanism may stave off
bar formation until well after cosmic noon. This could
help explain the apparent dynamical youth of observed
bars in the present-day universe.
The plan for this paper is as follows. Section 2 de-

scribes our galaxy mass profiles (Sec. 2.1), summa-
rizes our N-body simulations of the disk and halo (Sec.
2.2), defines the parametrization of the feedback mech-
anism (Sec. 2.4), and the describes the new hybrid
perturbation-theory based simulation (Sec. 2.5) used to
provide dynamical insight for the feedback coupling to
bar dynamics. Specifically, we adopt the tools of Hamil-
tonian perturbation theory to isolate the single degree of
freedom that causes the outer apsides of disk orbits to
collect along a diameter. This is the bar-formation mech-
anism described in Lynden-Bell (1979). It is derived by
performing a change of angular coordinates where one
of the angles describes the motion with respect to the
inner-Lindblad resonance. Near resonance, the angular
speed of this angle is much slower than the rapid varia-
tion of the star about its orbit radially. This allows us
to average of the radial motion and reduce the dimen-
sionality. Appendix B develops this idea into a particle
simulation method. The main results are described in
Section 3, beginning with a demonstration of the main
result in Section 3.1 followed description of the primary
model without star formation feedback in Section 3.2.
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 describe the amplitudes and fre-
quencies of the feedback process necessary to suppress
the bar instability. Section 3.3.4 presents a dynamical
mechanism for the noise coupling in the reduced model
and compares it to the results from the full N-body sim-
ulations. We conclude with a summary and discussion
in Section 4.
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2. METHODS

2.1. Galaxy model

We use virial units for length and mass, Rvir and Mvir

respectively, with gravitational constant G = 1 for all
simulations described here and refer to those as system
units. We present our results scaled to the Milky Way
throughout to give physical context. We adopt Rvir =
300 kpc and Mvir = 1.4 × 1012 M⊙ and use gigayears
(Gyr) for time units. The system time units are Tvir ≡
(R3

vir/GMvir)
1/2 ≈ 2 Gyr; or 1 Gyr is approximately 0.5

system time units.

2.1.1. Dark-matter halo

For our primary model, we adopt a modified NFW
(Navarro et al. 1997) dark matter halo with concentra-
tion c, whose density is given by

ρhalo(r) ∝ (r + rc)
−1

(r + rs)
−2

(1)

where rs ≡ Rvir/c is the scale radius, and rc ≪ rs is a
radius that sets the size of the core. In this paper, core
radius is is numerical convenience only and set to a value
smaller than any astronomically relevant scale, typically
several parsecs. We adopt c = 15 for our dark matter
halo which provides an acceptable representation of the
rotation curve when scaled to the Milky Way. This is
slightly more concentrated that the mean from Diemer
and Kravtsov (2015) but within the variance measured
from simulations.
In practice, we choose a more general profile family

that includes the NFW model to explore the dynamical
effect of changing the background profile from shallow
to steep and enforce a finite total mass. Specifically, we
modify a two-power halo model with an error function
truncation of the following form:

ραβ(r) =
ρ0r

α+β
s

(r + rc)α(r + rs)β

{
1 + erf [(rt − r)/rw]

2

}
.

(2)
where ρ0 is a normalization set by the chosen mass. This
is equivalent to equation (1) for α = 1 and β = 2, and
rt = ∞. The outer truncation radius rt and truncation
width rw are chosen to be 300 kpc and 60 kpc, respec-
tively. For our primary model, we set α = 1, β = 2,
rc = 4.5 pc. We explore the effect of different α in Ap-
pendix B.4.
While one may debate the merits of a purely colli-

sionless dark matter particle, axion dark matter, ‘fuzzy’
dark matter (Hu et al. 2000; Hui et al. 2017), or other
descriptions of dark matter, the necessity of exploring
the interaction between baryonic and unseen compo-
nents via gravity may not be ignored. Dark matter will
respond gravitationally to baryonic matter and differ-
ent dark-matter responses can produce observable sig-
natures. Rigidity in halos has been noted to limit bar
growth (Polyachenko et al. 2016; Sellwood 2016) as is
clear from dynamics of secular evolution (Athanassoula
2003), and so we emphasize that the live halo inclusion is
crucial to recover the dynamics of the standard ΛCDM
scenario. Specifically, both the fraction of gravitational
support from the halo and the resonant coupling will
affect bar growth, although we will not explore that sen-
sitivity in this paper. There are many other parameters

that may be adjusted in the creation of a halo which we
do not explore here: triaxiality and spin are two that are
addressed by others (Athanassoula et al. 2013; Aumer
et al. 2016; Collier et al. 2018a,b). However, we do not
expect either of these to qualitatively change the dynam-
ical features explored in this work.

2.1.2. Disk

The simulations begin with an exponential disk of sur-
face density

Σdisk(r) =
Md

2πa2
exp

(
− r

a

)
(3)

where Md is the disk mass, and a ≡ 0.01Rvir = 3kpc
is the disk scale length. We assume that the disk re-
mains thin with no vertical response to further restrict
the dynamical degrees of freedom for this simple proof-
of-concept investigation.
We select the initial positions in the disk via

acceptance–rejection algorithm using equation (3). We
select the velocities by solving the Jeans equations (Bin-
ney and Tremaine 2008) with an axisymmetric velocity
ellipsoid in the disk plane (σr ≡ σϕ). We characterize the
radial velocity dispersion using the Toomre Q parameter,

σ2
r(r) =

3.36Σ(r)Q

Ωr(r)
(4)

where Σ(r) is the disk surface density, and the radial
frequency, Ωr, is given by

Ω2
r(r) = r

dΩ2
ϕ

dr
+ 4Ω2

ϕ. (5)

where Ωϕ is the azimuthal frequency. See Section 2.3 for
additional details. The circular velocity curve for this
model is shown in Figure 4. The rise in the inner few
kiloparsecs promotes bar growth by design.

2.2. N-body method

We require a description of the gravitational potential
and force vector at all points in physical space to compute
the time evolution for an N-body system. We accom-
plish this using a orthogonal basis set of density-potential
pairs that simultaneously solve the Poisson equation.
This is the so-called a biorthgonal basis. We generate
density-potential pairs using the basis function expansion
(BFE) algorithm described in Weinberg (1999) and im-
plemented in exp, our soon-to-be released BFE N-body
and analysis code.1 In the BFE method (Clutton-Brock
1972, 1973; Hernquist and Ostriker 1992), a system of
biorthogonal potential-density pairs are calculated and
used to approximate the potential and force fields in the
system. In our approach, the functions are calculated
by numerically solving the Sturm-Liouville equation for
eigenfunctions of the Laplacian. The full method is de-
scribed precisely in Petersen et al. (2022).
exp optimally represents the BFE for halos with radial

basis functions determined by the target density profile
and spherical harmonics. The lowest-order l = 0,m = 0

1 We anticipate the first public release of exp in 2024. When
released, the code will be available in GitHub (see https://github.
com/EXP-code/EXP.git). The current documentation is available
now (see https://expdocs.readthedocs.io).

https://github.com/EXP-code/EXP.git
https://github.com/EXP-code/EXP.git
https://expdocs.readthedocs.io
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basis function matches the potential and density of the
equilibrium. The overall fields of the halo are described
by (lhalo + 1)

2×nhalo terms, where lhalo is the maximum
order of spherical harmonics and nhalo is the maximum
order of radial terms per l order. For simulations and
analyses in this paper, we use a maximum harmonic or-
der lmax = 6 and maximum radial order nmax = 20 using
the Sturm-Liouville basis conditioned on each particu-
lar input model. While the quality of the expansion is
center dependent, the basis can follow any displacement
from the center for sufficiently large particle number and
large values of lmax and nmax. The choices of lmax = 6
and nmax = 20 allow us follow center displacements seen
in our simulations. The resulting series of coefficients
fully describe time dependence of the gravitational field
produced by the N-body evolution2.
Appropriate basis functions for a three-dimensional

cylindrical disk are described in Petersen et al. (2022).
Here, we use a recently-implemented special-purpose
two-dimensional cylindrical disk basis that is described in
Appendix A. This focuses our dynamical attention on the
two degrees of freedom essential to create a bar: the ra-
dial and azimuthal motion. We have demonstrated that
same results are obtained for the full three-dimensional
simulations in selected cases. Future work will include
coupling to the vertical motion from possibly asymmet-
ric outflows.
In summary, exp allows for a straightforward calcu-

lation of the gravitational potential from the mass dis-
tribution through time. The key limitation of the BFE
method lies in the loss of flexibility owing to the trun-
cation of the expansion series: large deviations from the
equilibrium disk or halo will not be well represented. Al-
though the basis is formally complete, our truncated ver-
sion limits the variations that can be accurately recon-
structed. Despite this, basis functions can be a power-
ful tool to gain physical insight; analogous to traditional
Fourier analysis, a BFE identifies spatial scales and loca-
tions responsible for the model evolution. In particular,
this paper investigates relatively low-amplitude, large-
scale distortions which are well represented by the ex-
pansion.

2.3. Initial conditions

We generate realizations with 106 disk particles and
107 halo particles from the models in Sections 2.1.1 and
2.1.2 using the following algorithm:

1. The halo gravitational potential is modified to con-
tain the monopole component of the exponential
disk. The halo phase space distribution is then re-
alized using Eddington inversion (e.g. Binney and
Tremaine 2008).

2. The disk phase space is generated using Jeans’
equations as described in Section 2.1.2.

3. The halo phase-space distribution is relaxed in the
presence of the potential generated by the disk par-
ticle distribution using the exp potential solver for

2 This method will work for triaxial halos as well. For triaxial
halos, the target density can be chosen to be a close fitting spherical
approximation of the triaxial model. The equilibrium will require
non-axisymmetric terms but the series will converge quickly.

4 Gyr (2Tvir). The force felt by the halo from the
halo’s own self gravity is restricted to m = 0 terms
during this relaxation phase. The force felt by the
halo from the disk is the disk’s gravity at T = 0 for
the axisymmetric component m = 0 only.

4. The disk phase space is regenerated using Jeans’
equations as described in Section 2.1.2 using the
gravitational potential of the halo distribution at
the end of the relaxation step.

5. The disk phase-space distribution is then relaxed in
the presence of the potential generated by the halo
particle distribution using the exp potential solver
for 4 Gyr. The force felt by the disk from the disk’s
own self gravity is restricted to the m = 0 term.
The force felt by the disk from the halo is the halo’s
gravity for the m = 0 axisymmetric component
only frozen at the beginning of this simulation.

6. The phase space distributions for the halo at the
end of Step 3 and the disk at the end of Step 5
are the phase-space initial conditions for the simu-
lations reported here.

This algorithm is enabled by the basis-function approach
that underlies exp. In particular, the BFE approach
used in exp provides a separate basis for each compo-
nent (disk and halo, here) and each the expansion terms
for basis may be applied selectively or frozen in time.
For example, in Step 3 we allow only the axisymmetric
force of the halo to obtain the new spheroidal equilibrium
in the presence of the disk while preventing the natural
halo modes from influencing the initial conditions. The
resulting initial conditions are very close to feature-free
to start. The initial condition realization described here
has also been discussed in Petersen et al. (2022).

2.4. Perturbation scheme

We assume that a starburst can be modeled as a
stochastic process in the inner galaxy disk that causes
a sudden loss of fraction ϵ of the enclosed mass within
radius Rburst ≡ λa where a is the disk scale length.
The lost mass is assumed to be fall back onto the disk
over some characteristic period Pacc. This emulates a
galactic fountain and the subsequent resettling of cool-
ing gas. The perturbation is modeled mathematically as
a Markov jump process with two characteristic frequen-
cies: one that describes the star-burst frequency, 1/τ1,
and one that describes the re-accretion time, τ2 = Pacc.
Let τdyn decribe the dynamic time scale. Physical con-
sistency implies that τdyn ∼< τ2.
The algorithm is implemented in exp as follows:

1. At every time step, a star-formation (SF) event oc-
curs with exponential probability (Poisson)

P (t) = e−(t−tj−1)/τ1 (6)

where tj−1 is the time of the last SF event. This

implies that the cumulative probability of the jth

event is P (< tj) = 1 − e−(tj−tj−1)/τ1 . Therefore,
we may generate tj = tj−1 − τ1 log(R) where R is
a random variate in (0, 1].
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2. When an event occurs, all star particles within ra-
dius λa lose a fraction of their mass, ϵ.

3. Each star gains back mass according to:

m = mo

[
1− ϵe−(t−tj)/τ2

]
, (7)

where mo is the mass of the star at t = 0 and tj is
the time of the last SF event.

4. Each star particle carries a memory of its last event,
t∗, from Step (2). The value of t∗ = −∞ for all
particles to start. This implies that the mass per
star particle ranges between (1− ϵ)mo and mo.

5. The SF event frequency, 1/τ1 and the mass replen-
ishment time, τ2, may be different. For results re-
ported here, we assume that τ2 = τ1/2 so that the
disk recovers most of its mass on average before the
next SF event3. Tests show that the end results are
very weakly dependent on the precise value of τ2 for
τ2 = O(τ1).

To reiterate, the lost mass does not leave the galaxy in
this stochastic process. Rather, we envision a fountain-
type effect where the gas returns to the disk after a free-
fall time. Therefore, the mass loss rate

Ṁloss = Md(λa)ϵ/τ1,

where

Md(R) = Md

[
1− (1 +R/a)e−R/a

]
,

may be larger than the typical mass-loss rate measured
in galaxy winds. The gravitational fluctuation resulting
from this mass loss scales as GMdϵ/a. Any variation in
λ is equivalent to a fixed value of λ and a commensurate
variation in ϵ. Therefore, we assume a single value, λ =
2/3, in all runs considered here with Md = 5 × 109 M⊙.
This implies that the mass affected by star-formation
feedback is

Md(2a/3) = 0.144Mdϵ (8)

and the occurs in the inner 2 kpc of the galaxy.

2.5. A perturbative simulation

Section 3 shows that application of the feedback model
to the full N-body simulation described above leads to
a suppression of the bar instability for some ranges of
ϵ and τ1. To provide explicit dynamical insight, we
present an analysis based on the underlying mechanism
of the bar instability itself. In particular, Lynden-Bell
(1979) elegantly derives a condition for an m = 2 dis-
turbance to grow in a galaxy disk. This idea underpins
our understanding of what makes a bar.4 The gist of the

3 Our model demands τ2 < τ1 to represent a fluctuating quan-
tity; for τ2 ≫ τ1, m → mo(1 − ϵ) and remains nearly constant.
However, if τ2 is much smaller than a orbital time, the mass re-
settles before stellar trajectories can be affected by the change in
gravity. This time scale is limited from below by the outflow wind
speed, which is typically no more than five times the typical cir-
cular velocity. Similarly, τ1 is typically less than an orbital time.
This implies that τdyn ∼< τ2 ∼< τ1.

4 See the recent paper by Polyachenko and Shukhman (2020) for
a description of the mechanism and its history

idea begins with a decomposition of a periodic distur-
bance into its natural harmonic components in action-
angle variables. The existence of this Fourier-type se-
ries relies on the pure quasi-periodic nature of orbits in
the axisymmetric disk. Each term in the expansion de-
scribes the contribution from a particular commensura-
bility: lrΩr + lϕΩΦ = 2Ωp where Ωr and Ωϕ are the ra-
dial and azimuthal orbital frequencies, respectively, and
Ωp is the bar pattern speed. By restricting one’s atten-
tion to the inner Lindblad resonance (ILR) which has
lr = −1, lϕ = 2, we get an equation of motion in one de-
gree of freedom. A Taylor series expansion of this equa-
tion of motion about the resonant orbit yields Lynden-
Bell’s celebrated result: a nascent bar will grow if

L ≡ ∂2H0

∂I2s
> 0 (9)

where H0 is the Hamiltonian for the background profile
and Is is the resonant or slow action. For the ILR, Is is
twice the angular momentum, Lz. Equation (9) is eas-
ily evaluated numerically for any regular system. The
marginal growth case for nearly circular orbits occurs for
nearly flat but slightly falling rotation curves. Let the
maximum angular momentum at fixed guiding-center en-
ergy be J(E). The general trends are that L increases at
fixed energy as the relative angular momentum, Lz/J(E)
decreases, and L decreases for fixed Lz/J(E) as the guid-
ing center energy (or radius) increases.
The stochastic SF model from Section 2.4 makes ana-

lytic predictions challenging. Rather than solve for the
system of stochastic ordinary differential equations di-
rectly, we use the hybrid numerical perturbation theory
framework described in a previous paper (Weinberg and
Katz 2007) to obtain a particle system. In essence, the
radial motion is much faster than the libration period
of the orbit near resonance. The fast motion is there-
fore adiabitically invariant to changes on the scale of the
libration period. This allows us to use the averaging prin-
ciple to isolate the dynamics controlled by the ILR. This
leaves a one-dimensional Hamiltonian described the pre-
cession angle, ws, and slow action, Is, for some effective
quadrupole potential describing the full perturbation.
The overall perturbation felt by one phase-averaged

particle depends on sum of all other phase-averaged con-
tributions to the effective potential. The density of these
phase-averaged particles are quadrupoles that look like
dumbbells. The Hamiltonian perturbation theory de-
scribes precisely how an ensemble of dumbbells interact.
We employ the same mean-field ideas that underlie the
BFE N-body methods from exp (see Section 2.2). Specif-
ically, each dumbbell particle makes a contribution to
the mean field of the time-averaged quadrupole potential
that is represented by a vector of basis-function coeffi-
cients. Appendix B derives this formalism and describes
the numerical implementation of the method which we
call BarHMF.
In the linear limit, the method is a subset of stan-

dard matrix response theory used to identify instabili-
ties. It is a subset in the sense that it only includes one
or several commensurabilities (lr, lϕ) while the general
theory includes many. Conversely, this hybrid N-body
scheme is itself non-linear: the coupling between phase-
averaged particles take the form of coupled non-linear
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pendula. Therefore, the interaction kernel between all
pairs of particles is not limited to linear excitations. For
example, the BarHMF simulation demonstrates the ex-
pected exponential growth and non-linear saturation of a
traditional N-body bar. The dynamics includes trapping
effects that are not part of the standard linear response
theory. In this sense, we have constructed a particular
non-linear analog model that matches linear perturba-
tion theory where it is valid and exhibits many of the
features of non-linear bar growth. We will apply the
stochastic SF feedback from Section 2.2 to this idealized
bar model to help explain the observed dynamics of the
full N-body simulations.

3. RESULTS

We begin in Section 3.1 with a summary demonstration
of the consequences to bar formation with a series of 4
runs with successively more SF feedback. We compare
this to bar formation with no SF feedback in Section
3.2. Later sections describe the sensitivity of the bar
interaction to the time scale and amplitude of the SF
feedback process. We end, in Section 3.3.4 with insight
from the BarHMF model.

3.1. SF feedback: a quick demonstration

For this initial demonstration we consider four runs of
the primary model: the first run has no SF, the second
three fix ϵ = 0.1 with τ1 = 20, 40, 80Myr from the feed-
back prescription described in Section 2.4. The results
are compared in Figure 1. We adopt τ2 = τ1/2 in equa-
tions (6) and (7) which allows the disk to reaccrete its
lost mass on a time scale shorter than the average inter-
val between star-formation events. We have tried other
choices, such as τ2 = τ1/4 and τ2 = τ1 and the results are
qualitatively unchanged. The key dynamical effect is the
decorrelation of the orbital precession that is induced by
star-formation feedback prescription.
The strength of the non-axisymmetric features are

nicely described by total power in each azimuthal har-
monic m. The biorthogonal functions used in the BFE
potential solver naturally describe this power. Specifi-
cally, the sum of the moduli for all coefficients with a
particular value of m is the total power in the gravita-
tional field at harmonic order m. The square root of
the power measures the mean amplitude of the gravita-
tional potential in the BFE (Petersen et al. 2022). Fig-
ure 2 show the traces of the power for each of the non-
axisymmetric orders m ∈ [1, 6] for the runs described in
Figure 1. In the case without SF feedback (upper-left
panel of Fig. 2), we clearly see coherent signal at all
of the even harmonics m with the amplitude of m = 4
about 0.1 of m = 2. The m = 4 is responsible for the
bar’s boxiness. Both dynamics of the bar and the natural
modes in the dark-matter halo cause m = 1 distortions.
These are tend to fluctuate but have similar amplitude
to the m = 4 signal. Upon including SF feedback, the
bar growth is strongly suppressed for all three values of
τ1. The τ1 = 20, 80Myr cases reveal some hint of an
m = 2 bar-like feature but comparison with the no SF
feedback run reveals that these are down by an order of
magnitude from the no feedback run (upper-left panel).
The τ1 = 40Myr case has no obvious bar. The mini-
mum at τ1 = 40Myr is naturally explained by increased

coupling between the Markov jump process and the or-
bital frequencies necessary to support the bar. We will
demonstrate this further in Section 3.3.4.

3.2. Evolution without SF feedback

For comparison, we present a brief description of full N-
body evolution using the primary model from Section 2.1
without the star-formation feedback prescription. This
provides a reference for comparing the bar growth and
evolution to simulations with feedback. The salient fea-
tures of the evolution without feedback are as follows:

1. The growing bar becomes distinct at T ≈ 600 Myr.

2. The pattern speed slows quickly during formation
as it grows in strength and lengthens.

3. The bar reaches an approximate steady-state at
T ≈ 2 Gyr. The bar pattern speed decays slowly
and nearly linearly thereafter.

Figure 3 shows the surface density at the start and at
T = 1, 2, 4 Gyr. The first panel shows the initial con-
ditions reconstructed from the BFE. The second panel
shows the bar at the of its growth phase. The bar is very
slowly evolving in third and fourth panels. The rota-
tion curve for the initial model (Fig. 4) shows the classic
linearly rising inner profile that promotes bar growth fol-
lowing the Lynden-Bell condition (eq. 9).
Figure 5 describes the pattern speed, Ωp, which is com-

puted from the complex phase of the first three radial
terms in the m = 2 part of the BFE. These first three
terms contain 80% of the total m = 2 power and accu-
rately portray the shape and potential of the bar. The
rapid change in Ωp for 600Myr ∼< T ∼< 2Gyr corresponds
to the rapid growth in m = 2 power. In most of this dis-
cussion, we will only consider evolution up to T = 4 Gyr
given our cosmic noon perspective; we show the power
in the first panel of Figure 2 and pattern speed in Fig-
ure 5 up to T = 8 Gyr for completeness. This run of
pattern speed with time compares well with the primary
run from Petersen et al. (2019) providing a check for the
two-dimensional basis functions described in Section 2.2
and Appendix A.

3.3. Sensitivity to the details of SF feedback

We quantify the variation of the response with the pa-
rameters of the feedback process by considering two dis-
tinct scenarios:

1. Fixed τ1 = 20Myr and varying amplitude of the
mass loss, ϵ in Section 3.3.1.

2. Fixed ϵ = 0.3 and varying the value of τ1 in Section
3.3.2.

3.3.1. Comparison of frequencies

We fix ϵ = 0.1; equation (8) implies that the mass that
temporarily leaves the disk per SF event is 1.4% of the
total disk mass (7 × 107 M⊙). In our stochastic model,
τ1 is the average time between star-formation events; we
explore τ1 ∈ [20, 40, 80]Myr, typical of measured star-
formation events. It is the fluctuation of star formation
activity and not the full scope of the overall starburst
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Fig. 1.— The disk surface density at T = 2Gyr. The upper-left panel shows the primary model with no SF feedback. The next three
panels have SF feedback with ϵ = 0.1 and τ1 = 20, 40, 80 Myr and τ2 = τ1/2, from left-to-right and top-to-bottom. The density scale is
logarithmic in units of M⊙/pc2.

phase that is relevant here (see McQuinn et al. 2009 for
discussion). We are envisioning repeated episodes of star
formation in groups of giant molecular clouds that flicker
over a Gyr time scale. The model itself only depends on
the values of ϵ and τ so this is a characterization only.
The m = 0 component represents most of the gravita-

tional power in the disk and is not shown in Figure 2 to
emphasize the non-axisymmetric features. We illustrate
the effect of star-formation feedback on the gravitational
power of the m = 0 component alone in Figure 6 for the
τ1 = 40Myr run. The value ϵ = 0.1 affects the total
gravitational potential energy of the disk at a level of
approximately 0.8%.

3.3.2. Comparison of amplitudes

Next, we fix τ1 = 20Myr and examine the variance
with ϵ ∈ [0.1, 0.3, 0.5]. Equation (8) implies that the
mass lost per SF event for these values of ϵ are 1%, 4%,

and 7%, respectively. These results are summarized and
compared with results from previous section in Figure 7.
This figure shows the ratio of the BFE amplitudes (root
power) atm = 2 for the runs with the star formation pre-
scription for the chosen values of τ1 and ϵ with those from
the primary model without feedback at T = 1, 2, 4Gyr.
As expected, the lower panel shows that larger values of
mass loss, ϵ, lead to smaller amplitude ratios at all times.
The upper panel summarizes the results from the previ-
ous section with an extended range of τ1 from 10–500
Myr: the largest damage is done to the bar instability
for τ1 ≈ 50Myr. This time interval is close to the charac-
teristic orbital time for inner bar orbits. As τ1 increases,
the amplitude ratio increases. However, even for large
value of τ1 = 500Myr, the bar amplitude is suppressed
by a factor of two. To index the amplitude ratio to bar
morphology, the second panel from Figure 1 is an ampli-
tude ratio of 0.23. The next two panels are ratios of 0.13
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Fig. 2.— The gravitational power for azimuthal harmonics m = 1, . . . , 6 (see inset legends) for each of the four runs from Fig. 1. The
power had units of virial energy, GM2

vir/Rvir. The m = 5, 6 harmonics have very little correlated power and are a good indicator of the
particle noise floor.

and 0.03. The 0.23 case (second panel) is typical of a
weak bar; ratios below ∼ 0.2) (third and fourth panels)
are not bar-like.
We chose the value of ϵ = 0.1 used in Section 3.3.2 to be

close to the critical threshold for significant suppression
of the bar formation. For the larger value of ϵ = 0.3,
the amplitude ratios for various values of τ1 are shown
in Figure 8. The overall values of the suppression ratios
are smaller, as expected, and the sensitivity to value of
τ1 are much weaker.

3.3.3. The effect of SF feedback on a preexisting bar

Bar formation in an otherwise quiescent galaxy could
be the source of gas advection that induces a central star
burst. We ask whether our Markov-process SF feedback
model can be used to destroy a preexisting bar? We
begin with the phase space from the primary N-body
simulation without SF feedback at T = 2Gyr shown in
Figure 3. We then apply the stochastic model with two
different feedback strengths, ϵ = 0.1, 0.3. We set τ1 =
20Myr with τ2 = τ1/2 as in previous cases. For ϵ = 0.1,
the feedback diminishes the bar amplitude by a factor
of 2; the bar reaches a new steady-state amplitude in
approximately 4 Gyr. For ϵ = 0.3, the bar is destroyed
after 2 Gyr. Some m = 2 power remains in the form of

an oval distortion at larger radii than the original bar.
In summary, the SF feedback model can be used to

destroy an existing bar. More feedback amplitude is re-
quired to destroy it than to prevent it owing to the extra
self-gravity in the bar itself. This calls in to question our
expectation that bar are eternal once formed, especially
in the formation epoch. We suggest exploring this sce-
nario using existing suites of cosmological galaxy forma-
tion simulations that include feedback. Barred galaxies
are ubiquitous in simulations of isolated galaxies at the
present epoch although it is clear observationally that
not all disk galaxies have bars. It has been argued that
central mass concentrations may be sufficient to destroy
bars althoug there is some numerical evidence to the con-
trary (Athanassoula et al. 2005). The feedback model
proposed here provides another possible bar destruction
mechanism.

3.3.4. Insight from perturbation theory

Section 2.5 and Appendix B describes a simulation
method tailored to the dynamics of Lynden-Bell’s mech-
anism specifically. In essence, each simulation parti-
cle contributes its part to the ensemble action-angle ex-
pansion of gravitational potential restricted to the same
commensurate term considered by Lynden-Bell (1979).
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Fig. 3.— The surface density for the primary model with no SF feedback (ϵ = 0) at T=0, 1, 2, 4 Gyr. The bar reaches steady state by
T = 2Gyr. The density scale is logarithmic in units of M⊙/ pc2.

Given that this model is a cousin of the classical cosine
HMF ring model (Antoni and Ruffo 1995) specialized to
the interaction implied by the Lynden-Bell mechanism,
we find the term BarHMF to be an apt descriptor. Al-
though the model employs an interaction potential from
linear theory, it is a non-linear model. Indeed, Appendix
B demonstrates that many of the basic results of bar
formation and growth from full N-body simulations are
found in the BarHMF model. For example, the BarHMF
model reproduces the non-linear saturation of the bar
amplitude with a growth rate proportional to disk mass.
The perturbation scheme outlined in Section 2.4 is ap-

plied to the BarHMF simulation as follows. The ax-
isymmetric component of the gravitational potential is
represented by a spherical monopole for computational
convenience. In other words, the disk does not have its
own m = 0 self gravity but does have m = 2 self grav-
ity. The Markov-process SF feedback model changes the
central mass through equation (6) and causes fluctua-

tions in the monopole that affect the BarHMF dynam-
ics. A feedback event implies in an overall decrease in
central mass according to Step 2 in the algorithm from
Section 2.4. This mass change is applied suddenly as in
the full N-body simulation. This increases the energy
of the BarHMF particles by δE = GMdϵ/(µλa) where µ
parametrizes the change in gravitational potential caused
by the SF-induced mass loss. We choose rg ≡ µλa to be
the gravitational radius of the monopole contribution of
the total gravitational energy from change in disk mass
inside of λa. For a spherical model, rg is approximately
0.4 times the half-mass radius of the disk mass enclosed
by λa (Binney and Tremaine 2008) and determines µ.
This approximation most likely underestimates the ef-
fect on the disk for a given ϵ but is consistent with the
assumptions in our BarHMF application.
The main difference between the SF model for

BarHMF and the full exp model is that both the change
in energy and recovery time is instantaneous for BarHMF
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Fig. 4.— The circular velocity curve for the unperturbed halo
and disk model described in Section 2.1.2 computed from the radial
force in the simulation at T = 0. The curve is approximately
linearly increasing in the first scale length, R = 3kpc, with a peak
at R ≈ 5 kpc and a slow decline thereafter.

Fig. 5.— Bar pattern speed for the primary run shown from the
point of bar assembly onward.

and only the change in energy is instantaneous for the
exp model. This is consistent with the time averaging
implicit in the BarHMF contribution to the interaction
potential: the decay time τ2 from equation (7) is shorter
than the orbital time and therefore instantaneous in the
time-averaged Hamiltonian context.
As described in Appendix B, the BarHMF particles

interact with each other. For particles with the same ac-
tions, the coupling depends on the precession angles of
their apsides relative to the bar position angle in some ro-
tating frame with Ωp. The precession frequency is small
compared to the mean orbital frequency for orbits com-
prising the bar. For example, the perfect bar supporting
trajectory has zero precession frequency with respect to
the bar major axis. For a slightly imperfect bar support-
ing trajectory, the angle of apsides will precess slowly
relative to the bar pattern. For this reason, the action
conjugate to the precession angle is called the slow ac-
tion and is proportional to the angular momentum. The
precession angle itself is called the slow angle. There is a
second degree of freedom whose frequency is proportional

Fig. 6.— The run of m = 0 power for the ϵ = 0.1, τ1 = 40 Myr
simulation to illustrate the fluctuation in the gravitational power
induced by star formation events. See Fig. 2 for an illustration of
the non-axisymmetric power in the same simulation.

Fig. 7.— The ratio of the m = 2 amplitudes at T = 0.5, 1.0, 2.0
in simulations with SF feedback to the m = 2 amplitude from the
primary simulation without SF feedback. Top: constant value of
ϵ = 0.1 with values of τ1 along the x-axis. Bottom: constant value
of τ1 = 0.01 with values of ϵ along the x-axis.



The Impact of Feedback-driven Outflows on Bar Formation 11

Fig. 8.— As in the top panel of Fig. 7 but for ϵ = 0.3. Here, the
suppression ratios are smaller overall with less variation in τ1.

Fig. 9.— The primary model is evolved without SF feedback
until T = 2Gyr and then subjected to SF feedback. This figure
shows the m = 2 power after SF feedback commences for various
amplitudes, ϵ. The run with ϵ = 0.0 has no SF feedback, for
comparison. A model with ϵ = 0.1 reduces the bar amplitude by a
factor of 2 and the model with ϵ = 0.3 eliminates the bar after 2
Gyr.

to the orbital frequencies and therefore faster than the
precession frequency. The BarHMF particles result from
an average over this fast degree of freedom leaving only
one active slow degree-of-freedom. Without any external
perturbations, the fast action is conserved for all time.
A SF event causes a sudden change in energy and ra-
dial action. This fluctuation is axisymmetric, conserving
the angular momentum of stellar trajectories; therefore
the slow action remains unchanged. However, the fast
action is a linear combination of the radial action and
angular momentum. The fast action changes as result of
the energy causing a jump in radial action.
If these jumps in fast action are sufficiently large, a

BarHMF particle which had been librating about the
about the bar position can find itself precessing away
from the bar. This causes the bar to grow more slowly,
decay, or not grow at all. We illustrate the dynamics in
a simple case of two BarHMF particles at one disk scale
length orbiting in the truncated NFW-like model (eq. 2).
Each trajectory feels a change in energy from a SF event
every τ1 = 20Myr. Each event removes 2× 108 M⊙ from

the inner 20% of the disk scale length (600 pc for the
Milky Way). We assume that this quickly cools back on
the disk maintaining a steady state potential punctuated
by instantaneous changes in the radial action. Figure 10
shows two BarHMF runs that differ only in their initial
∆ws: the first of these runs begins with ∆ws = 0.02
(or ≈ 1◦ shown in blue) and the second begins with
∆ws = 1.0 (or ≈ 57◦ shown in orange). The first run
undergoes significant jumps in ∆ws but remains in li-
bration. The jumps in the second with larger libration
amplitude are enough to push the trajectory from libra-
tion into rotation. The dashed curves depict the same
trajectories without perturbation and can be compared
to the two-particle BarHMF runs from Appendix B in
Figure 13.
Figures 11 shows the BarHMF model described in Ap-

pendix B for the NFW-like background model that is
generally bar promoting. Each of these simulations has
N = 1000 particles5 and uses τ1 = 20Myr. The legend
describes the mass loss per SF in solar masses scaled to
Milky Way units for familiarity. For no SF at all, the bar
exponential grows in approximately 2 Gyr before leveling
off into a steady state. Recall that there is no coupling
between the bar and disk or halo so the bar can not slow.
For 4×107 M⊙ per event, the bar grows more slowly then
levels off and begins to decay. The overall saturation am-
plitude is a factor of 5 smaller than with no SF at all.
For a mass loss of 2 × 108 M⊙ per event, the bar grows
but very slowly, reaching only 10% of its saturation am-
plitude in Figure 2 at T = 4Gyr. For larger mass loss
events, the bar can not grow at all.
The thresholds in ϵ appear to be larger here than for

the full simulation. This may have a number of causes.
First, this may be an artifact of the spherical background
model and the gravitational radius approximation. The
work done on the spherical potential from the feedback
is likely to be relatively smaller in effect for the spherical
monopole than for the flat axisymmetric disk. Secondly,
the initial actions are chosen for a fixed eccentricity with
guiding centers in a narrow ring as described in Appendix
B. The resulting dynamics will differ from the full simu-
lation that has a disk with an astronomically motivated
exponential distribution. We have chosen the total mass
of the BarHMF particles to approximate the mass of the
exponential disk between pericenter and apocenter, but
we do not expect a one-to-one correspondence with full
N-body simulations. Nonetheless, the qualitative trends
are similar which suggest that the BarHMF dynamics
represents the main features of the underlying mecha-
nism.

4. CONCLUSIONS

We investigate the dynamical importance of feedback-
induced gravitational fluctuations on the bar instability
using a Markov jump-process model; intervals between
feedback events are random draws from a Poisson dis-
tribution. We began with a full N-body simulation of a
galactic disk in a live dark-matter halo with a mass typ-
ical of a disk at z ∼ 2.5 which is roughly a factor of four

5 BarHMF particles are spatially distributed and this specialized
simulation require fewer particles to reach convergence. Conversely,
these simulations are more expensive per particle than a traditional
N-body See Appendix B for more discussion.
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Fig. 10.— Change in relative precession angle, ∆ws, for a two-
particle BarHMF simulation with SF feedback. The SF events,
which occur every 20 million years push 2× 108 M⊙ into the inner
halo. We assume that this quickly cools back on the disk maintain-
ing a steady state. The sudden change in gravitational potential
changes the fast action for each trajectory. The two runs differ
only in their initial ∆ws with 0.02 rad (blue) and 1.0 rad (orange).
The dashed curves show the run of ∆ws without feedback.

Fig. 11.— Bar growth as a function of mass loss per event (in
M⊙) for the BarHMF in Milky Way units of 1012 M⊙ for easy
comparison. The event frequency is τ = 20Myr.

lower than at z = 0. Our primary, unperturbed model
forms a stable bar in approximately 1 Gyr. We model
the gravitational influence of star-formation feedback by
perturbing that simulation with a stochastic mass-loss
process which removes a small fraction ϵ of mass in the
inner disk at a characteristic time τ1. The mass is lost
from the inner 2/3 of the disk scale length or 2 kpc in
Milky-Way units, causing a gravitational fluctuation in
energy. The lost mass is assumed to resettle on the disk
at another characteristic time τ2. We choose τ2 ∼< τ1
typical of the star-formation event frequency: between
20 and 100 Myr. We parametrize the mass-loss strength
as the fraction of the disk mass in the inner 2/3 of the
disk scale length in the resulting outflow. The amplitude
of the mass loss ranges from 1% to 7% of the total disk
mass, typical of strong stellar feedback at cosmic noon.

The process itself is designed to capture the temporal
features of gravitational fluctuations from feedback; we
intend for ranges in amplitude, ϵ, and time scales, τ1 and
τ2, (Fig. 7) to be compared to detailed physical models.
To gain physical insight into the dynamical nature

of the coupling between star-formation feedback and
the bar instability, we developed a novel one-degree-of-
freedom simulation based on the classical bar instabil-
ity from linear perturbation theory (Lynden-Bell 1979).
Each particle in the simulation interacts with the bulk
of particle ensemble through the quadrupole force ex-
erted near resonance. In other words, each particle is
dumbbell-shaped in space with two actions characteriz-
ing its radial extend and spread. The one degree of free-
dom is its azimuthal orientation. This specialized simu-
lation reproduces all of the major features the bar insta-
bility in the full N-body simulation including non-linear
saturation of the exponential growth (see Appendix B).
We may use this model to understand the dynamics

of coupling. In the absence of SF feedback, only the
net angular momentum of stellar orbits change through
resonant interaction. A particular linear combination of
the radial action and angular momentum remains invari-
ant. The bar begins with the chance positional align-
ment of some dumbbell orientations. Their collective
gravity cause more dumbbells to align, driving an ex-
ponential instability. However, the fluctuations in the
gravitational potential induced by star-formation process
affects the previously invariants, by changing the radial
action. These fluctuations disturb the libration of parti-
cles in the quadrupole of the bulk, slowing or eliminating
the bar instability depending on the strength of the SF
feedback.
The key findings are as follows:

1. Mass-loss fractions of ϵ ≥ 0.1 in the inner few kilo-
parsecs of a disk are enough to dramatically affect
the bar formation. These result in bar amplitude
that are at most 50% of the unperturbed case.

2. We demonstrate that fluctuations in the gravita-
tional potential of the inner galaxy couple to the
radial action of orbits in the bar instability. These
fluctuations reduce or eliminate the bar instabil-
ity, consistent with the results of the full N-body
simulation. This simple model provides a way of
predicting the importance of SF feedback to disk
instabilities.

3. The rate of star-formation feedback matters. The
bar amplitude is reduced by an order of magni-
tude (and some cases suppressed altogether) if τ1
roughly matches the typical orbital period. This
makes good dynamical sense. If disk orbits respond
to the self-gravity of a quadrupole by precessing to-
wards the potential well of the quadrupole, the bar
amplitude will grow. However, if this precession is
disrupted by changes in the underlying potential,
this growth is reduced or eliminated.

4. For large amplitude mass loss events, e.g. closer to
our upper limit of 7% mass changes per event, the
amplitude of bar growth is suppressed independent
of τ1.
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5. The bars that do form in the presence of significant
SF-induced fluctuations are poorly organized in a
qualitative sense. They tend to shed mass and lose
stability as star-formation events continue.

Our overall focus is the mechanism that connects the
stochastic nature of galaxy feedback mechanisms with
the smooth orbital motion of classical galaxy dynamics.
As in dynamics generally, the key important quantities
are frequencies. A stochastic process can be character-
ized by its autocorrelation function, and here, the process
is Poisson, with a characteristic frequency ∼ 1/τ1. The
coincidence τ1 ∼ τdyn suggests the possibility of inter-
esting coupling. The importance of this coupling to the
overall dynamics of the bar instability depends on the
details and requires explicit calculation. To that end, we
provide evidence for its magnitude and importance by a
combination of direct N-body simulation and a idealized
simulation restricted to the dynamics of bar instability
specifically. The similarity of the behavior in the two
calculations suggests that we have successfully described
the mechanism.
We emphasize that the details of the feedback process

have been greatly simplified in this study. For exam-
ple, we have assumed pure axisymmetric central fluctu-
ations, ignoring non-axisymmetric dependence. Rather,

we have chosen to explore the two important parame-
ters of the simplest possible stochastic model that excites
gravitational fluctuations–an amplitude and characteris-
tic frequency–and provide predictions for range of those
quantities necessary to have impact on the bar forma-
tion. Motivated by rough estimates from more detailed
observational and theoretical studies, we find that range
of these parameters overlap predicted ranges, at least
during the epoch of peak star formation. The expected
diversity of galaxy formation conditions suggest that the
coupling between feedback and bar formation will not
be binary; some systems may still be able to easily form
bars at early epochs and others not. Moreover, we have
demonstrated that strong feedback coupling may be ca-
pable of eroding and even destroying a bar after forma-
tion.
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APPENDIX

A. TWO-DIMENSIONAL DISK BASES

The latest version of exp includes two-dimensional cylindrical disk bases with three-dimensional gravitational fields.
This allows for gravitational couples between two- and three-dimensional components. These bases are used for the
simulations in Section 3 that include the coupling to the dark-matter halo. For completeness, this section describes
the construction and computation of the two-dimensional cylindrical bases as used by exp.
We construct two-dimensional polar bases using the same empirical orthogonal function (EOF) technique used to

compute the three dimensional cylindrical basis (Petersen et al. 2022). In essence, we compute the Gram matrix whose
entries are the inner product of an input basis weighted by the density of the desired equilibrium profile. The new
basis functions are the input basis weighted by each of the eigenvectors of the Gram matrix. The construction provides
a basis conditioned by the target equilibrium galaxy profile. The user has the choice of two possible two-dimensional
input bases:

1. The cylindrical Bessel functions of the first kind, Jm(αm,nR/Rmax) where αm,n is the nth root of Jm and Rmax

is an outer boundary. Thus, orthogonality is defined over a finite domain by construction.

2. The Clutton-Brock two-dimensional basis (Clutton-Brock 1972) which orthogonal over the semi-infinite domain.

The user then chooses a conditioning density. Currently, these are the exponential disk, the Kuzmin (Toomre) disk,
the finite Mestel disk (Binney and Tremaine 2008), the tapered Mestel or Zang disk (Zang 1976). The code was written
to allow for a user-defined density function and this will be available in a future release of exp.
The coupling between the two-dimensional disk and other three-dimensional components (e.g. a dark-matter halo or a

bulge) requires evaluating the gravitational potential and its gradient everywhere in space. The three-dimensional gravi-
tational potential is not automatically computed by the two-dimensional recursion relations that define the biorthogonal
functions but can be evaluated by Hankel transform. Numerically, this can be done very accurately over a finite domain
with the quasi-discrete Hankel transformation (QDHT, Yu et al. 1998; Guizar-Sicairos and Gutiérrez-Vega 2004). The
QDHT algorithm exploits special properties of the Bessel functions and is best suited for finite density profiles whose
two-dimensional gravitational potential are well-described using the cylindrical Bessel basis. This is automatically true
for the EOF bases derived from the cylindrical Bessel functions. For this reason, the Clutton-Brock basis should only
be used for EOF basis construction for applications where the three-dimensional gravitational potential is not needed.
The in-plane density, potential and force fields are one-dimensional functions for each azimuthal order m and radial

order n. exp tables the EOF basis solutions on a fine grid and evaluates these with linear interpolation. This is
numerically efficient and accurate. The potential and force fields for |z| > 0 require two-dimensional tables. Similarly,
exp finely-grids these functions in two-dimensional tables and evaluates them with bilinear interpolation.
The remainder of this section describes the implementation of the two-dimensional basis. We begin in Section

A.1 with a summary of the QDHT algorithm followed by its application to the Hankel transform that defines two-
dimensional biorthogonal basis functions in Section A.2. The complete algorithm is presented in Section A.3 followed
by a discussion of the pros and cons of this approach in Section A.4.

A.1. A brief description of the QDHT algorithm

The development here follows Yu et al. (1998). The continuous Hankel transform pair is

g(k)=

∫ ∞

0

drrf(r)Jν(kr),

f(r)=

∫ ∞

0

dkkg(k)Jν(kr), (A1)
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where Jν is the Bessel function of the first kind of integer order ν. The discrete Hankel transform may be obtained
from equation (A1) by imposing

g(k) = 0 for k > K,

f(r) = 0 for r > R.

Using this condition in equations (A1) yields:

g(k)=

∫ R

0

drrf(r)Jν(kr),

f(r)=

∫ K

0

dkkg(k)Jν(kr). (A2)

We can now use the usual Fourier-Bessel expansion (Watson 1941) to evaluate f(r) as follows:

f(r) =

∞∑
m=1

CνmJν

(
aνm

r

R

)
(A3)

for 0 ≤ r ≤ R with

Cνm =
2

R2J2
ν+1(aνm)

∫ R

0

drrf(r)Jν

(
ανm

r

R

)
(A4)

and ανm is the mth root of Jν . Equation (A4) is a direct application of the well-known orthogonality relation for
Bessel functions of the first kind. By inspection, it is clear that:

Cνm =
2

R2J2
ν+1(aνm)

g
(ανm

R

)
. (A5)

The continuous transform in equations (A2) becomes a discrete transform by choosing the evaluation points for r
and k as:

rj =
ανj

K

kj =
ανj

R
. (A6)

Substituting into equation (A3) and using equation (A5), we get

f
(ανn

V

)
=

∞∑
m=1

2

R2J2
ν+1(aνm)

g
(ανm

R

)
Jν

(ανmανn

RK

)
(A7)

and by symmetry

g
(ανm

R

)
=

∞∑
n=1

2

K2J2
ν+1(aνn)

f
(ανn

K

)
Jν

(ανmανn

RK

)
. (A8)

Truncating the upper limit of sum of the indices m and n to some value N in equations (A7) and (A8) yields the
discrete Hankel transform. The symmetry in the these two equations can be made manifest by defining further the
two vectors with elements

Fi =
f(ανi/K)R

Jν+1(ανi)

Gi =
g(ανi/R)K

Jν+1(ανi)
(A9)

and the matrix with elements

Tij =
2

RKJν+1(aνi)Jν+1(aνj)
Jν

(ανmανn

RK

)
. (A10)

Then, the discrete Hankel transform may be written in matrix notation as

G = T · F,
F = T ·G. (A11)

The transform is very accurate numerically, typically one part in 108 in algorithm tests, when the target function is
well-represented by a Bessel expansion,
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A.2. Construction of a biorthgonal basis

Armed with the finite Hankel transform and an algorithm for its evaluation, we derive a two-dimensional biorthgonal
basis using the eigenfunctions of the Laplacian described in Toomre (1963) and clearly summarized in §2.6.2 of Binney
and Tremaine (2008). Specifically, gravitational potential functions in the form

Φm(r, ϕ; k) = eimϕJm(kr) (A12)

have the surface density

Σm(r, ϕ; k) =
k

2πG
eimϕJm(kr) (A13)

Using the notation from the previous section, let

Φmj(r, ϕ) = Dmje
imϕJm(αmjr/R),

Σmj(r, ϕ) = (−1)m
αmj

2πRG
Dmje

imϕJm(αmjr/R), (A14)

where Dmj is a normalization. Using the standard properties of Bessel functions, we may write:

(Φm′j ,Σmk) =

∫ 2π

0

dϕ

∫ R

0

r2Φ∗
m′j(r)Σmk(r)

= DmjDmk
αmj

RG

∫ R

0

drr2Jm(αmjr/R)Jm(αmkr/R)

=
αmj

2RG
(Jm(αmj+1)

2
(Dmj)

2δm′mδjk. (A15)

Setting equation (A15) equal to one defines the normalizing coefficient Dmj in equations (A14). Finally, we can use
the EOF conditioning procedure described above and in Petersen et al. (2022) to obtain a new biorthogonal basis that
best fits a desired equilibrium density model. This new basis is related to equations (A14) by a linear transformation.
In the application needed here, we want to describe the gravitational potential for three dimensional space. We may

use Toomre’s method (Toomre 1963) to do this. For razor-thin disk with surface density Σ(r, ϕ), the gravitational
potential is:

Φ(r, ϕ, z) =

∞∑
m=−∞

∫ ∞

0

dkSm(k)Jm(kr)eimϕ−k|z| (A16)

where

Σm(r) ≡ 1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dϕe−imϕΣ(r, ϕ) (A17)

and

Sm(k) = −2πG

∫ ∞

0

drrJm(kr)Σm(r) (A18)

If we use a surface density based on the Bessel basis from equations (A14), the integrals from Toomre’s method are
accurately computed from the discrete Hankel transform described in the previous section.

A.3. Algorithm

Putting this development together, we may summarize the computation of the gravitational potential in R,ϕ, z as
follows:

1. Choose the edge of the radial domain: R.

2. Choose a Bessel expansion order: N .

3. Choose RK = αm,N+1 to minimize the error matrix as described in Yu et al. (1998). This defines the value
K = αm,N+1/R.

4. The evaluation knots are then as in equation (A6) for j ∈ [1, . . . , N ].

5. Compute the matrix T from equation (A10).

6. Compute the vector F for the surface density Σm to get the discrete Hankel transform: G = T · F.

7. Compute the potential integrand:

K =

{
e−|k|z

k

}
⊗G

or equivalently Kj = − exp(−kj |z|)Gj/kj .
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Fig. 12.— Biorthogonal m = 0 basis functions for the two-dimensional exponential disk with scale length a = 1. The color key describes
the radial index, n. The n = 0 basis function has no radial nodes. The n = 1 function has one radial node. Each successive function has
one more radial node. The exponential density conditioning leads to nodes distributed like the cumulative mass by construction.

8. Compute the inverse discrete Hankel transform to get:

Φ = T ·K
.

9. Finally, the evaluation of Φ at an arbitrary value of r may be accurately performed using equation (A8) as an
interpolation formula.

A.4. Discussion

The main advantages of the strategy outlined in this section for numerically evaluating the three-dimensional grav-
itational potential for a razor-thin disk are:

1. One can condition the biorthgonal Bessel-function basis on any well-behaved target density, similar to the three-
dimensional case.

2. The Hankel transform necessary to obtain the off-plane potential is very accurate.

The disadvantages of this approach are:

1. It works well only for a basis with a finite extent. The Hankel transformation for an infinite domain is numerically
challenging. We have had good success using QDHT, so we recommend the finite basis for this reason. This
restriction to a finite-domain is not a problem in practice for simulations whose implementations are numerically
finite.

2. The Bessel functions are asymptotically oscillatory and the truncation to order N will leave their oscillatory
imprint at larger radii. Again, this is not a problem for simulations where the larger disk radii are not dynamically
important.

While the code implemented in exp allows the conditioning on the 2d Clutton-Brock basis, the computation of the
vertical potential is less accurate for the same computational work using QDHT. This could be improved by truncating
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the basis and implementing Neumann boundary conditions with appropriate outgoing eigenfunctions. That has not
been done here. Another solution might be an asymptotic numerical evaluation of the Hankel transform at large
cylindrical radii patched onto a brute force quadrature at small radii. At this point, we recommend the Bessel basis
for accuracy, especially for coupling the disk response another three-dimensional component such as a bulge or halo.
If only the two-dimensional in-plane evaluations are needed (e.g. a two-dimensional disk in a fixed halo), both basis
choices will be equally good.

B. HAMILTONIAN PERTURBATION THEORY

The bar growth and instability in a two-dimensional disk is mediated by the inner Lindblad resonance (ILR) as
described in Lynden-Bell (1979). In essence, Lynden-Bell describes bar growth by determining the conditions for a
test-particle orbit to precess towards the a quadrupole disturbance presented by the mean-field of all other orbits in
the vicinity of the test particle (see Section 2.5 for more discussion).
To help understand the N-body dynamics described in Section 3, we use the same Hamiltonian perturbation theory

to derive a constrained N-body simulation that excerpts the ILR interaction from the perturbation theory and treats
it as the fundamental interaction between phase-averaged particles. The new simulation method is itself non-linear
while reproducing the linear perturbation theory in the linear limit. The numerical method parallels the N-body
method described in Section 2.2: it represents the mean gravitational field of the particle ensemble interacting near
the ILR using a biorthogonal expansion. This development generalizes the well-known Hamiltonian Mean Field or
cosine model (Chavanis et al. 2005) in philosophy, if not physical detail. The cosine model assumes that the potential
of each pairwise interaction of particles i, j on a ring with position angle θ is cos(θi − θj). The model below is a cosine
model whose coefficients depend on actions that exactly represent the orbit-averaged contributions to the mean field.
The pairwise interactions are replaced with the interaction of each particle with the mean contribution of all particles.
For brevity and with apologies for a small abuse of terminology, we will call this the BarHMF model. We will see in
Section B.4 that the BarHMF model captures many of the interesting linear and non-linear aspects of bar growth and
instability seen the the full N-body simulations. This correspondence allows us to use this model to help explain the
N-body simulations in Section 3.

B.1. Perturbation theory

The linear response theory has been described in many places and this development parallels Tremaine and Weinberg
(1984) and Weinberg (1991). Our goal here is to present enough of the mathematical derivation to motivate the hybrid
N-body solution. We consider a non-axisymmetric gravitational potential:

Up(r, t) =
∑
m

Um(r)eim(ϕ−Ωpmt). (B1)

with a well-defined pattern speed, Ωpm, for each azimuthal harmonic, m. For comparison with the results in Section
3, we restrict ourselves to the single m = 2 polar harmonic. We assume a regular axisymmetric background potential.
The background potential is independent of the particle dynamics. The orbital dynamics may be fully expressed
in action-angle coordinates. We will denote the angle and action vectors by (w, I) where index 1 (2) is the radial
(azimuthal) degree of freedom. To make explicit correspondence with the flat disk considered in this paper, we have
I1 = Ir (radial action) and I2 = J = Lz (angular momentum) with l1 = lr and l2 = lϕ. This allows us to expand any
function of phase space as Fourier expansion:

U(w, I, t) =
∑
m

∞∑
l′1=−∞

m∑
l′2=−m

Wl′ m(I)ei(l
′·w−mΩpmt), (B2)

where l = (l1, l2) and

Wlm(I) =
1

(2π)2

∮
dw1dw2e

−i(l·w−mΩpmt)U(w, I, t). (B3)

If we now specialize this to equation (B1) with the assumption of a fixed axisymmetric background and m = 2 only,
we find

Wl 2(I) = δl2 2
1

2π

∮
dw1e

[−i[l1w1+l2f(w1)]U2(r(w, I)) (B4)

where w2 = ϕ + f(w1). The function f(w1) represents the shift of azimuth from that of the guiding center owing to
the radial motion (Tremaine and Weinberg 1984). This is a direct consequence of conservation of angular momentum.
Equation (B4) is one-dimensional periodic quadrature that can be numerically computed to very high accuracy with
little overhead.
The radial function U2(r) in equation (B1) is arbitrary. Next, we will assume that U2(r) can be expanded in the

biorthogonal basis as described in Appendix A: Φmj for j ∈ [0, nmax). This yields

U2(r) =

nmax−1∑
j=0

ajΦmj(r) (B5)



The Impact of Feedback-driven Outflows on Bar Formation 19

where aj are expansion coefficients. We may explicitly compute and table the angle transforms for each j

W j
l 2 = δl2 2

1

2π

∮
dw1e

[−i[l1w1+l2f(w1)]Φ2 j(r(w, I)) (B6)

over a grid in I1, I2 for numerical evaluation.

B.2. Averaging

We now apply the averaging principle. The idea is simple: near a particular resonance, the libration angle defined
as l ·w − Ωp2t is very slowly changing relative to either component of w. This allows us to make a simple canonical
transformation to a linear combination of angles and actions where one of the new coordinates is this libration angle
by construction. Let the new angles and actions be W = (ws, wf ) and I = (Is, If ), respectively. Let us choose the
Type 2 generating function (Goldstein et al. 2002)

F2(I,w) = (l ·w − Ωp2t)Is + w1If . (B7)

Simple calculation immediately shows that ws = l · w − Ωp2t, wf = w1, I1 = l1Is + If and I2 = l2Is. The new
Hamiltonian is H = H − 2Ωp2Is. There is some arbitrariness in the choice of F2 but the important feature is that ws

changes slowly compared to the change in wf .
Armed with this development, we average equation (B2) over a time interval T chosen so that 2π/Ω1 ≪ T ≪

2π/(l ·Ω − 2Ωp2). By construction, all terms in the sum are rapidly varying in this interval except for the one with
l′1 = l1 and l′2 = l2. Our perturbed Hamiltonian for the averaged system reduces to a single term:

H1(w, I) = Wl 2(I)e
iws . (B8)

Expressed in the biorthogonal basis, this may be written as

H1(w, I) =

nmax−1∑
j=0

ajW
j
l 2(I)e

iws . (B9)

Now, let us take some ensemble of N particle trajectories. At any particular time t, a single trajectory indexed by
k contributes

δaj =

∫
drδ(r− rk(t))Φmj(r)e

−im(ϕ−Ωp2t)

=

∫
drδ(r − rk(t))Φmj(r)

∫
dϕδ(ϕ− ϕk(t))e

−im(ϕ−Ωp2t) (B10)

to the coefficient aj where δ(·) is the Dirac delta function. The averaging principle requires an average of the fast
action to get the slow contribution. The contribution of a single averaged trajectory indexed by k to aj is

akj =
1

2π

∮
dwfδaj

=
δl2,m
2π

∮
dwfΦl2 j(r(w, I))e−il2(w2−f(w1)−mΩp2t)

= e−i(l1w1+l2w2−mΩp2t)
δl2,m
2π

∮
dw1Φl2 j(r(w, I))ei(l1w1+l2f(w1))

= e−iwsW j∗
l 2 (I), (B11)

where we used w2 = ϕ + f(w1) in the second equality, explicitly held ws fixed during the average of wf = w1 in the

third equality, and identified W j
l 2(I) from equation (B6). The values of ws and I are those of trajectory k.

The Hamilton equations for a particular phase trajectory then become:

ẇs =
∂H

∂Is
=

∂H
∂Is

+
∂H1

∂Is
= l ·Ω− 2Ωp2 + eiws

nmax−1∑
j=0

aj
∂W j

l 2(I)

∂Is
, (B12)

İs = − ∂H

∂ws
= −ieiws

nmax−1∑
j=0

ajW
j
l 2(I). (B13)

The first term in equation (B12) is the unperturbed frequency of the slow motion. This frequency vanishes at the
resonance. The final terms in each of equations (B12) and (B13) describe the perturbation from the quadrupole com-
ponent contributed by each particle. This is a pendulum equation where the pendulum arm has a general dependence
on the action of the particle.
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B.3. The hybrid simulation method

We begin by adopting the biorthogonal basis from Appendix A that matches the simulations in Section 3. We
represent the axisymmetric background potential by the spherical halo model from Section 2.1.1 for computational
convenience and simplicity; using a combined disk, bulge, dark-matter halo background field is straightforward but
not necessary for this demonstration. The particle motion remains planar by construction. Then, we tabulate the
values of W k

l 2(I) on a two-dimensional grid in I. The actions of the simulation particles can be chosen according to
some distribution. For studies here, we distribute guiding centres in a smooth distribution in a particular annulus.
The initial distribution of ws is chosen in one of two ways: (1) random in [0, 2π] or (2) uniformly spaced in [0, 2π) with
an specific excess in a small interval of (−ϵ, ϵ) to seed the perturbation. For Case 1, the small variations from uniform
are sufficient to seed an instability for a bar-unstable system. For Case 2 without an excess, a uniformly distribution
will remain close to equilibrium for an unreasonably long time. In other words, this choice relies on numerical noise
to produce an asymmetry that grows. This motivates adding a small deviation to seed a disturbance.
Our simulation particles only contribute their quadrupole component from a single l term in equation (B2) to the

gravitational field. Each particle begins with a mass, actions If and Is and slow angle ws. Without external influences,
the fast action If is fixed throughout. However, under the influence of the Markov jump process described in Section
2.4, both If and Is can change as described in Section 3.3.4. The fast action, If , changes result from the gravitational
fluctuations and the slow action, Is, changes as a result of the quadrupole field. Assume that we have N particles of
mass mk distributed as described in the previous paragraph. The mean-field potential is determined by summing the
contributions of each particle to the nmax numerically-determined coefficients âj :

âj =

N∑
k=1

mka
k
j =

N∑
k=1

mke
−iwkW j∗

l 2 (Ik). (B14)

The averaging smooths out each particle’s spatial contribution from pericentre to apocentre. This results in a faster
convergence with particle number N and radial order nmax than a traditional N-body code. If we define J(E) as the
maximum value of orbital angular momentum, J , at particular energy E, a converged series is obtained for nmax = 6
for modestly eccentric orbits with J/J(E) = 0.8.
The simulation proceeds by solving 2N first-order ODE defined by equations (B12) and (B13) for ws and Is respec-

tively. Without any external perturbations, the fast actions If are constant for the entire simulation. However, the
background values for Ω1(I), Ω2(I), W

k
l 2(I) and other phase-space quantities needed by equations (B12) and (B13) are

naturally tabulated in I1 and I2 or E and L = I2. Thus, any changes in Is imply both changes E and L. New values
are computed using bilinear interpolation on precomputed grids of size 400× 400.
Unfortunately, this Hamiltonian flow is not explicitly separable which complicates the choice of an ODE solver.

Recall that a Hamiltonian system is separable if the Hamiltonian can be written as H(q,p) = K(p) + V (q) where
K and V most often correspond to the kinetic and potential functions, and is non-separable otherwise. A separable
system can be solved explicitly, using the well-known leapfrog algorithm or higher-order generalizations (Yoshida 1990).
This approach works because the Hamiltonian can be separated or split into two pieces that depend only on q or p.
For example, flows with H(q,p) = K(p) and H(q,p) = V (q) are both exactly solvable (see Sanz-Serna and Calvo
2018 for examples). To avoid an implicit method for the non-separable equations (B12)–(B13), we adopt the clever
solution proposed by Tao (2016). Tao introduces an extended phase space with an extra copy of phase space (x,y)
that coincides with (q,p) initially. The Hamiltonian of the extended system is the sum of three Hamiltonians:

H̄(q,p,x,y) = H(q,y) +H(x,p) +
ω

2

[
(q− x)2 + (p− y)2

]
. (B15)

The first two terms are the original Hamiltonian function and the third term is a non-physical linear force that drives
the two copies towards each other. One can solve each of the three Hamilonians with an explicit method. Recall that
an explicit sympletic ODE solver is a Hamiltonian map. The combined mapping for the three separable Hamiltonians
in equation (B15) is the composition of three maps. The coupling parameter ω needs to be chosen large enough to keep
the two phase-space copies, (q,p) and (x,y), close to each other but the solution is not sensitive to ω once so tuned.
Tao estimates that the error for a solution of length T is O(Thlω) for a duration O(min[h−lω−1, ω1/2]) where l is the
order using Yoshida (1990). Tao (2016) gives a detailed discussion of convergence and consistency. In practice, the
Tao method produces high-accuracy solutions with little energy drift for the conservative time-independent system.
However, unstable critical systems require large values of ω and some tuning effort especially forN ∼< 400. We compared
our implementation of Tao’s algorithm to fourth-order Runga Kutta for verification. In practice, this method requires
a much smaller time step than a traditional N-body code. The fourth-order (l = 4) Tao method requires a comparable
or larger number of function evaluations with similar long-term energy drift as fourth-order Runga Kutta at the same
step size.

B.4. Test results

The simplest possible test of the new simulation method is the two-body quadrupole problem: two averaged particles
that feel each other’s mutual potential along with the fixed monopole of the background system. This system is coupled
pendulum and admits irregular motion. In the regular domain, the relative motion of the two interacting particles
is oscillatory. Our first test solves equations (B12) and (B13) for N = 2 and plots the the difference in ws. The
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Fig. 13.— Difference in slow angle, ∆ws, for two particles with
differently sloped rotation curves. The α = 1.5 model has a rising
rotation curve with a positive Lydnen-Bell criterion value L and
α = 3.0 has a falling rotation curve with a negative L. The α = 1.5
curve is multiplied by factor of 20 to show the oscillations which
would be too small to see otherwise.

Fig. 14.— Bar amplitude as a function of particle number N for
the NFW-like background model with ρ ∝ r−1 in the vicinity of the
particles. The amplitude is computed from a kernel density estimate
of the distribution of ws for the N particles.

two particles have identical actions corresponding to a particles with J/Jmax(E) = 0.8 with guiding center radius of
rc = 3kpc; this corresponds to approximately one Milky-Way exponential scale length. The pericenter and apocenter
of the unaveraged orbit is 0.006 and 0.012, respectively (1.8 and 3.6 kpc in Milky Way units, respectively). The
initial position angles are displaced by 0.1 radians. The total mass of the two-particle system is 2× 10−3 of the total
background mass, M = 2 × 109 M⊙. These values are chosen to represent a typical ensemble of disk orbits in the
vicinity of the disk scale length. None of these results depend qualitatively on this choice.
We consider two different background models (eq. 2): one with α = 1.5, β = 0 and one α = 3.0, β = 0 with the

default values of rt = 1.5, rw = 0.2 as described in Section 2.1.1. The Lynden-Bell criterion from equation (9) predicts
that the first should bar promoting while the second should be bar avoiding. That is, the orbits will attract in the first
case or librate and repel in the second case or rotate. Figure 13 presents the solutions of equations (B12) and (B13)
and plots the the difference in ws. This demonstrates the predicted behavior: the two particles librate for the α = 1.5
case which has L > 0 and rotate for the α = 3.0 case which has L < 0.
For N ≫ 1, the particles can exchange slow action Is with the mean field and thereby with each other. We use

the extremum excursion of the probability distribution for the N values of ws in the interval [0, 2π) to estimate the
amplitude of the resulting bar. The distribution is constructed using a kernel density estimator with the optimal
Gaussian kernel width expression from Silverman (1986). To explore the change in bar amplitude with time for
simulations of various N , we choose an the NFW-like background model (eq. 2 with α = 1, β = 2). The model
has ρ ∝ r−1 in the vicinity of the BarHMF particles and is explicitly bar promoting according to L. The particle
parameters are the same as the two-particle model with the same total particle mass, Mb: particles have identical
actions corresponding to a particles with J/Jmax(E) = 0.8 and a single guiding center radius of rc = 0.01.
Figure 14 compares the bar amplitude from BarHMF runs with increasing values of N . The behavior for N = 2

is sinusoidal libration as in Figure 13. For N ∼> 10, we begin to see a clear period of exponential growth followed by
oscillation. As N increases, the amplitude increases with otherwise similar behavior: the classic bar-like exponential
growth phase followed by a steady state. The short-period modulution of ≈ 0.18 is the one-particle libration time. This
is corresponds to ∼ 300Myr in Milky Way units. These modulations become weaker with increasing N as expected.
This figure also shows a longer period modulution in the steady-state phase that decreases in amplitude and possibly
increases in period with increasing N . We speculate that this is the ongoing phase mixing of transient from the initial
formation but have not yet investigated this in detail.
The exponential growth rate seen in Figure 14 is nearly the same for all N ∼> 100. Indeed, we expect the growth

rate to depend on and increase linearly with total particle mass, Mb. Figure 15 demonstrates this with a sequence of
simulations with N = 1000 and varying mass with Mb between 108 M⊙ and 1010 M⊙. The growth rate is estimated as
the slope of the rise in the log-linear plot, shown in Figure 16. This slope is linearly proportionalMb untilMb ≈ 109 M⊙.
For larger values, the slope increases more weakly with mass. For Mb ∼> 4×109 M⊙ the increase in slope is weakly than
linear, suggesting that bar is no longer following the linear predictions. Rather, it is growing as fast as it can limited
by the intrinsic characteristic time of BarHMF model. The regime is typical of bar growth in unstable high-mass disks
typical of N-body simulations of isolated galaxies.
For a final demonstration of the correspondence between the BarHMF and the full N-body simulations, we compare

the fraction of trapped, librating orbits after bar formation is complete with the untrapped, rotating fraction. We
do this by computing the difference between the position angle of each particle and the mean position angle of the
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Fig. 15.— Bar amplitude variation as a function of disk mass,
showing that the initial exponential growth is proportional to bar-
particle mass. The model is the same as the one shown in Figure 14
and the total particle mass is shown in the legend. Fig. 16.— Exponential growth rate for the amplitude as a function

of mass (blue) estimated from the curves in Fig. 15. The expected
linear relation extrapolated from small mass is shown for comparison
(orange). The expected linear scaling is only valid for small disk
mass.

Fig. 17.— The distribution of the excursion angle, |δws|, in radians
for the 9377 librating trajectories for the BarHMF run with N =
10000 shown in Fig. 14. The excursion in apocentric position is
|δws|/2. The apocentric distribution is approximately flat between
10◦ and 70◦ with a peak at 20◦.

entire ensemble as a function of time. The variation of the distribution around the ring is very close to sinusoidal.
We use the same the probability distribution estimate of ws used to infer the amplitude to find the position angle of
the peak, θPA. This yields a time series of excursions for the angle of each quadrupole particle relative to the bar
position angle: δws(t) = ws(t) − θPA(t). Then, we estimate the width of δws for each trajectory by computing the
distance between the extremal values for all t, denoted as |δws|. A librating (rotating) trajectory has |δws| smaller
(larger) than π. Using this to classify BarHMF trajectories, we find that 94% of the distribution is in libration by the
end of the simulation at T = 4Gyr. Figure 17 shows the distribution of widths |δws| for the ensemble of librating
trajectories. This distributions peaks at 0.7 rad (or 40◦) with a long heavy tail to large libration angle. This implies
an excursion about the bar position at apocenter of |δws|/2 or 0.35 rad (or 20◦). Petersen et al. (2021) find a similarly
large trapped fraction of x1 orbits of approximately 80% in the bar vicinity. Moreover, the trapped BarHMF shows
a broad tail of libration amplitudes which is also similar to the distributions seen in N-body simulations. A precise
correspondence to the N-body simulations from Section 3 should not be expected for two reasons: (1) we have not
included the background potential of the disk itself; and (2) we have not fully distributed the BarHMF particles
according to the disk phase-space distribution function. Such simulations are possible but would require an intensive
computational campaign that is beyond the scope of this preliminary study. Nonetheless, the good correspondence
between the major features of bar growth and saturation suggest that the simple perturbation theory captures much
of the bar instability mechanism and supplies a good model for further applications (Sec. B.5).
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B.5. Topics for future work

This paper focuses on the classic m = 2, l1 = −1, l2 = 2 bar instability. Only one term in equations (B1) and (B2) is
required. However, the BarHMF simulation can be trivially generalized to include multiple resonances (m, l1, l2), The
extended model can be used, for example, to explore non-linear resonance coupling in barred system in the non-linear
regime. Technically, this requires adding multiple commensurabilities of the form in equation (B2) and eliminating
averaging in favor of the full equations of motion for (w, I). For example, consider adding the classic 4:1 bar resonance
(Contopoulos 1988). The pattern speed is the same for each harmonic: Ωp ≡ Ωp2 = Ωp4. The commensurability is
Ωr = 4(Ωϕ − Ωp) and gives an new term with m = 4, l1 = −1, l2 = 4. Each BarHMF particle now interacts with two
shapes depending on its action values (Ir, Iϕ): a dumbbell shaped quadrupole density and a 4-lobed octopole density
(e.g. two pyramids joined at their bases or two orthogonally-oriented dumbbells). Each additional resonant term adds
a new degree of freedom corresponding to the slow angle action from equation (B7). In addition, combinations with
multiple m orders will have separate sets of coefficients for each order from equation (B14).
With one term, the BarHMF simulation is an ensemble of interacting pendula. This system is intrinsically irregular.

Indeed some of the simulations described in Appendix B.4 show evidence of chaotic behavior. As we add more terms,
we introduce the possibility additional chaotic channels such as resonance overlap (Chirikov 1979) and weak chaotic
transport (Manos and Athanassoula 2011). The BarHMF model is ideal model for investigating the details of multiple
resonance phenomena in barred systems. This ability to study the interactions of specific resonances is ideal for
isolating and determining their relevance to barred systems in traditional simulations and Nature. With only several
specific resonant terms, the computational effort will remain modest.
The examples in Appendix B.4 assume a spherical background potential for expediency and the same two-dimensional

basis described in Appendix A and used for the simulations Section 3. We may couple the in-plane dynamics of the
BarHMF model to other galactic components using the potential theory described in Appendix A. For example, we
can study the evolution of the bar in the presence of dynamical friction and investigate the dependence on the dark-
matter halo properties. The BarHMF model presents a new opportunity to understand the changes and redistribution
of the bar orbits under torque, a subject which remains poorly understood dynamically. This exploration might be
especially productive with BarHMF which provides the opportunity to explicitly identify interactions between multiple
resonances.

This paper was built using the Open Journal of Astrophysics LATEX template. The OJA is a journal which provides
fast and easy peer review for new papers in the astro-ph section of the arXiv, making the reviewing process simpler
for authors and referees alike. Learn more at http://astro.theoj.org.
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