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ABSTRACT

Galactic bars can form via the internal bar instability or external tidal perturbations by other
galaxies. We systematically compare the properties of bars formed through the two mechanisms with
a series of controlled N-body simulations that form bars through internal or external mechanisms. We
create three disk galaxy models with different dynamical “hotness” and evolve them in isolation and
under flyby interactions. In the cold and warm disk models, where bars can form spontaneously in
isolation, tidally-induced bars are promoted to a more “advanced” evolutionary stage. However, these
bars have similar pattern speeds to those formed spontaneously within the same disk. Bars formed
from both mechanisms have similar distributions in pattern speed—bar strength (£, — A2) space and
exhibit comparable ratios of co-rotation radius to bar length (R = Rcr/Rbar). Dynamical analyses
suggest that the inner stellar disk loses the same amount of angular momentum, irrespective of the
presence or intensity of the perturbation, which possibly explains the resemblance between tidally and
spontaneously formed bars. In the hot disk model, which avoids the internal bar instability in isolation,
a bar forms only under perturbations and rotates more slowly than those in the cold and warm disks.
Thus, if “tidally-induced bars” refer exclusively to those in galaxies that are otherwise stable against
bar instability, they indeed rotate slower than internally-induced ones. However, the pattern speed
difference is due to the difference in the internal properties of the bar host galaxies, not the different

formation mechanisms.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy bars are common structures in disk galaxies.
Roughly half of spiral galaxies in the nearby universe
contain bars in optical bands, with this fraction increas-
ing to two-thirds in infrared bands (Marinova & Jogee
2007; Menéndez-Delmestre et al. 2007; Erwin 2018; Lee
et al. 2019). Bars are thought to play an important role
in galaxy evolution, including triggering gas inflow, in-
fluencing star formation, and fostering the development
of pseudo-bulges (Masters et al. 2011; Li et al. 2015;
Lin et al. 2017, 2020; Iles et al. 2022). Our Milky Way
is also a barred galaxy (e.g. de Vaucouleurs 1964; Blitz
& Spergel 1991), and the Milky Way’s boxy-bulge and
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gas dynamics are considered directly linked to the bar
(e.g. Shen et al. 2010; Li et al. 2018). The widespread
presence and significant impact on host galaxies make
the study of bar formation and evolution a key topic in
galaxy dynamics.

Bars in galaxies can form through two primary mech-
anisms: internal bar instability and external perturba-
tions. Internally, bars can develop spontaneously due
to the gravitational instability of the disks (Hohl 1971;
Ostriker & Peebles 1973; Sellwood 2014; Lokas 2019a).
Alternatively, the external mechanism suggests that bar
formation can be induced by various gravitational per-
turbations, such as flyby interaction with other galaxies,
collisions, mergers, or the tidal influence of galaxy clus-
ters (Byrd et al. 1986; Gauthier et al. 2006; Martinez-
Valpuesta et al. 2017; Lokas et al. 2016; Lokas 2019b).
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Several studies reported that bars formed due to tidal
interactions (tidal bar or tidally-induced bar) rotate
more slowly than those that develop in isolation. Miwa
& Noguchi (1998) found that tidally-induced bars rotate
slowly, with inner Lindblad resonances (ILRs) located
near their ends, while spontaneous bars lack ILRs due
to their rapid rotation. Martinez-Valpuesta et al. (2017)
demonstrated that bars triggered by interactions stay
in the slow regime for a longer time than those formed
via internal instability. Lokas (2018) also found that
bars formed under the influence of a perturbing body
are stronger and exhibit lower pattern speeds. Dwarf
satellites orbiting a Milky Way-like central galaxy host
slower bars, consistent with the primary galaxy cases
mentioned above (Lokas et al. 2016; Gajda et al. 2017,
2018).

However, the comparison of the pattern speed of bars
formed under the two mechanisms needs to be made
more carefully for at least two reasons. First, if pertur-
bations promote or delay bar formation, tidally-induced
bars may not be at the same evolutionary stage as the
spontaneous bars, while it is well known that bars slow
down during their evolution. Dynamical friction be-
tween the dark matter halo and the stellar bar transfers
angular momentum from the bar to the halo, slowing
down the bar with modest growth (Weinberg 1985; De-
battista & Sellwood 2000). Trapping disk stars onto
the elongated orbit also decreases the rotation rate but
grows the bar at the same time (Athanassoula 2003).
Another reason is that the bar pattern speed is strongly
relevant to the host galaxy properties. For instance,
the bar pattern speed is found to be correlated with
the stellar mass (Garma-Oehmichen et al. 2020), the
bulge fraction (Kataria & Das 2019), and disc circu-
lar speed (Garma-Ochmichen et al. 2022). Therefore, it
is more meaningful to control related galaxy properties
when comparing the pattern speed of tidally-induced
bars with spontaneous ones. A more systematic inves-
tigation is desired to understand the different rotation
rates between the bars formed through the two mecha-
nisms.

To mitigate the influence of galaxy properties on the
bar’s pattern speed, it is common to use the dimen-
sionless parameter R= Rcgr/Rbar, where Rog is the co-
rotation radius and Ry, is the bar length. Analyses
of the shapes of dust lanes predict the R parameter to
fall within a range of 1.2 £ 0.2 (Athanassoula 1992). A
widely used threshold of 1.4 is employed to differentiate
between fast and slow bars (e.g. Debattista & Sellwood
2000; Corsini 2008; Fathi et al. 2009; Aguerri et al. 2015).
Fast bars are defined by 1.0 < R < 1.4, with 1.0 being
the lower limit as bars in this range can become unsta-

ble and dissolve since there are no bar-supporting orbits
beyond the co-rotation radius (Contopoulos & Grosbol
1989). Slow bars have R > 1.4. Observational stud-
ies predominantly found fast bars in the real universe
(Aguerri et al. 2015; Guo et al. 2019), yet many simula-
tions, including cosmological ones (Algorry et al. 2017;
Peschken & Lokas 2019; Roshan et al. 2021), tidal in-
teractions (Lokas et al. 2016; Gajda et al. 2017, 2018),
produce bars in the slow regime. It is not fully under-
stood why simulated bars are slower than observed ones.

State-of-the-art cosmological simulations have proven
powerful in many aspects of galaxy formation and evo-
lution, yet controlled simulations are still necessary to
study the mechanisms of bar formation. The concerns
are twofold. First, results from different cosmological
simulations are inconsistent with observations and each
other. For instance, bars are suppressed in low-mass
galaxies in the IlustrisTNG100 simulation (Zhao et al.
2020), while the EAGLE simulation produces the high-
est bar fraction in a similar low-mass range (Cavanagh
et al. 2022). Moreover, bars in cosmological simula-
tions are generally less prominent than those in the real
universe, often appearing too short (Zhao et al. 2020;
Frankel et al. 2022) and/or rotating too slowly (Roshan
et al. 2021). The second concern stems from the dif-
ficulty in effectively controlling the intensity of inter-
actions in cosmological simulations. Unfortunately, the
shapes and structures of individual galaxies are influ-
enced by both their environment and internal baryonic
physics, making their morphologies often unpredictable
(Zhou et al. 2020). To systematically study bar proper-
ties under different formation mechanisms, it is neces-
sary to conduct controlled simulations using a series of
galaxy models and controlled perturbation scenarios.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2,
we detail the galaxy models and the simulations con-
ducted, including both isolated and flyby interaction
scenarios. In Section 3, we present the simulation out-
comes, comparing specifically the pattern speed of bars
formed through internal instability versus external per-
turbation mechanisms. In Section 4, we analyze the im-
plications of our results within the context of galaxy
evolution. Finally, in Section 5, we conclude the paper
with a summary of our key findings.

2. SIMULATIONS
2.1. Galazy models

To compare the bar properties formed via internal in-
stability and external perturbation, we generate three
different galaxy models and allow them to evolve in iso-
lation and under flyby interactions. Each model has a
stellar disk embedded in a live dark matter halo, devoid



of a bulge component. These stellar disks vary in stabil-
ity, categorized as cold, warm, and hot disks. In isola-
tion, the cold and warm disks spontaneously form bars,
although the warm disk requires more time to do so. In
contrast, the hot disk fails to form a bar after evolving
for 6 Gyr. However, when subjected to flyby interac-
tions, all galaxy models are capable of bar formation.
The tidal perturbations can promote bar formation in
the cold disk, although they are not the sole determining
factor. In the warm disk, tidal perturbations can signifi-
cantly accelerate the bar formation process, resulting in
earlier and faster bar development compared to sponta-
neous formation. For the hot disk, tidal perturbations
are the only way to form a bar.

Our galaxy models are constructed using AGAMA
(Vasiliev 2019), an action-based software library tailored
for a wide range of applications in stellar dynamics.
Each galaxy model exhibits the same density profile,
comprising an exponential quasi-isothermal disk and a
Hernquist dark matter (DM) halo. The density profile
of the stellar disk is given by:

Ps = 47rj\}ghzeXp(R/Rd) sech?(z/h.). (1)
where M, represents the mass of the stellar disk, Ry
is the scale length, and h, is the scale height. Across
our models, the stellar disks are consistent in mass, with
M, = 3.6x10'° M, and scale length, with Rq = 2 kpc.
The scale heights are uniform h, = 0.4 kpc, resulting in
a disk thickness ratio of h,/Rq = 0.2.

The dark matter (DM) halos in our galaxy models
follow the truncated Hernquist profile as below:

Mhalo a
2 r(r+a)d

pOM = x exp [=(r/rent)?] . (2)
This equation consists of two parts: the first part is
the standard Hernquist profile, where M., is the total
mass of the halo and a is the scale radius of the profile;
the second part is a cutoff term that reduces the density
at large radii, with r¢y being the cutoff radius. For
all our DM halos we select My = 3.6 x 101! Mg,
a = 13.7 kpc, and reyy = 114 kpe. The total mass of
stars and dark matter is Mo, = 4.0 x 10*! M.

AGAMA establishes the velocity distribution of the
stellar disk using an action-based distribution function
(DF). We refer readers to Vasiliev (2019) for a detailed
description. Here we only highlight the radial velocity
dispersion, the key physical quantity related to the sta-
bilities of the disks. The radial velocity dispersion profile
of the stellar disk is given by:

or(R) =ogroexp(—R/Ro.r), (3)
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Figure 1. Toomre Q) profiles (upper panel) and rotation
curves (lower panel) of the stellar disks in different galaxy
models. The solid lines represent the values for the cold
(blue), warm (green), and hot (red) models, with the mini-
mum () values for each model noted in the legend. The dot-
ted lines in the lower panel represent the halo’s contribution
to the rotation curve, while the dashed lines indicate the con-
tribution from the stellar disk. The vertical grey line marks
the location of the stellar disk’s scale length (Rq = 2 kpc).

where opro represents the velocity dispersion at the
galaxy center, and R, g is the scale length of the profile.
Following the recommendation of Vasiliev (2019), we set
Ry r = 2 Ry, resulting in R, g = 4 kpc for our galaxy
models. To differentiate between the cold, warm, and
hot disks, we assign the central velocity dispersions of
oro = 73km/s, 124 km/s, and 226 km/s, respectively.

The stability of a disk is often quantified by the
Toomre ) parameter, which is expressed as:

Q

ROR
= 4
3.36GY’ )

where x is the epicycle frequency, og is the radial ve-
locity dispersion, G is the gravitational constant, and ¥
is the surface density of the disk. The Toomre () pro-
files of our galaxy models are plotted in the upper panel
of Figure 1. The Toomre @) curves exhibit similarities
across the three disk models due to the identical density
and velocity dispersion profile shapes of the stellar disks.
With different o o, the cold, warm, and hot disks have
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minimum Toomre stability values Qui, of 0.82, 1.34,
and 2.24, respectively. Jang & Kim (2023) found that
bar formation requires

(Qmin/1.2)* + (CMC/0.05)* < 1, ()

where CMC represents the central mass concentration,
which is 0 in our models. Substituting the Qui, values,
we obtain results of 0.47, 1.25, and 3.48 for the cold,
warm, and hot disks, respectively. This indicates that
the cold disk can form a bar, the warm disk is marginally
stable, and the hot disk is stable against bar instability.

In the lower panel of Figure 1, we present the circular
speed curves v.(R) for different models along with the
contribution from the halo (dotted lines) and that from
the stellar disk (dashed lines). These models show con-
siderable similarities, especially in the outer regions of
the galaxies, which is a natural consequence of employ-
ing identical parameters for the stellar disk and dark
matter halo density profiles. We notice that the rota-
tion curve of the hot disk is slightly lower than those
of the cold and warm disks. AGAMA performs iterations
to achieve the desired density and velocity dispersion
profiles when combining the stellar disk with the dark
matter halo. The significantly higher velocity dispersion
in the hot disk leads to a slightly greater deviation from
the initially given parameters, resulting in a lower circu-
lar speed in the inner region compared to the cold and
warm disks.

2.2. Setup of the flyby interaction

Utilizing these galaxy models, we initiate a series of
flyby interaction simulations. For simplicity, the per-
turber is a pure Hernquist dark matter halo made of
live particles. The mass ratio of the perturber to the
galaxy, Mper/Mgar, is set to 1/1, 1/3, and 1/10, respec-
tively, thereby generating strong, moderate, and weak
tidal perturbations to the galaxy.

We configure the galaxy and the perturber along an
orbit inspired by the setup in Lokas (2018, see her Figure
1 for a schematic view). For all our flyby simulations,
the separation between the galaxy and the perturber is
fixed at 280 kpc in the z-direction and 14 kpc in the
y-direction. The relative velocity is 560 km/s in the z-
direction and 0 in the y-direction. v, of both the galaxy
and the perturber are 0, ensuring that the centroids of
both objects remain on the z—y plane. In this setup, the
closest approach occurs around ¢ = 0.5 Gyr for all flyby
simulations. The pericenter distances are approximately
7,9, and 11 kpc for mass ratios of 1/1, 1/3, and 1/10, re-
spectively. For each mass ratio, we vary the inclination
angle between the stellar disk plane and the orbit plane
of the dark matter perturber to induce prograde (0°),

perpendicular (90°), and retrograde (180°) flyby inter-
actions. Consequently, we conduct 9 flyby simulations
for each disk model.

2.3. Simulation details

We perform all N-body simulations with GADGET-4
(Springel 2005; Springel et al. 2021). Each simulation is
evolved for 6 Gyr.

We assign 0.5 million particles to the stellar disk and
1 million particles to the dark matter halo, resulting in
a particle mass of m, = 7.2 x 10* M, for the stellar
disk and mpy = 3.6 x 10° My, for the DM halo. The
gravitational softening length is set to 23 pc for the stars
and 57 pc for the DM particles.

As we are not concerned with the evolution of the
perturber, we configure it as a pure dark matter halo
with reduced resolution. In the equal-mass interaction,
where the perturber has a mass of 4 x 10 Mg, it is
composed of 2 x 10° DM particles, yielding a particle
mass of mpy = 2 x 106 M. The softening length is set
to 100 pc. For the unequal-mass interactions, the num-
ber of perturber particles is set to 1/3 and 1/10 of the
equal-mass case to maintain the same mass resolution.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Bar strength and pattern speed

We plot the stellar surface density of the three models
at the end of the isolated simulations (¢ = 6 Gyr) in
the upper row of Figure 2. The cold and the warm
disk form bars in their isolated simulations while the
hot disk remains axisymmetric throughout. The lower
row of Figure 2 shows the result of the flyby interactions
with a perturber mass ratio of 1/3 and a perpendicular
orbit. In these cases, all disks form bars, with the hot
disk hosting a relatively weak bar. To quantify the bar
properties, we measure the bar strength, pattern speed,
and length.

Various methods have been developed to quantify bar
strength in the literature (Combes & Sanders 1981;
Athanassoula 2003). The Fourier amplitude of the
m = 2 mode, Aj, is relatively more widely used, es-
pecially in the papers cited in our introduction and dis-
cussion sections. Therefore, we employ As to quantify
bar strength in our paper to ensure comparability with
previous works.

We first compute the sine and cosine coefficients of
the m = 2 mode of the stellar disk using the following
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Figure 2. The stellar surface density of the cold, warm, and hot disks at the end of isolated simulations (upper row) and flyby
interactions (lower row, Mper/Mga= 1/3, perpendicular orbit). In isolated cases, the cold and warm disks spontaneously form
bars, while the hot disk remains unbarred throughout. In the flyby interactions, all disks form bars, with the hot disk hosting

a relatively weak bar.

equations:

N
o= SR, (68)
i=1""
iy misin(2¢:)

N
Dim M

where m; and ¢; are the mass and the azimuthal an-
gle of the i-th particle, respectively. The summation is
performed over the stellar particles within a cylindrical
region with R < 4 Ry, i.e. R < 8 kpc for our galaxy
models. The limit of 4 Ry is selected as it approxi-
mately corresponds to the maximum radius of the bar
in our simulations. We also test different radius of 3 Ry
and 6 Ry, finding that all conclusions are unchanged.
The bar strength As is then calculated as:

A2 Y, a% + b%’ (7)

while the position angle of the bar ¢y, is :

by = ) (6b)

Pbar = %arctan(bg/ag). (8)

The pattern speed (2, is then defined as the difference
in position angle over time, i.e.,

Q) = Agpar /AL (9)

We plot the bar strength As (upper panel) and the
pattern speed €, (middle panel) for the isolated simu-
lations in Figure 3. In pattern speed measurement, we
only consider bars with As > 0.1 to avoid noise, espe-
cially during the early stages of bar formation when ¢y,
is not well-defined. We also display the bar length R},
for the bars in the cold and warm disks in the lower
panel of Figure 3. The measurement and analyses of
Ry.r are detailed in subsection 3.4.

Figure 3 illustrates that the cold and warm disks
can spontaneously form bars, with the warm disk tak-
ing longer to achieve the same bar strength. The hot
disk does not form a bar within 6 Gyr. Its consistently
low Ay value shows the hot disk remains axisymmetric
throughout the simulation. These three models repre-
sent real galaxies with varying stabilities against bar for-
mation in isolation, and they are employed to investigate
the impact of tidal perturbations on bar formation.
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Figure 3. Bar strength Az (upper panel), pattern speed Q,
(middle panel) and bar length Rpa: (lower panel) for isolated
cold, warm, and hot disks. The cold and warm disks sponta-
neously form a bar, while the hot disk does not develop a bar
within 6 Gyr. The dotted line marks Ay = 0.1, representing
the minimum bar strength required for calculating €2, and
Rbar~

Figure 4 compares the bar strength A, and the pattern
speed Q, of flyby simulations with those of the isolated
ones. In some simulations, there are small, transient
spurs or spiral arms attached at the ends of the bars,
which can lead to fluctuations in the bar strength and

the pattern speed. To mitigate the influence of these
spurs or spiral arms, we apply a moving average with
a time window of 0.2 Gyr to the bar strength and the
pattern speed.

The first two rows show the results of the cold
disk model. When compared to the isolated cases, a
prograde-moving perturber can promote the develop-
ment of bar structures, resulting in earlier and more
rapid bar formation. The promoted bars appear to ro-
tate at a slower pace than their isolated counterparts
(red lines in the second row of Figure 4). In contrast,
a perturber moving perpendicular or retrograde has a
significantly reduced impact on bar formation promo-
tion. In the perpendicular case with a 1/3 mass ratio,
the bar emerges even slightly later than in the isolated
scenario. The pattern speeds in the perpendicular and
retrograde cases are comparable to those in the isolated
scenarios. These findings suggest that bar formation in
the cold disk is primarily driven by internal disk insta-
bility, with only extreme external perturbations capable
of accelerating the appearance of bars.

In the third and fourth rows of Figure 4, the results
for the warm disk model are displayed. The warm disk
also forms a bar spontaneously, but it does so on a longer
timescale than the cold disk model. Perturbations prove
to be significantly more effective in promoting bar for-
mation in the warm disk, except in the very weak cases
where the perturber has a 1/10 mass ratio and follows a
perpendicular or retrograde orbit. In these simulations,
bar formation is a result of a combination of internal
disk instability and external perturbation. The tidally-
affected bars exhibit lower pattern speeds compared to
their spontaneously formed counterparts. The greater
the perturbation is, the earlier the bar formation occurs
and the slower the bar rotates.

The cold and warm disk models are susceptible to the
bar instability in isolation. While stronger tidal forces
accelerate the emergence of bars, the fundamental mech-
anism driving bar formation in these disks may still be
their internal bar instability. Moetazedian et al. (2017)
proposed that tidal forces introduce additional pertur-
bations that spread inward radially and are then swing-
amplified. Hence, the bars formed under tidal interac-
tions in these disks are not purely tidal-induced, but
rather a combination of internal and external mecha-
nisms. To be exact, these bars are “bars under the in-
fluence of tidal forces”. For convenience, we still use
the term “tidally-induced bars” loosely throughout the
paper.

We present the results of the hot disk model in the
final two rows of Figure 4. The hot disk does not spon-
taneously form a bar in isolation, but the tidal perturba-
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tion does gradually induce a bar in most instances. A vi-
sual inspection of the density plots reveals that the tidal
arms contribute to a rapid increase in A, shortly after
the pericenter passage of the perturber at ¢ = 0.5 Gyr.
These tidal arms are unstable and rapidly dissipate, with
Ajs signals then dominated by the gradually emerging
stellar bars. It is important to note that these bars dif-
fer from those in the cold and warm disks. In the hot
disk, the bar is nearly extended across the entire disk
and exhibits smaller ellipticities, and is like an oval disk
(see an example in Figure 2). The pattern speeds of the
bars in the hot disk are highly similar, and they remain
almost constant throughout the simulation, with only
slight decreases over time.

We note that the pattern speeds of the tidal bars in
the hot disk models are determined by the intrinsic prop-
erties of the disk instead of the perturber’s angular ve-
locity. The angular velocities of the perturbers at the
pericenter are approximately 70, 63, and 56 km/s/kpc
for mass ratios of 1/1, 1/3, and 1/10, respectively. These
values significantly exceed the pattern speeds of the tidal
bars in the hot disk models. Furthermore, simulations
conducted with increased perturber velocities revealed
that the pattern speeds of the tidal bars remain largely
unchanged.

The bars in the cold and warm disks gradually de-
celerate after their formation, which is anticipated and
commonly observed in the literature (Weinberg 1985;
Debattista & Sellwood 2000; Athanassoula 2003). This
deceleration is attributed to the capture of disk stars to
the outer parts of the bar and the dynamical friction
between the bar and the halo, with stronger bars expe-
riencing more pronounced deceleration. Tidally-induced
bars typically form earlier and are at a more advanced
evolutionary stage compared to spontaneously formed
bars in the same disk. Consequently, they undergo a
longer duration of slowing down at a fixed simulation
time. The relatively lower position of the colored lines
in the even rows of Figure 4 should not be interpreted
solely as indicating slower rotation of tidal bars. The
lower pattern speed values can also be a direct conse-
quence of the more advanced evolutionary stage of the
tidally-induced bars.

3.2. Pattern speed—bar strength (Q, — As) space

One must consider the different stages of bar evolution
when comparing the pattern speeds of tidal and spon-
taneous bars. A straightforward method to illustrate
the bar evolutionary stage is through the bar strength
As. In this section, we will present pattern speed—bar
strength (Q, — A2) space for different simulations and
investigate whether tidal bars exhibit the same €2, — A2
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Figure 5. The 2, — A plot of the cold disk evolved in iso-
lation. The scatter points show the raw, unsmoothed data,
color-coded by simulation time. The data points correspond-
ing to the buckling stage are depicted in grey to prevent dis-
traction (see the text for further details). We then divide the
data during the formation and the secular growth stages into
several bins based on Az, plotting the median €2, in each bin
with a solid line. The shaded region around the median line
indicates the 16th and 84th percentiles. In the inset axes,
the solid line shows the evolution of the bar strength Ay as
a function of time, while the dashed lines indicate the end
of the bar formation stage and the beginning of the secular
growth stage following buckling. By checking the vertical
asymmetry, we confirm that the decrease in Az is indeed due
to the buckling of the bar, rather than other mechanisms

distribution as their spontaneously formed counterparts
in the same disk in isolation.

Figure 5 illustrates the €, — Ay space for the cold
disk in isolation. The raw data from each snapshot are
divided into three stages: 1) the bar formation stage,
where the smoothed As increases until reaching its max-
imum value; 2) the buckling stage, where A decreases
from its maximum to a local minimum; 3) the secular
bar growth stage following buckling, where A5 increases
again. The buckling stages vary in strength and dura-
tion among the simulations, making direct comparisons
less informative. Hence, we focus on the formation stage
and the secular growth stage of the bar.

For each growth stage, we divide the data into sev-
eral bins of A and calculate the median and the 16th
and 84th percentiles of the pattern speed 2, in each
bin. These metrics nicely track the trend of €, against
Ay in each stage, as shown in Figure 5. We ob-
serve anti-correlation between the pattern speed and
the bar strength in these two stages, which is con-
sistent with previous studies (e.g. Athanassoula 2003;
Berentzen et al. 2004).

We carry out the same reduction on the §2, — A, dis-
tribution for all simulations and show the results in Fig-
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ure 6. Taking the 2, — Ay distribution of the same disk
in isolation as the reference (black line and grey shaded
region), we find that the tidally-induced bars in the cold
and warm disks fall onto simliar Q, — A, distribution to
that of the internally-induced bar in the same disk.

The conclusion above is solid at the secular growth
stage following buckling for all mass ratios and all or-
bit inclinations. During the bar formation stage, how-
ever, we find that the tidally-induced bars in the cold
or warm disk may exhibit slightly lower €2, than their
spontaneously formed counterparts in some cases of very
strong perturbation, such as the 1/1 mass ratio and the
prograde orbit. In these simulations, strong tidal spi-
ral arms arise due to the perturbation, which can sub-
stantially affect the calculation of Ay, thus rendering
the Fourier analysis less reliable for characterizing bar
strength. Additionally, the rapid bar growth in these
cases makes it challenging to compute the €, accurately
in the bar formation stage.

We highlight the Mpe,/Mgq= 1/3 interaction series
in the warm disk model as the best demonstration of

the Q, — Ay distribution. As shown in the middle panel
of the 4th row of Figure 4, the tidally-induced bars con-
sistently exhibit lower pattern speeds than their spon-
taneously formed counterparts at fixed simulation time.
However, in the middle panel of the second row of Fig-
ure 6, the Q, — A, distribution for the tidally-induced
bars in the Mpe,/Mgq= 1/3 interaction series aligns
with that of the spontaneously formed bars in the same
disk in isolation. This finding suggests that when con-
sidering bar strength, the tidally-induced bars rotate at
the same rate as the spontaneously formed bars within
the same disk in isolation.

In the bottom row of Figure 6, the Q,— A, distribution
for the hot disk is consistent across various flyby simula-
tions. For a hot disk that is stable against bar formation
in isolation, the tidally-induced bars rotate at the same
speed irrespective of the perturbation’s intensity, pro-
vided that the bar strength is taken into account.

3.3. AL, — Ay space
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We attempt to interpret the results in the Q, — A,
space through a kinematic analysis of the stellar disk.
We compute the angular momentum, L., of the stellar
disk within 4 Ry, which is the same range utilized in
the Fourier analysis described in subsection 3.1. We
then compare this value with the initial condition to
determine the amount of angular momentum lost, AL,:

AL, = Lz(< 4 Rd) - Lz,ini(< 4 Rd)7 (10)

where L,(< 4 Rg) represents the angular momentum of
the disk within 4 Rq , and L, ;,;(< 4 Rg) is the corre-
sponding value of the initial condition. We also test the
choice of 3 Rg or 6 Ry, and find that a different radius
does not alter the conclusions in this section. The results
are plotted against the bar strength As, and we apply
the same reduction method as in the 2, — Ay space to
visualize the AL, — Ay space for all simulations in Fig-
ure 7.

For the same disk, all simulations converge to the same
AL, — A, distribution, which indicates that the inner
stellar disk loses the same amount of angular momen-

tum regardless of the perturbation’s presence or inten-
sity. This consistency is particularly pronounced dur-
ing the secular bar growth stage following buckling,
while it is slightly less evident during the bar forma-
tion stage, due to the presence of strong spiral arms and
the rapid growth of bars in some simulations. In these
cases where the distribution deviates, we find that the
tidally-induced bars lose more angular momentum than
the spontaneously formed bars in the same disk, and si-
multaneously, the tidal bars have a lower {2, than the
spontaneous bars.

The similarity between the 2, — A and AL, — A, dis-
tribution highlights the critical role of angular momen-
tum in deciding the pattern speed of bars. It also corrob-
orates our conclusion that tidally-induced bars are at a
more advanced evolutionary stage compared to sponta-
neously formed bars in the same disk, with the relatively
lower €, of the tidal bars being attributed to the longer
duration of slowing down at a fixed simulation time.

For the hot model, a consistent AL, — Ay distribu-
tion is observed across all simulations, further reinforc-



ing that angular momentum is a critical factor of the
pattern speed of bars.

3.4. R ratio

An alternative method to quantify the bar rotation
speed is the R ratio, defined as the ratio of the co-
rotation radius to the bar length, R= Rcr/Rpar (Debat-
tista & Sellwood 1998, 2000). In observational studies,
R= 1.4 is typically considered the upper limit for fast
bars, with R> 1.4 characterizing slow bars. It is not
uncommon to observe a higher R ratio in simulations
compared to observations, which is also the case in our
study. Consequently, we solely compare the R ratio of
the tidal and spontaneous bars within the same disk,
disregarding the absolute value of the R ratio.

The co-rotation radius is defined as the radius at
which the pattern speed of the bar matches the circu-
lar frequency of the disk, that is, Q, = .. We first
compute (). using the equation:

Q(R) = ve(R)/R = \/Fr(R)/R, (11)
where v.(R) is the circular speed at radius R, and Fg(R)
is the azimuthally-averaged radial force.

The measurement of the bar length is more sophisti-
cated. Numerous methods have been applied to quantify
the bar length, although the outcomes are not always in
agreement with one another (Ghosh & Di Matteo 2024).
In recent work, Kataria & Shen (2022) employed five
different methods to measure the bar length and found
that the length determined by the variation of the bar
phase angle is close to the average length derived from
these methods and matches the visual estimate.

Following the approach outlined in their study, we di-
vide the stellar disk into a series of annuli and compute
the phase angle of the m = 2 mode of the stellar disk
within each annulus. The bar length is then defined
as the radius at which the phase angle of the m = 2
mode deviates from a nearly constant value by 5°. De-
tailed examples of the bar length measurement process
are provided in Appendix A. We further validate this
definition by randomly selecting more snapshots from
our simulations and confirming that it aligns with the
visual assessment of the density plots in the majority
of cases. However, we admit that the bar length may
not be well-defined in the early stages of bar formation,
particularly when the bar growth is rapid in the strong
interaction cases. Additionally, in the later stages, the
method may underestimate the bar length when the bar
is distorted (e.g., during buckling) or overestimate it
when small transient spiral arms at the ends of the bars
happen to vanish during the measurement. To mitigate
these issues, we average the bar length over a time range
of 0.2 Gyr to reduce the noise.

11

The co-rotation radius Rcgr, bar length Rya., and R
ratio of all simulations are shown in Figure 8. To min-
imize noise in the R ratio calculation, we only display
the data after the bar strength attains A; = 0.1. Data
before t = 0.7 Gyr are omitted since the galaxy has
not fully stabilized following the perturber’s closest ap-
proach at t = 0.5 Gyr. This exclusion is necessary to
avoid unreliable measurements of the co-rotation radius
and, consequently, the R ratio.

In the first three rows of Figure 8, we present the
results for the cold disk model. The co-rotation radius
Rcr increases gradually as the bar slows down. The bar
length Ry, fluctuates in tandem with the bar strength
As (see the first row of Figure 4). For instance, when
the bar in the isolated simulation undergoes buckling
around ¢ = 2 Gyr, a decrease in bar length is observed,
which is also reflected in the R ratio. At any given time,
the tidally-induced bars feature larger co-rotation radii
compared to the internally-induced one in the same disk,
as the tidal ones have a lower pattern speeds. Concur-
rently, the bar length of the tidal bars is greater than
that of the spontaneous bar. Thus, bars formed in the
cold disk through different mechanisms display the same
R ratio range of 1 <R< 2, as shown in the third row
of Figure 8. This result supports our conclusion that
tidally-induced bars are at a more advanced evolution-
ary stage than spontaneously formed bars within the
same disk. The relatively lower €2, of the tidal bars does
not necessarily indicate that they rotate slower; the tidal
bars are as fast as their counterparts in isolation when
the bar length is taken into account.

We show the results for the warm disk in the 4th, 5th,
and 6th row of Figure 8. In this model, bar formation
is primarily driven by external perturbation when the
perturbation is significant. We again observe that the
R ratio of the tidally-induced bars is similar to that of
the spontaneously formed bar within this disk model.

The last three rows of Figure 8 display the result of the
hot disk model. For the hot disk model, the conclusion
remains that the tidally-induced bars rotate at the same
speed regardless of the perturbation’s strength.

When comparing different models, the bars in the hot
disk have a larger co-rotation radius Rcr and longer bar
length Ry, compared to the cold and warm disks. The
R ratio of the tidally-induced bars in the hot disk has
a high initial value greater than 2, unlike the cold and
warm disks. However, as the bar length increases, the
R ratio decreases and eventually converges to a value of
around 1.5, comparable to that observed in the cold and
warm disks.

4. DISCUSSION
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4.1. Do tidal bars rotate slower?

We find that tidally-induced bars rotate at the same
speed as their internally-induced counterparts within
the same disk when the bar strength (Figure 6) and
length (Figure 8) are taken into account. However, our
conclusions do not necessarily contradict previous stud-
ies that conclude tidal bars rotate more slowly. In Miwa
& Noguchi (1998), Lokas et al. (2016), Gajda et al.
(2017, 2018), and Lokas (2018), the initial disk galaxy
models in the tidal bar simulations were stable enough
to inhibit global bisymmetric instability, which is dis-
tinct from the models that spontaneously develop bars.
These studies actually compare bars formed in different
galaxies, rather than bars in the same galaxy but formed
through different mechanisms.

To compare bars across our models, we select one sim-
ulation from each disk model and plot their Q, — As
distribution in Figure 9. We chose the 1/3 mass ratio
with a perpendicular orbit, representing an intermedi-
ate perturbation in our simulations. We note that any
selection should yield consistent conclusions as the bars
within the same disk exhibit the same 2, — Ay distri-
bution. Only the bar formation stage is shown. We
exclude the secular growth stage following buckling to
avoid clutter. Additionally, the bar in the hot disk model
lacks a secular growth stage as it does not buckle.

Figure 9 illustrates that the tidally-induced bar in our
hot disk model rotates slower than the ones in the cold
and warm disk models, thus also slower than the spon-
taneous bars in these two cooler models since all bars
in the same disk share the same 2, — Ay distribution.
If one restricts the term “tidally-induced bars” only to
bars in galaxies that are stable against bar formation in
isolation, our “tidally-induced bars” rotate slower than
spontaneous ones, which aligns with previous studies.
However, we also notice that the bar in the warm disk
rotates slower than the one in the cold disk. We argue
that the difference in rotation speed is not attributed
to the presence of tidal perturbation but the internal
nature of the galaxies hosting the bars, which is the
different velocity dispersion in our cases. This is also
the case in Martinez-Valpuesta et al. (2017), where the
tidal bars in the stable model rotate more slowly than
the spontaneously formed bars in the unstable galaxy.

Martinez-Valpuesta et al. (2017) also concluded that
tidally affected bars rotate more slowly than sponta-
neous bars in the same cold models, but this difference
is only pronounced when the strongest perturbation is
considered (see their Figure 2). In their strongest in-
teraction case, the tidal bars are slightly weaker and
shorter than the spontaneously formed bars, which con-
trasts with our findings that tidal bars are promoted and
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stage is shown. The tidally-induced bar in our hot disk ro-
tates slower than the ones in the cold and warm disks.

strengthened by the perturbation when evolution time
is held the same. The disparity may stem from the dis-
tinct manner in which the perturbation is realized: they
employ an impulse approximation, whereas we utilize a
live dark matter halo.

The majority of our flyby interactions promote bar
formation, which can be attributed to the fact that tidal
perturbations dominate the internally-driven bar modes
in the cold and warm disk models as a result of early
pericenter times and the presence of massive perturbers.
Several studies, including Moetazedian et al. (2017),
Pettitt & Wadsley (2018), and Zana et al. (2018), have
demonstrated that tidal forces do not always promote
bar formation and can sometimes delay it. This de-
lay may be caused by destructive interference between
tidal perturbations and internally-driven bar modes. In
the perpendicular encounter of the cold disk with a 1/3
mass ratio perturber, we observe a slight delay in bar
formation compared to the isolated case. The tidal bar
in this delayed case also rotates at a similar speed as
the internally-induced in the same disk once the bar
strength/length is considered, as illustrated in Figures
6 and 8. If the pericenter time were postponed (e.g.,
to 2 — 3 Gyr), we might observe more instances of de-
layed bar formation. Nonetheless, the delayed tidal bars
would still rotate at the same speed as the spontaneous
bars in the same disk, once the differences in the evolu-
tionary stages are properly considered.

Our results are largely consistent with Berentzen et al.
(2004), who also found that tidal bars within the same
disk share the same Q, — Ay and AL, — A, distribution.
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However, while Berentzen et al. interpreted their results
as an indication that tidal bars rotate more slowly, the
temporal evolution of the tidal bars was not thoroughly
considered. If one examines a fixed time, the tidal bars
are indeed slower than the spontaneously formed bars
within the same disk, as observed in our Figure 4. Nev-
ertheless, the tidal bars are in an advanced evolutionary
stage compared to the spontaneous bars in the same
disk. Considering the tendency of bars to slow down
after their formation, the apparent disparity in rotation
speeds is not a result of the different formation scenarios
but rather the different evolutionary stages of the bars.

Our findings suggest that the pattern speed of bars
is primarily determined by internal galaxy properties,
irrespective of the presence or intensity of tidal pertur-
bation, aligning with the results in Salo (1991). Gerin
et al. (1990) also found a bar with the same pattern
speed in the perturbed and unperturbed cases, imply-
ing that the perturber does not impose its own pattern
speed. However, Gerin et al. (1990) noted that pertur-
bation on an already barred disk can alter the bar
strength pattern speed to about 10%. The precise value
of the bar pattern speed is contingent upon the loss of
angular momentum from the inner stellar disk, and tidal
perturbation does not alter the angular momentum of
the inner disk in the bar region when the bar strength
is accounted for (Figure 7).

Astronomers can only observe a single snapshot of
a galaxy’s evolution, not its entire history. It is lim-
ited to differentiate between the various evolutionary
stages of bars. Consequently, the disparity in bar ro-
tation speed is not a reliable criterion for distinguish-
ing between tidally-induced and spontaneously formed
bars. The results of Berentzen et al. (2004) and our
work support that tidally-induced bars are comparable
to those formed in isolated discs, making it challenging
(if not impossible) to differentiate them from sponta-
neously formed bars based on their overall properties,
such as pattern speed or bar strength.

A potential method to distinguish tidally-induced bars
from spontaneously formed ones is to examine the de-
tailed structure of the bars. In our work, the stellar disk
initially forms tidal arms due to the perturbation, which
then develop into a bar. Tidal bars tend to grow more
rapidly than spontaneously formed bars. These differ-
ences may manifest in distinct shapes and orbit families
within the bars. Though Figure 2 does not show a clear
distinction between the tidal and spontaneous bars, a
visual assessment of the stellar density contours reveals
that bars formed by strong tidal perturbations tend to
have a “slightly thinner waist” along the bar minor axis.
A more detailed examination of the bar’s shape and the

associated orbit families is required to corroborate these
distinctions further.

Another approach is to investigate the detailed kine-
matic properties of the bars. Iles et al. (2024) found
that host disks of tidally-induced bars exhibit larger
stellar migration overall, with populations of inner disc
stars displaced to large radii and below the disc plane.
We propose that the detailed velocity dispersion profile
and the angular momentum exchange mechanism of the
bars and the remaining stellar disks may also differ be-
tween tidally-induced and spontaneously formed bars,
warranting further examination.

The long-term objective of this project is to develop
reliable methods for differentiating tidally-induced bars
from spontaneously formed ones.

4.2. Effect of the inclination of the perturber orbit

Martinez-Valpuesta et al. (2017) found a negligible dif-
ference between prograde and retrograde perturbations
on the formation of bars, whereas Lang et al. (2014)
and Lokas (2018) found that prograde perturbations are
more effective in promoting bar formation and gener-
ating stronger bars. Our results align with the latter
works, as shown in Figure 4, where bars in prograde
simulations occur earlier and are more pronounced com-
pared to perpendicular and retrograde simulations.

Lokas (2018) proposed that the tidal force exerted
by the perturber acts on stars in the prograde disk
for a longer duration compared to those in the retro-
grade disk, which cannot be adequately captured by the
impulse approximation employed in Martinez-Valpuesta
et al. (2017). We concur with this explanation and fur-
ther propose that the halo spin of the primary galaxy
also influences the perturbation’s impact. Although the
primary galaxy’s halo is initially set without net angu-
lar momentum, the perturbation can induce the halo to
align with the direction of the perturbed. At the same
time, isolated simulations have proved the important
role of inner halo angular momentum in bar formation:
bars are initiated earlier in prograde halos, whereas their
formation is delayed in counter-rotating halos (Kataria
& Shen 2022).

In perpendicular perturbation simulations, we observe
a minimal difference between the perpendicular and ret-
rograde perturbations in the cold and warm disk models,
except for a slight delay in bar formation in the 1/3 inter-
action of the cold disk model. However, perpendicular
perturbations appear to be more effective in promoting
bar formation in the hot disk model. We align with the
explanation provided in Lokas (2018) and propose that
the tidal interaction time on individual stars in the per-
pendicular perturbation is slightly longer than that in



the retrograde perturbation but shorter than in the pro-
grade perturbation. The halo spin of the galaxy may
also contribute to the perturbation’s effect, although
this influence is not as pronounced as that of the pro-
grade perturbation.

The different influence on bar formation suggests that
the strength of the perturbation is substantially affected
by the inclination of the perturber’s orbit, even when
other parameters are held the same. Elmegreen et al.
(1991) introduced a dimensionless tidal strength param-
eter S to quantify the perturbation intensity:

Mper [ Rga\® AT
= = 12
5 M( d) L (12)

where M and Mg, denote the masses of the perturber
and the galaxy, respectively. Rga represents the galaxy
size, and d is the distance of closest approach. AT is the
time taken by the perturber to orbit 1 radian at closest
approach, while T" is the time for stars at Ry, to orbit
1 radian around the galactic center. S is interpreted as
the ratio of the angular momentum imparted to an outer
star by the perturber to its original orbit momentum.
Under such an interpretation, we argue that the current
definition applies only to prograde cases. To quantify
the perturbation’s strength in more general terms, it is
necessary to revise the S parameter to incorporate the
inclination of the perturber’s orbit. The revision of the
S parameter and further analysis on how S impacts the
bar properties will be an ancillary objective in this series
of work.

5. SUMMARY

To systematically investigate the pattern speed of
tidal bars, we generate three pure disk galaxy models
with varying stabilities against bar formation by ad-
justing the radial velocity dispersion (Figure 1). These
galaxies are designated as cold, warm, and hot. The
cold and warm disk models spontaneously form bars,
although the warm disk requires a longer time. The
hot disk model does not develop a bar within 6 Gyr of
isolated evolution (Figure 3).

These models are then perturbed by a live dark mat-
ter halo with varying mass ratios and orbit inclinations.
The bar strength and pattern speed are calculated to
study the impact of the perturbation on bar formation
and properties (Figure 4). In the cold disk, bar for-
mation is primarily driven by internal disk instability,
whereas only extreme external perturbation can lead to
an earlier onset of bars. In the warm disk, bar formation
results from a combination of internal instability and
external perturbation, and we observe that the more in-
tense the tidal interaction, the earlier the bar formation
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occurs. In the hot disk, tidal perturbation is the only
mechanism to trigger bar formation, and the tidally-
induced bars share a very similar pattern speed.

Given that tidal bars are typically in a more advanced
evolutionary stage than their spontaneously formed
counterparts within the same disk, we plot the 2, — A,
space for a more meaningful comparison between the
tidal and spontaneous bars (Figure 5 and Figure 6).
We find that the tidally-induced bars and spontaneously
formed bars converge to the same €2, — A, distribu-
tion in the cold and warm disk models, suggesting that
the tidal bars rotate at the same speed as the spon-
taneously formed bars within the same disk when the
bar strength is considered. Further analysis of angular
momentum indicates that the tidally-induced bars lose
the same amount of angular momentum as the sponta-
neously formed bars in the same disk (Figure 7), which
likely explains the similar pattern speeds of the tidal and
spontaneous bars. For the hot disk that avoids internal
bar instability, we hold the same conclusion that the
tidally-induced bars rotate at the same speed and the
inner disk loses the same amount of angular momentum
regardless of the perturbation’s intensity.

We also compute the bar length and the co-rotation
radius to study the R ratio of the bars (Figure 8). No
discernible difference is observed in the R ratio between
the tidal and spontaneous bars within the same disk.
This result indicates that the tidal bars have the same
angular speed as the spontaneously formed bars within
the same disk when the bar length is taken into account.

We subsequently discuss our findings in the context
of literature that reported that tidal bars rotate more
slowly than spontaneously formed ones. For bars within
the same galaxy, we argue that the seemingly slower pat-
tern speed of tidal bars in these studies is due to their
different evolutionary stages, not their formation mech-
anisms. When comparing bars across different galaxies,
tidally-induced bars indeed rotate slower than sponta-
neous ones, if “tidal bars” refer exclusively to those in
galaxies that are stable against isolated bar formation
(Figure 9). However, the lower rotation speed of these
“tidal bars” is not due to the presence of external tidal
perturbation but rather to the internal nature of the
galaxies hosting the bars.

To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first in-
stance where the external formation mechanism is firmly
established as not being the cause of the observed lower
pattern speed in tidally-induced bars. The differences in
the pattern speeds of bars are more appropriately linked
to the distinct evolutionary stages of the bars and the in-
trinsic properties of the host galaxies, rather than being
solely attributed to the presence of tidal perturbations.
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Our results indicate that bars formed through differ-
ent scenarios cannot be readily distinguished by their
rotation rates. More detailed research on bar structure
and dynamical properties is necessary to discern tidally-
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APPENDIX

A. BAR LENGTH MEASUREMENT

To measure the bar length, we evenly sample the radial range with a spacing of 0.15 kpc. At each radius, we calculate
the phase angle @pa,(R) of the m = 2 mode using stars that fall between (R — 0.3 kpc, R + 0.3 kpc). The broader
width of the annuli is employed to reduce fluctuations in ¢nar(R). In the left panel of Figure Al, we plot ¢pa,(R) at
each radius for a barred disk. The bar length is defined as the radius where ¢p.,(R) deviates from a nearly constant
value by more than 5°. The initial estimate for this constant value is the average phase angle within the range of
4 R;. We then refine the bar length iteratively by adjusting the reference value to be the average phase angle of the
“outer half” of the bar. This choice is motivated by two reasons: 1) Not all bars extend to 4 Ry, so a fixed range of
4 R; may not be suitable for all bars; 2) Bars can be distorted, especially in the formation and buckling stage, and the
phase angle may differ in the inner and outer parts of the bar. An example of a bar in the formation stage is shown
in Figure A2 to demonstrate the importance of using the outer part of the bar as a reference for measuring the bar
length. We also plotted the bar length defined by the peak of the bar strength As(R) in the left panels of Figure Al
and Figure A2 for comparison.

In the right panels of Figure Al and Figure A2, we present the density contour with the bar lengths plotted in red.
The co-rotation radius Rcg is marked with a magenta circle for reference. The bar length defined by the phase angle
variation is consistent with the visually identified bar length in the density contour, whereas the bar length defined by
the peak of the bar strength tends to provide underestimated values. Increasing the tolerance from 5° to 10° slightly
increases the bar length, but the difference is not substantial.
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