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ABSTRACT

We investigate the bar formation process using N -body simulations across the Toomre’s parameter

Qmin and central mass concentration (CMC), focusing principally on the formation timescale. Of

importance is that, as suggested by cosmological simulations, disk galaxies have limited time of ∼ 8 Gyr
in the Universe timeline to evolve secularly, starting when they became physically and kinematically

steady to prompt the bar instability. By incorporating this time limit, bar-unstable disks are further

sub-divided into those that establish a bar before and after that time, namely the normal and the

slowly bar-forming disks. Simulations demonstrate that evolutions of bar strengths and configurations

of the slowly bar-forming and the bar-stable cases are nearly indistinguishable prior to 8 Gyr, albeit
dynamically distinct, while differences can be noticed afterwards. Differentiating them before 8 Gyr

is possible by identifying the proto-bar, a signature of bar development visible in kinematical maps

such as the Fourier spectrogram and the angular velocity field, which emerges in the former group

1− 2 Gyr before the fully developed bar, whereas it is absent in the latter group until 8 Gyr and such
bar-stable disk remains unbarred until at least 10 Gyr. In addition, we find complicated interplays

between Qmin and CMC in regulating the bar formation. Firstly, disk stabilization requires both high

Qmin and CMC. Either high Qmin or high CMC only results in slow bar formation. Secondly, some

hot disks can form a bar more rapidly than the colder ones in a specific range of Qmin and CMC.

1. INTRODUCTION

Barred galaxies constituted a branch of the Hubble

diagram which accounted for more than 60% of the ob-

servable disk galaxies in the present day (Eskridge et al.

2000; Marinova & Jogee 2007; Buta et al. 2019). That
bar fraction was retained until the redshift z ∼

1 before it drastically decreased beyond that red-

shift (Jogee et al. 2004; Sheth et al. 2008; Melvin et al.

2014), dropping to ∼ 10% at z ∼ 2 (Guo et al. 2023;

Le Conte et al. 2024). The search of the bar fraction
at the earlier Universe remained a challenge, both the-

oretically and observationally, as only a couple of bars

were discoverable at z ∼ 3 (Costantin et al. 2023). Not

only in typical disk galaxies, bars were also found in low
surface brightness galaxies (Peters & Kuzio de Naray

2019), dwarf galaxies (Cuomo et al. 2024), and even in

clustered galaxies (Barazza et al. 2009; Lansbury et al.
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2014). Further examinations of the physical and kine-

matical properties of barred galaxies in details unveiled

that bars could be found in galaxies of various mass

(Nair & Abraham 2010; Erwin 2018), bulge fraction
(Vera et al. 2016; Barway et al. 2016), velocity disper-

sion (Sheth et al. 2012; Cervantes Sodi 2017), and star

formation rate (Lin et al. 2017; Newnham et al. 2020).

This implied that the bar formation was a generic pro-

cess across cosmic time and galaxy properties.
Bars were conjectured to stem from the global unsta-

ble two-armed modes in a locally stable disk according

to the Toomre’s criterion, designated by the Toomre’s

Q parameter greater than 1 (Toomre 1964; Nipoti et al.
2024). That hypothesis has been tested and justified

in pioneering simulations of isolated disks of various

size and mass prone to the bar instability (see, e.g.,

Hohl 1971; Miller & Smith 1979; Combes & Sanders

1981). Disk models were substantially elaborated in the
years that followed by including the bulge or the halo

coexisting with the disk in dynamical equilibrium so

that the simulated systems were more relevant to the

real galaxies, which greatly deepened the understand-

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.18098v1
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ing in this field (Sellwood 1980). For instance, it was

reported that the concentration degree of the galactic

bulge or the dark matter halo could be deterministic

to the fate of the disk morphology such that a disk
residing with concentrated components tended to form

a bar slowly or be stable (Hohl 1976; Norman et al.

1996; Rautiainen & Salo 1999; Sellwood & Evans

2001; Shen & Sellwood 2004; Athanassoula et al.

2005; Polyachenko et al. 2016; Kataria & Das 2018;
Fujii et al. 2018; Saha & Elmegreen 2018). Likewise,

high velocity dispersion in the disk could either slow

down or stabilize the disk according to some stud-

ies (Jang & Kim 2023; Chantavat et al. 2024). In nu-
merical aspect, it was documented that numerical ar-

tifacts such as the particle number, the integration

time-step, and the softening length significantly af-

fected the results, unless they were properly controlled

(Dubinski et al. 2009; Frosst et al. 2024). The halo
kinematical properties were also found important to the

bar instability as it was concluded that the bar for-

mation preferred the moderately spinning halo in the

prograde direction to the prograde fast-rotating and
the retrograde ones (Saha & Naab 2013; Long et al.

2014; Collier et al. 2019; Lieb et al. 2022; Li et al. 2023;

Joshi & Widrow 2024). On the other hand, the break-

ing of halo spherical symmetry was found to be another

factor promoting the bar formation (Berentzen et al.
2006; Athanassoula et al. 2013). In the non-secular

context, the global two-armed modes could otherwise

originate from the external tidal disruption on a stable

disk, namely the bridge-tail scenario (Toomre & Toomre
1972; Peschken &  Lokas 2019).

While the understanding on the conditions that fa-

vored the bar formation has significantly been im-

proved in the past decades, the importance of the

bar formation timescale was not much regarded. The
topic of the timescale can be equally important to the

stability concern because the disk galaxies were sup-

posedly allowed to evolve secularly in a limited time

frame determined by the Universe history. It was
marginally reported that the timescale of the secular

bar formation depended on factors such as the disk

fraction (Fujii et al. 2018; Bland-Hawthorn et al. 2023),

the bulge size (Kataria & Das 2018), the Q parameter

(Hozumi 2022), and the thickness (Ghosh et al. 2023,
2024). In those studies, the formation timescales ranged

from 1 Gyr to as long as 10 Gyr. In the cosmolog-

ical framework, various suites of ΛCDM cosmological

simulations suggested that the bar formation was not
monolithic as it could be initiated at any time from

the redshift 2 to the recent days (Zhou et al. 2020;

Izquierdo-Villalba et al. 2022). These facts suggest that

there should be a number of galaxies that appear un-

barred currently but the bar formation is ongoing, due

to either the recent onset or the slow progress of the bar

formation. As a matter of fact, the examination of the
conditions that give rise to those disk galaxies and their

observable properties that can be distinguished from the

stable ones can be pivotal to the current understanding.

In this work, we analyze the bar instability in the en-

larged scope compared to past studies. We not only
examine the bar instability across the range of the disk

and the halo parameters, but we also explore the bar for-

mation timescales and specify the disks that form a bar

slowly, i.e., those that cannot become fully barred be-
fore the time permitted by the Universe timeline. These

disks can be misidentified as stable due to slow bar for-

mation if they are not evolved long enough, and we spec-

ulate that they constitute a significant fraction among

observable unbarred galaxies. The article is organized
as follows. First of all, Sec. 2 describes the galaxy model

employed in this study, the details of the numerical sim-

ulations, and the bar parameters. Then, Sec. 3 presents

the analyses of the bar formation and their timescales
for different cases and their dependences on the system

parameters. We mainly focus on cases that form a bar

slowly and the capability to distinguish them from the

stable ones. In Sec. 4 that follows, we revisit the sta-

bility criterion in the spaces of the system parameters,
involving the fact that there exists slowly bar-forming

disks. Finally, Sec. 5 is for the conclusion.

2. SIMULATION DETAILS AND PARAMETERS

2.1. Galaxy model

The density of the disk of particles follows the expo-

nential profile with finite thickness as follows

ρd(r, z) =
Md

4πR2

0
z0

e−r/R0sech2

(

z

z0

)

(1)

where Md is the disk mass, R0 is the disk scale ra-

dius, and z0 is the disk scale thickness. We choose

Md = 1010 M⊙, R0 = 5 kpc, and z0 = 0.2 kpc. The

disk is radially and vertically truncated at 5R0 and 5z0,
respectively. Disks are put in a spherically symmetric

dark matter halo of particles (or a live halo) having the

Hernquist density profile (Hernquist 1990) given by

ρh(r) = −
Mhrh

2πr(r + rh)3
, (2)

where Mh and rh are the halo mass and the halo scale
radius. We fix the halo mass to 25Md while we vary

rh for different values of the central mass concentration

(hereafter CMC). The CMC (or C) corresponds to the

total mass enclosed inside 0.2 kpc relative to the disk
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mass. For convenience, the CMC values multiplied by

103 are those for analysis. The halo is truncated at

2rh. The radial Q profile corresponds to the ratio of the

radial velocity dispersion σr to the critical value for the
local stability following the Toomre’s criterion (Toomre

1964), i.e.,

Q =
σrκ

3.36GΣ
(3)

where G is the gravitational constant; κ is the epicyclic

frequency calculated from the composite disk-halo po-

tential Φtot by

κ2 =
d2Φtot

dr2
+

3

r

dΦtot

dr
; (4)

and Σ is the disk surface density derived from the den-

sity profile (1), which is proportional to e−r/R0 . We

adopt the prescriptions of Hernquist (1993) for the ve-

locity structures of the disk-halo system in the dynami-
cal equilibrium, which can be detailed as follows. Based

on observations, the radial velocity dispersion relates to

the surface density Σ as

σ2

r ∝ Σ. (5)

We choose the minimum Q, namely Qmin, to represent
the initial kinematical condition of a disk. The tangen-

tial velocity dispersion as a function of radius σθ is given

by

σ2

θ =
κ2

4Ω2
σ2

r , (6)

where Ω is the angular frequency of circular orbit com-

puted from Φtot as

Ω2 =
1

r

dΦtot

dr
. (7)

The vertical velocity dispersion σz can be obtained from

σ2

z = πGΣz0. (8)

The mean tangential velocity v̄θ is deduced from the

axisymmetric Jeans equation, namely

v̄2θ = r2Ω2 +
r

Σ

d(σ2

rΣ)

dr
+ σ2

r − σ2

θ , (9)

whereas the mean radial and vertical velocities (or v̄r
and v̄z) are set to zero. For the velocity structure of the

live halo, the first moments of the velocities are zero. We

assume the velocity isotropy so that the velocity disper-

sions of all axes are identical, and the magnitude as a
function of radius σh is derivable from the spherically

symmetric Jeans equation

σ2

h =
1

ρh

∫ ∞

r

GMtotρh
r2

dr, (10)

1.0
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R60Q16.5

Figure 1. Initial radial Q profiles for different initial states.
Solid lines represent theoretical values whereas connected
points are the measured values from initial N-body disks.

where Mtot is the total mass enclosed inside r. Disk and
halo random velocity components are drawn from the

cut-off Gaussian distribution.

In all simulations, the disk and the halo consist of

2 × 106 and 3 × 106 particles, respectively. The de-

tails of the parameters for different initial conditions and
their code names are given in Tab. 1. The case name

consists of two parts designating the halo scale radius

and Qmin. The numerical value after R represents rh
in kpc, whereas the value after Q stands for 10Qmin.
We examine 4 different levels of the CMC from 4 halo

sizes, which can be categorized into R40, R50, R60 and

R75. Otherwise, when classified by Qmin, we have Q11,

Q12, Q13, Q14, Q15, and Q16.5 families. The value of

Qmin = 1.65 is almost the upper limit for physical so-
lution of the Jeans equation (9) and the solutions are

available only for rh . 60 kpc. Our choice of σr yields

the characteristic U-shape radial Q profile, illustrated in

Fig. 1 for real and measured values for different cases,
which is analogous to other studies. Different Qmin can

be obtained by varying the pre-factor in Eq. (5), and the

profile shifts accordingly with Qmin. We note that Qmin

is situated close to 2R0 and the value of Q ∼ Qmin spans

a considerable range in the disk interior. More specifi-
cally, the Q value exactly at 2R0 differs from Qmin by

0.3 % at most.

2.2. Simulation of dynamics of galaxies

The equations of motions of particles are integrated

using GADGET-2 (Springel 2005). The gravitational
force is spline-softened by a predefined softening length

which is fixed to 5 pc for all particles. Calculations of

mutual forces between particles are facilitated by the

tree code with an opening angle fixed to 0.7 which is
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Table 1. Parameters of initial disks and their code names

Code name rh (kpc) C (×10−3) Qmin

R40Q11 40 1.398 1.1

R40Q12 40 1.398 1.2

R40Q13 40 1.398 1.3

R40Q14 40 1.398 1.4

R40Q15 40 1.398 1.5

R40Q16.5 40 1.398 1.65

R50Q11 50 1.176 1.1

R50Q12 50 1.176 1.2

R50Q13 50 1.176 1.3

R50Q14 50 1.176 1.4

R50Q15 50 1.176 1.5

R50Q16.5 50 1.176 1.65

R60Q11 60 1.055 1.1

R60Q12 60 1.055 1.2

R60Q13 60 1.055 1.3

R60Q14 60 1.055 1.4

R60Q15 60 1.055 1.5

R60Q16.5 60 1.055 1.65

R75Q11 75 0.956 1.1

R75Q12 75 0.956 1.2

R75Q13 75 0.956 1.3

R75Q14 75 0.956 1.4

R75Q15 75 0.956 1.5

also applied to all particles. The integration time step
is controlled to be not greater than 0.1 Myr, yielding the

accuracy such that the deviations of the total energy and

the total angular momentum at the end of simulation are

not greater than 0.15% and 0.2% of the initial values,
respectively.

2.3. Bar mode parameters

Eminences of bi-symmetric features in a disk can be

evaluated by the Fourier amplitude as a function of ra-

dius Ã2(r) defined as

Ã2(r) =

√

a2
2

+ b2
2

A0

(11)

where a2 and b2 are the m = 2 mode Fourier coefficients

at r, and A0 is the corresponding m = 0 mode ampli-

tudes. In practice, it is calculated from the particles

inside the annulus of radius r. The bar strength A2 is
designated by the maximum Ã2 within rmax, namely

A2 ≡ max
r<rmax

[Ã2]. (12)

The conventional threshold value of A2 = 0.2 is em-

ployed to classify between barred and unbarred states

for our investigation and a disk is considered fully barred

when A2 reaches and remains well above 0.2. The bar

angular alignment can be obtained from the phase of

the Fourier amplitudes calculated from all particles in-
side rmax, namely a2,tot and b2,tot, as

φ2 ≡
1

2
tan−1

(

b2,tot
a2,tot

)

. (13)

In the formulae (12) and (13), we fix rmax to 10 kpc. The

reason for which we choose rmax slightly beyond the bar
extent is to exclude the spiral pattern from calculations.

3. TIMESCALES OF BAR FORMATION AND DISK

KINEMATICS

3.1. Bar instability, slow bar formation or true

stability

We first of all examine the evolution of A2 for disks
of various Qmin and C, as shown in Fig. 2 for some se-

lected cases. Comparing the bar formation timescales

between cases, it is evident that increasing Qmin or C

tends to slow down the bar formation. The 4 cases
in the left panel which are among the cases with low

Qmin and CMC, form a bar within 3 Gyr. The R50Q14

case which has elevated Qmin and C, becomes barred

around 6 Gyr. Slower bar formations are spotted for

R40Q12 and R60Q16.5 as A2 surpasses and remains
above 0.2 after 8 Gyr. To verify if the bars are really

established, the configurations of the two slowly bar-

forming cases are depicted in Fig. 3. The R60Q16.5

case at 6.07 Gyr does not yet exhibit a bar as only
a mildly deformed disk center is observed, in accor-

dance with the value of A2 that merely attains 0.1.

At the end, the assembly of the bar of ∼ 8 kpc of

length is verified, as evaluated by the extent of the

0.4Σ0 isodensity contour (see, e.g., Pfenniger & Friedli
1991; Michel-Dansac & Wozniak 2006 for examples of

detailed analysis of bar anatomies using the isodensity

contours). The R40Q12 case exhibits a shorter bar

with surrounding ring-like structure in addition which
is the remnant of the shearing by a high CMC. On the

other hand, R40Q13 and R40Q15 prove stable against

bi-symmetric perturbations until 10 Gyr as A2 slightly

increases from the initial value and saturates at ∼ 0.15

until the end. The stability against bar modes for
R40Q15 is justified by the 0.4Σ0 isodensity line (see

Fig. 3) which has the multi-arm appearance until 10

Gyr. The formation of the spiral structure is attributed

to the mechanism of the swing amplification, an ampli-
fication of non-axisymmetric spiral modes by the syn-

chronized epicyclic motion in combination with the disk

shearing (Julian & Toomre 1966; De Rijcke et al. 2019;

Michikoshi & Kokubo 2020). The shearing degree of the
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R40 family proves capable of stabilizing some disks with

intermediate to high Qmin, by means of neutralizing the

bar modes and yielding the persistent spiral structure in

place. Contrarily, the highest Qmin = 1.65 cannot sub-
due the bar instability if C is low as it only delays the

process to the point that the bar is fully developed af-

ter 8 Gyr. The stability criterion in parameter spaces

and the interplay between different mechanisms in reg-

ulating the bar formation will be examined more in Sec.
4.

In the morpho-dynamical perspective, all cases pre-

sented in Fig. 2 except R40Q13 and R40Q15 can be clas-

sified as bar-unstable. When we impose the time limit
in which disks are permitted to evolve, some of them

can be disguised as bar-stable. For instance, if R40Q12,

R40Q13, R40Q15 and R60Q16.5 are only evolved to 8

Gyr or earlier, some of them can be mistakenly classi-

fied as bar-stable because the evolutions of A2 for the
four cases are nearly indistinguishable prior to that time

limit. The difference in the evolution pattern can be

observed afterwards. If we include the possibility of

the slow bar formation, the scope of the bar instabil-
ity should be revised.

Before we proceed on this subject, we firstly en-

sure that our timescales are compatible with other

studies of isolated disk-halo systems (see, for instance,

Kataria & Das 2018; Fujii et al. 2018; Kataria & Das
2019; Bauer & Widrow 2019; Jang & Kim 2023)

and disks in cosmological simulations ( Lokas 2021;

Marioni et al. 2022). Secondly, the time limit of 8

Gyr to distinguish between the normal and the slow
bar formations, which has been included in Fig. 2,

needs supporting reasons. Studies of barred-galaxy

population in suites of cosmological simulations (see,

e.g., Zhou et al. 2020; Izquierdo-Villalba et al. 2022)

reported the median times of the emergences of the
bars in the range from 4 − 7 Gyr of the lookback time.

Including the time period of 1 − 3 Gyr from the onset,

as suggested by our results for typical low-Qmin disks,

justifies that the onset of the bar growth could averagely
be marked at 8 Gyr ago, in agreement with other anal-

yses that tracked the secular bar growth individually

( Lokas 2021; Marioni et al. 2022). In the observational

context, estimates of the onset time could be performed

using the age of the nuclear disk (Baba & Kawata 2020;
de Sá-Freitas et al. 2023; Sanders et al. 2024) or the

age of a specific star type (Cole & Weinberg 2002;

James & Percival 2016), concluding that the onsets were

initiated 3 − 10 Gyr ago. Other supports were from the
analyses of galaxy properties in large-scale cosmological

simulations which suggested that typical disk galaxies

were steady, as probed by the mass ( Lokas 2021), the

angular momentum (Grand et al. 2017), the rotational-

to-random velocity ratio (Jackson et al. 2020), and the

bulge-to-total ratio (Zeng et al. 2021; Zana et al. 2022),

not before 8 Gyr ago so that the bar growth could be ini-
tiated. Bar growths prior to that time were attributed

to the galaxy encounter or merger, implanting an asym-

metric seed so that the bar growth was able to be

triggered by ∼ 2 Gyr in advance (Algorry et al. 2017;

Rosas-Guevara et al. 2020; López et al. 2024). Those
barred galaxies typically started with bar amplitudes

already close to 0.2.

Including the time limit into the morpho-dynamical

perspective, we can define a sub-category for bar-
unstable disk galaxies which cannot establish a bar be-

fore 8 Gyr but they manage to do so within a couple

of Gyr, namely the slowly bar-forming category. These

disks exhibit slow continual growth of the bar amplitude

and finally reach the barred state after 8 Gyr, which
clearly differ from the bar-stable counterparts whose A2

saturates well below 0.2 until 10 Gyr, owing to the strong

shearing. On the other hand, disks that are able to form

a bar before 8 Gyr are simply classified as normal bar-
unstable cases. This finding can be important to the

field of extragalactic astrophysics as we speculate that

the slowly bar-forming disks constitute a fraction of cur-

rently unbarred galaxies, which will become barred in

a few Gyr. Dynamics-wise, they should not be classi-
fied into the same category as the bar-stable disks. The

method to identify the slowly bar-forming galaxies will

be addressed in Sec. 3.2.

3.2. Physical and kinematical structures indicative to

slow bar formation

As demonstrated in Sec. 3.1, the evolutions of A2 for

the cases that do not form a bar and those that form a
bar slowly could not be distinguished properly prior to

8 Gyr which is the time limit for the secular evolution

of a disk according to recent cosmological simulations.

Moreover, if the fates of R40Q15 and R60Q16.5, for in-
stance, are not perceived beforehand, the configurations

in the midst of evolution, namely at 6.07 Gyr, are not

well informative to whether the disk is stable or slowly

bar-forming as both only exhibit mildly deformed disk

centers from circular symmetry (see Fig. 3). Therefore,
finding a reliable way to differentiate between these two

disks prior to 8 Gyr is an important milestone towards

better understanding of the bar formation mechanism.

In this section, we inspect further the kinematical details
of the disk interiors, specifically those that are slowly

bar-forming and stable, namely R60Q16.5 and R40Q15.

We frame the time at which A2 ∼ 0.1 for both cases in

our investigation. To do so, we plot the Fourier spec-
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Figure 2. Time evolutions of A2 for different indicated cases. The horizontal dashed line designates the value of A2 = 0.2,
serving as the threshold for the fully barred state. The vertical dashed line indicates the time at 8 Gyr, used for the distinction
between normal and slow bar formations.

trograms of the m = 2 modes as a function of radius

and frequency ωF , the zoom-in surface density maps in

a finer color scale, and the angular frequency fields for

both cases in Fig. 4. The Fourier spectrograms are

computed during 4.86 − 6.07 and 7.59 − 8.50 Gyr for
R60Q16.5 and R40Q15, respectively. We include the

curves for Ω (solid lines) and Ω±κ/2 (dashed lines), all

of which are calculated from the total disk-halo poten-

tial. For the surface densities, we re-plot them in a finer
color scale to discriminate subtle variation of the density

more appropriately. The angular frequency fields are for

inspecting the particle angular motion in response to the

growing non-axisymmetric modes. The two latter plots

are taken at 6.07 Gyr for R60Q16.5; and 8.05 Gyr for
R40Q15. The dashed lines in the two latter plots repre-

sent the bar phases at those times.

The Fourier spectrograms for the two disks display

completely different features as for R60Q16.5, we ob-
serve the dominant m = 2 component with almost uni-

form frequency of ∼ 5 Gyr−1 that continuously spans

∼ 15 kpc and intersects with the Ω line. This implies

that the corotation resonance is responsible for the de-

velopment of the bar. Such structure emerges at ∼ 2 Gyr
before the fully developed bar and remains until that

time. The presence of the bi-symmetric rigidly-rotating

structure in the Fourier spectrogram is in coherence with

the mild bar-like appearance observed in the refined sur-
face density plot, which accordingly aligns with the bar

phase. We designate this component as the ’proto-bar’

because it is not yet eminent in the disk compared to

the fully developed bar (see Fig. 3), but it manifests

sign of the bar growth, able to withstand the shearing
until it is fully developed. The presence of the proto-bar

leads to the characteristic persistent two-lobed feature in

the angular frequency map that aligns perpendicularly

to the bar axis. This can be interpreted that particles
along the bar axis have lower angular frequencies closer

to the m = 2 pattern speed than the off-axis ones, which

signifies the ongoing particle trapping by the bar poten-

tial. Among the slowly bar-forming cases, the lifetime

of the proto-bar is typically around 1 Gyr, and it is 2

Gyr at most as for the representative case. The proto-

bar is, on the contrary, absent in the plots for R40Q15.
As displayed in the Fourier spectrogram, we rather ob-

serve scattered components of various angular frequen-

cies, with a fragment overlaid with the Ω line. This

means that there is no bar development by the corota-
tion resonance as with the R60Q16.5 counterpart. The

scattered components could be the result of the shearing

that tears the bar modes into pieces of various angular

frequencies. The refined surface density plot which is

measured at ∼ 8 Gyr, has the feature irrelevant to the
proto-bar. Instead, it exhibits the long-lasting multi-

arm structure in line with the angular frequency map.

In continuity with the two Fourier spectrograms, we

extract the dominant frequency ωF,max as a function of
radius and it is plotted in the left panel of Fig. 5 for the

two cases, with the disk angular frequency Ω alongside

for the consideration of the resonance. As implied by the

Fourier spectrograms, ωF,max for R60Q16.5 is more uni-

form than the R40Q15 counterpart. In order to discrim-
inate between the two cases, we propose the frequency

dispersion to the mean frequency ratio, namely σF /ω̄F ,

measured in the disk interior to the radius susceptible to

the resonance point. As a result, the ratios for R40Q15
and R60Q16.5, measured from 2.5−15 kpc, are equal to

0.41 and 0.19, respectively. It turns out that the value

σF /ω̄F = 0.3 can distinguish between the proto-bar and

the multi-arm pattern. Otherwise, we repeat the radial

Fourier m-mode analysis as for the bar amplitude Ã2(r)
but now we apply to the angular frequency field in Fig.

4 to obtain the corresponding radial Fourier m-mode

amplitude profile, namely

|Fω,m(r)| =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

2π

0
̟(r, θ)eimθdθ

∫

2π

0
̟(r, θ)dθ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

, (14)
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Figure 3. Disk surface densities in color map for R40Q12 (top row), R40Q15 (middle row) and R60Q16.5 (bottom row) at
indicated times. Surface densities are in units of 108 M⊙/kpc2. The isodensity contours in the last snapshot for each case
represent, from outside to inside, the values of 0.4Σ0 , 0.6Σ0 and 0.8Σ0, where Σ0 ≡ Md/2πR2

0 corresponding to the central
surface density of the initial disk.

where ̟(r, θ) is the angular frequency at (r, θ). Dif-

ferent modes are then depicted in the middle and the
right panels for R40Q15 and R60Q16.5, respectively. Al-

though all modes are still weak, it is evident that the

m = 2 modes dominate the other modes for R60Q16.5,

whereas for R40Q15, the m = 2 modes are topped by

the m = 3 modes and they are comparable to the m = 1
counterparts. The Fourier analysis of the angular fre-

quency field is another tool for identifying the proto-

bar beside the radial profile of ωF,max. In connection

with the observation, both profiles can be obtained by
converting the rectilinear velocity field which can be de-

composed into the radial and tangential components by

proper techniques (Wu et al. 2021; Wölfer et al. 2023;

Sylos Labini et al. 2023), using the radial distance from
the galaxy center. On the other hand, to inspect the

coherence of the pattern speed in search of the proto-

bar, the angular frequency can be narrowed down to

be along an axis susceptible to hosting a proto-bar,

as performed by Treuthardt et al. (2007); Aguerri et al.
(2015); Géron et al. (2023). The analysis on the kine-

matical maps is complementary to the conventional mor-

phological analysis on the surface brightness as it is

based on the spectroscopic data. Ideally, the genuine
proto-bar should exhibit features in both the photomet-

ric and the kinematical maps, but we are inclined to
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Figure 4. Fourier spectrograms as a function of radius and frequency ωF (left panels), zoom-in surface densities in a fine
color scale (middle panels), and angular frequency fields (right panel). All figures in the top row are for R60Q16.5, whereas
those in the bottom row are for R40Q15. The Fourier spectrograms are calculated in the time window from 4.86 − 6.07 and
7.59 − 8.50 Gyr for R60Q16.5 and R40Q15, respectively. Fourier spectra are presented in units of the maximum value in each
plot. The solid line represents the angular frequency Ω, while the dashed lines above and below Ω correspond to Ω + κ/2 and
Ω − κ/2, respectively, where κ is the epicyclic frequency. All frequencies are calculated from the total disk-halo potential. For
the fine-scale surface densities and the angular frequency fields, they are taken at 6.07 and 8.05 Gyr for R60Q16.5 and R40Q15.
The dashed lines represent the bar phases at those times. The units of the density are the same as in Fig. 3, while the units of
the angular frequencies are Gyr−1.
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the kinematical analysis as more favorable in identify-

ing the proto-bar since it reflects the actual dynamical

picture of the disk more appropriately. In continuity

with the proposed classification incorporating the time
limit in Sec. 3.1, the presence of the proto-bar prior to

8 Gyr is an important factor differentiating the yet un-

barred galaxies. More precisely, the slowly bar-forming

disks are those that host the proto-bar before that time

and they are likely to form a bar within 8 − 10 Gyr,
whereas the bar-stable ones do not. Our proposed clas-

sification scheme for unbarred galaxies is enlarged from

past schemes which were based on the configuration pa-

rameters, the photometric properties, or the morpholo-
gies only. We demonstrate that with some additional

kinematical maps, the unbarred galaxies can be further

classified as either the slowly bar-forming or the stable

galaxies.

Bar formation and evolution have always been asso-
ciated with the disk-halo angular momentum transfer

and the radial heating. To verify if such processes

can be employed to distinguish between the normal

bar-forming, the slowly bar-forming and the bar-stable
ones, time evolutions of the disk and the halo angular

momentum changes relative to the initial total ones,

namely ∆Lz/Lz,0, and the radial velocity dispersion

profiles σr at different times for R50Q14, R40Q15 and

R60Q16.5 are plotted in Fig. 6. Considering firstly the
angular momentum plot, ∆Lz/Lz,0 for R50Q14 sur-

passes 2% at the end, which is more than 3 times of

those for R60Q16.5 and R40Q15, although the forma-

tion timescales between R50Q14 and R60Q16.5 only
differ by 2 Gyr. We conclude that the normal bar for-

mation leads to significantly higher amount of ∆Lz/Lz,0

than the two other groups. On the contrary, the dif-

ferentiation between the two other cases is difficult as

they manifest comparably weak angular momentum
exchanges. This can be explained that the angular

momentum transfer requires the resonances between

non-axisymmetric modes and disk natural frequencies

which are not limited to the bar modes (Athanassoula
2003; Holley-Bockelmann et al. 2005; Villa-Vargas et al.

2009; Minchev et al. 2012; Athanassoula et al. 2013;

Saha & Jog 2014; Chiba & Schönrich 2022). Therefore,

weak spiral modes can lead to weak angular momentum

transfer as with the proto-bar. On the other hand,
the process of the radial heating proves to be an in-

efficient classifier as the evolutions of σr(r) for the

three cases do not differ significantly. The central σr

for R50Q14 is slightly more heated up than the two
other cases in the course of the final 2 Gyr. The heat-

ing is more widespread for R50Q14 as the profile up

to 10 kpc systematically shifts up, compared to the

two other cases where the heating takes place well in-

side 10 kpc. These can be explained by the similar

arguments: the radial heating is not limited to the

bar modes but other asymmetric modes such as the
spiral arms (Jenkins & Binney 1990; Thomasson et al.

1991; Minchev & Quillen 2006; Minchev et al. 2012;

Gustafsson et al. 2016; Seo et al. 2019), or even the

clumps (Sanchez-Salcedo 1999; Hänninen & Flynn

2002; Ardi et al. 2003; Vande Putte et al. 2009;
Fujimoto et al. 2023; Chantavat et al. 2024), can also

be responsible for it.

The term ’proto-bar’ has indeed been coined in the

work of Zana et al. (2022) who analyzed the barred
galaxy population in the cosmological simulation. Their

statistical surveys specified the proto-bar based on the

value of A2 that fell between 0.1 − 0.2. According to

our results, that does not suffice as the stable case that

harbors spiral arms, can produce the value of A2 com-
parable to that for the real proto-bar and such level of

A2 can be maintained for many Gyr. The differentiation

between the spiral structure and the genuine proto-bar

in the stable and the slowly bar-forming disks is possible
by the kinematical analyses in the Fourier spectrogram

and the angular frequency field in addition to the fine-

scale density map, covering the period susceptible to

hosting the proto-bar.

The concept of the proto-bar can be exploited in the
observational context in the following way. If the proto-

bar is spotted in a currently unbarred galaxy, it is likely

to become a barred galaxy in a few Gyr. Note that the

proto-bar is not only specific to the slowly bar-forming
disks, but disk galaxies that form a bar rapidly also have

to undergo the proto-bar stage. However, to pinpoint

the proto-bar for cases with fast bar formation might

not be that practical and useful as, firstly, the lifetime

of the proto-bar stage might be too short. Our represen-
tative case with slow bar formation exhibited the longest

proto-bar lifetime which is ∼ 2 Gyr prior to the time of

the fully developed bar. This suggests that the proto-

bar lifetime should be approximately one-forth of the
formation timescale at most. Therefore, cases that form

a bar rapidly only spend a fraction of Gyr in the proto-

bar stage. Secondly, disks that maintained the stability

against bar modes until recently were not likely to trig-

ger the fast bar formation secularly. Rather, bar forma-
tion should be from external cause such as the tidal in-

teraction which developed a bar rapidly beyond the per-

tubative formalism, making the presence of the proto-

bar stage questionable. In summary, the inspection of
the proto-bar is possible if the bar formation is not too

rapid and the period of the proto-bar stage coincides

with the time of the observation. However, the capture
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Figure 6. Change of z-axis angular momentum for disk (solid lines) and halo (dashed line) relative to the initial total angular
momentum ∆Lz/Lz,0 (top panels) and radial velocity dispersion profile at different times (bottom panels) for R50Q14 (left
panels), R40Q15 (middle panels) and R60Q16.5 (right panels).

of the proto-bar might be limited to nearby galaxies as
it requires sufficient resolution of the disk plane for fine

details of the density contrast and the local kinematics.

3.3. Bar growth rate as a function of Qmin and CMC

The bar formation timescale as a function of Qmin and

C can be examined in a more systematic way by fitting

the growth phase of A2 with the exponential function
a0e

γt where a0 and γ are the best-fitting variables. The

latter parameter designates the exponential growth rate

which is plotted in the top panel of Fig. 7 as a function

of Qmin for various CMC families. Alternatively, to ver-

ify if γ appropriately reflects the actual timescale, the
bar formation time tbar, defined as the time at which

A2 reaches and remains above 0.2, for all cases are plot-

ted in the bottom panel of Fig. 7. Of interest is that

although the bar-stable cases remain unbarred until 10
Gyr, they exhibit sign of increasing A2 that potentially

attains 0.2 beyond 10 Gyr. To address this, the R40Q13

and R40Q15 cases are evolved further and it is found

that the bars are fully formed at 10.47 and 11.20 Gyr,

respectively, and their γ and tbar are included in Fig. 7.
The normal bar-forming, slowly bar-forming, and bar-

stable cases are differentiated by point shapes. The plot

suggests that the value of 0.2 . γ . 0.4 can represent

the slow bar formation with 8 < tbar < 10 Gyr, whereas
those below 0.2 yield tbar > 10 Gyr. Despite these new-

found late bar formations, the classification proposed in

Sec. 3.1 and 3.2 into the normal bar-forming, the slowly

bar-forming, and the bar-stable disks remain unchanged,

incorporating the consideration of the proto-bar. It is
true that the time limit of 14 Gyr, which corresponds

to the age of the Universe, was frequently employed

to discriminate the bar-forming disks (Fujii et al. 2018;

Bland-Hawthorn et al. 2023). We may have a different

opinion that the time limit to delineate the bar-stable
disks is not necessarily as long as 14 Gyr. Because the

lifetime of the proto-bar is 2 Gyr at most according to

Sec. 3.2, disks that have tbar well above 10 Gyr are not

likely to exhibit a proto-bar at the time limit of 8 Gyr.
In other words, disks with tbar > 10 Gyr can reasonably

be classified as bar-stable following our scheme that is

based on the dynamical state at the time limit, which

results in the absence of the proto-bar. Our results so

far underline the importance of the full morphological
and kinematical analyses, incorporating also the cosmic

time limit of 8 Gyr, in order to classify disks into more

refined categories. The morphological analysis alone is

not sufficient to discriminate disks properly unless the
kinematical analysis is in place.

The overall variations of γ and tbar with Qmin

and C are in line with the earlier plots and past

studies: increasing either Qmin or C tends to

tone down the bar growth rate (Mayer & Wadsley
2004; Berrier & Sellwood 2016; Kataria & Das 2018;

Jang & Kim 2023; Worrakitpoonpon 2023)). The un-

derlying mechanisms of the slowdown of the bar forma-

tion by each factor will be discussed separately. Slower
bar formation for a higher Qmin can be explained that
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the responsive pressure force from the velocity disper-
sion that counteracts the bar growth is increasing with

Qmin (Worrakitpoonpon 2023; Chantavat et al. 2024).

On the other hand, the explanation that a higher C can

similarly slow down the bar formation can be adapted
from the arguments of Sellwood & Evans (2001) who hy-

pothesized that the stabilization of a disk in a concen-

trated halo potential against bar modes was owing to

the strong shearing. Those arguments explain the pres-

ence of the long-lasting spiral traces in place of the bar
in Fig. 3 for the bar-stable case. A similar study led by

Bournaud et al. (2005) conjectured the bar destruction

by a high CMC via the gravity torques, also derived from

the shearing. As inferred from those arguments, the for-
mation of a rigid bar in a higher-CMC disk is subject to

a stronger opposing shearing force, thus it takes a longer

time for the bar modes to reach their peak.

With a closer look, γ decreases evidently with Qmin in

the range of Qmin from 1.1− 1.3, whereas it apparently
saturates beyond Qmin = 1.3. This can be explained

that disks transit from the rotation-dominated regime

in which the bar modes grow rapidly and are more sensi-

tive to subtle change of Qmin, to the pressure-dominated

regime in which the velocity dispersion is sufficiently

high, so the change of Qmin does not affect much the

bar formation dynamics. We note the growth rates of

some Q14 disks that are higher than the Q13 counter-
parts, leading to lower tbar. That tendency is absent for

R75 disks as γ monotonically decays with Qmin. This

implies that the growth rate is not a monotonically de-

creasing function of Qmin for some CMC values. To ex-

plain this complexity, we recall the explanations of the
slowdown of the bar formation by high velocity disper-

sion and high shearing. It is true that increasing Qmin

results in an increase of pressure that counteracts the

bar growth more efficiently but, adversely, it decreases
the rotational velocity according to the Jeans equation

(9). This lessens the shearing degree which is another

factor opposing the growth of the unstable bar modes.

In other words, varying Qmin gives rise to two effects,

each of which has the opposite influence to the growth
rate. On the other hand, the monotonically decreas-

ing γ with Qmin for the R75 family implies that the

effect from increasing Qmin to the shearing is not as

important as in the other families because the concen-
tration degree is low. That speculation is supported by

the documented investigations of isolated disks without

halo and bulge, which found a monotonic decrease of the

growth rate with Qmin (Hozumi 2022; Worrakitpoonpon

2023). Considering the effect from increasing C, we find
that γ decreases accordingly for all Qmin. This suggests

that the CMC plays a more central role in regulating

the bar formation timescale than Qmin in the explored

parameter space.
In continuity with a number of separate studies which

reported the increase of the bar formation timescale

by decreasing the disk fraction, equivalent to increas-

ing the CMC (Fujii et al. 2018; Bland-Hawthorn et al.

2023); increasing the CMC (Kataria & Das 2018;
Jang & Kim 2023); or increasing Qmin (Jang & Kim

2023; Chantavat et al. 2024), we demonstrate that when

both parameters are varied, the growth rate is not sim-

ply a one-to-one function of Qmin for some values of C.
In such circumstance, a warmer disk can form a bar more

rapidly than a colder one. This complexity stems from

the complicated roles of Qmin and C in jointly overseeing

the bar formation as mentioned above. In the observa-

tional aspect, there were reports of the anti-correlations
between the bar fraction and the disk velocity dispersion

(Sheth et al. 2012; Lee et al. 2012; Cervantes Sodi 2017)

and the CMC (Aguerri et al. 2009; Lee et al. 2019), but

not many of them mentioned the possibility of the ongo-
ing bar formation. Slow bar formation in a hot disk in

the observational context was marginally mentioned by

Sheth et al. (2012). We demonstrate that delayed bar
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formation in a hot disk residing in a high-CMC system

is possible.

It is worth reminded that the formation timescales,

especially in the isolated disk context, depend on many
factors such as the galaxy physical and kinematical

model, the composition, and the astrophysical processes

involved. In other words, there is no absolute timescale.

Our study nevertheless sheds the light on this topic that

the timescales of the bar formation from a disk to an-
other disk, if assessed by γ or tbar, can differ by the

factor of 10 in a carefully-controlled parameter space.

Another remark is that we consider the bulgeless system

whose applicability is limited to bulgeless galaxies. We
focus on this model to avoid the complication from bulge

parameters, so that the CMC is solely a function of the

halo scale radius if the halo mass is fixed. With the pres-

ence of the bulge, the formation timescale could be up

to 5 times longer depending on the bulge mass and size
(Fujii et al. 2018; Kataria & Das 2018, 2019). Not only

the bulge, the disk thickness also played a significant

role such that a more vertically extended disk tended to

form a bar more slowly (Klypin et al. 2009; Ghosh et al.
2023, 2024). By adding gas into a disk, it turned out

that a gas-rich disk was less prone to rapid bar forma-

tion (Athanassoula et al. 2013; Seo et al. 2019;  Lokas

2020). Regarding the environmental effect, stochastic

forces from close encounters across cosmic time were
found to delay the bar emergence (Zana et al. 2018).

These factors which are not considered in our study, en-

hance the likeliness of slow bar formation in galaxies,

which can possibly be spotted by thorough analyses on
the kinematical maps proposed in Sec. 3.2. We consider

our work as a pilot study of implementing the time limit

of 8 Gyr to filter out the slowly bar-forming disks from

the bar-stable ones, and this condition should be consid-

ered in both theoretical and observational contexts for
a more appropriate classification of galaxies.

4. BAR INSTABILITY CRITERION REVISIT

4.1. Is fast-rotating disk always stable?

The question of the bar instability has been a chal-

lenge for decades as a definite answer for the condition
that favors the bar formation remains not fully satis-

fied. Notable milestones are the Ostriker-Peebles (OP)

(Ostriker & Peebles 1973) and the Efstathiou-Lake-

Negroponte (ELN) (Efstathiou, Lake, & Negroponte
1982) criteria. The former work proposed an indicator

calculated from the ratio of the rotational kinetic en-

ergy Trot to the magnitude of the potential energy |U |,

namely

τOP =
Trot

|U |
, (15)
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Figure 8. τELN −τOP diagram for all cases in Tab. 1, some
of which have their names asides. Cases that are bar-stable
and forming the bar before and after 8 Gyr are differentiated
by point types.

and the disk was supposed to be stable against bar

modes if τOP < 0.14. On the other hand, the ELN
indicator is computed from the maximum tangential ve-

locity vmax, the disk mass Md, and the disk exponential

scale radius R0 as

τELN =
vmax

(GMd

R0

)1/2
. (16)

The value of τELN > 1.1 proved capable of stabilizing
the disk according to their interpretation. The central

ideas of each framework significantly differ as the OP

criterion considered the partition of the kinetic energies

in the global level, whereas the ELN counterpart focused
on fine details of the rotational curve, namely the local

consideration. To inspect if these criteria conform with

our result, τELN and τOP for all cases in Tab. 1 are

plotted in Fig. 8. We consider the slowly bar-forming

disks as unbarred like the bar-stable cases due to limited
evolution time, bearing in mind that they are dynami-

cally distinct, and they morphologically differ from the

normal bar-forming ones which become barred within

the time limit.
The OP criterion provides acceptable description of

the overall disk stability as the normal bar-forming

disks are placed above 0.14. However, we have two

concerns on the OP scope. Firstly, the rotationally-

dominated disks, designated by high τOP , are not nec-
essarily bar-unstable as proved by the R40 family which

is situated well above 0.14 but most of the members

are either slowly bar-forming or bar-stable. The orig-

inal calculation of the OP index was on the basis
that a lower fraction gave rise to higher counter-acting

pressure to suppress the bar growth, as suggested by

numerous perturbative analyses (Christodoulou et al.

1995; Khoperskov et al. 2003; Jalali & Hunter 2005;
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Polyachenko & Just 2015). This contradicts our results

at the high-τOP end where the fast-rotating R40 fam-

ily is located. As discussed above, the stabilization is

attributed to the strong shearing by high C. These sug-
gest that the applicability of the OP criterion is lim-

ited to cases without strong shearing. The exception

is when Qmin is low so that the shearing is unable to

neutralize the fast-growing bar modes, which is the sit-

uation for R40Q11. Secondly, the critical τOP is possi-
bly C-dependent. For instance, the critical τOP = 0.14

is applicable to the R75 family only, whereas it has to

be 0.18, 0.21 and 0.24 to delineate normal bar-forming

disks above for R60, R50, and R40 families, respectively.
Considering the ELN criterion, it turns out that in

order to cope with all bar-stable cases and a good frac-

tion of slowly bar-forming cases, the critical τELN has

to be slightly shifted down to ∼ 1. The discrepancy be-

tween the original ELN threshold and our result can be
explained that the ELN indicator depends on the fine

details of the rotation curve, which is sensitive to the

choices of the configurational, compositional and kine-

matical models of the initial disk. Since our model does
not consist of a bulge, the disk center rotates more slowly

for a given Qmin, leading to a lower critical τELN . Gen-

erally speaking, the critical τELN is model-dependent. If

we neglect the slight mismatch between the original and

our critical τELN , the ELN framework provides a better
description of the disk stability than the OP counter-

part as disks with τELN exceeding the critical value are

the fast-rotating ones, yielding a higher shearing degree

which is the major factor in stabilizing the disks against
bar modes according to our finding. That the CMC

plays a more significant role than Qmin can also be seen

in the diagram as varying Qmin in each CMC family al-

ters τELN slightly compared to varying C. However, the

case with highest τELN , namely R40Q11, is still prone
to the bar instability. This underlines the necessity of

high Qmin along with high C for the disk stabilization.

That the supercritical-τELN disk is not necessarily bar-

stable is in accordance with observational works that
examined the bar instability in disk galaxies of vari-

ous properties (Athanassoula 2008; Ghosh et al. 2023;

Romeo et al. 2023). It was found that fast-rotating disks

turned to be barred and unbarred in comparable frac-

tions.
The disk stabilization by a high CMC was also con-

cluded by Saha & Elmegreen (2018) who explored the

bar instability in the systems of various bulge concentra-

tions. Such model yielded the prominent peak of Ω−κ/2
in the disk interior if a compact bulge was present. As

a consequence, particles close to the disk center could

be trapped by the bi-symmetric potential owing to the

inner Lindblad resonance which prevented bar growth.

Compared to our study, the Ω − κ/2 curves do not ex-

hibit prominent peaks (see Fig. 4), but a high CMC

value can similarly suppress the bar formation. We in-
cline towards the strong shearing as the major stabi-

lization factor, and the inner Lindblad resonance plays

a less important role as it does not occur in our cases

but the disks can nevertheless be stable. The persistent

spiral trace is the proof of the strong shearing.

4.2. Stability analysis on the Qmin-CMC diagram

We revisit the stability criterion involving Qmin and

CMC, both of which have been conjectured to be the

underlying factors for the growth rate and the stabiliza-
tion. We follow the Qmin-CMC diagram proposed by

Jang & Kim (2023) who were able to identify the stable

and unstable regions in such diagram, and our corre-

sponding Qmin-CMC diagram is shown in Fig. 9. We
distribute cases more evenly in the Qmin-CMC diagram

so that the partition between regimes can be clearly

identified. The cases that are bar-stable and the cases

that form a bar before and after 8 Gyr are differentiated

by point shapes. Considering the normal bar-forming
cases, they can be enclosed by the elliptical equation

Q2

min

4
+

C2

2.89
= 1 (17)

in accordance with the finding of Jang & Kim (2023),

although we exploit a different disk model. However,

cases above the delineating line deserve attention. First

of all, the bar-stable and the slowly bar-forming cases
cannot be separated by a simple one-to-one relation as

that enclosing the normal bar-unstable cases beneath.

This is attributed to the complicated interplay between

Qmin and C, as mentioned in Sec. 3.3, that makes the

growth rate not monotonically decrease with Qmin in
the high-C regime. Another remark from the Qmin-CMC

diagram is that a high Qmin, even close to the limit for

the physical solution of the Jeans equation to exist, can-

not suppress the bar formation unless C reaches the level
for the halo of rh = 40 kpc. For the CMC level below,

the diagram suggests the prolongation of the bar forma-

tion process to the point that it can be misidentified as

bar-stable if it is not evolved long enough. Possible ex-

planation is that the growth rate of the global unstable
bar modes depends on the perturbation pattern speed

in an increasing way, as inferred from some theoretical

and numerical studies (Jalali 2007; Polyachenko & Just

2015). Thus, the definite suppression of the bar growth
without a high C is possible only when the disk is non-

rotating, which is not the realistic case.

That a high C is required asides a high Qmin to effec-

tively suppress the bar instability contradicts past sta-



14

bility analyses on the isolated disk, proving that the

global unstable two-armed modes could be subdued by

a certain degree of the velocity dispersion (Vandervoort

1982; Lemos et al. 1991; Christodoulou et al. 1995;
Khoperskov et al. 2003; Jalali & Hunter 2005). In other

words, a slowly rotating disk is more likely to be bar-

stable. The discrepancy is attributed to the presence

of the bulge or the halo which causes the disk to sys-

tematically rotate faster than being in isolation. This
has a destabilizing effect on the disk so that it is no

longer possible to subdue the bar growth only by high

velocity dispersion. Likewise, a high CMC alone can-

not stabilize the disk as seen in the R40Q11 case which
possesses highest τELN but it manifests normal bar for-

mation. However, some R40 cases with Qmin > 1.2 are

effectively stabilized. To conclude this part, in order to

stabilize the disk efficiently, both high Qmin and CMC

are necessary as a sufficiently high Qmin is needed to
attenuate the growth of the global unstable bar modes

so that they can be neutralized by the shearing. Let

us discuss the involvement of the swing amplification.

Our finding suggests that such mechanism plays differ-
ent roles in each regime. It was documented that the

swing amplification promoted bar formation by means

of introducing the non-axisymmetric modes in addition

to the unstable two-armed modes. This led to the sys-

tematic elevation of the critical Q when transiting from
the rigidly rotating to the differentially rotating disks

(Worrakitpoonpon 2023). The arising of the swing am-

plification might be the explanation of the unavoidable

instability even though Qmin is close to the limit in
the low-CMC regime. On the contrary, the role of the

swing amplification differs when C is sufficiently high.

In conjunction with a high Qmin, the swing amplifica-

tion rather gives rise to the long-lasting spiral structure,

owing to the weakened bar modes, to the point that the
disk can be classified as bar-stable due to the absence

of the proto-bar. However, a low Qmin can render nor-

mal bar formation, albeit high C, because the shearing is

not able to overtake the fast-growing global bar modes
and the bar modes overwhelm the spiral modes in short

time.

The presence of slowly bar-forming disks that are cur-

rently unbarred, if identifiable, might significantly alter

the galaxy census from the surveys as our results sug-
gested that disk galaxies possessing either high Qmin or

high C are not necessarily bar-stable. Current galaxy

classification is based on the morphological, physical, or

photometric parameters only such as the bar strength,
the concentration, the asymmetry, or the color index.

Therefore, the slowly bar-forming and the stable disks

are inevitably categorized as unbarred, as seen by subtle
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Figure 9. Qmin-CMC diagram for cases listed in Tab. 1.
The bar-stable cases and the cases than form a bar before and
after 8 Gyr are distinguished by point shapes. The dashed

line represents the relation
Q2

min

4
+ C

2

2.89
= 1 which partitions

the normal bar-forming case from the two other groups.

difference between the bar amplitudes and the configu-

rations in the middle of evolution (see Fig. 2 and 3). We

demonstrate that with some complementary kinemati-

cal maps, the two sub-groups in the unbarred category
can be appropriately distinguished. It is worth noting

that our Qmin-CMC diagram is specific to the bulge-

less model in which C is simply a function of the halo

scale radius if the halo mass is fixed. Thus, the two-
parameter diagram is sufficient to represent the stabil-

ity condition. A disk model including a bulge gives rise

to a more complicated diagram that involves more than

2 parameters. This, however, does not hinder the con-

cepts of the slow bar formation and the proto-bar as the
presence of the bulge was found to prolong the bar for-

mation process compared to the bulgeless system. This

renders greater possibility of the existence of the slowly

bar-forming galaxies among the observed ones.

5. CONCLUSION

We used N -body simulations to investigate the
timescale of the process of the bar formation and the

disk stability across the range of the Toomre’s parameter

Qmin and the central mass concentration (CMC) param-

eter, namely C. Apart from the elementary finding that

the timescales could range from 1 − 10 Gyr depending
on those parameters, we proposed the limit of the time

in which the bar was allowed to develop secularly in real

galaxies, prescribed by the Universe evolution timeline.

More specifically, according to recent concordance cos-
mological simulations, a secular bar growth in a typical

disk galaxy could not be initiated earlier than 8 Gyr of

the lookback time, on average, at which the disk became

kinematically and compositionally steady to prompt the
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bar instability. In our consideration, disks that became

fully barred after this time limit were classified as the

slowly bar-forming disks. In the Qmin-CMC diagram,

such slowly bar-forming disks manifested in the range
of intermediate to high Qmin and C well above those

that formed a bar normally, i.e., before 8 Gyr, and just

below the bar-stable region, populated by disks that re-

mained unbarred until at least 10 Gyr. The latter group

occupied the highest end of that diagram. The same di-
agram suggested that the truly bar-stable disks could be

obtained by both high Qmin and high C. Either elevated

Qmin or C did not suffice as it only prolonged the bar

formation process.
The other concern was that the slowly bar-forming

disks were nearly indistinguishable from the stable disks

prior to 8 Gyr, if evaluated by the bar amplitudes and

the configurations. To address this, we proposed the

complementary methods to differentiate between the
two groups. We found that by inspecting the Fourier

spectrogram, the fine-scale surface density map, and the

angular frequency field, we could effectively filter out

these slowly bar-forming disks from the bar-stable ones.
The former group had the proto-bar embedding in the

disk center, which exhibited features specific to the ac-

cumulation of particles forming a rigid bar as seen in the

three plots. The proto-bar emerged well before 8 Gyr

when the bar strength was as low as 0.1 and it could
be spotted at as early as 2 Gyr before the fully devel-

oped bar. On the other hand, the proto-bar was absent

in the bar-stable disk until 8 Gyr. Although some ex-

tended runs eventually became barred beyond 10 Gyr,
the fact that the lifetime of the proto-bar was 2 Gyr

at most suggested that disks that formed a bar after

10 Gyr could still reasonably be classified as bar-stable

by the absence of the proto-bar at 8 Gyr. In summary,

our full morphological, kinematical, and temporal anal-
yses allowed us to better classify disks into more refined

categories.

The concept of the proto-bar can be applied to the

observational context as it helps to identify the bar-

forming galaxies which do not yet possess a visible bar

at present, if the proto-bar stage coincides with the time

of the observation and the telescope resolution permits

to do so. The analysis on the kinematical maps in search
of the proto-bar is complementary to the conventional

morphological analysis on the surface brightness, i.e.,

the photometric analysis, as the kinematical maps are

based on the spectroscopic data. Their existences lead

to the reconsideration of the galaxy census as the slowly
bar-forming and the stable disks are dynamically dis-

tinct. This implies that the bar-stable disks constitute

a lower fraction than previously reported.

In addition, we found that the bar growth rate did not
decrease monotonically with Qmin for some values of the

CMC. More specifically, some cases with Qmin = 1.4 de-

veloped a bar more rapidly than the Qmin = 1.3 coun-

terparts. It was because increasing Qmin led to two

opposite effects on the bar growth. On the one hand,
increasing Qmin raised the pressure force that counter-

acted the bar growth more efficiently. On the other

hand, doing that reduced the shearing degree which had

the neutralizing effect to the bar modes. This implied
that the interplays between Qmin and the CMC in regu-

lating the bar instability and the bar growth were more

complicated than previously understood.
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