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ABSTRACT

This chapter provides an overview of tidal disruption events, aiming to provide an overview of both the
theoretical and the observational state of the field, with the overarching goal of introducing them as tools
to indirectly observe massive black holes in the Universe. We start by introducing the relevant theoretical
concepts, physical scales and timescales with an emphasis on the classical framework and how this has been
(and continues to be) improved since the inception of the field. We then cover the current and future prospects
of observing TDEs through a variety of messengers, including photons across the electromagnetic spectrum, as
well as gravitational waves and neutrino particles. More recent advancements in the field, including repeating
TDEs as well as TDEs by stellar-mass black holes, are also highlighted.

The authors contributed equally to this work

1. INTRODUCTION

At the centers of massive galaxies, at least one supermassive black hole (SMBH) with mass ≳ 105M⊙ is thought to reside,
surrounded by a nuclear star cluster or bulge (Kormendy & Ho 2013). Stars in such dense environments undergo two-body
scattering with other stars, which sometimes takes them on nearly radial orbits around the SMBH. If the pericenter distance is
so small that the stellar self-gravity can not hold the star against the tidal force of the SMBH, it is tidally disrupted, generating a
burst of radiation luminous enough to outshine entire host galaxies. Such events are called tidal disruption events (TDEs).

The basic theory of TDEs was first developed in the ’80s (Lacy et al. 1982; Hills 1988; Rees 1988) for SMBHs at the centers of
galaxies. Since then, major progress has been made in theoretical modelling of TDEs and observing TDE candidates with searches
in wide-field transient surveys. Theoretically, it has been proposed that TDEs could be astrophysical sources of neutrinos (Stein
et al. 2021) and gravitational waves (Toscani et al. 2020), making TDEs promising multi-messenger sources. For example, TDEs
as multi-messenger sources have recently drawn a great deal of attention because they have been suggested to produce some of
the recently detected high-energy neutrinos (e.g. Nordin et al. 2019a; Frederick et al. 2021).

Although TDEs were originally suggested as nuclear transients by the central SMBHs, BHs of all mass scales can in principle
disrupt stars and generate radiation. Since the mid 2010s, serious attention has been paid to TDEs by stellar-mass black holes (or
micro-TDEs, Perets et al. 2016) as a possible outcome of dynamical encounters between stars and compact objects in clusters.
Such events have also been considered as a potential explanation for highly energetic flares observed in clusters, such as ultra-
long gamma ray bursts (Perets et al. 2016) and fast blue optical transients (Kremer et al. 2021). In addition, TDEs created in
encounters involving binary star systems can have astrophysical implications for the formation history of star clusters (Samsing
et al. 2019), BH spins (Lopez et al. 2019) and the electromagnetic (EM) counterpart of gravitational wave emission (Ryu et al.
2022) of binary black holes.

In this part of the chapter, we briefly describe the conventional picture of TDE and theoretical improvement beyond that
(§2). Then we review some recent developments in the theory and observation of TDEs, focusing on discussing TDEs as multi-
messenger sources (§3). After briefly discussing repeating nuclear transients and their relation to partial TDEs (§4), we close this
chapter with a summary of recent studies of micro-TDEs (§5) and open questions and summary (§6).
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Figure 1. A schematic diagram showing a disruption event of a star. The top panel depicts successive moments of the disruption from the
initial approach of the star (1) on a parabolic obit (counterclockwise) with pericenter distance rp < rt around a black hole (black dot), to its
disruption at the pericenter (2, 3), to an outward advance of stellar debris (4, 5, 6). The gas bound (unbound) to the black hole is colored in red
(black). The arrows roughly indicate the velocity vector of bound (red), unbound (black) gas, and debris’ center of mass (green). In the bottom
panel, the most bound debris returns (corresponding to the tip of the bound part of 6th debris in the left panel), turns around the black hole, and
collides with a newly returning stream. The collision occurs at shorter distances as relativistic apsidal precession becomes stronger.

2. DESCRIPTION OF TIDAL DISRUPTION EVENT

2.1. Conventional picture

A star can be tidally disrupted if the BH’s tidal forces exceed the self-gravity of the star. The distance below which a star of
mass M⋆ and radius R⋆ is tidally disrupted by a SMBH of mass M• is the so-called tidal radius Hills (1988), estimated as

rt =

(
M•

M⋆

)1/3

R⋆, (1)

≃ 47 rg

(
M•

106M⊙

)−2/3 (
M⋆

1M⊙

)−1/3 (
R⋆

1R⊙

)
, (2)

where rg = GM•/c2 is the gravitational radius. Equation 1 can be derived by equating the order-of-magnitude estimates for the
Newtonian self-gravity (≃ GM⋆/R

2
⋆) and the tidal force (≃ GM•R⋆/r

3).
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We can consider two asymptotic values of rt. First, as M• decreases, rt asymptotes to R⋆ (Equation 1). In the meantime, TDEs
by less massive BHs occur at distances further from the horizon (rt/rg ∼ O(104−105) for stellar-mass black holes, Equation 2),
meaning that relativistic effects become less important. On the other hand, as M• increases, rt/rg falls, meaning that relativistic
effects become more important for larger M•. The second limit constrains the maximum BH mass M̂• capable of disrupting stars
outside of the event horizon. M̂• for which rt ≤ αrg,

M̂• ≳ 108M⊙

(
2

α

)3/2 (
M⋆

1M⊙

)−1/2 (
R⋆

1R⊙

)3/2

. (3)

In fact, although α = 2 (or the Schwarzschild radius) has been used frequently in literature, a star on Schwarzschild geodesic
falling from infinity with orbital angular momentum ≤ 4rgc (corresponding to α = 4)1 would directly fall into the SMBH without
generating any flares.

As depicted in Figure 1, once the star is disrupted, the gas continues to move on ballistic orbits with the orbital energy and
angular momentum determined during the pericenter passage. This approximation, called “the frozen-in approximation”, is made
based on the argument that the star remains essentially intact until it enters the tidal sphere and the energy is determined by the
relative depth of a mass element in the BH’s potential well. It then follows that the mass distribution of the specific orbital energy
(ϵ) of the debris is flat, that is, dM/dϵ ≃ M⋆/2∆ϵ, within a characteristic energy width ∆ϵ around ϵ ∼ 0 (Lacy et al. 1982; Rees
1988; Stone et al. 2013). ∆ϵ is defined as,

∆ϵ =
GM•R⋆

r2t
. (5)

Roughly speaking, the mass within the radius from the SMBH to the stellar center of mass is bound to the SMBH (−∆ϵ ≲ ϵ < 0)
whereas the mass on the farther side is unbound (0 < ϵ ≲ ∆ϵ). The unbound debris escapes from the SMBH to large distances
while the bound debris reaches its apocenter and returns to the SMBH. The most bound debris with ϵ ≃ −∆ϵ has a semimajor
axis

a =
GM•

2∆ϵ
≃ 50rt

(
M•

106M⊙

)1/3 (
M⋆

1M⊙

)−1/3

. (6)

and a high eccentricity,

e ≃ 1− 0.02

(
M•

106M⊙

)−1/3 (
M⋆

1M⊙

)1/3

, (7)

from which it follows that the apocenter distance is roughly (1+ e)a ≃ 2a∆ϵ. The bound debris falls back to the SMBH at a rate
Ṁfb,

Ṁfb =
dM

dϵ

∣∣∣∣dϵdt
∣∣∣∣ = (2πGM•)2/3

3

dM

dϵ
t−5/3. (8)

The fallback rate peaks when the debris with ϵ = −∆ϵ returns at t = tpeak,

tpeak =
π√
2

GM•

∆ϵ3/2
,

≃ 0.11yr

(
M⋆

1M⊙

)−1 (
R⋆

1R⊙

)3/2 (
M•

106M⊙

)1/2

, (9)

1 The relativistic angular momentum L in Schwarzschild space time is related to rp by,

L2 = (rgc)
2 2(rp/rg)

2

rp/rg − 2
. (4)
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and the mass return rate at peak Ṁpeak(t = tpeak) is,

Ṁpeak ≃ M⋆

3tpeak
,

≃ 1.49M⊙yr
−1

(
M⋆

1M⊙

)2 (
R⋆

1R⊙

)−3/2 (
M•

106M⊙

)−1/2

, (10)

≃ 134ṀEdd

( η

0.1

)(
M⋆

1M⊙

)2 (
R⋆

1R⊙

)−3/2 (
M•

106M⊙

)−3/2

, (11)

where ṀEdd = LEdd/ηc
2 is the accretion limit derived from the Eddington luminosity LEdd with radiative efficiency η. As

Equation 11 shows, the mass return rate can be highly super-Eddington, which implies that a bright flare can be generated in the
process.

2.2. Improvements beyond the conventional picture

There have been significant improvements in modeling TDEs using advanced numerical methods (Krolik et al. 2020b). This
section focuses on some major developments in estimating the two key quantities, tidal radius and energy width, that constitute
the conventional picture.

2.2.1. Determination of Tidal Radius

The tidal radius is the key quantity that readers might encounter first in the TDE literature. This is one of the most fundamental
variables which defines the maximum distance at which a star is fully disrupted. The other key quantities (e.g., Equations 3, 5, 9,
10) are affected directly or indirectly by the tidal radius.

It is necessary to appreciate what rt physically means. It is derived based on the order-of-magnitude argument for the balance
between the Newtonian tidal gravity and self-gravity at the stellar surface. As a result, rt becomes a function of the average density
ρ̄⋆ (≡ M⊙/[4πR

3
⊙/3]) of the star, rt ≃ (M•/ρ̄⋆)

1/3. Comparing the two forces at the stellar surface makes rt an approximate
estimate for the characteristic pericenter distance below which the star loses some mass during the pericenter passage and survives
(partial disruption events).

While rt provides the right order-of-magnitude level estimate, it has to be corrected for more accurate modeling of TDEs.
These corrections pertain to at least two determining factors, namely internal stellar structure and relativistic effects. We denote
the maximum pericenter distance for full disruptions corrected by those factors by Rt. From now on, we distinguish Rt from the
nominal tidal radius rt. Full disruptions occur only when the tidal force is greater than the self-gravity at the densest region of
the star, i.e., its core. Then it naturally follows that the maximum pericenter distance for full disruptions should be more related
to the core structure, especially the central density ρc (Li et al. 2002; Law-Smith et al. 2020; Ryu et al. 2020c),

Rt ≃
(
M•

ρc

)1/3

. (12)

In fact, Ryu et al. (2020c) analytically showed that Rt ≃ (M•/ρc)
1/3 and, hence, Rt/rt ≃ (ρ̄/ρc)

1/3, both of which were
confirmed using their relativistic hydrodynamics simulations. Furthermore, because relativistic effects become stronger as M•
increases, relativistic corrections to rt become important.

There have been enormous efforts to more accurately measure Rt since the 1980’s2. However, most of the early efforts were
devoted to understanding the impact of the internal stellar structure on Rt. Here, we define the penetration factor β = rt/rp,
where rp is the pericenter distance, and βcri = rt/Rt at rp = Rt. Physically, larger βcri means full disruptions occur at smaller
pericenter distances for a given black hole and star. If βcri > 1, a star is fully disrupted at rp, smaller than what is conventionally
predicted. In other words, the star survives after passing though pericenter at the conventional tidal radius rt.

Many early works studied TDEs in the analytic framework of the so-called affine model (Lattimer & Schramm 1976; Carter &
Luminet 1985). In this model, a star evolves assuming that the density contours are homologous ellipsoids. This analytic model
has proved extremely useful for capturing the basic aspects of TDEs. Using this model, Luminet & Carter (1986) analytically
found that βcri ∼ 0.66− 0.67 for incompressible stars (i.e., with a fixed volume) and βcri ≃ 0.52 for compressible stars modeled
as a polytrope with polytropic index γ = 5/3. By including non-linear effects associated with the excitation of Kelvin modes in

2 The so-called Roche limit has the same functional form with rt. But the classical problem of Roche considers the case where a homogeneous satellite moves in
a stationary tidal field, i.e., on a circular Keplerian orbit about a central rigid spherical mass, which is not the case for TDEs.
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the affine model, Kosovichev & Novikov (1992) found that βcri ≃ 0.6 for incompressible stars and Diener et al. (1995) found
βcri ≃ 0.67 for compressible polytropic stars with γ = 4/3 and ≃ 1.1 for γ = 5/3. Phinney (1989) introduced a correction factor
to rt that depends on the internal structure of stars, expressed as the ratio of the constant of apsidal motion to the nondimensional
binding energy. This gives βcri ranging from 1.92 for fully radiative stars to 1.22 for fully convective stars. Although Phinney
(1989)’s correction factor remains an order-of-magnitude estimate, it indeed predicts the trend that βcri is larger for more massive
(i.e. centrally concentrated) stars.

The critical penetration factor has been measured more accurately using numerical simulations since the 2010s. Most of those
hydrodynamics simulations were Newtonian and approximated main-sequence (MS) stars by polytropic models. Guillochon
& Ramirez-Ruiz (2013) investigated the dependence of the mass fallback rate of the debris on the impact parameter using
hydrodynamics simulations in which they considered a 1M⊙ polytropic star with γ = 4/3 and 5/3. They found that no self-
bound stellar remnant is produced at β > βcri = 1.85 for γ = 4/3 and βcri = 0.9 for γ = 5/3. Mainetti et al. (2017) specifically
focused on measuring βcri using three different numerical techniques (mesh-free finite mass, smoothed particle, and grid-based
hydrodynamics simulations). Also assuming polytropes with γ = 4/3 and 5/3, they measured βcri ∼ 2.01 for γ = 4/3 and
≃ 0.92 for γ = 5/4, which are similar with those found in Guillochon & Ramirez-Ruiz (2013).

More recently, numerical studies used a stellar evolution code (e.g., MESA, Paxton et al. (2011)) to create more realistic initial
stellar models. Performing hydrodynamics simulations for TDEs of a 1M⊙ zero-age MS star with a moving-mesh hydrodynamics
code, Goicovic et al. (2019) measured βcri ≃ 2, which is close to that for the polytropic model with γ = 4/3 in Guillochon &
Ramirez-Ruiz (2013); Mainetti et al. (2017). Later, some studies began to consider realistic MS models with a wide range of
M⋆ (Law-Smith et al. 2019, 2020; Ryu et al. 2020b,c,e). This allows for studying the M⋆-dependence of βcri, which can not be
achieved with polytropic models. Those studies commonly found that βcri is larger for more concentrated stars (or larger ρc/ρ̄),
although some scatter remains for the values of βcri in different studies: in general, βcri ≲ 1 for M⊙ ≲ 0.3M⊙, βcri ≳ 2 for
M⊙ ≳ 1M⊙, and there is a relatively sharp transition in between associated with the stellar internal structure.

Several relativistic simulations were performed to investigate the dependence of TDE outcomes on the penetration factor and
black hole mass, with a variety of approximations of relativity and self-gravity calculations and stellar models (e.g., Ivanov &
Chernyakova (2006); Kesden (2012); Gafton & Rosswog (2019) using polytropic models and Ryu et al. (2020b,c,e) using realistic
stellar models). A quantity that comes naturally from such studies is the critical penetration factor as a function of the M•. A
general trend found in the studies is that βcri decreases as M• increases. The reason for the negative correlation between βcri and
M• is due to the fact that relativistic tidal stresses become increasingly more destructive than the Newtonian tidal forces for higher
M•. Most recently, using fully relativistic simulations for TDEs of realistic MS stars taken from MESA, Ryu et al. (2020b,c,e)
performed a systematic study for the M⋆ and M•-dependence of TDE outcomes by considering a wide range of M⊙, M• and β.
They found that the M⋆ and M•-dependence of βcri are separable and βcri can be reduced by up to a factor of 3 as M• increases
between 105M⊙ and 5× 107M⊙ for a fixed M⋆.

2.2.2. Determination of the energy width and fallback rate

The energy distribution of debris is another key quantity which determines the debris’ subsequent orbit. Detailed numerical
simulations showed that the overall shape of the energy distribution is not very different from a top-hat function. However, the
details depend on several factors including stellar internal structure (so stellar mass, age, and spin) and relativistic effects, which
sometimes lead to a change in the peak mass return rate and time by an order of magnitude.

The dependence on the internal structure of the star was first studied by comparing the debris’ energy spread from the disruption
of polytropic stars with γ. The first hydrodynamics simulations with reasonable resolution were performed by Evans & Kochanek
(1989) who found that dM/dE for a full disruption of a 1M⊙ polytropic star with γ = 5/3 just inside the critical tidal radius
is nearly flat within ±0.9∆ϵ, which is in very good agreement with the conventional prediction. Lodato et al. (2009) revisited
the arguments for a flat energy distribution and the corresponding time evolution of mass fall back rate using smoothed particle
hydrodynamics simulations with 1M⊙ polytropic stars with different values of γ. They showed that the energy distribution
deviates more significantly from a flat distribution for more centrally concentrated stars (i.e., smaller γ). More specifically, the
distribution becomes wide beyond ∆ϵ as γ decreases, indicating some fraction of debris is more bound or unbound than what is
expected from a flat distribution. As a result, the mass fallback curve reveals a smoother peak at an earlier time for more centrally
concentrated stars. Guillochon & Ramirez-Ruiz (2013) confirmed this trend from simulations for disruptions of 1M⊙ polytropes
with two different values of γ, 4/3 and 5/3. In addition, they showed that the energy width for full disruptions occurring close to
the tidal radius does not strongly depend on the pericenter distance.

Beyond the polytropic approximation, numerical investigation with stellar internal structure taken from a stellar evolution code
has led to a more realistic picture of TDEs. Goicovic et al. (2019) simulated disruptions of 1M⊙ zero-age main-sequence stars,



6

generated with the stellar evolution code MESA Paxton et al. (2011), at different pericenter distances. They found that the energy
distribution has wings that extend beyond ∆ϵ and decline less steeply than a top-hat function. This leads to a higher peak mass
return rate of a full disruption than the conventional prediction by a factor of ≳ 10 and smaller peak mass return time also
by a factor of ≳ 10, which is not strongly dependent on the penetration factor. Golightly et al. (2019b) investigated the mass
fallback rate from TDEs of 0.3, 1, 3M⊙ main-sequence stars at different ages initially on parabolic orbits with β = 3. They
found that the peak mass fallback rate for a full disruption can be larger by up to a factor of ∼ 10 than that for polytropic stars
with 4/3 ≤ γ ≤ 5/3 and the difference is greater for more massive stars. Exploring a wider range of M⊙ (0.1 − 10M⊙) and
ages (zero-age to terminal-age), Law-Smith et al. (2020) confirmed that the energy distribution becomes wider for more centrally
concentrated stars (i.e., more massive main sequence stars closer to their terminal age) for a given mass.

The energy distribution and mass fallback rate are also affected by the spin magnitude and rotation axis of the star before
disruption. Golightly et al. (2019a) simulated TDEs of initially rotating 1M⊙ polytropic stars with γ = 5/3 with the angular
frequency up to 20% of the breakup speed for prograde and retrograde encounters. They found a trend that the spin in the
prograde (retrograde) direction effectively increases (reduces) the energy spread. This is because by the time the star is disrupted
each mass element has effectively more (less) kinetic energy when the spin vector is (anti-)aligned with the orbital axis. This
results in the mass return rate rising at an earlier (later) time and peaking at a higher (lower) value for the prograde (retrograde)
case than the non-spinning case. However, the impact of stellar spin is rather small for the parameter space considered: a factor
of ∼ 2 change in the fallback rate relative to the non-spinning case.

There have been efforts to study the impact of relativity on the shape of the energy distribution and fallback rate. Using
relativistic hydrodynamics simulations with self-gravity calculated in a frame defined with Fermi normal coordinates, Cheng &
Bogdanović (2014) studied the disruption events of a 1M⊙ polytropic star with γ = 5/3 by BHs of varying masses between
105 − 107M⊙, which corresponds to pericenter distances of 220 − 10rg for β = 1. They showed that relativistic effects shrink
the energy spread when measured in units of ∆ϵ, which results in a shift of the peak mass return time to a larger value relative to
the Newtonian value. But the difference was not significant, only by ≃ 10% even for the most relativistic case considered (i.e.,
M• = 107M⊙). Later, Ryu et al. (2020e) showed that the characteristic width of the energy distribution, relative to ∆ϵ, is smaller
for TDEs by more massive BHs, confirming the results by Cheng & Bogdanović (2014). But Ryu et al. (2020e) found stronger
relativistic effects on the shape of the distribution and, therefore, the mass fallback rate than Cheng & Bogdanović (2014): a
decrease by a factor of ≲ 3 in the peak mass fallback time from M• = 105M⊙ to 5× 107M⊙.

The spread in angular momentum is negligible (Cheng & Bogdanović 2014; Ryu et al. 2020c). This means that the pericenter
distance of the bound debris is close to that of the original star.

3. TDES AS MULTI-MESSENGER SOURCES

The soon to be destroyed star goes through several phases after being perturbed onto an orbit intersecting the tidal radius of its
host SMBH. These phases span a wide range of timescales and physical conditions3, making it challenging to perform numerical
simulations of the entire process self-consistently. We start this section by providing an overview of the different phases of a TDE
and the expected and/or observed emission. This includes the now ubiquitously observed (although not necessarily understood)
EM components, as well as neutrino (for which evidence is now emerging), cosmic ray (where no robust associations have been
made) and gravitational wave emission (which, as we will describe, may require space-based detectors in the more distant future
than the first generation space observatory, LISA).

When the star approaches the tidal radius of the SMBH, it is often assumed that it exists in a slightly perturbed hydrostatic
equilibrium, based on the strong distance-dependence of tidal force, ∝ r−3. Passing the tidal radius, tidal forces become dominant
over the stellar self gravity and the process of spaghettification (i.e. stretching of the star in the orbital plane of motion) begins
in earnest. Upon reaching pericentre, strong compression in the direction orthogonal to the direction of motion occurs until the
build up of internal pressure leads to a rebound in the form of shock waves. This compression leads to heating of the gas up to
temperature of several keV, i.e. ∼ 107K (Kobayashi et al. 2004). The large optical depth of the star will suppress the emission
of radiation, although at the surface of the gas some emission can leak out, leading to a double-peaked burst of X-ray emission;
first the prompt emission from the surface, followed after a small delay by emission that diffuses out from the outer layers of
the material Guillochon et al. (2009). This X-ray shock breakout is expected to last for only ∼100 seconds, and has yet to be

3 For example, the ratio of the stellar radius, one of the smallest characteristic length scales, to the apocenter distance of the most bound debris, one of the longest

characteristic length scales, is R⋆/a ≃ 10−4
(

M•
106

)−2/3 (
M⋆
1M⊙

)2/3
.
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observed. These initial phases also represent the best opportunities to observe gravitational wave (GW) emission (described in
more detail in Section 3.3).

Following pericentre passage, relativistic apsidal precession will eventually lead to the outgoing and returning debris streams
to intersect, resulting in shocks (e.g. Evans & Kochanek (1989); Cannizzo et al. (1990); Kim et al. (1999); Hayasaki et al.
(2013); Shiokawa et al. (2015)). Hydrodynamical simulations and analytic treatment have shown that the assembly of this
material into an accretion flow can be impeded by ∼10s of orbital periods (i.e. the debris can orbit the black hole multiple times
before it loses enough angular momentum to form a compact accretion disk) by several factors (Shiokawa et al. 2015), including
inefficient shocks (Shiokawa et al. 2015) and Lense-thirring (i.e. out of plane) precession (Guillochon & Ramirez-Ruiz 2015),
but ultimately it is expected that stream-stream collisions will remove orbital energy from the debris (top panel of Figure 1)
and lead to the creation of an accretion disk. Motivated by the hydrodynamics simulation for a TDE by an intermediate-mass
BH by Shiokawa et al. (2015), Piran et al. (2015) were the first to quantify the expected emission originating from stream self-
intersections, finding that a significant amount of UV/optical emission can be released in the process. The result of stream
self-intersection is the formation of a compact accretion flow, potentially retaining a significant amount of eccentricity (Wevers
et al. 2022). If the flow remains highly eccentric, this can significantly alter the emission (for example, the radiative efficiency;
(Piran et al. 2015; Svirski et al. 2017; Ryu et al. 2020a)).

The accretion flow will emit primarily at X-ray wavelengths, although depending on the SMBH mass and the disk geometry,
this emission can extend into the UV/optical regime. The expected mass fall-back rate (and hence mass accretion rate, assuming
that the viscous timescale in the disk is short compared to the fallback timescale) are near- or super-Eddington, potentially giving
rise to a disk wind / outflow of material driven by radiation pressure. If the fraction of the solid angle covered by this outflow is
significant, it can intercept and downgrade some of the X-ray radiation towards UV/optical wavelengths (Guillochon et al. 2014;
Stone & Metzger 2016; Dai et al. 2018).

The formation of an accretion disk may also be accompanied by the launching of a (potentially relativistic) jet, which may give
rise to hard X-ray (when beamed along our line of sight; e.g. Bloom et al. (2011); Zauderer et al. (2011); Brown et al. (2015))
and/or radio emission (for a review, see Alexander et al. (2020)). The base of such a jet is also considered to be a prime location
for the production of neutrinos (Murase et al. 2020; Stein et al. 2021), and may also act as an efficient particle accelerator for
high energy cosmic rays (Farrar & Gruzinov 2009; Farrar & Piran 2014).

Finally, if the SMBH is surrounded by circumnuclear gas/dust (on scales of ∼0.1–1 pc), the sudden release of a burst of highly
energetic photons may give rise to an echo at IR wavelengths due to the down-processing of UV/optical light into IR photons by
circum-nuclear dust (Lu et al. 2016).

3.1. Electromagnetic emission

Tidal disruption events are a class of truly multi-wavelength events, with emission ranging from radio waves up to very hard
X-rays. In recent years, many excellent reviews (e.g., Bonnerot & Stone (2021)) that explore the EM emission of TDEs in great
detail have been written. For this reason, we limit ourselves here to a concise overview of the observed properties of TDEs in the
various wavelength ranges, and encourage the interested reader to delve into the details of the various reviews that are referenced
throughout the text. The physical picture that is emerging is shown in Figure 2, and indicates the various physical locations of
each emission component.

3.1.1. X-ray emission

Following the pioneering theoretical work in the late seventies and eighties, the first observational evidence for TDEs appeared
in the mid nineties and was facilitated primarily by the ROSAT soft X-ray all sky survey (198 ????). Several TDE candidates
were identified by selecting for high amplitude, high luminosity (1043−44 erg s−1) transient X-ray flares in galaxies that were
spectroscopically classified as inactive (Bade et al. 1996; Grupe et al. 1999; Komossa & Greiner 1999; Greiner et al. 2000). These
flares conformed to the theoretical expectation of very soft X-ray spectra near peak luminosity (blackbody temperatures ∼50–
100 eV) and a lightcurve that declined in time as a power law ∝ t−5/3. Later on, other X-ray observatories including Chandra
(Weisskopf et al. 2000), Swift (Gehrels et al. 2004) and XMM-Newton (chiefly through its slew survey, (Saxton et al. 2008)) also
started contributing to the sample of X-ray TDEs. More recently, the eROSITA instrument aboard the Rontgen Gamma Telescope
provided a step change in our capability to detect TDEs at X-ray wavelengths (Sazonov et al. 2021), although valuable follow-
up observations are still provided by the workhorse missions of X-ray astronomy (Swift, Chandra, XMM-Newton and NICER,
Gendreau et al. 2012). In addition to these X-ray selected TDE candidates, follow-up observations of UV/optically discovered
TDEs are providing another way to identify X-ray bright TDEs, although the exact link between the X-ray and UV/optical
brightness of TDEs remains an active topic of study.
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Figure 2. The various emission components envisaged to occur following a TDE, and their physical location. Adapted from Hayasaki (2021).

The X-ray properties of TDEs are broadly consistent with theoretical expectations of compact accretion disk emission: very
soft X-ray spectra around peak light and blackbody temperatures of kT ∼ 10s – 100s eV consistent with black holes with mass
≲ 108 M⊙ (see Saxton et al. (2021) for an excellent review on the history and properties of X-ray TDEs discovered to date). A
comprehensive analysis of X-ray TDE lightcurves shows that the power law indices are somewhat shallower than t−5/3, with the
majority of TDEs behaving as LX ∼ t−1−−0.5 (Auchettl et al. 2017).

Some early studies found that the X-ray emission can significantly harden over time and evolve to become dominated by non-
thermal, rather than thermal emission (Komossa et al. 2004; Maksym et al. 2014). This is often seen in accreting stellar mass
black holes when the accretion rate decreases below a transition value (thought to be around 1% of Eddington, e.g. Remillard &
McClintock (2006)). As a population, TDEs seem to exhibit a similar evolution (Wevers 2020); such changes imply a different
dominant production mechanism for the X-rays, and are called accretion state transitions. It is thought that the accretion disk
transitions from a radiatively efficient, optically thick, geometrically thin configuration into a radiatively inefficient, optically thin
state. Such changes have been confirmed in TDEs by several other studies (Jonker et al. 2020; Wevers et al. 2021; Sazonov et al.
2021), highlighting the importance of continued X-ray monitoring over long timescales. Such observations are now becoming
standard practice, and are enabling studies of the post-peak X-ray evolution in great detail, providing further evidence of the
accretion state transitions (Wevers et al. 2021) but also uncovering diverse and unexpected behaviour such as the emergence of
X-ray emission long after the UV/optical peak (Gezari et al. 2017; Kajava et al. 2020; Jonker et al. 2020), intermittent flaring on
short and long timescales (Saxton et al. 2012; Wevers et al. 2021; van Velzen et al. 2021b), and the rebrightening of emission
following extended X-ray dark periods (Wevers et al. 2023; Liu et al. 2023).

A small sub-sample of X-ray TDEs exhibit very high X-ray luminosities (1045−48 erg s−1, Bloom et al. (2011); Levan et al.
(2011); Cenko et al. (2012); Burrows et al. (2011); Pasham et al. (2022)), and recalling that a solar mass star will be swallowed
whole if M• > 108 M⊙ this implies emission in excess of the Eddington limit regardless of the exact black hole mass. Rather than
being thermal in nature, these X-ray photons are thought to be produced by internal dissipation in highly collimated relativistic
jets with Lorentz factors Γ ∼ 1 − −10 and opening angles θ ≲ 1/Γ = 0.1 (e.g. Bloom et al. (2011); Cenko et al. (2012)). This
can explain i) the X-ray spectral shape, which is indicative of non-thermal emission produced by (for example) inverse Compton
upscattering of the accretion disk photons, internal dissipation within the jet itself, and/or photons from structures external to the
accretion disk, and ii) the highly super-Eddington luminosity, which can be explained by a relativistically boosted jet pointed
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(nearly) along our line of sight. Unlike gamma-ray bursts (lasting up to at most several 100 seconds), these jets can persist for
100s of days, and therefore provide the exciting opportunity to study jet physics in great detail.

By exploiting the growing sample of X-ray TDEs, it is becoming possible to constrain the X-ray luminosity function (LF),
and by integration over the LF also the TDE rate. Analysis of the first sizeable homogeneously selected sample of X-ray TDEs
discovered by eROSITA shows that the X-ray LF scales ∝L−0.6 (Sazonov et al. 2021), although it may become somewhat steeper
when excluding the nearest and faintest event (∝L−0.8). This functional form is similar to that observed for UV/optical TDEs,
but significantly shallower (∼L−2.3; e.g. van Velzen (2018)). This LF implies an X-ray TDE rate of 1.1±0.5 ×10−5 per galaxy,
which amounts to ∼10 per cent of the UV/optical TDE rate estimates. This could indicate that geometrical factors (similar to the
AGN unification scheme, where the orientation with respect to the observer line of sight largely determines the X-ray properties)
play an important role in the detection of TDE X-ray emission, which in turn may help to understand the complex behaviour of
TDEs at other wavelengths (as described in the next sections).

3.1.2. UV/optical emission

UV and optical imaging surveys were not exploited to search for TDEs until ∼ 10 years after the first TDE candidates were
reported at X-ray wavelengths. The first TDE candidates at UV/optical wavelengths were discovered in the GALEX medium
deep survey (in the UV; Gezari et al. (2006)). This and similar archival searches (see also van Velzen et al. (2011) for results from
SDSS stripe 82 multi-epoch optical imaging) focused primarily on deselecting flares consistent with AGN variability, resulting
in several transient (but non-repeating) nuclear events exhibiting a high (∼50 000 K) and near-constant blackbody temperature
for at least several months. Neither supernovae nor AGN flares (the most common contaminants in TDE searches) display such
behaviour, making it a telltale signature for TDE identification4.

These pioneering early searches laid the groundwork for the near real-time photometric identification and spectroscopic follow-
up observations of TDE candidates, first using the Pan-STARRS survey (Kaiser et al. 2002) and gradually expanding to include
nearly all major time domain surveys (e.g. ZTF (Bellm et al. 2019), ASAS-SN (Shappee et al. 2014), OGLE (Soszyński et al.
2004)). Astrometric constraints on the nuclear nature of new transients can help to optimise spectroscopic follow-up resources.
The availability of Gaia photometric science alerts data (which provides single epoch astrometry with an accuracy of 55 mas
Hodgkin et al. (2021))can provide very tight constraints; unfortunately, its cadence is low (30 days on average). With an ever-
increasing torrent of transient candidates from today’s large photometric surveys, and exacerbated by the sparsity of access to
the UV part of the wavelength spectrum (accessible with the required scheduling flexibility almost exclusively through the Swift
UVOT telescope), optical spectroscopic follow-up observations have taken over as the most efficient and accurate form of TDE
identification.

As a group the sample of UV/optical selected TDEs exhibits several common properties (see the reviews by van Velzen et al.
(2020) and Gezari (2021) for more in-depth discussions). These events display a blackbody temperature of 10 000 – 50 000 K
that persists throughout the peak and decline of the lightcurve (over several weeks/months), and potentially a mild temperature
increase at later times (van Velzen et al. 2019). The UV/optical lightcurves broadly decay over time following a power law
(∝ tγ , where γ varies between –1 and –3, Hammerstein et al. (2023a)) to flatten out to a near constant level at very late times
(100s–1000s of days, e.g. van Velzen et al. (2019)), although there is some heterogeneity among the sample. For example, many
TDEs exhibit signs of a double-peaked lightcurve (e.g. Leloudas et al. 2016; Wevers et al. 2019). Hinkle et al. (2020) reported
a relation between the peak luminosity and decay timescale, similar to type Ia supernovae, exemplified by several faint and fast
TDEs (e.g. iPTF16–fnl Blagorodnova et al. (2017) and AT2019qiz Nicholl et al. (2020)). These differences may relate to the
stellar structure as well as the depth (i.e. impact parameter β) of the encounter (Guillochon & Ramirez-Ruiz 2013; Law-Smith
et al. 2020; Ryu et al. 2020b,c). Correlations have also been found between the black hole mass and the lightcurve decline rate
(e.g. Svirski et al. 2017; van Velzen et al. 2021b), as well as the late time UV luminosity (Mummery 2021).

The main spectroscopic signatures of TDEs are a hot, blue continuum with very broad (5 000 – 30 000 km s−1) Gaussian
emission lines of the H Balmer series (most notably Hα and Hβ) and He II (most notably the 4686Å transition). He I features
are also seen on occasion, as are O III and N III (λλ 4100, 4640) Bowen fluorescence lines (Blagorodnova et al. 2019; Leloudas
et al. 2019) and, on rarer occasions, Fe II lines (Wevers et al. 2019; Cannizzaro et al. 2021). Given the width of the lines several
features are expected to overlap in the 4600Å region (home to He II, N III and also Hβ). As a result, the Bowen and Fe II lines
weren’t unambiguously identified until recently. The width of these emission lines does not correlate with the black hole mass,
nor is their evolution consistent with a kinematic origin. Instead, optical polarimetric observations indicate that electron scattering
sets the line widths (Leloudas et al. 2022). This implies the existence around peak light of a high covering factor, optically thick

4 It should be noted that although empirically a blackbody fit provides a reasonable description of the UV/optical SED, it remains unclear whether this interpretation
is physical. For example, the common assumption of spherical symmetry of the emitting region is unlikely to be correct in some cases.
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envelope of material engulfing the inner accretion disk. This material can become optically thin and reveal the accretion disk at
late times (Patra et al. 2022).

Although the spectral content of TDEs is heterogeneous and can change depending on the phase of the lightcurve, van Velzen
et al. (2021b) have proposed a classification scheme based on the emission line content. Three classes of TDEs have been
identified: TDE-H, which show broad H Balmer (primarily Hα and Hβ); TDE-H+He, which show both signatures of H Balmer,
He I and/or He II lines–the majority of these sources also show N III/O III Bowen fluorescence lines, and a small subsample show
Fe II lines; and TDE-He, which show only broad He II emission. In the TDE-H+He class, the emission lines do not necessarily
emerge simultaneously. Both an evolution of H-rich to He-rich (e.g. Nicholl et al. (2019)) and vice versa (e.g. Wevers et al.
(2022)) have been observed. We note that due to this behaviour, while single epoch spectroscopy is sufficient to classify a new
transient as a TDE, it is likely insufficient to robustly classify a TDE in one of the three classes. Correlations exist between the
photometric (e.g. blackbody) properties of TDEs and their spectroscopic appearance (van Velzen et al. 2021b; Charalampopoulos
et al. 2022). For example, the Hα luminosity is found to correlate linearly with the blackbody radius, and the TDE-H+He class
has smaller blackbody radii than the TDE-H class.

A small but interesting sub-class of TDEs display double-peaked emission line profiles in Hα, Hβ (Holoien et al. 2019; Short
et al. 2020; Hung et al. 2020) and/or He II (Wevers et al. 2022) at various points in their evolution. These events are of particular
interest because of the possibility to model their emission features with a relativistic, elliptical accretion disk to constrain their
properties. This allows a direct determination of the disk geometry and inclination (and potentially even the black hole spin,
Wevers et al. (2022)), properties for which a significant body of theoretical literature predictions exist but are not directly testable.
Areas of particular interest include verifying whether or not the tidal debris retains significant eccentricity or can form a circular
disk efficiently, as well as directly testing the hypothesis that the TDE line content as well as X-ray properties are viewing angle
dependent.

An independent spectroscopic signature that has been suggested to be related to TDEs are narrow, high excitation (>100 eV)
coronal emission lines such as Fe X,XI,XIV, Ar XIV and S XII (Komossa et al. 2008; Wang et al. 2011a, 2012). In contrast with the
other spectroscopic features described earlier, such lines are hypothesised to be excited after the TDE radiation interacts with a
clumpy, pre-existing medium at larger scales (∼1017−18 cm). These lines are therefore expected to be delayed with respect to the
peak of the UV/optical flare. While most such sources have been discovered in archival searches, more recently this association
was confirmed through the detection of coronal lines following the TDE AT2017gge (Onori et al. 2022).

UV spectroscopy of TDEs is more rare, with existing datasets providing coverage of only a handful of sources. These spectra
tend to show both emission (e.g. Lyα, C IV and N V, Cenko et al. (2016); Brown et al. (2018); Blagorodnova et al. (2019))
and broad absorption lines (BALs; e.g. C IV, N V, S IV, e.g. Blanchard et al. (2017); Hung et al. (2019)) that tend to have
blueshifts of 1000–10 000 km s−1 (Hung et al. 2019), similar to those observed in broad absorption line quasars – albeit with
some peculiarities. For example, TDEs do not show the ubiquitously observed Mg II doublet at 2796, 2803Å. Furthermore, the
ratio of nitrogen to carbon is much higher than observed in QSOs (Cenko et al. 2016). The broad, blue-shifted absorption lines
may be evidence for the presence of fast outflows (e.g. Parkinson et al. (2020)), although the driving mechanism remains unclear.

The heterogeneity of discovery surveys (in terms of cadence, depth, sky coverage, etc.) make accurate rate estimates based
on the UV/optical sample challenging. Early calculations based on small samples yielded estimates of order ṄTDE ∼10−5 per
galaxy per year (e.g. Gezari et al. (2008); van Velzen & Farrar (2014)), discrepant by an order of magnitude with conservative
theoretical expectations of ṄTDE ∼ 10−4 (Magorrian & Tremaine 1999; Wang & Merritt 2004). van Velzen (2018) provided
the first detailed treatment of selection effects of a sample of UV/optically discovered TDEs, leading to the first measurement
of their LF. The observed rest frame g-band LF follows a steep power law, dN

dLg
∝ L−2.5

g . Integrating over this LF for the
observed range of peak luminosities results in a TDE rate of ≈ 10−4 per galaxy per year (for a mean galaxy stellar mass of
1010M⊙), consistent with theoretical expectations. The growing sample of homogeneously selected UV/optical TDEs with ZTF
(Hammerstein et al. 2023a) has also been used to constrain the LF, with results that are largely consistent in terms of the LF slope
(∝ L−2.3, (Charalampopoulos et al. 2023; Lin et al. 2022)) but with significant differences in the resulting TDE rate (up to an
order of magnitude lower).

In the near future, large and deep sky surveys (e.g. the legacy survey of space and time on the Vera Rubin observatory,
Ivezić et al. (2019); Bricman & Gomboc (2020)) will help to further enlarge the TDE population and enable studies of large,
homogeneously selected samples.

3.1.3. IR emission

The luminous and energetic radiation that is emitted during a TDE has the power to reveal and alter the black hole’s circum-
nuclear environment on sub-pc scales. Dust particles residing in the immediate vicinity of the SMBH will efficiently absorb the
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X-ray/UV/optical radiation, heating them to high temperatures. If this temperature is higher than the dust sublimation temperature
(which depends on the dust composition, particle size and geometry, among other factors), it will lead to the dust evaporating
up to the so-called sublimation radius, the smallest radius where dust particles can survive given a ionising luminosity, dust
temperature and particle size. Because the SMBH is generally inactive before the TDE, dust can exist in close proximity to the
black hole (unlike the situation for AGNs, which are continuously radiating photons that will evaporate the dust). The luminous
TDE flare will then carve out a dust-free region with size Rsub. For the typical case of graphite particles and in the assumption
that the dust absorption efficiency is ≈ 1, the sublimation radius is given by (van Velzen et al. 2016)

Rsub = 0.15

(
L45

a20.1 T
5.8
1850

)1/2

pc (13)

Here L45 is the luminosity normalised to 1045 erg s−1, a0.1 is the particle size normalised to 0.1 µm (because the dust emissivity
scales ∝ a2 it will be dominated by the largest grains, and 0.1 µm corresponds to the largest dust grain size observed in our
Galaxy), and T1850 is the dust temperature normalised to 1850 Kelvin (the expected sublimation temperature of graphite-like
dust). The surviving dust particles will reradiate the absorbed energy at IR wavelengths – where the precise wavelength is
determined by the particle size, composition, geometry and temperature. The TDE light echo will be dominated by the largest
particles able to exist at Rsub, as these will reradiate the absorbed energy in the shortest timeframe.

The IR lightcurve will evolve with a time delay with respect to the UV/optical flare. Assuming a single shell of material is
responsible for the dust absorption and re-emission, once the photons of the UV/optical peak have been reprocessed an abrupt
drop in IR emission will occur. Measuring this break in the IR lightcurve therefore provides a direct estimate of the approximate
radius Rsub of the reprocessing shell. With Rsub measured from the observations, solving Equation 13 for L45 provides an
independent measurement of the bolometric luminosity of the TDE required to power the observed dust echo.

The first measurement of the IR luminosity of a TDE candidate was reported in Komossa et al. (2009), who observed it in
the mid-IR with the Spitzer space telescope. The (surprising) result was a very large mid-IR (10–20 µm) luminosity ≈ 1043.5

erg s−1. In the assumption of blackbody emission, this implies an emitting region size of 0.5 pc. WISE imaging observations
taken ∼2 years later showed a decrease in luminosity by a factor of ∼2, confirming that this MIR emission is transient and not
associated to star formation in the host.

Other results are based mainly on the reactivated WISE mission (NEOWISE, Mainzer et al. (2014)), which is performing an
all sky IR survey with a cadence of ∼ 6 months. Several authors reported on both theoretical expectations based on 1D radiative
transfer models (Lu et al. 2016), and observational detections of IR echoes (van Velzen et al. 2016; Dou et al. 2016; Jiang et al.
2016). These observations indicate light delays of the IR peak brightness of 100–200 days with respect to the UV/optical flares,
and generally small amplitudes/luminosities (LIR ∼ 1041−42 erg s−1, δm ≈ 0.1 mag). Due to the small amplitudes, a careful
analysis and high quality data are required to robustly detect the IR echoes. By comparing the UV/optical blackbody luminosity
to the bolometric luminosity implied by the dust echo, van Velzen et al. (2016) infer a bolometric correction factor of ∼ 10, i.e.
LBB/Lbol = 0.1. This could suggest that a large fraction of the available energy is radiated at wavelengths that are not directly
accessible (e.g. in the EUV band).

The most comprehensive study to date is presented by Jiang et al. (2021), who find similarly modest LIR values and, by
equating the energy radiated in the IR with the energy able to heat up the dust, very low dust covering fractions fc = EIR/Eabs ∼
0.01 (or similar upper limits in the case of non-detections). This is in stark contrast with AGN studies, where the torus covering
factor is typically ∼0.1 or higher.

Recently launched and planned IR space observatories (e.g. JWST and the Nancy Grace Roman telescope) will enable, through
spectroscopic and time-domain observations, in-depth studies of the circumnuclear dust and gas content and properties of qui-
escent galaxies beyond the local group, something that is otherwise very hard to do with existing ground-based (and space)
observatories.

3.1.4. Radio emission

Relativistic electrons gyrating in magnetic fields will emit synchrotron radiation, which for the magnetic fields found near
SMBHs will peak at radio wavelengths. Following a TDE, there are three main physical mechanisms that can produce radio
emission.

One of these is associated to the (previously ignored) unbound tail of the stellar debris. This debris will move away from
the SMBH at high velocities and eventually interact with the ambient circum-nuclear medium, creating a bow shock along the
leading edge of the debris stream (e.g. Krolik et al. (2016)). The radio brightness will depend on the ambient medium density
and the cross-section of the debris stream. Depending on the location of the ambient material with respect to the SMBH, there
may be a delay in the onset of radio emission related to the travel time from the disruption site to the circum-nuclear material.
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Another way to produce the relativistic electrons necessary to produce radio synchrotron radiation is through external shocks
(e.g. Zauderer et al. (2013)). In this scenario, an outflow or (sub-)relativistic jet –produced following the accretion of material,
and therefore unrelated to the previously mentioned unbound debris– is launched from the SMBH at high velocity, and while
moving outwards eventually plows into pre-existing circum-nuclear material to produce a forward (as well as a reverse) shock.
This shock subsequently propagates through the medium, producing relativistic electrons which emit synchrotron photons when
accelerated in the medium’s magnetic field. Although this emission is not produced directly by the jet, modelling the radio
lightcurves can be used to constrain the internal jet structure. For example, if the jet is composed of an ultra-relativistic core and
a slower surrounding sheath (for example, produced by jet precession), a multi-peaked light curve should be observed (Mimica
et al. 2015). Radio variability can also be produced by synchrotron self-absorption, if the self-absorption frequency moves
through the observed frequency bands (Metzger et al. 2012); by changes in the slope of the circum-nuclear medium density
profile the decelerating jet encounters (although these changes are more modest Generozov et al. 2017); and through inverse
Compton cooling of the electrons on the jet X-rays, the rate of which depends on the collimation of the jet (Kumar et al. 2013).

The third production mechanism for radio emission is distinct from the previous two scenarios in that it is internal to the
jet (i.e. co-spatial with the X-rays; the relativistic electrons can be provided by collimation shocks, turbulent electromagnetic
fields or magnetic reconnection), and does not depend on the presence of dense circum-nuclear material. A freely (adiabatically)
expanding conical jet model has successfully been applied to compact (extragalactic) radio cores and X-ray binaries, and has
also been proposed to power the radio emission of ASASSN–14li, a canonical example of a TDE (Pasham & van Velzen 2018).
A key property of this model is the prediction of correlated behaviour between emission in different bands; in particular, if the
jet power is coupled to the mass accretion rate through the accretion disk, a correlation between radio (from the jet) and X-ray
(from the accretion disk) emission is expected (and observed, Pasham & van Velzen (2018)).

Radio follow-up observations of TDEs have uncovered two broad classes (van Velzen et al. 2013): radio-loud and radio-quiet
TDEs, although the dividing line is somewhat arbitrary. Radio-loud TDEs stand out due to their association to extremely bright
X-ray emission, and are thought to be produced when a relativistic jet is fortuitously pointed along our line of sight. Such
relativistic jets can be detected out to cosmological distances due to Doppler boosting caused by the relativistic bulk motion of
the material – the current record-holder is AT2022cmc, a TDE at z = 1.19 (luminosity distance of 8.45 Gpc) – although their
observed rate (based on the 4 known events) is only ∼1% of UV/optical and X-ray TDEs, ∼ 0.03 Gpc−3 yr−1 (Brown et al.
2015; Andreoni et al. 2022).

The sources with less luminous radio emission could in part be those with off-axis relativistic jets, which due to the absence
of Doppler boosting will not reach very high peak luminosities. Such systems may become detectable only at later times, when
the jet has decelerated. Deep radio limits suggest that the radio-quiet TDEs may in fact launch intrinsically less powerful jets or
outflows. The radio luminosity in such systems is governed by a wide variety of properties, including the magnetic field strength,
the density profile of the circum-nuclear medium (Giannios & Metzger 2011; Generozov et al. 2017), as well as the degree of
equipartition of energy between the electrons and the magnetic field (e.g. De Colle & Lu (2020); Pasham et al. (2022)).

3.2. High energy neutrino and cosmic rays

Cosmic rays are high-energy (10 − 1020GeV) charged hadrons (e.g., protons and atomic nuclei) that impinge on Earth from
outer space. In particular, those with energies larger than 1019 GeV are referred to as ultrahigh-energy cosmic rays (UHECRs).
Upon interactions with ambient baryonic matter and radiation fields, these cosmic rays produce secondary particles such as
gamma rays and hadrons. One of the secondary particles is the neutrino, a subatomic neutral particle with a very small mass
that interacts only via weak force and gravity. Because of the very weak gravitational interaction and the weak force having a
short range, they so weakly interact with ordinary matter that it makes them incredibly hard to detect, even though they are the
second most common elementary particle in nature (Weinberg 1972). However, this also means that neutrinos have an extremely
long mean free path such that they carry information about very distant astrophysical phenomena, including the origin of cosmic
rays. A few known possible astrophysical sites of neutrino production include the Earth’s atmosphere, the solar atmosphere, the
Galactic disk, and the cores of massive stars (when they explode as supernovae). See review papers for cosmic rays (Kotera &
Olinto 2011) and neutrinos (Mészáros 2017).

Tidal disruption events have been proposed as possible sources of UHECRs (Farrar & Gruzinov 2009; Farrar & Piran 2014)
and neutrinos (Wang et al. 2011b; Wang & Liu 2016; Dai & Fang 2017; Senno et al. 2017; Biehl et al. 2018; Guépin et al. 2018).
There are two main possible production zones.

1. Relativistic jet: relativistic jets in TDEs could be a potential production site of cosmic rays (Farrar & Gruzinov 2009).
The detection of jetted TDEs (Swift J1644+57 Bloom et al. (2011); Burrows et al. (2011), Swift J1112.2-8238 Brown
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et al. (2015) and Swift J1112-82 Cenko et al. (2012)) and high neutrino flux at ∼ 30 TeV by IceCube (Aartsen et al.
2013) exceeding the Fermi isotropic gamma-ray background at 10-100 GeV, triggered the research on the cosmic ray and
neutrino production in the context of jetted TDEs. It was suggested that in relativistic TDE jets, protons can be accelerated
via internal shocks created due to the collision of rapidly moving ejecta and slower ejecta (Farrar & Piran 2014). Wang
et al. (2011b) analytically confirmed this idea that accelerated protons by the internal shock can produce 0.1 − 10 PeV
neutrinos via photomeson interactions with X-ray photons but also found that their flux is not sufficient to account for the
observed flux of UHECRs. It was further noted by Zhang et al. (2017) that nuclei can be significantly disintegrated in
internal shocks, although they could survive for low-luminosity TDE jets. So alternative scenarios, such as UHECR and
neutrino production in external forward and reverse shocks created by the interaction of the jet with circumnuclear medium
(Wang & Liu 2016; Zhang et al. 2017), or by the inner part of jet (Guépin et al. 2018), were examined. However, it appears
that the tension between the detection rate of neutrinos and cosmic rays by IceCube and the jetted TDE rate has not been
fully resolved. Biehl et al. (2018) revisited the internal shock scenario and found that the disintegration of nuclei found by
Zhang et al. (2017), in fact, should be frequent to produce more neutrinos and, if so, abundant TDEs of white dwarfs can
explain the observed neutrinos and cosmic rays. On the other hand, other studies (Dai & Fang 2017; Senno et al. 2017;
Guépin et al. 2018) argued that TDEs can not be the dominant sources of IceCube neutrinos because the observationally
inferred upper limit on the rate of jetted TDEs that happen to be pointed towards us is much lower than the lower limit of
the production rate of neutrinos inferred from the IceCube data.

2. Accretion disk and corona: the protons can be accelerated in the disk and corona that can form in TDEs. Hayasaki &
Yamazaki (2019) found that the stochastic acceleration of protons is efficient when magnetic fields are strong in super-
Eddington accretion flows. They further showed that the acceleration could be efficient, independent of the strength of
magnetic fields, when the disk becomes radiatively inefficient and optically thin because of the heat generated by turbulent
viscosity and transported inward with accretion, which was supported by Murase et al. (2020). In addition, Murase et al.
(2020), taking the spectral template for AGNs, showed that efficient neutrino production in a hot corona above a disk is
possible. High-energy gamma-rays produced from the decay of neutrinos are then likely to be absorbed in the disk and the
corona via γγ → e−e+ pair production, the latter of which are subsequently reprocessed to lower energies ≃ O(10) MeV.
However, as Murase et al. (2020) noted, the spectral features for TDEs are not well understood and may be different from
those for AGNs.

So far, there are two TDE candidates claimed to be associated with neutrino observations. AT2019dsg (Nordin et al. 2019a)
was detected by ZTF in optical/UV, X-rays and Radio. The optical/UV emission is well described by a blackbody spectrum of
104.59±0.02 K and radius of 1014.59±0.03cm (van Velzen et al. 2021b). The peak luminosity is estimated to be 1044.54±0.08erg s−1.
The first detection of X-rays from AT2019dsg occurred 37 days after discovery. The detected X-ray fluxes were soft, and declined
very rapidly, by more than a factor of 50 in flux over ≃ 160 days (Cannizzaro et al. 2021). Radio follow-up observations revealed
synchrotron emission from non-thermal electrons. This has been interpreted as an indication for a mildly relativistic outflow
(Cendes et al. 2021; Matsumoto et al. 2022) in which particles can be accelerated. AT2019dsg also displayed a strong dust echo
signal (van Velzen et al. 2021a). Later, it was suggested as the astrophysical origin of the detected 0.2PeV neutrino IC191001A
(Murase et al. 2020; Winter & Lunardini 2021; Mohan et al. 2022). However, the AT2019dsg-IC191001A association has not
been confirmed. Cendes et al. (2021) casts doubt on the claimed association of this event with a high-energy neutrino based on
that even a mildly relativistic outflow requires too narrow opening angle.

AT2019fdr is a TDE candidate in a Narrow-Line Seyfert 1 active galaxy (Frederick et al. 2021) possibly in association with the
IceCube high-energy neutrino IC200530A (Reusch et al. 2022). It lies within the reported 90% localization region of the neutrino
source. The EM emission at multi-wavelength from this event was detected. It was first discovered by ZTF (Nordin et al. 2019b)
as a very luminous and long-lived event with the peak optical/UV luminosity of ≃ (2− 3)× 1044erg s−1. X-ray emission from
the candidate was only detected in the 0.3-2.0 keV band roughly 590 days since discovery. AT2019fdr was further detected at
mid-infrared wavelengths. The peak MIR luminosity of 1.9× 1044ergs−1 was observed over one year after the optical/UV peak.

3.3. Gravitational wave emission

Fundamentally, the tidal disruption of a star is a two body encounter between massive objects accelerating under the influence
of each other’s gravitational fields. Such encounters will produce GW emission, chiefly due to the changing mass quadrupole
moment of the BH-star system (but see the remainder of this section for other GW emission mechanisms). The main difference
between the now well-known compact object binaries and TDEs is the mass ratio (q) of the system; while typically q > 0.1 for
the former, TDEs can have 10−8 < q < 102 depending on the mass of the black hole (typically assumed to be 104−8M⊙) and the
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type of star involved (ranging from low mass main sequence stars to white dwarfs as well as more massive stars). Because the BH
tends to be (quasi-)stationary while the low mass component moves in an orbit around it, such systems are also called extreme
mass ratio inspirals (EMRIs; 10−8 < q < 10−5) or intermediate mass ratio inspirals (IMRIS; 10−5 < q < 10−2); among these
systems one can distinguish between full disruptions (where a star is completely destroyed upon pericentre passage) and stellar
captures (where a stellar remnant or compact object occupies a stable, bound orbit around the MBH that evolves mainly due to
GW radiation). In this section we will provide a brief overview of the main mechanisms that can produce gravitational waves
during and after TDEs, their expected observational properties, and the prospects of detecting such signals with current and future
detectors. We discuss these scenarios in order of decreasing expected strain amplitude and hence, detectability.

3.3.1. The first pericentre passage

Stars that are fully disrupted after passing within the tidal radius will be transformed into a cloud of tidal debris. This cloud
becomes sufficiently diffuse (compared to the density of the initial star) that such an encounter will produce a single, burst-like
gravitational wave signal (see Section 3.3.4 for details about partial disruptions and long-lived stellar captures).

In the simplifying assumption that the star is disrupted instantaneously at pericentre (the impulse approximation), we can

estimate the characteristic frequency of this signal from Kepler’s third law (evaluated at rp), recalling that rt = R⋆

(
M•
M⋆

)1/3

and
β = rt

rp
:

fGW ≈ β3/2

2π

(
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r3t

)1/2

≈ 10−4β−3/2

(
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)1/2 (
R⋆

R⊙

)3/2

Hz (14)

This relatively low frequency signal is beyond the reach of current ground-based GW detectors, but is within range of space-based
laser antennas such as LISA (Amaro-Seoane et al. 2017).

To estimate the strength of the gravitational waves emitted by the BH-star system, we start from the quadrupole approximation
to the Einstein field equations (we refer the reader to Thorne (1998) for a more detailed discussion of the underlying assumptions):

h ≃ G

c4
1

d
4Ekin (15)

where d is the distance to the source and Ekin is the kinetic energy of the star, evaluated at pericentre for the TDE scenario (given
the large mass ratio, the SMBH is assumed to be at rest in the system’s centre of mass frame):

Ekin =
GM•M⋆

rp
(16)

Combining equations 15 and 16, substituting the definitions of rt and β, and renormalising for a 1 M⊙ star being disrupted by
a 106M⊙ SMBH at the distance of the Virgo cluster (the closest galaxy cluster at ≈ 20 Mpc) we obtain the strain of the GW
emission (e.g. Kobayashi et al. (2004)):

h ≈ 4× 10−22 β

(
d

20 Mpc

)−1 (
R⋆

R⊙

)−1 (
M⋆

M⊙

)4/3 (
M•

106M⊙

)2/3

(17)

The dependence on M⋆, R⋆ and M• indicates that more compact stars (such as WDs) will produce stronger GW signals. However,
the parameter space for TDEs of WDs to produce both a GW and an EM signal is limited by the requirement that the tidal radius
must be larger than the Schwarzschild radius.

3.3.2. Strong vertical compression of the star near pericentre

Upon pericentre approach, the unlucky star will experience differential tidal forces at its leading and trailing edges, resulting in
the star being stretched in the direction of orbital motion (sometimes called spaghettification). In addition, it experiences strong
one dimensional compression orthogonal to its trajectory of motion (also called pancaking Carter & Luminet 1983). During
this phase the material is in tidal free fall, and this pancaking effect scales strongly with the penetration factor of the encounter.
This spaghettification and pancaking lead to the star being strongly asymmetrically deformed, resulting in a variable quadrupole
moment and hence GW emission (Guillochon et al. 2009; Stone et al. 2013). The build-up of internal pressure will eventually
overcome the tidal field, leading to outward propagation of the flow, which is likely accompanied by strong shock waves that can
lead to an observable EM signal (X-ray shock breakout, Kobayashi et al. (2004); Guillochon et al. (2009)).
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At the moment of maximum compression, the vertical extent of the star is ∼ β−3R⋆ (Luminet & Carter 1986). Approximating
the second derivative of the moment of the inertia tensor by assuming that the pericentre passage time is Tp ≈ vp

rp
≈ GM•

r3p
leads

(e.g. Guillochon et al. (2009)) to the following expression
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T 2
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This results in a GW strain
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The dependence of the strain h ∝ β3 indicates that a significant signal will occur only for very deep plunges (for reference,
β = 10 and a solar type star at 20 Mpc leads to h ≈ 5× 10−24, while for β = 25, h ≈ 8× 10−23). With the assumption that the
signal is emitted during the entire pericentre passage, the frequency of this signal is given by Equation 14.

An alternative approach is to calculate the components of the moment of inertia tensor explicitly (Stone et al. 2013). The
characteristic frequency from the timescale of maximum compression τc scales as

τc = 8.5β4τ⋆ (20)

where τ⋆ ∝ 1√
Gρ̄⋆

, which quantifies the compressibility of the star (Luminet & Carter 1986; Brassart & Luminet 2008; Stone
et al. 2013). This leads to a frequency for the GW signal of

fGW ≈ 4× 10−5 β4
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For deeply plunging encounters with β = 10 (25), this results in fGW ≈ 0.4 (15) Hz.
From the explicit calculation of Ïij , Stone et al. (2013) find that the diagonal elements scale as Ïij ∝ β2, leading to an

expression of the strain
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For the same deeply plunging encounters as envisaged before with β = 10 (25), this leads to strain values of h ∼
10−25(10−24).

The off-diagonal elements of Ïij scale as ∝ β5 – but these elements have coefficients that reduce to 0 if the system has
reflection symmetry about the principle axes and orbital plane (which occurs, for example, in the Schwarzschild metric). This
may no longer be true for inclined orbits (with respect to the black hole spin plane) in Kerr space.

More important, however, is the argument of Stone et al. (2013) that in reality, the finite size of the star will lead to desyn-
chronization of the GW emission (which becomes significant for β > 6), i.e. the production of GW emission from the leading
and trailing edges of the star occurs non-simultaneously, and is smeared out over the entire pericentre passage time (rather than
emitted as a coherent signal over the maximum compression timescale). Because GW emission from stellar compression scales
strongly with β, the parameter space of high β would in principle provide the best opportunity to observe this component. How-
ever, desynchronization leads to a suppression in the GW strain in particular for these high β events, and the likely result is that
the GW emission from this mechanism is well below the detection threshold of future GW detectors.

3.3.3. Instabilities in the post-disruption accretion disk

An additional mechanism to produce GW emission in TDEs relates to the (potential) formation of a massive, geometrically
thick disk (Kiuchi et al. 2011; Toscani et al. 2019). Such a structure may arise if the radiative cooling timescale in the disk is
larger than the viscous timescale. Nealon et al. (2018) showed through numerical simulations (see also Bugli et al. (2018)) that
under certain conditions such a disk can form following a TDE, and is unstable to a global non-axisymmetric instability (the
Papaloizou-Pringle instability or PPI, Papaloizou & Stanley (1986)).

Toscani et al. (2019) treat this problem both analytically and numerically, assuming a 1 M⊙ accretion disk surrounding a
106 M⊙ SMBH. The analytical treatment follows from the results of Nealon et al. (2018), who find that the PPI occurs at
approximately the Keplerian orbital frequency of the torus, which is assumed to be located at 2rp. Hence the frequency of the
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signal as well as the maximum strain are similar to Equations 14 and 17. The main difference with the scenario described in
Section 3.3.1 is that the instability occurs over multiple orbital timescales, and the total (characteristic) strain (denoted hc) will
be larger by a factor

√
Nc, where Nc is the number of cycles spent within the detector bandwidth (Maggiore ????). Toscani et al.

(2019) estimate that Nc ∼ several 10s of orbits, so the characteristic strain will be correspondingly larger by a factor of a few
(<10). The numerical treatment of this problem results in significant differences, due to several assumptions that are unlikely
to be valid (notably the point-like nature of the disk, as well as the assumption that the entire disk undergoes the PPI, rather
than only part of the 1 M⊙ available). This leads to estimates of the strain that are a factor of ∼100 lower (∼10−24) than the
analytical estimate (Equation 17). Similar to the GW emission from stellar compression, the prospects for observing emission
from accretion disk instabilities in the near future remain bleak.

3.3.4. Partial disruptions, direct plunges, and extreme mass ratio inspirals

Lastly, we briefly touch upon scenarios that are closely related to TDEs, although they do not constitute a classical, full tidal
disruption – envisaged here as a single pericentre passage with observed EM emission.

Stars in galactic nuclei are thought to be diffusing through orbital angular momentum space through weak stellar encounters that
represent small perturbations to their orbital angular momentum / energy (Bahcall & Wolf 1976; Frank & Rees 1976; Lightman
& Shapiro 1977). One can then imagine a non-fatal interaction between said stars and the SMBH if they pass close to, but not
within, the tidal radius (i.e. β < 1). In this scenario, dubbed a partial disruption event, some mass may be stripped from the stellar
envelope but the core will survive to live another orbit (or orbits; e.g. Davies & King (2005); Guillochon & Ramirez-Ruiz (2013);
Ryu et al. (2020d)), possibly leading to repeated close encounters Wevers et al. (2023); Liu et al. (2023). With each subsequent
close passage, more orbital angular momentum will be removed from the star and it will eventually spiral into the SMBH to be
completely destroyed (Alexander & Hopman 2003; Hopman & Alexander 2005). Such a scenario can produce multiple bursts of
GW (and EM) emission, although as we saw earlier, the GW strain scales with β in all cases, hence the GW signal will be weak.

Alternatively, a direct plunge (where the stellar orbit directly impacts the SMBH without being able to pass through pericentre)
provides a scenario where the GW strain will be highest (due to the very high β value of such an encounter), but little or no EM
emission will be visible (as in this case, the material cannot reach pericentre but rather is swallowed directly by the black hole).

Finally, there is a limited parameter space in which a star may be captured on a bound orbit around the SMBH, e.g. through
direct capture (e.g. King & Done (1993); Hils & Bender (1995); Sigurdsson & Rees (1997)), tidal capture (e.g., Novikov et al.
(1992)), tidal stripping of stars Di Stefano et al. (2001), disk migration Metzger et al. (2022); ?, or the disruption of a binary
star system. If the pericenter distance of a star is not sufficiently close to the BH, the star is tidally deformed without losing its
mass at the pericenter passage during which its orbital energy is converted into heat energy (Press & Teukolsky 1977). Through
this process, an initially unbound star can be captured by the BH (Frank & Rees 1976; Novikov et al. 1992). If the pericenter
is between the “tidal capture” radius and full disruption radius, the star loses some fraction, but not all, of its mass. Depending
on which one is the dominant effect between tidal excitation and heating, and asymmetric mass loss, the partially disrupted star
can be bound (Faber et al. 2005; Cheng & Evans 2013; Ryu et al. 2020d). The last scenario will lead to one star being flung
out at high velocity, while the other component of the binary can remain gravitationally bound in a stable orbit the Hills (1988)
mechanism. Although the rate of bound systems produced via the Hills mechanism is uncertain5, such systems will occupy orbits
that eventually evolve primarily due to the emission of GWs – at which point they are designated extreme mass ratio inspirals
(see §?? or e.g. Amaro-Seoane et al. (2007) for a review).

Given that the dynamical time scale of a solar type star at the tidal radius of a 106 M⊙ black hole is ∼104 seconds, the
GW frequency of emission in this scenario will be ∼10−4 Hz6, and hence within the frequency sensitivity of space-based laser
antennae. The GW signal of such systems will be relatively weak, but it will be boosted by the fact that many cycles will occur
within the detector bandpass. Coherent integration of the GW signal for > 104 cycles with a frequency in the LISA band would
be required for detecting this signal (Amaro-Seoane et al. 2007).

The prospects of observing this radiation with future detectors remains a poorly explored topic. Given the burst-like nature of
the strongest predicted GW strain (due to the varying quadrupole moment of the BH-star system), detecting such signals requires
significant signal-to-noise ratio to confidently distinguish it from the noise characteristics. Besides the noise, there will also be
the background signal from the various sources of GW emission within the LISA band.

5 Metzger et al. (2022) made an order-of-magnitude estimate for the rate to be 10−5 − 10−7 yr−1 per Milky Way-like galaxies, which would be significantly
affected by the binary fraction and the shape of the potential (e.g., spherical or trixial).

6 This can range up to ∼10−2 Hz if one also considers NSs or stellar mass BHs, which can orbit within the tidal radius as defined for a solar type star (Sigurdsson
& Rees 1997)



17

Figure 3. Calculation of the expected TDE rate for future space-based gravitational wave detectors (LISA, Tianqin, Alia, Bbo, Decigo), as a
function the signal-to-noise ratio. For this estimate, they adopted Kroupa stellar mass function between 0.08M⊙ ≤ M⋆ ≤ 10M⊙ and a black
hole mass function combined by the galaxy stellar mass function from Davidzon et al. (2017) and the BH mass-galaxy mass relation from
Reines & Volonteri (2015). Figure adapted from Pfister et al. (2022).

Toscani et al. (2020) study the background signal of TDEs of MS and WD stars, and find its spectral shape scales as hc ∝
f
−4γ+5

6 , where γ represents the distribution of β values (i.e. dN̈
dβ ∝ β−γ , with a typical value for γ = 2 Stone & Metzger (2016)).

These authors also found that the background signal for WD disruptions around IMBHs may be detectable by future generation
space arrays (although the uncertainties remain large due to unknown factors such as the IMBH occupation fraction of globular
clusters), but that the background signal for MS disruptions of SMBHs will likely remain undetectable, not due to sensitivity
issues, but rather because the lower frequency will be outside of detectors such as DECIGO (Kawamura et al. 2006) and BBO
(Harry et al. 2006).

Regarding the detection rate of TDE signals with current and future generation detectors, Pfister et al. (2022) perform the
most comprehensive study to date, by combining the expected GW and EM signals with TDE rate estimates. As illustrated in
Figure 3, the take-away message is that it is highly unlikely for LISA and TIANQIN (Luo et al. 2016) to detect individual TDEs
(nor, as previously discussed, the TDE background). Future generation detectors, on the other hand, will detect 100s – 1000s of
TDEs over a large redshift range, and the planned EM facilities will enable true multi-messenger TDE astronomy by concurrently
detecting their optical/UV/X-ray counterparts.

4. REPEATING NUCLEAR TRANSIENTS AND PARTIAL TIDAL DISRUPTION EVENTS

In the previous Sections we have touched upon the concept of non-fatal encounters between stars and SMBHs. Here, because
the rates of the partial tidal disruption events (pTDEs) are expected to comparable to or more frequent than full disruption events,
primarily due to larger encounter cross sections (Krolik et al. 2020a; Zhong et al. 2022; Bortolas et al. 2023) and they may have
a potential connection with the origin of observed repeated bursts, we digress briefly into the observed phenomenology that has
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been linked with pTDEs. On the one hand, there are the subtle variations in the predictions for the behaviour of the fall-back
rate (which is expected to follow a steeper power law rather than t−5/3, e.g. Guillochon & Ramirez-Ruiz (2013); Coughlin
& Nixon (2019); Golightly et al. (2019a); Goicovic et al. (2019); Ryu et al. (2020d)), which is generally assumed to translate
into differences in light curve evolution (see Rossi et al. (2020) for an excellent review). Hammerstein et al. (2023b) analysed
a sample of 30 TDEs, and modelling their light curves with a power-law decay found decay indices ranging from –0.8 to –3,
hence encompassing the range of both full and partial TDEs. More detailed light curve modelling has also led to some claims
for candidate pTDEs, usually based on inference of the impact parameter β being lower than required for a full disruption (e.g.
Gomez et al. (2020); Nicholl et al. (2022)). However, the intrinsic light curve scatter, the possible dependence on the wavelengths
sampled by the data, and the exact coupling between the fallback rate and the light curve behaviour complicate the interpretation
of these results.

On the other hand, one can envisage a less subtle consequence of a pTDE if the surviving stellar core settles into a bound
orbit around the SMBH. When the stellar remnant returns to pericentre again, it will experience another close encounter with the
SMBH, leading to a partial or full disruption (e.g., Mainetti et al. (2017)). Nominally, when a single star on a near parabolic
initial trajectory experiences a pTDE, the energy of the new orbit is set by tidal dissipation, which can be at most the binding
energy of the star (assuming that the initial orbital energy is equal to 0, which corresponds to a parabolic orbit) but is much
smaller in practice (Cufari et al. (2023); of order a few per cent of the binding energy) and asymmetric mass loss, which tends to
exert a momentum kick on the remnant away from the SMBH. Depending on which effects dominate, the remnant can be bound
or unbound (Ryu et al. 2020d). Typically, the orbital period of the remnant is likely to be very long (≳1 000 years). One can
immediately see the practical problem in trying to identify repeating pTDEs: it requires monitoring on very long timescales.

Nevertheless, favourable circumstances exist that can dramatically shorten the orbital period of the remnant following a pTDE.
The most efficient of these occurs7 when the disrupted star lives in a binary star system, rather than in isolation. In this case, the
companion star is imparted the bulk of the orbital energy during the encounter. The resulting ? mechanism leads to one so-called
hyper-velocity star (the companion that received the energy kick and is flung out at high velocity) and a star that is tightly bound
to the SMBH. It is this latter component that will be subject to repeated tidal stripping, which due to the much tighter orbital
configuration can occur on timescales of months–years. The new orbital period depends on the impact parameter, the initial
binary separation, the SMBH–star mass ratio and the stellar structure; in practice, orbits with periods as short as hours and as
long as years are plausible outcomes. With the advent of large sky surveys, and increasing attention by astronomers, identifying
repetitive behaviour on these timescales is becoming possible.

Observational evidence is mounting to support the existence of systems which could be powered by repeating partial TDEs,
although alternative explanations exist and their nature remains a topic of intense debate. Miniutti et al. (2019) reported the
existence of quasi-periodic X-ray eruptions from the nucleus of a nearby galaxy with a recurrence time of ∼ a day; additional
systems which repeat over timescales as short as 2 hours and as long as 30 years have also been discovered (Campana et al. 2015;
Giustini et al. 2020; Arcodia et al. 2021; Payne et al. 2021; Wevers et al. 2023; Liu et al. 2023; Evans et al. 2023; Guolo et al.
2023; Malyali et al. 2023) at X-ray and optical wavelengths. Several of these show a distinct evolution where the recurrence
period decreases over time, which could indicate energy dissipation through GW emission (although this is unlikely to be the
complete explanation, Payne et al. (2021); Cufari et al. (2023)) as discussed in the previous Section and Chapter. The prospect of
identifying electromagnetic counterparts to sources of GW emission will undoubtedly fuel additional efforts to fully characterize
the largely unexplored parameter space of repeating transients in the nuclei of galaxies, taking advantage of the data that will be
provided by new large scale surveys at optical and X-ray wavelengths.

5. TIDAL DISRUPTION EVENTS BY STELLAR-MASS BLACK HOLES

Stellar-mass BHs are the natural end product of massive stars. Despite several mechanisms for the ejection of BHs, recent
simulation studies suggest that a number of stellar-mass BHs can be retained in clusters (Morscher et al. 2015; Rodriguez et al.
2016; Arca Sedda et al. 2018; Weatherford et al. 2020; Miller & Lauburg 2009; Mapelli et al. 2021,?). In dense stellar clusters
such as globular clusters or nuclear stellar clusters, mass segregation will bring them to the central part of the host where they
frequently undergo close encounters and collisions with more abundant normal stars. When stars pass too close to the stellar-mass
BHs, form a triple system with the BHs (Michaely et al. 2016; Seto & Kyutoku 2017; Fragione et al. 2019), or undergo dynamical
three-body interactions with one or two BHs (Lopez et al. 2019; Ryu et al. 2022, 2023a,c,d), they can be tidally disrupted (also
called “micro-”TDEs Perets et al. 2016).

7 We note that another potential mechanism to shorten the orbital period is GW emission. However, Cufari et al. (2023) show that given the large expected orbital
apocenters (of order 1-10 pc) it is highy likely that such an orbit would experience further perturbations within the nuclear star cluster, and hence not lead to
repeated pTDEs.
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Although the overall debris evolution is qualitatively the same in micro-TDEs and TDEs by SMBHs, a few quantitative dif-
ferences result in different observational signatures. First, the evolution time scales of micro-TDEs are shorter as the dynamical
time scales of gas around the BH become shorter for smaller M•. For example, the peak mass return time (Equation 9) is
hours for stellar-mass BHs, whereas that is weeks to months for SMBHs. Second, forming an accretion disk would be more
efficient in micro-TDEs. What primarily determines the pace of the accretion disk formation is how much orbital energy de-
bris should lose to circularize and how efficiently the orbital energy is dissipated. Unlike very eccentric orbits of the return-
ing debris in TDEs by SMBHs (Equation 7), the bound debris in micro-TDEs is already on an orbit close to circular, which
would require a relatively small amount of energy loss for its full circularization. If the incoming stellar orbit is parabolic8,
1 − e ≃ 0.7β−1(M•/20M⊙)

−1/3(M⋆/1M⊙)
1/3. Furthermore, the shorter peak mass return time for micro-TDEs indicates a

more rapid accumulation of gas around the BH; the peak mass return rate (∝ t−1
peak) for micro-TDEs is O(102)M⊙yr

−1 whereas
that is O(1)M⊙yr

−1 for ordinary TDEs. The larger return rate indicates that interactions between gas streams would be more
violent and dissipative on a shorter time scale. Lastly, unlike SMBH-driven TDEs, micro-TDEs can give a significant momen-
tum kick to the motion of the stellar-mass BHs (Kremer et al. 2022a), resulting in active runaway BHs (Ryu et al. 2023b). For
TDEs in close interactions between compact object binaries and a star, such a momentum kick can affect the orbit of the binaries
significantly (Ryu et al. 2022).

Given the differences in the evolution of debris, the observational signatures from micro-TDEs would be distinctive from
ordinary TDEs. Assuming the accretion time is set by the viscous time scale for a geometrically thick disk that rapidly forms,
Perets et al. (2016) expected that gamma-ray or X-ray flares, depending on the radiation efficiency of accretion, may be generated
in micro-TDEs over tens of minutes to hours, resembling ultra-long gamma-ray bursts/X-ray flashes. Building upon the order-
of-magnitude estimates, Kremer et al. (2019) carried out a calculation for the radiation hydrodynamic evolution of winds from
hyper-Eddington accretion, and found that ejected mass can generate a optical/UV flare with a peak luminosity above Eddington
lasting roughly 10 - 100 days. Later, Kremer et al. (2022b) performed a suite of smoothed particle hydrodynamics simulations
for collisions and tidal disruption events of stars by stellar mass black holes. Because accretion and radiation are not included
in their calculations, they predicted possible electromagnetic signatures by analyzing the structure of the material bound to the
black holes. Assuming the accretion rate is set by the infall of bound material on a viscous timescale and depends on the radius
from the black hole, they expected a peak luminosity of ∼ 1046±1erg/s which will mostly come out in the X-ray band. However,
more detailed studies for the light curves of micro-TDEs are necessary to reliably identify them among other transients.

There have been a handful of attempts to estimate the rate of micro-TDEs for different types of star clusters. Perets et al. (2016)
analytically estimated a lower limit of the TDE rate for BH ≃ a few 10−6 yr−1 per Milky Way (MW) galaxy using typical globular
cluster parameters. Assuming the MW galaxy density of one per (4.4Mpc)3, the rate becomes roughly ≃ 10Gpc−3yr−1. Using
Monte-Carlo simulations, Kremer et al. (2019) found a similar rate (≃ 3Gpc−3yr−1) for typical globular clusters in the local
universe, which inclines as redshift increases to 25−70Gpc−3yr−1 until z ≃ 4, then declines. The rate for BHs in nuclear stellar
clusters is found to be roughly comparable (1− 10Gpc−3yr−1 or 10−7 − 10−6yr−1 per galaxy, see e.g. Fragione et al. (2019)),
but that in young stellar clusters may be larger (≃ 200Gpc−3yr−1, Kremer et al. (2021)).

Recently, micro-TDEs in AGN disks have attracted a great deal of attention as a transient factory that can create transient
phenomena, including gravitational wave emission and micro-TDEs 9. AGN disks can impact the dynamics of stellar-mass
objects as their orbital energy is dissipated every time they cross (Miralda-Escudé & Kollmeier 2005). The angular torques by
the disk make their orbits less eccentric (relative to the SMBH) and inclined relative to the disk. They are eventually entrained
into the disk if their orbits become fully circularized (Rauch 1995), after which they migrate inwards. As the stellar-mass objects
accumulate in the inner AGN disk, stars can be disrupted by stellar-mass black holes through close encounters. Alternatively,
TDEs can occur in star-BH binaries which could be eccentric at birth and/or become eccentric via gas-binary interactions (Zrake
et al. 2021; D’Orazio & Duffell 2021). Detailed hydrodynamics calculations for TDEs in AGN disks will provide more accurate
estimates of their observables. Yang et al. (2021) estimated that the rate of micro-TDEs in AGN disks is ∼ 170Gpc−3yr−1.

6. SUMMARY

Tidal disruption events provide an excellent tool to detect and study otherwise quiescent supermassive black holes and their
close environments, both in the local Universe and at cosmological distances. Their optical/UV/X-ray light curves can be mod-
eled to constrain the fundamental properties of these black holes. Furthermore, X-ray spectral fitting of sophisticated accretion
disk models can provide an independent measurement of these quantities, making TDEs a promising tool to study SMBH demo-

8 Assuming the typical kinetic energy of stars in clusters is ≃ 0.5σ2, one can estimate that the eccentricity of two-body encounters with rp ≃ rt with velocity
dispersion σ is |1− e| ≃ 10−4(σ/15km s−1)2(M•/20M⊙)−2/3(M⋆/1M⊙)−1/3(R⋆/1R⊙) for M• ≫ M⋆.

9 TDEs by SMBHs in AGNs are also possible, and their observational signatures are likely to be different from those that happen in a vacuum (e.g., Chan et al.
(2019); McKernan et al. (2022))
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graphics in the era of large surveys such as the Legacy Survey for Space and Time and the eROSITA mission, when supplemented
by the next generation of X-ray telescopes such as Athena and other mission concepts currently being reviewed (e.g. the High
Energy X-ray Probe or HEX-P).

Our theoretical understanding of these events at the first pericenter passage is relatively well established. A number of nu-
merical simulations dedicated to simulating the disruption of stars in the early stages made significant improvement beyond the
conventional picture. However, the long-term evolution of debris, which is directly related to the observables of these events,
remains yet to be fully understood. Several open questions such as the main source that powers optical/UV TDEs, magnetic
field structure and enhancement in debris in relation to jetted TDEs, the role of recombination in shaping the debris structure
and its long-term effects on disk formation, can be only properly answered via global magnetohydrodynamics simulations with
astrophysically realistic initial conditions. Although it is still notoriously challenging, novel numerical techniques (Krolik et al.
2020b) seem to show the possibility of such simulations with reasonable computational costs.

Studies on TDEs by stellar-mass BHs have been gaining momentum recently. Such events can naturally occur in close multi-
body encounters between stars and compact objects in star clusters or AGN disks. Unlike TDEs by SMBHs, multi-body interac-
tions involving binaries can produce TDEs that can constitute a non-negligible fraction of the entire micro-TDE population. Given
the chaotic nature of three-body encounters, TDEs by stellar-mass BHs in such interactions would reveal unique observational
signatures that can not be described by TDEs in two-body interactions.

We are living in an exciting era where ongoing and future transient surveys will detect TDEs at unprecedented rates. The
impending growth of TDE candidates will provide an amazing opportunity for us to deepen our understanding of TDEs as obser-
vations will confirm or confront the existing theoretical models. In addition, observations of various signals of disparate nature
will bring up new aspects of TDEs as multi-messenger sources. In the mean time, to grasp such opportunities, it is important to
develop reliable automated identification algorithms for TDEs to facilitate the multi-wavelength follow-up observations necessary
to drive theoretical advances in the field.
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