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ABSTRACT

In galactic centers, stars and binaries can be injected into low-angular-momentum orbits, resulting

in close encounters with the central supermassive black hole (SMBH). We use N -body simulations

to study such encounters systematically under a wide range of conditions. Depending on the system

parameters (such as βb, the ratio of binary tidal radius to pericenter distance rp to the SMBH, and the

compactness of the binary), such close encounters can lead to the break-up of the binary, disruptions

of both stars and collision between the stars. Binary break-up produces a hyper-velocity star and a

bound star around the SMBH; the peak value of the orbital binding energy depends weakly on βb.

When rp is comparable to the stellar tidal radius, sequential disruptions of the stars occur within a

time interval much shorter than the initial binary orbital period, potentially exhibiting distinct double

TDE features. Stellar collisions occur for a range of βb’s, with a few to 10’s percent probabilities

(depending on the compactness of the binary). In gentle encounters (βb ≲ 1), stellar collisions occur

after the pericenter passage, and the merger remnants are typically ejected from the SMBH at a small

velocity. In deep encounters (βb ≳ 1), collisions occur near the pericenter, and the merger remnants are

typically bound to the SMBH. We suggest that stellar collisions induced by binary-SMBH encounters

may produce exotic stars in galactic centers, trigger accretion flares onto the SMBH due to the mass

loss, and result in bound merger remnants causing repeated partial TDEs.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The unique conditions at the centers of galaxies,

namely a large number of high-velocity stars in the deep

gravitational potential well of a central supermassive

black hole (SMBH), can lead to unusual patterns of star

formation, dynamical evolution and nuclear activities

(e.g., Alexander 2017). Within the sphere of influence

of the SMBH, two-body relaxation and other collective

processes are efficient, and stars in the nuclear cluster

can be “kicked” into low-angular-momentum orbits to-

ward the SMBH, leading to tidal disruptions of the stars

(Rees 1988; Stone et al. 2020). Since the 1990s, many

tidal disruption events (TDEs) have been detected (van

Velzen et al. 2020; Gezari 2021).

Corresponding author: Fangyuan Yu, Dong Lai
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Similar to TDEs, a stellar binary that passes suffi-

ciently close to the SMBH is tidally disrupted, resulting

in the ejection of a binary component with very high

velocity (Hills 1988). Many hyper-velocity stars (HVSs)

flying away from the Galactic Center have been found

(e.g. Brown et al. 2005). The velocities of these HVSs

are so high (measured at 500− 1000 km/s) that binary

break-ups by the Galactic Center SMBH provide a nat-

ural explanation (Yu & Tremaine 2003; Gould & Quillen

2003). A binary break-up also leaves behind a star on

a bound, eccentric orbit around the SMBH. It has been

suggested that such a star may be related to the phe-

nomena of partial TDEs (Cufari et al. 2022; Somalwar

et al. 2023) and quasi-periodic eruptions (Lu & Quataert

2023; Linial & Sari 2023; Zhou et al. 2024).

Many previous works have studied the dynamics of

close encounters between stellar binaries and SMBHs

(e.g., Gualandris et al. 2005; Bromley et al. 2006; Gins-

burg & Loeb 2006; Sesana et al. 2007; Sari et al. 2009;
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Brown et al. 2018). In addition to the binary break-up

that produces an HVS and a tightly bound star, other

outcomes are possible. When the pericenter distance

of the binary to the SMBH is comparable to the tidal

radius of the star, both members of the binary will be

disrupted sequentially; such double TDEs may exhibit

light curves that are distinct from single TDEs (Man-

del & Levin 2015). During or shortly after the binary-

SMBH close encounter, the two stars may come so close

to each other that a physical collision occurs (Ginsburg

& Loeb 2007); such a collision leads to stellar merger and

mass loss, which may produce exotic stars and generate

observable electromagnetic signatures.

This paper is devoted to a systematic study of the var-

ious possible outcomes of the close encounters between

stellar binaries and SMBHs, including binary break-up,

double stellar disruptions and stellar collision/merger.

We extend previous works by surveying a wide param-

eter space, for encounter pericenter distances ranging

from outside the binary’s tidal sphere to deep inside it.

Using N -body simulations, we characterize the orbital

energy distribution of the stars after the binary break-

up, and determine the time separation between the two

stellar disruptions in double TDEs. For stellar colli-

sions, we are interested in questions such as (a) what is

the probability of stellar collisions for different system

parameters? (b) what is the velocity distribution of the

collisions? (c) how likely are the merger remnants bound

to the SMBH, and what are their orbital energies? Over-

all, an important goal of our study is to obtain the key

results related to binary-SMBH encounters that can be

scaled to different system parameters.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we de-

scribe the key parameters of the problem and the setup

of our numerical experiments. In Section 3 we revisit

the Hills mechanism of binary break-ups. In Section 4

we present numerical results on double stellar disrup-

tions. In Section 5 we present the results for stellar col-

lisions/mergers and merger remnants. We summarize

our key findings and discuss some potential applications

in Section 6.

2. METHOD AND SETUP

We use theN -body code REBOUND with the IAS15 inte-

grator (Rein & Liu 2012; Rein & Spiegel 2015) to simu-

late the close encounter between a binary and an SMBH.

2.1. Key Parameters and Scalings

We introduce several key parameters and scalings in

the binary-SMBH system to simplify the problem.

A binary is tidally disrupted when the tidal force of

the SMBH dominates over the self-gravity of the binary.

The characteristic distance at which this occurs is the

binary tidal radius:

rbtide ≡ ab

( M

m12

)1/3

, (1)

where ab is the semi-major axis of the binary’s initial

orbit, M is the mass of the SMBH and m12 ≡ m1 +m2

is the total mass of the binary. A star is tidally disrupted

when its distance to the SMBH is less than the stellar

tidal radius:

r⋆tide ≡ R⋆

(M
m

)1/3

, (2)

where R⋆ is the radius of the star and m is the mass

of the star. For tight binaries, there is a non-negligible

chance that close encounters with SMBH can lead to

stellar collisions. We denote Rcol as the distance be-

tween the two stars when they collide. For a binary

with identical stars, Rcol = 2R⋆. In our numerical ex-

periments, we assume the binary approaches the SMBH

on a near-parabolic orbit with pericenter distance rp.

From the length scales mentioned above, we define

three dimensionless parameters:

α ≡ ab/Rcol, (3)

which describes the “compactness” of the binary,

βb ≡ rbtide/rp, (4)

which describes the “depth” of the encounter from the

binary perspective, and

β⋆ ≡ r⋆tide/rp, (5)

which specifies the “depth” of the encounter from the

star’s perspective. (For a binary with identical stars,

βb = 22/3αβ⋆.) The dynamics and outcomes of the

binary-SMBH encounter then depend on the three di-

mensionless parameters (as well as several angles that

specify the geometry and phase of the encounter; see

below). In our study, we consider α ≳ a few, so that

βb > (a few) ×β⋆.

Note that for rp ≫ ab, or equivalently (M/m12)
1/3 ≫

βb, the mass ratios M/m12 and m2/m1 do not directly

affect the dynamics of the encounter. To see this, con-

sider the equation of motion:

r̈21 = −GM

r32
r2 +

GM

r31
r1 −

Gm12

r321
r21, (6)

where r1 and r2 are the respective distance vectors of

m1 and m2 from the SMBH M , r21 ≡ r2 − r1 is the

relative distance vector between the stars. For r21 ≪ r1
and r2, we can expand r1 and r2 around rCM, which
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is the binary center-of-mass position vector (relative to

the SMBH). This gives:

r̈21 ≃ −GM

r3CM

r21+3
GM

r5CM

(r21·rCM)rCM−Gm12

r321
r21. (7)

We can further rescale Equation (7) by defining the

length unit r0 ≡ (m12/M)1/3rp and the time unit

t0 ≡
√
r3p/(GM). Let r̃ ≡ r21/r0, t̃ ≡ t/t0, and

r̂CM = rCM/rCM, we have (cf. Sari et al. 2009)

d2r̃

dt̃2
=

( rp
rCM

)3

[−r̃ + 3(r̃ · r̂CM)r̂CM]− r̃

r̃3
. (8)

For parabolic encounters, rp/rCM and r̂CM depend ex-

plicitly on t̃, i.e.,

rp
rCM

=
1 + cos f

2
, (9)

t̃ =

√
2

3
tan

(
f

2

)[
3 + tan2

(
f

2

)]
, (10)

where f is the true anomaly.

From Equation (8), we clearly see that the dynam-

ics of binary-SMBH encounters does not depend on the

mass ratios M/m12 and m2/m1 as long as the condition

r21 ≪ rCM ≃ r1 ≃ r2 is satisfied. Since the outcome of

the encounter is mainly determined around rCM ∼ rp, it

does not depend on M/m12 and m2/m1 explicitly. Of

course, in the case when m1 and m2 become separated

after the binary-SMBH encounter, the post-encounter

evolution of m1 and m2 may not be described by Equa-

tion (8).

Using Equation (8) to study the outcomes of binary-

SMBH encounters requires three dimensionless param-

eters: ab/r0 = βb is needed for specifying the initial

conditions, the collision distance Rcol/r0 = α−1βb is

needed for considering stellar collisions, and R⋆/r0 = β⋆

is needed for considering stellar tidal disruptions. In

our study, we will survey the outcomes of binary-SMBH

encounters in the (α, βb, β⋆) parameter space.

2.2. Simulation Setup

We consider binary stars m1 and m2, initially on a

circular orbit with semi-major axis ab. The center of

mass of the binary approaches the SMBH M on a nearly

parabolic orbit. We already know from Equation (8)

that M/m12 and m2/m1 do not affect the dynamics of

the encounter as long as M/m12 ≫ 1. Thus throughout

the paper, unless otherwise noted, our simulations adopt

m1 = m2 = m and M/m = 106.

In addition to the pericenter distance rp (or equiva-

lently βb), the trajectory of the binary relative to the

SMBH is specified by the velocity at infinity v∞. Note

that we are considering “hard” binaries so that v∞
is much less than the binary orbital velocity vorb ≡√

Gm12/ab. In our fiducial simulations, we adopt

v∞/vorb = 0.1 for all encounters. We have tested that a

smaller value of v∞/vorb does not affect our results.

In addition to the three dimensionless parameters

α ≡ ab/Rcol, βb ≡ rbtide/rp and β⋆ ≡ r⋆tide/rp, the out-

come of an encounter depends on various angles, includ-

ing the inclination angle (i) between the binary-SMBH

orbital plane and the binary plane, the argument of pe-

riastron (ω) of the binary orbit, and the initial orbital

phase (λ) of the binary. Note that since the initial bi-

nary orbit is circular, the outcome of an encounter does

not depend on Ω, the longitude of the node of the binary

orbit. In our simulations, we sample the dimensionless

parameter βb ranging from 0.5 to 10 (for βb ≲ 0.4, al-

most all binaries survive). For the three angles, we sam-

ple

1. i, with a sin(i) probability distribution, between

0 and π, or equivalently, uniform distribution in

cos(i),

2. ω, with a flat prior between 0 and 2π,

3. λ, with a flat prior between 0 and 2π.

Each simulation covers a time span from 20 tb before

the pericenter passage of the SMBH (approximately

15 rbtide away) to 20 tb after, where tb is defined as

tb ≡
√
a3b/(Gm12).

2.3. Outcomes and Branching Criteria

After a close binary-SMBH encounter, there are four

possible outcomes if the finite size of the star is taken

into account. It is important to establish appropriate

criteria for distinguishing the different outcomes:

• Surviving binary: When rp ≳ 2rbtide, i.e., βb ≲ 0.5,

the binary is not disrupted by the SMBH, although

its orbit may be significantly disturbed. For a sur-

viving binary, the separation between the two stars

r12 is always greater than the collision distance

Rcol during the whole encounter, and the mini-

mum distance between each star and the SMBH is

larger than r⋆tide. At the end of the simulation,

r12 is less than the “instantaneous” Hill radius

rHill = (m12/3M)1/3 d, where d is the minimum

separations between each star and the SMBH; the

relative energy between the two stars is negative,

i.e.,
1

2
v2
12 −

Gm12

r12
< 0, (11)

where v12 is the relative velocity between the two

stars.
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• Binary tidal break-up: When rp ≲ rbtide, i.e., βb ≳
1, the binary is broken up by the tidal field of

the SMBH. The potential energy difference across

the binary results in one member being ejected,

becoming an HVS, while the SMBH captures the

other member into an eccentric orbit (Hills 1988).

In this case, r12 is always greater than Rcol and the

minimum distance between the star and SMBH is

larger than r⋆tide. We calculate the energy of star

mi relative to an SMBH, via

εi ≡
1

2
(vi −V)2 − GM

ri
, (12)

where vi is the star’s velocity and V is the velocity

of the SMBH. One of the stars has an energy εi >

0 (ejected as an HVS), and the other has εi < 0

(captured by the SMBH).

• Stellar disruption: When rp ≲ r⋆tide or β⋆ ≳ 1, the

binary first undergoes tidal break-up at r1 ≃ r2 ≃
rCM ∼ rbtide, becoming two nearly independent

stars. These stars then move to smaller distances

and are tidally disrupted when r1, r2 ≃ r⋆tide. In

this case, two separate tidal disruption events will

occur in sequence (Mandel & Levin 2015).

• Stellar collision: In the aforementioned parameter

space, if the finite size of the star is taken into ac-

count, the collision of the two stars becomes possi-

ble. For βb ∼ 1, if the orbit of the surviving binary

has a large eccentricity, the stars may collide after

the pericenter passage; for βb ≫ 1, a stellar col-

lision may occur dynamically during the binary’s

pericenter passage very close to the SMBH. In this

case, the minimum distance between each star and

SMBH is larger than r⋆tide, and the minimum dis-

tance between the two stars r12 during the whole

encounter is less than Rcol.

We note that under the above classification scheme

of the encounter outcomes, stellar collisions and stellar

TDEs may occur simultaneously in some cases. How-

ever, the situation becomes very complex once either col-

lision or TDE occurs, and hydrodynamic simulations are

required to fully understand these interactions. There-

fore, in this paper, we will mostly focus on the range

of parameters that avoid stellar TDEs while considering

stellar collisions, i.e., we will consider rp ≳ r⋆tide. For

binaries with identical stars, this implies

βb ≲ 22/3α, (rp ≳ r⋆tide). (13)

3. BINARY TIDAL BREAK-UP

The Hills mechanism for binary break-up is well un-

derstood (Hills 1988). In this section, for completeness,

we analyze the energy distribution of the stars produced

by this mechanism.

Consider the energy (relative to the SMBH) of each

star after the binary break-up. At rCM = rbtide, the

distance of m1 to the SMBH has a spread of 2ab1 =

2(m2/m12)ab. The characteristic tidal energy is

Etide1 ≡ GMm1

(rbtide)
2
(2ab1) =

2GMµ12ab
(rbtide)

2
, (14)

where µ12 = m1m2/m12. Note that Etide1 = Etide2 =

Etide, so we only need to consider m1.

Figure 1. Probability density function (PDF) of the or-
bital energy of each star (in units of Etide = Etide1, given
by Equation 14) after binary break-up. The blue and orange
solid lines represent the results for two different values of βb:
gentle encounters (βb = 0.7) and deep encounters (βb = 5).
These PDFs are obtained by sampling all encounters with
different phase angles and inclinations. Note that the PDF
does not normalized to unity, because for a given βb, only
a fraction of the encounters lead to binary break-ups; each
PDF includes all encounters, not just those leading to binary
break-ups.

Figure 1 shows the probability density function of E1

(the energy of m1 relative to the SMBH) after the tidal

break-up for two βb values, βb = 0.7 and 5. The former

represents gentle encounters, with only a small fraction

of binaries being tidally disrupted, while the latter rep-

resents deep encounters, with most binaries being dis-

rupted.

From the figure, we can see that the energy distri-

bution exhibits clear bimodality. The peaks are at

|E1,2| ≃ 1.3Etide, and depend weakly on βb. In the case

of βb = 0.7, there is a significant truncation of energy
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at |E1,2| ≃ 1.6Etide. In contrast, for βb = 5, there is a

noticeable long tail, indicating that deep encounters are

more likely to produce HVSs with extreme velocities.

It is of interest to compare binary break-up and stellar

tidal disruption. In the latter case, the disrupted stellar

debris has specific energy ε ranging from −εtide to εtide,

with εtide ≃ GMR⋆/(r
⋆
tide)

2. The distribution of the de-

bris energy (mass per unit ε) dm/dε is often assumed

to be a top-hat (Rees 1988). In reality, dm/dε depends

on the density profile of the star, and more weakly on

β⋆ (e.g., Lodato et al. 2009; Guillochon & Ramirez-Ruiz

2013); dm/dε becomes a constant for |ε| ≪ εtide and

peaks at ε = 0. In the case of a binary tidal break-up,

the PDF of disrupted stellar energy is qualitatively dif-

ferent, as there is a gap at |E1,2| ∼ 0, or |E1,2| ≪ |Etide|.
This difference is expected: there is no material in the

space “between the stars”, and for a given βb, there is

always a chance that the binary is not disrupted — such

surviving binary will have rather small (≪ Etide) orbital

energy around the SMBH after the close encounter.

4. DOUBLE STELLAR DISRUPTIONS

In very deep encounters, where rp is much less than

rbtide (βb ≫ 1) and becomes comparable to r⋆tide (β⋆ ∼ 1),

the interaction typically results in the sequential disrup-

tion of the two stars. This possibility has been discussed

by Mandel & Levin (2015). Here our main concern is

the time separation ∆tDD between the double disrup-

tions (DD) and whether we can distinguish between the

two stellar disruption flares if double stellar disruptions

occur.

A simple estimate of ∆tDD goes as follows. When a bi-

nary reaches the distance rbtide from the SMBH, the tidal

force of the SMBH starts to dominate over the mutual

stellar interaction. As a result, the individual star be-

gins to approach the SMBH independently along nearly

identical paths. A tidal disruption event occurs when

the star reaches r⋆tide from the SMBH. The journey from

rbtide to r⋆tide takes about the same amount of time for

each star. Therefore, we only need to determine the time

difference between the two stars as each reaches rbtide. At

rCM ∼ rbtide, the maximum tangential stellar separation

is ab, and the star’s velocity is vCM ∼
√

GM/rbtide [Re-

call that vCM is much larger than the internal orbital

velocity of the binary: vCM/vorb = (M/m12)
1/3 ≫ 1].

Thus, the maximum time difference (∆tDD)max for dou-

ble disruption is:

(∆tDD)max ∼ ab√
GM/rbtide

∼
(m12

M

)1/3

√
a3b

Gm12
. (15)

Figure 2. Probability density function of the time dif-
ference ∆tDD between double stellar disruptions for α =
8, βb = 20. The blue, orange, and green solid lines rep-
resent the results for M/m = 104, 105 and 106 (assuming
m1 = m2 = m), respectively, while the vertical dashed lines
represent (∆tDD)max given by Equation (15).

Figure 2 shows our numerical results (assuming m1 =

m2 = m) for the distribution of ∆tDD for encounters

with α = 8, βb = 20 (Note that these parameters violate

the condition in Equation 13). To test the mass scal-

ing, we consider M/m = 104, 105 and 106. We see that

there is indeed an upper bound on ∆tDD in the simula-

tion data and that the upper bound agrees with Equa-

tion (15). The distribution of ∆tDD is nearly uniform be-

tween 0 and (∆tDD)max/2 and decreases to zero towards

(∆tDD)max. Importantly, ∆tDD is much smaller than

the orbital period of the binary (see Eq. 15). Since the

occurrence of double stellar disruptions requires βb ≳ α,

it tends to occur primarily for tight binaries (small α)

with shorter orbital periods. These suggest that dou-

ble stellar disruption flares occur on a rather short time

separation and may be distinguishable. Additionally, if

the two stellar disruptions occur almost simultaneously,

the interaction between the resulting debris is likely and

may give rise to unique electromagnetic radiation sig-

nals.

5. STELLAR COLLISION

We now examine stellar collisions resulting from close

encounters between binaries and SMBHs. Previous

work has shown that collisions can happen during deep

(βb ≫ 1) encounters (Ginsburg & Loeb 2007). For

a binary moving around the SMBH over many orbits,

the Lidov-Kozai effect can induce very high eccentricity

in the binary orbit and thus stellar collisions (Antonini

et al. 2010). Here we focus on stellar collisions induced
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by a single (“first”) close encounter between the binary

and the SMBH. In Section 5.1 we determine the parame-

ter space where the collision occurs and the correspond-

ing fraction of collisions; in Section 5.2 we analyze the

collision velocities; in Section 5.3 we examine the prop-

erties of the merger remnants.

5.1. Collision Fraction and Parameter Space

To analyze the fraction of stellar collisions, we divide

the βb parameter space into two regimes: gentle encoun-

ters (βb ≲ 1) where most binaries are not disrupted, and

deep encounters (βb ≳ 1) where most binaries are dis-

rupted.

5.1.1. Gentle Encounters (βb ≲ 1)

For gentle encounters, most binaries survive the peri-

center passage. However, some systems can achieve high

eccentricities, causing the binary stars to collide shortly

after the pericenter passage.

Figure 3. The fraction of stellar collisions induced by
binary-SMBH encounters as a function of the dimensionless
parameter α ≡ ab/Rcol, for several different values of βb ≡
rbtide/rp = 0.5, 0.6, 0.7 and 0.8 (all are gentle encounters).

Figure 3 shows the fraction of stellar collisions as a

function of α ≡ ab/Rcol, for simulations with βb =

0.5, 0.6, 0.7 and 0.8. We see that for a given βb, the

collision fraction decreases monotonically with increas-

ing α, as expected. However, for a given α, the collision

fraction initially rises and then falls as βb increases from

0.5 to 0.8. This is due to a combination of two factors:

the orbital eccentricity that the binary can attain after

the pericenter passage (see below) and the proportion

of binaries that survive the close encounter. When βb

is small (e.g., βb ≃ 0.5), the binary’s orbital eccentricity

generally does not reach a very large value; therefore, the

collision fraction is large for very small α values (α ≃ 2),

but decreases rapidly as α increases. For larger βb (e.g.,

0.8), the binary’s orbital eccentricity can reach a higher

value after the close encounter, but the binary disruption

occurs more frequently, causing the stars to separate be-

fore they can collide. In this case, the collision fraction

is larger for large α values (α ≃ 15) and depends more

weakly on α.

The results of gentle encounters can be qualitatively

understood by using single-averaged secular equations

for triples. The characteristic pericenter passage time is

tperi ∼
√
r3p/(GM), and the orbital timescale is torb ∼√

a3b/(Gm12), and the ratio is

tperi
torb

∼
(rp
ab

)3/2(m12

M

)1/2

= β
−3/2
b . (16)

For tperi/torb ≫ 1 (or βb ≪ 1), the internal orbital mo-

tion of the binary can be averaged across the entire en-

counter, and single-averaged secular equations of motion

can be obtained. To the leading (quadruple) order, we

have [see Eqs. (28), (29) in Liu & Lai 2018]:

dj

dt
=

3

2tLK
[5(e · r̂CM)e× r̂CM − (j · r̂CM)j × r̂CM],

(17)

de

dt
=

3

2tLK
[5(e · r̂CM)j × r̂CM − (j · r̂CM)e× r̂CM

− 2j × e], (18)

where e = eê points in the direction of the pericen-

ter, j =
√
1− e2L̂ points in the direction of the bi-

nary orbital angular momentum, tLK is the Lidov-Kozai

timescale defined as:

tLK ≡ m12

M

(rCM

ab

)3( a3b
Gm12

)1/2

. (19)

For a given βb, we substitute Eqs. (9)-(10) into

Eqs. (17)-(18), numerically integrate them for various

initial phase angles and inclinations, and record the

maximum eccentricity of the binary throughout the

whole encounter. The result is shown in Figure 4. There

is a clear envelope for the maximum eccentricities. Stel-

lar collision occurs when ab(1−e) ≤ Rcol, or 1−e ≤ α−1.

We see that as βb increases, the binary can attain a

significant eccentricity, making stellar collision possible

after the encounter. This is in agreement with the N -

body simulation results shown in Figure 3.

5.1.2. Deep Encounters (βb ≳ 1)

During a deep encounter, when the center of mass of

the binary reaches rbtide, the binary is disrupted energy-

wise. After this point, the motion of the two stars be-

comes almost independent. Since the velocities of the
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Figure 4. The maximum eccentricity the binary can
achieve during gentle binary-SMBH encounters as a function
of βb, calculated using the single-averaged secular equations
(17)-(18). Each blue dot represents the result of one calcu-
lation (with a specific set of initial conditions). Note that
the gaps in the middle range of βb’s result from the finite
samplings of the initial angles and phases.

two stars differ slightly when rCM reaches rbtide, their

trajectories also differ, potentially leading to a collision

around the pericenter. Such collisions are relatively rare,

but there is the possibility of high collision velocities.

Figure 5. Same as Figure 3, except for deep encounters
with βb ≳ 1. The solid lines correspond to βb = 1, 3, 5 and
10. The red dashed line represents the “billiard ball” model
in which the collision fraction is 1/(πα).

Figure 5 shows the fraction of stellar collisions as a

function of α, for simulations with βb = 1, 3, 5 and 10.

We see that the fraction is smaller (by a factor of a few)

than the case of gentle encounters (see Figure 3), and

generally decreases with increasing α and βb. For such

deep encounters, a simple “billiard ball” model discussed

by Ginsburg & Loeb (2007) provides a rough estimate of

the collision fraction: when the interaction between the

two stars is neglected, the direction of the relative ve-

locity between the stars is completely random; a stellar

collision occurs when the angle ∆θ between the rela-

tive velocity vector and the relative position vector is

less than 2Rcol/ab; thus the probability of a collision

is ∆θ/2π = 1/(πα). We see from Figure 5 that this

provides a very good fit to the βb = 3 result (see also

Table. 1 of Ginsburg & Loeb 2007).

5.2. Collision Velocity

When two stars collide, it is important to know their

relative velocity and impact parameter, as they deter-

mine the outcome of the collision including the mass loss

(e.g., Benz & Hills 1987; Lai et al. 1993; Freitag & Benz

2005).

Figure 6 shows the distribution of collision velocities

for two typical βb values (βb = 0.6 for gentle encounters

and βb = 5 for deep encounters), both with α = 8. Note

that these results can be scaled to different α values: if

we know that the same orbital parameters can lead to

collisions for a larger α value, we can analytically cal-

culate the new collision velocity components, since the

interaction between the two stars dominates the relative

motion at close distances.

We see from Figure 6 that the collision velocity vcol
ranges from slightly less than the escape velocity vesc to

twice the escape velocity, where vesc ≡ (2Gm12/Rcol)
1/2.

[Note that for two identical stars, vesc = (2Gm/R⋆)
1/2]

This is not surprising, since for α ≫ 1, the collision

velocity should be exactly equal to vesc.

In Figure 6, large tangential velocity (vcol,t ≫ vcol,r)

implies nearly grazing collisions, while large radial veloc-

ity (vcol,r ≫ vcol,t) implies nearly head-on collisions. We

see that both head-on and grazing collisions are possi-

ble. Figure 6 also shows that there is a significant differ-

ence in the collision velocities for the two βb values. For

gentle encounters (upper panel), the maximum collision

velocity is only slightly higher than the escape velocity,

and collisions tend to be more grazing than head-on.

For deep encounters (lower panel), the maximum colli-

sion velocity can reach twice the escape velocity. Such

collisions will result in more mass loss or even complete

destruction of the star, potentially leading to observable

effects.

5.3. Properties of Merger Remnants

Although the analysis of collision velocities suggests

that some mass loss is inevitable, most collisions will

result in a stellar merger. Here we examine the proper-

ties of merger remnants. Without detailed information
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Figure 6. Distribution of the relative velocities between
the two stars at collision for βb = 0.6 (upper panel) and
βb = 5 (lower panel). The horizontal axis represents the ra-
dial velocity vcol,r and the vertical axis represents the tangen-
tial velocity vcol,t. The red dashed line indicates the escape
velocity vesc =

√
2Gm12/Rcol. Each blue dot in the figure

represents the result of one simulation.

from hydrodynamics simulations, we will use the sim-

plest model, i.e., assume that the collision is perfectly

inelastic, conserving momentum with no mass loss.

We discuss the orbital energy distribution and orbital

periods of merger remnants relative to the SMBH in

Section 5.3.1, and the fraction of remnants captured by

(i.e., bound to) the SMBH in Section 5.3.2.

5.3.1. Orbital Energy Distribution

Since the center of mass of the binary is on a nearly

parabolic orbit, its initial orbital energy should be zero.

Following the inelastic stellar collision, the resulting

merger remnant will exhibit a distribution of orbital en-

ergies. Figure 7 shows the energies of the remnants for

both gentle encounters (βb = 0.6) and deep encounters

(βb = 5), with α = 5, 10.

Figure 7. Probability density function of the remnant
orbital energy for the gentle encounters (βb = 0.6, upper
panel) and deep encounters (βb = 5, lower panel), each with
two values of α. The vertical red dashed line is the dividing
line that distinguishes whether a remnant is captured by the
SMBH or not.

The difference in the energy distributions between the

gentle and deep encounters is significant. For gentle en-

counters, the absolute value of the energy Erem is small,

of order

|Erem| ∼ 0.2
Gm1m2

ab
, (20)
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because collisions occur far from the SMBH. As a re-

sult, most of the merger remnants are not captured by

the SMBH and are instead ejected. The velocity of the

ejected remnant is

vej ≃ 0.6
(Gµ12

ab

)1/2( |Erem|
0.2Gm1m2/ab

)1/2

, (21)

where µ12 = m1m2/m12 is the reduced mass of the bi-

nary. Note that |Erem| is much less than the character-

istic tidal energy in binary disruption (Eq. 14). Thus

the velocity of the ejected remnant (Eq. 21) is much less

than the velocity of the ejected star in a binary disrup-

tion. Similarly, the remnants that are captured are only

weakly bound to the SMBH.

For deep encounters, collisions generally occur at the

pericenter passage, resulting in a much larger |Erem|.
Although the peak of the energy distribution is greater

than zero, there is a wide distribution towards negative

energies, meaning that most of the merger remnants are

captured by (bound to) the SMBH. The orbital energy

of such a bound remnant can be written as

Erem = −ϵrem
Gm1m2

ab
, (22)

where ϵrem ∼ 10 typically and can be as large as 20.

Setting Erem = −GMm12/(2arem), this translates into

the semi-major axis of the remnant

arem = − M

2ϵremµ12
ab, (23)

where µ12 = m1m2/m12, and the orbital period of the

remnant

Prem =
( m12

2ϵremµ12

)3/2( M

m12

)
Pb, (24)

where Pb = 2π
√

a3b/(Gm12) is the internal binary pe-

riod.

Figure 8 shows the relationship of both the largest and

average values of ϵrem with respect to α.

The results indicate that for deeper encounters (larger

βb), ϵrem is generally larger, and the maximum value

gradually decreases as α increases, though the average

value shows no clear trend. According to Equation (24),

this also suggests that the minimum orbital period de-

creases when the encounter is deeper.

5.3.2. Capture Fraction of Merger Remnants

We have carried out simulations for a range of α and

βb values to determine the fraction of remnants that are

captured by the SMBH. The result is shown in Figure 9.

We see that the capture fraction in gentle encounters

is much smaller than in deep encounters. The result

Figure 8. The maximum (point) and average (star) value
of the dimensionless energy ϵrem (see Eq. 22) of merger rem-
nants as a function of α for different βb. Each point repre-
sents the result of a suite of simulations (about 104 runs).
The jaggedness in the figure comes from numerical precision.

for βb = 1 (the blue solid line in the lower panel of

Figure 9) is different from the βb > 1 cases because βb =

1 represents a mixture of the two encounter regimes,

resulting in a smaller capture fraction compared to the

βb > 1 cases.

Note that the capture fraction is calculated from the

stellar merger events, so α does not affect the capture

fraction in the same way it affects the collision fraction

in Section 5.1. In gentle encounters, we find that the

capture fraction has almost no dependence on α. In

deep encounters, the capture fraction decreases mono-

tonically as α increases. A possible explanation is that

as α increases, collisions occur farther away from the

SMBH and the resulting remnants are less likely to be

bound to the SMBH.

6. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

6.1. Summary of Key Results

We have carried out a systematic study on the close

encounters between stellar binaries and SMBHs. The

binary (with a total mass m12, initial circular orbit

and semi-major axis ab) approaches the SMBH (mass

M) on a nearly parabolic orbit, with pericenter dis-

tance rp to the SMBH. In addition to binary break-ups,

such encounters can also lead to double stellar disrup-

tions (double TDEs) and stellar collisions/mergers. The

occurrences of these different outcomes depend on the

system parameters through three dimensionless ratios:

βb = rbtide/rp, where rbtide = ab(M/m12)
1/3 is the tidal

radius of the binary; β⋆ = r⋆tide/rp, where r⋆tide is the
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Figure 9. Same as Figs. 3 and 5, except that the figure
shows the fraction of the stellar merger remnants (among the
stellar collisions) that are captured by the SMBH. Note that
for βb = 5 and 10, we only consider α > 2−2/3βb (see Eq. 13)
to avoid stellar tidal disruption.

tidal radius of the star; and α = ab/Rcol, where Rcol is

the separation of the two stars at collision. (For a binary

with identical stars, Rcol = 2R⋆ and βb = 22/3αβ⋆.) Us-

ing N -body simulations, we characterize these different

outcomes as a function of the three dimensionless ratios.

Our key findings are:

1. Binary break-up (βb ≳ 1) produces a hyper-velocity

star (HVS) and a tightly bound star around the SMBH –

the well-known Hills mechanism. We determine the en-

ergy distribution of the HVS and the bound star for dif-

ferent βb (see Figure 1). This energy distribution peaks

at the characteristic “tidal” energy (Eq. 14) and differs

from the energy distribution of the tidal debris produced

when a single star is disrupted. Deeper encounters (with

βb ≳ a few) have the potential to produce HVSs with

somewhat larger ejection velocities.

2. Sequential disruptions of the binary stars (dou-

ble TDEs) occur when β⋆ ≳ 1. We determine the dis-

tribution of the time interval between the two disrup-

tions (Figure 2) and show that it is much shorter than

the initial orbital period of the binary. This suggests

that the debris from the two disrupted stars is likely to

collide and may produce distinct electromagnetic signa-

tures. Further hydrodynamic simulations will be needed

to clarify these signatures.

3. Stellar collisions can happen for both gentle en-

counters (βb ≲ 1) and deep encounters (βb ≳ 1). The

occurrence fraction depends on the compactness of the

binary (or the parameter α), but can reach a few to 10’s

percent (Figs. 3-5).

• In gentle encounters, the binary survives the peri-

center passage, but its orbit becomes very eccen-

tric, leading to a stellar collision with a contact

velocity near the escape velocity of the star (the

upper panel of Figure 6); the merger remnants are

typically ejected from the SMBH at a small veloc-

ity.

• In deep encounters, stellar collisions can dynami-

cally occur during the pericenter passage; the con-

tact velocity can reach a few times the escape ve-

locity of the star (the lower panel of Figure 6),

leading to appreciable mass loss from the collision.

Most merger remnants are bound to the SMBH,

with typical orbital energy of order−10Gm1m2/ab
(see Figure 7 and Equation 22).

6.2. Discussion: Applications of the Results

Although our main results are presented in dimension-

less forms, they can be applied to various systems and

situations. Here we discuss several potential applica-

tions.

6.2.1. Bound Stars from Binary Break-ups

It is well-known that the tidal break-up of a binary

produces an HVS and a tightly bound star around the

SMBH. Our calculations show that the energy of the

bound star is given by (see Eq. 14)

Ebs = −ϵbsEtide = −ϵbs
GMmab
(rbtide)

2
, (25)

where for simplicity we have assumed m1 = m2 = m (so

that α = ab/2R⋆). The coefficient ϵbs peaks at around

1.2, and can extend to ∼ 2 for large βb (see Figure 1).

Such a bound star has a semi-major axis and eccentricity
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given by

abs =
ab
2ϵbs

( M

2m

)2/3

, (26)

1− ebs =
rp
abs

=
2ϵbs
βb

(2m
M

)1/3

≪ 1. (27)

The orbital period is

Pbs =
1

4ϵ
3/2
bs

(
M

m

)1/2

Pb

= 58

(
α

ϵbs

)3/2(
M

106m

)1/2(
R⋆

R⊙

)3/2(
m

M⊙

)−1/2

days,(28)

where Pb is the initial binary orbital period. Thus Pbs

depends sensitively on ab/ϵbs = 2αR⋆/ϵbs.

Bound stars from binary break-ups have been in-

voked to explain the so-called repeated partial TDEs.

Several candidate events have been found/claimed re-

cently, including ASASSN-14ko (period 115.2 days;

Payne et al. 2021, 2022, 2023; Huang et al. 2023),

eRASSt J045650.3–203750 (299 → 193 days; Liu et al.

2023, 2024), AT2018fyk (∼ 1200 days; Wevers et al.

2023), RX J133157.6–324319.7 (∼ 10000 days; Hampel

et al. 2022; Malyali et al. 2023), AT 2020vdq (∼ 870

days; Somalwar et al. 2023) and AT 2022dbl (∼ 710

days; Lin et al. 2024). However, in many cases, this

interpretation should be considered tentative. Since α

is greater than a few for realistic binaries, most binary

break-ups would not lead to immediate stellar disrup-

tion, unless rp ≲ r⋆tide, or α/βb ≲ 1. Equation (28) gives

the orbital period of the bound star immediately after

the binary break-up. Further orbital decay due to grav-

itational radiation can reduce the period as well as the

pericenter distance of the bound star: During this decay,
the orbit evolves according to (Peters 1964)

a(1− e) ∝ e12/19

1 + e

(
1 +

121e2

304

)870/2299

. (29)

So a reduction of the pericenter distance by a factor of a

few would imply a reduction of the eccentricity to ≲ 0.2.

It is not clear whether a TDE with such a low eccentric-

ity would be similar to the standard high-eccentricity

TDEs.

6.2.2. Merger Remnants from Stellar Collsions

Our finding that an appreciable fraction of binary-

SMBH encounters lead to stellar collisions may have in-

teresting implications.

As discussed in Section 5.1.1, gentle encounters (βb ≲
1) result in mild stellar collisions, and the merger rem-

nants are ejected from the SMBH with small velocities.

These ejected merger remnants typically have rapid ro-

tations (because of the off-centered collisions) and may

contribute to the exotic stellar populations at the cen-

ters of galaxies.

On the other hand, for deep encounters, the merger

remnants are likely bound to the SMBH, with semi-

major axis and eccentricity given by (see Eq. 23, as-

suming m1 = m2 = m)

arem =
ab
ϵrem

(M
m

)
, (30)

1− erem =
rp
arem

=
ϵrem
21/3βb

(m

M

)2/3

≪ 1. (31)

The orbital period is

Prem =

√
2

ϵ
3/2
rem

(
M

m

)
Pb

= 10

(
20α

ϵrem

)3/2(
M

106m

)(
R⋆

R⊙

)3/2(
m

M⊙

)−1/2

years.(32)

(Note that ϵrem can be much larger than unity; see

Figure 8.) Comparing to Equation (28), we see that

typically Prem ≫ Pbs. Thus these merger remnants

could also provide an explanation for the repeated par-

tial TDEs, especially for smaller M/m or/and low-mass

stars. There are similar difficulties in this scenario com-

pared to the bound star scenario (see Section 6.2.1). One

advantage of the merger remnant scenario is that be-

cause of dissipation in the merger process, the merger

remnant stars likely have a very extended envelope. This

makes their partial disruptions more likely even without

significant orbital decay due to gravitational radiation.

Another by-product of stellar collisions induced by

binary-SMBH encounters is the mass loss. Some of this

mass will accrete onto the SMBH, generating accretion

luminosity/flare even without the TDE of the star. We

plan to examine these hydrodynamical processes in fu-

ture works.

Software: IAS15 (Rein & Spiegel 2015), Matplotlib

(Hunter 2007), NumPy (van der Walt et al. 2011), Re-

bound (Rein & Liu 2012).
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