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ABSTRACT

Supermassive black holes at the centers of galaxies occasionally disrupt stars or consume stellar-mass

black holes that wander too close, producing observable electromagnetic or gravitational wave signals.

We examine how mass segregation impacts the rates and distributions of such events. Assuming a

relaxed stellar cluster, composed of stars and stellar-mass black holes, we show that the tidal disruption

rate of massive stars (m ≳ M⊙) is enhanced relative to their abundance in the stellar population. For

stars up to m ≈ 3M⊙, this enhancement is roughly m/M⊙ and it is driven by segregation within

the sphere of influence. Stars with masses m ≳ 3M⊙, if relaxed, are predominantly scattered by

more massive stellar-mass black holes, leading to a constant enhancement factor of ≈ 9, independent

of mass. This aligns with observational evidence suggesting an over-representation of massive stars

in tidal disruption events. For stellar-mass black holes, we predict an enhancement factor scaling as

m
1/2
• for plunges and m

3/2
• for extreme-mass-ratio inspirals (EMRIs). The power of one-half in both

cases reflects the shorter relaxation times of heavier black holes, allowing them to segregate into the

sphere of influence from greater distances, thereby increasing their abundance. The additional power

in the EMRIs’ rate arises from the tendency of heavier black holes to circularize and sink inward more

efficiently. Finally, we estimate the rate of main sequence star inspirals and find that it favors low-

mass stars (m ≲ M⊙). This seems compatible with the observationally estimated rate of quasi-periodic

eruptions.

Keywords: Galactic center (565), Stellar dynamics (1596), Supermassive black holes (1663), Tidal

disruption (1696), X-ray transient sources (1852), Gravitational wave sources (677)

1. INTRODUCTION

The centers of galaxies harbor supermassive black

holes (SMBHs) and their surrounding nuclear stellar

clusters. These dense environments give rise to vari-

ous electromagnetic and gravitational wave (GW) tran-

sients, such as tidal disruption events (TDEs; Rees 1988;

Gezari 2021), quasi-periodic eruptions (QPEs; Miniutti

et al. 2019; Arcodia et al. 2021), merging stellar-mass

black hole (BH) binaries (Mapelli 2021; Arca Sedda

et al. 2023), and extreme-mass-ratio inspirals (EMRIs;

Amaro-Seoane 2018).

The rates and characteristics of these transients de-

pend on the distribution of stars and BHs around the

SMBH, which has been extensively studied over the past
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half a century, since the pioneering works of Peebles

(1972) and Bahcall & Wolf (1976).

Under the assumptions of spatial spherical symme-

try, isotropic velocities, and weak two-body scatter-

ing dynamics, Bahcall & Wolf (1976) derived a zero-

flux steady-state solution for a single-mass population.

In this case, the phase-space distribution is given by

f(E) ∝ Ep with p = 1/4, which corresponds to a num-

ber density n(r) ∝ r−η, with η = 3/2 + p = 7/4 (here-

after, BW profile). This solution satisfies a vanishing

particle flux and a constant energy flux (Rom et al.

2023). In a following paper, Bahcall & Wolf (1977)

generalized their calculation for multi-mass groups. As-

suming that the most massive objects, mmax, are the

most abundant, a zero-flux solution is satisfied when

the massive group follows the single-mass BW profile,

with pmax ≈ 1/4, while lighter objects, with mass

mi < mmax, obtain shallower profiles (Bahcall & Wolf
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1977), satisfying

pi
pmax

≈ mi

mmax
. (1)

However, in realistic nuclear stellar clusters, low-mass

stars are much more abundant than massive stars or

compact objects, hence they dominate the scattering

and the massive objects sink toward the center of the

cluster, due to dynamical friction, as encapsulated by

Alexander & Hopman (2009) and Keshet et al. (2009)

mass-segregated distributions. Recently, Linial & Sari

(2022) revisited the impact of segregation in nuclear

stellar clusters and derived a zero-flux, steady-state so-

lution, taking into account the dominance of different

mass groups at different energy bins. Here, we follow

this notion to study the rate of various observable tran-

sients in galactic centers.

A star is tidally disrupted if it passes too close to the

SMBH, namely closer than its tidal radius, where the

SMBH tidal force and the star’s self-gravity are compa-

rable (Hills 1975),

Rt ≈ R⋆

(
MBH

m

)1/3

≈ 10Rsm
0.47

(
MBH

MMW

)−2/3

,

(2)

where m and R⋆ are the mass and the radius of the

star, respectively, and Rs = 2GMBH/c2 is the SMBH

Schwarzschild radius. We normalize MBH to the mass

of Sgr-A*, MMW = 4× 106 (Ghez et al. 2008; Gillessen

et al. 2009), and use the main-sequence mass-radius re-

lation, R⋆ ∝ m0.8.

As a consequence of such a close encounter, the star

is torn apart. Roughly half of its mass is been ejected

while the rest remains bound to the SMBH, form an

accretion disk and powers a distinctive luminous flare

(Rees 1988). The TDEs rate, 10−4−10−5 yr−1 (Magor-

rian & Tremaine 1999; Wang & Merritt 2004; Holoien

et al. 2015; Stone & Metzger 2016; Kochanek 2016; van

Velzen 2018; Stone et al. 2020; Bortolas et al. 2023; Yao

et al. 2023), is determined by the replenishment, mainly

via two-body scatterings, of stars into highly eccentric

orbits with periapsis rp ≲ Rt.

Observationally, about 100 TDEs have been discov-

ered (Gezari 2021; Hammerstein et al. 2023; Yao et al.

2023), primarily in the past decade, through wide field

surveys, such as the All-Sky Automated Survey for Su-

pernovae (ASAS-SN; Jayasinghe et al. 2018) and the

Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF; Bellm et al. 2019). The

number of detected TDEs will significantly increase with

the upcoming Vera Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of

Space and Time (LSST; Ivezic et al. 2019), which is ex-

pected to detect ∼ 103 TDEs per year (van Velzen et al.

2011; Bricman & Gomboc 2020).

The population of disrupted stars is likely dominated

by low-mass stars, with masses around m ≲ 1, as they

are more common and have longer lifespans than more

massive stars (Kochanek 2016). However, there are ob-

servational indications of disruptions of more massive

stars, with masses up to a few solar masses (e.g., Mock-

ler et al. 2022; Hinkle et al. 2024; Wiseman et al. 2024).

Additionally, the recent discoveries of QPEs (Miniutti

et al. 2019; Arcodia et al. 2021) uncovered a new class

of transients from centers of galaxies, characterized by

repeating x-ray emissions over periods of hours. The

growing number of observed QPEs reveals the complex-

ity and diversity of phenomena associated with these

events (Arcodia et al. 2022; Miniutti et al. 2023; Mini-

utti, G. et al. 2023; Arcodia et al. 2024a; Chakraborty

et al. 2024). Several formation models have been pro-

posed, including mass transfer from white dwarfs (King

2022) or stars (Metzger et al. 2022; Lu & Quataert 2023;

Linial & Sari 2023), star-disk interactions (Xian et al.

2021; Franchini et al. 2023; Linial & Metzger 2023), and

disk instabilities (Raj & Nixon 2021; Pan et al. 2022;

Kaur et al. 2023). Several evidences supporting the

TDE–QPE connection, as suggested by Linial & Met-

zger (2023), have been observed (Chakraborty et al.

2021; Quintin et al. 2023; Bykov et al. 2024). Most

recently, Nicholl et al. (2024) provided a direct link be-

tween these phenomena by detecting QPEs following a

known TDE.

In parallel, BHs accumulate in galactic centers and mi-

grate inward due to dynamical friction, eventually merg-

ing with the central SMBH. These mergers produce GW

signals in the mHz band, detectable by next-generation,

space-based GW observatories, such as LISA (Amaro-

Seoane et al. 2017, 2023) and TianQin (Luo et al. 2016).

For these mergers, the critical distance from the SMBH

is rp = 4Rs (rather than the tidal radius associated

with the disruption of stars), corresponding to the an-

gular momentum of the mostly bound orbit (Hopman

& Alexander 2005). BHs that reach a smaller periap-

sis will rapidly plunge into the SMBH. In contrast, BHs

on highly eccentric orbits with larger periapsis distance

can dissipate energy via GW emission, circularize, and

slowly descend toward the SMBH. Such orbital evolu-

tion is known as EMRI (Hopman & Alexander 2005;

Amaro-Seoane 2018).

We highlight the impact of mass segregation on the

rates and mass distribution of the different galacto-

centric transients. For example, if the disrupted stars

of all masses were to originate from roughly the radius
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of influence, their relative abundances would correspond

to their prevalence in the stellar population. However,

if mass segregation occurs, massive objects occupy more

tightly bound orbits. The impact of such segregation is

widely studied in the context of BHs and its consequent

enhancement of EMRI rates (e.g., Hopman & Alexan-

der 2006; Amaro-Seoane & Preto 2011; Aharon & Perets

2016; Raveh & Perets 2021; Broggi et al. 2022; Rom et al.

2024). Analogously, mass segregation could increase the

disruption rate of massive stars. But, unlike BHs, the

relevance of segregation for massive stars is uncertain

due to their short lifetimes.

Nonetheless, massive stars are found in the center of

our galaxy, despite the local relaxation time being longer

than their expected ages. This is the known “para-

dox of youth” (Ghez et al. 2003; Lu et al. 2006; Genzel

et al. 2010). Unfortunately, the mechanisms that en-

ables massive stars to reside deep within the sphere of

influence in our own galactic center are unclear. Various

mechanisms, accounting for the the massive stars’ unex-

pected presence, were suggested; from in situ formation

(Levin & Beloborodov 2003; Milosavljević & Loeb 2004),

through migration within a disk or a cluster (Levin 2006;

Fujii et al. 2010) to scatterings by massive perturbers

and binary disruptions (Gould & Quillen 2003; Ginsburg

& Loeb 2006; Perets et al. 2007; Generozov & Madigan

2020).

In the context of TDEs, earlier works (e.g., Magorrian

& Tremaine 1999; Stone & Metzger 2016) assumed an

old stellar population and therefore truncated the stel-

lar mass function at one solar mass. Here, we take a

different approach. We assume that the stars in galac-

tic centers have formed a relaxed cusp, and evaluate the

resulting mass distribution of the tidally disrupted stars

from such a cusp. Comparing this theory with inferred

mass distributions from a large population of tidally dis-

rupted stars, expected to be obtained through future

observations, could provide insights into the degree of

relaxation and mass segregation in galactic centers.

In this work, we consider a stellar population char-

acterized by a present-day mass function (PMF), which

we construct from the stellar initial mass function (IMF)

and the approximate main-sequence lifetimes (§2.1). In
addition to the stars, we introduce a population of

stellar-mass BHs, described by a simplified power-law

mass function between 10-30M⊙ (§2.2). Taking into ac-

count interactions between BHs and stars, we determine

their steady-state, segregated distributions within the

sphere of influence. We further show that more massive

stellar-mass BHs sink into the sphere of influence, in-

creasing their number fraction and flattening their mass

function within this region (§2.3–2.4). Finally, in §3 we

calculate the mass-dependent rates of TDEs, plunges,

EMRIs, and QPEs. We summarize our results in §4.
Throughout the paper, masses are expressed in solar

units.

2. STEADY-STATE DISTRIBUTIONS

We consider an SMBH, with mass MBH , surrounded

by a nuclear stellar cluster composed of stars and stellar-

mass BHs. We focus on the dynamics within the ra-

dius of influence, Rh, where the gravitational potential

is dominated by the SMBH. Given the observed scaling

MBH ∝ σ4
h, where σh is the stellar velocity dispersion

(Kormendy & Ho 2013), the radius of influence is given

by

Rh =
GMBH

σ2
h

≃ 2 pc

(
MBH

MMW

)1/2

. (3)

The total enclosed stellar mass within the sphere of

influence is roughly MBH (Binney & Tremaine 1987;

Merritt 2004), leading to our simplified normalization

N⋆(1) ≈ MBH .

2.1. The Present-Day Stellar Mass function

The present-day stellar mass function (PMF; Miller &

Scalo 1979; Kochanek 2016) is given by

dN⋆

dm
∝ dN⋆

dm

∣∣∣∣
IMF

×min

{
1,

τnuc
τgal

}
, (4)

where τgal ∼ 10 Gyr is the galaxy lifetime and τnuc ∼
10m−2.5 Gyr is the stellar nuclear timescale for a wide

range of stellar masses. For stars with masses m ≳ 40,

the stellar luminosities approach the Eddington limit

(Sanyal et al. 2015) and their lifetimes become approx-

imately constant, τnuc(m ≳ 40) ∼ Myr. We assume a

Kroupa initial mass function (IMF; Kroupa 2001). The

broken power law of this IMF, as well as the distinction

between stars with lifespans shorter and longer than the

age of the galaxy, results in a broken power law PMF,

dN⋆/dm ∝ m−γ , with

γ ≈


1.3 0.08 ≤ m ≤ 0.5

2.3 0.5 ≤ m ≲ 1

4.8 1 ≲ m ≲ 40

2.3 m ≳ 40

. (5)

Note that the short lifetimes of massive stars may

prevent them from reaching a steady-state distribution,

since their lifetimes can be shorter than the relaxation

timescale. However, observations reveal a population

of massive stars in the galactic center, where the local

relaxation time exceeds their expected lifetimes (Ghez

et al. 2003; Lu et al. 2006; Genzel et al. 2010). In the
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absence of a widely accepted model for how these stars

arrived there, we adopt a simplified approach of assum-

ing a relaxed stellar cusp, with the mass distribution

described by the PMF. The finite lifetimes of stars are

manifested in the steeper slope of the PMF for m ≳ 1

compared to the IMF (Eqs. 4 and 5).

2.2. BHs mass function

Alongside the stars, a population of stellar-mass BHs

will inevitably accumulate. While their precise mass dis-

tribution remains uncertain, we focus on its qualitative

features and its influence on the rates of the different

transients.

We assume that BHs at the mass range 10 ≲ m• ≲ 30

follow a power law profile

N• (m•) = ξ•MBHm1−γ•
• . (6)

As our fiducial values, we adopt γ• = 3, a BH num-

ber fraction f IMF
• = 10−3 ≈ N•(10)/N⋆(1), as expected

from the stellar IMF, and, consequently, ξ• = 0.1. This

distribution was chosen as a simple example in which

the 30M⊙ BHs dominate the scattering. Our qualitative

analysis, therefore, applies more broadly for BH distri-

butions that satisfy this condition (as further discussed

in §2.4).
We assume that the black hole mass distribution de-

clines significantly outside the range 10 ≲ m• ≲ 30 and

has little influence on our results. At the lower mass

end, we adopt a minimal BH mass of m• = 5 (consis-

tent with the “lower mass gap”, see Abbott et al. 2023).

This distribution is schematically presented in Fig. (2).

2.3. Stellar Segregation

Assuming that the nuclear stellar cluster is dynami-

cally relaxed, the stellar steady-state distribution sat-

isfies a zero particle flux (Bahcall & Wolf 1976, 1977;

Linial & Sari 2022), which corresponds to a constant,

non-vanishing energy flux (Binney & Tremaine 1987;

Fragione & Sari 2018; Rom et al. 2023).

Linial & Sari (2022) derived the zero-flux, steady-state

solution for a power-law mass function and observed

that weighting the segregated distribution by a factor

of m3/2 reproduces the single-mass BW profile. Here,

we offer a simple explanation for this result, which al-

low us to apply it for the more realistic PMF, as given

by Eq. (4).

We consider the constant energy flux through semima-

jor axis r. We assume that at each semimajor axis the

energy flux is dominated by objects of mass m, where m

may be a function of r. For each mass group, the energy

flux induced by self-scattering (i.e., scattering between

Figure 1. The enclosed mass of stars (solid colored lines)
and BHs (dashed and dashed-dotted lines) as a function of
semimajor axis r. The purple dashed vertical line marks R•
(Eq. 11), below which 30M⊙ BHs dominate the scattering
and follow the BW profile. In this region, lighter stars and
BHs follow shallower power-law profiles. At larger distances
(R• ≲ r ≲ Rh), massive objects become exponentially rare
as they segregate inward (as derived by Linial & Sari 2022).
The BH distribution flattens around Rh due to the influx of
BHs from greater distances. The red arrow indicates the ob-
servational upper limit for the extended mass enclosed within
the orbit of S2 (Gravity Collaboration et al. 2024). The dis-
tributions are truncated once a single object remains.

objects of the same mass) is

FE ≈ E(r,m)N⋆(m)

τrlx(r,m)
(7)

where E(r,m) ∝ m/r is the orbital energy, and τrlx is

the relaxation timescale. Furthermore, τrlx is given by

(Binney & Tremaine 1987; Merritt et al. 2011; Sari &

Fragione 2019)

τrlx (r,m) ≈ P (r)

log Λ

(MBH/m)
2

N (m)
, (8)

where P (r) =
√
r3/ (GMBH) is the orbital period,

N(m) = mdN/dm ∝ m1−γ , and log Λ ∼ log (MBH)

is the Coulomb logarithm.

Combining Eqs. (7) and (8) we find the energy flux

scales as FE ∝ m3N2r−5/2. Maintaining a constant en-

ergy flux, with a given mass spectrum (e.g., Eqs. 4 and

5), determines the density profile as well as the mass that

dominates the scattering at each radius. In this inter-

pretation, the effective cross-section of m3/2, identified

by Linial & Sari (2022), arises from the combination of

the scattering cross-section, σ ∝ m2, and the orbital

energy, E ∝ m.
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The constant energy flux solution naturally leads to

mass-segregated distribution. Massive stars (with m ≳
1) sink inward up to a characteristic distance rd(m)

where their self-scattering dominate the energy flux. Us-

ing the mentioned scaling, together with the constant

energy flux requirement and the stellar PMF, gives

rd(m)

Rh
≈ m2−4γ/5, (9)

where one solar-mass stars, whose lifetime roughly

equals the age of the galaxy, dominate at the radius of

influence1. This result reproduces the relation obtained

by the detailed calculation of Linial & Sari (2022). As

discussed below, the presence of a stellar-mass BH pop-

ulation alters this behavior for stars with masses m ≳ 3.

The spatial distribution of different stars and BHs is

demonstrated in Fig. (1), where we present the en-

closed mass as a function of the semimajor axis. Ev-

idently, low-mass stars (m ≲ 1) dominate the mass bud-

get throughout most of the cluster. The contribution

from more massive objects to the total enclosed mass be-

comes comparable to that of the low-mass stars around

r ∼ 10−4Rh, where only a few of these massive objects

reside.

Recent observations of the Milky Way’s center (Grav-

ity Collaboration et al. 2024) impose an upper limit of

about 1200M⊙ for the extended mass within the orbit of

S2 (depicted by the red arrow in Fig. 1). Our segregated

profile predicts an extended mass value similar to this

upper limit, composed mostly of solar-mass stars. No-

tably, around S2’s semimajor axis, the density of 10M⊙
BHs is a factor of ≈ 30 lower than that of the stars.

Furthermore, without mass segregation, a BW profile of

stars would predict a stellar density higher by a factor

of ≈ 5, in contrast with the observations.

2.4. BHs segregation

The assumption of a relaxed nuclear stellar cluster im-

plies that massive objects can migrate into the sphere

of influence during the galaxy lifetime. Beyond the ra-

dius of influence, the stellar distribution can be approx-

imated as an isothermal sphere, where N(r) ∝ r and

the relaxation timescale for objects of mass m scales as

τrlx(r > Rh,m) ∝ r2/m (Binney & Tremaine 1987).

Therefore, more massive objects can segregate inwards

from greater distances, scaling as r ∝ m1/2. This pro-

cess increases the mass distribution of stellar mass black

holes within the sphere of influence by a factor of m
1/2
• ,

1 Notably, demanding that more massive stars become the domi-
nant scatterers at smaller distances requires γ > 5/2.

resulting in an effective power-law index

γ̃• = γ• −
1

2
. (10)

Thus, the BH number fraction inside the sphere

of influence, f cusp
• , is expected to be enhanced by

f cusp
• /f IMF

• ≈ 3 relative to its expected value from

the (non-segregated) stellar IMF. This enhancement im-

pacts the expected number of EMRIs that would be ob-

served by LISA (Babak et al. 2017; Bonetti & Sesana

2020; Pozzoli et al. 2023; Rom et al. 2024). Addition-

ally, this incoming flux of BHs flattens their spatial dis-

tribution near the radius of influence, as schematically

illustrated in Fig. (1).

Although massive stars may segregate from beyond

the sphere of influence as well, we do not account for

this effect in their distribution due to their short life-

times and the uncertainty surrounding their migration

mechanisms.

Within the sphere of influence, the BHs sink, due to

dynamical friction from the stars, to a characteristic dis-

tance R•, where BHs with masses m̃• ≈ 30 become

the dominant scatterers. This distance is determined

by comparing the energy flux of BHs (analogous to Eq.

7) to the constant energy flux set by one solar-mass stars

at the radius of influence. This yields

R•

Rh
=

(
N•(m̃•)

2m̃3
•

M2

)2/5

= ξ
4/5
• = 0.16. (11)

As presented in Fig. (1), from R• inward, the 30M⊙
BHs follow the single-mass BW profile, while lighter

stars and BHs settle into shallower profiles (according

to Eq. 1). Thus, massive stars with m ≳ 3 will accu-

mulate around R•, where they will be scattered by the

BHs, rather than efficiently segregating to rd(m) ≲ R•.

The critical stellar mass is given by m̃ = ξ
2/(5−2γ)
• ≈ 3,

satisfying rd(m̃) ≈ R•. Therefore, we conclude that in

the segregated distribution, stars of mass m are con-

centrated around a characteristic distance, r̃d(m), given

by

r̃d ≈


Rh m ≲ 1

rd(m) 1 ≲ m ≲ 3

R• m ≳ 3

, (12)

where rd(m) and R• are given in Eqs. (9) and (11),

respectively.

Our results are weakly sensitive to the poorly known

stellar-mass BH distribution as long as heavy ≈ 30M⊙
BHs are abundant enough to dominate the scattering,

namely, N•(30)/N•(10) ≳ 3−3/2. The observations of

the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) collaboration (Abbott

et al. 2023) suggest that this is indeed the case, if the
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binary merger population is a good representative of the

overall mass distribution of stellar-mass BHs.

We consider a BH mass function with γ• = 3, leading

to γ̃• = 5/2, which represents the steepest power-law

profile where 30M⊙ BHs dominate the scattering. We

note that for steeper profiles, γ• > 3, with the same

BH number fraction, the 10M⊙ BHs become the domi-

nant scatterers at R•, and the impact of more massive

stellar-mass BHs diminishes, as they are rarer and more

segregated. Namely, the more massive stellar-mass BHs

may dominate the scattering only at smaller distances,

r < R•, where fewer objects reside.

3. TRANSIENTS MASS-DEPENDENT RATES

Based on the steady-state distributions of stars and

BHs, the transients formation rates can be estimated

using the two-body scattering induced flux (Wang &

Merritt 2004; Hopman & Alexander 2005; Stone & Met-

zger 2016). Here we generalize this concept by taking

into account the mass segregation as a function of ra-

dius, and arrive at

dΓ

dm
≈ dN/dm

τrlx(r,m) log Λ′ , (13)

The logarithmic term in the denominator originates

from the diffusive flux in angular momentum2 and is

given by the log of the ratio between the orbital semi-

major axis to the loss-cone size, (Rt/r) for stars or

(4Rs/r) for BHs. This introduces a weak dependence

on the energy (and, in the case of stars, on the stellar

tidal radius), which we simplify by approximating the

logarithmic term as a constant, equal to the Coulomb

logarithm (i.e., log Λ′ ≈ log Λ).

We estimate the rate of each transient type and object

mass by evaluating Eq. (13) at the radius where it is

maximal, as described below. Additionally, we define

the enhancement factor Q as the ratio between the rate

of a specific transient, involving stars or BHs, and their

abundance in the total population

Q = P (Rh)MBH
dΓ/dm

dN/dm
. (14)

The normalization factor, P (Rh)MMW, is roughly the

number of one solar-mass stars at the radius of influence

divided by their tidal disruption rate. It is set such that

QTDE (1) = 1.

3.1. TDE rate

2 Our rate estimation assumes an empty loss-cone dynamics. For
further details see Lightman & Shapiro (1977); Vasiliev & Merritt
(2013); Alexander (2017).

The majority of disrupted stars with masses in the

range 1 ≲ m ≲ 3 originate from the vicinity of rd(m), as

defined by Eq. (9), where they dominate the scatterings.

In this region, the relaxation timescale (Eq. 8) is

τrlx (m) ∼ 10m−γ/5

(
MBH

MMW

)5/4

Gyr. (15)

At smaller distances, both their number and the two-

body scattering flux decrease as a power-law, and

at larger distances their number is exponentially sup-

pressed (Linial & Sari 2022).

Therefore, using Eqs. (4), (13), and (15), the mass-

dependent tidal disruption rate is given by

dΓ

dm

∣∣∣∣
TDE

≈ dN⋆/dm

τrlx (m) log Λ
≈ m−4γ/5

P (Rh)

≈ 5× 10−5m−4γ/5

(
MBH

MMW

)−1/4

yr−1.

(16)

Consequentially, the enhancement factor (defined in Eq.

14) is

QTDE = mγ/5. (17)

Given that γ ≈ 5 for this stellar mass range (Eq. 5),

the TDE rate scales roughly as dΓ/dm ∝ m−4 and the

enhancement factor is QTDE ≃ m. Notably, the TDE

rate, as well as the rates of EMRIs and plunges (calcu-

lated below), scales with the SMBH mass as Γ ∝ M
−1/4
BH

(in agreement with previous results, e.g., Hopman &

Alexander 2005; Kochanek 2016; Yao et al. 2023).

As discussed in §2.4, the presence of a BH population

modifies the cusp within R•. The transition of massive

stars (m ≳ m̃) from being primarily self-scattered to

being scattered by BHs results in a sharp increase in the

enhancement factor3 around R•, δQ ≈ (m̃•/m̃)
1/2 ≈ 3.

Therefore

QTDE(m ≳ m̃) = QTDE(m̃)δQ

= m̃
1/2
• ξ

1/(5−2γ)
• ≈ 9.

(18)

At the other end of the mass spectrum, the segrega-

tion of low-mass stars, with m ≲ 1, is negligible. As a

result, disrupted stars of such masses typically originate

near the radius of influence, where they are scattered

by the one solar-mass stars. Their disruption rate fol-

lows their mass function, dΓ/dm|TDE ∝ m−γ and thus

QTDE (m ≲ 1) = 1.

3 This increase originates from the shorter relaxation timescale
when scattered by the more massive BHs compared to the stars,
τrlx(m̃)/τrlx(m̃•) ≈ 3, as evident from Eqs. (15) and (20).
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The enhancement factor of stellar disruptions is illus-

trated in Fig. (2) and can be summarized as follows:

QTDE ≈


1 m ≲ 1

m 1 ≲ m ≲ 3

9 m ≳ 3

. (19)

3.2. Plunge rate

The stellar-mass BHs are predominantly scattered by

the m̃• ≈ 30 BHs near R•. Therefore, the relevant scat-

tering timescale (Eq. 8) for the plunge rate is given by

τrlx,• (r) ≈
P
(
r
)

log Λ

(MBH/m̃•)
2

N• (m̃•) (r/R•)
5/4

=
P
(
Rh

)
MBH

log Λ
m̃

−1/2
•

(
r

Rh

)1/4

∼ 1 Gyr

(
r

R•

)1/4(
MBH

MMW

)5/4

,

(20)

where we used Eqs. (8), (6) and (11).

The resulting plunge rate, for BHs in the mass range

10 ≲ m• ≲ 30, is

dΓ

dm

∣∣∣∣
Plunge

≈ dN•/dm•

log Λτrlx,•(R•)
≈ ξ

4/5
• m̃

1/2
• m−γ̃•

•

P (Rh)

≈ 10−7
(m•

10

)−5/2
(
MBH

MMW

)−1/4

yr−1.

(21)

Consequently, the enhancement factor is

QPlunge ≈ 27
(m•

10

)1/2
. (22)

This scaling reflects the flattening of the BH mass spec-

trum caused by the segregation into the sphere of influ-

ence (see §2.4). It applies to both lighter and heavier

BHs4, as they are mostly scattered by BHs with mass

m̃• around R•, leading to dΓ/dm|Plunge ∝ m−γ̃•
• .

3.3. EMRI rate

In order to estimate the EMRI rate, we first determine

the characteristic radius, Rc, from which they originate5

(Hopman & Alexander 2005; Amaro-Seoane 2018; Sari

& Fragione 2019). This radius is defined such that the

4 For massive stellar-mass BHs, with m• ≳ 125, The critical radius
Rc (Eq. 23), which differentiate between plunges and EMRIs, ex-
ceeds R• (Eq. 11), the radius around which the BHs concentrate.
Therefore, such BHs are more likely to form EMRIs than undergo
a plunge.

5 Notably, this dichotomy between EMRI and plunge progenitors
becomes less pronounced for lower-mass SMBHs, with MBH ≲
105M⊙ (see Qunbar & Stone 2023; Mancieri et al. 2024)

GW timescale and the scattering timescale are compa-

rable for orbits with r = Rc and rp = 4Rs (for further

details see Rom et al. 2024). It is given by

Rc

Rh
≈

(
m•

16
√
2 log Λm̃

1/2
•

)4/5

≈ 0.02
(m•

10

)4/5
.

(23)

This value is slightly lower than previous estimates (e.g.,

Hopman & Alexander 2005; Rom et al. 2024; Kaur &

Perets 2024) due to the BH mass distribution we con-

sider. Specifically, in our model, stellar-mass BHs are

scattered by more massive 30M⊙ BHs, rather than the

commonly assumed 10M⊙ BHs. The presence of more

massive scatterers reduces the scattering timescale, lead-

ing to the smaller critical distance.

The EMRI rate for BHs in the mass range 10 ≲ m• ≲
30 is therefore

dΓ

dm

∣∣∣∣
EMRI

≈ dN•/dm• (Rc/R•)
3/2−m•/(4m̃•)

log Λτrlx,• (Rc)

≈ 5× 10−7m1−γ̃•
•

(
125

m•

)m•/150

×
(
MBH

MMW

)−1/4

yr−1,

(24)

and the corresponding enhancement factor is

QEMRI = 0.07m
3/2
•

(
125

m•

)m•/150

≈ 2.7
(m•

10

)3/2
.

(25)

Thus, we get that for 10M⊙ BHs the EMRI rate is

≈ 10−8 yr−1 and they are enhanced by a factor of

QEMRI(10) ≈ 2.7. The scaling QEMRI ∝ m
3/2
• stems

from two contributions: a factor of m
1/2
• due to the seg-

regation beyond the sphere of influence (similar to the

case of plunges), and a factor ofm• from the dependence

of the critical radius on the BH mass (Eq. 23).

Furthermore, using Eqs. (21) and (24), we determine

the EMRI-to-plunge ratio, a key parameter for predict-

ing the number of sources detectable by LISA (see Babak

et al. 2017; Rom et al. 2024)

dΓ/dm|EMRI

dΓ/dm|Plunge

=

(
Rc

R•

)(5−m•/m̃•)/4

≈
(m•

125

)1−m•/150

.
(26)

For 10M⊙ BHs, Eq. (26) predicts an EMRI-to-plunge

ratio of ≈ 0.1. This estimate is consistent with the fidu-

cial value considered by Babak et al. (2017) and is about

1.5 times lower than the result of Rom et al. (2024),
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which was based on a two-mass model of the nuclear

stellar cluster. The lower ratio arises because, in this

work, the 10M⊙ BHs are scattered by heavier 30M⊙
BHs.

3.4. Stellar EMRI rate

Finally, we consider the case where a main sequence

star slowly descends toward the SMBH due to GW emis-

sion, i.e., an EMRI of a main sequence star rather than

of a BH. In this case, the critical semimajor axis is found

by equating the minimal periapsis to the tidal radius

(Linial & Sari 2023), in contrast to 4Rs as in the BH

case. This yields

R⋆,c

Rh
≈
(
190m̃

1/2
• log Λ

)−4/5

m−0.13

(
MBH

MMW

)4/3

≈ 6× 10−4m−0.13

(
MBH

MMW

)4/3

.

(27)

The resulting main sequence stellar EMRI (sEMRI)

rate is

dΓ

dm

∣∣∣∣
sEMRI

≈ dN⋆/dm (R⋆,c/r̃d)
3/2

log Λτrlx,• (R⋆,c)

≈ 2.5× 10−8m−γ−0.16

(
MBH

MMW

)17/12

yr−1

×


1 m ≲ 1

m6γ/5−3 1 ≲ m ≲ 3

16 m ≳ 3

,

(28)

where we assume that stars of mass m are concentrated

around r̃d(m), as given in Eq. (12). The calculation

is further simplified by assuming that for r ≲ r̃d the

stellar number density scales as r−3/2, neglecting the
mass-dependent correction to the power of the density

profile (Eq. 1).

The weak m−0.16 scaling of the sEMRI rate arises

from the critical radius R⋆,c (Eq. 27). This reflects

the tidal radii variation across different stellar masses,

and, hence, implicitly depends on the stellar mass-radius

relation. The additional mass-dependent term in the in-

termediate mass range, 1 ≲ m ≲ 3, arises from the

segregated location of these stars.

The sEMRI rate in our model is smaller compared

to calculations assuming a single-mass nuclear stellar

cluster (Linial & Sari 2023) or a two-mass model (Kaur

et al. 2024). This is because, in our model, the stars

are scattered by more massive BHs, which shortens the

scattering timescale and reduce the critical distance for

EMRI formation, shifting it to regions where stars are

less abundant.

From Eqs. (14) and (28), the sEMRI enhancement

factor is

QsEMRI ≈5× 10−4m−0.16 ×


1 m ≲ 1

m2.8 1 ≲ m ≲ 3

16 m ≳ 3

.

(29)

Besides being mHz GW sources, relevant for space-

based GW observatories, sEMRIs have recently gained

attention as a potential origin of the observed QPEs

(Zhao et al. 2021; Linial & Sari 2023; Lu & Quataert

2023; Linial & Metzger 2023; Nicholl et al. 2024). Specif-

ically, Linial & Metzger (2023) associated QPEs with the

interaction between a stellar EMRI and a TDE accretion

disk.

Given this interpretation, the QPE rate can be esti-

mated by combining the TDE rate (Eq. 21), the sEMRI

rate (Eq. 28), and the characteristic EMRI lifetime,

τGW ∼ m−1Myr (Linial & Metzger 2023; Kaur et al.

2024). This yields a characteristic rate ∼ 10−6yr−1 for

one solar-mass stars, roughly compatible with the ob-

servational inferred rate (Arcodia et al. 2024b).

The QPE rate scales as m−1 dΓ/dm|sEMRI , suggest-

ing that low-mass stars (with m ≲ 1) may be preferable

candidates, based only on rate considerations.

We note that beyond the dynamical processes consid-

ered in this work, the effects of stellar binaries and col-

lisions should be incorporated for a more detailed anal-

ysis of the sEMRIs formation mechanism. For example,

binary tidal break-up may be a more efficient forma-

tion channel (Linial & Sari 2023; Lu & Quataert 2023),

while collisions are expected to reduce the abundance

of stars on tightly bound orbits, suppressing the sEMRI

rate (Sari & Fragione 2019; Rose et al. 2023; Balberg &

Yassur 2023; Balberg 2023).

4. DISCUSSION & SUMMARY

We study the distributions of stars and BHs in nu-

clear stellar clusters surrounding SMBHs. We highlight

the impact of mass segregation on the rates of TDEs,

plunges, and EMRIs.

We assume that the cluster is dynamically relaxed,

with stars following a PMF that accounts for their fi-

nite lifetimes, resulting in a steeper slope for m ≳ 1

relative to the stellar IMF. This working assumption is

motivated by observations of massive stars in the cen-

tral parsec of our galaxy (Ghez et al. 2003; Lu et al.

2006; Genzel et al. 2010). However, it should be re-

visited once the presence of massive stars deep in the

sphere of influence, the so-called “paradox of youth”, is

better understood.

Furthermore, we assume that 30M⊙ BHs are suffi-

ciently abundant to dominate over all other stellar-mass
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Figure 2. Distributions for stars (yellow lines) and BHs (dashed black lines). Top panel: The number, N(m) = mdN/dm,
of stars and BHs within the sphere of influence. The stars follow the stellar PMF (Eq. 4). We show our assumed BH mass
distribution (thin gray dashed line, Eq. 6), and its modification due to segregation from beyond the sphere of influence (thick
black dashed line, Eq. 10). Second panel: The rates of TDEs, plunges, EMRIs, and sEMRIs. The dashed vertical gray
line separates masses that are primarily scattered by stars (m ≲ 3) from those mostly scattered by 30M⊙ BHs. Bottom
panel: The enhancement factor Q for the different transients. Mass segregation within the sphere of influence generally leads
to over-representation of transients involving massive stars, resulting in Q ≈ 9 for TDEs with m ≳ 3 (Eq. 18). sEMRIs are
suppressed compared to TDEs, but also show over-representation of massive stars. However, for very massive stars (m ≳ 3), Q
weakly decreases (Eq. 29), reflecting the variation of the tidal radius with stellar mass. For TDEs, Q sharply increases around
m ≈ 3, as indicated by the gray arrow, since these stars become mostly scattered by BHs. For BHs, segregation beyond the
sphere of influence takes place as well, leading to an enhancement factor that increases with mass. For EMRIs, Q rises more
steeply due to the additional dependence of the EMRI critical radius on the BH mass (Eq. 23).

BHs. This is inspired by the emerging BH mass spec-

trum, inferred from the observations of the LVK collab-

oration (Abbott et al. 2023). Given this assumption, the

specific details of the BH distribution – taken here as a

power-law toy model with tails extending to both low

and high mass ends – affect the quantitative rate esti-

mates but do not alter the qualitative trends discussed

in this work.

We present a simple derivation of the segregated

steady-state stellar distribution, in agreement with a

previous analytic calculation of Linial & Sari (2022).

Additionally, we schematically outline the BH distribu-

tion and its impact on the stellar distribution, consis-

tently accounting for the mutual interactions between

BHs and stars.

Accounting for the stellar-mass BHs, we show that

their number within the sphere of influence increases by

a factor of ≈ 3 relative to the expected number based

on the stellar IMF, as their relaxation time is shorter

than the age of the galaxy, even outside the sphere of

influence, allowing them to sink inwards from greater

distances.

We further estimate the EMRI-to-plunge ratio and

show that scattering by more massive BHs reduces the

EMRI rate. This is because the scattering by heav-

ier BHs shifts the EMRIs critical radius toward smaller

distances, where the BH population is less abundant.

Nonetheless, the segregated BH distribution leads to

an over-representation of EMRIs and plunges involv-

ing massive stellar-mass BHs, with enhancement factor

scaling as QEMRI ∝ m
3/2
• and QPlunge ∝ m

1/2
• , respec-



10

tively. These results are of particular interest, as they

influence the expected number of EMRIs to be measured

by LISA (Babak et al. 2017; Amaro-Seoane et al. 2023;

Rom et al. 2024).

Regarding TDEs, we show that massive stars, with

masses 1 ≲ m ≲ 3, have an enhanced disruption rate,

compared to their abundance in the stellar population,

by roughly a factor of QTDE = m. This enhancement

arises from segregation within the sphere of influence,

leading to an accumulation of massive stars at smaller

distances, where the scattering timescale is shorter. The

disruption of more massive stars, with m ≳ 3, is en-

hanced by a constant factor of ≈ 9, as they are predomi-

nantly scattered by BHs around a characteristic distance

of R• ∼ 0.1Rh.

Observationally, the tidal disruption rate of massive

stars is not well constrained. Mass estimates of dis-

rupted stars, based on the lightcurves of approximately

20 observed TDEs, generally indicate a preference for

lower-mass stars, with a probability tail extending to

more massive ones (Mockler et al. 2019; Ryu et al. 2020;

Zhou et al. 2021). Additionally, Hinkle et al. (2024) and

Wiseman et al. (2024) detected several long-lived lumi-

nous flares, which they suggest may originate from the

disruption of stars with masses of m ≈ 3 − 10. Mock-

ler et al. (2022) identified a preference for the disrup-

tion of moderately massive stars, with m ≳ 2, relative

to their prevalence in the stellar population, based on

the nitrogen-to-carbon abundances in a few observed

TDEs. Our analysis shows that this trend is expected

due to mass segregation, which enhances the rate of such

events.

Finally, we estimate the sEMRI rate, showing that

it favors low-mass stars (m ≲ 1). We find that the

sEMRI rate is reduced compared to its expected rate

from single-mass models (e.g., Linial & Sari 2023), yet

remains marginally consistent with the observationally

inferred QPE rate (Arcodia et al. 2024b). However, a

more detailed analysis, including the effects of stellar bi-

naries and collisions (Rose et al. 2023; Balberg & Yassur

2023; Balberg 2023), is necessary for accurately deter-

mining the sEMRI rate.

Future observations, combined with a more detailed

model of stellar and BH distributions, will clarify the

extent of relaxation and mass segregation in galactic

centers. These efforts will also determine whether the

observed disruptions of massive stars can be fully at-

tributed to mass segregation, or if additional factors,

such as a recent star formation burst, are required.
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