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ABSTRACT

The circumgalactic medium (CGM) is often assumed to exist in or near hydrostatic equilibrium with
the regulation of accretion and the effects of feedback treated as perturbations to a stable balance
between gravity and thermal pressure. We investigate global hydrostatic equilibrium in the CGM
using four highly-resolved L* galaxies from the Figuring Out Gas & Galaxies In Enzo (FOGGIE)
project. The FOGGIE simulations were specifically targeted at fine spatial and mass resolution in the
CGM (Az <1 kpe h™! and M ~ 200M). We develop a new analysis framework that calculates the
forces provided by thermal pressure gradients, turbulent pressure gradients, ram pressure gradients of
large-scale radial bulk flows, centrifugal rotation, and gravity acting on the gas in the CGM. Thermal
and turbulent pressure gradients vary strongly on scales of < 5 kpc throughout the CGM. Thermal
pressure gradients provide the main supporting force only beyond ~ 0.25Rsqg, or ~ 50 kpc at z = 0.
Within ~ 0.25Rsq, turbulent pressure gradients and rotational support provide stronger forces than
thermal pressure. More generally, we find that global equilibrium models are neither appropriate nor
predictive for the small scales probed by absorption line observations of the CGM. Local conditions
generally cannot be derived by assuming a global equilibrium, but an emergent global equilibrium
balancing radially inward and outward forces is obtained when averaging over the non-equilibrium
local conditions on large scales in space and time. Approximate hydrostatic equilibrium holds only at
large distances from galaxies even when averaging out small-scale variations.

Keywords: circumgalactic medium — galaxy evolution

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxies grow by accreting gas from their surround-
ings and turning it into stars. A galaxy’s immediate
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surroundings, the circumgalactic medium (CGM), thus
play an important role in the galaxy’s evolution (see re-
view by Tumlinson, Peeples, & Werk 2017). As the in-
termediary of galactic accretion and feedback, the CGM
likely plays a significant role in setting the well-known
evolutionary patterns of galaxy populations, such as the
stellar mass/halo mass fractions (Behroozi et al. 2010),
star formation rates versus mass (Noeske et al. 2007;
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Wuyts et al. 2011), and the mass-metallicity relation
(Tremonti et al. 2004). Isolating the effects of the CGM
on these global patterns requires understanding its mass,
energetics, kinematics, and evolution, and relating these
physically to galaxy properties.

For galaxies near the mass of the Milky Way, funda-
mental galaxy formation theory suggests that gas accret-
ing from the cosmic web passes through a virial shock
as it falls onto a galaxy’s halo, filling the CGM with a
hot (“virialized”) gas near T ~ 10% — 107 K (Rees &
Ostriker 1977; Silk 1977; White & Rees 1978). This hot
halo is theorized to either develop a cooling flow in the
inner regions to feed the central galaxy (at low redshift),
or has pristine cold filaments piercing it that can feed
the central galaxy without being shock-heated to a high
temperature (at high redshift, Birnboim & Dekel 2003;
Keres et al. 2005; Dekel & Birnboim 2006; Dekel et al.
2009; Nelson et al. 2013). Hot, pressurized gas in a grav-
itational potential well is generally expected to arrange
itself into approximate hydrostatic equilibrium, where
the pull of gravity is opposed by the thermal pressure
of the gas, before cooling and flowing inward. This hot,
volume-filling halo is a generic prediction of both classic
and modern galaxy evolution theories.

However, observational surveys of the CGM have
found a significant mass of metal-enriched cool (T ~ 10*
K) gas located in the halos of L* galaxies that is difficult
to explain in the simplest version of the hydrostatic hot
halo paradigm (Tumlinson et al. 2011; Werk et al. 2014;
Keeney et al. 2017; Chen et al. 2018), even when large-
scale accretion filaments are included. Cold gas persists
even in the halos of red galaxies that are quenched (Gau-
thier et al. 2009; Thom et al. 2012; Zhu et al. 2014; Berg
et al. 2019; Zahedy et al. 2019), and which (presumably)
have developed fully virialized hot halos.

Analytic works find many different ways to fit cold gas
into a hot halo: perhaps the cold gas is located in small
clouds in pressure equilibrium with the hot gas (Maller
& Bullock 2004; Stern et al. 2016), or is the signature
of the hot gas cooling through thermal instability (Voit
et al. 2015; McQuinn & Werk 2018; Stern et al. 2019).
Voit et al. (2017) and Faerman et al. (2020) present an-
alytic models for the CGM that assume the hot halo is
in hydrostatic equilibrium, and show that these mod-
els can describe the observations of the CGM quite well
(Voit 2019; Voit et al. 2019). However, recent simu-
lation work that investigates the degree of hydrostatic
equilibrium obtained by the CGM of Milky Way mass
galaxies finds that there is a significant amount of non-
thermal pressure support, such that a purely hydrostatic
equilibrium model is not a good description of the halo
gas (Oppenheimer 2018; Lochhaas et al. 2020). Faer-

man et al. (2022) applied the analytic model of Faerman
et al. (2020) to a semi-analytic model for galaxy forma-
tion and also found that non-thermal support was neces-
sary to fit the observations. These recent works suggest
that perhaps the hydrostatic hot halo model needs to
be modified in order to describe the complexities of the
observed and simulated CGM.

A common and broadly successful class of models for
galaxy evolution assumes that galaxies can be described
in a slowly evolving pseudo-equilibrium between star for-
mation and the gas flows entering and leaving the galaxy
(e.g., Finlator & Davé 2008; Davé et al. 2012; Lilly et al.
2013; Dekel & Mandelker 2014; Peng & Maiolino 2014).
Such a model describes the formation of observed scal-
ing relations in galaxy populations, such as the mass-
metallicity relation or the star formation main sequence
(Bouché et al. 2010; Mitra et al. 2015; Somerville & Davé
2015). Successful semi-analytic models of galaxy evo-
lution are also built on the assumption of equilibrium
within the gas flows (e.g., Somerville et al. 2015; Lacey
et al. 2016). It is natural to extend the assumption of
equilibrium to the properties of the CGM through hy-
drostatic equilibrium, but this assumption should be ex-
plicitly tested. In particular, if equilibrium is found to
hold in the CGM, the bigger question of why equilibrium
is obtained is then important to answer.

Oppenheimer (2018) and Lochhaas et al. (2020) both
found that a certain fraction of non-thermal pressure
support was necessary to bring the CGM of different
simulated galaxies into equilibrium against the pull of
gravity. However, Lochhaas et al. (2020) used ideal-
ized, isolated CGM simulations that were missing the
important physics of cosmological structure, and while
Oppenheimer (2018) did use cosmological simulations,
more recent work has pointed out the need for enhanced
resolution focused in the CGM to identify small-scale
structure (Hummels et al. 2019; Peeples et al. 2019; van
de Voort et al. 2019). It is as yet unclear how enhanced
CGM resolution affects the hot hydrostatic halo model,
and it is this question we address in this study.

The Figuring Out Gas & Galaxies in Enzo (FOG-
GIE) simulations are cosmological zoom-in simulations
that focus on roughly Milky Way mass galaxies (Peeples
et al. 2019). They resolve the CGM surrounding these
galaxies to a high spatial resolution, allowing detailed
characterization of the kinematics of CGM gas, which is
significantly important to measuring the degree of non-
thermal pressure that may be supporting the CGM. The
cosmological nature of the simulations means that no
equilibrium laws, such as hydrostatic equilibrium, are
imposed a priori, so investigating the degree to which
such equilibrium may emerge will determine the rele-
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vancy of applying such laws to CGM observations or to
the galaxy-CGM connection in galaxy evolution theo-
ries.

In this paper, we use the FOGGIE simulations of
four L* galaxies to investigate the validity of hydro-
static equilibrium and thermal pressure profile models
in describing the gas in the CGM. We characterize the
radially inward and outward forces exerted on CGM
gas from thermal pressure gradients, turbulent pressure
gradients, ram pressure gradients, rotation, and grav-
ity, and determine how these forces vary on large and
small scales, and in particular which forces are domi-
nant in supporting CGM gas against gravitational infall
as functions of time and space.

In Section 2, we give a brief overview of the FOGGIE
simulations and describe our methods for calculating the
various forces acting on CGM gas. Our main results
are split between Section 3, which describes the small-
scale variation of the CGM forces, and Section 4, which
describes the trends of the various CGM forces when
averaged over large scales in space and time. We discuss
the implications of our results for CGM modeling and
compare to other works in Section 5 and summarize and
conclude in Section 6.

2. METHODS
2.1. Figuring Out Gas & Galaxies In Enzo

We give a brief overview of the FOGGIE simula-
tions and the four galaxies and their halos used in this
work, but refer the reader to previous papers FOGGIE
I through V (Peeples et al. 2019; Corlies et al. 2020;
Zheng et al. 2020; Simons et al. 2020; Lochhaas et al.
2021) for a more detailed description of the simulations.

FOGGIE is a cosmological zoom-in suite of simula-
tions run using the adaptive mesh refinement code Enzo
(Bryan et al. 2014; Brummel-Smith et al. 2019).! Six
roughly Milky Way-mass (at z = 0) galaxies are chosen
to be “zoomed in” and simulated with a spatial refine-
ment of < 1.10 comoving kpc within a “forced refine-
ment” box that is 287.77 comoving kpc (200/h comoving
for h = 0.695) on a side and centered on the galaxy and
tracking it as it moves through the domain. Within this
forced refinement region, cells can further refine wher-
ever the product of the gas cooling time and sound speed
is smaller than the cell size, down to a minimum cell
size of 274.44 comoving pc (“cooling refinement”). This
adaptive refinement scheme tends to lead to smaller cell
sizes near the center of the halo, within and close to
the central galaxy, and larger cell sizes further from the

! https://enzo-project.org

galaxy, up to 1.10 comoving kpc within the forced refine-
ment region. The cooling refinement based on the gas
cooling time automatically allows for higher resolution
in rapidly cooling parts of the CGM, while the forced re-
finement maintains a high spatial resolution even within
the warm, diffuse gas (Simons et al. 2020). Because it
defines resolution in terms of physical cell size, this re-
finement scheme can result in very fine mass elements in
warm diffuse gas; the median cell mass in the FOGGIE
CGM regions is 100 — 400M,.

Of the six FOGGIE halos, four halos — named Tem-
pest, Squall, Maelstrom, and Blizzard — have reached
z = 0 at the time of analysis, and we focus on these
four in this paper. These galaxies had their last major
merger (mass ratio < 10 : 1) before z = 2, and Lochhaas
et al. (2021) showed that Tempest, Squall, and Mael-
strom had approached a constant, low-level of star for-
mation on the order of a ~few Mg /yr and rough virial
equilibrium in the halo gas by z ~ 0.1 — 0 (it was not
analyzed in that paper, but Blizzard follows the same
trends). Table 1 lists the dark matter, stellar, gaseous,
and total mass within the virial radius of these galaxies
at z = 0 (see Lochhaas et al. 2021, for the time evolution
of these quantities over z = 2 — 0).

For those properties that we compute over cosmic
time, we use 194 snapshots in time between z = 2 and
z = 0 at a constant ~ 54 Myr cadence. For those proper-
ties that we compute in bins of radial distance from the
central galaxy, we use 100 bins linearly spread between
0 and 1.5R2qp such that each has a width of 0.015Rzqg,
equivalent to ~ 2.5 — 3.3 kpc at z = 0 for these galaxies.
Rog is the the virial radius, calculated as the radius en-
closing an overdensity 200x the redshift-evolving critical
density of the universe (Bryan & Norman 1998). The
virial radius is not fully enclosed within the forced re-
finement region of the FOGGIE simulations at low red-
shifts, so some of the simulation cells within Rygo are
at a much lower resolution than the refinement box re-
quires. Throughout the paper, we do not restrict our
calculations to only the forced refinement region so as
to show results out to a consistent radius that does not
depend on the refine box size for all halos. However,
we verified that including lower resolution cells in the
large-scale averaging of Section 4 does not affect our re-
sults, by re-calculating using only the highest-resolution
cells within the forced refinement region and finding no
difference.

2.2. Segmenting the CGM

It is common for models incorporating hydrostatic
equilibrium to consider the CGM to be one dimensional,
with temperature, density, and/or other properties de-
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Figure 1. Density-weighted, 10-kpc-thick projections of the temperature (left), metallicity (center), and radial velocity (right)
of the Tempest halo at z = 0, centered on the host dark matter halo center.

Property  Tempest Squall Maelstrom Blizzard

*Raoo 168.30 195.93 211.87  220.33
P Maoo 504  8.02 10.12 11.41
© Mpw, 200 426  6.56 8.45 9.38
4 M., 200 5.44  12.34 11.55 14.59
©Mgas 200 2.33 2.28 5.15 5.68

Table 1. Properties of the four FOGGIE halos studied in
this paper at z = 0.

# Radius enclosing an average density of 200x the critical
density of the universe at z = 0 in kpc.

> Total mass enclosed within Rago in units of 101 M.

¢ Dark matter mass enclosed within Raqo in units of 1011M@.
4 Stellar mass enclosed within Razgo in units of 10'°Mg. In-
cludes satellites.

© Gas mass enclosed within Rago in units of 10'°°My. In-
cludes ISM of central and satellites.

pending only on the radial distance from the central
galaxy. However, full-hydro simulations like FOGGIE
make it clear that there are specific geometric regions of
the volume surrounding the galaxy that contain drasti-
cally different gas properties from one another and are
related to different physical processes. We call these
“segments” of the CGM. The most obvious CGM seg-
ments in FOGGIE are (1) hot (T" > 2 x 10° K), metal-
enriched, and fast (vout >> veire) outflows, (2) cool (T <
10° K), metal-poor inflows falling near the free-fall veloc-
ity of the halo, and (3) the warm (105 K < T < 2 x 10°
K), intermediate-metallicity volume-filling medium that
is not participating in any bulk inflows or outflows but is
turbulent and/or rotating. It is this third segment that
is most analogous to the “hot halo”, since its bulk radial
velocity is close to zero and its temperature is close to
the virial temperature of the halo. However, Lochhaas
et al. (2021) shows that in the FOGGIE simulations,
the “hot halo” is actually a factor of two cooler than
the standard virial temperature, so here we refer to it

as “warm”.

Figure 1 shows density-weighted projections of the
temperature (left), metallicity (center), and radial ve-
locity (right) of the Tempest halo at z = 0 (the projec-
tions are 10 kpc thick along the axis of projection). The
gas density of the CGM for this snapshot ranges from
1077 =103 cm ™3, with a median gas density of ~ 107°
cm™3. A one-sided conical outflow made of hot, metal-
enriched material is outflowing at several hundred km
s~1, extending down and to the left from the roughly
edge-on galaxy disk at the center of the image. A cool,
metal-poor accretion filament falls at the free fall ve-
locity onto the galaxy (~ 100 km/s beyond 100 kpc
from the galaxy, increasing to 200 — 300 km/s within
3 — 20 kpc from the center of the halo, for Tempest at
z = 0), entering the image from the bottom right corner
and curving up toward the galaxy at the center. Out-
side of the outflow cone and inflow filament, there is a
warm (~ 1055 K), intermediate-metallicity (~ 0.1Z5)
volume-filling medium with radial velocities either in-
ward or outward at speeds slower than either the out-
flow cone or the inflow filament, which we term the “no
strong flow” segment.

These segments are easy to identify in temperature,
metallicity, or radial velocity, and these three gas prop-
erties are clearly correlated within the segments. The
numeric values of each segment’s temperature, metal-
licity, and radial velocity are dependent on the specific
physics and feedback implementation within the FOG-
GIE simulations, but the general trend of hot, metal-
enriched galactic winds launched by stellar feedback
and cool, metal-poor filamentary inflows is generally ex-
pected from galaxy formation theory and seen in other
cosmological simulations (e.g., Keres et al. 2005; Brooks
et al. 2009).

Given the distinct properties of the gas in these CGM
segments, it seems clear that they are not in equilib-
rium with one another, and that equilibrium may not
hold within them either. Therefore, in what follows we
explore not only the globally-averaged support of the
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Figure 2. Mass-weighted distributions of the metallicity of gas in the inner CGM (0.1R200 < 7 < 0.5R200, left) and the
outer CGM (0.5R200 < 7 < Ra00, Tight), at four different times in the evolution of the Tempest halo. Vertical dashed lines
show the choices for the cuts in metallicity that separate the low-metallicity inflows, the high-metallicity outflows, and the
intermediate-metallicity ambient material. The vast majority of the gas mass falls into the intermediate metallicity regime.

CGM gas against gravity, but also this support within
the different segments. For simplicity, we choose metal-
licity as the defining property between different seg-
ments, although we verify our results are not depen-
dent on this choice over temperature or radial velocity,
nor on the exact value of the cuts that define the seg-
ments. Whereas temperature and radial velocity can be
affected by heating, cooling, and dynamical processes,
metallicity is nearly a tracer fluid. Fresh accretion onto
the halo is nearly pristine, and metals are injected by
feedback, so metallicity is a natural choice for roughly
classifying a segment of gas by its category in the baryon
cycle. Because our results depend sensitively on gas dy-
namic properties (see Section 2.3), we avoid using in-
stantaneous radial velocities to assign parcels of gas to
different CGM segments. We use Z > 1Z;, to identify
wind /outflow material, Z < 0.01Z for filament/inflow
material, and 0.01Z; < Z < 1Zg for the volume-filling
no strong flow medium, and do not vary the value of
these metallicity cuts over redshift. These cuts are de-
signed to be exclusive rather than inclusive: perhaps
some outflow or inflow material is not captured by the
cuts, but we can be confident in saying that only out-
flow or inflow material falls into the segments we define
as outflow or inflow. For example, we find that recycled,
inflowing gas is not metal-enriched enough to be classi-
fied in the outflow segment, and there is essentially no
pristine outflow, so the inflow and outflow segments ac-
curately select only that material that originated in the
cosmic web or in star formation feedback, respectively.
Figure 2 shows mass-weighted probability distribution
functions of the metallicity of gas in the Tempest halo at
four times as it evolves. There is little mass in the low-
metallicity inflow or high-metallicity outflow segments

at all times, despite drastically different thermodynam-
ical properties of the gas in these segments, as well as
drastically different mechanisms of support of the gas
against gravity within these segments as we will show
below.

2.3. Calculating forces

In order to determine what supports the CGM, we
must calculate the forces that oppose gravity. The most
commonly understood force acting against gravity is
that exerted by the thermal gas pressure gradient. Hy-
drostatic equilibrium is defined such that the thermal
gas pressure gradient is equal and opposite to the force
of gravity:

1dP  GMen(r) 1

sdr 2 (1)
where p is the gas density, P is the gas pressure, r is
the radial distance from the center of the galaxy halo,
Menc(r) is the mass enclosed within radius r, and G is
the gravitational constant. The left side of Equation (1)
is the outward supporting force exerted by the gas pres-
sure while the right side is the opposite inward force
of gravity. When we balance thermal pressure against
gravity in this way, with no other forces included, we are
assuming the system to be in hydrostatic equilibrium.

However, there are other forces acting on the gas in
the CGM other than thermal pressure and gravity. Tur-
bulence, random motions, or bulk flows can exert forces
in addition to the thermal pressure. Large-scale rotation
also provides the pseudo-force of centrifugal support. In
addition, these inward and outward forces need not bal-
ance one another. They can, in principle, support the
system against gravity by summing up to be exactly in
balance with gravity, but in a real system it is much
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more likely that these many forces will put the system
out of strict equilibrium, perhaps far from it. Investigat-
ing this balance of forces over time is our main goal. As
we are interested in the balance of other forces against
gravity, we focus here purely on radial directions of all
forces. Pressures, like thermal and turbulent pressure,
are isotropic, but we consider only the radial direction
of the forces exerted by these pressures, calculated by
the radial direction of their gradients.

Importantly, we cast the support of the CGM in this
work in terms of forces rather than pressures (or pres-
sure gradients). We choose the analytic framework in
this way because not all of the forces working to oppose
gravity in the CGM have associated pressures, e.g., ro-
tational support. In addition, the values of the various
thermal and non-thermal pressures in the CGM have
no bearing on their ability to support the CGM against
gravity — it is their gradients that matter rather than
their values. More specifically, we normalize the results
by the mass of gas the forces act upon, such that we
are really discussing accelerations. We normalize in this
way to distinguish variations in the acting forces from
variations in the gas density. The CGM in the FOGGIE
simulations has significant density variations (e.g., see
Figure 4) that are not our main focus in this work, so
we normalize them out.

We therefore recast Equation (1) to include these
other forces and do away with the assumption of equi-
librium:

Fhet o ld])th71d])turb71(1])rmn+@7

Mgas T p dr  p dr p dr r
2)

In Equation (2), each force is color-coded as they will
appear in all figures throughout the paper. The force
exerted by the thermal pressure gradient is given by the
first term on the right-hand side (red), where we in-
troduce the subscript ‘th’ for ‘thermal’ to differentiate
between different types of pressure. The second term
(green) gives the force exerted by the turbulent pres-
sure gradient, the third term (magenta) gives the force
exerted by the ram pressure gradient, the fourth term
(blue) gives the centrifugal force exerted by gas moving
with a rotational velocity v0t, and the last term on the
right-hand side ( ) gives the force of gravity as in
Equation (1).

Recasting the standard hydrostatic equilibrium
(Eq. 1) as Equation (2) allows us to answer the two
main questions of interest for this study:

1. Is there a balance of radial forces in the CGM?

2. What forces contribute the most to supporting the
CGM gas against gravity?

If Flet in Equation (2) is zero for a given parcel of gas
with mass mgas in the CGM or for the CGM as a whole,
then there is a radial force balance, answering question
1. The value of each of the terms on the right-hand
side of Equation (2) relative to each other quantitatively
answers question 2. Note that Equation (2) reduces to
Equation (1) if both Fyet = 0 and all terms other than
the first (thermal pressure gradient) and last (gravity)
on the right-hand side of Equation (2) are zero. We
simplify the gravitational force to be one-dimensional
in radius only, so when evaluating force balance against
gravity, we consider only the radial direction of each
force, even though any of these forces could be acting
in any direction in principle. We define the center of
each galaxy halo as the peak of the dark matter density
distribution.

To compute each of these forces in the FOGGIE simu-
lations, we start by translating the simulation data onto
a uniform-resolution grid at the level of the forced refine-
ment (see §2.1). Uniform resolution is necessary to en-
sure all gradients are calculated on the same cell-to-cell
scale, and the resolution level was chosen to capture as
much small-scale variation as possible, while keeping the
calculation of gradients from being too computationally
expensive to run in reasonable time. Higher-resolution
cells (those that are cooling refined) are combined down
to this resolution while lower-resolution cells are over-
sampled into higher resolution. We compute all pressure
gradients cell-by-cell in the three Cartesian directions of
the uniform-resolution grid, then convert to radial gra-
dients as % = %i‘ + %;& + %2. We calculate each
type of force in Equation (2) as follows:

Thermal pressure force: The thermal pressure is a
quantity calculated cell-by-cell within the simulation as
the internal energy per unit mass converted into pres-
sure assuming an ideal equation of state. We take the
gradient in the radial direction of the thermal pressure
to obtain the radial force exerted by the thermal pres-
sure.

Turbulent pressure force: Turbulent pressure is
a statistical quantity provided by turbulent motions on
small scales. We start by computing first order velocity
structure functions (VSFs) of the gas in the CGM for
all analysis snapshots between z = 2 and z = 0 for all
four halos as

(0v) = (|o(Z + 5) — 5(2)]) 3)

where ¥(Z) is the velocity of the gas at a point Z and
U(Z + §) is the velocity of the gas at another point that
is separated from the first by a distance §. The average
denoted by () is done over a random selection of points
that fall into bins of |§] in the simulation, such that
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Figure 3. Left: A slice in the y-z coordinate plane showing the z-velocity field within the halo of the Tempest galaxy at z = 0.
Middle: The smoothed z-velocity field of the same slice, smoothed over a scale of 25 kpc. Right: The difference between the
z-velocity field and the smoothed z-velocity field. The right panel shows the deviation of each cell’s v, relative to the average

v, within a 12.5 kpc radius from each cell.

the VSF is the average difference in velocity between
two points in the CGM as a function of the separation
distance s between those two points. In idealized, Kol-
mogorov turbulence (Kolmogorov 1941), the VSF shows
the turbulent cascade at small separation scales and a
turnover at some larger scale that is the driving scale
of turbulence (Frisch 1995; Davidson 2015). For all four
halos and all times between z = 2 and z = 0, we find
the turbulence driving scale is ~ 25 physical kpc (not
comoving) when calculating the VSF for radii within
0.5R200- It is possible the driving scale of turbulence is
set by the characteristic scale of feedback in the FOG-
GIE simulations, as the VSF at radii > 0.5Rsq9, fur-
ther from the galaxy where feedback operates, shows a
turnover at ~ 200 kpc. We defer to future work for
an in-depth study of the turbulent cascade in the CGM
of the FOGGIE simulations and what sets the driving
scale, but here use the driving scale of turbulence in the
inner halo as the physical scale on which the turbulent
pressure acts. We use this scale to smooth the velocity
fields in each Cartesian direction by convolving with a
spherical Gaussian filter that has a standard deviation
of 25/6. The factor of 1/6 in the standard deviation
ensures the full width of the Gaussian, + ~ 3 standard
deviations from its center, corresponds to the driving
scale of turbulence. We then assign a turbulent velocity
dispersion to each cell defined by

2 _
Uturb =

[(’Uw - Uw,sm)2 + (Uy - Uy,sm)2 + (Uz - 'Uz,sm)Q]

(4)
where v, vy, and v, are the velocity fields in the Carte-
sian directions, v sm, Vy,sm, and v, sm, are the smoothed
velocity fields in these directions, and the factor of 1/3
averages the velocity dispersion over the three spatial
dimensions. The vy, Vg sm, and (v, — Vg sm) fields for
one example snapshot of one example halo are shown in
Figure 3. The turbulent pressure for each cell is then

Wl =

given by:
P, = psmthurb (5)

where pg,, is the density field smoothed over the same
scale (25 physical kpc). We then take the radial gradient
of Pyup to find the radial force exerted by the turbulent
pressure. Note that, even though a velocity dispersion
is a statistical quantity, the smoothing is done centered
on each simulation cell such that each cell is assigned its
own velocity dispersion defined as its velocity difference
from the smoothed region surrounding it. This allows
us to define cell-by-cell turbulent pressures and their
gradients, although the cell-to-cell variation is low due
to overlapping smoothing regions for adjacent cells.

Ram pressure force: Turbulent pressure is essen-
tially a ram pressure due to motion on scales smaller
than the smoothing scale. Therefore, in order to avoid
double counting, we are interested only in scales larger
than smoothing scale for bulk ram pressure. In addition,
ram pressure acts only when a flow is colliding with an-
other flow. We are only interested in ram pressure forces
in the radial directions, so to compute P,., we start
by calculating the spherical coordinates of the velocity
fields in r, 6, ¢ rather than z,y,z. We then smooth the
radial velocity v, over the same 25 kpc smoothing scale.
To capture the effects of the ram pressure of a flow inter-
acting with another flow, we calculate the radial gradient
of the smoothed radial velocity to determine where the
flow is slowing down by ramming into other gas. Then,
the ram pressure is given by:

do. 2
Pram = Psm ( dr;fm A.’E> (6)

dvy sm

where —2= is the radial gradient of the smoothed ra-
dial velocity and Az is the cell size in the uniform-
resolution grid (~ 1 kpc at z = 0). To turn this ram
pressure into a force, we take its radial gradient.
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Rotational force: The rotational directions of mo-
tion are given by the velocities in the angular, non-radial
directions, so we convert the Cartesian velocity fields
into spherical coordinates and focus on the vy and vy
directions for the rotational force. We again wish to
avoid double-counting turbulent motions as rotational
motions, so we smooth the vy and vy fields on the same
smoothing scale of 25 kpc and use the smoothed fields
to calculate the rotational force. The rotational force is
computed as:

2 2 2
Urot — v‘gvsm + U¢73m (7)
r r

where vg sm and vy sm are the smoothed angular velocity
fields. Note that we do not take the radial gradient of
Equation (7), as it is not a pressure that needs to be
converted into a force.

The only part of the gravita-
tional force that requires computation is the mass en-
closed within a radius r. We calculate this as the total
mass, including all dark matter, stars, and gas.

We are most interested in the forces operating within
the CGM, so we define a cut to separate the CGM from
the gas disk of each central galaxy, which extends be-
yond the stellar disk. The distinction between CGM and
extended gas disk is somewhat arbitrary, but we find a
density cut that seems to separate the two fairly well by
eye. CGM is identified as any cell with p < pcy and
the disk is identified as any cell with p > pcye. At red-
shifts z > 0.5, a density cut of pey =2 x 10726 g cm™3
(2.96 x 10° Mg, /kpc?) separates the disk and the CGM
well. At redshifts z < 0.25, peys = 2 x 10727 g em™3
(2.96 x 10* Mg /kpc?), and at redshifts 0.5 > 2 > 0.25,
Peut varies linearly in time (not linearly in redshift) from
2x 10726 g em™3 to 2 x 10727 g cm~3. This density
cut is arbitrary and determined by-eye to seemingly re-
move the disk in a projection plot without removing too
much of the denser clumps of the CGM, as shown in Fig-
ure 4. The exact value of the cut likely depends on the
physics implementations of the FOGGIE simulations,
but it seems to separate the CGM from the extended
gas disk surrounding the central galaxy fairly cleanly.
In the density-temperature phase diagram in the right
panel of Figure 4, the chosen dividing line cleanly sepa-
rates the thin relation for the disk at high densities and
low temperatures from the cloud of diffuse and warmer
cells that make up the CGM. We verified that small
changes to the value of the density cut of a factor of two
larger or smaller do not affect our results in Sections 3
and 4 by more than 10%, and indeed only affect the very
inner parts of the CGM within 15 kpc. Note that while
we use this cut to isolate the CGM for the purposes of

calculating the forces acting strictly on the CGM gas,
we do still include the gas and stellar mass of the disk
material when calculating the gravitational force that
the CGM gas feels.

3. LOCAL VARIATION IN CGM FORCES

We calculate the cell-by-cell pressures and forces act-
ing on CGM gas using the methods described in Sec-
tion 2.3. Figure 5 shows the thermal, turbulent, and
ram pressure measured in a slice through the middle of
Tempest’s CGM at z = 0. The morphological similari-
ties between the thermal, turbulent, and ram pressures
are directly related to the CGM segments discussed in
Section 2.2: the hot outflows have significant thermal
pressure associated with them, as well as driving strong
turbulence and exerting significant ram pressure on their
surroundings. Figure 6 shows the forces exerted by the
thermal gas pressure, the turbulent pressure, the ram
pressure, and the centrifugal rotation force in this same
slice, all normalized by the gas mass they are acting
on (such that what is plotted is really accelerations, see
Section 2.3). In Figure 6, only the radial direction of
the forces are shown, where a positive number (teal) in-
dicates a force directed radially outward and a negative
number (brown) indicates a force directed radially in-
ward. Note that the inward- or outward-directed forces
shown in Figure 6 are not necessarily aligned with in-
flowing or outflowing gas: the force vector is an instan-
taneous acceleration, not a velocity. The forces acting
on gas in the inflowing and outflowing CGM segments
will be discussed in Section 4.2.

The thermal pressure (left panel of Figure 5) is mea-~
sured at a higher resolution than the turbulent and ram
pressures (middle and right panels of Figure 5). Ther-
mal pressure is calculated in the simulation in every cell,
but the turbulent and ram pressures require smoothing
of the velocity fields to calculate the statistical prop-
erties of the gas velocity on small (for turbulent pres-
sure) and large (for ram pressure) scales. This makes
the pressure panels appear to have lower resolution, but
they are computed at the same resolution as all other
fields so that all summation and division operations on
the fields are performed at the same scale.

The thermal pressure is clearly more extended than
the turbulent and ram pressure for Tempest at z = 0.
All three types of pressure are strongest in the center
of the halo near the (excised) galaxy disk and decline
with distance from the galaxy. There appears to be a
rough outer edge to the turbulent pressure, outside of
which the turbulent pressure is nearly zero. This edge
roughly corresponds with the edge of the forced refine-
ment region in FOGGIE, and indicates the transition
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Figure 5. Slices of the thermal (left), turbulent (middle), and ram (right) pressures through the center of the Tempest halo
at z = 0, as calculated in Section 2.3. Note that the removed disk appears as white.

from the high-resolution to the low-resolution region of
the simulation. Because the turbulent pressure requires
resolving velocities on small scales, a high resolution
is needed to capture the turbulent cascade, and thus
there is essentially no turbulent motion outside of the
forced refinement region (see Section 5.1 for discussion
on this point). In addition, numerical viscosity damp-
ens turbulence at low resolution. When measuring the
driving scale of turbulence (Section 2.3), we use only
the high-resolution forced refinement box and focus on
scales close to the galaxy.

The ram pressure is the weakest of the three types of
pressure. Ram pressure acts only where a flow impacts
another flow, so it is most visible in Figure 5 at the edges
of inflow or outflow regions. Note that only the radial
velocity is used in calculating the ram pressure as pre-
sented in this study; we do not account for ram pressure
due to motions in non-radial flows (see Section 2.3).

The most striking feature of the force slices in Fig-
ure 6 is the high degree of variation across small spa-
tial scales, in some cases changing from strong outward
forces (teal) to strong inward forces (brown) in adjacent

simulation cells (~ 1 kpc). The adjacent regions of in-
ward and outward forces may still be unresolved even at
this high spatial resolution, as the size of these regions
are in some cases just a few cells. The importance of
simulation resolution is clearly seen in the thermal and
turbulent force panels, where the detailed structure in
the forces disappears near the edges of the panels and
instead there is a “hatching” that is an artifact of over-
sampling the low-resolution cells and then computing
cell-to-cell gradients. The edges of each panel show the
forces calculated on the gas outside of FOGGIE’s forced
refinement region, where the spatial resolution becomes
worse by a factor of 10 (cell sizes become ~ 10 kpc).
Contrary to the inherent assumption in hydrostatic equi-
librium models, the force exerted by the thermal pres-
sure is not directed outward, such that it is opposing
gravity, everywhere. There are places within the halo
where the thermal pressure gradient causes an inward-
directed force. This strong variation between inward
and outward forces is also present in the turbulent pres-
sure force and the ram pressure force, and is indicative
of the high degree of spatial variation of these pressures.
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colors indicate radially inward forces. An animated version of this figure showing the evolution of these slices as Tempest evolves

from z = 2 to z = 0 is available in the online journal.

In short, because the pressures are not smoothly vary-
ing, neither are their gradients.

The fact that the thermal pressure is dominant
throughout much of the halo does not necessarily mean
that the force exerted by the thermal pressure (top left
panel of Figure 6) is strongest throughout much of the
halo. The force does not depend on the magnitude of
the pressure, but rather its gradient. Indeed, the tur-
bulent pressure exhibits a stronger gradient within the
inner 15 kpc than the thermal pressure, leading to a
stronger force exerted by the turbulent pressure despite
a stronger thermal pressure magnitude in the same re-
gion (see Section 4 for more discussion on this point).

There are a handful of intriguing features evident in
Figure 6. This particular galaxy at this particular snap-
shot in time has a collimated, hot outflow that appears

one-sided in the plane of the plotting slice, originating
at the central galaxy and extending down and to the
left. This outflow has stronger accelerations associated
with it than most of the rest of the CGM at this time,
although it is also diffuse with little mass, so the over-
all force associated with the outflow is not necessarily
stronger than anywhere else in the CGM that may have
a higher density. Interestingly, the accelerations within
the collimated outflows are not purely in the outward
direction; there are very strong inward-directed acceler-
ations as well. The ram pressure force is weak and neg-
ligible everywhere other than within this fast flow. In
addition to the collimated hot outflow exhibiting strong
accelerations of all types, there is also an inflowing cool
filament coming from the bottom right of the slice and
flowing toward the right side of the galaxy disk. This
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filament does not have strong forces associated with it;
it is instead identified by a region where there are no
forces acting (white in Figure 6), other than some mild
rotation. The lack of forces acting within the filament
indicates it is made up of cool gas without strong ther-
mal pressure gradients, has little turbulence within it,
and is not ramming into other gas flows in a way that
greatly affects its radial velocity.

The bottom right panel of Figure 6 shows the centrifu-
gal rotation force, which is only present in the radially
outward direction by definition. The rotation is strong
only in the inner halo near the galaxy, both in a struc-
ture that is roughly aligned with the galaxy disk and
within the collimated outflow.

Figure 7 shows the same slice through Tempest at z =
0, now showing the net force Fiet/Mgas (equation 2) as
the sum total of the three pressure forces, rotation, and
gravity. The enhanced accelerations, both inward and
outward, within the collimated outflow are still present.
With the inclusion of gravity, the filament that had no
forces associated with it is now colored a faint brown,
indicating the primary force acting on it is gravity and
the gas in this filament is essentially in free-fall. For
brevity, we show these slices of the forces for just one of
the four FOGGIE galaxies at just one snapshot in time,
but the general trends described here are applicable to
other times and galaxies. Videos of slices of each type
of force (Figures 6 and 7) for all time snapshots between

z = 2 and z = 0 of all four halos are available on the
FOGGIE website.?

In addition to strong spatial variation in the forces
acting on the CGM, there is also strong temporal varia-
tion. From one snapshot to the next 54 Myr later (one
frame to the next in the videos of the force slices), a
region of the CGM with an outward-directed force can
swap to an inward-directed force. The median sound
speed for the Tempest halo at z = 0 is ~ 80 km/s,
which corresponds to a travel distance of 4.5 kpc in the
time between analysis snapshots, roughly the same size
as the spatial variations. Thus, a particular small re-
gion of the CGM could oscillate between a positive and
negative pressure gradient due to a sound wave pass-
ing over it between analysis snapshots. Fabian et al.
(2003) identified structures in the Perseus cluster that
are consistent with being pressure (sound) waves travel-
ing through the intracluster medium. These structures
appear visually similar to our thermal force slice (top left
panel of Figure 6), and so the thermal force structure
we find may very well be due to sound waves expanding
outward from the central galaxy.

The FOGGIE simulations have outputs every ~ 5
Myr, a time resolution a factor of 10 better than what
we use here. While it would be computationally expen-
sive to calculate the force slices for the full z = 2 to

2 https://foggie.science/cgm _forces.html
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z = 0 evolution of each halo at this higher time reso-
lution, we do this calculation for a small length of time
for the Tempest halo, from z = 0.2 to z = 0. At this
higher time resolution, we still see structures in the to-
tal force appearing and disappearing from one snapshot
to the next, indicating that they are even shorter-lived
than ~ 5 Myr. We would not expect that such short-
lived force variations would have a significant impact on
the velocity structure of the gas. However, some of the
force variations are much longer-lived: the “fronts” of
outward-directed forces in the outer regions of the CGM
persist for times > 50 Myr (see the animated version of
Figure 7). These structures appear to be shock fronts
at the edge of outflows from the central galaxy. The
outward-directed force corresponds to inflows slowing
down as they impact the shock front, while the inward-
directed forces just interior to the fronts corresponds to
outflows slowing down at the shock.

Clearly, one of the two assumptions behind hydro-
static equilibrium, that the outward and inward forces
on the gas balance each other, does not hold everywhere
within the CGM. If Fj,o; = 0 for a given simulation cell,
that cell appears as white within Figure 7, so the general
lack of white cells within the forced refinement region in-
dicates a lack of force balance on the resolution of the
simulation grid. The other assumption behind hydro-
static equilibrium, that the only force opposing gravity
is exerted by the thermal gas pressure, also clearly does
not hold because there are significant forces being ex-
erted by other pressures, as well as rotation, within the
CGM.

To better visualize the drastic variation in forces
across small spatial scales, Figure 8 shows each type
of force along two selected one-dimensional rays extend-
ing from the center of the galaxy outward. Nearly all
of the forces are characterized by strong variation in
both the strength and direction of the force on scales
of ~ 5 kpc. The bottom right panel in Figure 8 plots
the accelerations along a ray placed through the mid-
dle of the strong collimated outflow, where it is clear
that the thermal, turbulent, and ram accelerations are
stronger in both outward (positive) and inward (nega-
tive) directions than in the other ray (top right panel),
which is not placed in an outflow region. However, the
degree of variation in the two rays is similar: they both
show swings from positive to negative values over spa-
tial scales of ~ 5 kpc. The only forces that do not al-
ternate between outward and inward are the centrifugal
rotation force (purely outward) and the force of gravity
(purely inward), both of which are defined to operate
in only one radial direction. Because the gravitational
force is defined spherically, it does not show the varia-

tion that the other forces do. The centrifugal rotation
force also appears somewhat smoother, but it does have
some variation. Note that because Figure 8 plots nor-
malized forces, i.e. accelerations, it is not possible to
“sum by eye” to determine the total force acting along
the rays from the figure. However, plotting the accel-
erations rather than the forces makes it clear that the
strong variations are due to the physics of the driving
forces acting on the CGM, rather than on gas density
variations.

The cell size resolution in FOGGIE is specified in co-
moving coordinates, which means it varies in physical
coordinates over cosmic time as the universe expands.
At higher redshift, the resolution is better (smaller cell
sizes) in physical space. To determine if the ~ 5 kpc
scale of the smallest-scale variations in the accelerations
(Figure 8) at z = 0 is different when the resolution is
improved, we carried out the same analysis as in Fig-
ure 8 on a z = 1.5 output of the Tempest halo. At
this redshift, the cell size in the forced refinement re-
gion is ~ 0.55 kpc, about half of that at z = 0. We
find that the variations in the accelerations also occur
on scales about half, or ~ 2.5 kpc, of the variations at
z = 0 (not shown). We sample the z ~ 1.5 output at the
same (physical) resolution as the z = 0 output and find
that the scale of the acceleration variations increases to
~ 5 kpc. This means the smallest scale of force varia-
tion is ~ 5x the simulation resolution, regardless of the
simulation resolution. Thus, it appears that the small-
est variation scale is dependent on simulation resolution
rather than being set by the physics of CGM gas. It
is possible that in reality, the acceleration of CGM gas,
and thus forces acting on it, are varying on smaller scales
than the FOGGIE simulation resolution.

In summary, the forces exerted by thermal gas pres-
sure, turbulent pressure, ram pressure, centrifugal ro-
tation, and gravity, as well as the net sum of all these
forces, vary significantly on spatial scales of < 5 kpc
throughout the CGM. This suggests that any kind of
global force balance model, like that of hydrostatic equi-
librium, fails at describing the properties of the gas on
< 5 kpe scales within the CGM.

4. GLOBAL TRENDS OF CGM FORCES

Despite the small-scale variation in forces acting on
the CGM gas, it appears as though a general force bal-
ance equilibrium may hold on larger scales: the inward
and outward variation of forces seem as though they
could cancel each other out when smoothed over larger
scales. Figure 9 shows what happens to the force varia-
tions when they are smoothed on successively larger and
larger scales. The small-scale variation (Section 3) is av-
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eraged out and what remains is much closer to an equi-
librium in the radial force balance, with a slight positive
(outward) force in the center of the halo near the galaxy.
We will see in Figure 11 that the outward force in the
center of the halo is driven by turbulence very close to
the galaxy. Figure 9 encouragingly shows that a balance
of the radially inward and outward forces could be recov-
ered by averaging over large scales. In this section, we
quantify the degree of this global balance and determine
which forces contribute to it most strongly, in the whole
CGM (Section 4.1), within CGM sections (Section 4.2),
and in simulations run with different feedback strengths
(Section 4.3).

4.1. Support against gravity in whole CGM

The simplest and most commonly-done form of aver-
aging is in radial shells. Figure 10 shows each type of
force as in Equation (2) as a function of radius within
the Tempest halo at z = 0, the same halo and snap-
shot shown in all previous figures. The force is calcu-
lated by first summing the force (not the acceleration)

acting on each cell within each radial shell, then nor-
malizing by the mass of gas within each radial shell (of
width 0.15Rs00). Most of the different force terms are
positive or close to zero, with the exception of grav-
ity (yellow dashed curve), which is negative. Despite
large local variation in each force term and in Fye, av-
eraging over radial shells allows Fje¢ to approach zero
in the outer CGM, beyond ~ 60 kpc. Thus, inward
and outward force balance in equilibrium holds in the
outer CGM. Within ~ 30 kpc of the galaxy, Fpo > 0,
indicating outward-directed forces on the whole. The
outward-directed Fye; in this inner part of the CGM is
primarily driven by strong outward-directed turbulent
pressure forces and the outward-directed thermal pres-
sure forces. Close to the FOGGIE galaxies, there are
significant kinematics driven by strong shocks as hot
outflows escape the galaxies. We defer a detailed inves-
tigation of the driving and properties of the turbulence
in the FOGGIE CGM to future work.

Because the numerical values of the forces are diffi-
cult to interpret in context, and because what we want
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out to near equilibrium (white colors) in the balance of forces directed radially inward and outward, with a weak outward force

in the center of the halo near the galaxy.
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Figure 10. Each type of force (components in Equation 2)
summed in radial shells (of width 0.015R200, or 2.5 kpc at
z = 0 for Tempest) as a function of distance from the galaxy,
for the Tempest halo at z = 0.

to investigate is how these forces compare to gravity, we
introduce a new term that we call “support” and that we
will use throughout the rest of the paper. It is defined as
the ratio of each type of force (each component in Equa-
tion 2) to the absolute value of the force of gravity. Since
gravity is directed inward, its force is negative in our
formalism, so we use the absolute value of gravitational
force to ensure the support ratio is positive for outward-
directed forces and negative for inward-directed forces,
for easier understanding. When the support ratio equals
one for a particular force component, that indicates that
component is exactly balancing against gravity. When
the support ratio is between zero and one, that type
of force is contributing partially to the support against
gravity. If the support ratio is negative, that force is
acting in the same direction as gravity (inward), rather
than supporting against it. When the support ratio of
all non-gravity forces (black curve on all following plots)

is close to one, that indicates the CGM is roughly in an
equilibrium where the sum of all outward radial forces
are balancing gravity. If the support ratio of all non-
gravity forces is greater or less than one, that indicates
an over- or under-supported CGM, respectively.

Figure 11 shows an annotated example of how each
type of force contributes to support, for the Tempest
halo at z = 0. Figure 19 in Appendix A shows the
support ratio for each type of force for the other three
FOGGIE halos at z = 0. In the outer CGM, beyond
~ 0.5R00, there is an overall force balance in F,e (black
solid line), as indicated by the value of total support be-
ing approximately one. For most of the FOGGIE galax-
ies, the main contributor to the support of gas against
gravity in the outer CGM is the force exerted by the
thermal gas pressure, with some additional support from
large-scale coherent rotation. In the inner CGM, within
~ 0.25R5q0, the strong turbulent forces drive Fje; to
large values and there is an over-abundance of outward
forces compared to gravity. For most of the FOGGIE
galaxies, there is a point in the inner CGM, at ~ 20 kpc
from the galaxy, where the contributions of thermal, tur-
bulent, and rotation forces contribute roughly equally to
the support against gravity. This is also the smallest ra-
dius at which rough inward and outward force balance is
present. Note that we compute the forces and support
of only that gas that survives after performing a cut in
density to separate the CGM from the central galaxy’s
ISM (and any satellite ISM), as described in Section 2,
so a net outward force in the CGM gas does not nec-
essarily indicate the galaxies are constantly exploding
without ever accreting gas (although note that all gas
mass is included in the Mgy, term of equation 2). We
verified that when we calculate forces for all gas with-
out performing this density cut (not shown), we find
predominantly negative (inward) forces, mostly driven
by the gravitational forces on the large mass of disk gas,
indicating the central galaxy is, in fact, accreting mate-
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Figure 11. The ratio of each type of force (components in Equation 2) to gravity as a function of the distance from the galaxy,
for the Tempest halo at z = 0. The colored curves show the different force types while the black curve shows the sum of all
non-gravity forces. The teal horizontal line at a support value of exactly 1 indicates where a force is exactly balancing gravity,
and the teal shaded region at support values > 1 indicates outward-directed forces stronger than the inward pull of gravity. The
brown horizontal line at a support value of exactly 0 indicates where a radial force is zero and does not contribute to support
against gravity at all. The brown shaded region for support values < 0 indicates inward-directed forces. The fact that the black
curve falls close to a support value of 1 for 40 kpc < r < Rapo indicates the halo gas at these radii is in rough radial force
balance equilibrium. If the halo gas were in hydrostatic equilibrium, the thermal force (red curve) would lie along a support
value of 1. This is not the case, and so the halo gas is not in hydrostatic equilibrium even though approximate force balance
equilibrium is achieved. Instead, turbulent and rotation forces also contribute to the overall force balance in this halo.

rial to fuel its growth. We continue with the density cut
throughout the rest of the paper so as to focus on the
properties of the CGM rather than the central galaxy’s
ISM, but note that beyond ~ 0.15R5qg, the results with
and without the density cut are roughly equivalent.

To investigate the time dependence of the forces acting
on CGM gas, Figure 12 shows 2D plots of the support
ratios for each type of force as functions of both time
and radius as the Tempest galaxy evolves, from z = 2
to z = 0. Each panel shows the support against gravity
contributed by a different type of force: thermal force
in the top left, turbulent in the top right, rotation in
the bottom left, and the sum of all non-gravity forces
in the bottom right. The colorbar is chosen to high-
light two general regions of support values: support < 1,
corresponding to a fractional contribution to the overall
support against gravity, is indicated by white-purple col-
ors, while support > 1, corresponding to forces stronger
than the force of gravity, is indicated by purple-salmon-
orange colors. Inward-directed forces that work with
gravity, rather than opposing it, are colored white. The

star formation rate of the central galaxy, calculated as
the mass of new star particles formed within 20 kpc of
the center of the halo over the previous 10 Myr, is shown
underneath each panel as the black curve. The bottom
panels also show FEout, the thermal + kinetic energy flux
passing through a 0.1Rsgp radius sphere centered on the
central galaxy as the red dashed curve. The energy is
on a log scale, so times when the energy flux is inward,
onto the galaxy, are represented by gaps in the curve be-
cause the values of the energy flux are negative for these
times. In each panel, there are structures that look like
a bouncing ball being dropped: coming in from large
radii and then “bouncing” several times before disap-
pearing, most noticeable in the turbulent support (top
right) and sum support (bottom right) panels. These
are artifacts due to incomplete satellite removal — the
gas surrounding satellites as they spiral in toward the
central (which looks like “bouncing” in this time-radius
plot) has disturbed kinematics that appear as strong
turbulent support at the location of the satellite. There
are also diagonal streaks in each panel that appear to
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Figure 12. Each 2D panel shows the support against gravity as functions of both time, from z = 2 to z = 0, and radius, in
the Tempest halo. Each panel shows the support provided by a different type of force as in Equation (2): thermal (top left),
turbulent (top right), and rotational (bottom left) support and the sum support of all non-gravity forces (bottom right).
The color scale is chosen to emphasize fractional contributions to perfect support against gravity in the white-purple colors and
over-support provided by outward forces stronger than gravity in the salmon-orange colors. Inward-directed forces that work
with gravity are also colored white because they do not contribute to support. Underneath each panel is the SFR of the central
galaxy over time as the black curve and the thermal + kinetic energy flowing through a 0.1R200 sphere centered on the central
galaxy as the red dashed curve. Gaps in the Eout curve are where the net energy flux is inward onto the galaxy, and therefore

negative and not visible on the log scale.

begin mostly following bursts in the star formation rate
— these indicate expanding outflow fronts launched by
outflows from the central galaxy.

The inner CGM (r < 0.5Rs00) spends more time out
of radial force balance, as indicated by the support of
all non-gravity forces (bottom right panel) being further
from a value of one for more of the time evolution from
z =2 to z = 0 than in the outer CGM (r 2 0.5R200)-
The inner CGM is also more time-variable than the
outer CGM. In both the inner and outer CGM, the ther-
mal (top left panel) and turbulent (top right panel) sup-

port, as well as the sum support of all non-gravity forces
(bottom right panel), increase following strong bursts of
star formation in the central galaxy, or when Eou is
particularly high. This response to the central galaxy’s
feedback is stronger in the inner CGM, but it is clear
that sufficiently strong bursts can affect the forces act-
ing on the outer CGM gas as well. In general, it is only
at lower redshifts (z < 0.3) when the star formation his-
tory becomes smoother with fewer large bursts, that the
inward and outward forces roughly balance in either the
inner or outer CGM, as indicated by the sum support of
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all non-gravity forces (bottom right panel) approaching
a value of one with fewer large deviations. In the inner
CGM, turbulent support is strong at high redshift and
slowly decreases over time, while thermal support starts
low and slowly increases over time. Rotational support
stays fairly constant or perhaps increases slightly over
time, and is somewhat stronger in the inner CGM. In
the outer CGM, it is only at high redshift that turbulent
support is non-negligible and roughly equal to thermal
and rotational support. Over time, the turbulent sup-
port in the outer CGM drops off while the thermal sup-
port continues to build. The other three FOGGIE halos
follow similar trends, and plots analogous to Figure 12
for them can be found in Appendix A.

To reduce the impact of time-dependent events on the
interpretation of force balance within the CGM of the
FOGGIE galaxies, Figures 13 and 23 (in Appendix A)
show the median support against gravity across all time
snapshots for the four FOGGIE galaxies, as functions of
distance from the central galaxy. The radius coordinate
on the horizontal axis of these plots is normalized by
each galaxy’s virial radius, Rsgg, so as not to confuse
any trends with the growing size of the halo over time.
Figure 13 shows each force type in its own panel, with
annotations as in Figure 11, to help orient the reader.
Figure 23 in Appendix A combines each force type into
a single panel for the other three FOGGIE halos, where
we see the same qualitative trends as in the Tempest
halo. We computed the radial functions of forces and
ratios of forces to gravity for every time snapshot be-
tween z = 2 and z = 0, separated by ~ 50 Myr each,
and found the median with equal weighting to each time
snapshot. The colored shading around each curve indi-
cates the interquartile range in values between 25% and
75% of the time variation.

The trends of Figure 11 become clearer when consid-
ering the median of all time snapshots: the outer CGM,
with 0.5R200 < 7 < Rago, is roughly in force balance
between radially inward and outward forces, while the
inner CGM with r < 0.5Rzq¢ is dominated by outward-
directed forces mostly driven by large turbulent forces
close to the central galaxy. The shading indicates more
time variance in the turbulent and thermal forces than
in the rotation force. The spread in time in the turbulent
and thermal forces leads to a spread in Fje; and in the
combined total support, which, in turn, indicates there
are some times when the inward and outward forces in
a galaxy’s CGM are significantly unbalanced.

The results of this section put forward a picture in
which the CGM of high-redshift galaxies is chaotic, dom-
inated by small-scale velocity motions, and not necessar-
ily in any sort of equilibrium balance with the force of

gravity. Over time, as star formation becomes smoother
and less bursty and the central galaxies grow, the outer
CGM approaches an equilibrium force balance and shifts
to being primarily supported by thermal forces, al-
though large-scale rotation provides 25—50% of the sup-
port against gravity at any given time. The inner CGM
remains dominated by dynamic, non-thermal forces even
at low redshift. This picture is consistent with the one
put forward by Lochhaas et al. (2021), wherein the outer
CGM of these simulated galaxies approached virial equi-
librium only at low redshift, and even then, dynamic gas
motions still contribute to the equilibrium in addition to
the thermal properties of the gas.

4.2. Support against gravity in CGM segments

The drastic local variation and hints that different
CGM segments are home to different forces in Section 3
suggests that the radial averaging of forces and sup-
port in Section 4.1 is not telling the full story of what
supports the CGM gas against gravity. In this section,
we examine the support in the outflow, inflow, and no
strong flow CGM segments (see Section 2.2) to deter-
mine if different processes are responsible for force bal-
ance (or non-balance) in these regions.

Figure 14 shows the median support of CGM gas
against gravity across all time snapshots between z = 2
and z = 0, as functions of halo radius relative to the
time-evolving virial radius, within the inflow (left), no
strong flow (center), and outflow (right) CGM segments,
for the Tempest halo. This figure is similar to Figure 13,
but with all forces shown in each panel and the teal
and brown shading removed for clarity. The shading
around each curve shows the 25% — 75% interquartile
range of the time variation. The inflow, outflow, and
no strong flow segments are defined using a metallicity
cut of Z < 0.01Z; for inflow, Z > 1Z; for outflow,
and 0.01Zg < Z < 1Zg for no strong flow (see Sec-
tion 2.2). Figure 24 in Appendix A shows the support
in the CGM segments for the other three FOGGIE ha-
los, which again show the same qualitative trends as in
the Tempest halo discussed below.

The forces acting on the gas in the inflow segment (left
panel) are generally weaker than the forces acting on
the other segments, as shown by each curve in Figure 14
falling at or below a support value of one (and a support
value < 1 is expected for gas that is primarily inflowing).
The inflow exhibits roughly equal force contributions
from thermal, turbulent, and rotational forces, or per-
haps slightly less important turbulent forces (especially
in the other three halos; see Figure 24 in Appendix A).
The outflow segments show a drastically different story:
the total cumulative support of all forces against gravity
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Figure 13. The median of all time snapshots between z = 2 and z = 0 of the ratio of each force (components in Equation 2)
to gravity as a function of the distance from the galaxy normalized by virial radius, for the Tempest halo. Each force type
is shown in its own panel, and we have neglected the ram pressure force because its value is nearly zero everywhere. Curves
indicate median values while shading around curves indicates the 25% — 75% interquartile range of the time variation. The teal
horizontal line at support values of exactly 1 indicates where forces would exactly balance the inward pull of gravity, and the
teal shaded region at support values > 1 indicates where outward-directed forces are stronger than the force of gravity. The
brown horizontal line at support values of exactly 0 indicates where forces do not contribute to the support against gravity. The
brown shaded region at support values < 0 indicates where forces are inward-directed.
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Figure 14. The median of all time snapshots from z = 2 to z = 0 of each type of force as in Equation (2) as a function of
distance from the galaxy, similar to Fig. 13, for the Tempest halo, within the three CGM segments as defined by cuts in gas
metallicity: inflow (left), no strong flow (center), and outflow (right). Note that the outflow panel (right) has a different
y-axis scale than the other two panels.
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is significantly above a value of one for r < 0.5R2qq, s0
much so that the right panel in Figure 14 is on a differ-
ent scale than the other panels. The dominant force is
turbulence, with very little contribution from rotation
or (somewhat surprisingly) ram pressure, and a nega-
tive force (indicating inward, in the same direction as
gravity) provided by the thermal pressure gradient. A
support value < 1 for the inflow segment and > 1 for
the outflow segment are expected: a perfect force bal-
ance between inward and outward forces is expected to
hold gas in place, not drive large-scale inflows or out-
flows. In addition, the time variation (indicated by the
shading around the curves) is much larger in the outflow
segment than the other two segments. Above, we saw
variation in the value of support appears to be driven by
bursts in the SFR (see Figure 12), so it is not surpris-
ing that the segment that most closely probes the direct
outflowing material driven by star formation feedback
has a large variation in time.

The thermal force within the outflowing material
varies strongly between inward and outward (Figure 8),
but when summing the force within the outflow seg-
ment and then finding the median over significant spans
of time, the thermal force is predominantly inward (Fig-
ure 14). This is somewhat counter-intuitive, as we might
expect the hot outflows are driven outward (not inward)
by their thermal pressure. There are significant shocks
within the outflow region, with Mach numbers ranging
from ~ 1 to ~ 10, and the thermal pressure rises signifi-
cantly across shocks within the flow. This leads to a pos-
itive thermal pressure gradient across shocks and there-
fore a negative (inward) force exerted by the thermal
pressure. While the large-scale thermal pressure gradi-
ent within the outflow does weakly decline with distance
from the galaxy as expected (e.g., Figure 5), the handful
of strong shocks within this segment cause the inward
force to win out when summed over space and time. This
is expected from classical models of shocked wind bub-
bles (e.g. Weaver et al. 1977): while the forward shock of
the wind on the surrounding material would produce a
negative pressure gradient, we have selected the outflow
region to contain only wind material, so this forward
shock is not captured in this CGM segment. Instead,
the shocks we identify within the outflow segment may
be reverse shocks, across which the pressure gradient
is strongly positive, thus producing an inward-directed
force.

Finally, the support of the gas in the no strong flow
segment, which is not directly participating in coher-
ent inflows or outflows, indicates a nearly perfect force
balance within the virial radius for the four FOGGIE
galaxies. Values of the sum total support (black curve)

slightly greater than one in the inner CGM may be indi-
cating that the metallicity cut for the outflows is slightly
too aggressive, such that it is missing some outflowing
material that instead falls into the no strong flow seg-
ment. Overall, the no strong flow segment seems to be
capturing the material in the CGM that is closest to a
force balance, with thermal support dominating slightly
in most of the halos followed by roughly equal amounts
of turbulent and rotational support. The no strong flow
segment dominates both the mass and volume of the
gas in the CGM (see Figure 2), so this segment de-
scribes the force balance of the bulk of the CGM. In
the very inner regions of the CGM (r < 0.2R200), tur-
bulent support dominates or is roughly equal to thermal
and rotational support. Beyond ~ 0.8 — 0.9 Rqg, the no
strong flow segment is under-supported, perhaps indi-
cating inflow onto the halo on average. This inflow must
be somewhat metal-enriched, as all gas in this segment
has Z > 0.01Z, so this may be a signature of enriched
gas recycling back onto the outskirts of the halo, or of
fresh inflow mixing up to a higher metallicity even in
the very outskirts of the halo.

In summary, evaluating the support against gravity
of gas in the different CGM segments reveals that these
cuts are correctly selecting under-supported inflow, over-
supported outflow, and nearly perfectly-balanced inter-
mediate, volume-filling material with no strong bulk
flows. What little support the inflow segment does
have is provided nearly equally by thermal, turbulent,
and rotational forces, with centrifugal rotational support
slightly dominating, while the outflow segment is driven
mostly by turbulence. The no strong flow segment has a
nearly equal contribution from thermal, turbulent, and
rotational forces in the inner CGM and slightly domi-
nating thermal force in the outskirts of the halo.

4.3. How feedback affects the support against gravity

To explore the effect of feedback strength on the sup-
port of CGM gas against gravity, we re-started the Tem-
pest halo at low redshift with different values of the Enzo
simulation parameter that controls the efficiency of con-
verting supernova energy into feedback energy. This pa-
rameter sets how much of the stellar mass formed in a
time step is converted into thermal feedback energy. For
a stronger feedback run, we identified a burst in the star
formation at z ~ 0.3 in the fiducial Tempest simulation,
changed the feedback parameter to 10~4, and restarted
Tempest from just before this feedback burst. After
100 Myr, when the burst has subsided, we turned the
feedback parameter back down to the fiducial 10~° and
continue running to z = 0. For a low feedback run, we
changed the feedback parameter from its fiducial value
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Figure 15. As in Figure 12, each 2D panel shows the support against gravity as functions of both time, from z = 0.4 to z = 0,
and radius, in the strong burst re-run of Tempest (see text). Each panel shows the support provided by a different type of force
as in Equation (2): thermal (top left), turbulent (top right), and rotational (bottom left) support and the sum support of all
non-gravity forces (bottom right). The color scale is chosen to emphasize fractional contributions to perfect support against
gravity in the white-purple colors and over-support provided by outward forces stronger than gravity in the salmon-orange
colors. Underneath each panel is the SFR of the central galaxy over time. The increased feedback strength occurs in a 50 Myr
burst starting at 10 Gyr.

of 107° to 1079, and ran Tempest with this lower feed-
back strength from z = 0.4 to z = 0 (starting at a higher
redshift well before the burst in the fiducial run to avoid
confusion with the burst). The strong feedback re-run
of Tempest immediately blows out a significant amount
of hot material, which drastically increases the compu-
tational run time, so setting the feedback strength pa-
rameter back down to its fiducial value after the burst
of star formation is necessary to reduce computational

expense.

Figures 15 and 16 show the support of CGM gas
against gravity over time from z = 0.4 to z = 0 (bottom

following the burst.

axis) and radius (left axis), for the strong burst run and
the weak feedback run, respectively. These figures are
analogous to Figure 12. When the feedback energy is in-
creased for a short burst of time at ~ 10 Gyr (Fig. 15),
the thermal and turbulent forces briefly become very
strong, with the turbulent force dominating the inner
CGM and the thermal force dominating the outer CGM
The increase in thermal support
at large distances from the galaxy when the feedback

strength is increased could be indicating that the turbu-

lence within the outflows is dissipating into heat far from
the galaxy, or could be an indication of direct heating
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Figure 16. As in Figure 12, each 2D panel shows the support against gravity as functions of both time, from z = 0.4 to
z = 0, and radius, in the weak feedback re-run of Tempest (see text). Each panel shows the support provided by a different
type of force as in Equation (2): thermal (top left), turbulent (top right), and rotational (bottom left) support and the sum
support of all non-gravity forces (bottom right). The color scale is chosen to emphasize fractional contributions to perfect
support against gravity in the white-purple colors and over-support provided by outward forces stronger than gravity in the
salmon-orange colors. Underneath each panel is the SFR of the central galaxy over time. The decreased feedback strength is

present throughout the full time range shown.

by strong feedback. The sum support of all non-gravity
forces remains elevated at values > 1 everywhere within
the CGM for ~ 500 Myr following the strong burst. The
elevated support level dissipates faster than the sound
crossing time out to Rggg, which is ~ 2 Gyr.

In the weaker feedback re-start (Fig. 16), the strong
over-support in the inner parts of the CGM seen in the
fiducial Tempest disappears, and instead the inner CGM
is in nearly perfect force balance (sum of all non-gravity
forces in bottom right panel has a value near one). The
rotational support is stronger in the inner CGM to par-
tially make up for the drastic decrease in turbulent sup-

port when the feedback strength is “turned down,” while
the thermal support in the inner CGM is similar to the
fiducial feedback run. Near the outskirts of the halo, the
CGM is under-supported and thus likely dominated by
inflows when the feedback is weaker. The outer halo’s
degree of turbulent and rotational support in the weak
feedback run is similar to the fiducial case, but the ther-
mal support in the outer halo is weaker, bringing the
sum support of all non-gravity forces to values < 1 indi-
cating under-support. This seems to indicate that star
formation feedback has two effects on the support of
CGM gas: it creates over-support in the inner CGM by
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stirring up significant turbulence that can be elevated
for ~ 500 Myr after a burst of feedback, and it brings
the outer CGM into force balance by providing thermal
support at large scales far from the galaxy, persisting
for at least the ~ 4 Gyr over which the strong burst and
weak feedback re-simulations were run. The importance
of feedback strength in setting the force balance and
support against gravity of CGM gas suggests that the
physics of the CGM is intimately linked to the processes
occurring in the central galaxy, rather than (only) being
driven by the halo mass. This result is likely depen-
dent on the implementation of feedback in FOGGIE,
and different feedback schemes used by other simula-
tions may change the relative contributions of each force
to the support of the CGM against gravity. In particu-
lar, feedback from active galactic nuclei (AGN), which
is not currently implemented in the FOGGIE simula-
tions, may leave a drastically different signature on the
force balance of CGM gas and is an interesting avenue
for future study.

5. DISCUSSION

Sections 3 and 4 show that there are significant vari-
ations in the forces acting on the gas in the CGM,
both spatially and temporally, such that any given par-
cel of gas is typically not in an equilibrium of inward
and outward force balance at any given time. Despite
this, summing the forces acting on gas over large scales
in space and averaging over time recovers an inward-
outward force balance in the outer CGM, but this bal-
ance still is not described by hydrostatic equilibrium:
forces exerted by turbulence and rotation contribute to
the support against gravity in addition to the expected
thermal pressure force. The following subsections de-
scribe various implications of these results.

5.1. Importance of simulation resolution

The strong, small-scale variation in the forces acting
on CGM gas presented in Section 3 suggests that the
spatial resolution of the simulation may be important to
capture this variation. In particular, Figure 8 indicates
most forces switch from inward to outward on a typical
scale of ~ 5 kpc when the simulation spatial resolution
is ~ 1 kpc (at z = 0). When the physical scale of the
simulation resolution is improved by a factor of two at
z = 1.5, the scale of the variations becomes even smaller,
by a factor of two. It is possible that variations on even
smaller scales could be present, if those smaller scales
could be resolved.

Even disregarding the small-scale variation to focus
on the global force balance, high spatial resolution is
required to accurately calculate the turbulent velocities
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Figure 17. The velocity dispersion (equation 4) as a func-
tion of simulation spatial resolution, computed as artificially
degrading the resolution of the fiducial Tempest halo at z = 0
by binning cells into larger and larger bins. Each curve shows
the average velocity dispersion-resolution relation for a dif-
ferent CGM segment. The high metallicity segment traces
galactic outflows, which have the largest average velocity dis-
persion and also the strongest dependence of velocity disper-
sion on spatial resolution.

to obtain the force exerted by the turbulent pressure.
Because we define turbulence as a velocity dispersion
on small spatial scales, being unable to resolve small-
scale structure in the velocity field would reduce the
importance of turbulence. This is especially important
for the outflow CGM segment, which Figure 14 shows
has the strongest turbulent force.

Figure 17 shows how the average velocity dispersion
(equation 4) within each CGM segment depends on the
spatial resolution of the simulation, for the Tempest halo
at z = 0. We artificially degraded the resolution by
binning cells in the fiducial simulation into larger and
larger spatial bins and recalculating the velocity disper-
sion. Note that this method may not be equivalent to
running a lower resolution simulation; any effects that
the high resolution of the FOGGIE simulations has on
the properties of the CGM or the galaxy are still present
where they would not be in a simulation run at lower
resolution. Figure 17 shows that the average velocity
dispersion of CGM gas increases as the simulation cell
size decreases, i.e., as the spatial resolution is improved.
The increase is modest for the low and mid metallicity
segments, but is drastic for the high metallicity (out-
flow) segment, where the velocity dispersion is highest.
The velocity dispersion in the outflow segment contin-
ues to increase with improving resolution to the limit of
the resolution in the simulation. This may indicate that
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Figure 18. The velocity dispersion of each cell (equation 4)
in the fiducial Tempest halo’s CGM at z = 0 vs. the mass
of gas in each cell, color-coded by the metallicity of the cell.
The high metallicity cells have the largest velocity dispersion
and some of the smallest cell masses, suggesting a need for
very high mass resolution in order to capture the velocity
dispersion in these outflow segments.

even at the high resolution of the fiducial FOGGIE sim-
ulations, the turbulence in the outflow is under-resolved.

Many cosmological simulations are particle-based,
rather than grid-based like FOGGIE (e.g., Schaye et al.
2015; Hopkins et al. 2018; Pillepich et al. 2018). This
means that a more direct resolution to discuss for com-
parison to these simulations is the mass resolution,
rather than the spatial resolution. Figure 18 shows the
cell-centered velocity dispersion of the smoothing region
around each cell (equation 4) in the CGM of the Tem-
pest halo at z = 0 compared to the mass contained
within that cell, color-coded by the metallicity of the
cell. The high metallicity (outflow) segment is yellow-
orange in color, the low metallicity (inflow) segment is
black, and the intermediate metallicity segment is blue-
purple-red. The velocity dispersion, and thus turbulent
force, is clearly largest in the outflow segment. This seg-
ment also has cell masses of 10 — 3000, due to the gas
in this segment being hot and diffuse. However, even
some of the mid-metallicity segment (the no strong flow
segment) has large velocity dispersions and small cell
masses. These masses in each cell are smaller than the
mass resolution of any current particle-based cosmologi-
cal simulation (which typically have mass resolutions of
~ 10* — 10° M), suggesting that particle-based simu-
lations are necessarily missing some of the high veloc-
ity dispersion material due to poor mass resolution, and
thus also underestimating the effect of turbulence in out-
flow regions of the CGM.

Furthermore, simulations that resolve a larger dy-
namic range due to increased spatial resolution have
higher effective Reynolds numbers, which means they
have a lower numerical viscosity (which is the only type
of viscosity at play in these calculations, as they do
not include explicit viscous terms in the Euler equa-
tions). This is a quantity that can be directly measured
in idealized turbulence simulations (see, e.g., Table 1
and Figure 4 of Grete et al. 2022, as well as Kritsuk
et al. 2011). Turbulence with larger Reynolds numbers
takes longer to dissipate into thermal energy, and thus
for comparable amounts of driving energy one would
expect a better-resolved simulation to have proportion-
ally more turbulent support. Similarly, simulations with
higher-order numerical methods will also generally have
effectively smaller numerical dissipation at comparable
physical resolutions, and thus proportionally more tur-
bulent support (in particular, see Section 6 of Kritsuk
et al. 2011, for a detailed discussion of this).

To test the impact of resolution on the importance
of turbulent support directly, we re-calculated the tur-
bulent support as a function of radius for the Tempest
halo at z = 0 (as in Figure 11) at a lower resolution by
down-sampling the simulation. We sampled the simula-
tion at a resolution of ~ 4 kpc, a factor of ~ 4 worse
than the fiducial simulation resolution. This lower res-
olution corresponds to an average mass per resolution
element of ~ 10*M, comparable to other cosmologi-
cal zoom-in simulations. At this lower resolution, the
amount of turbulent support dropped by a factor of 5
in the inner 50 kpc of the CGM. In the outer CGM,
the turbulent support dropped from ~ 10% of the total
support against gravity to ~ 5%. This suggests that a
lower-resolution simulation under-estimates the degree
of turbulent support in the CGM, especially in the in-
ner regions, but even the outer CGM’s turbulent support
would be under-estimated by a factor of two.

5.2. Local force variation, absorption line observations,
and small-scale turbulence simulations

One of the most common ways to observe the CGM
is in absorption toward bright background light sources,
such as a background quasar (e.g., Wakker & Savage
2009; Rudie et al. 2012; Werk et al. 2013; Stocke et al.
2013; Bordoloi et al. 2014; Lehner et al. 2015; Borthakur
et al. 2016; Heckman et al. 2017; Keeney et al. 2017;
Chen et al. 2018; Berg et al. 2018, 2019; Rudie et al.
2019; Chen et al. 2020; Lehner et al. 2020; Haislmaier
et al. 2020). In this method, the line of sight to the
quasar is a 1D probe of the foreground galaxy’s CGM,
and the spatial location and galaxy association of any
absorbers in the spectrum is estimated by assuming the
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velocity shift of the absorber must be similar to the sys-
temic velocity of the nearby galaxy. Due to the point-
like nature of a background quasar, the area probed
transverse to the line of sight is very small. Coupled
with generally small velocity widths for low ionization
state absorbers (Werk et al. 2014; Rudie et al. 2019),
the typical assumption is that the parcel of gas responsi-
ble for the observed absorption is small compared to the
path length of the line of sight. In addition, photoioniza-
tion modeling of low-ionization state absorbers suggests
that such absorbers typically arise from small clouds
on the order of < 1 — 2 kpe in size (Werk et al. 2016;
Haislmaier et al. 2020). Thus, this common method of
observing the CGM is probing gas only on very small
scales—scales where we have shown (Section 3) there is
significant variation in the forces acting on the CGM
gas.

In rare cases where a background quasar is gravita-
tionally lensed into multiple images, measurements of
absorption along the line of sight to each image can give
an estimate of the size of absorbing clouds on scales
of a few kpc. Studies using this method to probe the
properties of CGM gas on small scales find a variety of
results: the column density of cool clouds (traced by
Mg II absorption) either vary significantly on scales of
< 3 kpc, indicating small clouds (Ellison et al. 2004),
or have coherence across large scales, indicating streams
(Rubin et al. 2018), or both (Chen et al. 2014; Augustin
et al. 2021). The column densities of higher ions that
trace warmer gas tend to have longer coherence lengths,
suggesting that the warmer phases are located in larger
structures (Lopez et al. 2007). The high degree of col-
umn density variation on small scales found by some of
these studies may be related to the large variations on
small scales that we find in the forces acting on CGM gas
in this study, if those forces are helping to compress gas
into small, dense clouds. Even if the forces do not act for
enough time to compress gas directly (and indeed we do
find significant time variation as well in Section 3), the
clumpy nature of the CGM revealed by lensed quasar ob-
servations provides more evidence against smooth equi-
librium models.

While small cloud sizes are typically inferred for lower
ions tracing cooler gas, the starting point of many mul-
tiphase CGM models is to assume equilibrium in total
(thermal and non-thermal) pressure between the warm
and cool gas (e.g., Voit 2019; Voit et al. 2019). If such
an equilibrium holds, the dynamics and support of the
warm gas will have an important effect on the pressure
of the cool gas. We find that the warm gas has strong
variations in its pressure structure in both space and

time, so the same may also be true of the cool gas that
quasar absorption line surveys typically probe.

Because any given parcel of gas is not found to be
in any kind of inward and outward force balance in
the FOGGIE galaxy halos, we caution against using
global equilibrium models to estimate the thermody-
namic properties of observed absorbing gas. Hydrostatic
equilibrium is clearly ruled out by the prevalence of tur-
bulence and rotation, but even an equilibrium force bal-
ance model that includes these other non-thermal forces
cannot describe the details of force variations on the
small scales that absorption line observations seem to be
probing. In addition, a line of sight through a galaxy’s
CGM may pass through multiple different CGM seg-
ments, such as galactic outflows or filamentary inflows,
where the thermodynamic properties of the gas are sig-
nificantly different. Just as we did in Section 4, we rec-
ommend using a statistical sample of many absorbers
to determine the overall properties of the CGM for a
given galaxy population, importantly including the ve-
locity shifts and widths of the absorption lines to probe
the non-thermal kinematic components of support in the
CGM.

There is significant observational evidence of CGM
turbulence, particularly in the warm gas of L* galax-
ies” CGM. Werk et al. (2016) analyzed the kinematic
alignment and widths of both low- and high-ionization
state absorbers observed in the CGM of L* galaxies and
found very broad line widths for the O VI absorbers that
are presumably tracing warm, ~ 10%° K gas. These
line widths suggest some amount of turbulent broaden-
ing or radiatively cooling flows (Heckman et al. 2002)
that are prevented from accreting fully onto the cen-
tral galaxy and instead are participating in a cycle of
cool cloud formation and destruction through feedback
heating (McQuinn & Werk 2018). Werk et al. (2014)
found that the low-ionization state absorbers, tracing
cool clouds, in this sample had inferred densities and
temperatures inconsistent with being in thermal pres-
sure equilibrium with the presumed surrounding warm
medium, thus requiring non-thermal pressure support.
Rudie et al. (2019) found significant non-thermal con-
tribution to line widths of a sample of absorbers in the
CGM of L* galaxies at z ~ 2, also indicating that turbu-
lence and other non-thermal kinematics are playing an
important role in the CGM gas. In the Milky Way halo,
ratios of measured column densities of different ions re-
quire non-equilibrium and kinematic models to describe,
such as turbulent mixing layers between hot and cool gas
(Savage et al. 2000; Fox et al. 2004; Wakker et al. 2012).

Recent simulation and analytic work has explored the
role of turbulence in producing multiphase gas, like is
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commonly observed in the CGM. These works focus on
very small parcels of gas in idealized setups designed to
be relevant to turbulent mixing layers between hot and
cool gas (Ji et al. 2019; Fielding et al. 2020; Tan et al.
2020; Yang & Ji 2022) or cool clouds embedded within a
hot medium (Buie et al. 2018; Gronke & Oh 2018; Field-
ing & Bryan 2022; Gronke et al. 2022). They all find that
turbulence drives mixing in the interface layer between
the gas phases, which allows the mixed, intermediate-
temperature gas to radiatively cool and fuel cool gas
production. Thus it appears that turbulence is not only
necessary for helping to support CGM gas against grav-
ity, but also important for cool gas production and sur-
vival to explain the abundance of kinematic, multiphase
CGM observations.

5.3. Global forces and galaxy evolution models

Section 4 shows that despite significant small-scale
variation, a global equilibrium of inward and outward
forces emerges, where thermal pressure, turbulent pres-
sure, and rotation all contribute to the support of CGM
gas against inward gravity in different relative amounts
in different parts of the CGM. The eventual equilib-
rium is unsurprising, as there are many indications that
the overall population of galaxies can be described well
by equilibrium models. Galaxy population scaling re-
lations, such as the star forming main sequence or the
mass-metallicity relation, are well-described by models
that balance fresh gas inflow rates, star formation rates,
and outflow rates (with some fraction of outflows recy-
cling back onto the galaxy) in near-equilibrium to pro-
duce slow galaxy growth over time (Finlator & Davé
2008; Bouché et al. 2010; Davé et al. 2012; Lilly et al.
2013; Dekel & Mandelker 2014; Peng & Maiolino 2014;
Mitra et al. 2015; Somerville & Davé 2015; Somerville
et al. 2015). What is surprising is the fact that this
equilibrium emerges despite the significant variation of
the inward and outward forces on small scales presented
in Section 3, and without any form of equilibrium in
the CGM being enforced a priori in the simulation.
Certain simulation parameters, particularly those con-
trolling star formation feedback, were tuned to produce
fairly realistic galaxies as compared to observations, but
no CGM parameters were similarly tuned.

Another class of models uses analytic arguments and
one-dimensional scaling relations to predict the obser-
vational properties of the CGM gas, and these models
typically start from an assumption of hydrostatic equi-
librium, which is an inherent assumption that the halo
mass is the dominant factor in setting the properties
of the CGM (e.g., Faerman et al. 2017; Voit 2019; Voit
et al. 2019; Faerman et al. 2020). These models are

broadly successful at reproducing observed column den-
sities of various low and high ions, although there is
large scatter in the observational data. In this work, we
have found that the strength of feedback, which varies
over time with the star formation history of the central
galaxy, plays a significant role in setting the balance of
forces in the CGM so that a spatially-averaged radial
force balance is only achieved at low redshift when the
feedback becomes more constant. This suggests that
any equilibrium model — purely hydrostatic or addi-
tionally including non-thermal pressure support — that
is determined only by halo mass without allowing varia-
tion due to feedback, provides a close, but not complete,
description of the CGM.

Many models of the gas surrounding galaxies were de-
veloped using more massive halos than the L* scale we
explore in this work. In galaxy groups and clusters, ob-
servations of X-ray emission and the Sunyaev-Zel’dovich
(SZ) effect, which trace predominantly hot gas, suggest
hydrostatic equilibrium is an accurate and descriptive
model, with < 15% of the pressure support provided by
non-thermal pressures (see the recent review and refer-
ences therein by Donahue & Voit 2022). The deeper
gravitational potential well of massive halos reduces the
effect of feedback, which may act to damp turbulence.
These tracers are sensitive to the integral of gas proper-
ties along the line of sight, which means they primarily
probe the spatially largest segments of the CGM that
contain hot gas, and are not sensitive to cooler segments,
like inflow, or to physically smaller segments, like colli-
mated outflows — leaving only the no strong flow seg-
ment, which is closest to equilibrium, as the part of the
CGM predominantly probed by X-ray or SZ. At L* halo
masses and below, X-ray observations become signifi-
cantly more difficult and generally require stacking the
emission from many galaxies, other than in a handful of
particularly nearby, or powerfully starbursting, galaxies
(e.g., Strickland et al. 2004; Das et al. 2020). Instead
most observations trace cooler gas in the UV or optical,
in absorption against background light sources. At these
lower mass scales, feedback can have a stronger effect on
the halo gas, driving it further out of equilibrium. In-
deed, feedback appears to be necessary to reproduce the
observed baryon fractions below the cosmic value in low
mass halos (e.g., Eckert et al. 2021), so it is no surprise
that it may have other effects, like driving turbulence,
as well.

One of the main results of this work is the different
gas properties in the different CGM segments, from the
cool, inflowing filaments with little internal structure (at
our resolution scale) to the warm and mildly turbulent
volume-filling medium and finally the hot, significantly
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turbulent outflow. Analytic models of the CGM aim to
describe the small-scale physics from the starting point
of global CGM properties, like hydrostatic equilibrium,
and we suggest that a similar process can be applied
from the starting point of the distinct CGM segments we
identify here. Broadly, within 0.25Rsqg, there is no equi-
librium, and turbulence drives strong outward forces on
the order of 2 —3x stronger than the force of gravity. In
this innermost region, thermal pressure force is roughly
25% of the force of gravity, and rotational support is an
additional ~ 25%. Between 0.25R300 and 0.5Ra09, the
CGM is in an overall equilibrium, with thermal pressure,
turbulent pressure, and rotational support all contribut-
ing roughly equally to support the gas against gravity.
In the outer CGM, beyond 0.5Rsgp, thermal support
provides roughly 50 — 60% of the support against grav-
ity, with rotational support providing another 20% and
turbulence becoming negligible. Moving to larger radii,
the gas becomes under-supported against gravity, near
75% of the force of gravity near Ragg, perhaps indicat-
ing accretion onto the outer edges of the halo. These
broad strokes can be used as the initial conditions and
properties of gas in the CGM in analytic or idealized
simulation works that aim to model the physics occur-
ring on smaller scales than we can resolve in FOGGIE,
such as thermal instability, phase mixing, and cooling.

Global emergent equilibrium arising from local and
time-dependent non-equilibrium conditions may be a
common property of the CGM or galaxy evolution, in
areas other than forces acting on the CGM gas. For
example, the long-term pseudo-equilibrium in gas flows
into and out of galaxies used in many semi-analytic mod-
els of galaxy evolution may be an emergent phenomenon
arising from small-scale or short-time non-equilibrium in
gas flows. As new telescopes and instruments come on-
line that allow us to observe smaller and smaller scales
within and surrounding galaxies, it will become crucially
important to understand how small-scale gas physics
build up to produce the galaxy population relations that
seem to imply global equilibrium in galaxy evolution.
Exploring the connection between non-equilibrium lo-
cal conditions and equilibrium global conditions in the
galaxy-CGM connection will be a main topic of future
work.

5.4. Comparison to other simulation works

Oppenheimer (2018) analyzed the forces responsible
for supporting the CGM against gravity using the EA-
GLE simulations. They found that Milky Way-like
galaxies, which we focus on here, can have significant
support provided by non-thermal gas motions. They
do not separate turbulence from rotation or ram pres-

sure, but instead group these kinetic processes roughly
into tangential and radial directions. The tangential
direction includes both rotation and turbulence, and
they find this component strongly dominates the in-
ner CGM of Milky Way mass galaxies, just as we find
here. They also find that the thermal support domi-
nates in the outer CGM, and we are again in agreement
with their results. Quantitatively, Oppenheimer (2018)
find a stronger contribution of thermal support in the
outer CGM relative to the non-thermal forms of support
than we find in any of our halos. This may be a mass-
dependent effect, as the lowest halo mass bin explored in
Oppenheimer (2018) is slightly more massive than our
four FOGGIE galaxies here, and Oppenheimer (2018)
found that the degree of non-thermal support increases
as halo mass decreases. It could also be a resolution-
dependent effect, as we find that decreasing resolution
leads to a decrease in the amount of turbulence in the
CGM, particularly in the outflow (Oppenheimer 2018
does not find any differences between two simulations
run at different resolutions, but the resolution in FOG-
GIE is higher still than their high-resolution run). They
also find that a simulation run without feedback results
in an increased importance of thermal support through-
out the CGM and decreased non-thermal forms of sup-
port, just as we find in this study. The EAGLE simula-
tions have a different feedback model than the FOGGIE
simulations, and the importance of feedback to the rel-
ative strengths of thermal and non-thermal supporting
forces suggests that the differences between this work
and Oppenheimer (2018) could be an effect of the feed-
back model implemented as well.

Lochhaas et al. (2020) performed a similar analysis us-
ing the idealized, isolated, non-cosmological CGM sim-
ulations of Fielding et al. (2017). They found that while
non-thermal pressure support was required to bring a
Milky Way mass halo into equilibrium, the thermal pres-
sure support dominated everywhere within the halo and
it was only the lower-mass halo that had significant sup-
port provided by non-thermal gas kinematics. However,
these simulations were initialized with a hot halo in hy-
drostatic equilibrium, so it is unsurprising that this con-
dition is present throughout the run time of the simula-
tion. The FOGGIE simulations (and the EAGLE simu-
lations analyzed in Oppenheimer 2018) have the benefit
of cosmological structure that allows galaxies and their
halos to evolve “naturally”, without specifying hydro-
static equilibrium as an initial condition. Both Lochhaas
et al. (2020) and Oppenheimer (2018) used a small num-
ber of similar simulations with different feedback pa-
rameters (but without varying the feedback model im-
plementation) to explore how the support of CGM gas
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depends on the strength of galactic winds. Lochhaas
et al. (2020) used only the lower mass halo of Fielding
et al. (2017) for this exploration, which was already not
in equilibrium with the fiducial feedback, and found that
weaker winds (with lower mass loading or slower launch
speed) produced halos that were even further from equi-
librium. On the contrary, Oppenheimer (2018) used a
simulation with no winds at all in Milky Way mass halos
and found these halos were in equilibrium, with a much
stronger contribution from the thermal component than
the non-thermal components compared to the fiducial
simulation including galactic winds. The tension be-
tween these two studies’ results may be due to different
implementations of feedback models, or could be a mass
discrepancy, as the simulations with different feedback
parameters in Lochhaas et al. (2020) had halo masses an
order of magnitude smaller than those in Oppenheimer
(2018). This could suggest that the thermal component
of support is predominantly provided by the higher virial
temperature of more massive halos rather than heating
by galactic winds. In Section 4.3 of the present study,
we found that weaker feedback leads to a larger ther-
mal component, and accordingly smaller non-thermal
component, to the support of the CGM, similar to the
Oppenheimer (2018) results.

The FOGGIE simulations have lower-mass CGM
(Zheng et al. 2020; Simons et al. 2020) than other cos-
mological simulation works, such as FIRE or EAGLE
(Davies et al. 2019; Hafen et al. 2019), by nearly an or-
der of magnitude. The FOGGIE CGM is also lower
in mass than observational estimates of the hot
(T ~ 3 x 10° K) gas mass surrounding L* galax-
ies (e.g., Li et al. 2018; Bregman et al. 2022),
which suggests the feedback implementation in
FOGGIE is not launching enough hot gas into
the halo (Lochhaas et al. 2021 shows the virial
temperature for the FOGGIE halos is closer to
T ~ 3 x 10° K and hotter gas tends to be asso-
ciated with outflows). Lower mass suggests a lower
average gas density in the CGM of the FOGGIE sim-
ulations, which reduces the radiative cooling rate and
increases the dissipation time of turbulence. A higher
cooling rate in a denser CGM could mean less overall
thermal support, requiring either more turbulent and
rotation support to hold the CGM gas in balance, or
leading to a net inflow if the CGM gas does not have
enough support against gravity. A higher density CGM
would cause faster turbulence dissipation, also leading
to a lower degree of turbulent support, but would also
increase heating from turbulent dissipation. However,
since we find that turbulence appears to be strongly af-
fected by star formation feedback, if a CGM is more

massive because the feedback-driven outflows are more
massive (which would also be more in line with
observational estimates of hot gas mass in the
halo), it is conceivable that those outflows are also driv-
ing more significant turbulence. It is difficult to guess
exactly how our results would change in a more massive
or denser CGM like those found by other simulations,
but a close examination of the sources of CGM support
in a high-resolution simulation with a denser CGM is an
interesting avenue for future study.

Finally, Figure 1 of Ji et al. (2020) shows radial gra-
dients of different forms of pressure compared to the
gradient of the gravitational field in the FIRE-2 simula-
tions, which is a similar method of evaluating support,
although by construction it cannot evaluate rotational
support because there is no associated pressure with ro-
tation. That study mainly focused on the impact of
magnetic fields and cosmic rays in the CGM, neither
of which are present in the FOGGIE simulations, but
we can compare to the other forms of pressure support
they explore. They find thermal support dominates, but
there is also a significant amount of turbulent support,
nearly as much as thermal support, across a range of
halo masses ~ 10!° — 1012 M, with less turbulent sup-
port in the lower mass halos. They do not find this trend
to vary with halocentric radius, unlike what we find in
Section 4 where turbulent support is stronger than ther-
mal in the inner halos. Again, this slight discrepancy
may be a resolution effect, as FIRE-2 has a mass reso-
lution of 7T000M, per particle in the Milky Way mass
galaxies (Ji et al. 2020), much larger than the mass res-
olution we find to be necessary to resolve the strongest
turbulence (Figure 18 and Section 5.1). Although we
do not have cosmic rays or magnetic fields in the FOG-
GIE simulations, both Ji et al. (2020) and Butsky et al.
(2020) found that cosmic ray pressure can also provide
an important non-thermal supporting force for the CGM
gas.

6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Using four roughly Milky Way mass galaxies from the
Figuring Out Gas & Galaxies In Enzo (FOGGIE) simu-
lations, we have investigated the radially-directed forces
acting on circumgalactic medium (CGM) gas on both
small and large scales and as functions of time as each
galaxy evolves. We calculate forces exerted by the ther-
mal pressure gradient, the turbulent pressure gradient,
the ram pressure gradient, and centrifugal rotation, and
compare each to the force of gravity in these halos to
determine which forces are responsible for supporting
the CGM against the inward pull of gravity. We also
evaluate whether there exists a balance between the in-
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ward and outward forces acting on the CGM, and if so,
whether this balance fits with the common simplification
of hydrostatic equilibrium. Our main results are:

and 13). The turbulent force is the most time-
dependent, with strong peaks following bursts of
star formation (and thus periods of strong feed-
back) in the central galaxy. The thermal force

1. Casting the various pressures (thermal, turbulent, is also affected by the time-variable feedback, but

ram) as forces by taking their radial gradients al-
lows us to compare the effect of these pressures
to other processes that do not have an associated
pressure, such as rotation. This framework nat-
urally provides a way to evaluate the important
forces cell-by-cell within the simulation, as well as
in a large-scale summation over large swaths of the
CGM (Section 2).

. When calculating forces cell-by-cell for one of the

FOGGIE galaxies at z = 0, we find significant vari-
ation of all forces, but especially the thermal and
turbulent forces, on small, resolution-dependent
scales of ~ 5 kpc, or ~ 5 resolution elements in
length (Figure 6 and Section 3). Not only do the
forces vary in strength, but the thermal, turbulent,
and ram pressure forces can oscillate between be-
ing directed inward and outward, indicating that
these pressures do not necessarily act only to hold
gas parcels aloft (Figure 8). A given parcel of
CGM gas is unlikely to be in perfect inward and
outward force balance. Strong variation of forces
on small scales suggests that CGM observations
that probe such small scales, such as quasar ab-
sorption line observations, will not observe gas in
any kind of equilibrium balance (Section 5.2).

. When summing the forces acting on CGM gas over

large scales to smooth out the small-scale varia-
tion, we find that it is only the outer CGM that is
in an average radial force balance. The inner CGM
tends to have an over-abundance of outward-
directed forces, primarily driven by strong feed-
back close to the galaxy (Section 4 and Figure 11).

. The most relevant forces for supporting gas

against gravity are thermal pressure forces, turbu-
lent pressure forces, and centrifugal rotation (Sec-
tion 4). Each of these forces are more dominant in
different locations of the CGM: turbulence dom-
inates in the inner CGM close to galaxies while
thermal force dominates in the outer CGM, and
rotation provides some supporting force through-
out all halocentric radii, but is somewhat stronger
at intermediate radii (Figures 11 and 13).

. The contribution of each type of force to the sup-

port of the CGM against gravity is time-variant,
in both the inner and outer CGM (Figures 12

the rotational force is more steady. Turbulence
strongly dominates the support of the inner CGM
at high redshift z 2> 0.5 when the star formation
rate of the FOGGIE galaxies is highly variable and
bursty. At lower redshift, the star formation rate
smooths out, and thermal force comes to dominate

over the turbulent force, especially in the outer
CGM.

. The CGM of the FOGGIE galaxies clearly sepa-

rates into different “segments”: regions of outflow-
ing galactic winds, inflowing accretion filaments,
and material not participating in any strong radial
flows (Section 2.2 and Figure 1). When evaluating
the forces acting on CGM gas separately within
each segment, we find that the inflow segment is
under-supported with nearly equal contributions
from thermal, turbulent, and rotational forces, the
outflow segment is over-supported, highly time-
variable, and supported primarily by turbulent
forces, and the no strong flow segment is essen-
tially in equilibrium, provided by a combination
of thermal pressure, turbulent pressure, and ro-
tational support in the inner CGM and primarily
thermal force in the outer CGM (Section 4.2 and
Figure 14).

. We compared the fiducial simulation of one of

the FOGGIE galaxies to two re-runs of this same
galaxy from z = 0.4 to z = 0 with an order of mag-
nitude smaller thermal feedback strength (“weak
feedback”) and with an enhanced burst of feedback
(“strong burst”; after which the feedback strength
was returned to fiducial). The strong burst case
shows a drastic increase in turbulent support in
the inner CGM and an increase in thermal sup-
port in the outer CGM following the burst, which
takes ~ 1 Gyr to dissipate back to the level it
was before the burst. The weak feedback case is
primarily supported by rotation in equilibrium in
the inner CGM (as opposed to the fiducial run,
which was over-supported in the inner CGM due
to strong turbulence) and primarily supported by
thermal force in the outer CGM, but not enough
to bring it to equilibrium (Section 4.3 and Fig-
ures 15-16).

. Like other recent works, we find that some amount

of non-thermal support is necessary to hold up the
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CGM against gravity (Section 5.4). However, we
generally find a greater relative fraction of non-
thermal support compared to thermal support in
the FOGGIE galaxies. This is most likely a resolu-
tion effect, as high resolution is required to resolve
the regions of strongest turbulence, which are gen-
erally in the warm, diffuse gas where cell masses
are low (Section 5.1 and Figures 17 and 18).

9. We suggest that the results of this study, partic-
ularly within the different segments of the CGM,
can be used as the initial conditions for further
analytic or idealized simulation work that aims to
describe the physics operating on scales below our
resolution limit.

One of the most surprising results of this study is
the very strong variation of forces acting on halo gas
on small scales. The small-scale variation smooths
out to the expected equilibrium force balance on large
scales, but it is important to note that such an equi-
librium does not persist down to small scales. This
suggests that global equilibrium models, such as hy-
drostatic equilibrium or even an equilibrium that in-
cludes non-hydrostatic forces, cannot specify the de-
tails of the forces acting on the gas on small scales.
Because the common method of observing the CGM
through absorption lines in the spectrum of background
point sources probes only small scales, this result sug-
gests that a global equilibrium model also cannot spec-
ify the conditions that observations probe. Instead, the
apparent equilibrium in the force balance, and perhaps
other forms of assumed equilibria in galaxy evolution
theories, may be emergent equilibria, where significant
non-equilibrium conditions on small scales smooth out
to the equilibrium on large scales. In this scenario, it
makes the most sense to understand how small-scale gas
processes produce equilibrium when scaled up to large
scales, rather than using an assumption of equilibrium
everywhere in the CGM to understand observations and
the galaxy-CGM connection.
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Figure 19. As in Figure 11, but for the other three FOGGIE halos at z = 0.

APPENDIX

A. RESULTS FOR SQUALL, MAELSTROM, AND BLIZZARD

Here we present all results presented in the main body of the paper, for the other three FOGGIE halos. Generally,
the trends found and discussed in the main body of the paper for the Tempest halo also hold for the other three halos,
except where noted.

Figure 19 shows the contribution of each force type to the support of CGM gas against gravity, as in Figure 11, for
the other three FOGGIE halos, at z = 0. Squall is the only FOGGIE galaxy that does not follow the trends laid out
by the other three galaxies. Near z = 0, Squall appears to be in the middle of a strong accretion event and has very
little feedback-driven outflow. Its inner CGM is roughly in force balance, with the thermal, turbulent, and rotation
forces contributing roughly equally to support, while the outer CGM is under-supported and dominated primarily by
rotational forces. Lochhaas et al. (2021) found that Squall is under-virialized near z = 0, supporting the findings here
that it is also under-supported.

Figures 20-22 show the contribution of each force type to the support of CGM gas against gravity in 2D plots, as
functions of both time and radius, as in Figure 12, for the other three FOGGIE halos. Figure 23 shows the time-
averaged contribution of each force type to the support of CGM gas against gravity as functions of radius, as in
Figure 13, for the other three FOGGIE halos. Figure 24 shows the time-averaged contribution of each force type to
the support of CGM gas against gravity as functions of radius, within the three identified CGM segments of inflow,
outflow, and no strong flow, as in Figure 14, for the other three FOGGIE halos.
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Figure 20. As in Figure 12, but for the Squall halo.
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Figure 21. As in Figure 12, but for the Maelstrom halo.
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Figure 22. As in Figure 12, but for the Blizzard halo.
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