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ABSTRACT

Well-resolved galaxy clusters often show a large-scale quasi-spiral structure in deprojected density ρ and temperature

T fields, delineated by a tangential discontinuity known as a cold front, superimposed on a universal radial entropy

profile with a linear K(r) ∝ Tρ−2/3 ∝ r adiabat. We show that a spiral structure provides a natural quasi-stationary

solution for the mixed intracluster medium (ICM), introducing a modest pressure spiral that confines the locally

buoyant or heavy plasma phases. The solution persists in the presence of uniform or differential rotation, and can

accommodate both an inflow and an outflow. Hydrodynamic adiabatic simulations with perturbations that deposit

angular momentum and mix the plasma thus asymptote to a self-similar spiral structure. We find similar spirals in

Eulerian and Lagrangian simulations of 2D and 3D, merger and offset, clusters. The discontinuity surface is given in

spherical coordinates {r, θ, φ} by φ(r, θ) ∝ Φ(r), where Φ is the gravitational potential, combining a trailing spiral

in the equatorial (θ = π/2) plane and semicircles perpendicular to the plane, in resemblance of a snail shell. A local

convective instability can develop between spiral windings, driving a modified global instability in sublinear K(r)

regions; evolved spirals thus imprint the observed K ∝ r onto the ICM even after they dissipate. The spiral structure

brings hot and cold phases to close proximity, suggesting that the observed fast outflows could sustain the structure

even in the presence of radiative cooling.

Key words: galaxies: clusters: general - galaxies: clusters: intracluster medium - hydrodynamics - X-rays: galaxies:

clusters

1 INTRODUCTION

X-ray imaging uncovered an abundance of large-scale quasi-
spiral thermal structures in the intracluster medium (ICM)
of well-observed galaxy clusters (e.g., Markevitch et al. 2003;
Clarke et al. 2004; Keshet 2012; Ueda et al. 2020, and refer-
ences therein). Such a spiral structure can extend to a dis-
tance r of a few 100 kpc from the centre of the cluster, and
is delineated by piecewise spiral X-ray edges known as cold
fronts (CFs; Clarke et al. 2004; Tanaka et al. 2006; Marke-
vitch & Vikhlinin 2007). ICM spiral structures are often inter-
preted as sloshing oscillations driven by mergers (Markevitch
et al. 2001), possibly involving only a dark matter subhalo
(Tittley & Henriksen 2005; Ascasibar & Markevitch 2006), by
weak shocks or acoustic waves displacing cold central plasma
(Churazov et al. 2003; Fujita et al. 2004), or by an inspiral-
ing subcluster core (Clarke 2004). However, there is evidence
that such spirals persist in otherwise very relaxed clusters,
reflect a long-lived spiral composite flow (Keshet 2012) that
combines a fast outflow and a slow inflow (Naor et al. 2020;
Naor & Keshet 2020), and play a role in offsetting the cooling
instability of the core; the spiral structure could therefore be
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sustained by outflows from the central active galaxy, regulat-
ing a spiral cooling flow (Keshet 2012; Inoue 2021).

An interesting and arguably related observation is the uni-
versal radial profile of the s ∝ lnK specific entropy in galaxy
groups and clusters, typically quantified in terms of the adi-
abat K ≡ kBTn

1−Γ, where n and T are the ICM particle
number density and temperature, Γ = 5/3 is the adiabatic
index, and kB is the Boltzmann constant. When properly
deprojected, a simple, approximately linear K(r) ∝ r pro-
file usually emerges over a wide mass range with a universal
normalization (Pratt & Arnaud 2005; Piffaretti et al. 2005;
Donahue et al. 2006; Sanderson et al. 2009; Panagoulia et al.
2014; Reiss & Keshet 2015). Such a simple profile, oblivious
to the temperature peak at the edge of the core and robust to
the presence of ongoing cooling, merger, and active galactic
nucleus (AGN) activity, must be sustained by some dynam-
ical mechanism (Reiss & Keshet 2015). In the presence of a
spiral structure, this entropy profile is locally consistent with
a balance between radiative cooling and azimuthal heat con-
duction or radial heat advection, but the spiral structure is
likely to play a more direct dynamical role in regulating the
entropy profile (Reiss & Keshet 2015).

A spiral CF is an edge-on projection of a tangential (Keshet
et al. 2010) discontinuity, revealing a sharp temperature jump
(i.e. a sharp increase, henceforth) and density drop (i.e. de-
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crease) as one crosses outside (i.e. with increasing radius) the
CF, as required for Rayleigh-Taylor stability (Markevitch &
Vikhlinin 2007, and references therein). Hydrostatic equilib-
rium is found to be broken along such a CF (Markevitch
et al. 2001), indicating a fast, Mach ∼ 0.8 flow inside the CF
(Keshet et al. 2010; Naor & Keshet 2020). While the tem-
perature jump and density drop are of order 30% to 100%
for a typical CF, the thermal pressure shows a more modest,
∼ 10% jump, indicating the presence of shear-amplified mag-
netic fields inside the discontinuity (Reiss & Keshet 2014;
Naor & Keshet 2020). The entropy and metallicity profiles
along the CF indicate that the fast flow inside the CF is a
nearly sonic outflow, whereas the plasma above the CF is a
slow, Mach ∼ 0.03 inflow (Naor et al. 2020). Away from the
discontinuity, variations in the thermal properties are more
gradual, the fast flow is likely confined to the vicinity of the
CF (Keshet et al. 2010), and the overall ICM typically ap-
pears relaxed.

Modeling the observed CFs suggests that the deprojected
discontinuity surface is given in spherical coordinates {r, θ, φ}
by r ' rd(φ)f(θ), where rd specifies the spiral discontinuity
pattern in some preferred, θ = π/2 equatorial plane, and
f(θ) traces the profile perpendicular to this plane at a fixed
φ. Projected results are typically consistent with f(θ) ' 1,
giving a radius of curvature Rθ ' rd(φ) in the r–θ plane
consistent with semicircles (Naor et al. 2020, and Ghosh et
al., in prep.), although fast flows and unrelaxed spirals show
a larger, Rθ > rd radius of curvature (Keshet 2012; Reiss &
Keshet 2015).

These observations suggest that a quasi-spiral configura-
tion may provide a quasi-steady-state solution for the ICM,
remaining stable over many dynamical times (Keshet 2012).
This conclusion is supported by adiabatic, hydrodynamic
(e.g., Ascasibar & Markevitch 2006; ZuHone et al. 2011;
Roediger et al. 2011; ZuHone et al. 2016) and magnetohy-
drodynamic (MHD; ZuHone et al. 2015; Werner et al. 2016)
simulations of merger events, found to generate a long-lived
spiral pattern at late times, resilient to subsequent minor
mergers (Vaezzadeh et al. 2022). Although such simulations
are typically unrealistic, neglecting the strong radiative cool-
ing and feedback from the central AGN (otherwise the core
collapses rapidly; e.g., ZuHone et al. 2010), and fail to re-
produce the observed strong shear and fast outflows, merger
parameters can be found to match the observed spiral mor-
phology.

We model this putative quasi-steady state, analytically and
numerically, in order to address a range of open questions. For
example, are three-dimensional (3D) effects essential, or can
a steady-state spiral form in two-dimensions (2D)? Studies
of ICM spirals in 2D were not carried out, to our knowledge,
until now. The pressure profile is approximately radial, so
how can the hot and cold spiral phases coexist at a given
radius without the buoyant rising of the former or sinking
of the latter? Are radial flows, shear, or angular momentum
essential for the survival of the spiral? What determines the
discontinuity profile rd(φ), in particular the type of spiral
and its trailing or leading orientation? How are the details of
the perturbation and of physical processes such as viscosity
imprinted on the spiral? And finally, do spirals in adiabatic
simulations drive the entropy towards its universal profile? A
model that resolves these questions, even if it lacks key phys-
ical ingredients such as AGN feedback and radiative cooling,

would provide a better understanding of observations and
could serve as a basis for more realistic models.

The paper is organized as follows. In §2, we present our
assumptions (§2.1) and the spiral-structure model, first in
the self-similar limit (§2.2) and then for a more general dis-
tribution (§2.3). The numerical simulations are presented in
§3, with their different set-ups (§3.1), and shown to evolve
(§3.2) into a quasi-steady state (§3.3) that is consistent with
the model in terms of spiral development (§3.4), geometry
(§3.5), azimuthal structure (§3.6), and radial structure (§3.7),
in particular imprinting a linear K(r) ∝ r profile onto the
ICM (§3.8). The results are summarized and discussed in §4.

We adopt a ΛCDM model with a Hubble parameter H0 =
70 km s−1 Mpc−1, a matter fraction Ωm = 0.3, a baryon frac-
tion fb ≡ Ωb/Ωm = 0.17 giving a mean mass m̄ ' 0.59mp,
where mp is the proton mass, and assume a Γ = 5/3 adiabatic
index for the plasma. Radiative cooling and AGN feedback
are neglected under the common assumption that feedback
somehow stabilizes the cluster against the cooling instability.

2 SPIRAL ICM MODEL

2.1 Assumptions and governing equations

We model the ICM as a viscous but otherwise ideal fluid,
neglecting diffusion, radiative cooling, heat conduction, and
magnetic fields. Momentum conservation then reads (e.g.,
Landau & Lifshitz 1959)

ρ
dvi
dt

= ρ

(
∂vi
∂t

+ vk
∂vi
∂xk

)
(1)

= − ∂P
∂xi

+ ρgi +
∂

∂xk

[
µ

(
∂vi
∂xk

+
∂vk
∂xi
− 2

3
δik

∂vl
∂xl

)]
,

where we used the Einstein summation convention and Carte-
sian coordinates {xi}3i=1 or equivalently {x, y, z}, with z cho-
sen along θ = 0; see Fig. 1. Here, ρ is the mass density, v the
velocity, P the pressure, g ≡ −∇Φ the gravitational accel-
eration field, Φ the gravitational potential, and µ the shear
viscosity; bulk viscosity is neglected. Spiral perturbations in
the gravitational field due to the baryonic ICM are small and
neglected henceforth, so g ' g(r)r̂ is approximated as static
and radial.

The momentum equation is supplemented by the continu-
ity, i.e. mass, equation,

dρ

dt
=
∂ρ

∂t
+ vk

∂ρ

∂xk
= 0 , (2)

and the energy equation

ds

dt
=
∂s

∂t
+ vk

∂s

∂xk
= 0 , (3)

where s = cV ln(K) is the specific entropy and we neglected
viscous dissipation. Here, cV = (kB/m̄)/(Γ−1) is the specific
heat at constant volume and K = ρ−ΓP is the adiabat. Un-
der present assumptions, in the absence of diffusion, heating,
cooling, and supersonic motion, these two equations become
trivial in the co-rotating frame, defined below, so will be of
little use for what follows.

Most of the ICM volume is thought to be subsonic, with
only weak shear and viscous forces. Inasmuch as the gravita-
tional field can be approximated as radial and fixed, momen-
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Figure 1. Set-up illustration. Geometry and notations (curves

and labels) are superimposed on the quasi-steady temperature

distribution (normalised to the radial average, colourbar) in our
nominal offset 3D-GADGET simulation (at t = 30 Gyr; planar

cut width is 1 Mpc). The x–y spiral plane shows spiral structure

(concentric circles are shown for reference, dashed cyan), whereas
the y–z perpendicular plane shows approximately concentric semi-

circles.

tum conservation (1) then becomes, to leading order,

∇P (t; r) ' ρ(t; r)g(r)r̂ ; (4)

second-order corrections are introduced later. Our simula-
tions (see §3) show that the spiral ICM structure persists
when the flow subsides into approximately uniform rotation,
whereby corrections to Eq. (4) vanish and Eqs. (2) and (3)
are satisfied identically; the spiral remains imprinted on the
ICM even when this rotation slows down further by more
than an order of magnitude. Although the density field is not
continuous at the discontinuity, it is finite everywhere, so in-
tegrating Eq. (4) along radial rays yields a pressure field that
is continuous, as expected, even at the discontinuity.

Denote P0(r) and ρ0(r) as the spherical (i.e. without any
spiral structure) pressure and density distributions that solve
Eq. (4) for a galaxy cluster, with the prescribed g(r) < 0.
Consider a putative ICM steady-state that superimposes
upon this spherical distribution some spiral thermal struc-
ture. Such a spiral structure should have a preferred axis and
a perpendicular, so-called spiral plane, in which the spiral at-
tributes of the distribution are most pronounced. We choose
this preferred axis as the z direction, and the spiral plane as
the equatorial, θ = π/2 or equivalently z = 0, plane. The
discontinuity manifold can now be written as φ = φd(t; r, θ).
A CF is observed at lines of sight l which are tangent to this
discontinuity; see Keshet (2012), Naor & Keshet (2020), and
Ghosh et al. (in prep.) for discussions of projection effects.

Without loss of generality, let us assume that the spiral
opens outwards in the clockwise sense in the x–y plane, so φd
monotonically decreases with an increasing r; see Fig. 1. Here,
crossing the discontinuity with an increasing r is equivalent
to crossing it with an increasing φ. Rayleigh-Taylor stabil-
ity then requires that ρ(φ) drops and T (φ) jumps sharply
as φ increases beyond φd. As φ is a periodic variable, and
observations show monotonic ρ and T behaviours away from
the CF, we deduce that ∂φρ > 0 and ∂φT < 0 in most of

the volume, except inside the sharp, confined discontinuity
transition itself, approximated here as infinitely thin. De-
note the fractional density contrast across the discontinuity
as q ≡ ρi/ρo > 1, where index i (index o) refers to plasma
just inside (outside), i.e. below (above) the CF. Although q
likely varies along the discontinuity (Reiss & Keshet 2015),
these variations are observed to be small (Naor & Keshet
2020).

2.2 Self-similar spiral structure

It is instructive to first consider a self-similar spiral structure,
which appears to capture the main properties of simulated
and observed ICM configurations.

2.2.1 Self-similar ansatz

Denote the positive azimuthal distance from the discontinuity
as

0 ≤ δφ(t; r) ≡ φ− φd(t; r, θ) ≤ 2π , (5)

for any point in spacetime. A spiral structure can be
introduced by modifying each thermal state function
A(t; r) ∈ {P, ρ, vi, T, s, n,K, . . .}, from its spherical steady-
state distribution A0(r), into a function A = A(t; r, θ, δφ)
with some simple dependence upon δφ. In our simplest
self-similar ansatz, we approximate the spiral structure,
A(t; r, θ, δφ)/A0(r), as a function of δφ alone, drastically com-
pactifying the full 3+1 dimensional spacetime dependence
once φd is determined. More precisely, the fractional devia-
tion of A from A0 is approximated as a dimensionless function
δA of δφ, such that

A(t; r) ' {1 + δA[δφ(t; r)]}A0(r) . (6)

Under the self-similar ansatz (6), hydrostatic equilibrium
(4) becomes

P0(r)∂rφd(t; r, θ)

g(r)ρ0(r)
' ξ ' δP (δφ)− δρ(δφ)

δP ′(δφ)
, (7)

decoupling into two separate equations. One equation deter-
mines the geometry of the discontinuity,

ξ−1∂rφd(t; r, θ) '
g(r)ρ0(r)

P0(r)
= −Γ

Φ′0(r)

c2s
, (8)

where cs is the unperturbed sound speed. The second equa-
tion determines the spiral thermal structure,

ξ δP ′(δφ) ' δP (δφ)− δρ(δφ) . (9)

The dimensionless coupling constant ξ is positive because
g and (for our spiral orientation) ∂rφd are both negative.
Equation (8) implies that ∂rφd is proportional to ξ, so this
parameter controls the tightness of the spiral: a larger ξ yields
a tighter spiral.

As A(t; r, θ, φd + δφ)/A0(r) is assumed above to depend
only on δφ, the fractional contrast of each quantity A across
the discontinuity, and in particular the CF density contrast
q, is constant throughout the discontinuity surface. Such a
simple description of the system is useful, but only approxi-
mate; in particular, the contrasts must vanish before reach-
ing the θ ∈ {0, π} poles, otherwise a non-trivial discontinuity
would terminate at a point. A simple generalization of the
self-similar spiral (6) is to admit also a θ dependence, such
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that δA = δA(θ, δφ), in which case the fractional contrasts
do depend (only) on θ. Here, Eqs. (7)–(9) remain valid, but
ξ may become a function of θ. Nevertheless, if δP (θ, δφ) is
separable, then Eq. (7) indicates that ξ remains a constant.
In such a case, and more generally when the θ dependence
of ξ(θ) is negligible, the following analysis remains qualita-
tively unchanged. In particular, the self-similar spiral picture
below generalizes δA(δφ) to δA(θ, δφ), simply by multiply-
ing δρ(δφ) and δP (δφ) by a universal function Θ(θ). Then
q ∝ Θ(θ) approaches unity as θ → {0, π}. For simplicity, in
the following we adopt a constant Θ(θ) = 1, postponing a
generalization to future work (Ghosh et al., in prep.).

2.2.2 Discontinuity-surface geometry

Equation (8) can be integrated to determine the geometry of
the discontinuity, as a function of the unperturbed potential
and temperature profiles. In regions where the temperature
changes slowly so cs is roughly constant, we may then ap-
proximate

φd(t; r, θ) ' −
ξΓ

c2s
Φ(r) + f(t; θ) . (10)

The arbitrary function f can rotate the discontinuity around
the z axis as a function of polar angle and time. However, as f
cannot depend on r, its effect on an extended spiral pattern is
limited. At small radii, |Φ| becomes very large, so in a realistic
spiral f must be subdominant and not appreciably modify the
geometry. As the radius increases, f could in principle become
dominant and its θ-dependence could substantially alter the
spiral structure, but this is not seen in simulations. We may
thus approximate f(t; θ) ' f(t) ≡ ω(t)t, contributing only
some uniform rotation at a global angular frequency ω(t). In
a frame co-rotating at angular frequency ω(t), the azimuthal
coordinate of the discontinuity then depends only on r,

φd,rot ≡ φd(t; r, θ)− ω(t)t ' −ξΓ
c2s

Φ(r) . (11)

This formulation neglects a dependence on θ and differential
rotation, which can be significant before the discontinuity
asymptotes to its self-similar state.

As the spiral discontinuity surface φd (in the co-rotating
frame, henceforth, dropping the co-rotating frame subscript
‘rot’ for brevity) given by Eq. (11) is independent of θ, it con-
sists of semicircles perpendicular to the spiral plane, as antici-
pated above. Hence, it suffices to determine the spiral pattern
in the spiral plane, which, as the equation shows, is propor-
tional to the gravitational potential. For example, one expects
a logarithmic, φd ∝ log r spiral in an isothermal sphere dis-
tribution, an approximately hyperbolic, φd ∝ (r+a)−1 spiral
in a Hernquist (1990) profile, and a combined, φd ∝ r−1 log r
spiral in an NFW (Navarro et al. 1997) profile. The spi-
ral structure obtained from hydrodynamical simulations of a
Hernquist profile of scale length a is demonstrated in Fig. 1,
and is indeed well-fit by a hyperbolic spiral (see §3.5).

2.2.3 Unchanged ρ(r) and P (r) profiles

The radial profiles of thermal quantities, averaged over polar
and azimuthal angles, are important, as they are often ex-
tracted from observations. The self-similarity ansatz (6) and

the θ-independent discontinuity pattern (11) indicate that
the radial profile of any thermal state function A is given by

A(r) ≡ 1

4π

∫
A(r)dΩ =

1

2π

∫
A0(r)[1 + δA(δφ)]dφ

=

[
1 +

1

2π

∫
δA(δφ)dφ

]
A0(r) = CAA0(r) , (12)

where Ω is the solid angle with respect to the centre of the
cluster. Thus, the above self-similar spiral ansatz can modify
the radial thermal profiles only by multiplying them by global
constants CA, which vary among the different functions A.
In practice, the radial profile A(r) may also change due to
additional effects, in particular transients found before self-
similarity is fully established; indeed, such modifications are
very likely for quantities A with a corresponding CA 6= 1.

In the absence of shocks, and neglecting the magnetic lay-
ers observed beneath CFs and other nonthermal effects, the
thermal pressure is continuous everywhere, including at the
tangential discontinuity. Hence, the integral of Eq. (9) along
φ from one side of the discontinuity to the other, which is
proportional to

∫
δP ′(φ)dφ, must vanish. The effect of the

spiral on the P (r) profile can thus be related to its effect on
the baryon mass M(r) inside r,

M ′(r)

M ′0(r)
− 1 =

1

2π

∫ φd+2π

φd

δρ dφ =
1

2π

∫ φd+2π

φd

δP dφ , (13)

which is by definition a constant because δρ and δP depend
on r only through δφ. Hence, when azimuthally averaged, the
spiral structure simply multiplies the overall radial profiles of
mass, density, and pressure by the same factor,

M(r)

M0(r)
=

ρ(r)

ρ0(r)
=

P (r)

P0(r)
= Cρ = CP = const. (14)

Furthermore, assuming that introducing the spiral structure
does not modify the total baryon mass it encloses, we find
that Cρ = CP = 1, and the integrals in Eq. (13) vanish.

We conclude that in the presence of the self-similar spiral,
the radial (i.e. azimuthally averaged) profiles of density and
pressure are the same as in the unperturbed state, and so
are the resulting mass and gravitational potential profiles,
M(r) and Φ(r). However, the radial profiles of temperature,
entropy, and other quantities that are not linear combinations
of ρ and P , are in general modified by the spiral, as shown
in §2.2.5.

2.2.4 Thermal spiral also in pressure

Equation (9) indicates that a spiral structure imprinted on
the density distribution, i.e. δρ 6= 0, requires a spiral struc-
ture in pressure, too. While the associated gradients in pres-
sure are typically more subtle than their density and tem-
perature counterparts, and are often overlooked, they are es-
sential for radial force balance. Namely, after the ICM has
been mixed, a pressure spiral is necessary in order to keep
the locally dilute or dense plasma from buoyantly rising or
sinking. The pressure force needed to stabilize the spiral is
proportional to the pressure gradient, and hence inversely
proportional to the distance between spiral windings. There-
fore, while a larger ξ produces a tighter spiral, for a given q it
also lowers the amplitude of |δP |, thus keeping the pressure
force approximately unchanged, as shown below.

As mentioned in §2.1, for our choice of spiral orientation,
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∂φρ > 0 everywhere except within the infinitely thin dis-
continuity transition. As long as the spiral density gradients
exceed their pressure counterparts, Eq. (9) then implies that
δP ′′(δφ) < 0, so the P (φ) profile is concave. (This would re-
main true even if pressure gradients were strong, as long as
the ordering δP ′(δφ) < −δρ′(δφ) < 0 holds.) Consequently,
as the pressure is continuous, P (φ) is minimal at the discon-
tinuity φ = φd, increases with φ for φd < φ < φmax, and
decreases back to its minimum for φmax < φ < φd. The re-
sulting δP (φ) profile thus resembles a downward-opening, i.e.
concave, (possibly distorted) parabola, with its maximum at
φmax close to φd+π. An equivalent way to see this is to recall
that for Cρ = 1, the integrals in Eq. (13) vanish, so δρ must
be negative just above the discontinuity (where δφ ' 0), but
increases with φ and is positive just below the discontinuity
(δφ ' 2π). Typically, |δP | < |δρ|, so Eq. (9) shows that a
continuous P (φ) resembles a concave parabola.

For concreteness, consider the lowest-order meaningful ex-
pansion of δρ(δφ). The simplest non-trivial profile with CF
contrast q is linear, whereby the arguments of §2.1 imply that

δρ =
q − 1

q + 1

(
δφ

π
− 1

)
. (15)

Here, under the self-similar spiral ansatz (6), q is constant
throughout the volume, although this can be generalized to
q(θ) as discussed in §2.2.1. For such a linear azimuthal density
profile, consistent with both observations and simulations,
Eq. (9) gives the spiral pressure profile

δP =
q − 1

q + 1

(
ξ + δφ

π
− 1 +

2eδφ/ξ

1− e2π/ξ

)
, (16)

demonstrated in Fig. 2. The figure shows the normalised pro-
files

δÃ ≡ q + 1

q − 1
δA , (17)

for A ∈ {ρ, T, P}; for the latter, δP̃ is weighted in the figure
by ξ so it remains visible in a tight spiral. In the large ξ limit,
this solution asymptotes to the concave parabola

δP ' π

6ξ

q − 1

q + 1

[
1− 3

(
1− δφ

π

)2
]

, (18)

symmetric around φmax = φd + π, and diminished in inverse
proportion to ξ.

Indeed, as shown in §3, pressure spirals are recovered
in high-resolution simulations, and the azimuthal profile is
found to be approximately given by a concave parabola.
There is evidence for such pressure spirals in observations,
too. In Perseus, a subtle spiral is evident in the projected
pressure map (Churazov et al. 2003), with the maximal pres-
sure seen to be located between the spiral CFs, close to the
expected φmax ' φd + π. A similar effect was pointed out in
the nearly face-on spirals in A2204 and possibly A496 (Reiss
& Keshet 2014). These observations are based on the elec-
tron thermal pressure, which serves as a fair tracer of the
total pressure except in the fast flow regions just below the
CF (Naor & Keshet 2020, and references therein).

2.2.5 Modified T (r) and K(r) profiles

Although incorporating the spiral structure does not alter
the radial, i.e. azimuthally-averaged profiles of density or
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Figure 2. Normalised azimuthal profiles of the self-similar spiral

δÃ ≡ (q + 1)δA/(q − 1) corrections to density (dashed red; right

axis), pressure (solid blue; multiplied by a factor ξ for visibility;
left axis), and temperature (green dot-dashed; with q = 3/2; right

axis). Results shown for the linear δρ of Eq. (15), with tightness

parameters ξ = 10, 1, and 0.1 (thick to thin curves). For a tight spi-
ral, the pressure becomes a concave parabola (the asymptotic limit

(18) shown as dotted cyan), and the temperature profile becomes
linear. The tangential discontinuity is shown as periodic vertical

black dotted lines.

pressure, it does modify the profiles of temperature, entropy,
and other non-linear combinations of ρ and P . In particu-
lar, the T ∝ ρ−1P temperature and the K ∝ ρ−ΓP adi-
abat in general increase due to the presence of the spiral.
Namely, in the self-similar spiral, where each radial profile
is uniformly multiplied by a constant, T (r) = CTT0(r) and
K(r) = CKK0(r), we find that the constants CT and CK
both generally exceed unity. In particular, Fig. (3) shows
the constants CK > 1 (solid blue contours) and CT > 1
(dashed red contours) obtained for the linear δρ model (15).
As the figure shows, these constants monotonically increase
with the discontinuity contrast q and the spiral tightness
ξ. In the ξ → ∞ limit, CT = (q + 1) ln(q)/2(q − 1) and
CK = (3/28/3)(q+1)2/3(q4/3 +q+q1/3 +1)/(q4/3 +q2/3 +q).

Although the azimuthally-averaged profiles are simply
rescaled by a constant in the self-similar spiral, modifications
of the local gradients, not averaged over angles, may desta-
bilize the spiral. Crossing the discontinuity with an increas-
ing radius, the density drops and the adiabat jumps. These
abrupt changes are compensated away from the discontinuity,
where the radial decline in ρ and rise inK become milder with
respect to their unperturbed, spherically-symmetric counter-
parts ρ0(r) and K0(r). Rayleigh-Taylor and convective sta-
bility then constrain q and ξ, as the radial gradients of ρ and
K should remain negative and positive, respectively.

For concreteness, consider the model (15). Requiring that
∂rρ < 0 everywhere indicates that a finite contrast limits the
spiral tightness,

ξ <
2π(−λρ)c2sq
(q − 1)Γv2

c

, (19)

where vc = (−gr)1/2 is the circular velocity, and we defined
λρ or more generally

λA ≡
d lnA0

d ln r
=
d lnA(r)

d ln r
(20)

as the radial power-law index of the unperturbed quantity
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6 Keshet, Raveh, & Ghosh

Figure 3. Fractional increase in the azimuthally-averaged adia-

bat, CK = K(r)/K0(r) (solid blue contours and colour shading),
and temperature, CT = T (r)/T0(r) (dotted red contours), due to

the self-similar spiral.

A0 (which is also the slope of the self-similar, azimuthally-
averaged A, as seen in §2.2.3). Equivalently, this result can
be written as an upper limit on the contrast,

1 < q <

[
1− 2π(−λρ)c2s

Γξv2
c

]−1

, (21)

except in a loose spiral where ξ is small enough to render the
square brackets negative. Similarly requiring that ∂rK > 0
everywhere yields a similar constraint, which to lowest order
in ξ−1 becomes

15ξ

2π
<

9λKc
2
s

(q − 1)Γv2
c

− 5q + 1

q + 1
. (22)

This constraint again shows that a tight spiral requires a
small contrast.

Consider a spiral that is well developed only at small radii,
or has a contrast that declines radially. In such scenarios, and
inasmuch as the above self-similar results can be applied lo-
cally to parts of such a globally non-self-similar spiral, the ra-
dial entropy profile would become shallower, i.e. K(r) would
increase more slowly. A similar effect can arise due to in-
flows or outflows, which introduce high entropy plasma at
small radii or low entropy plasma at large radii. Such effects,
which could result in a convective instability but are outside
the scope of the self-similar spiral, are discussed in §2.3.4
below.

2.3 General spiral structure

Next, we relax the self-similarity assumption and consider a
more general flow pattern. To separate out a bulk, possibly
differential, rotation around the ẑ axis, we write the velocity
field as

v = ω(t; r, θ)%φ̂+ v1(t; r) , (23)

where the angular frequency ω is now allowed to vary also
spatially, and not only temporally. Here, we introduced also

cylindrical coordinates {%, φ, z}, with a cylindrical radius % ≡
r sin θ; see Fig. 1. Any variability of v in φ is absorbed in v1,
with ω defined such that

∫
(v1 · φ̂) dφ = 0.

If the v1 component of the velocity can be neglected, we
may isolate the equatorial plane, or any plane parallel to it,
and simulate its flow in two dimensions (2D). Note that even
if a symmetry implies that vz = 0 in the equatorial plane, the
flow there is not 2D if the radial flow within the plane is sig-
nificant, vr 6= 0, as the continuity equation would then couple
the plane to the flow outside it (Keshet 2012). The simula-
tions presented in §3 demonstrate that at late times, spiral
structures indeed develop in 2D simulations in good agree-
ment with their spiral-plane counterparts in 3D simulations,
consistent with v1 becoming negligible.

2.3.1 Advection of the discontinuity

Fluid elements cannot cross a tangential discontinuity, which
is therefore simply advected with the flow. If v1 or at least
its temporal average can be neglected, advection thus evolves
the discontinuity as

φd(t1; r, θ) = φd(t0; r, θ) +

∫ t1

t0

ω(t; r, θ) dt (24)

between any two times, t0 and t1. The spiral typically winds
up due to the r dependence of the integral, which dominates
φd at late times for a sufficiently long period of sufficiently
strong differential rotation. As discussed above, such a tight-
ening of the spiral is accompanied by a diminishing pressure
contrast, while the density and temperature contrasts can
remain constant in the absence of radial flows. If differential
rotation subsides into uniform rotation, the integral becomes
r-independent, and the discontinuity pattern freezes in the
corotating frame.

Observations (see discussion in Keshet 2012) and simula-
tions (e.g., Ascasibar & Markevitch 2006) typically indicate
that spirals are trailing, rather than leading. In the present
notations, where we assumed ∂rφd < 0, this corresponds to
ω > 0. Equation (24) shows that a trailing spiral is a natu-
ral outcome of differential rotation, in which |ω(r)| typically
monotonically decreases. Indeed, if such a declining |ω(r)|
profile is sustained for a sufficient duration, as expected at
large radii, the integral reproduces ∂rφd < 0 only if ω > 0,
i.e. when the spiral is trailing. Note that at very small radii,
there may be a central region in which |ω(r)| increases, rather
than decreases, radially. If such a rising ω(r) > 0 profile is
sustained for a period long enough to drive ∂rφd > 0, a lead-
ing spiral can be produced at small scales. Indeed, for some
initial conditions, we numerically produce composite spiral
structures that are leading at small radii and trailing at large
radii. One may also consider more complicated flows, with ω
changing sign, but henceforth we assume for simplicity that
ω > 0.

2.3.2 Thermal spiral also in pressure

As shown in §2.2, a spiral structure must manifest also in
the pressure distribution; this conclusion is quite general and
does not require self-similarity. Indeed, such a pressure spiral
is necessary in order to entrain the mixed ICM, preventing the
low (high) density phases from buoyantly rising (sinking). To
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see this, consider the leading order (4) of momentum conser-
vation, before incorporating below more subtle effects such
as differential rotation and viscosity. As g is radial, we see
that ρ−1∂rP must be approximately radial, too. Hence, if ρ
shows a spiral structure and thus varies with φ, pressure and
its radial gradient ∂rP must vary with φ, too. The implied,
subtle pressure spiral can be obtained by integrating Eq. (4)
inwards along radial rays,

P (r) '
∫ r

∞
ρ(r′, θ, φ)g(r′) dr′ . (25)

The inferred properties of the pressure spiral are qualita-
tively similar to those derived above for the self-similar case.
The pressure field (25) is continuous even at the discontinu-
ity, although its gradient there is not. As g and dr are neg-
ative, each contribution to the inwards integral is positive.
As ρ drops outside the discontinuity, this positive contribu-
tion is small (large) just outside (inside) the discontinuity.
We therefore expect that at any constant r, the azimuthal
pressure profile P (φ) is minimal near the CF and maximal
near the opposite side of the cluster; as shown below, this
P (φ) profile is approximately given by a concave parabola.
As ∂φP ∝

∫
g∂φρ dr, the azimuthal pressure gradient scales

with δρ ∝ (q − 1)/(q + 1) and with the distance ∆r between
spiral windings. Thus, the pressure spiral becomes more sub-
tle as the spiral tightens or the contrast q diminishes.

Given a model for the discontinuity pattern φd(r, θ), for
the density distribution ρ(r), and for g(r), one may directly
compute the pressure field (25), as demonstrated in Fig. 4.
Recall that in our notations, the spiral pattern opens clock-
wise, i.e. ∂rφd < 0, so (except within the thin discontinuity
transition) ∂φρ > 0 and ∂φT < 0. Furthermore, δρ ≡ ρ/ρ0−1
is approximately linear in φ, as given in Eq. (15). Here, we
do not invoke self-similarity, so ρ0 is defined as the azimuthal
mean of ρ, and q may vary with both r and θ. As the P (φ)
variations are typically small, a linear δρ(φ) implies that T (φ)
is also approximately linear (dot-dashed green curves in the
figure).

Under these assumptions, ∂φφP is negative and does not
vary much in the co-rotating frame, so P (φ) is approximately
a concave parabola. Indeed, for the linear δρ(φ) of Eq. (15),
twice taking the azimuthal derivative of Eq. (25) indicates
that ∂φφP is constant along r between discontinuity windings
(where ∂φφρ = 0), and only picks up a contribution each time
a discontinuity is crossed inwards along the integration path,
given by

∆(∂φφP )d = ∂φ∆(∂φP )d = ∂φ

(∫ rd−

rd+

g∂φρ dr

)
(26)

= ∂φ

[∫ φd−

φd+

g∂φρ
d(δφ)

−∂rφd

]
= ∂φ

(
−g
∂rφd

2ρ0
q − 1

q + 1

)
d

,

where subscript d designates evaluation at the discontinuity.
Here, we used the limit where the infinitely-thin disconti-
nuity can be equally crossed either radially or azimuthally,
with subscript d+ (d−) refering to just outside (inside) the
transition. In a tight spiral, ∆(∂φφP )d is negative and slowly
varying, because the last brackets are negative and become
slightly more negative as φ increases, i.e. as the discontinuity
radius slightly decreases. This conclusion remains intact even
in the presence of small corrections to the linear ρ(φ), and
even if q somehow increases radially slowly.
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Figure 4. Normalised azimuthal profiles δÃ (notations as in

Fig. 2) computed from Eq. (25). In this example, we assume a

hyperbolic, φd = 20(a/r) spiral with the linear δρ profile (15) and
a constant contrast q = 1.5 superimposed on an ICM with a Hern-

quist profile of scale length a. The azimuthal profiles are shown at
radii r/a = 0.5, 1.0, and 1.3 (thin to thick curves; δP̃ manually

offset upwards for visibility). The pressure profile is well-fit by a

parabola (fitted dotted cyan curves), especially in the inner parts
of the spiral, and is multiplied for visibility by the local tightness

parameter ξ estimated from Eq. (8).

Figure 4 illustrates the thermal spiral obtained from
Eq. (25). Here, we assume a hyperbolic spiral pattern with
a constant density contrast q in an ICM with a Hernquist
distribution. The figure shows the normalised azimuthal de-
viations δÃ of each thermal quantity A, defined as in Eq. (17),
but here

δA ≡ A

Ā
− 1 (27)

is normalised more generally by its azimuthal average,

Ā ≡ (2π)−1

∫
Adφ . (28)

As shown in §2.2, in the self-similar regime Ā = CAA0, so
the present definitions coincide with their self-similar coun-
terparts for δρ, δP , and (with the CT correction of Fig. 3)
δT . As the figure shows, P (φ) is approximately a concave
parabola, especially at small radii deeper inside the spiral.
For such simple distributions and spiral patterns, the inte-
gral can be carried out analytically, after incorporating the
spiral discontinuity; see Appendix §A.

2.3.3 Planar evolution

Consider the regime where v1 can be neglected in Eq. (23),
so we may study the flow in 2D, or equivalently in 3D but
restricted to a plane parallel to the spiral plane. Let us assume
that in a frame locally co-rotating with the spiral structure at
the velocity v = ω%φ̂, the flow evolves slowly and so can be
approximated as a steady-state. If radial flows were present,
it would be convenient to analyse the dynamics parallel to
the spiral tangential discontinuity surface (Keshet 2012), but
in the current case it is advantageous to reduce momentum
conservation (1) into a cylindrically-radial equation,

1

ρ

∂P

∂%
= f% (29)
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and an azimuthal equation,

1

ρ%

∂P

∂φ
= fφ . (30)

Here, we defined the corresponding specific effective forces,

f% = g + ω2%+
∂φµ

ρ
∂%ω (31)

in the % direction, and

fφ =
∂%
(
%3µ∂%ω

)
%2ρ

− ω̇% (32)

in the φ direction, where we used the shorthand ω̇ ≡ ∂tω.
As pressure is continuous across the discontinuity, multi-

plying Eq. (30) by %2ρ and integrating over φ yields

0 = ∂%
(
%3∂%ω

)
µ̄+ %3∂%ω ∂%µ− ω̇%3ρ̄ . (33)

In general, ∂%µ differs from ∂%µ and is sensitive to the µ(T )
dependence and the structure of the temperature spiral. How-
ever, we recover nearly indistinguishable spiral structures
numerically when the temperature dependence of µ(T ) is
weakened or even eliminated, whereby we may approximate
Eq. (33) as

∂%
(
%3µ̄∂%ω

)
' %3ρ̄ ω̇ . (34)

This partial differential equation (PDE) approximates the
evolution of ω, and hence of the spiral discontinuity, as a
function of the underlying ρ̄(%) profile, the µ(T ) profile, and
the initial perturbation. Indeed, given a solution ω(t; %) to
Eq. (34), the integral in the advection Eq. (24) can be carried
out, giving an approximate discontinuity pattern φd(%).

One can qualitatively characterize the evolution of ω(t; %)
in relation to the two stationary solutions of Eq. (34): uni-
form, ω1 ∝ %0 rotation and differential, ω2 ∝ (%2µ̄)−1 rota-
tion. Differential rotation with ∂%ω < 0, as expected at large
radii, slows down if it lies between these two solutions, i.e.
if ω(%) diminishes as % increases, but slower than (%2µ̄)−1.
In relaxed regions where the radial dependencies of ω and ρ
are close to power-laws, this temporal decline in ω is approx-
imately exponential. If ∂%(ρ%/µ̄) < 0, as expected at large
radii where ρ(%) declines steeply, the fractional slowdown of
ω is faster as the radius increases, and the solution slows
down towards the differential rotation solution ω2. For ex-
ample, for an isothermal sphere, ρ ∝ %−2 distribution, where
µ̄ is constant, an initial ω ∝ rλω profile slows down towards
ω2 ∝ r−2 for any −2 < λω < 0. If, in contrast, ∂%(ρ%/µ̄) > 0,
as may occur in a flat density core or when µ̄(T (%)) declines
rapidly, fractional slowdown is faster at smaller radii, and the
solution tends towards uniform rotation ω1.

In practice, the PDE solution is sensitive to the precise
initial conditions, and is generally not a power law. Some
specific solutions can be analytically found and integrated to
yield the discontinuity pattern. For example, for an isother-
mal sphere perturbed at small radii, integrating the PDE
solution yields a Lituus spiral, φd ∝ %−2. More generally, for
µ̄ ∝ %m and ρ̄ ∝ %−2+m with a free parameter m, the analytic
solution ω ∝ τ−1/2e−τ/4%−1−m/2−ln(%)/(4τ) to the PDE yields
a φd ∝ %−2−m spiral at late times. Here, τ is a rescaled time,
and the integral in Eq. (24) was carried out from t = 0 to
t→∞. Solving the PDE numerically for a Hernquist density
profile perturbed at small radii gives approximately φd ∝ %−1

for µ̄ ∝ %−1, and φd ∝ %−2 for µ̄ ∝ %0.

The solution ω(t; %) for a Hernquist density profile with
Spitzer viscosity µ̄ = µs(T ) is shown in Fig. 5 for two dif-
ferent temperature profiles, demonstrating the sensitivity of
the ω evolution to viscosity. Here, we adopt the parame-
ters of our nominal simulations set up in §3.1: a total mass
M = 1015M�, a scale length a = 676 kpc, and a perturbation
peaked at % ' 0.1a; for simplicity, the initial conditions are
taken as uniform rotation in the centre, with a strong expo-
nential decay outside % = 0.2a. As anticipated, in the % . a
core, the solution quickly asymptotes to uniform rotation ω1

only when the µ̄(%) profile is declining; differential rotation
steeper than ω2 is found at large radii. Note that t ∝ µ−1

in Eq. (34), so globally raising the viscosity simply expedites
the ω evolution by rescaling time.
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Figure 5. Angular frequency evolution ω(t) at different radii

(see legend) according to Eq. (34), starting with initial uniform
rotation with ω = ω0 inside r < 0.2a, for our nominal Hernquist

profile (total mass M = 1015M� and scale length a = 676 kpc).

Spitzer viscosity µ̄ = µs is assumed with a constant temperature
kBT = 3 keV (top panel) and with kBT = 3(a/r) keV (bottom).

The pressure derivative ∂φP in the azimuthal momentum
equation (30) is small, so to low order the equation reduces
to Eq. (34). To higher orders, without averaging Eq. (30)
over φ, this equation is in general inconsistent with a concave
P (φ) parabola. For instance, typically ω̇ < 0, so the last
term in Eq. (32) is positive, and as ρ drops across the CF,
this term contributes a CF drop in ∂φP , rather than the
jump anticipated in a concave parabola. The viscous term
in Eq. (32) does not remedy the problem, as it is typically
positive, and its contribution to ∂φP is independent of φ if µ
is assumed constant. Furthermore, inasmuch as the viscous
term applies within the discontinuity transition, the jump in

MNRAS 000, 1–23 (2023)



Quasi-spiral ICM 9

T induces a negative spike in ∂φP if the positive temperature
dependence of µ(T ) is retained, which is inconsistent with a
continuous P (φ).

Such arguments suggest that at high orders, the small cor-
rection term v1(t; r) in Eq. (23) becomes important. Numer-
ically, we find that time-dependent peculiar velocities, which
are not resonant with the spiral structure, persist throughout
the evolution. Indeed, one can show analytically that there
is no exact solution to the adiabatic fluid equations that ad-
mits a quasi-steady state featuring a purely (differentially)
rotating, viable spiral structure, with or without viscosity.
Therefore, while Eq. (34) is likely to govern the bulk evolu-
tion of rotation and the resulting tightness of the spiral, it is
only approximate; additional effects can modify the ω and φd
profiles, and may well drive the spiral towards its self-similar
solution. This possibility is supported by our numerical re-
sults, in particular by the similar spiral structures obtained
when assuming different µ(T ) dependencies.

2.3.4 Radial flows and modified convective instability

While the thermal distribution is governed mainly by the
radial hydrostatic equilibrium Eq. (4), and thus admits the
simple self-similarity scaling (6), the flow pattern does not
need to precisely adhere to the same similarity scaling, and
in fact must include at least the aforementioned second-order
deviation v1(t; r). An outflow, an inflow, and a combination
of both inflow and outflow separated by the tangential discon-
tinuity, are possible, but are sensitive to effects neglected in
Eq. (4). For a discussion of flows along the spiral discontinu-
ity, also taking into account effects such as radiative cooling
and feedback, see Keshet (2012); Reiss & Keshet (2015).

While our self-similar spiral ansatz does not modify the
radial, i.e. azimuthally-averaged, thermal profiles of density
and pressure (see §2.2.3), it does rescale the other radial pro-
files, as shown above (see §2.2.5). Moreover, all thermal pro-
files can change due to radial flows. In particular, the depo-
sition of high entropy plasma near the centre, by the initial
perturbation or subsequent flows, could render the centre of
the cluster convectively unstable. Such an unstable region,
emerging where the Schwarzschild (1958) instability criterion
∂rK < 0 holds, would then mix the plasma and lead to a core
of constant entropy, ∂rK = 0.

In addition, radial flows or mere changes to ξ or q can in-
duce a local convective instability, further altering the ther-
mal profiles. Consider such an instability, emerging for ex-
ample as a tightening spiral with substantial CF entropy
jumps renders the radial entropy gradient between discon-
tinuity windings negative, as discussed in §2.2.5. Even a pos-
itive but shallow entropy profile could lead to a local con-
vective instability in a spiral structure, where small motions
in the azimuthal direction entail a change in ambient en-
tropy and may thus induce circulation. In either case, a local
∂rK < 0 would lead to a local convective instability within a
radial segment confined by the discontinuity both from above
and from below, saturating when K becomes constant within
such a segment.

Interestingly, a global convective instability may emerge in
such a spiral structure, even if ∂rK ≥ 0 everywhere. Consider
some region of a spiral structure in which each radial segment
develops a constant entropy, K(r, φ) = K(φ), over a short
timescale due to a local convective instability. Let us define

the average of quantity A along a radial segment of length l,
confined by the discontinuity both above and below, as

〈A〉 ≡ 1

l

∫
Adl . (35)

Say that such a segment moves outward along the spiral, from
r to r+dr, where r refers to, say, the midpoint of the segment.
The segment is then stretched to length

l + dl ' l(1 + dr/r) . (36)

This approximation agrees with simulations and is precise for
a logarithmic spiral, itself a good approximation for observed
ICM spirals. In particular, Eq. (36) holds in a hyperbolic
spiral up to O(N + 1)−1 corrections, where N is the number
of windings counted inwards from infinity.

The mean pressure in the segment changes, as it rises along
the spiral, at a rate(
d〈P 〉
dr

)
s

'
(
∂〈P 〉
∂φ

)
s,l

(
dφ

dr

)
s

+

(
∂〈P 〉
∂l

)
s,φ

(
dl

dr

)
s

(37)

=

∫
∂φP dl

rl
− 〈P 〉 −∆Pd

l

(
dl

dr

)
s

' ∂〈P 〉
∂r
− 〈P 〉

r
,

where a subscript s denotes a derivative along the spiral, sub-
scripts r, l,K, . . . denote respectively a fixed radius, segment
length, entropy, . . . , and we used Eq. (36) to approximate
(dl/dr)s ' l/r. The term ∆Pd, accounting for the pressure
at the endpoints of the segment, where it touches the discon-
tinuity, was dropped in the last step assuming one of several
circumstances: a segment that moves while keeping its end-
points fixed, temporary force imbalance at the endpoints as
they move, strong non-thermal pressure, e.g., in a magnetic
layer near the discontinuity, or a strongly concave P (φ) being
minimal at the discontinuity.

As the pressure declines in the rising segment, adiabatic
expansion lowers its density. An instability would ensue if
the segment becomes buoyant, i.e. if the ambient density in
its new location is higher than its new density,

∂〈ρ〉
∂r

>

(
d〈ρ〉
d〈P 〉

)
K

(
d〈P 〉
dr

)
s

' 〈ρ〉
Γ〈P 〉

(
∂〈P 〉
∂r
− 〈P 〉

r

)
' 〈ρ〉

Γr
(λK − 1) +

∂〈ρ〉
∂r

. (38)

This condition yields a modified Schwarzschild criterion,

λK ≡
∂ ln K̄

∂ ln r
' ∂ ln〈K〉

∂ ln r
< 1 , (39)

for a global instability in regions where K̄(r) is sub-linear. It
is tacitly assumed that segments can move around each other
(in 3D) or cross each other (even in 2D).

We conclude that a spiral structure that reaches ∂rK < 0
locally and λK < 1 globally would lead to a local convec-
tive instability, saturating with ∂rK = 0 within radial seg-
ments on a short timescale, followed by a global instability
on a long timescale. At sufficiently small radii, a λK = 0
constant entropy core may develop. At larger radii with an
initial λK < 1, the global instability would retain ∂rK = 0
locally within radial segments, but lead to oscillations in a
non-monotonic K̄(r), inducing radial flows that would self-
stabilize once K̄ ∝ r is established. After the spiral structure
dissipates, the K(r, φ) = K(φ) segments would disperse, but
a local λK = 1 would remain imprinted on regions which
once harboured a λK < 1 spiral. This behaviour, based on
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the above effective picture of radial segments moving along
the spiral with negligible ∆Pd, appears to be consistent with
simulations, as shown in §3.

3 NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

Merger simulations have long demonstrated the emergence of
spiral structure in the ICM (Tittley & Henriksen 2005; Asca-
sibar & Markevitch 2006). We examine a wide range of simu-
lations, of both offset (between baryons and dark matter, as
defined below) and merger clusters, in both 2D and 3D, using
both Lagrangian and Eulerian codes, with various initial con-
ditions and different forms of viscosity. For simplicity, baryons
are modelled as an ideal fluid with viscosity and with an ideal
gas equation of state, without incorporating radiative cooling,
AGN feedback, magnetic fields, and transport processes such
as particle diffusion and heat conduction. Consequently, our
simulated spirals — like all other spirals simulated todate —
fail to reproduce the fast outflows inferred from observations
along CFs, which may play an important role in speeding
up the spiral evolution and regulating its properties. For this
reason, and in order to elucidate the asymptotic, quasi-steady
solution, we evolve the ICM over very long durations, exceed-
ing the Hubble time; nevertheless, while noisy, simulated ∼
few Gyr spirals already agree qualitatively with our model
and show indications for self-similarity.

3.1 Set-up

For the unperturbed state of the galaxy cluster at the initial
time t = 0, we adopt a spherical Hernquist profile for both
dark matter (subscript dm) and baryons (subscript b, usually
omitted), utilizing its rapidly converging mass at large radii.
The mass density ρj of each component j is then related to
its integrated, conserved mass Mj by

ρj(r) =
Mja

2πr(r + a)3
. (40)

All components are assumed to have the same scale length a,
so the total (subscript t) mass density initially satisfies ρt =
ρdm + ρb = ρb/fb = ρdm/(1 − fb) locally. The gravitational
potential then becomes

Φ(r) = − MtG

(a+ r)
, (41)

where Mt = Mdm + Mb is the total mass, implying the
hydrostatic-equilibrium baryon temperature profile

kBT =m̄σ2 =
GMtm̄

12a

{
12r(r + a)3

a4
ln
(r + a

r

)
(42)

− r

r + a

[
25 + 52

r

a
+ 42

( r
a

)2

+ 12
( r
a

)3
]}

,

where σ is the thermal velocity dispersion (rms velocity in
a given direction) and G is Newton’s gravitational constant.
We adopt Mt = 1015M� and a = 676 kpc as our nominal
cluster parameters.

We consider two different types of perturbations: offsetting
baryons from the dark matter in position and in velocity, and
gravitational off-axis mergers. Both types of perturbations
are set up with angular momentum in the +ẑ direction. A

wide range of cluster and perturbation parameters is explored
for each scenario.

In the first method, baryons within a radius r∆ from the
centre of the cluster are uniformly displaced spatially by a
distance ∆x in the +x̂ direction, and given an initial velocity
∆v in a perpendicular, +ŷ direction. We adopt ∆x = +0.1a,
∆v = +450 km s−1, and r∆ = 2 Mpc as our nominal offset
parameters, with an exponential drop in the initial ∆x and
∆v beyond r∆.

In the second, merger-type perturbation, a dark matter
clump of mass M/fM crosses the ICM, with radius rp and ve-
locity vp at pericentre passage. We adopt fM = 5, rp = 0.5a,
and vp = 1000 km s−1 as our nominal merger parameters,
with pericentre passage offset spatially in the +x̂ direction
with velocity in the +ŷ direction. For simplicity, in these sim-
ulations we use a linear trajectory of a baryon-free subhalo,
instead of a self-consistent trajectory of a gravitating gas and
dark matter clump; among the gravitating simulations in the
literature, our nominal set-up is comparable to the main set-
up of Ascasibar & Markevitch (2006, their section 3).

We carry out Lagrangian simulations using the N -
body/smoothed particle hydrodynamics (SPH) code GAD-
GET2 (Springel et al. 2001; Springel 2005) in two (henceforth
2D-GADGET) and three (3D-GADGET) dimensions, and
Eulerian simulations using the magnetohydrodynamics code
Athena++ (Stone et al. 2020) in three dimensions (hence-
forth Athena, for brevity). The Lagrangian runs capture the
spiral structure including its discontinuities very efficiently
(Ascasibar & Markevitch 2006), in spite, and in part ow-
ing to, the inaccurate treatment (Tricco 2019, and refer-
ences therein) of discontinuity dissipation by such SPH codes,
which may coincidentally mimic the isolating effect of the
magnetic layers or other physical effects that require an in-
accessibly high resolution. The Eulerian runs reach very high
resolutions, using static and adaptive mesh refinement, and
allow for an easy control of viscosity. The combination of the
two codes is useful both for confirming the robustness of the
results and for testing the underlying assumptions.

For example, we use Lagrangian simulations of dark mat-
ter and baryons to test if the effects of an evolving dark mat-
ter halo can be approximated as a rigid gravitational poten-
tial. Such a rigid potential was previously shown to success-
fully approximate merger simulations (Roediger & ZuHone
2012); in §3.3, we show that a fixed rigid potential provides a
similarly accurate approximation for offset simulations. Both
GADGET and Athena codes are slightly modified, in partic-
ular to introduce rigid potentials and physical viscosity.

Our nominal Lagrangian simulations are carried out both
in 3D and in 2D, using Ng = 106 gas particles in a large cube
or square of length L = 200 Mpc. The corresponding, nom-
inal gas mass resolution is fbMt/Ng ' 1.7 × 108M� in 3D,
and fbMt/(2aNg) ' 1.3 × 105M� kpc−1 in 2D. Runs with
particle numbers in the range 105 ≤ Ng ≤ 108 are exam-
ined, as necessary and in order to demonstrate convergence,
giving a maximal mass resolution of 1.7× 106M� in 3D and
1.3×104M� kpc−1 in 2D. The 3D runs use either gravitating
particles, including both gas and Ndm ' Ng dark matter par-
ticles, or only non-gravitating gas particles in a rigid poten-
tial. The 2D runs are limited to non-gravitating gas particles
in a periodic simulation square with a rigid potential. Spiral
discontinuities are found to form rapidly and dissipate very
slowly even when using only the inherent numerical viscosity
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and standard artificial viscosity included in the code, with no
need to incorporate additional viscosity.

Our Eulerian runs are purely hydrodynamic, simulating gas
evolving in 3D under a rigid potential with periodic boundary
conditions imposed in each direction. The nominal runs use
static (only) mesh refinement, starting with a level n = 0 base
grid of 128 cells in each dimension, representing a cube of
size (16 Mpc)3. Logarithmically spaced refinement levels n =
1, 2, 3, . . . each halve the grid spacing within a cube of length
Ln = Ln−1/2, reaching level n = 7 within the |x, y, z| <
3 kpc cube for a maximal spatial resolution of ∼ 0.98 kpc
(for technical reasons, we use L5/L6 = 4 instead of 2). Runs
ranging from one-fourth to four times the nominal resolution
in each dimension are carried out, for a maximal resolution of
∼ 0.25 kpc near the centre. Nominal runs use Spitzer (1956)
viscosity,

µS(kBT ) ' 5500

(
T

108 K

)5/2

g s−1 cm−1 , (43)

implemented for efficiency only in the central, rµ ' 2 Mpc,
falling exponentially to numerical viscosity at larger radii.

3.2 Emergence of a quasi-steady state

While the early-time evolution of the perturbed ICM depends
on the type and parameters of the perturbation, the number
of spatial dimensions, and even on the numerical properties
of the code, we find that the late-time ICM converges in all
cases onto a qualitatively similar spiral quasi-steady state, as
demonstrated for the nominal offset simulations in Fig. 6. As
the figure shows, the density evolution in 2D-GADGET, 3D-
GADGET and Athena differs substantially at early times,
especially on small scales, but by t ∼ 30 Gyr, the simulations
show a fairly similar spiral structure.

Although some differences are still found between differ-
ent late-time configurations, as seen for example in the right
column of Fig. 6, these variations are mostly associated with
different levels of spiral tightness, induced by the different
properties of viscosity in each simulation. In these simula-
tions, the quasi-steady state stabilizes around t ∼ 20 Gyr,
with modest subsequent evolution. This timescale depends
on the perturbation and on viscosity, and in more realistic
scenarios should become substantially shorter due to cool-
ing, radial flows, and additional physical processes such as
magnetic layers isolating the discontinuities.

t = 1 Gyr t = 3 Gyr t = 10 Gyr t = 30 Gyr

Figure 6. Temporal evolution of nominal offset simulations in 2D-GADGET (top row), 3D-GADGET (middle row), and Athena (bottom).
The density field ρ/ρ̄ is shown normalised to its azimuthal mean, in a 1 Mpc slice of the spiral plane, at different times (from left to right:

1, 3, 10, and 30 Gyr). The evolution may be accelerated by processes neglected here, see §3.2.
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12 Keshet, Raveh, & Ghosh

The late-time structure is broadly consistent with the self-
similar model of §2.2: a combination of a trailing, hyperbolic
spiral in the equatorial plane with semicircles in perpendicu-
lar planes, rotating differentially and eventually saturating
to uniform rotation, with only small velocities in the co-
rotating frame. This quasi-spiral structure consists of mixed
gas phases delineated by a spiral contact discontinuity, with
a subtle pressure spiral locking-in the different phases and
preventing them from sinking or buoyantly rising. The az-
imuthal density and temperature profiles are found to be ap-
proximately linear, while the pressure profile is approximately
a concave parabola. The azimuthally-averaged radial profiles
show modest changes after the structure has formed, with ev-
idence for both local and global convection instabilities where
the spiral was tight. Overall, these properties are consistent
with the modelling in §2.2 and §2.3. In what follows, we de-
scribe different aspects of the emerging quasi-steady state.

3.3 Quasi-spiral structure

The late time, t = 40 Gyr distributions of density, temper-
ature, pressure, and entropy in nominal offset simulations

are shown below, within the equatorial, x–y plane in Fig. 7,
and within a perpendicular, x–z plane in Fig. 8. In order to
present the full spiral structure within a 1 Mpc slice, across
which some quantities A vary over several orders of magni-
tude, such figures show the local A normalised to its average
at the same radius within the plane. Namely, Figs. 6 and
7 depict A(x, y)/Ā(%), where Ā(%) is the azimuthal average
of A in the x–y plane defined in Eq. (28). The perpendicu-
lar structure in Fig. 8 is shown using the analogous quantity
A(x, z)/Ā(%xz), with %xz defined similarly as the radius in
the perpendicular, x–z plane.

The quasi-spiral structure emerges at late times even in
low-resolution simulations, although as the resolution is de-
graded, the central spiral windings are gradually erased as
the resolution is degraded and, in Athena, the discontinu-
ity is smoothed out considerably. As the resolution improves,
additional windings appear towards the centre, and the dis-
continuities become sharper, as seen in the resolution tests for
offset simulations of 3D-GADGET in Fig. 9, and of Athena
in Fig. 10. Figure 9 also compares a simulation with dynami-
cal dark matter against a comparable simulation with a rigid
potential. As dark matter motions dissipate some of the struc-
ture, we find that doubling the initial offset ∆x in the simu-

ρ/ρ̄ T/T̄ P/P̄ K/K̄

Figure 7. Late-time quasi-steady state in the spiral plane. Thermal variations A/Ā are shown normalised to their azimuthal mean at
t = 40 Gyr, for offset nominal simulations in a 1 Mpc slice. Columns (left to right): density, temperature, pressure, and adiabat. Rows

(top to bottom): 2D-GADGET, 3D-GADGET, and Athena.
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ρ/ρ̄ T/T̄ P/P̄ K/K̄

Figure 8. Same as Fig. 7 but perpendicular to the spiral plane, for 3D-GADGET (top row) and Athena (bottom). A few concentric

circles are plotted in the top-left panel to show that the discontinuities are approximately semicircles.

Figure 9. Convergence of offset 3D-GADGET simulations: at nominal resolution with DM (left panel) vs. a rigid potential (middle
panel), and at high resolution with a rigid potential (right panel). Images show the normalised entropy profile at t = 20 Gyr in a 1 Mpc
box. The spatial offset ∆x was doubled in the simulation with DM in order to produce roughly the same structure.

Figure 10. Dependence of offset Athena runs upon resolution: low (left panel), nominal (middle panel), and high (right panel). Images

show normalised temperature at t = 40 Gyr in a 1.6 Mpc slice, for µ = 3µS(3 keV).
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14 Keshet, Raveh, & Ghosh

lation with dark matter leads to a late-time structure similar
in both simulations.

Similar late-time spiral structures, albeit with different
tightness levels, emerge robustly over a wide range of off-
set parameters, ∆x, ∆v, and r∆. Such spirals form over a
somewhat wider parameter range in 3D; the nascent spirals
in 2D are more easily disrupted by irregular sloshing for some
parameters. The late-time distribution does not change much
as r∆ increases beyond a, whereas smaller values involve less
offset mass and lead to more compact spirals, which never
extend to large radii. For some parameter choices, a small
inverted, i.e. leading, spiral forms in the centre, within the
larger trailing spiral, as anticipated in §2.3.1. Such inverted
spirals can persist to late times in 2D, but in general dissipate
in 3D and do not survive to late times.

Merger simulations behave similarly to the offset simula-
tions, evolving into a comparable quasi-spiral configuration at
late times. Figure 11 demonstrates three such simulations, all
showing a rotating, trailing, hyperbolic spiral at late times,
including a subtle pressure spiral with minimal P (φ) along
the discontinuity. As the figure demonstrates, minor mergers
or larger impact factors in general yield looser spirals. In 2D,
the spirals are somewhat looser than in 3D, especially in the
nominal set-up, in which a small inverted spiral persists in
2D, but dissipates in 3D.

3.4 Spiral evolution

The late-time configurations found in our various offset and
merger simulations differ mainly in the tightness of the spiral
and in the degree of ICM differential rotation. These two di-
agnostics are related to each other, as discussed in §2.3, and
both are largely controlled by the properties of viscosity in
the simulation. Numerical viscosity is strong and difficult to
control in GADGET2, but is sufficiently weak in Athena for
us to examine a wide range of physical viscosity properties. In
particular, we replace the temperature dependent µS(kBT )
by a fixed viscosity, parameterized as µS(kBTµ) with a con-
stant temperature Tµ, and/or multiply viscosity by a global
constant.

Figure 12 shows the dependence of late-time nominal
Athena offset simulations upon viscosity: the nominal µ =
µS(kBT ), modified µS(3 keV) and 3µS(3 keV), and numeri-
cal viscosity only (top to bottom panels). As the last panel
shows, numerical viscosity alone is sufficient to generate a
spiral, although it is weak, loose, and irregular. Uniformly
strengthening the viscosity leads to a tighter and more regular
late-time spiral. Fixing viscosity uniformly with Tν = 3 keV
renders the spiral less regular and somewhat looser than
for nominal viscosity. The combination of both fixed and
strengthened viscosity µ = 3µS(3 keV) produces results sim-
ilar to the nominal case. As uniform viscosity is easier to
model analytically (see §2), this enhanced, uniform prescrip-
tion is studied below in some detail and referred to as our
fixed-viscosity Athena simulations.

The advection of the discontinuity, as given by Eq. (24),
indicates that the spiral pattern is affected by the rotation
pattern and its evolution: the spiral tightens for stronger or
longer-lasting differential rotation. The properties and evo-
lution of differential rotation are, in turn, determined by
the viscosity, as shown in §2.3.3, and therefore differ among
our simulations. The differential rotation profile in the spiral

plane is illustrated for different simulations, as a function of
radius at different times in Fig. 13, and as a function of time
for different radial bins in Fig. 14.

As the figures show, the rotation, initially limited to small
radii, gradually spins up increasingly more distant spherical
shells. This coupling to larger radii is mediated to some ex-
tent by the initial bulk flows induced by the perturbation,
but is mostly driven by viscosity. This dominant role of vis-
cosity in transferring angular momentum is indicated by the
similar spin-up of gas inside and outside of the spiral plane,
and by the variation in rotation patterns among the different
simulations, which share similar bulk flows but differ in their
viscosity properties.

At late times, ω(t) declines approximately exponentially
(dotted lines in Fig. 14), with differential rotation proper-
ties that depend on viscosity, as anticipated in §2.3.3. While
Athena sustains differential rotation throughout the simula-
tion, and thus increasingly winds up the spiral, the viscosity
in GADGET is sufficiently strong to dissipate the differen-
tial rotation and freeze the spiral pattern in a uniformly ro-
tating ICM. At large radii, beyond the uniform rotation of
GADGET, all simulations show differential rotation that ap-
proximately follows an ω ∝ r−5/2 power law (dotted lines
in Fig. 13), close to the ω2 ∝ (r2µ̄)−1 stationary solution of
Eq. (34).

3.5 Spiral geometry

At late times, the simulated spirals are sufficiently wound up
to allow us to trace multiple spiral windings and thus classify
the spiral geometry. To do so, we focus on the entropy maps,
in which the discontinuity transition is more pronounced than
in temperature or density. By locating the maximal entropy
in each radial bin in the spiral plane, one can trace out the
spiral and fit its pattern.

We examine three different spiral fit functions for φd(r):
hyperbolic,

φH(r) = φ0 +
r0

r + a0
(44)

with free parameters φ0, r0, and a0; logarithmic,

φL(r) = φ0 + γ−1 log(r + r0) (45)

with free parameters φ0, r0, and γ; and a general power-law,

φP (r) = φ0 +
(r0

r

)λ
(46)

with free parameters φ0, r0, and λ. Each of these functions is
chosen with three free parameters, so they all have a similar
fitting power. Recall that, as shown in §2.2.2, for the present,
Hernquist profile, a self-similar spiral should be hyperbolic,
with a0 approximately given by a.

The spiral curves fitted for different simulations are demon-
strated in Fig. 15. The left panels show the late-time en-
tropy in the spiral plane, along with the best-fit spiral curves
that approximately trace the maximal normalised entropy.
The right panels show the resulting best-fitting φ(r) for the
above three types of spirals, and specify the chi-squared per
degree of freedom (χ2/ν) of each fit. In all cases, we find that
the hyperbolic profile provides a very good fit to the spiral,
with χ2/ν < 0.5. In offset simulations, the hyperbolic (with
a0 = 30–60 kpc) and power-law functions (with λ ∼ 0.6–0.8)
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fit the spiral equally well, whereas a logarithmic spiral fails
to provide a good fit. In merger simulations, the hyperbolic
(with a0 = 480±10 kpc) and logarithmic (with γ = 28.5±0.5
and r0 ' 100 kpc) functions fit the spiral equally well, while
a power-law spiral does not provide a good fit.

As anticipated, the structure of the discontinuity perpen-
dicular to the spiral plane is approximately a series of nested
semicircles. In order to highlight this pattern, a few concentric
circles are superimposed (as dotted cyan curves) on the per-
pendicular density distribution shown in the top-left panel of
Fig. 8. At early times, the semicircles are deformed and tend
to be more elongated along the z axis, giving the structure

a prolate appearance, as expected for a spiral structure that
harbours radial flows (Keshet 2012).

3.6 Azimuthal thermal structure

We find that in relaxed regions, the azimuthal profiles are
qualitatively consistent with those derived for a quasi-steady
state spiral in §2.3.2. Figure 16 illustrates the azimuthal pro-
files of density, temperature, and pressure in the spiral plane,
for different simulations. The figure presents the fractional
deviation δA of each quantity from its azimuthal average, as
defined in Eqs. (27)–(28).

As the figure shows, the azimuthal profiles of density and

ρ/ρ̄ P/P̄ K/K̄ K/K̄ in 2D

Figure 11. Late time, t = 40 Gyr structure in merger simulations in a 1 Mpc slice of the spiral plane. Columns (left to right): normalised

density, pressure, and entropy in 3D-GADGET, and normalised entropy in the corresponding 2D-GADGET. Rows (top to bottom):
nominal, minor (fM = 10), and both minor and distant (fM = 10 and b = a) mergers.

Figure 12. Dependence of offset Athena runs upon viscosity (left to right): µ = µS , µS(3 keV), 3µS(3 keV), or numerical viscosity only.

Images show normalised temperature at t = 40 Gyr in a 1.6 Mpc slice at nominal resolution.
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Figure 13. The radial profile ω(r) of angular frequency measured
in the spiral plane at different times (shorter dashing for later time;

see legend in top panel) in 2D GADGET (top panel), 3D GADGET

(middle), and Athena (bottom; µ = 2µS(3 keV)) simulations. At
large radii, all simulations approximately show ω ∝ r−5/2 (dotted
black curve). At smaller radii, due to their different viscosities,
GADGET simulations show uniform rotation, whereas Athena
roughly yields ω ∝ exp[−(r/50 kpc)0.6] (dot-dashed black).

temperature are approximately linear in φ, with sharp tran-
sitions on the order of 10% across the discontinuity. As ex-
pected, the density drops and the temperature jumps as one
crosses outside the discontinuity, equivalent here to φ increas-
ing above φd, so the transition is Rayleigh-Taylor stable.

The pressure distribution is more isotropic, so the δP (φ)
profile is multiplied in the figure, for visibility, by an esti-
mated tightness parameter ξ. The P (φ) profile is seen to be
concave, with a minimum at the tangential discontinuity, and
is qualitatively similar to the concave parabola anticipated
for a linear density profile. While subtle, the corresponding
pressure spiral is robust, with a local minimum tracing the
discontinuity.

Figure 14. The temporal evolution of ω measured in the spiral
plane at different radial bins (shorter dashing for larger radii; see

legend) in 2D GADGET (top panel), 3D GADGET (middle), and

Athena (bottom; µ = 2µS(3 keV)) simulations. At late times, ω(t)
is approximately exponential (dotted black curve).

3.7 Radial thermal structure

Although a spiral structure is superimposed upon the radial
ICM distribution, the latter can be recovered through az-
imuthal averaging. It is interesting to examine how this radial
distribution differs from the initial, hydrostatic steady state.
Initially, a simulated cluster is significantly perturbed from
its Hernquist steady-state only at small radii; for offset sim-
ulations, such initial deviations are confined to r . 100 kpc.
However, radial flows, driven at early times directly by the
perturbation and at later times by the emerging spiral flows,
can alter the azimuthally-averaged distribution also at much
larger radii. In particular, as the spiral forms, an inflow (out-
flow) develops beneath (above) the discontinuity, and dissi-
pates gradually. Recall that such a pattern, seen also in previ-
ous simulations, is inconsistent with observed flows, indicat-
ing physical processes not included in the simulations. Figure
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Figure 15. Fitting the spiral pattern in nominal runs of high resolution in offset 2D-GADGET (top row, in a 1.3 Mpc box), 3D-GADGET

(second row; 1.4 Mpc), and fixed-viscosity Athena (third row, 1.3 Mpc) runs, and in the nominal 3D merger run (fourth row; 1.5 Mpc).
The left column shows the t = 50 Gyr entropy in a 1 Mpc box, with yellow dots at the maximal entropy in each radial bin. The right

column fits these points as different spiral profiles (see legend): power law (abbrev. P; Eq. (46); solid green curve), hyperbolic (H; Eq. (44);

dashed blue), or logarithmic (L; Eq. (45); dot-dashed).
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Figure 16. Representative azimuthal profiles in the spiral plane
(θ = π/2), sampled at t = 20 Gyr (top to bottom): for offset sim-

ulations in 2D-GADGET (r ' 300 kpc), 3D-GADGET (400 kpc),
and fixed-viscosity Athena (350 kpc) and for a merger simulation
in 3D-GADGET (200 kpc). Notations are as in Fig. 2, but using

δA instead of δÃ, i.e. without normalising the azimuthal devia-
tions by (q+ 1)/(q− 1). Here, the precise discontinuity angle φd is
defined by δρ(φd) = 0.

17 shows the late-time radial thermal profiles normalised to
their initial, Hernquist-distribution counterparts; Figs. 18–22
focus on the entropy profile.

As expected, the radial flows mix the plasma, pushing cold,
dense, low-entropy gas outwards and bringing hot, dilute,
high-entropy gas inwards. This mixing is dominated by the
initial perturbation, whereas the subsequent spiral flows in
such simulations modify the configuration in the opposite
direction, with the low-entropy gas inside the discontinuity
flowing inwards (Keshet 2012). Consequently, at late times
we find that the entropy inside r ∼ 1 Mpc increases with re-
spect to its initial value. This increase is associated both with
a decline in density and a more modest rise in temperature,
such that the pressure decreases. As the figure demonstrates,
the thermal distributions inside and perpendicular to the spi-
ral plane are very similar to each other. The temperature
profile is found to be similar also among different simula-
tion codes, whereas the lowered density does differ somewhat
among codes, corresponding to different efficiencies of gas
ejection from the core.

The Athena simulations show a somewhat different be-
haviour near the centre, with the temperature rising and
density dropping rapidly as r decreases, giving a constant
entropy core. This strongly-mixed core, generated by a con-
vective instability driven by the initial perturbation and sub-
sequent flows, becomes larger for a stronger perturbation or
for weaker viscosity. The core converges over a . 10 Gyr
timescale, washing out the spiral structure near the centre.
Although the core is substantially larger than the resolution-
induced mixing region seen in our nominal set-up in the ab-
sence of a perturbation, we find that the core progressively
shrinks as the resolution increases; this effect is particularly
strong for merger simulations, as shown in Fig. 20.

The different behaviour of GADGET simulations appears
to be better converged with resolution, at least for r &
20 kpc, but these simulations are known to poorly resolve
the Kelvin-Helmholtz and convective instabilities (Mitchell
et al. 2009; Valcke et al. 2010; Tricco 2019) responsible for
the Athena cores. Hence, we focus on the Athena simulations,
as a better representation of the ICM behaviour in the cen-
tral regions and on small scales. One should keep in mind,
however, that such simulations cannot resolve the evolution
of the core under more realistic conditions, where AGN feed-
back, magnetic fields, heat conduction, and turbulent effects
may play an important role.

3.8 Entropy profile

The entropy profile is particularly illuminating, because in
our adiabatic simulations, entropy directly traces the mixing
of the gas. Figure 18 presents the profile K(r) along a radial
ray in the spiral plane, showing the sequential jumps in the
adiabat at each crossing of the spiral discontinuity. As the
figure shows, offset (left panel) and merger (right) Athena
simulations typically generate spirals sufficiently tight and
discontinuity jumps sufficiently high to flatten out the lo-
cal radial entropy profile between discontinuities, and even
produce locally negative ∂rK. Such a profile becomes con-
vectively unstable locally; in a self-similar spiral, this implies
a violation of the stability condition (22). Under such condi-
tions, the K(r) profile in a given sector should saturate onto
a series of flat (∂rK = 0) steps, as indeed seen in the figure.
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Figure 17. Evolved, t = 40 Gyr radial (azimuthally-averaged) profiles of electron number density (top row) and gas temperature

(second row), pressure (third row), and adiabat (bottom row), shown before (left column) and after (right) normalising to the initial,
Hernquist distribution (dot-dashed black in left column). Results shown for offset simulations of 2D-GADGET (solid green), 3D-GADGET

(dashed blue and cyan), and fixed-viscosity Athena (dot-dashed red and orange); the latter two shown both within (short dashing) and
perpendicular (long dashing and lighter colour) to the spiral plane. Azimuthal volume averaging is used; mass-averaging gives qualitatively

similar results. The Athena simulations show a constant-entropy core and a linear entropy region (dotted black curves in bottom-right

panel); the flat entropy profile in the core is gradually replaced by the linear profile as resolution is raised.
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Furthermore, once a convective instability emerges locally,
between adjacent spiral windings, the global entropy profile
should not remain too shallow, as discussed in §2.3.4. Namely,
under the assumptions leading to Eq. (39), the azimuthally-
averaged K̄(r) profile outside the convective core should not
remain sublinear. As a result, one expects K̄(r) outside the
convective core to relax into a linear, K̄ ∝ r profile, bridging
between the K̄(r) = const. centre and the superlinear K̄(r)
periphery. Such a behaviour is indeed seen in our Athena
simulations, as hinted by the dotted black curves in the bot-
tom right panel of Fig. 17. The effect is shown in more de-
tail in Figs. 19–22, which depict the K̄/r profile to highlight
K̄/r ' const. regions in both offset (left panels) and merger
(right panels) simulations.

Indeed, a linear, K̄(r) ∝ r region emerges in our simula-
tions quite robustly. In early stages, this linear region shows
oscillations (Fig. 19) indicative of an instability, gradually dis-
sipating due to radial flows. The linear region, spanning about
an order of magnitude in r in our high-resolution simulations,
becomes more extended and less interrupted by oscillations at
later times (Fig. 19), higher resolutions (Fig. 20), or stronger
viscosities (Fig. 21). While the normalization K̄/r ' const.
in our simulations is smaller than that of the observed uni-
versal profile (dotted purple line in these figures), the former
increases for stronger perturbations (Fig. 22), i.e. as a larger
volume of the cluster is affected by the spiral structure.

The K̄(r) profile remains linear in regions that contained a
tight or sharp spiral even after it dissipated, as seen by com-
paring the right panels of Figs. 18 and 19. Therefore, a spiral
perturbation traversing a large ICM volume can imprint a
linear K̄(r) profile even if no persistent spiral is observed. In
addition, feedback and heating processes not included in our
simulations could sustain the spiral over larger scales, extend
the linear K̄(r) region, and further raise its K̄/r normaliza-
tion.

4 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We show, analytically and numerically, how a combination
of ICM mixing and rotation naturally leads to the robust

formation of a thermal quasi-spiral structure over a few
Gyr timescales, and quantify the resulting quasi-steady state
at late times. Thus, a wide range of perturbations, strong
enough to create a tangential discontinuity and deposit suf-
ficient angular momentum, lead to a similar structure (see
Fig. 6–12), with viscosity regulating the evolution and tight-
ness of the spiral through the dissipation of differential rota-
tion (Eq. (24) and Figs. 13, 14).

The early-time evolution is sensitive to the underlying
plasma distribution, the details of energy and angular-
momentum deposition, the number of dimensions, viscosity,
and additional physical processes such as feedback and radia-
tive cooling. However, the late-time outcome is an approxi-
mately self-similar pattern (Eqs. (6), (15), (16)), fixed mainly
by the gravitational potential (Eq. (11)), the initial density
distribution, and the dimensionless tightness ξ and contrast
q parameters, which are related to each other; see §2.2. While
the self-similar nature of the flow becomes increasingly trans-
parent at late times, as the pattern approaches uniform slow
rotation, its basic attributes already manifest a few Gyr af-
ter the perturbation. We verify the results using a range of
Eulerian and Lagrangian simulations of 2D and 3D, merger
and offset, clusters.

The late-time structures emerging in these simulations are
robust, similar to each other, and of morphological and ther-
mal features that agree with observations, suggesting that a
simple quasi-steady state can be used as a basis for modelling
the ICM even when additional physical processes, in particu-
lar feedback and radiative cooling, are incorporated. Similar
late-times structures are obtained in 2D and in the equatorial
plane in 3D, indicating that radial flows are not essential and
that the plane can be analysed in isolation. While the evo-
lution of the quasi-spiral structure and its ultimate tightness
depend on viscosity, we obtain qualitatively similar structures
for different µ(T ) prescriptions, facilitating simplified models
based on a uniform viscosity (see §2.3.3).

The quasi-spiral structure is strongly constrained by the
presence of a φd(r, θ) ∝ Φ(r) discontinuity manifold, combin-
ing a trailing spiral in the equatorial plane with concentric
semicircles perpendicular to the plane, in resemblance of a
snail shell (see Fig. 1). In particular, the hyperbolic spiral

Figure 18. The adiabat profile along a radial ray in the spiral plane. Left: Late-time offset simulations (notations as in Fig. 17; 3D-
GADGET and Athena profiles are manually offset to higher K, for visibility), showing K(r) both azimuthally averaged (thin curves) and
in a 20◦ sector (thick curves). Right: Athena merger simulation with rM = 10, showing K(r) in a 20◦ sector at t = {5, 10, 20, 40} Gyr

(red to blue solid curves; earlier-time profiles increasingly offset to lower K, for visibility).
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pattern corresponding to a Hernquist potential is recovered
for a wide range of offset and merger simulations (see Fig. 15).
The tightness of the spiral, given by ξ (see Eq. (7)), increases
in time until differential rotation is dissipated. Once the tan-
gential discontinuity has been created, it remains embedded
in the ICM and cannot disappear, although its contrast may
dissipate without feedback or other processes that sustain it.

The thermal structure is determined by the discontinuity
density contrast q, which is approximately constant close to
the spiral plane; a generalization for the full 3D structure is
outlined in §2.2.1 and followed-up in Ghosh et al. (in prepa-
ration). A subtle pressure spiral must emerge, both before
(§2.3) and after (§2.2) the structure relaxes to its self-similar
state, in order to entrain the hot and cold plasma phases at
the same radii, preventing them from buoyantly rising or sink-
ing. Thus, while an evolved spiral tends toward linear ρ(φ)
and T (φ) profiles (at a given radius r), the pressure P (φ)
given by their product is not constant, but rather a concave
parabola minimized as φ = φd. This result agrees with the-
ory (Eqs. (15)–(18) and Figs. 2 and 4), numerical simulations
(Fig. 16), and observations.

The radial, azimuthally-averaged profiles T̄ of temperature

and K̄ of the adiabat are typically enhanced by the presence
of a quasi-spiral structure (Figs. 3 and 17), while the density
and pressure profiles can remain unchanged by a relaxed, self-
similar structure. In a given angular sector, the radial pro-
files of density and entropy increasingly flatten between spi-
ral windings of the discontinuity as ξ or q increase. Extreme
values of these parameters (Eqs. (21)–(22)) can thus lead to
convective and potentially even Rayleigh-Taylor instabilities.
Indeed, Athena simulations resolve a tightening of the spi-
ral sufficient to induce a local convective instability within
radial sectors bounded by consecutive spiral windings. This
instability leads to flat entropy steps K(r) in angular sectors
(Fig. 18) and, at least at low resolution, to a flat-entropy
(K = const.) core in the centre of the cluster.

We find that between the flat-entropy core and the steep
rising-entropy periphery, the spiral structure imprints a lin-
ear, K̄(r) ∝ r adiabat that persists after the spiral dissi-
pates. This linear behaviour develops in regions that show
flat K(r) steps in angular sectors, and involves temporary os-
cillations in the azimuthally-averaged K̄(r), suggesting some
global convective instability. The K̄(r) ∝ r behaviour be-
comes more pronounced and spans a larger region at later

Figure 19. Temporal evolution of the azimuthally-averaged K̄/r profile in high-resolution fixed-viscosity offset (left panel) and rM = 10
merger (right panel) Athena simulations at times t = 5, 10, 20, 30, 40, and 50 Gyr (short pink to long blue dashing). Also shown are the

initial, Hernquist profile (dot-dashed black) and the observed profile (dotted purple with shaded region for the dispersion in normalization

among different systems, from Reiss & Keshet 2015).

Figure 20. Same as Fig. 19 at t = 40 Gyr for fixed viscosity simulations of low (red), medium (orange), nominal (green) and high (blue)

resolutions (short to long dashing).
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Figure 21. Same as Fig. 19 for nominal resolution with Spitzer viscosity (solid orange curve) or fixed µ/µS(3 keV) = 1, 3, and 10 (short

red to long blue dashing).

times (Fig. 19), higher resolutions (Fig. 20), or stronger vis-
cosities (Fig. 21). Our numerical results can be understood
(§2.3.4) in terms of a modified convective instability, associ-
ated with the motion of radial segments of constant K that
are sustained on a short timescale by the local instability.

Interestingly, a universal, linear K̄(r) profile is found in
well-deprojected galaxy cluster observations, and there is ev-
idence showing that this profile is regulated by a dynamical
process. Our results suggest that even transient spiral struc-
tures could be responsible for imprinting such a profile onto
the ICM. Unlike our simulations, the K̄(r) profile in obser-
vations shows a linear behaviour spanning the entire clus-
ter, resulting in a universal normalization; reproducing such
a profile would require stronger perturbations (see Fig. 22),
repeated perturbations, or additional physical processes.

While the quasi-spiral solution can serve as a basis for mod-
elling the spiral thermal structures typical of the ICM, it lacks
the nearly sonic outflows inside CFs, the slow inflows outside
CFs, radiative cooling, radio bubbles, deviations from hydro-
static equilibrium associated with magnetic field layers, and
other properties of observed clusters. Outflows, inflows, and

the magnetic layers they induce, while not essential for the
quasi-steady state, can be incorporated in the model, proba-
bly accelerating the spiral evolution and protecting the cool
core from the cooling instability. Finally, as we obtain similar
structures for a wide range of perturbations, and no present
model or simulation reproduces all of the essential features
outlined above, specific merger scenarios invoked in the lit-
erature to explain a given spiral ICM observation may be
non-unique.
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Figure 22. Same as Fig. 19 for weak to strong perturbations (short red to long blue dashing). Offset simulations (left panel, nominal
resolution) with initial dx/a = 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, and 0.5. Merger simulations (right panel, high resolution) with mass ratios rM = 20,
10, 5, and 3; the latter two results are poorly converged, as demonstrated by the flattening of the rM = 5 bump at r ' 30 kpc at an even

higher resolution (dotted green).
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E., Forman W. R., 2011, MNRAS, 413, 2057

Sanderson A. J. R., O’Sullivan E., Ponman T. J., 2009, MNRAS,
395, 764

Schwarzschild M., 1958, Structure and evolution of the stars..

Princeton University Press

Spitzer L., 1956, Physics of Fully Ionized Gases. Dover Publications

Springel V., 2005, MNRAS, 364, 1105

Springel V., Yoshida N., White S. D. M., 2001, New Astron., 6, 79

Stone J. M., Tomida K., White C. J., Felker K. G., 2020, ApJS,
249, 4

Tanaka T., Kunieda H., Hudaverdi M., Furuzawa A., Tawara Y.,

2006, PASJ, 58, 703

Tittley E. R., Henriksen M., 2005, ApJ, 618, 227

Tricco T. S., 2019, MNRAS, 488, 5210

Ueda S., Ichinohe Y., Molnar S. M., Umetsu K., Kitayama T.,
2020, ApJ, 892, 100

Vaezzadeh I., et al., 2022, MNRAS,

Valcke S., de Rijcke S., Rödiger E., Dejonghe H., 2010, MNRAS,
408, 71

Werner N., et al., 2016, MNRAS, 455, 846

ZuHone J. A., Markevitch M., Johnson R. E., 2010, ApJ, 717, 908

ZuHone J. A., Markevitch M., Lee D., 2011, ApJ, 743, 16

ZuHone J. A., Kunz M. W., Markevitch M., Stone J. M., Biffi V.,

2015, ApJ, 798, 90

ZuHone J. A., Miller E. D., Simionescu A., Bautz M. W., 2016,
ApJ, 821, 6

APPENDIX A: PRESSURE SPIRAL
DERIVATION

The spiral discontinuity can be incorporated in the integral
in Eq. (25) through piecewise integration or using identities
such as (φ mod 2π) = π−2

∑∞
k=1 sin(kφ)/k. For a linear ρ(φ)

profile, suffice to collect the contributions to ∂φφP from dis-
continuities crossed along a radial ray, as shown in Eq. (26).

For instance, for a steady-state P0 ∝ rλ profile perturbed
by a φ = 2πc rλc spiral pattern with the linear azimuthal
density profile (15), the pressure distribution derived from
Eq. (25) is then given by

q + 1

q − 1

(
P

P0
− 1

)
= 1 + 2j + 2φ̃− 2rλcc

1 + λc/λ
(A1)

+ 2
ζ
(
− λ
λc
, φ̃+ j

)
− ζ

(
− λ
λc
, φ̃
)
− (φ̃+ j)λ/λc

rλcλ/λc
,

where φ̃ ≡ φ/(2π), j ≡ bc rλc − φ̃c, ζ is the Hurwitz zeta
function, and the free parameters λ, c, and λc are assumed
constant. Similar but more lengthy expressions can be de-
rived for more sophisticated spiral patterns, density profiles,
contrast scalings, and ICM distributions, including the hy-
perbolic spiral in a Hernquist ICM shown in Fig. 4.
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