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ABSTRACT

While bars are common in disk galaxies, their formation conditions are not well understood. We use
N-body simulations to study bar formation and evolution in isolated galaxies consisting of a stellar
disk, a classical bulge, and a dark halo. We consider 24 galaxy models that are similar to the Milky
Way but differ in the mass and compactness of the classical bulge and halo concentration. We find that
the bar formation requires (Q7.min/1.2)? + (CMC/0.05)? < 1, where Q7 min and CMC refers to the
minimum value of the Toomre stability parameter and the central mass concentration, respectively.
Bars tend to be stronger, longer, and rotate slower in galaxies with a less massive and less compact
bulge and halo. All bars formed in our models correspond to slow bars. A model with the bulge mass
of ~ 10-20% of the disk under a concentrated halo produces a bar similar to the Milky-Way bar. We
discuss our findings in relation to other bar formation criteria suggested by previous studies.

Keywords: Disk Galaxies (391), Milky Way Galaxy (1054), Galaxy Bulges (578), Galaxy Disks (589),
Barred Spiral Galaxies (136), Galaxy Bars (2364)

1. INTRODUCTION

Bars are common in the universe. More than ~ 60%
of disk galaxies in optical and near-infrared images are
known to possess a weak or strong bar in the local
universe (de Vaucouleurs 1963; Sellwood & Wilkinson
1993; Knapen et al. 2000; Whyte et al. 2002; Lau-
rikainen et al. 2004; Marinova & Jogee 2007; Menéndez-
Delmestre et al. 2007; Aguerri et al. 2009; Méndez-Abreu
et al. 2012; Buta et al. 2015; Diaz-Garcia et al. 2016,
2019). The fraction of barred disk galaxies decreases
with redshift (Sheth et al. 2008; Melvin et al. 2014), with
a tendency that more massive galaxies are more likely
barred. Bar formation appears inhibited in dispersion-
dominated galaxies and in halo-dominated galaxies at
low redshift (Sheth et al. 2012). These indicate that
the bar formation occurs preferentially in a late secu-
lar phase of galaxy formation when the disks become
dynamically cold (Kraljic et al. 2012).

Theoretically, bar formation is due to gravitational in-
stability of a rotationally-supported stellar disk (Toomre
1964): non-axisymmetric perturbations grow via swing
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amplification and initially circular stellar orbits are de-
formed to elongated x; orbits that form and support a
bar (see, e.g., Sellwood 2014). A number of simulations
have shown that the presence of a dark halo affects the
bar formation and evolution (Ostriker & Peebles 1973;
Hohl 1976; Debattista & Sellwood 2000; Valenzuela &
Klypin 2003; Holley-Bockelmann et al. 2005; Weinberg
& Katz 2007). While the gravity of a halo tends to sup-
press the bar formation by reducing the relative strength
of the disk’s self-gravity in equilibrium (Ostriker & Pee-
bles 1973), angular momentum exchange between a bar
and a live halo allows the former to grow longer and
stronger (Athanassoula 2002). Also, the halo parame-
ters such as the axial ratio (Athanassoula 2002; Athanas-
soula et al. 2013) and spin (Collier et al. 2018, 2019;
Kataria & Shen 2022) lead to considerable changes in
the bar evolution.

In addition to a halo, a classical bulge can also
strongly affect the bar formation and evolution. Classi-
cal bulges are produced as a result of major /minor merg-
ers during galaxy formation (Kauffmann et al. 1993;
Baugh et al. 1996; Hopkins et al. 2009; Naab et al. 2014;
Bournaud et al. 2007; Hopkins et al. 2010). Unlike halos,
classical bulges are highly centrally concentrated and
can thus stabilize the inner regions of disks, without
affecting the outer regions much. Early studies found
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that a strong bulge suppresses swing amplification by in-
terrupting a feedback loop that transforms propagating
trailing waves to leading ones (Sellwood 1980; Toomre
1981; Binney & Tremaine 2008), inhibiting bar forma-
tion (e.g., Saha & Elmegreen 2018; Kataria & Das 2018).
Also, a live bulge can make a bar longer and stronger by
removing angular momentum from the latter, just like a
live halo (Sellwood 1980). A bar that forms can increase
a central mass, for example, by driving gas inflows (e.g.,
Athanassoula 1992; Buta & Combes 1996; Kim et al.
2012), which in turns weakens or destroys the bar by
disturbing bar-supporting x; orbits (e.g., Pfenniger &
Norman 1990; Hasan et al. 1993; Norman et al. 1996;
Shen & Sellwood 2004; Bournaud et al. 2005; Athanas-
soula et al. 2013).

While many numerical studies mentioned above are
useful to understand the effects of a bulge and a halo on
the bar formation and evolution, the quantitative con-
ditions for bar-forming instability have still been under
debate. Using numerical models with a fixed halo and a
disk with surface density 34 oc R~!, Ostriker & Peebles
(1973) suggested that bar formation requires

top = T/|W| > 0.14, (1)

where T and W stand for the total rotational and gravi-
tational potential energies of a galaxy, respectively. Us-
ing two-dimensional (2D) models with a fixed halo and
an exponential disk, Efstathiou et al. (1982) showed that
a bar forms in galaxies with
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where Viax, My, and Ry refer to the maximum rota-
tional velocity, mass, and scale radius of the disk, re-
spectively.

It is not until recent years that galaxy models for bar
formation treat all three components (disk, bulge, and
halo) as being live (Polyachenko et al. 2016; Salo & Lau-
rikainen 2017; Saha & Elmegreen 2018; Fujii et al. 2018;
Kataria & Das 2018, 2019; Kataria et al. 2020). In
particular, Kataria & Das (2018) used self-consistent
N-body simulations with differing bulge masses, and
showed that bar formation requires that the ratio of the
bulge to total radial force initially satisfies

M,

G
Fi0 =g ove,

< 0.35, (3)

where M, is the bulge mass and Vi, is the total ro-
tational velocity at R = Ry4. Using three-component
galaxy models with differing disk and bulge densities,
Saha & Elmegreen (2018) argued that their models

evolve to barred galaxies provided

'DSEE@<L (4)

(pa) ~ V10
where (pp) and (pg) are the mean densities of the bulge
and disk, respectively, within the half-mass radius of the
bulge.

The several different conditions given above imply
that there has not been consensus regarding the quanti-
tative criterion for bar formation. A part of the reason
for the discrepancies in the proposed conditions may
be that some models considered a fixed (rather than
live) halo, and that some authors explored parameter
space by fixing either bulge or halo parameters. Also, it
is questionable whether the effects of the complicated
physical processes (swing amplification and feedback
loop) involved in the bar formation can be encapsulated
by the single parameters given above. In this paper, we
revisit the issue of bar formation by varying both bulge
and halo parameters altogether. Our models will be use-
ful to clarify what conditions are necessary to produce
a bar when the mass and compactness of the bulge and
halo vary. We will show that the two key elements that
govern the bar formation are the minimum value of the
Toomre stability parameter Q)7 min and the central mass
concentration (CMC), defined as the total galaxy mass
inside the central 0.1 kpc relative to the total disk mass:
bars form more easily in galaxies with smaller Q7 min
and CMC. We also measure the strength, length, and
pattern speed of the bars that form in our simulations
and explore their dependence on the halo and bulge pa-
rameters.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we
describe our galaxy models and numerical methods we
employ. In Section 3, we present temporal changes of
the bar properties such as bar strength, pattern speed,
length, and angular momentum transfer from a disk to
halo and bulge. In Section 4, we compare our numerical
results with the previous bar formation conditions men-
tioned above, and propose the new conditions in terms
of Q1 min and CMC. We also use our numerical model to
constrain the classical bulge of the Milky Way. Finally,
we conclude our work in Section 5.

2. GALAXY MODEL AND METHOD
2.1. Galazy Models

To study the effects of spheroidal components on the
bar formation and evolution in disk galaxies, we consider
Milky Way-like, isolated galaxies. Our galaxy models
are three dimensional (3D), consisting of a dark mat-
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Table 1. Model parameters and various dimensionless quantities of the initial galaxy

models
Model  ap  My/Mg ay QT,min CMC tor  €eeLN Fkp Dsk
(kpe) (kpc)

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) M ® (9 10
Co0 30 0.0 0.4 1.062 0.04 x 1072 0.449 0.89 0.0 0.0
Co5 30 0.05 0.4 1.079 0.24x 1072 0.449 090 0.10 0.67
C10 30 0.1 0.4 1.085 0.44x 1072 0.447 091 0.19 1.30
C20 30 0.2 0.4 1.110 0.84x 1072 0.446 0.92 0.33 2.60
C30 30 0.3 0.4 1.140 1.22x 1072 0.445 0.94 0.44 3.90
C40 30 04 0.4 1.164 1.62x 1072 0.444 0.95 0.52 5.20
LOO 40 0.0 0.4 0.954 0.04x 1072 0.442 0.80 0.0 0.0
LO5 40 0.05 0.4 0.961 024x1072 0441 081 0.12 0.64
L10 40 0.1 0.4 0.975 044 x1072 0440 0.82 0.22 1.30
L20 40 0.2 0.4 1.000 0.84 x 1072 0.439 0.84 037 2.61
L30 40 0.3 0.4 1.023 1.24x 1072 0.438 0.86 049 3.91
L40 40 0.4 0.4 1.046 1.64x 1072 0.437 0.89 058 5.19
L50 40 0.5 0.4 1.056 2.06 x 1072 0.436 0.99 064 6.05
CO05¢ 30 0.05 0.2 1.082 0.58 x 1072 0.447 0.90 0.10 3.01
C10c 30 0.1 0.2 1.086 1.16 x 1072 0.446 0.91 0.18 5.76
C20c 30 0.2 0.2 1.106  2.26 x 1072 0.442 0.92 0.32 11.30
C30c 30 0.3 0.2 1.127 3.34x 1072 0.439 1.07 0.42 16.80
C40c 30 0.4 0.2 1.158 4.40 x 1072 0.437 1.23 0.50 22.21
LO5c 40 0.05 0.2 0961 058x1072 0439 081 0.12 2.89
L10c 40 0.1 0.2 0972 1.16x 1072 0438 0.82 0.21 5.72
L20c 40 0.2 0.2 0.999 226x1072 0435 0.88 0.36 11.28
L30c 40 0.3 0.2 1.024 3.38x 1072 0.432 1.07 046 16.84
L40c 40 0.4 0.2 1.049 4.48 x 1072 0.430 1.23 0.54 22.06
L50c 40 0.5 0.2 1.049 5.62x 1072 0.428 1.38 0.59 25.53

ter halo, a classical bulge, a stellar disk, and a central
supermassive black hole.

For the stellar disk, we adopt the exponential-secant
hyperbolic density distribution

Md R 2 z
R _ - h —_—
Pd( 72) | Zdﬁz exp ( d) sec ( d> ) (5)

where R is the cylindrical radius, Ry is the disk scale
radius, zq is the disk scale height, and M, is the to-
tal disk mass. We fix Ry = 3 kpc, zg = 0.3 kpc, and
My = 5 x 1019 Mg, similar to the Milky Way (Bland-
Hawthorn & Gerhard 2016, Helmi 2020). Initially, we
set the velocity anisotropy to fgr = 0% /02 = 2.0, where
or and o, refer to the velocity dispersions of the disk
particles in the radial and vertical directions, respec-
tively. We note that fr increases with time as the
disk evolves to form a bar, becoming similar to the ob-
served value of fr ~ 4 near the solar neighborhood (e.g.,

Sharma et al. 2014; Guiglion et al. 2015; Katz et al.
2018).

For both halo and classical bulge, we take the Hern-
quist (1990) profile

M a
21 r(r+a)d’

p(r) (6)

where r = (R? + 22)1/2 is the spherical radius, and M
and a denote the mass and the scale radius of each com-
ponent, respectively. For the halo, we fix its mass to
Mj, = 1.35 x 102 Mg = 26M, and consider two scale
radii: a centrally concentrated halo with a;, = 30 kpc
and a less concentrated halo with a;, = 40 kpc, which we
term C and L series, respectively. For the bulge, we vary
both mass M}, = (0-0.5) My and scale radius a; between
0.2 to 0.4 kpc. We place a supermassive black hole with
mass Mpy = 4 x 105 Mg, at the galaxy center.
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Figure 1. Radial distributions of the total rotational veloc-
ity vrot for models €00, LOO (top), C10, L10 (middle), and
C10c, L10c (bottom). A more massive and compact bulge
increase vrot at small R. Models in the C series have higher
Urot, by ~ 20 km s™! on average, than in the L series.

Table 1 lists the names and initial parameters of all
models. Column (1) gives the model names. Column
(2) gives the scale radius of the halo, while Columns
(3) and (4) list the bulge mass relative to the disk mass
and the bulge scale radius, respectively. The prefix C
and L in the model names stand for the centrally con-
centrated and less concentrated halo, respectively. The
number after the prefix denotes the bulge mass relative
to the total disk mass. The postfix ¢ implies a com-
pact bulge: the models with and without the postfix
have a, = 0.2 kpc and 0.4 kpc, respectively. For ex-
ample, model L20c has a less-concentrated halo with
ap = 40 kpc and a compact bulge with M, = 0.2M,
and ap = 0.2 kpc. Column (5) lists the minimum value
of the Toomre stability parameter. Column (6) lists the
CMC. Columns (7)—(10) give the values for the quanti-
ties defined in Equations (1) to (4). We take model C10
as our fiducial model.

Figure 1 plots the radial distributions of the total ro-
tational velocity vyt for selected models. The black and
blue lines correspond to the models in the C and L series,
respectively. It is apparent that increasing the bulge
mass enhances the rotational velocity. Models with a
compact bulge have higher rotational velocity in the in-
ner regions with R < ap. At R < 20 kpc, models in the
C series have larger v,o;, by ~ 20 km s~! on average,
than the L series counterparts.

1.6
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0.65 p) ) 6 5 10
R (kpc)

Figure 2. Radial profiles of Qr for models with M,/My =
0,0.1. The minimum value Q71 min occurs at R ~ 4-6 kpc,
which tends to be larger for a galaxy with a more concen-
trated halo and/or more massive bulge.

The gravitational susceptibility of a disk can be mea-
sured by the Toomre (1966) stability parameter

ROR

@r = 3.360%,’ (7)

where k is the epicycle frequency and Y, is the disk
surface density. Figure 2 plots the radial distributions
of Qr for models with M, /My = 0 and 0.1. Overall,
Qr is large at both small R (due to increase in x) and
large R (due to decrease in ¥4) and attains a minimum
value Q7 min at R ~ 4-6 kpc. Our galaxy models have
QT min in the range between 0.95 and 1.16 (Table 1):
Q7 min tends to be larger for a galaxy with a centrally
concentrated halo and/or more massive bulge, while it
is almost independent of the bulge compactness.

2.2. Numerical Method

To construct the initial galaxy models, we make use of
the GALIC code (Yurin & Springel 2014) which solves
the collisionless Boltzmann equations to find a desired
equilibrium state by optimizing the velocities of indi-
vidual particles. We distribute N; = 1.0 x 10%, and
Ny =5 x 1045 x 10°, and N, = 2.6 x 107 particles for
the disk, bulge, and halo, respectively. We set the mass
of each particle to m = 5 x 10* M, which are equal for
all three components.

We evolve our galaxy models by using a public version
of the Gadget-4 code (Springel et al. 2021). This version
has improved force accuracy, time-stepping, computa-
tional efficiency, and parallel scalability from Gadget-3.
It offers the Fast Multipole Method in which the tree
is accelerated by multipole expansion not only at the
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Figure 3. Snapshots of the disk surface density in model C10.

source side but also at the sink side. For our galaxy
models, we find the multipole expansion to order p = 4
is fastest. In addition, hierarchical time-integration
scheme can effectively reduce the computation time by
constructing a tree only for the set of particles involved
in the current force calculation. We take the force ac-
curacy parameter a@ = 3 x 10~% which conserves the
total angular momentum within ~ 0.1 percent (see be-
low). The softening parameters for dark halo, stellar
disk, and bulge particles are set to 0.05 kpc, 0.01 kpc,
and 0.01 kpc, respectively.

3. RESULTS

In this section, we present evolution of our models
with a focus on the temporal changes in the strength,
pattern speed, and size of the bars that form. The bar
formation conditions will be discussed in Section 4.

3.1. Bar Formation and Strength

Figure 3 plots snapshots of the disk surface density
for our fiducial model C10. Figure 4 plots the snap-
shots of all the models at t = 8.0 Gyr. In model C10
with Q7 min = 1.09, non-axisymmetric perturbations in-
herent in the particle distributions grow as they swing
from leading to trailing configurations (e.g., Binney &
Tremaine 2008; Kim & Ostriker 2007; Kwak et al. 2017;
Seo et al. 2019), forming spiral arms at t = 0.5 Gyr.
Since the inner Lindblad resonance (ILR) is weak in
this model, trailing spiral waves propagate toward the
galaxy center to become leading waves at the opposite
side, which can grow further: successive swing amplifica-
tions combined with multiple feedback loops eventually
lead to a bar at t 2 1.5 Gyr. If Q7 min is quite small, as
in models CO0 and L0O, the swing amplification is so vir-
ulent that the inner parts of the spiral arms are rapidly
organized into a bar in less than ~ 1 Gyr. In contrast,
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Figure 4. Snapshots of the disk surface density at ¢ = 8.0 Gyr in all the models. Each image is rotated such that the semi-major

axis of a bar (or an oval) is aligned parallel to the z-axis.
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Figure 5. Temporal changes of the bar strength As/Ag
for models with less compact bulges in the C series (top)
and for models with M, /Mg = 0.1 (bottom). Features with
Az/Ap < 0.2 are regarded as ovals or spirals.

if Q7 min is large or the ILR is too strong, as in models
C40, C20c, and L30c, the feedback loop is blocked and
the disks produce only spirals, sometimes with an oval.

To quantify the bar strength, we first consider an an-
nular region of the disk centered at radius R with width
AR =1 kpc and calculate the amplitudes of the m = 2
Fourier modes as

as(R) = Z m; cos (26;), (8a)

ba(R) = Z m; sin (26;), (8b)

where 6; and m; are the azimuthal angle and mass of
the ¢-th disk particle in the annulus, respectively. We
then define the bar strength as

Az max (M) . (9)

Ay 2imy

Note that As/Ao measures the strength of m = 2 spirals
when a bar is absent or weak. For spirals, the position

angle

P(R) = %tan_l (ZZ) (10)
systematically varies with R, while ¢(R) remains almost
constant for a bar.

Following Algorry et al. (2017), we regard galaxies
with As/Ap > 0.2 and relatively constant ¢(R) as be-
ing barred: features with Ay/Ay < 0.2 are considered as
ovals if ¢(R) is constant or spirals if )(R) changes with
R. Figure 5 plots temporal evolution of As/Ag for mod-
els with less compact bulges in the C series (upper panel)
and for models with M,/My; = 0.1 (lower panel). The
evolution of Ay/Ag is dominated by spirals at early time
(< 1-2 Gyr) and then by a bar. Although the spirals are
strong in the outer regions, they can affect the inner disk
where a bar exists before it fully grows (see the t < 3 Gyr
panels in Figure 3). The spirals and bar rotate about the
galaxy center at different pattern speeds. When the spi-
rals and bar become in phase, As/Ag achieves its peak
value temporarily (at ¢ = 2.3 Gyr for model C10). Sub-
sequently, Ao /Ag decreases as they become out of phase,
although it increases again as the bar grows further and
dominates the inner disk. The presence of a more mas-
sive bulge makes the bar forms later and weaker. The
bar formation is completely suppressed in models with
My/Mg > 0.4 in the C series.

The compactness of halo and bulge has a significant
effect on the bar formation. In the L series with a less
concentrated halo, disks are unstable to form a bar even
when the bulge mass amounts to ~ 50% of the disk
mass. In contrast, disks in the C series with a compact
halo do not produce a bar when M;,/My = 0.35. Sim-
ilarly, a more compact bulge tends to suppress the bar
formation. For example, the maximum bulge mass for
bar formation is decreased to 20% and 10% in the L and
C series, respectively, when the bulge is compact. Our
result that a bar does not form in galaxies with a very
massive and compact bulge is qualitatively consistent
with previous studies (e.g., Kataria & Das 2018; Saha
& Elmegreen 2018).

3.2. Buckling Instability

Figure 6 plots the temporal changes in the ratio,
0./0R, of the vertical to radial velocity dispersion of the
disk particles at R = 1 kpc for models with M;,/My <
0.2 in the C series together with model L00. Since a bar
is supported by x; orbits elongated along the bar semi-
major axis, its growth naturally involves the increase
in og. At the same time, the bar and spirals can ex-
cite the vertical motions of star particles, enhancing o,
(e.g., Quillen et al. 2014). When a bar grows rapidly,
as in models CO0 and LOO, og increases faster than o,
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Figure 6. Time evolution of the ratio, o, /or, of the velocity
dispersions at R = 1 kpc for models with M;/Mg < 0.2 in
the C series together with model L0OO. A rapid increase of
0./or at t ~ 5 Gyr in models C00 and L0O is due to buckling
instability.
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Figure 7. Time evolution of the B/P strength, Ps, defined
in Equation (11), for models shown in Figure 6. In most mod-
els, Ps increases relatively slowly, while it increases rapidly at
t ~ 5 Gyr in models CO0 and LOO, corresponding to buckling
instability.

resulting in a decrease in the ratio o, /or at early time.
When a bar grow slowly, in contrast, o./or remains
more or less constant.

The increase in o, leads to the disk thickening and the
formation of a boxy/peanut (B/P) bulge. All the bars
that form in our models evolve to B/P bulges. Figure 7
plots evolution of the B/P strength, defined as

P; = max @ , (11)
|20l

where the tilde denotes the median and zg is the initial
value (Tannuzzi & Athanassoula 2015; Fragkoudi et al.
2017; Seo et al. 2019), for models with M,/M; < 0.2.

z (kpc)

Figure 8. Contours of logarithm of the projected disk den-
sities at t = 6.0 Gyr in models with My/Mg < 0.2. The z-
and z-axes correspond to the bar semi-major axis and the
vertical direction, respectively. The dotted contours denote
¥ = 10%%,10%°,10%5,10%° Mg kpc2? from inside to out-
side.

In most models, the disk thickening occurs secularly.
However, P (as well as 0,/og) in models CO0 and L0OO
increases rapidly at t ~ 5 Gyr, which is due to vertical
buckling instability.

It is well known that a bar can undergo buckling
instability when o./og is small. Toomre (1966) and
Araki (1987) suggested that non-rotating thin disks are
unstable to the buckling instability if o,/or < 0.3.
For realistic disks with spatially varying o,/og, Raha
et al. (1991) found that the buckling instability occurs if
0./or < 0.25-0.55 in the mid-disk regions. By varying
the values of 0,/or in N-body simulations, Martinez-
Valpuesta et al. (2006) suggested that the critical value
is at 0,/or ~ 0.6 (see also Kwak et al. 2017). This is
consistent with our numerical results that models L0OO
and CO0 have o, /or < 0.6 before undergoing the buck-
ling instability, as shown in Figure 6.

Figure 8 plots the edge-on views of the projected den-
sity distributions of the disks at ¢ = 6.0 Gyr for models
with M,/My < 0.2. The 2- and z-directions correspond
to the direction parallel to the bar semi-major axis and
the vertical direction, respectively. The density distribu-
tions in models LOO and CO0 with no bulge are asymmet-
ric with respect to the z = 0 plane, evidencing the oper-
ation of buckling instability (Martinez-Valpuesta et al.
2006). We note that the other models with a bulge also
posses a B/P bulge which develops on a timescale longer
than in models LOO and C00. This is consistent with Sell-
wood & Gerhard (2020) who showed that the presence
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Figure 9. Temporal changes of the angular momentum of
the disk (orange), halo (blue), bulge (green), and the to-
tal (black) for model C10. All angular momenta and their
changes are relative to the initial angular momentum of the
disk L.q(0).

of a nuclear mass with only a small (~ 2.5%) fraction of
the disk mass tends to suppress the buckling instability.
In models with a bulge, the disks appear to thicken as
the bar particles are excited vertically by the passage
through the 2 : 1 vertical resonance (Quillen et al. 2014;
Sellwood & Gerhard 2020).

3.3. Angular Momentum and Pattern Speed

We calculate the angular momentum of each compo-
nent as

L, = Zmi(xvy — Yug). (12)

Figure 9 plots temporal changes of L, relative to the
initial disk angular momentum for a disk (orange), halo
(blue), bulge (green), as well as the total (black) in
model C10. The disk loses its angular momentum right
after the bar formation, while the halo and bulge absorb
it. Since the bulge occupies relatively a small volume in
space in model C10, the amount of angular momentum
it gains is limited to ~ 4%, while the halo absorbs the
remaining ~ 96%. In model L50 with a large bulge
mass, however, the bulge absorbs about ~ 26% of the
angular momentum lost by the disk. The total angular
momentum is conserved within ~ 0.1% in all models.
To calculate the bar pattern speed €2, we use two
methods: (1) the cross-correlation of the disk surface
density in the annular regions with width AR = 0.1 kpc
at R = 2 kpc where most bars attain their maximum
strength and (2) the temporal rate of changes in the po-
sition angle 9, i.e., QO = d/dt|g=2 kpc. We check that
the two methods yield the pattern speeds that agree
within ~ 1%. Figure 10 plots evolution of the bar pat-
tern speeds for selected models. The initial bar pattern
speed depends on the bulge mass in such a way that a
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Figure 10. Temporal changes of the bar pattern speed €2
for the bar-forming models shown in Figure 5. In all models,
Qp, decreases over time due to angular momentum transfer
from a bar to both halo and bulge.

more massive bulge tends to have larger €, (Kataria &
Das 2018, 2019). In all models, a bar becomes slower
over time due to the transfer of angular momentum to
both halo and bulge.

Figure 11 plots the temporal changes in the bar slow-
down rate, —d,/dt, for the models shown in Fig-
ure 10(a), showing that there is no systematic depen-
dence between the bar slow-down rate and the bulge
mass. This result is different from Kataria & Das (2019)
who found that the rate is higher for a more massive
bulge. The discrepancy may be due to the differences
in the bulge (and halo) compactness. The models con-
sidered by Kataria & Das (2019) have Ry/Rq < 0.18
with Rj being the half-mass bulge radius, which is more
compact than our models in the C series that have
Ry/Rq = (1 ++/2)ap/Rq = 0.32. Figure 12 of Kataria
& Das (2018) shows no systematic trend between the
bar slow-down rate and the bulge mass for models with
0.43 < Rp/R4q < 0.47. This suggests the bulge should
be sufficiently compact to control the temporal evolu-
tion of the bar pattern speed. In our models with less
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Figure 11. Temporal variations of the slow-down rate of
the bar pattern speed for the models shown in Figure 10(a).
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Figure 12. Radial distribution of ) —1)( Rmax) of the m = 2
mode in the disk of model C10 at ¢t = 5.5 Gyr. Here, Rmax
denotes the radius where As/Ag is maximized. The bar has
a length R, = 6.8 kpc at this time.

compact bulge than in Kataria & Das (2019), angular
momentum is predominantly absorbed by the halo (see
Figure 9).

3.4. Bar Length

One can use the position angle 1 (R) defined in Equa-
tion (10) to measure the bar length (e.g., Athanassoula
& Misiriotis 2002; Scannapieco & Athanassoula 2012).
Figure 12 plots the radial distribution of the position
angle of the m = 2 mode in the disk of model C10 at
t = 5.5 Gyr. Note that ¥(R) that remains more or less
constant at small R changes abruptly at R 2 6.8 kpc, in-
dicating that the bar has a semi-major axis R, = 6.8 kpc
at this time.

Figure 13 plots temporal changes of R} for the mod-
els shown in Figure 10. First of all, bars are longer in
models with a less massive and/or less compact bulge
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Figure 13. Temporal changes of the bar length R} for the
models shown in Figure 10.

since these allow stronger swing amplifications. Overall,
the bar length in our models increases with time, ex-
pedited by angular momentum exchange with the halo
and bulge (Athanassoula 2003). The increasing rate of
the bar length is lower in models with more massive and
compact bulge. We note that the decrease of the bar
length at ¢t ~ 3.8 Gyr in model C00, t ~ 5.3 Gyr in
model C05, and ¢t ~ 3.3 Gyr C20 is caused by the inter-
actions with surrounding spiral arms (or an inner ring)
which tend to shorten the bar by perturbing particles
on outer x; orbits. In model L10, outer spiral arms are
in phase with the bar at t ~ 1 Gyr, making R} longer
than the true bar length temporarily.

Figure 14 plots the dependence of the bar pattern
speed €, and the corotation radius Rcr on the bar
length Ry, in all models that form a bar, with the symbol
size representing the simulation time. In general, longer
bars tend to be slower. The ratio R = Rcr /Ry is useful
to classify slow or fast bars: bars with R > 1.4 are con-
sidered slow, while those with R < 1.4 are termed fast
bars. Models with a massive and compact bulge have
larger R since they have short bars compared to those
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Figure 14. Relationship (a) between € and Ry and (b)
between Rcr and R for all models that form a bar. The
marker sizes correspond to the simulation times. The red
dashed and blue solid lines in (b) draw R = Rcr/Ry = 1.0
and 1.4, respectively, indicating that all bars in our models
are slow with R > 1.4.

with a less compact bulge. Note that all bars are slow
rotators for almost all time.

4. DISCUSSION

In the preceding section, we have shown that models
with a massive and compact bulge and a concentrated
halo are less likely to form a bar. In this section we com-
pare our numerical results with the previous bar forma-
tion conditions mentioned in Section 1. We then propose
a new two-parameter condition that is consistent with
the theory of bar formation. We also use our numerical
results to indirectly measure the mass of the classical
bulge in the Milky Way.

4.1. Criteria for Bar Formation

Figure 15 plots the simulation outcomes in the top—
egLN plane, with the blue and red symbols representing
unstable and stable models to bar formation, respec-
tively: the values of top and egpn of each model are
listed in Columns (7) and (8) of Table 1. Circles and
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Figure 15. Simulation outcomes in the top—€grn plane.
The vertical dashed line marks ey = 1.1 (Equation 2).
Blue symbols denote unstable models for bar formation,
while red symbols are for stable models. Circles and trian-
gles are for models in the L and C series, respectively. Open
and filled symbols correspond to models with compact and
less compact bulges, respectively.
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Figure 16. Same as Figure 15 but in the Fxp—Dsg plane.
The horizontal and vertical dashed lines draw Fxp = 0.35
and Dsg = 1/V10 (see Equations (3) and (4)), respectively.

triangles mark the models in the L and C series, respec-
tively, with the open (filled) symbols corresponding to
the compact (less compact) bulges. While all the mod-
els have top > 0.42, some of them do not evolve to
form a bar, suggesting that top is not a good indicator
of the disk stability against bar formation. This is most
likely because Ostriker & Peebles (1973) employed mod-
els with a fixed halo, neglecting halo-disk interactions
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which are crucial for the bar growth. Saha & Elmegreen
(2018) also noted that the initial value of top cannot
determine whether a bar forms or not.

The abscissa of Figure 15 shows that all the bar-
forming models satisfy the ELN criterion (Equation 2).
However, some galaxies with a massive bulge under a
concentrated halo remain stable even with egpn < 1.1.
The discrepancy between the ELN criterion and our re-
sults is because it, based on 2D thin-disk models with
a fixed halo, does not capture the disk-halo interactions
(e.g., Athanassoula 2008; Fujii et al. 2018). Analyses
of galaxies in recent simulations for cosmological galaxy
formation such as EAGLE and IllustrisTNG, etc. have
also found that egpn is incomplete to predict whether
galaxies formed are barred or not (Yurin & Springel
2015; Algorry et al. 2017; Marioni et al. 2022; Izquierdo-
Villalba et al. 2022).

Figure 16 plots our results in the Fxp—Dsg plane, with
the blue and and symbols corresponding to the unsta-
ble and stable models, respectively: the values of Fkp
and Dgg of each model are given in Columns (9) and
(10) of Table 1. The ordinate of Figure 16 shows that
Equation (3) is overall consistent with the simulation
results for the models in the C series, although it fails
for the models in the L series: some models with a mas-
sive bulge under a less concentrate halo form a bar even
with Fgp > 0.35. In fact, all the models in Kataria &
Das (2018) belong to our C series, so that their criterion
is unable to predict bar formation in models with less
concentrated halos.!

Saha & Elmegreen (2018) found that a compact bulge
suppresses feedback loops by making the ILR strong.
According to Equation (4) for bar formation, all of our
models except models CO0 and LOO with no bulge should
not form a bar. However, the abscissa of Figure 16 shows
that most models with Dgg, < (4-10) are unstable to bar
formation. It is unclear why our results are so different
from Equation (4), but the parts of the reason may be
that compared with our models, their halos are small
in mass with Mj, ~ 4M,; and their disks are thin with
zq ~ 0.02Ry.

As mentioned earlier, bar formation in a disk in-
volves several cycles of swing amplifications and feed-
back loops. This naturally requires two conditions: (1)
the disk should have small Q7 min to be sufficiently
susceptible to self-gravitational instability and (2) the
ILR should be weak enough for incoming waves pass

I The halos employed in Kataria & Das (2018) have the scale radius
of ap, = 17.88 kpc for the MA models and aj, = 25.54 kpc for the
MB models (S. K. Kataria, 2022, private communication), which
are smaller than aj;, = 30 kpc for the models in our C series.
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Figure 17. Same as Figure 16 but in the Q7 min—CMC
plane. The shaded regions correspond to Equation 13, within
which all the bar-forming models are located.

through the center, which is achieved when the CMC
is small. Motivated by these physical considerations,
Figure 17 plots the simulation outcomes in the Q7 min—
CMC plane. Models with more compact bulge and halo
have a higher CMC than the less concentrated counter-
parts with the same M;,/M,. Models with concentrated
halos tend to have higher Q7 min, although Q7 min is in-
sensitive to the bulge compactness. Note that all the
bar-forming models satisfy

Qrmin\~ , (CMC)?

( 12 ) * < 0.05) <b (13)
marked as a shade in Figure 17. In models with Q7 min
or CMC larger than Equation 13 implies, swing ampli-
fications with suppressed feedback loops are not strong
enough to promote bar formation: these models end up
with only weak spiral arms in outer disks (see Figure 4).

Failure of Equations (3) and (4) as a criterion for bar
formation is because they account only for a bulge in
setting the ILR. However, our results show that not only
the bulge mass but also the halo mass in the galaxy
center are important in determining the strength of the
ILR.

4.2. Fast or Slow Bars

The fact that all bars in our models are slow is consis-
tent with the results of Roshan et al. (2021) who found
that bars formed in cosmological hydrodynamical sim-
ulations are preferentially slow, with the mean value of
R ~ 1.9-3.0. However, Cuomo et al. (2020) showed that
most observed bars in 77 nearly galaxies are fast, with a
mean value of R ~ 0.92. What causes the discrepancy in
the bar properties between observations and simulations
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is a challenging question. Frankel et al. (2022) argued
that the discrepancy arises not because the simulated
bars are too slow but because they are too short.

There is a large room for improvement in both simula-
tions and observations for more reliable comparisons. In
simulations, our isolated-galaxy models need to be more
realistic by including a gaseous component, star forma-
tion, halo spin, etc., which may affect the bar pattern
speeds significantly. Cosmological simulations still suffer
from issues such as insufficient resolution and calibra-
tion of feedback from star formation and active galac-
tic nuclei. In observations, the often-used Tremaine-
Weinberg method in measuring the bar pattern speeds
depends critically on the assumptions that galaxies are
in a steady state and that there is a well-defined pat-
tern (Tremaine & Weinberg 1984), the validity of which
is not always guaranteed. In addition, the bar length de-
pends considerably on the measurement methods such
as Fourier analysis, force ratio, ellipse fitting, etc. (Lee
et al. 2022). Theoretically, it is impossible to have a
long-lived, quasi-steady bar with R < 1 since the bar-
supporting z1 orbits exist only inside the corotation ra-
dius (e.g., Contopoulos 1980; Contopoulos & Grosbgl
1989; Binney & Tremaine 2008).

4.3. Classical Bulge of the Milky Way

The Milky Way is a barred galaxy dominated by a
B/P bulge (e.g., Dwek et al. 1995; Martinez-Valpuesta
& Gerhard 2011; Ness et al. 2013). Some early studies
reported that the bar in the Milky Way is fast and short,
with 50 < Q, < 60kms~'kpc™! and R, ~ 3 kpc (Fux
1999; Debattista et al. 2002; Bissantz et al. 2003; Fragk-
oudi et al. 2019; Dehnen 2000), while recent studies sug-
gested that it is rather slow and long, with 33 < € <
45kms~tkpe™! and Ry, ~ 4.5-5 kpce (Wegg et al. 2015;
Sormani et al. 2015; Portail et al. 2017; Bland-Hawthorn
& Gerhard 2016; Clarke & Gerhard 2022). By compar-
ing observed proper motions in the bar and bulge regions
with dynamical models, Clarke & Gerhard (2022) most
recently reported €, = 33.29 & 1.81km s~ kpc™!, plac-
ing the corotation resonance at Rcr ~ 5-7 kpc.

Using our numerical results, we attempt to constrain
the mass of the classical bulge of the Milky Way. As Fig-
ures 10 and 13 show, the bar in model C10 has £ ~ 30—
35kms~'kpc~! and Ry ~ 4.5-5 kpc at t = 2.5-3.5 Gyr,
which are well matched to the observed properties of
the Milky-Way bar. Model C20 produces a bar with
O ~ 36kms 'kpc~! and Ry, ~ 4.2 kpc at t = 8 Gyr.
The bars in models CO0 and CO05 have a length of
Ry ~ 5 kpc at t ~ 2.5 Gyr, but their pattern speeds
are smaller than 30 kms™! kpc~!. These results suggest
that the Milky may possess a classical bulge with mass

~ 10-20% of the disk mass. This is consistent with the
claim of Shen et al. (2010) that the classical bulge of the
Milky Way should be less than 25% of the disk mass to
be fitted well with the observed stellar kinematics (see
also Di Matteo et al. 2015). If the age of the Milky-Way
bar is ~ 3 Gyr, as proposed by Cole & Weinberg (2002)
based on the ages of infrared carbon stars, the bar in
model C10 best represents the Milky Way bar. If it is
instead ~ 8 Gyr old, as proposed by Bovy et al. (2019)
based on the kinematic analyses of APOGEE and Guaia
data, it would be better described by the bar in model
C20.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented the results of N-body simulations
to study the effects of spherical components including
a classical bulge and a dark halo on the formation and
evolution of a bar. For this, we have constructed 3D
galaxy models with physical conditions similar to the
Milky Way and varied the bulge-to-disk mass ratio as
well as the compactness of the halo and bulge compo-
nents, while fixing the disk and halo masses. Our main
conclusions are highlighted below.

1. Bar Properties — The presence of a massive bulge
delays the bar formation. A bar forms later and
weaker in models with a more massive and com-
pact bulge and under a more concentrated halo.
Bars are shorter and thus rotate faster in models
with more massive and compact bulges. Angular
momentum transfer from a bar to both halo and
bulge makes the bar slower and longer over time,
although most of the angular momentum lost by
the bar is absorbed by the halo. All the bars in our
models are slow rotators with R = Rcr/Rp > 1.4.

2. B/P Bulge and Buckling Instability — All the mod-
els that form a bar undergo disk thickening and
eventually develop a B/P bulge. In all models
with a bulge, this proceeds secularly as the bulge
tends to suppress the bar formation. However, two
models (LOO and C00) with no bulge experience
buckling instability at ¢ ~ 5 Gyr during which the
bar thickens rapidly. The buckling instability oc-
curs when o, /og is kept below ~ 0.6 and involves
asymmetric density distribution of the disk across
the z = 0 plane.

3. Conditions for Bar Formation — Our numerical re-
sults for bar formation are not well explained by
the singe-parameter criteria proposed by the pre-
vious studies. We instead find that the bar for-
mation in our galaxy models need to satisfy Equa-
tion (13). In models with larger Qr min or larger
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CMC, the growth of perturbations via swing am-
plifications combined with feedback loops is too
weak to produce bar-supporting x; orbits.

4. Classical Bulge of the Milky Way — Among our
models, the bar at ¢ ~ 2.5-3.5 Gyr in model C10
or at t ~ 8 Gyr in model C20 is matched well
with the observed ranges of the bar length and
pattern speed in the Milky Way. This suggests
that the Milky Way is most likely to possess a
classical bulge with mass ~ 10-20% of the disk
mass.
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