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ABSTRACT
As they grow, galaxies can transition from irregular/spheroidal with “bursty” star formation histories (SFHs), to disky
with smooth SFHs. But even in simulations, the direct physical cause of such transitions remains unclear. We therefore
explore this in a large suite of numerical experiments re-running portions of cosmological simulations with widely varied
physics, further validated with existing FIRE simulations. We show that gas supply, cooling/thermodynamics, star for-
mation model, Toomre scale, galaxy dynamical times, and feedback properties do not have a direct causal effect on these
transitions. Rather, both the formation of disks and cessation of bursty star formation are driven by the gravitational poten-
tial, but in different ways. Disk formation is promoted when the mass profile becomes sufficiently centrally-concentrated
in shape (relative to circularization radii): we show that this provides a well-defined dynamical center, ceases to support
the global “breathing modes” which can persist indefinitely in less-concentrated profiles and efficiently destroy disks,
promotes orbit mixing to form a coherent angular momentum, and stabilizes the disk. Smooth SF is promoted by the po-
tential or escape velocity Vesc (not circular velocity Vc) becoming sufficiently large at the radii of star formation that cool,
mass-loaded (momentum-conserving) outflows are trapped/confined near the galaxy, as opposed to escaping after bursts.
We discuss the detailed physics, how these conditions arise in cosmological contexts, their relation to other correlated
phenomena (e.g. inner halo virialization, vertical disk “settling”), and observations.

Key words: galaxies: general — galaxies: evolution — galaxies: formation — Galaxy: structure — galaxies: star for-
mation — ISM: structure

1 INTRODUCTION

The origin of galaxy morphology and kinematic structure, and its re-
lation to their star formation histories, remain crucial open questions
in extragalactic astronomy (for recent reviews, see Somerville &
Davé 2015; Dale 2015; Naab & Ostriker 2017; Bullock & Boylan-
Kolchin 2017; Vogelsberger et al. 2020). Small dwarf galaxies and
high-redshift galaxies tend to exhibit irregular, “clumpy” morpholo-
gies with correspondingly disordered kinematics, and “bursty” star
formation with large temporal fluctuations about some mean star
formation rate (Kriek et al. 2009; Daddi et al. 2010; Ceverino et al.
2010; Förster Schreiber et al. 2011; Newman et al. 2012; Oklopčić
et al. 2017; Sparre et al. 2017; Guo et al. 2016; Smit et al. 2016;
Emami et al. 2019; Faisst et al. 2019; Flores Velázquez et al. 2021).
This is quite different from massive, low-redshift star-forming
galaxies which often exhibit morphologically thin and dynamically
cold disks with smooth (weakly-fluctuating, i.e. non-bursty) galaxy-
integrated star formation rates. While numerical simulations now
reproduce both regimes qualitatively (see references above and Sny-
der et al. 2015; Crain et al. 2015; Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2018),

and indeed anticipated the observed high-redshift disordered/bursty
phase (Fukuda et al. 2000; Immeli et al. 2004; Bournaud et al. 2007;
Elmegreen et al. 2009), most still struggle to match in detail the
precise morphological mix of galaxies as a function of mass and
redshift (Obreja et al. 2016; Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2018; Peebles
2020; Haslbauer et al. 2022; Cui et al. 2022). More fundamentally,
it still remains unclear (even in the simulations) how, when, where,
and why the onset of disk formation really occurs.

What does appear clear is that at some point in their history,
often between halo masses Mhalo ∼ 1011 −1012 M⊙, galaxies in cos-
mological simulations often undergo a rapid kinematic and mor-
phological transformation. The galaxy mass grows; the potential
well deepens; escape velocity, density, and characteristic acceler-
ation scales increase, while the dynamical time decreases; feedback
becomes less efficient and more dominated by “venting”; gas frac-
tions deplete and the Toomre/clump mass scale decreases; star for-
mation becomes less “bursty” and more smooth; inflows allow a
coherent central mass to form; the inner circumgalactic medium
(CGM) halo becomes quasi-virialized, with cooling times longer
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2 Hopkins et al.

than dynamical times; and the galaxy forms an increasingly sta-
ble, gradually-settling and growing disk. While the details of mod-
els and feedback treatments vary (and this introduces changes in
e.g. exactly where and when such transitions occur), this has now
been seen in a wide variety of different simulations and it appears
increasingly robust that such a transition does, in fact, occur (refer-
ences above and Sparre & Springel 2016; Hafen et al. 2022; Gurvich
et al. 2022; Furlanetto & Mirocha 2022; van Donkelaar et al. 2022).
Moreover growing observational evidence following high-redshift
progenitors of Milky-Way mass galaxies or tracing back Galactic
history via galactic archeology also appears to support this scenario
(Hung et al. 2019; Johnson et al. 2021; Zhu et al. 2022; Conroy et al.
2022; Law et al. 2022; Belokurov & Kravtsov 2022).

From a theoretical point of view, however, it is extremely diffi-
cult to disentangle the causal role of all of these different processes,
because they tend to occur at nearly the same cosmic time for a
given galaxy, and because many of them are causally linked in mul-
tiple different directions (i.e. they can “trigger” one another). The
“chicken or egg” question of which came first and why disks begin
to form at a given time (and therefore the most important physics in-
volved) remains elusive. This is crucial for understanding galaxies
in their own right, but also for constraining the underlying models:
if observations favor disk formation or settling at earlier times than
a simulation predicts, then understanding what triggers this process
is fundamental to inform any exploration of which physics might be
missing from said simulations.

In this paper, we therefore present a series of controlled studies
designed – to the extent possible – to isolate and explore the dif-
ferent mechanisms above and their effects on whether or not disks
can form. These allow us to separate all of the physics above, and
to identify the key causal chain of events. We describe our meth-
ods in § 2, discuss the key results in § 3, describe how the studied
variations which are important lead to the formation of disks (§ 4)
and/or smooth star formation (§ 5) and/or thin disk heights (§ 6),
briefly consider how this relates to observations of galaxy structure
and which physical processes could non-linearly produce the key
conditions in § 7, and summarize our conclusions in § 8.

2 METHODS

2.1 Simulation Overview

The “default” simulations and numerical methods here have been
extensively utilized in previous work, so we only briefly sum-
marize them here. The simulations were run with GIZMO1 (Hop-
kins 2015), in its meshless finite-mass MFM mode (a mesh-free
finite-volume Lagrangian Godunov method). Gravity is solved with
fully-adaptive Lagrangian force softening. All include the physics
of cooling, star formation, and stellar feedback from the FIRE-2
version of the Feedback in Realistic Environments (FIRE) project
(Hopkins et al. 2014), described in detail in Hopkins et al. (2018b).
Gas cooling is followed from T = 10−1010 K (including e.g. metal-
line, molecular, fine-structure, dust, photo-electric, photo-ionization
cooling/heating, and accounting for self-shielding and both local
radiation sources and the meta-galactic background). We follow
11 distinct abundances accounting for turbulent metal diffusion
as in Colbrook et al. (2017); Escala et al. (2018). Gas is con-
verted to stars using a sink-particle prescription if and only if it
is locally self-gravitating at the resolution scale (Hopkins et al.
2013a), self-shielded/molecular (Krumholz & Gnedin 2011), Jeans-
unstable, and denser than ncrit, sf > 1000cm−3. Each star particle is

1 A public version of GIZMO is available at http://www.tapir.
caltech.edu/~phopkins/Site/GIZMO.html

then evolved as a single stellar population with IMF-averaged feed-
back properties calculated following Leitherer et al. (1999) for a
Kroupa (2001) IMF and its age and abundances. We explicitly treat
mechanical feedback from SNe (Ia & II) and stellar mass loss (from
O/B and AGB stars) as discussed in Hopkins et al. (2018a), and ra-
diative feedback including photo-electric and photo-ionization heat-
ing and UV/optical/IR radiation pressure with a five-band radiation
scheme as discussed in Hopkins et al. (2020a). The simulations
are cosmological “zoom-in” runs with a high-resolution region of
size ∼Mpc surrounding the primary halo of interest (Oñorbe et al.
2014). Details of all of these numerical methods are in Hopkins
et al. (2018b).

2.2 Initial Conditions

In order to have a controlled experiment, we consider in this pa-
per a series of “controlled restarts,” as in Orr et al. (2018); Su
et al. (2018). Specifically, we re-start a fully cosmological simu-
lation from some chosen time (for our default case, redshift z0 = 1,
or scale-factor az ≡ 1/(1+ z) = az,0 = 1/2), which we initially ran
to that redshift with the “base” physics described above, and re-run
it to z = 0 (az = 1) with each physics variation.

For this case study, we will initially focus on one particular ini-
tial condition/high-resolution volume, with the primary (most mas-
sive) galaxy in the volume denoted “m11a.” This galaxy is a dwarf
galaxy extensively studied in previous FIRE papers (see e.g., Hop-
kins et al. 2018b, 2020b; El-Badry et al. 2017, 2018a,b, and refer-
ences below). At z = 0 in our default FIRE-2 simulations, it has
a virial mass of Mvir ≈ 4 × 1010 M⊙, virial radius Rvir ≈ 90kpc,
and galaxy stellar mass of ≈ 6× 107 M⊙. In many previous stud-
ies, we have shown this is a “typical” dwarf at this mass scale in
many respects including its position on the size-mass, stellar-halo
mass, baryonic Tully-Fisher, and mass-metallicity relations (Hop-
kins et al. 2018b; Chan et al. 2018; El-Badry et al. 2018a,b; Emami
et al. 2021), as well as more detailed internal properties such as its
morphology and kinematics (El-Badry et al. 2018a,b), dark matter
density profile shape (Chan et al. 2018), merger history (Fitts et al.
2018), CGM statistics (Hopkins et al. 2021b), outflow properties
(Pandya et al. 2021), abundance ratios (Gandhi et al. 2022), and
more.

Importantly, in all these studies, we robustly find that m11a
does not form a gaseous or stellar disk at any cosmological time (it
is a star-forming dIrr-type galaxy), and exhibits “bursty” star for-
mation at all times (see § 3 below). Moreover, we find this is robust
across dozens of FIRE-2 studies where we have varied many dif-
ferent physics and numerics including gravitational force softening
and simulation mass resolution (Hopkins et al. 2018b); the strength
and detailed prescriptions for stellar mechanical feedback (Hopkins
et al. 2018a); methods of treating cooling and radiation (Hopkins
et al. 2020a); inclusion of magnetic fields, anisotropic conduction
and viscosity, and/or cosmic rays (Hopkins et al. 2020b); the ver-
sion of FIRE (and corresponding stellar evolution tracks) between
FIRE-2 and FIRE-3 (Hopkins et al. 2022); detailed star formation
prescriptions (Orr et al. 2018); and inclusion of AGN feedback
(Wellons et al. 2022).

However, part of our motivation for this study is the recog-
nition that this particular galaxy can, under the right conditions,
form a disk. Specifically, in experiments presented in Shen et al.
(2021) where we replaced our default collisionless cold dark mat-
ter assumption with a dissipative dark matter model, we saw that
in models which produced steep central “cusps” in the dark matter
(very different from the flat-central-density cores that robustly form
in CDM), m11a (and some other FIRE galaxies which otherwise do
not form disks) did in fact robustly form a well-ordered disk. This
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Disk-Burst Tests 3

Table 1. Some Simulation Parameters Explored for m11a in this paper. Columns show: (1) Simulation name. (2) Stellar mass M∗ at z = 0 (in units of
107 M⊙; magenta denotes experiments producing galaxies far more massive than observed). (3) Gas mass Mgas (within < 20kpc) at z = 0 (in 107 M⊙).
(4) Does the galaxy have a clear gas disk at z = 0? (Blue/black/red for yes/ambiguous/no) (5) Is the SFR near z ∼ 0 “smooth”? (6) Additional notes.

Name M∗ Mgas Disk? Smooth SF? Other Notes
Default 5.6 21 No No Our “default” or “baseline” simulation.

Modified Potential (Point Mass): a∗ = GM0/(r2 + ϵ2
∗) with M0 in 109 M⊙, ϵ∗ in kpc. (Added to potential per Eqs. 1-2)

M0 = 5 60 14 Yes Some (Late) ϵ∗ = 0.2. Compact (< 0.5 kpc) thin gas+stellar disk. SFR dips to zero between bursts.
M0 = 2 14 40 Yes No ϵ∗ = 0.2. Compact (< 2kpc) disk, but spiral structure to 10kpc. Bursty outflows.
M0 = 1 4.9 78 Yes No ϵ∗ = 0.2. Extended, stable, well-ordered disk.
M0 = 1 S 6.5 76 Yes No ϵ∗ = 0.1. Very ordered early disk which gets thicker later but also builds out to ∼ 10kpc.
M0 = 1 L 6.0 30 Yes (some) No ϵ∗ = 1. Intermittent disk with significant angular momentum (AM).
M0 = 0.5 6.3 42 Yes (weak) No ϵ∗ = 0.2. Gas-rich, not well-ordered but large arc with significant AM.
M0 = 0.2 5.2 43 No No ϵ∗ = 0.2. Gas-rich but no real disk.

Modified Potential (Constant Vc): a∗ = V 2
0 /(r

2 + ϵ2
∗)

1/2 with V0 in kms−1, ϵ∗ = 0.2 in kpc.
V0 = 300 120 1.0 Yes Yes Smooth SFR (30x enhanced). Compact ∼ 1kpc very thin gas+stellar disk.
V0 = 200 4.1 1.5 Yes Some Extremely compact (< 0.5kpc), very thin disk. SF smooth after initial burst, bursty later.
V0 = 100 12 5.1 Yes Yes Compact (< 3kpc), thin disk. SF smooth after initial large burst.
V0 = 72 4.6 42 Yes Some (Late) Clear disk, large warp (from former polar disk). SF bursty to z = 0.17 then smooth later.
V0 = 60 4.9 35 Yes No Medium (3-5 kpc) disk growing, pretty disordered but clear AM.
V0 = 50 5.1 19 No No Gas-rich, no significant difference in AM versus default conditions.

Modified Potential (Constant |a|): a∗ = a0 with a0 in units of GM⊙/pc2 = 1.4×10−11 cms−2.

a0 = 10000 29 14 Yes Yes Compact < 2 kpc very thin disk. Initial burst, then smooth (very high) SFR.
a0 = 3000 6.3 1.4 No Mostly Gas-Poor. Large initial burst, then smooth SF with some drops. No disk, just one rotating clump.
a0 = 1000 7.7 4.9 No Some (Late) Gas-Poor. Some initial burst, then smooth SF.
a0 = 300 6.2 8.6 No No Somewhat less gas-poor. Some initial burst, but not as large as a0 = 1000.
a0 = 100 6.5 30 No No No morphological disk, but some shell/streamer with some significant AM at 2kpc.

Modified Potential (Constant ρ): a∗ = (4π/3)Gρ0 r with ρ0 in units of mp cm−3 = 1.7×10−24 gcm−3.

ρ0 = 10 21 6.5 No Yes Substantial AM in gas halo, but no disk. SF follows burst-then-smooth-decay pattern.
ρ0 = 5 12 21 No Yes (Mid) No morphological disk (just clump at 2kpc & significant halo AM). Burst-decay then rising SF.
ρ0 = 5a 11 17 No Yes (Mid) No visual disk. Halo gas has some AM, but cool is clumpy+spherical. Smooth SF after early burst.
ρ0 = 2 9.6 25 Yes Some (Late) ϵ∗ = 0.2. Polar (∼ 5kpc) disk. Burst-smooth decay SF (with occasional drops).
ρ0 = 2a 6.8 12 No Slight Clumpy/disordered gas (some AM). Burst-decay SF but still mostly bursty.
ρ0 = 1 5.0 32 Yes (weak) Slight (Late) Inner disk with polar outer disk. Weak burst-decay SF with bursts slightly weaker later.
ρ0 = 0.3 4.9 8.7 No No Couple gas clumps in center but no disk. Weaker burst-then-decay SF retaining fluctuations.

Modified Potential (Increasing ρ∝ r): a∗ = q0 r2 with q0 in units of 106 GM⊙/kpc4.
q0 = 120 37 5.0 No Yes Significant gas in center but not disky. Burst-smooth decay SF.
q0 = 30 17 18 No Slight (Late) Weaker burst-slow decay, burstiness calms in decay. Some AM and gas in center but no disk.
q0 = 7.5 9.6 30 Somewhat Yes (Late) Gas center clumpy but slight disky structure. Burst-slow decay SF, burstiness calms later.
q0 = 2 7.8 10 No No Some gas in center but little AM, no disk. Still bursty.
q0 = 0.5 6.0 40 No No Some gas AM, gas-rich but clumpy/irregular morphology, no disk. Bursty outflows.

Modified Radiative Cooling/Heating: Λrad → ηcool Λrad. (Further variations or more extreme, ηcool →∞ cases, in § 5.1 & Appendix A)
ηcool = 0.001 1.9 26 No Quenched One last burst from gas already in disk then nothing. Little halo gas AM.
ηcool = 0.01 1.9 49 No Quenched Last burst then nothing. Small halo gas AM, but nothing at all disky.
ηcool = 0.1 2.2 22 No No Few big bursts then eventually cuts off at z = 0.3. Little halo gas AM.
ηcool = 0.3 2.8 24 No Burstier Notably more bursty than default. Few bursts then SF drops to nil, then repeats.
ηcool = 10 36 150 No No Bursty, SFR elevated 10x. Lots of gas in center but clumpy/irregular.

Modified Stellar Feedback: Multiply feedback strengths/rates, (Ṗfb, Ėfb)→ ηfb (Ṗfb, Ėfb). (Further variations noted in § 5.1 & Appendix A)
ηfb = 0.1 370 55 Yes (Late) Mixed (Late) SFR rises 100x. Bursty with no disk until Vc ≳ 125kms−1 in center (z ∼ 0.3) then disky & smooth.
ηfb = 0.1a 210 72 Yes (Late) Mixed (Late) Disk forms after centrally-peaked Vc with M∗ ≳ 40 forms, then SFR smooths after M∗ ≳ 120.
ηfb = 0.3 110 100 No No Some AM but no disk, irregular gas clumps. Elevated SFR but equally bursty.
ηfb = 0.3a 23 37 No No Irregular/clumpy gas, no disk. SFR elevated, with bursty SF and outflows.
ηfb = 3 2.2 17 No No SFR drops then mostly self-quenches after a couple feedback bursts.
ηfb = 10 1.9 6.6 No No SFR drops rapidly, bursty at very low level. Gas poor, no disk.
ηfb = 0.1R 39 100 No No Radiative FB boosted 30x, SNe lowered 0.1x. Gas clumpy, no disk. SF+outflows bursty.
ηfb = 30R 13 84 No Slightly Radiative FB boosted 30x. Gas-rich (minimal halo gas AM), but irregular. Slightly less bursty.
ηfb = 10P 3.3 47 No Burstier Terminal momentum pterm x10. Irregular/spheroidal (no disk). Very bursty SF.
ηfb = 0.1P 16 40 No (weak) No pterm x0.1. Significant gas AM but no morphological disk. SF elevated but remains bursty.

Modified Star Formation: Threshold SF Density goes from 1000cm−3 → ncrit cm−3; SFR per tff in self-gravitating gas from unity to ηsf.

ηsf = 0.01 3.9 20 No No ncrit = 1; Somewhat more bursty (vs. default). Gas in center very clumpy, no disk.
ncrit = 1 4.0 16 No Burstier ηsf = 1; Significantly more bursty. Gas in center but no AM and just clumps.

Modified Gas Fractions/Mass: Gas Mass Inside ISM & CGM multiplied by ηgas.
ηgas = 0.1 6.7 52 No No SFR initially dips, then large inflow with more gas re-excites. No disk. Still bursty.
ηgas = 0.1a 2.1 10 No No (weak) SFR very bursty, then brief smooth phase then bursty again. Bit of gas in center, not at all disky.
ηgas = 0.3 4.9 25 No No Gas diffuse and irregular, no coherent disk. SF similar to default just lower mean.
ηgas = 0.3a 2.8 13 No No SFR gentle declines by amount expected. Gas in center but diffuse/irregular.
ηgas = 3 13 34 No No SFR elevated as expected. Gas in center just incoherent clumps, no disk.
ηgas = 10 43 140 No (weak) No Gas center clumpy/irregular, no disk (AM dominated by one clump). SFR elevated but bursty.
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therefore allows us to ask the question, under what conditions could
this galaxy form a disk?

We chose the time of restart (z = 1) because the stellar mass
is 1.9× 107 M⊙, so the system will still form most (≳ 60%) of its
final mass at later times, and there is an order-unity redshift change
and sufficient time for new equilibria to be reached. But this is suffi-
ciently late in the galaxy history that there is already a well-defined
stellar “galaxy” with ∼ 1−2 kpc extent (important for the “center”
of the potential we impose to be defined at all), and the epoch of
initial collapse/rapid assembly has concluded so almost all growth
occurs in-situ past this point, making it ideal for this kind of con-
trolled restart. But we have checked that restarting at almost any
times between z ∼ 0.2−3 give very similar qualitative conclusions
(just with more/less time for the galaxy to “adapt” to the modified
conditions).

As noted below, for a more limited set of comparisons we will
consider additional galaxies, for example m10q and m12i at order-
of-magnitude smaller and larger mass scales, respectively, restarted
at different times, as well as other galaxies with the same mass scale
as m11a (e.g. m11b). But our procedure is identical in each case.

2.3 Core Physics Variations Considered

The list of varied idealized test simulations which we primarily
study is given in Table 1, together with many of their properties.
We describe the variations here. Throughout the text, we also briefly
discuss additional tests which combine variations below or consider
slightly more complicated special cases.

2.3.1 Modified Potential/Acceleration/Velocity/Dynamical Times

Following Garrison-Kimmel et al. (2017b), when we restart, we
insert a special “source” collisionless particle at the center of the
galaxy of interest. Specifically, we insert a particle with 100× the
normal single star-particle mass at the potential minimum of the
galaxy at z = z0. The mass is chosen so that it is massive enough
to avoid artificially N-body scattering out of the galaxy center, but
low enough mass to introduce negligible perturbations to the galaxy
mass profile. In the restarts we can then optionally add a position-
dependent term to the gravitational force, which we define as:

agrav,ext(x)≡−a∗(|x−x0|)
x−x0

|x−x0|
e−

|x−x0|
r0

[
1− e−

az−az,0
∆az

]
(1)

where x0 is the position of the central particle defined above, r0 =
6kpc is chosen to roughly correspond to the outer radius of the
galaxy (and serves to ensure the added term acts only in the galactic
region and remains finite/bounded), az is the scale factor at z, and
the ∆az ≈ 0.05 term avoids pathological behaviors by allowing this
additional term to “smoothly” ramp on. Note we have varied r0 from
5− 20kpc, and ∆az from 0.05− 0.2 in a subset of the simulation
tests and find these do not change any of our significant conclusions.
The physics of interest for each test is contained in the function a∗,
for which we consider:

a∗(r) =



0 (Default)
G M0

r2+ϵ2
∗

(Point Mass)
V 2

0
(r2+ϵ2

∗)
1/2 (Constant Vc)

a0 (Constant |a|)
4πGρ0 r

3 (Constant ρ)
q0 r2 (Increasing ρ∝ r)

(2)

i.e. a∗(r) ∝ rα with α = (−2,−1, 0, 1, 2), corresponding to
spherically-symmetric mass distributions with ρ(r) ∝ rβ with β =
(<−3,−2,−1,0, 1).

2.3.2 Modified Cooling Physics

We also consider cases where we arbitrarily multiply the radiative
cooling+heating rates by a universal constant, i.e. Λrad → ηcool Λrad

with ηcool = (0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 0.3, 1, 3, 10), which, for fixed initial
conditions, directly translates to multiplying the ratio of cooling to
dynamical time by η−1

cool.
As described below we have also considered a set of variants

where we replace Λrad entirely with a piecewise constant function
(with a single value Λ0 above/below 104 K); we find this gives iden-
tical conclusions to our ηcool experiments provided the “typical”
cooling rate is similar (Λ0 ∼ ⟨ηcool Λrad(T, ...)⟩).

We note that more physically-motivated changes to the cool-
ing functions, involving changes to tabulated cooling rates, ion-
ization chemistry, the meta-galactic UV background, treatments of
dust and molecular hydrogen, etc., have been explored in Wheeler
et al. (2019); Hopkins et al. (2022). In those studies, these varia-
tions had little effect on the burstiness or diskiness of this system.
But the effect of the ηcool values we choose here is (intentionally)
much larger than those physically-interesting variations.

2.3.3 Modified Star Formation & Stellar Feedback

We follow Hopkins et al. (2018b) and consider variations where
(after restart) we uniformly multiply all feedback “rates” (e.g. SNe
and stellar mass-loss and radiative heating, etc.) rates by a fac-
tor ηfb = (0.1, 0.3, 1, 3, 10). We also consider models where we
modify the energy injection (for mechanical feedback and radia-
tive heating) or momentum flux (for radiation pressure) by a factor
η′

fb = (0.01, 0.1, 1, 30), keeping the rates fixed (so feedback is just
as “frequent” but with less or more energy “per event”).

We have also considered experiments where we separately
modify the radiative, SNe feedback, and/or stellar mass-loss (O/B
and AGB) feedback terms (as opposed to multiplying all of them to-
gether). And we considered models where we modify the “terminal
momentum” pterm, which determines the ratio of thermal versus ki-
netic energy coupled from SNe (and the momentum coupled when
the SNe cooling radii are unresolved; see Hopkins et al. 2018a).
None of these change our conclusions from our ηfb runs.

For star formation, we consider variations in the density thresh-
old for star formation, ncrit,sf = (1, 1000)cm−3 (i.e. changing it from
our default value of 1000cm−3, which selects dense gas, to a much
lower value applicable to almost all the cool ISM). We also con-
sider variations to the star formation efficiency per free-fall time:
a gas cell that meets all of the necessary criteria for star formation
(described above) forms stars at a rate ρ̇∗ = ηsf ρmolecular/tfreefall(ρ),
where we consider ηsf = (0.01, 1) (i.e. changing it from our default
unity value to artificially much “slower” star formation).

Again, more physically-motivated changes to the above, ex-
ploring different numerical schemes for coupling SNe/mechanical
feedback to the gas, or coupling and propagating radiation in the
simulations, as well as adding/removing different feedback terms
in more detail (SNe Types Ia and/or II, O/B or AGB mass-loss, ra-
diation in different individual bands, radiative heating, photoion-
ization, radiation pressure, etc.) individually, or adopting differ-
ent stellar evolution tracks and therefore input rates/spectra for
the different feedback channels, are extensively explored in Hop-
kins et al. (2018b,a, 2020a, 2022). Similarly, more physical varia-
tions to the star formation criteria (modifying or adding/removing
a virial/self-gravity, Jeans, molecular, inflow/outflow, temperature,
density criteria), or star formation efficiency (considering differ-
ent observationally-motivated values and/or dynamic models where
this is variable) are explored in Hopkins et al. (2018b); Orr et al.
(2018); Chan et al. (2018); El-Badry et al. (2018a). Again, none of
these (modulo removing feedback mechanisms entirely, akin to our
ηfb ≪ 1 models) qualitatively produce differences in diskiness or
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Figure 1. Images of representative test dwarf galaxy simulations from Table 1 at z = 0. We show mock ugr HST composites with the pink alpha layer
showing Hα emission, projected face-on (first from left) and edge-on (second) to the total angular momentum vector, and three-band gas images showing
different phases (cold gas at ≪ 104 K, magenta; warm at ∼ 104 K, green; hot at ≳ 105 K, red; typical densities for the circum-galactic warm and hot phases
are ∼ 10−2 cm−3 and ∼ a few10−4 cm−3, respectively) face-on (third) and edge-on (fourth). Rows show different simulations. Top: Default: This produces
a system which is spheroidal (not disky) and has bursty SF. Second from Top: ρ0 = 10: Adding a more extended deep potential produces results which are
spheroidal but with a smooth SFH. Third: M0 = 2: Adding a concentrated central potential/mass profile produces a disky system with bursty SF. Bottom:
V0 = 100: This features a deep potential and centrally-concentrated mass profile which is disky with smooth SF.

burstiness so we again are choosing much larger systematic varia-
tions to survey than the physically-motivated changes explored in
these studies.

2.3.4 Gas Supply/Fractions

We vary the gas supply or gas fraction within and around the galaxy
by simply multiplying all gas masses in the initial conditions by a
factor Fgas = 1−(1−ηgas) exp(−|x−x0|2/2rF), where we consider
ηgas = (0.1, 0.3, 1, 3, 10), and rF = 40 kpc or rF = 200 kpc (runs de-
noted “ηgas = 0.1a” or “0.3a,” etc.). We find it makes no difference
to our conclusions if we do this in the restarted initial conditions or
have the mass change “ramp” up.

2.4 Analysis

In our analysis below, some quantities are relatively easy to define:
we measure the stellar mass, gas mass, and star formation rates

within a sphere of 20kpc. For this stellar mass and SFR, this is
larger than the main galaxy and the contribution of satellites is neg-
ligible, so the choice of sphere size has little effect. For the gas, the
values do depend on radius and this choice is somewhat arbitrary,
but our qualitative conclusions are independent of where we define
this measurement (it is simply a convenient reference point). When
we show circular velocity curves we simply define:

V 2
c (r)≡ aspherical r =

GMenc(< r)
r

+agrav, ext(r)|r , (3)

(where agrav, ext is the added term in Eq. 2), i.e. we neglect the
(very small, for our purposes) corrections to Vc from non-spherical
terms in the potential. Images are mock HST-like ugr composites
or multi-temperature composites computed by post-processing the
simulations self-consistently with the stellar population models and
gas/dust extinction models in-code, following Hopkins et al. (2005,
2014). Star formation histories are archeological (SFH of stars in
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the galaxy at z= 0), although because the stars are primarily formed
in-situ, this is very similar to a SFH following the “main progeni-
tor.”

“Diskiness” and “Burstiness” in Table 1 are qualitative terms,
so need some clarification. When we refer to “diskiness” we gener-
ally are referring to the visual morphology of the gas (and stellar, if
we explicitly refer to a stellar disk), though we will show cases with
formally-measured Vrot/σ, H/R, and j/ jc, to support this. Likewise,
we rely on visual classification of the SFHs to label simulations as
“bursty” or not in Table 1. But in the large majority of cases, the
classification is un-ambiguous, and we specifically identify cases
where it is ambiguous (either because it appears “in between” in
some sense, or because different indicators disagree). More exten-
sive exploration of different labeling schemes and justification for
our simple classification is given in Sparre et al. (2017); Yu et al.
(2021); Gurvich et al. (2022); Flores Velázquez et al. (2021).

3 RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Table 1 summarizes many of the key properties of the simulations
at z = 0. We see, as discussed above, that while our “default” sim-
ulation and many variants produce no disk and remain “bursty,” we
do simulate a number of variants which produce either disks and/or
smooth SFHs (see lines with “yes” label in blue).

Fig. 1 shows the visual morphologies at z = 0 of several of
these galaxies, with and without disks. We can clearly see the disks
in the cases labeled as “disky,” and clearly see that those labeled
not disky have a typical dIrr-like morphology (often with some gas,
but it is in a clumpy/bursty/shell/fragment configuration, with no
preferred geometry).

Fig. 2 shows the SFHs for the galaxies in Fig. 1, labeling those
which we call “smooth”. While different physics changes produce
systematically higher or lower SFRs (reflected in the integrated stel-
lar masses formed given in Table 1), the difference between bursty
and smooth star formation at any normalization is visually obvious.

Figs. 3 & 4 quantify the angular momentum content and the
ratio of rotation velocity to velocity dispersion in more detail, for
the same simulations. Note that the results shown are robust to the
precise time chosen to view the simulation: time-averaged versions
or examples at any redshift between z = 0− 0.5 are similar. These
are chosen to illustrate the fact that the classification assigned to the
galaxies is qualitatively robust to this labeling scheme.2

3.1 The Structure of The Gravitational Potential Is Key

From a cursory examination of Table 1 and Figs. 1-4, it is already
clear (as we will show in detail below) that the most important
physics controlling both diskiness and burstiness is the form of the
gravitational potential/acceleration. However, it is striking that dif-
ferent changes in the potential manifest differently for disk forma-
tion and the cessation of bursty star formation. In brief, while the
most dramatic modifications to the potential can produce both diski-
ness and smooth SFHs, it is clear that in general, the more centrally-
concentrated potential/mass-profile modifications (the point-mass-
like or constant-Vc models) are much more easily able to promote
disk formation (but often with bursty SFHs), while the more ex-
tended potential terms (the constant-density or rising-density/q0

models) are more effective at promoting smooth SF. We will dis-
cuss both of these in greater detail below in § 4-5, but first wish to

2 As can be inferred from direct comparison between Fig. 1 and Fig. 3, it
also does not significantly alter our conclusions regarding the “diskiness”
and angular momentum distribution if we select all gas or just HI or star-
forming gas (e.g. exclude hot phases and/or outflows), or vary the radius
interior to which Fig. 3 is measured.
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Figure 2. SFRs versus lookback time of the galaxies from Fig. 1. We restrict
to the times after the experiments were started (since they are identical by
definition before). We see a clear separation in the bursty versus smooth SF
histories.
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energy, in the runs from Fig 1. The disk separation is quantitatively clear
(with the “disky, smooth” example being a “very thin” disk).
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discuss other variations which do not so directly influence diskiness
or burstiness.

3.2 Disk Formation and Reduced “Burstiness” Are Not
Necessarily Coupled

Before discussing specific physics variations, one thing which is im-
mediately clear, as noted above, that the formation of a disk is not
necessarily tied to the transition of star formation into the smooth
(i.e. “not bursty”) mode, and vice versa. While our default simula-
tion and many variants are both (a) not disky and (b) bursty in SF,
and we have a couple of variants which are both (a) disky and (b)
smooth in SF, we actually see that most of the tests which produce
clear well-ordered gaseous disks still feature bursty star formation,
and conversely most of the tests which feature relatively smooth SF
(notably reduced burstiness) do not produce gas disks!

In typical cosmological simulations, the emergence of disks
and transition to smooth SF are tightly coupled in time (Ma et al.
2017a,b; Anglés-Alcázar et al. 2017; Orr et al. 2017; El-Badry et al.
2018a,b; Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2018; Hung et al. 2019; Yu et al.
2021; Stern et al. 2021; Trapp et al. 2021; Hafen et al. 2022). This
has led, naturally, to speculation that there is a direct causal link
between the two: perhaps SF is smooth if and only if it occurs in a
well-ordered disk, perhaps because stellar feedback could “vent” in
the polar direction without disrupting the whole disk and causing a
cessation of SF, or perhaps because of differences in the associated
Toomre mass (Faucher-Giguère 2018).

However, we see no such one-to-one relation. It is clear, that
the local causal agent of smooth SF and disk formation can be dif-
ferent. Moreover, a disky configuration is neither necessary nor suf-
ficient for smooth star formation, and smooth star formation is nei-
ther necessary nor sufficient to promote disk formation.

3.2.1 Possible Exception: A Very Thin Disk May Often Imply
Sufficient Conditions For Smooth Star Formation

That said, one caveat is that all of our very thin disks in the m11a
experiments above (e.g. the models with V0 ≳ 100, or a0 ≳ 104,
or M0 ≳ 5), produce at least some period of smooth star formation
later in their history (after much of the initial gas mass has been
exhausted by star formation and well after the disk is established),
provided we restrict to the star formation occurring within the disk.3

Thus it may be the case that whatever conditions are necessary for
a very thin disk to form are also sufficient for the star formation
within that disk to be “smooth.” We discuss this further below when
we discuss the broader criteria for smooth SF, but note that there is
at least one exception we study (m11b) below, which forms a very
thin disk with bursty SF.

3.3 Stellar Feedback and Star Formation Criteria Do Not
Directly Cause Diskiness or Burstiness

It is clear that making stellar feedback stronger or weaker (either
modifying the rates of events, e.g. number of SNe, or energy of
events, e.g. explosion energy/momentum per SNe), and/or chang-
ing the star formation model (making star formation less/more effi-
cient per freefall time, and/or changing the densities at which gas
is allowed to turn into stars) has very weak effects on both the
“burstiness” of star formation and the “diskiness” of the resulting
galaxies. None of our simulations with varied feedback or star for-
mation physics directly produces any significant enhancement in
“diskiness” of gas or stars (neither visually nor measured in any way

3 The model with V0 = 200 has a period of smooth star formation followed
by some bursts at very late times, but it has nearly gas-exhausted at this time
and so some of this very late-time burstiness is likely due to the very low gas
content; see Orr et al. 2018 for discussion and other examples in this limit.
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Figure 5. Time evolution of the rotation curve (as Fig. 4) and angular mo-
mentum (as Fig. 3) of the ηfb = 0.1a run with very weak stellar feedback:
different line colors correspond to snapshots roughly uniformly spaced in
proper time between z = 1 (lighter) when we begin the experiment and z = 0
(darker). The mass profile becomes more and more centrally-concentrated
owing to efficient star formation (given the very weak feedback) in the cen-
ter; coherent disky structure only builds up after the potential is sufficiently
centrally-concentrated.

we can quantify it), and none produces significantly smoother star
formation – in fact, one variant (lowering the critical SF density to
ncrit = 1cm−3) produces somewhat more bursty behavior. We stress
that this has already been shown repeatedly in previous studies (see
discussion above), which systematically varied feedback and star
formation models and assumptions to a much greater extent than
we consider in this study here. We simply include it here for the
sake of completeness, and because it illustrates some important and
potentially non-intuitive physics.

It might seem at first glance as if our extremely-weak feedback
runs (ηfb ≲ 0.1 models in Table 1) are an exception to this, as they
form disks and have smooth star formation at late cosmic times.
However, examination of their time-history and rotation curves in
Fig. 5 immediately shows that this is a non-linear effect akin to
our “concentrated mass profile” models. After restart, these sim-
ulations do not exhibit disks nor smooth SF. However given the
weak feedback, they form a huge number of stars in each “burst”
before self-regulating. This builds up an extremely large, compact
central stellar mass – already in severe violation of any reasonable
observational constraints from the stellar mass function or satel-
lite abundances (Behroozi et al. 2012; Moster et al. 2013; Brook
et al. 2014; Torrey et al. 2017b; Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2017a; Read
et al. 2017; Nadler et al. 2020). This leads to a Vc(r) curve which
becomes centrally-peaked. Only when the mass profile is both (a)
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sufficiently centrally concentrated, and (b) exceeds Vc ≫ 60kms−1

does any disky structure start to form, and only after this peak
reaches ≳ 100kms−1 (with the escape velocity from small radii ex-
ceeding ∼ 200kms−1) does the SFR become smooth. These are
consistent with the values where we see the same behaviors in our
idealized experiments (which do not necessarily produce such enor-
mous SFRs and stellar masses in violation of the observations). So
these simulations actually support the hypothesis that it is the poten-
tial, not feedback directly, that influences the diskiness and bursti-
ness.

3.3.1 Connection to Previous Work: Self-Regulation Is Critical

From some earlier work, one might imagine that “burstiness” and
“lack of a gas disk” are, in some sense, related to either (a) feedback
being “too strong” (blowing apart the galaxy), or (b) star formation
being “too efficient” or “too strongly clustered” (in space/time) such
that single clumps of stars (as compared to a “steady drip” of star
formation) dominate the dynamics. And indeed this has been sug-
gested explicitly in some studies (Roškar et al. 2014; Kim et al.
2013). And indeed this could be true at some level if “all else were
equal” – if e.g. one took a perfectly fixed gas initial condition in
a fixed external potential and then instantaneously subjected it to a
large feedback force, it would be unbound, while if it was subjected
to weak feedback, it would collapse. The latter is more or less the
experiment in Walch et al. 2015; Kim & Ostriker 2015, and we con-
sider directly analogous cases in the text below.

However, the problem is that “all else is not equal” in any
dynamical system. Many studies, including those cited above and
Wise & Abel (2008); Schaye et al. (2010); Ostriker et al. (2010);
Hopkins et al. (2011, 2014); Krumholz et al. (2011); Trujillo-
Gomez et al. (2013); Federrath (2015); Grudić et al. (2018); Agertz
& Kravtsov (2015); Kimm & Cen (2014); Rosdahl et al. (2015),
have shown that star formation is self-regulating. If one allows the
gas to actually evolve naturally in a multi-phase, self-gravitating
system, then in a self-gravitating gas cloud or disk, if there is “less
feedback per star formed,” the system will continue to collapse un-
der self-gravity and form more and more stars until enough stars
form to provide sufficient feedback to disrupt the structure. Thus,
feedback self-regulates to the same total strength. What changes
is merely the star formation efficiency. We see this directly in our
tests: the mass of stars formed after the “restart” is inversely propor-
tional to the feedback strength ηfb. Similarly, if we change the den-
sity threshold for star formation it does nothing to alter the global
balance: forcing a low star formation rate in dense gas merely means
more gas will “pile up” at high densities before feedback can self-
regulate it, and gas at those high densities will get denser and denser
before being exhausted or disrupted, so the details of the phase dis-
tribution of gas (e.g. amount of gas at the highest densities relative
to that at intermediate densities) will change, but to leading order
the global feedback properties are unchanged (again, this is shown
in much more detail in previous studies, see Hopkins et al. 2011,
2013b; Hu et al. 2022). Changing the “form” of feedback, e.g. more
events with less energy per event, or changing the feedback “bud-
get” to reduce energy in SNe and place more into radiative or cos-
mic ray feedback, also has remarkably little effect on these conclu-
sions, as shown explicitly in Hopkins et al. (2020b). Basically, on
galactic scales for all but the smallest ultra-faint dwarf galaxies (for
those, see discussion in Su et al. 2018), feedback is already in the
“continuum limit” and regulated by global energy/momentum bal-
ance (Pandya et al. 2021). This also means more “indirect” varia-
tions, like changing the IMF, supernova mass distribution or energy
distribution versus mass, etc, all have negligible effects here (see
Hopkins et al. 2022).

3.3.2 Feedback And Other Physics Can Be Important Indirectly

Of course, this is not to say that feedback cannot have a quantita-
tive effect on diskiness or burstiness, especially indirectly. For ex-
ample, many studies have shown that ignoring radiative feedback
from stars leads to quantitatively enhanced “burstiness” because the
weaker “early” feedback disrupting nascent GMCs allows them to
collapse further, producing more-strongly-clustered star formation
and therefore SNe (Kannan et al. 2014; Rosdahl et al. 2015; Kimm
et al. 2018; Emerick et al. 2018; Hu et al. 2017; Emerick et al.
2018; Hopkins et al. 2020a). However, in all these studies, this does
not fundamentally change whether the galaxy is in the “bursty” or
“smooth” regime as we define it here (just the magnitude of that
burstiness).

Another obvious non-linear way that feedback can indirectly
influence burstiness or diskiness is through processes like those de-
scribed above for our weak-feedback simulations: feedback can and
does, over cosmic times, play a key role in determining what the
actual shape of the potential is. So of course, feedback is very im-
portant in this sense. Our point is simply that it is not the proxi-
mate causal agent of burstiness or diskiness. There are also many
processes which can disrupt or destroy disks (e.g. galaxy mergers)
– and it has been known for decades that models without stellar
feedback run from early cosmic times (z ≳ 100) will turn all the
baryons into stars rapidly at high redshifts, so galaxies assemble
via collisionless mergers that tend to destroy stellar disks (even if
those disks did initially form; see e.g. White & Frenk 1991; Barnes
& Hernquist 1992; Katz et al. 1996; Somerville & Primack 1999;
Governato et al. 2004; Maller et al. 2006; Mashchenko et al. 2008;
Naab et al. 2006, 2007; Kereš et al. 2009b). We will discuss some
of these subsequent processes below but stress that here we focus
exclusively on what causes the initial formation of disks.

3.4 Gas Supply, Toomre Masses, and Thermal/Cooling
Physics Do Not Control Diskiness or Burstiness

We find that arbitrarily varying the gas supply/fraction (ηgas) and/or
gas cooling rates (ηcool) has no qualitative effect on the formation of
a disk or transition to smooth SF in the simulated galaxies.

Note that since most of our simulations varying ηcool were run
with otherwise “default” physics, so remain bursty and do not form
disks, we also wished to re-test this with (a) simulations that clearly
form a disk, and (b) simulations which exhibit smooth SF, to test
the converse (whether changing the cooling rate could prevent this
from occurring). We therefore re-ran variants of our M0 = 2 and
ρ0 = 10 models, replacing our usual complicated cooling function
with a simple toy model Λ→ Λtoy where Λtoy = 10−25 ergcm3 s−1

for T < 104 K and Λtoy = (10−23, 10−22, 10−21)ergcm3 s−1 for T ≥
104 K. The variants of ρ0 = 10 all show “smooth” SF after the restart
(despite the changes in Λ), and the variants of M0 all show disky
structure (though the disk mass varies substantially). The gas supply
changes, as expected: the more efficient-cooling models produce
significantly larger stellar/baryonic galaxy masses and non-linearly
more concentrated/deeper potentials by z = 0.

As discussed below, we have also repeated many of these ex-
periments in Milky Way-mass galaxies, with the same conclusions.

3.4.1 Disk Properties May be Influenced, But Not Whether It Can
Initially Form

The fact that gas supply and/or cooling has little effect is less sur-
prising for the initial disk formation question. While some models
have argued that whether the halo is virialized or accretion pro-
ceeds in the rapid “cold mode” (tcool ≲ tdyn) or slow “hot mode”
(tcool ≳ tdyn) can be important for how thin the galactic disk is and
how much angular momentum is present (Kereš et al. 2005, 2009a;
Kereš & Hernquist 2009; Kereš et al. 2009b; Dekel & Birnboim
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2006; Ceverino et al. 2010; Bett & Frenk 2012; Torrey et al. 2012;
Sokołowska et al. 2017; Stewart et al. 2017; Stern et al. 2021; Hafen
et al. 2022), it is important to note that these models and simulations
were making a point about the thickness, mass, or amount of angu-
lar momentum (or resulting size, given said angular momentum)
of disks assuming such disks can form at all, not about the binary
question of whether or not a disk can form in the first place (see e.g.
Brook et al. 2011).

One might naively assume that “more gas = more disk” (i.e.
more rapid cooling or more gas supply would provide more disk),
but again this assumes said gas can form a disk at all. Similarly,
many studies have noted that gas disks can rapidly “re-form” after
destructive events such as galaxy mergers provided there is suffi-
cient gas supply (Hopkins et al. 2008, 2009b,c; Hopkins & Quataert
2010, 2011; Hammer et al. 2009b; Koda et al. 2009; Hoffman et al.
2010; Stewart et al. 2009; Puech et al. 2012). But again, by defi-
nition these studies began from pre-existing disks so the necessary
conditions for disk formation were implicitly already met, so this
is a quantitative question of how much mass could be supplied for
said disk. So of course, provided a disk can form, more gas and
more rapid cooling may enhance its mass, but this does not answer
how it first forms.

Moreover, as we discuss at length above (§ 3.3), feedback is
self-regulating: we see that if we increase the gas supply, more stars
form but more gas is also blown out/ejected; conversely, if we de-
crease the gas supply only within some finite radius, then feedback
is weaker so more gas flows in from large radii until a similar bal-
ance is achieved. And of course, with no gas supply or cooling (e.g.
our lowest ηcool runs, which entirely quench star formation after one
final burst of the pre-existing dense gas already in the disk at the
initial conditions), no gas disk can form, but this is trivial.

3.4.2 Changing the Cooling Rate and/or Gas Supply Cannot
Alone “Break Out” of Burst-Quench Cycles

It is perhaps slightly more surprising that varying the cooling rate
and/or gas supply does not seem capable of pushing the galaxies
into the smooth mode of SF. It has been argued that the halo mov-
ing into the “hot” mode, or the inner halo virializing and moving
from a gas cooling time tcool ≲ tfreefall (with typical gas tempera-
tures T ≪ Tvir) to a quasi-cooling flow solution with tcool ≳ tfreefall

(and T ∼ Tvir), is very well-correlated in time with the transition
from “bursty” to “disky” and could represent the causal agent driv-
ing this transition (Yu et al. 2021; Stern et al. 2021; Hafen et al.
2022; Gurvich et al. 2022). It has also been argued that the transi-
tion could represent the characteristic most unstable or “Toomre”
mass for a disk with Q ∼ 1, which scales as Mchar[r]/Mgas[< r] ∼
(Mgas[< r]/Menc[< r])2 (for a more rigorous discussion for super-
sonically turbulent systems demonstrating this still holds even for
Q ̸= 1, see Hopkins 2012, 2013), becoming small compared to the
galaxy gas mass so that the star formation is dominated by many
independent small clouds which can “average out” and fail to expel
the entire ISM (Cacciato et al. 2012; Huertas-Company et al. 2016;
Faucher-Giguère 2018). But when we artificially force any ratio we
desire of tcool/tfreefall by varying ηcool,4 or any gas fraction (hence
Toomre/characteristic fragment mass) varying ηgas, we do not see
any values which generate “smooth” star formation without chang-
ing the potential.

First, regarding the cooling efficiency ηcool and “hot” versus
“cold” mode halos, there are several reasons this does not neces-
sarily produce smooth SF in the experiments here (all discussed

4 Using the criterion defined specifically in Stern et al. (2021) for
t(s),0.1 Rvir
cool /tff at 0.1Rvir, our ηcool variations span 0.01 ≲ t(s),0.1 Rvir

cool /tff ≲
100.

in more detail in § 5 below). (1) Even if inflow were perfectly
“smooth” in time, this would only produce smooth SFRs if there
were no processes internal to the galaxy which could produce SFR
fluctuations. (2) We show below in our more detailed experiments
that suppressing bursty SF is closely related to suppressing “over-
shoot” in local fluctuations of the ISM SFR, and confining the en-
suing outflows so they remain trapped in the disk. For a fixed gas
supply, the effects of a “hot halo” might be expected to be relatively
modest: even assuming a spherical, virialized gas halo the theoret-
ical maximum enhancement in the energy required to push most
of the ISM+inner CGM gas (the mass-loading required to create
a significant “burst-quench” cycle) out to some radius (or equiva-
lently, the minimum effective Bernoulli parameter) is just a factor
∼ 2 (relative to a vacuum), much smaller than other variations we
consider. (3) Even in spherical symmetry with a pressurized halo
and an initially “smooth” inflow rate (and no mechanism to gener-
ate fluctuations in the disk for a fixed gas content at some radius
r), nothing prohibits “global breathing modes” where gas shells co-
herently oscillate in and out of the galaxy, and in fact most ana-
lytic models of feedback-induced gas outflow burst-quench cycles
causing e.g. dark matter cores explicitly invoke such models (see
e.g. Pontzen & Governato 2012; Teyssier et al. 2013; Brook & Di
Cintio 2015). In other words, gas could recycle in bursty fashion
“interior to” the CGM. (4) Changing ηcool in any cooling-flow or
precipitation-type model can indeed change the overall mass sup-
ply (as we see in the SFRs and stellar masses); but (as argued above)
since feedback is self-regulating, this alone has little effect on the
dynamics of the gas within the galaxy or its ability to “overshoot”
in bursts and be ejected in quench cycles. (5) If ηcool is small enough
(e.g. our ηcool ≲ 0.01 runs), the entire halo gas supply will have neg-
ligible cooling during a Hubble time, so after the galaxy consumes
or ejects via feedback the small initial dense gas mass in the disk,
star formation is quenched, rather than proceeding steadily.5

Additionally, it is important to note that independent of ηcool,
the accretion onto the halo m11a is always quasi-spherical,6 as ex-
pected (for a more detailed illustration in “default” simulations at
these masses, see e.g. Hafen et al. 2019b,a). “Cold mode” accretion
(tcool ≲ tff) is sometimes conflated with geometric arguments about
filamentary accretion. But the first studies of cold/hot accretion (see
e.g. Kereš et al. 2005, 2009a; Dekel et al. 2009a) clearly showed
that the halo accretion geometry is a function primarily of the large-
scale structure, such that halos with masses less than the turnover
mass in the dark matter halo Schechter function (Mhalo ≲ 1013 M⊙,
at z ∼ 0) will accrete quasi-spherically, and only those more mas-
sive halos preferentially in “nodes” at the cosmic web will accrete
in filamentary structures (hence “cold flows in hot halos” at low red-
shifts). Thus we do not anticipate any effect on this structure from
ηcool.

So we turn to the second question: why does changing the
gas supply (either by directly modifying the gas mass inside the
halo, or altering the cooling rate) not produce smooth star forma-
tion, as might be expected via the Toomre-mass argument? We see
five reasons this argument would not apply to the tests here: (1) This
pre-supposes a disk, which does not form in these runs (a spheroid
would regulate to quasi-hydrostatic equilibrium, giving a different

5 In these runs we find an essentially adiabatic gas halo, which does form
some coherent halo gas angular momentum as expected from its spin (e.g.
Mo et al. 1998), but obviously no disk.
6 This does not mean that accretion cannot be “clumpy,” let alone that there
cannot be large pressure and/or density fluctuations in the halo. That can and
does occur even in classical, quasi-spherical “hot mode” halos owing to the
thermal instability, and of course the pressure fluctuations can be larger if
there are trans or super-sonic non-coherent motions in the halo gas. But the
accretion will still be statistically quasi-spherical.
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scaling). (2) It implicitly assumes that an isothermal sound speed
∼ 10kms−1 (which is a “floor” for WNM/WIM gas both in the
simulations and observed dwarfs; see Leroy et al. 2008) is insuf-
ficient to maintain Q ∼ 1, so the value of e.g. σ/Vc ∼ H/R is de-
termined by super-sonic turbulence self-regulating the vertical disk
structure (Ostriker & Shetty 2011; Hopkins et al. 2012). For the
galaxy here this requires Σgas ≫ 10M⊙ pc−2 (similar to the stan-
dard self-shielding threshold; see Krumholz et al. 2009). Otherwise,
H/R is set by this “floor” temperature (i.e. simple photo-ionization
physics) and thus the ratio Mchar/Mgas is independent of the gas
supply. (3) Self-regulating star formation (discussed above) negates
much of the variation in gas supply. If we modify cooling rates,
feedback self-adjusts to maintain a given mass given the potential
depth. If we reduce the gas supply in the CGM, out to say ∼ 50kpc,
then the immediately lower SFRs (hence weaker feedback) lead to
more efficient cooling/inflow of gas from even larger radii, as seen
in the surprisingly large gas masses in Table 1 for our ηgas ≲ 0.3
runs. We can suppress this by reducing the gas mass all the way
out to the turnaround/splashback radius (∼ 200kpc, our ηgas ≲ 0.3a
runs), which may be responsible for a very transient “smooth” SF
phase in our most extreme simulation (ηgas = 0.1a), but even then
there is some negation and a return to bursty SF. (4) The galaxy
radius interior to which SF occurs can adjust to maintain Q ∼ 1,
not just the scale-height at a fixed radius – essentially the Toomre-
mass hypothesis we are discussing here assumes gas is “frozen” at
some galacto-centric radius. (5) This model also ignores the role of
global modes influencing burstiness. If the burstiness is connected
to a global “breathing” mode with gas flowing in and out coher-
ently, as argued for both analytically (Pontzen & Governato 2012)
and in simulations (Governato et al. 2012; El-Badry et al. 2016;
Christensen et al. 2016), then the SFR will always rise coherently
when the gas mass is large in the center, regardless of the number
of “sub-clumps” into which it is divided.

3.5 Other Physics and Numerics Variations

As noted in § 2, this galaxy (m11a) has been simulated with a
wide array of physics and numerics variations in other papers: we
briefly review those results here, insofar as they influence whether
the galaxy forms a disk and/or develops smooth SF.

Almost all of the previously-studied variations produce no sig-
nificant change in the “diskiness” or “burstiness” of the galaxy.
This includes: varying the numerical mass resolution by a factor
of ∼ 100; varying the gravitational force softening for collision-
less species by factors of ∼ 10; varying the numerical scheme by
which SNe and other mechanical feedback is deposited; varying
the strength of SNe feedback; replacing our default FIRE radia-
tion treatment with an explicit M1-radiation hydrodynamics inte-
grator; considering additional bands for radiative feedback (e.g. X-
ray, He ionizing), or removing radiative feedback entirely; chang-
ing the meta-galactic UV background; changing the detailed cool-
ing physics, including/excluding explicit treatment of molecular
hydrogen, and changing the stellar evolution tracks, in the FIRE-
3 (Hopkins et al. 2022) versus FIRE-2 version of FIRE; vary-
ing the sub-grid model for star formation (its efficiency, and the
density/virial/molecular/inflow criteria); adding supermassive black
holes with various prescriptions for their growth and feedback; in-
cluding magnetic fields, anisotropic Spitzer-Braginskii conduction
and viscosity; explicitly integrating cosmic ray feedback from SNe
with various different assumptions for the cosmic ray scattering
rates/transport coefficients; adding elastic self-interacting (eSIDM)
physics (Hopkins et al. 2018b,a, 2020a,b, 2022; Chan et al. 2018;
El-Badry et al. 2017, 2018a,b; Orr et al. 2018; Gandhi et al. 2022;
Wellons et al. 2022).

As discussed below, we have also run a series of more de-
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Figure 6. Top: Vc profile (top, as Fig. 4) for all simulations in Table 1, coded
by whether they form a clear disk (thick solid) or no disk (thin dashed).
There is no obvious trend with Vmax (the maximum value of Vc), but there is
a clear trend with shape of the profile, where the disky systems exhibit more
centrally-concentrated mass profiles (see § 4). Bottom: Escape velocity Vesc
(Eq. 4) profile, in the same style. There is no clear trend of diskiness with
Vesc.

tailed experiments to ask more specific follow-up questions: these
include simulations where we vary the cooling function shape, vary
the cooling function only in CGM gas (not in the ISM), vary the
form of SNe coupling to the surrounding gas, vary which particles
can inject SNe in order to set SNe rates “by-hand,” vary the terminal
momentum of SNe ejecta, vary the rates of SNe and their specific
energy, vary the timing of SNe after stars form, vary the star for-
mation criteria more extensively, and simultaneously vary ηgas and
ηcool or ηfb and ηcool. We have also run a limited number of the tests
above in re-starts of both lower and higher-mass halos. As we de-
scribe below, none of these tests change any of our conclusions.

Given what we have seen in our study thus far, the reason these
changes did not qualitatively alter the diskiness or burstiness of this
galaxy is fairly obvious. As discussed in each of the papers cited, al-
most all the variations above produced fairly weak changes to either
the star formation history or galaxy potential of m11a. Of course,
non-linear effects like those discussed in § 3.3 can appear – if we
turn off all feedback entirely (akin to our low-ηfb models), the po-
tentials are radically different, but the models are also ruled out im-
mediately by observations. In practice all the effects above, within
the reasonable physically-allowed range, had weak effects.

The only exception was our study in Shen et al. (2021) noted
in § 2, with dissipative self-interacting dark matter (dSIDM), which
formed disks in some runs. In all of those cases, the dark matter
had a sufficiently high cross-section and dissipation rate such that
steep central “cusps” formed in the dark matter with mass profiles
ρ ∝ r−1.5, significantly steeper even than NFW halos, let alone the
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Figure 7. Circular velocity curves for all the “default physics” FIRE-2 sim-
ulations in Hopkins et al. (2020b) at z = 0, labeled by whether they form a
clear disk as Fig. 6. These span halo masses ∼ 109 − 1012.5 M⊙ and a wide
range of environments and formation histories. Top: We show Vc(r) in ab-
solute units, where we see that all the very massive galaxies form centrally-
concentrated rotation curves (owing to efficient star formation), and disks,
but there are is some overlap in disk and non-disk formation at intermediate
Vc(r), but it is difficult to assess “how concentrated” the Vc curves are on
this scale. Bottom: Same, but normalizing to focus on the Vc curve shape by
plotting Vc(r)/Vc(ri) versus r/ri, where ri is chosen somewhat arbitrarily
to be 3 times the half-cold-neutral HI gas mass radius (using e.g. 2-3 times
the stellar effective radius or other choices give similar results). Here we see
more clearly a division between systems with concentrated mass profiles
down to radii at least smaller than this radius (of order the gas circulariza-
tion radius), which form disks, and systems which are less concentrated and
do not (see § 4). Note none of these simulations include AGN feedback so
none “quench” or form ellipticals.

“cored” ρ ∝ r0 profiles that tend to form in the default CDM runs.
Our experiments in this paper immediately make it clear why those
simulations produced disks: they featured a centrally-concentrated
mass profile, close to our “constant-Vc” experiments (depending on
the specifics of the dark matter model from Shen et al. 2021). In fact,
the disks formed therein are quite similar in extent and morphol-
ogy to our idealized experiments with V0 ∼ 60−70kms−1, and the
galaxies therein also continued to exhibit bursty SF, as our experi-
ments here did as well. Similar hints have been seen in other studies
varying different physics with entirely distinct codes and numerical
methods (Christensen et al. 2014).

4 CENTRALLY-CONCENTRATED MASS PROFILES
PROMOTE DISK FORMATION

As noted above, what appears robust in our study is that more
centrally-concentrated mass profiles promote disk formation, while
more extended and deeper potentials promote smooth SF. Here we
further test these hypotheses and discuss the physical mechanisms
by which they operate.

4.1 Validation In Idealized Tests and Additional FIRE
Simulations

First, we will attempt to further validate the hypothesis that a
centrally-concentrated mass profiles promotes disk formation.

4.1.1 Our Default Idealized Tests

Fig. 6 plots the circular velocity profiles of all our simulations,
coded by whether or not they produce a disk. We can immedi-
ately see that all the models which are intentionally centrally-
concentrated by design (e.g. M0 ≳ 1 or V0 ≳ 60) produce disks,
but also every other model which produces disks (even if it did
not involve direct modifications to the potential or involved one of
the less concentrated mass profile models) non-linearly produces a
centrally-concentrated Vc profile. Usually, this occurs as described
in § 3.3 above – via the deeper potential or weaker feedback leading
non-linearly to substantial star formation and adiabatic concentra-
tion of the dark matter halo.

Fig. 5 validates this in more detail: as described above, we see
explicitly that for the simulations which are not explicitly initial-
ized with a centrally-concentrated mass profile, it is only when the
potential becomes centrally-concentrated to the same level as our
V0 ≳ 60 simulations that a disk actually begins to form.

4.1.2 Comparison to the FIRE Simulation Suite (and Other
Simulations)

In Fig. 7 we test this further by considering the entire suite of default
FIRE-2 simulations presented in Hopkins et al. (2020b). Specifi-
cally, these simulations use the “default” physics here, but now con-
sider a large ensemble of halos. For each zoom-in volume, for sim-
plicity, we only consider the best-resolved (most massive) galaxy
in the high-resolution zoom-in region at z = 0. We plot the circu-
lar velocity curve around each galaxy center as in Hopkins et al.
(2018b), and label each galaxy by whether it does or does not have
a gaseous disk. For this labeling we use the specific quantitative cri-
terion defined in El-Badry et al. (2018a), as this gives a label to all
galaxies (including dwarfs) and is specifically targeted at gaseous
disks, but as discussed above the classification is fairly insensitive
to the quantitative scheme used for labeling.

We see in Fig. 7 that indeed the shape of the potential is a key
indicator of whether or not the system has a (gaseous) disk. Specifi-
cally, the absolute value of the potential or, equivalently, Vc at some
r, is not a particularly good indicator of whether or not a system will
form a disk – something we would not be able to test using our ide-
alized simulations of m11a alone. However, every simulation with
a disk shows a relatively “flat” (shallow-slope) or centrally-rising
rotation curve down to radii of order (or smaller than) the circular-
ization radius or effective radius of the gaseous disk. Conversely,
the simulations which never form a gaseous disk essentially all fea-
ture rotation curves which decline towards small radius compared
to the circularization radius. We show a more quantitative example
of this below, but simply note for now the clear separation (with no
“overlap”) in the plot here.

This is particularly interesting as it is able to predict out-
liers among the FIRE simulations. For example, the galaxy m11b
– which we study in more detail below – tends to ubiquitously
form a well-ordered gaseous disk (across many FIRE-2 variant
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Figure 8. Additional profiles of the disky (thick) versus non-disky (thin) systems. Top Left: Vertical turbulent velocity dispersion σz/Vc (as Fig. 4). Top Right:
Scale height H/R in annuli. Bottom Left: Toomre Q parameter (gas-only Q = σgas κ/πGΣgas; accounting for a two-component gas+stellar disk gives similar
behavior but somewhat lower Q). Bottom Right: Mean gas-phase metallicity. The disky systems tend to be kinematically colder and thinner as expected, and
have Q ∼ 1 very broadly around the effective radii of the star-forming disk (∼ 1 kpc) – and much larger at larger r. There is no trend of diskiness in Q or in
metallicity (which, like our ηcool experiments, influences the cooling rate onto the disks).

simulations), and is one of, if not the single, lowest-mass halo
(∼ 4 × 1010 M⊙, similar in mass to m11a) to do so in the “de-
fault” setup (see discussion in El-Badry et al. 2018a,b; Chan et al.
2018, 2021; Ji et al. 2020, 2021; Kado-Fong et al. 2021; Hafen
et al. 2022). As discussed in those papers, this galaxy does not
have a virialized or “hot” halo (see also Figs. 5, 9, & 10 in Hop-
kins et al. 2020b), a high effective surface density or acceleration
or escape velocity scale, a low gas fraction, a high halo spin, a par-
ticularly “early” or “late” halo formation history, or other criteria
commonly invoked to consider whether a system might form a disk
(see Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2018). On the other hand, galaxy m11d
does not form a disk in most FIRE-2 realizations, despite having a
halo and stellar mass (Mhalo ∼ 4×1011 M⊙, M∗ ∼ 4×109 M⊙), for-
mation time, spin, and other properties very similar to a number of
other halos (e.g. m11h, m11f, m11g) which all do form disks (see
discussion in Hafen et al. 2022). But a cursory glance at their rota-
tion curves shows that for m11d, Vc is rising with r out to a radius
of ∼ 30kpc (i.e. the central potential is very extended), well outside
the gas circularization radius, while for m11b, the rotation curve
is decreasing with r by r ≳ 10 kpc which is still well interior to its
gaseous disk size/circularization radius.

Briefly, while a detailed analysis is outside the scope of our
study here, it is worth noting that this proxy appears to apply rea-
sonably well to other numerical simulations using different codes,

numerical methods, treatments of star formation and the ISM, and
feedback, such as those in Christensen et al. (2014). There, it is
clear that while the physics varied by the authors (including differ-
ent cooling and star formation physics in fully cosmological simu-
lations re-run from z ≳ 100) can non-linearly influence the rotation
curve shapes (as expected), all of the runs which form a clear disk
morphology have more concentrated Vc profiles than those which
do not form disks. In fact, the separation between the two groups of
rotation curve profiles in that paper, while a smaller sample, appears
to fall neatly into the same distinction as shown in Fig. 7.

4.1.3 Other Variables Tested

Fig. 8 plots the radial profiles of some other properties of the disky
systems, including their turbulent vertical velocity dispersion, scale
height, Toomre Q parameter of the gas alone, and gas-phase metal-
licity. Almost by definition, the disky systems tend to have some-
what smaller H/R and σturb/Vc, but we clearly see that none of these
properties is particularly predictive of the presence or absence of a
disk. We have also compared a number of other properties, includ-
ing: the orbital frequency Ω, absolute value of Vc at different phys-
ical radii r, escape velocity Vesc, absolute gas surface density Σgas,
total acceleration scale V 2

c /r, gas thermal sound speed, gas fraction,
the critical dynamical-gas-fraction criterion from Orr et al. (2021),
the optical depth of the disk (∝ Σgas Z), and more. None of these
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Figure 9. Gas images (face-on, as Fig. 1) and gas circularity distributions
(as Fig. 3) for simulation tests at different mass scales: re-starting m10q
(left; z = 0 halo mass = 8× 109 M⊙, stellar mass = 3× 106 M⊙) at z =
1 and m12i (right; z = 0 halo mass = 1 × 1012 M⊙, stellar mass = 8 ×
1010 M⊙) at z = 2. We compare the default runs (top images and black lines)
to re-starts akin to our m11a experiments, adding a centrally concentrated
potential with M0 = 0.1 (for m10q) and M0 = 20 (for m12i) sufficient to
make Vc centrally-rising. We show m10q at z = 0; the M0 = 0.1 run forms
a disk where no default run does so (there is only diffuse warm halo gas).
We show m12i at z = 1.6, since the default run does form a thick disk by
later times z ∼ 1 (and some coherent angular momentum is clearly visible
already) – but we clearly see a disk has already formed at this time in the
M0 = 20 run.

variables appears to provide any additional useful discriminating
power between “disky” and “non-disky” simulations.

4.2 Tests at Different Mass Scales

To further test our hypothesis, we repeat our idealized tests which
led to disk formation in m11a on two very different halos at dif-
ferent mass scales. Specifically, we select halos m10q and m12i
from the FIRE suite (Hopkins et al. 2014). The galaxy m10q is
an early-forming small classical dwarf with halo mass < 1010 M⊙
and stellar mass a couple times 106 M⊙, run with mass resolution
250M⊙, which always forms a dwarf spheroidal without any disky
structure or angular momentum whatsoever in “default” FIRE runs.
We re-start it at z = 1 as we did for m11a adding a point-mass-
like potential with M0 = 0.1 (chosen as this is a similar fraction
of the total mass inside the galaxy effective radius as our M0 = 1
run for m11a). m12i is a late-forming Milky Way-mass galaxy at
z = 0, which has been studied extensively in previous FIRE simula-
tion papers (Wetzel et al. 2016). This galaxy eventually does form a
disk in the “default” run, but this does not occur until relatively late
times, z ≲ 1 (Ma et al. 2017b). We therefore restart the simulation at

z = 2,7 before a disk forms in the “default” run, and run it to z = 1,
here adding a potential term with M0 = 20.

Fig. 9 shows the visual morphologies of the runs and their an-
gular momentum content: we clearly see that the addition of this
centrally-concentrated mass profile promotes disk formation in both
cases. For m10q, at the time of restart (z = 1), this has formed a
larger fraction of stars than m11a (it forms relatively early), and it
spends most of the time between z = 0−1 with a low-density warm
gas halo8 occasionally cooling to form a burst of stars, so the disk
is relatively small in size and mass (limited by the gas supply), but
obvious visually. The SF remains extremely bursty to z = 0. For
m12i, we see that even though the default run is beginning to form
some coherent angular momentum by z = 1.6, the time shown, as
the central galaxy is rapidly becoming more massive so the poten-
tial is already becoming quite strongly concentrated, this is substan-
tially accelerated by the added potential term.

4.3 A Case Study of a Bursty-SF Thin Disk with an Extended
Core and Rigid-Body Rotation: m11b

We noted m11b – the lowest-mass system in our “default” FIRE
suite which forms as disk – as an exceptional case above, so we
discuss it in slightly more detail with this theoretical understand-
ing in mind. Fig. 10 illustrates several key properties of the simula-
tion and its time evolution. This is a dwarf low surface-brightness
(LSB) dark-matter dominated galaxy, and at z = 0 there is a clear
disk in both gas and stars. It has remarkably narrow gas j/ jc – i.e.
it is “razor thin” kinematically speaking (in gas). The morpholog-
ical gas scale height H/R is also extremely small (≤ 0.1) for a
dwarf at this mass scale, as thin or thinner than what are usually
called “superthin” dwarf disks (e.g. compare UGC4278/IC2233,
often called “superthin” with a de-convolved/intrinsic gas H/R ≈
0.15; Yu et al. 2020). This thickness reflects the “floor” from the
thermally-supported warm neutral medium (WNM; neutral gas at
∼ 8000 K, which gives H/R ≈ 0.1 for this Vc), with sub-sonic tur-
bulence. The SFH is quite bursty, demonstrating that not only can a
disk exist with bursty SF (not just in our idealized tests, but even in
default FIRE), but a thin/cold disk can have bursty SF as well. Per-
haps most notably, we see Vc(r) at z = 0 rises with r in quasi rigid-
body fashion (indicating a “cored” mass profile) out to ∼ 10kpc,
which at first glance might appear surprising given our concentra-
tion criteria, although we see it meets all of our quantitative criteria
above (and others below).

Following the galaxy history provides some further insight.
The halo initially forms somewhat concentrated, then gets even
more “baryonically concentrated” from z ≫ 2 to z ∼ 2, from some
early SF with low angular momentum (we see much of the SF is at
early times). When the gas disk starts forming (z ∼ 1.7) the mass
profile is more concentrated than it will be at z = 0, with Vc peaking
at rVmax ∼ 4−5 kpc. Around z = 1, a relatively large minor merger
comes in: in our spherically-averaged Vc(r) as plotted this makes it
appear briefly as if the potential is shallow, but this is because of the
secondary contamination: if we exclude the merging satellite we
see the mass profile of the primary is still relatively concentrated.
This merger brings in a substantial gas mass with high impact pa-
rameter (circularization radius ∼ 15kpc), which forms much of the

7 At z = 2 the stellar (halo) mass is ∼ 6× 109 M⊙ (∼ 3× 1011 M⊙), the
potential is extended with Vc rising with r out to ∼ 25kpc.
8 In Fig. 9, the gas densities in the “inner CGM” (outside the central ∼ 1kpc
but inside a few kpc) in the default m10q run are depleted (typical ∼ 3−
7× 10−5 cm−3, notably lower than in m11a in Fig. 1), while for the run
with the centrally-concentrated potential they range from ∼ 10−4 − 10−2

(with most of the mass in this phase around ∼ 0.3−1×10−2 cm−3, so the
pressure is order-of-magnitude similar to the virial pressure). For m12q, the
densities and pressures are correspondingly larger as expected.
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Figure 10. Case study of the FIRE-2 default m11b (§ 4.3), which provides an analog to observed dwarf (M∗ = 6× 107 M⊙) LSB (optical surface brightness
∼ 24−25magarcsec−2) galaxies with rigid-body rotation curves and extended disks (r90,HI ∼ 12kpc, ∼ 20 times the optical disk scale-length). Top: Images
of gas and stars (as Fig. 1) face-on and edge-on at z = 0. Surface brightness stretch is a factor of ∼ 100 in starlight. Middle: Radial profiles at different redshifts
of gas surface density Σgas, vertical scale-height H/R, vertical velocity dispersion σz/Vc, and Toomre Q of the gas. Bottom: Circular velocity curve (thick
is total, thin is contribution from baryons alone; alternate line for z = 1 shows just the rotation curve from the primary excluding the region with a merging
secondary); angular momentum distribution; and archeological SFR. This illustrates clearly that our “centrally concentrated” criterion (which m11b meets)
still admits large “cores” and rising Vc profiles, and that systems can become “less concentrated” after a disk is established. It also demonstrates an example of
a thin gas+stellar disk with bursty SF.

extended disk. After this, by z = 0.7 the secondary is disrupted and
the potential is largely relaxed. By z = 0, the combination of slow
accretion onto the halo and continuing bursty SF in the inner disk
has made the potential more shallow, pushing rVmax gradually out to
∼ 10 kpc.

So we clearly see that the potential can continue to become
more shallow after disk formation. This also means that while m11b
still meets our concentrated criterion at z = 0 (see Figures above), it
meets it “moreso” when the disk actually starts to form. In contrast,
a system like m11e, which is somewhat less concentrated at z = 0

but has no disk, is actually significantly less concentrated and had
even less gas angular momentum at high redshifts, so it was “further
away” from meeting the centrally-concentrated criterion when the
gas was actually accreted (or more formally when the gas “first at-
tempts to circularize” but this is more difficult to define rigorously
and appears to be close in time to the accretion event). This also
clearly emphasizes why our “sufficiently concentrated” criterion is
a relative criterion, as it depends on concentration relative to the gas
circularization radius.

After the accretion event, the gas surface density in m11b
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Figure 11. Circular velocity profile (top) and angular momentum distribu-
tion (bottom) of an alternative m11b experiment where we restart at z ≈ 1.7
and add an additional constant-ρ potential with ρ0 = 0.3, making the poten-
tial deeper but the effective mass profile less concentrated. While the merger
still brings in some angular momentum in gas, it is less coherent to begin and
quickly falls into sloshing/breathing modes that lead to essentially no disk
at z = 0. We see that more extended potentials can suppress disk formation
where it would otherwise occur in our “default” run in Fig. 10.

steadily grows via accretion while H/R and σ/Vc drop initially
at small/intermediate radii, and then out to larger radii as z → 0;
so the disk is not maintaining Q ∼ 1. Instead, we see that out-
side of ∼ 1kpc, the disk generally has Q ≫ 1 and sufficiently
low Σgas to avoid self-shielding to form dense molecular gas (i.e.
Σgas ≪ 10M⊙ pc−2 (Z⊙/Z)) so it sits quasi-stably at WNM tem-
peratures while the turbulence damps over ∼Gyr. Key therefore to
the disk being simultaneously very thin while having highly bursty
SF is that the SF is concentrated at ≲ 1− 2kpc, while the disk ex-
tends to much larger radii where it can be thermally supported with
H/R ≪ 1.

4.4 Can More Extended Potentials Suppress Disk Formation?

Another way to test our hypothesis is to ask if we can prevent disk
formation in a system which would otherwise form a disk by mak-
ing the mass profile less concentrated. A natural candidate for this
is m11b, discussed above: given its history, we re-start at z = 1.7,
before the merger event which builds the disk, and run to z = 0,
adding a constant-density potential with ρ0 = 0.3. Note that this is
strictly additive, so the potential is necessarily deeper and the accel-
eration and Vc are everywhere larger, and the profile still somewhat
concentrated from the pre-existing baryons, but less so than in the
“default” run.

Fig. 11 shows the results. In this run, the merger still brings
in material with significant angular momentum forming a transient

disky structure, but even at this time, it is never as disky as the
more-concentrated “default” run. Moreover, after the merger, the
gas becomes trapped in a combination of “sloshing” and “breath-
ing” modes, which ultimately destroy any coherent disk9 as opposed
to the default run, where the disk grows in mass and becomes thin-
ner and kinematically more well-ordered.

4.5 Physics: Why Do Centrally-Concentrated Mass Profiles
Support Disk Formation?

It is relatively easy to understand why a sufficiently centrally-
concentrated mass profile would support disk formation: we outline
several arguments here, which are illustrated heuristically in Fig. 12.

First, the M0 and V0 potentials correspond to density pro-
files which rise steeply towards small radii (at least as steep as an
isothermal sphere) – i.e. there exists a well-defined “center.” This is
very much non-trivial: for sufficiently high-redshift massive galax-
ies or dwarfs in the “clumpy” or bursty mode, there is typically no
well-defined galaxy center (see e.g. Ma et al. 2018, and references
therein). Famously, attempts to observationally define the center of
galaxies like the SMC and other Local Group Irregulars have noted
that various definitions of kinematic and light-weighted and mass-
weighted “centers” do not agree (De Leo et al. 2020; Cullinane et al.
2022). This means that in such systems there is no well-defined ax-
isymmetry in the first place, which means angular momentum is
not conserved. Related to this, if the central potential is sufficiently
“flat,” as in e.g. our constant-density (ρ0) potentials, then any lo-
cal maximum in the density (say, from a single gaseous clump
or star cluster) is a local extremum and will act like the “center”
for neighboring orbits, preventing any coherent rotation. Without
a clear center, processes like dynamical friction cannot migrate nu-
clear “clumps” or clusters to merge into proto-bulges or nuclear star
clusters as well (Tremaine & Weinberg 1984; Ma et al. 2021; Banik
& van den Bosch 2021).

Second, it has been known for decades that centrally-
concentrated potentials stabilize disks. Specifically, strong non-
axisymmetric modes such as spiral arms, eccentric/lopsided m = 1
modes, and bars are stabilized by the presence of a central mass con-
centration (often in historical models coming from a dense bulge or
star cluster or extremely massive SMBH; see e.g. Bardeen 1975;
Toomre 1977b; Goldreich & Tremaine 1978; Athanassoula 1992;
Athanassoula & Misiriotis 2002; Athanassoula 2003; Athanassoula
et al. 2005; Hernquist & Weinberg 1992; Barnes & Hernquist 1996;
Shen & Sellwood 2004; Bournaud et al. 2005; Holley-Bockelmann
et al. 2005; Dubinski et al. 2009). The strongly-nonlinear versions
of these modes can destroy a nascent disk relatively efficiently
by transporting angular momentum on dynamical times (Noguchi
1987; Elmegreen et al. 1990; Shlosman & Noguchi 1993; Weinberg
& Katz 2002; Hopkins & Quataert 2011; Debattista et al. 2019).
And it is essentially an identical criterion to the division we see
here: systems with a sufficiently peaked central mass density pro-
file (i.e. where Vc(r) is “sufficiently shallow”/close-to-constant, or
rising to small-r) are stabilized against these modes, while sys-
tems with rigid-body/core-like (i.e. constant-density, or too-rapidly-
rising Vc(r)) mass profiles towards large-r are destabilized. More-
over, certain orbit families (such as box orbits) are not supported
if the central potential is sufficiently concentrated (see references
above and Roberts et al. 1979; Schwarz 1981; Athanassoula et al.
1983; Hasan & Norman 1990), moving the galaxy towards more
angular-momentum supported orbits.

9 Close to z = 0 we see the galaxy attempt to transiently “re-form” a disk
as it builds up a central baryonic mass concentration which produces a flat
“shelf” in Vc at small radii, and some small gas disk with effective radius
∼ 1− 2 kpc can be seen in a couple of snapshots, before it is disrupted by
these modes.
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Figure 12. Cartoon illustrating the physics of initial gas disk formation, per § 4, particularly some of the key reasons why sufficiently centrally-concentrated
mass profiles promote disk formation (while un-concentrated profiles inhibit it) from § 4.5. Green arrows represent trajectories of gas parcels in some mass
distribution represented by the blue shading.
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Figure 13. Illustration of differences in the types of orbits between centrally-concentrated (here, Keplerian) and extended (here constant-density) mass profiles
(see § 4.5). Left: Example orbits (in the orbital plane): dot (blue) shows the potential center (assuming it can be defined). Lines show orbits. For a given pair
(e.g. solid lines) the Keplerian and constant-ρ lines correspond to orbits with the same energy and angular momentum assuming the same enclosed mass
inside the semi-major axis of the orbit. Constant-ρ potentials admit “sloshing” modes across the potential, and highly non-circular/eccentric orbits/streams can
co-exist without any orbit crossing. Middle: Behavior of the same orbits in time. The Keplerian orbits intersect in time, the constant-ρ orbits do not. Right:
As middle but for purely-radial orbits with different energies or apocentric radii. The constant-ρ potential supports coherent global “breathing modes” where
gas coherently expands and contracts without orbit-crossing. These modes are impossible in a Keplerian potential: the phases decohere and produce mixing,
promoting disk formation.

Third, in a disk where cs ∼ 10kms−1 is not a negligible source
of pressure support as noted above, H/R ∼ cs/Vc can remain below
unity (i.e. the geometry can be disky) at small r if Vc(r) is flat or ris-
ing to small r, but necessarily approaches spheroidal if Vc(r) drops
rapidly at small r. It is similarly “easier” to maintain a disk with
Q ∼ 1 at small r.

Fourth, and perhaps most important, the global orbital struc-
ture of a centrally-concentrated mass profile is fundamentally dif-
ferent in a couple of crucial ways. For simplicity, let us contrast two
idealized cases, which are illustrated in Fig. 13: a purely Keple-
rian potential (akin to our large-M0 models), and a constant-density
sphere potential (akin to our large-ρ0 models). Both happen to fea-
ture closed, elliptical orbits, but there are major qualitative differ-
ences between the orbital behaviors which have major implications
for disk formation. The constant-density potential is just that of a
three-dimensional simple harmonic oscillator (SHO), with a uni-
versal constant orbital period T = (3π/Gρ0)

1/2. This means that
certain orbit families are not only allowed but are indefinitely sta-
ble and can continue, in principle, forever (see also Ogiya & Mori
2014). For example, “sloshing” modes, where a “blob” of gas os-
cillates just as one would expect from a simple harmonic oscillator,
from one side of the galaxy to the other, with apocentric distances
equal on “both sides” (i.e. from +x0 to −x0). But even more prob-
lematic is the global “breathing” mode, where gas at all radii co-
herently moves in and out. This is again a natural and completely
stable configuration in an SHO potential – indeed, they are a funda-
mental feature of such potentials. As a result, these global breathing
modes for e.g. adiabatic gas will simply continue forever in the ab-
sence of external perturbations or dissipation, without orbit crossing
or mixing, if they are excited. These are exactly the modes which
are identified in many studies as particularly inhibiting to disk for-
mation and destructive of any pre-existing disks in many simula-
tion studies (see e.g. Teyssier et al. 2013; El-Badry et al. 2016,
2017). It is commonly stated that these oscillations are driven by
feedback, but in fact they do not have to be. Once excited initially
(which may come from a burst of star formation and feedback), if
the potential resembles constant-density, they will continue stably.
Moreover, they are stable both for adiabatic gas (the slow cooling
limit) and for isothermal gas (rapid cooling limit) in such a po-
tential. Worse, those studies above and Read & Gilmore (2005);
Pontzen & Governato (2012); Governato et al. (2012); Zolotov et al.

(2012); Shen et al. (2014); Di Cintio et al. (2017); Chan et al.
(2015, 2018); Benítez-Llambay et al. (2019) have shown that these
breathing modes actually drive the potential towards a “cored” (i.e.
constant-density) mass profile in galaxy centers: meaning that they
are self-reinforcing: the constant-density (ρ0) potential becomes a
sort of quasi-stable attractor solution.

On the other hand, in a Keplerian potential (or a constant-
Vc potential or other more centrally-concentrated mass profiles),
such orbit families simply do not exist. The “sloshing” mode be-
comes a standard eccentric orbit which (with many coherently ex-
cited neighbors) simply forms an eccentric disk. No analog of the
global “breathing” mode exists10 – if gas is spread over a contin-
uum of radii and one attempts to excite such a mode, differential
rotation (more formally the increase of orbital period with apocen-
tric radius, which only requires some centrally-rising mass density
profile) means that orbit crossings, hence collisions and mixing, are
impossible to avoid, even for purely radial orbits. In other words,
the radial phases will necessarily de-synchronize on a single outer
period, promoting mixing and re-distributing angular momentum
between “shells,” a crucial part of building a disk (see e.g. Hafen
et al. 2022; Gurvich et al. 2022, and references therein), and making
coherent breathing modes impossible. This also means the action of
such modes further “flattening” the potential is inhibited. So there
is a sort of hysteresis between two quasi-stable solution branches:
a centrally-concentrated mass profile which promotes orbit mixing
and the formation of a disk with coherent angular momentum, and
a constant-density profile which promotes global breathing modes.

Note that the cessation of these global breathing modes in a
centrally-concentrated mass profile (which we clearly see in the
disky simulations), given the fact that star formation is still bursty,
also means that such modes are not strictly necessary for bursty star
formation (even if they are often correlated, in practice). One can

10 Formally there is a well-known “vertical breathing mode” of a thin disk
in a spherical potential, but this arises precisely because the effective poten-
tial for small vertical oscillations |∆z| ≪ r in a thin disk of nearly-circular
orbits in a dominant background spherical potential is again that of a har-
monic oscillator (see e.g. Toth & Ostriker 1992; Quinn et al. 1993; Sell-
wood et al. 1998; Velazquez & White 1999; Hopkins et al. 2008; Moster
et al. 2010). These, by definition, require a disk and do not disrupt it, so are
not central to our discussion, though they may play a role in the “vertical
disk settling” process.
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have bursty star formation without global inflow/outflow breathing
modes.

4.6 Towards a Simple Quantitative Criterion

It is helpful to consider simple scalar proxies for “sufficiently con-
centrated mass profiles.” From our analysis above, this appears to
be something like a “sufficiently close-to-flat or rising-to-small ra-
dius” rotation curve inside of some characteristic radius of the gas:
this suggests some simple proxies we might consider. For the rota-
tion curve, a characteristic scale where the rotation curve ceases to
be rapidly rising with radius (i.e. where the mass profile becomes
concentrated) can be defined by rslope=x, defined as the innermost11

radius outside of which the logarithmic slope of the rotation curve
falls below ∂ lnVc/∂lnr ≤ x. For x = 0 this defines a rotation curve
maximum, so (barring the pathological case of a multiply-peaked
rotation curve) this is just rslope=0 = rVmax = r(Vc = Vmax). Our ex-
periments above and those in Shen et al. (2021) which motivated
much of our study, show that disk formation is still efficiently pro-
moted for mass profiles ρ ∝ r−3/2 or steeper (this is the charac-
teristic dSIDM cusp slope in Shen et al. 2021, and in-between our
a0 and V0 experiments), corresponding to x = 1/4. But we can of
course consider any value of x. For the disk, we can define ry,HI, i.e.
the spherical radius enclosing y% of the total HI mass, so r50,HI is
the usual effective radius of the gas, while r90,HI is a typical “outer”
radius (it makes little difference using this or some typical obser-
vational surface-brightness-limit contour as in e.g. Chamba et al.
2020, in practice). We also find it makes relatively little difference
for our purposes here if we define these in 3D or face-on 2D projec-
tion.

Comparing a variety of these proxies, we see a clear separa-
tion between the disky and non-disky systems in both the default
FIRE runs and our idealized tests in Fig. 14. The two most useful
proxies of those we have considered appear to be: rVmax and r90,HI

or rslope=1/4 and r50,HI. If we consider a simple linear scaling, the
“dividing line” between disky and non-disky is remarkably similar
to rVmax ≲ r90,HI or rslope=1/4 ≲ r50,HI.12 We stress though that there
is nothing particularly special about these exact slope choices: we
see a similar quality separation in the data plotting rslope=1/4 ver-
sus r90,HI or r75,HI or r50,HI, and likewise similar separation using
rslope=0.1 instead of rslope=1/4 or rslope=0, although the linear “divid-
ing line” between disky and non-disky happens to have a coefficient
not quite as close to unity (e.g. r50,HI ≳ 0.6rslope=0.1).

At a glance plotting all our simulations and all numerical tests
here, there are a couple apparent outliers which are not disky. How-
ever, upon visual inspection, it is clear almost all of the significant
outliers actually have large ry,HI entirely owing to outflows – i.e. not
only is there no gas disk, but almost all the HI is in an outflow from
the galaxy. Of course, an outflow can have an arbitrarily large r and
would not be meaningful for our criterion. But this does suggest that
an even better quantitative criterion would replace ry,HI with some-
thing like the circularization radius rcirc, y,HI of the HI. We attempt
to do so at z = 0 with a simple proxy: using the value of specific
angular momentum jz about the common angular momentum axis
already defined (e.g. Fig. 3) for each gas resolution element, we de-
fine an equivalent circular radius rcirc such that jz = rcirc Vc(rcirc).

11 Formally we take the innermost radius outside of the minimum of the
central 0.1kpc or < 10% of the gas effective radius, to avoid spurious nu-
merical noise from poor sampling of the potential (or physical but very
small-scale structure) at very small r.
12 If we actually fit a power-law bisector we find we can more evenly divide
the disky and non-disky simulations with rVmax/kpc ≲ (r90,HI/2.6kpc)1.5

and rslope=1/4/kpc ≲ (r50,HI/0.54kpc)0.8, but given the small sample and
limitations of this approach, we do not consider the deviations from a linear
slope here to be particularly physically meaningful.

This of course is not quite the same as a “circularization radius,”
which requires following the gas dynamics over cosmic time, but
it at least captures the leading-order correction, correctly moving
systems where ry,HI is apparently large because of pure outflow or
hydrostatic equilibrium gas to lower rcirc.13

From our case study of m11b, it is also clear that it would be
better still to replace both rslope=x and rcirc, y,HI with their values at
the time of accretion or circularization, as opposed to at z = 0 (as
the z = 0 value alone makes simulations like m11b and m11d/e
appear very similar to one another, when their values at the time
of accretion were more discrepant along the lines we predict). We
have, in fact, examined all the halos here designated as “disky” at
times closer to their “initial” disk formation times, and find they
meet these criteria at those times as well.14

Together these experiments, the transition between behaviors
going from our a0 to V0 models, and the scaling with rslope=1/4 all
suggest that a “sufficiently centrally concentrated” mass profile is
one in which the inwards radial acceleration −ar(r)∼ GMenc/r2 ∼
V 2

c /r is a decreasing function of radius r, at some radii r interior to
the gas circularization radii rcirc when that gas is able to potentially
circularize.

5 A CRITICAL ESCAPE VELOCITY/POTENTIAL
SCALE PROMOTES SMOOTH STAR FORMATION

The question of “what promotes smooth star formation” is some-
what more ambiguous, compared to the disk formation question
discussed in the previous section. It is clear, however, that the mod-
els with more extended potentials, e.g. q0 ≳ 5, ρ0 ≳ 1.5, a0 ≳ 1000,
tend to produce smooth SF, even if they generally do not produce
disks. Meanwhile, the models with the deepest concentrated poten-
tials (M0 ≳ 5, V0 ≳ 100), or the models with very weak feedback,
can produce smooth SF late in their evolution as the central stellar
mass and potential build up in a concentrated, very compact disk.

5.1 What Is Not the Proximate Cause of Smooth SF?

Before going further, we review what our experiments rule out as
the cause of smooth SF, some illustrations of which are summarized
in Figs. 15, 16, & 17 (some additional tests are in § A, e.g. Fig. A3).

• Strong/Weak Feedback: Per § 3.3 (and Fig. 15), changing the
strength, form, or rates of stellar feedback have little effect here.
Only in the most extreme weak-feedback cases do we see a late-
time non-linear effect via the gravitational potential.15

13 After correcting to rcirc, while there are a few “marginal” galaxies close
to the boundary between disky and non-disky systems, there are only two
significant outliers in our entire FIRE-2 + m11a experiments suite, both vari-
ants of m11a: run ηfb = 0.3 which is labeled non-disky but has r50, circ,HI ∼
3 rslope=1/4 (and r90, circ,HI ≈ rslope=0), and run a0 = 10000, which is has a
very thin disk but r50, circ,HI ∼ 0.7 rslope=1/4 (r90, circ,HI ∼ 0.5 rslope=0). The
former appears to be at the very early stages of “beginning” to form some
gaseous disk as the stellar mass has increased to very large masses (making
the potential more concentrated and giving rise to these parameters; see Ta-
ble 1). The latter is an extreme and unusual case, where the extremely small
disk owes in part to the exceptionally deep and instantaneously-imposed
added potential.
14 For the massive ∼ 1012 M⊙ halos, the central Vc is generally less very-
sharply-peaked at much earlier times when the disk first begins to form,
since by z = 0 this central peak is dominated by late-time star formation in
the galaxy center (see Hopkins et al. 2018b). But all of these halos still meet
the criteria we define above when their disks form, with some (e.g. Romeo)
closely analogous to our case study of m11b at these times.
15 We have also run simulations where we have varied the numerical form
of the feedback coupling between FIRE-1, FIRE-2, and FIRE-3 formula-
tions (Hopkins et al. 2022); we have varied the terminal momentum and
kinetic/thermal energy ratio of feedback as described below; and varied the
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Figure 14. Different proxies for concentration and disk formation (§ 4.6). In each panel, we denote “disky” (filled points) and “non-disky” (+/×) simulations
as labeled and show all FIRE-2 simulations and m11a experiments. Dotted lines show equality. Top: We plot a proxy of disk size: either r50,HI or r90,HI (the
50% or 90% mass inclusion radius of the HI), versus a proxy for the concentration of the mass profile: either rslope=1/4 or rslope=0 = rVmax (the radius where
the slope of the mass profile falls below ∂ lnVc/∂ ln r = 1/4 or 0). Bottom: Same, but replacing r50,HI and r90,HI with r50, circ,HI and r90, circ,HI, where each
gas cell is assigned a radius rcirc of a circular orbit with the same coherent specific angular momentum. Our “concentrated mass profile” criterion is roughly
equivalent to r50, circ HI ≳ r1/4 or r90, circ HI ≳ rVmax. Using rHI instead of rcirc,HI we see a broadly similar trend but more scatter: e.g. several non-disky m11a
runs with r50,HI ≲ rslope=1/4, but almost all of these are systems where r50,HI appears to be large because the gas is in outflow.

• Star Formation Criteria/Clustering: Likewise, the SF criteria
(Fig. 15) do not appear to directly influence this (§ 3.3).16

• High/Low Gas Fractions and the Gas Clump/Toomre Scale:
Per § 3.4 and Figs. 15 & 16, changing the gas supply either directly
or via modified cooling does not appear to be able in any of our
experiments to induce smooth SF.17 Appendix A and Fig. A2 ex-
plicitly demonstrate some additional related variables such as gas

number of individual SNe by a factor of 10 in either direction while chang-
ing the energy per SNe (so the total specific feedback rate is constant). None
of these is able to alter the bursty/non-bursty distinction.
16 In addition to the variations described in § 3.3, we have varied the
SF criteria by turning off/on a molecular gas requirement, virial thresh-
old, converging flow criterion, varied the density threshold for SF from
0.1− 103 cm−3, and even considered a model with only a density thresh-
old for SF at n = 0.1cm−3 and a constant depletion time for SF for all
particles (independent of density) so the SFR was strictly proportional only
to the mass above this threshold density, not any density substructure in the
medium. All of these tests still produced bursty SF.
17 We also considered experiments where we varied the gas mass ηgas only
in the ISM or CGM (inside/outside 10kpc), and experiments where we si-
multaneously adjusted ηcool and ηgas so as to maintain the same SFR in the
ISM of the galaxy as our “default” run. None of these changed our conclu-
sions.

surface densities, optical depths through the disk, and the Orr et al.
(2021) “critical gas fraction” based on bubble breakout models do
not appear to correlate with the bursty/smooth SF distinction.
• Cooling Times Long or Short Compared to Freefall Times:

Likewise, arbitrarily changing the cooling time, including both vari-
ations with expected median tcool ≫ tfreefall or ≪ tfreefall in the halo,
does not influence burstiness (§ 3.4). As shown in Fig. 17 and dis-
cussed in detail below, we have also considered variations of ηcool at
different halo mass scales, in experiments which are already in the
“smooth” SF regime, and simultaneous variations of ηgas and ηcool

or ηfb and ηcool designed to keep the SFR and/or feedback strength
identical to the “default” runs. We have also varied the shape of
the cooling function, and modified the cooling function only in the
ISM and/or CGM (or even arbitrarily removing thermal pressure
from the CGM or forcing an isothermal “cold” equation-of-state;
Appendix A). All of these tests support our conclusion that tcool has
little or no direct effect on bursty SF. Likewise (Fig. 16) comparing
different metallicities appears to have no systematic effect.18

• Dynamical Times Long or Short Compared to Massive Stel-
lar Evolution Times: “Steady-state” star formation models gener-

18 We re-ran simulations arbitrarily multiplying all metallicities by a factor
ηZ = (0.01, 1, 10) and found no effect on our conclusions here.
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Figure 15. Example SFHs (as Fig. 2) versus physics variations from Table 1 for m11a (see § 5.1). Changing the gas supply/content, star formation model or
rate per freefall time, feedback strength, or gas thermodynamics/cooling rates does not cause “smooth” SF. The only cases which appear to transition to smooth
SF are the weakest feedback examples, which do so after producing a stellar mass far larger than observed and building up deep potential wells (discussed
below).

ally assume that feedback is proportional to the SFR, which in turn
assumes the dynamical time is long compared to the massive star
main-sequence lifetime (t∗ ∼ 10−30Myr), so some have suggested
the transition between “bursty” and “smooth” SF may correspond
to when the dynamical time tdyn = 1/Ω = r/Vc at the effective-star
forming radius drops below t∗ (Torrey et al. 2017a; Faucher-Giguère
2018). In Fig. 16 we see no trend with tdyn/t∗ in burstiness: we have
bursty simulations with tdyn(reff)≫ t∗ and tdyn ≪ t∗. Moreover our
cases with smooth SF in deep potentials correspond to cases where
the added potential specifically made tdyn much smaller, moving it
from tdyn > t∗ to tdyn ≪ t∗.

• Some Absolute Value of Halo Mass, Stellar Mass, or SFR: We
clearly see that at a given stellar or halo mass (the latter similar in
all our m11a re-runs) or SFR, we can have bursty or non-bursty SF.
Moreover, the value of SFR (hence “absolute” feedback strength) at
which our experiments which do show smooth SF transition to such
ranges widely, from ∼ 10−3 − 1M⊙ yr−1 (seen directly in Fig. 15,
and reflected in the factor ≳ 100 difference in the stellar masses
formed at late times in Table 1). Below, we also repeat some of our
key experiments at different halo mass scales from 1010 − 1012 M⊙
(Fig. 17), and we obtain the same conclusions.

• Presence/Absence of a Disk: Per § 3.2, we clearly see that the
formation of a disk does not necessarily imply smooth SF, and vice
versa. Though a very thin disk may be correlated with smooth SF, a
point we discuss further below, it is not always so (see § 4.3).

• Shape of the Potential: Per Fig. 16, we see no obvious correla-
tion with the shape of the potential or effective mass profile: while
more extended potentials can induce smooth SF without forming a
disk, we also see smooth SF in some of the most dramatically com-
pact potentials (e.g. V0 = 300, ηfb = 0.1).
• Vc or Acceleration scale at the effective radius of star forma-

tion (or gas, or stars): Considering all the circular velocity curves in
e.g. Fig. 16, we see a suggestion that smooth SF may be related
to the maximum of the Vc (≫ 100kms−1) or acceleration scale
(≫ (a few)× 10−9 cm2 s−1) at any radius beyond some limit. But
(a) this requires we neglect the M0 models or sufficiently small radii
where Vc diverges; and (b) the radius where this maximum occurs
varies widely and, in the more extended potential models (ρ0, q0) is
set by our imposed cutoff, with no clear correlation with any galaxy
property. Plotting the curves scaled by the effective radius of the
stars, gas, or star formation we see these vary widely and do not
correspond to where the system is actually forming stars. For many
of the extended-potential models, the actual SF and gas are confined
to significantly smaller radii, where the acceleration or Vc scale is
much smaller as well. But some others like the high-Vc models be-
have in the opposite manner.

5.2 The Escape Velocity Scale and Behavior of “Blowouts”:
The Role of Confinement

What does, in fact, appear to link all of the simulations with smooth
SF is the behavior of gas after it is acted upon by stellar feedback.
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Figure 16. Radial (z = 0) profiles of various quantities for all Table 1 experiments for m11a (as Fig. 8), labeled by whether the SFR is clearly smooth (thick
solid), clearly bursty (thin dotted) or ambiguous/intermittent (medium dashed). Top Left: Vertical scale-height H/R. Top Right: Turbulent+thermal dispersion
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of these show no separation at all between smooth and bursty systems. There is a hint in Vc where higher maximum Vc may correlate (but no trend with the
shape of Vc), and some enhancement of Z in smooth systems: we discuss these more clearly below.

5.2.1 Confinement in Practice

In Fig. 18, we illustrate this by comparing the positions of the
same gas at two different, well-separated times in our m11a experi-
ments. Specifically we select gas first at z = 0.5 which is “inside the
galaxy” (chosen ad hoc to be within a radial distance r0.5 ≤ 5kpc
at z = 0.5), and then we plot the distribution of galacto-centric
distances of the same gas cells at z = 0. Because our code is La-
grangian, we can follow individual parcels over time in this manner
(see Anglés-Alcázar et al. 2017; Hafen et al. 2019b,a, for more de-
tailed studies). Note that we only select gas which has not turned
into stars by z = 0. Of course the specific initial radius and time
chosen are rather arbitrary here, but our qualitative results are not
particularly sensitive to the choice, so long as r0.5 includes some
gas near the galaxy center at the earlier time, and the time spacing
is many galaxy dynamical times. We compare a representative sim-
ulation from each of four groups: (1) not disky, with bursty SF (our
default run); (2) disky, with bursty SF (M0 = 1); (3) not disky, with
smooth SF (q0 = 120); disky, with smooth SF (V0 = 100). In the
“bursty” cases, we find that almost all the gas which was in/near the
star-forming region at z = 0.5 has been expelled by z = 0, mostly to
beyond the virial radius of the halo. In the “smooth” cases, we find
that while there is still significant outflow, and order-unity (tens of
percent) fraction of the gas remains at small radii (this is even more
dramatic if we include the gas which remained at small radii but
turned into stars). This appears robust across the different simula-
tions in these sub-categories.

This suggests some sort of “confinement” at work. This may
also be reflected in the morphology of the star-forming gas. For
example, in all of our m11a experiments which do not have a
disk but do exhibit smooth star formation (e.g. q0 = 120, ρ0 ≳ 5,
a0 ∼ (1−3)×103), the star formation is dominated by gas in a com-
pact, dense, quasi-spherical (but internally clumpy/irregular) central
“blob” (akin to a single extremely-massive GMC complex), sur-
rounded by a highly-depleted (low-density) gaseous “halo.” In the
systems which are both disky and exhibit clearly smooth SF (e.g.

V0 ≳ 100, a0 ≳ 104, ηfb ≲ 0.1), the star-forming gas disk tends to be
either radially compact (extent ≲ 1− 2kpc) or vertically compact
(i.e. very thin).

5.2.2 Relation to the Escape Velocity Scale in our Idealized Tests

Fig. 19 compares the escape velocity (Vesc) scale of the m11a simu-
lation experiments with smooth or bursty SF. We compute Vesc from
a given radius r assuming the potential is spherically symmetric, as:

V 2
esc(r) =

∫ ∞

r
2aspherical dr (4)

(corrections for non-spherical terms are small). Here, we see a much
more striking trend than in Vc(r), a(r), Menc(r), or ρ(r) (quantities
which only depend on the enclosed mass inside some radius r, as
opposed to on the exterior r′ > r distribution outside r), especially
evaluated at the effective radius of SF reff in each galaxy. All of
the simulations which feature smooth SF have an escape velocity at
reff

19 of Vesc(reff) ≳ 220kms−1. Also, every simulation with Vesc ≳
220kms−1 (from initial r ∼ 1kpc) features somewhat smooth SF,
and everything with Vesc ≳ 400kms−1 (again from r ∼ 1kpc) falls
into the un-ambiguous very-smooth-SF category (see also Table 1).
Interestingly the slightly lower Vesc (∼ 200− 300kms−1) but still
“very smooth” systems are also disks, perhaps suggesting a slightly-
weaker Vesc criterion for disks, though we do not see an obvious
strong trend.20

19 For the m11a experiments, in Fig. 19, it makes little difference if we plot
Vesc(r) versus absolute physical r or r scaled to some effective radius reff or
ri. The result is also qualitatively similar to the Vesc to > 20kpc plot for any
outer radius in the range ∼ 10−30kpc.
20 We note that we see a quite similar result (with perhaps a very slightly
cleaner separation between smooth and non-smooth models) if we plot in-
stead a Bernoulli-like parameter

√
V 2

esc −V 2
c (the effective escape velocity

for a vertical outflow from a circular thin disk), instead of just Vesc. The
threshold at ∼ 400kms−1 is almost unchanged by this given the signifi-
cantly smaller Vc at those radii, though the lower threshold at ∼ 220kms−1

moves to ∼ 200kms−1.
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Figure 17. Normalized SFHs as Figs. 21-22, demonstrating the weak effects
of cooling physics. Top: m11a experiments (as Fig. 15), with the value of
Ψ

(s)
cool(0.1Rvir) ≡ t(s)

cool/tdyn (measured from the profiles at z = 0, following
Stern et al. 2021). We include a variant with gas supply increased (ηgas = 10)
to make up for less cooling (ηcool = 0.01). which forms 9×107 M⊙ worth of
stars (clearly does not quench) and can reach even higher Ψ(s)

cool. There is no

transition to smooth SF above Ψ
(s)
cool > 1. Middle: m11a experiments with

ρ0 = 10 (a much deeper potential), which produces smooth SF, varying the
cooling function. Increasing the cooling rate does not “re-introduce” bursti-
ness. Bottom: Restarts of m12i (a Milky Way-mass halo) run from z = 2 to
0.5, with the values of Ψ(s)

cool for the cooling physics variants quoted. The
default run the SF becomes smooth by the Yu et al. (2021) definition at
a ∼ 0.5 (coincidentally when Ψ

(s)
cool exceeds ∼ 1), but the runs with lower

ηcool (Ψ(s)
cool ≫ 1 at all times) do not become smooth. Alternatively a run with

the added potential ρ0 = 10 shows an immediate decrease in burstiness.
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Figure 18. Cumulative distribution of distances at z = 0, of gas which was
“in the galaxy” (at < 5kpc from the center) at z = 0.5, in the runs from
Fig. 1. In the “bursty” experiments, almost all the gas in the galaxy at this
earlier time has escaped far from it by z = 0. In the “smooth” runs, tens
of percent (up to half) the gas (not already consumed by star formation)
remains “within the galaxy” by the same definition. We also see this reflected
in retained metals (Fig. 16). There is some (order-unity) outflow/escape to
large radii, but the smooth systems are “confined” (§ 5.2).

This escape velocity scale of ∼ 220kms−1 corresponds to
a central gravitational potential scale −Φ = (1/2)V 2

esc ∼ 2.5 ×
1014 ergg−1, and a virial temperature scale Tvir = −Φµmp/3kB ∼
0.6× 106 K (i.e. “escape temperature” ≳ 106 K). This combination
(given the halo mass and virial temperature of m11a) is sugges-
tive of a picture where the escape velocity and/or potential scale
becomes sufficiently large that a significant amount of gas can no
longer be expelled from the galaxy via feedback (although some
clearly still escapes).

This immediately explains how the experiments with more
extended potentials can produce smooth SF, even without a disk:
their lack of a centrally-concentrated profile inhibits disk formation
(§ 4.5), but even though Vc at small radii can be quite small, Vesc can
be quite large. For e.g. our constant-ρ0 models, including just the
potential of the added a∗(r) term, we have Vc ∝ r → 0 as r → 0,
but Vesc(r → 0) = (4πρ0/3)1/2 r0 ∼ 300kms−1 (ρ0/5)1/2 (for r0

defined in Eq. 1) – since Vesc depends on the integral, the matter
at large radii (well beyond the star-forming galaxy) contributes im-
portantly to “confinement.”

5.2.3 The Escape Velocity to What Distance?

When we refer to Vesc(r) in terms of the initial radius r = ri, it is
important to define to which outer or final radius r f we define the
escape speed. In idealized problems, one often implicitly refers to
the escape velocity to infinity, Vesc(ri = r, r f → ∞). But in a cos-
mological simulation, this is not well-defined. Above we used Vesc

to the virial radius, but this is also somewhat pathological: for an
NFW halo, there is a large contribution to Vesc to rvir from mass near
rvir itself (owing to the relatively shallow mass profile) – but the gas
does not need to travel anywhere nearly so far as rvir to “blow out”
the entire mass of the ISM and totally suppress star formation, and
impose a very long recycling time to re-accrete. Intuitively, a bet-
ter “final” radius would be sometime like a few times the effective
radius of the star-forming gas, or the radius where the density is
suppressed by a critical factor or the turnaround time reaches some
critical value. In future work, we will explore in greater detail the
Lagrangian trajectories of the material ejected in bursts following
Hafen et al. (2019b,a), but lacking more detailed models, we can
estimate the effects of this by simply considering Vesc to some rep-
resentative smaller radius of ∼ 10−20kpc.
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Figure 19. Profiles of the escape velocity Vesc from radius r to > Rvir (left) or to > 20kpc (right), for the smooth (thick solid), intermediate/ambiguous (medium
dashed), and bursty (thin dotted) systems in our Table 1 m11a experiments. There is a clear separation here, with all galaxies at Vesc(r ∼ reff, sfr ∼ 1kpc) ≳
200kms−1 being at least somewhat “smooth,” and all systems at lower Vesc at these radii being bursty. The central escape velocity or potential well depth
appears to be a much better predictor of “smooth” star formation (vs. other variables in Figs. 15-16 or Appendix A), and naturally explains the confinement
effect in Fig. 18 (see § 5.2).

Therefore in Fig. 19 we repeat the exercise described above
for an outer radius of ∼ 20kpc, but we have also experimented with
radii from ∼ 10−30kpc in physical units or set to some multiple of
the star-forming effective radius of the galaxy. We see similar sepa-
ration in each case: if anything, the separation is slightly “cleaner”
using Vesc to something like ∼ 10−20kpc.

5.2.4 Validation in the FIRE Simulation Suite

Fig. 20 repeats the comparison of Vesc as Fig. 19, but for our en-
tire “default” FIRE suite. We see the same conclusion appears: Vesc

appears to be an excellent proxy for the “bursty” or “non-bursty”
status of the simulation SFH, moreso than any of the other parame-
ters we study. Again, considering Vesc to more modest radii appears
to provide slightly cleaner separation, compared to Vesc measured to
the virial radius. Examining a broad range of snapshots and cosmic
times (not shown here, for brevity), we find this difference is espe-
cially helpful for separating the more massive halo progenitors at
high redshift, where Vesc to ∼ 10− 20kpc can be relatively small,
and the systems are indeed bursty, but owing to the contribution of
extended dark matter at large radii, Vesc at the virial radius or even
larger can be significant (even though this has almost no influence
on the gas dynamics, since gas expelled in the bursts does not travel
so far).

5.2.5 Example Time Evolution: Non-Linearly Suppressing Bursty
SF Via Weak Feedback

As with our disk tests in Fig. 5, we noted above that our weakest-
feedback simulations eventually do transition to “smooth” SF at
later times, owing to the nonlinear effects of star formation chang-
ing the potential. We test this in Fig. 21, where we plot the SFH
in normalized scale (making it easier to see the “bursty” versus
“smooth” behavior) as a function of time for our weakest-feedback
ηfb = 0.1 case, alongside the central potential or escape velocity
(mass-weighted average for gas in the central ∼ 1 kpc, roughly the
effective radius of star formation). We see that the system does not
transition immediately to smooth SF, as we would expect if this
were purely a function of feedback efficiency: instead, bursty SF
persists, but the SFR is very high in absolute units as we see in
Fig. 15 (as expected given the weak feedback), so the central poten-
tial rapidly builds up as the baryon density (mostly stars) accumu-

lates, and the SFH becomes smooth once the potential crosses the
critical threshold we anticipate.

Contrast Fig. 22, which shows the same for our ρ0 = 10 model,
where because we impose the modified potential, the potential and
escape velocity go from well below the “critical” value to well
above the critical value almost instantaneously upon our restart. As
a result, we see a corresponding almost instantaneous change in the
SFH from bursty to smooth.

5.2.6 Tests at Other Mass Scales

We can further test this at different mass scales: as with our disk
tests in § 4.2, we have repeated our experiments re-starting simula-
tions m10q (a dwarf with halo mass < 1010 M⊙) and m12i (a Milky
Way-mass system). We have re-simulated both adding a constant-
density potential with ρ0 = 10, and varying the cooling rates.

Galaxy m10q, being another dwarf with naturally “bursty” SF
in our default runs, shows very similar behavior to m11a in basi-
cally every experiment, and adding a large-ρ0 potential produces
smooth SF akin to our m11a tests, while changing the cooling time
has no effect on burstiness.

The more interesting case is m12i, as it has a much higher SFR,
gas density, virial temperature, and is closer to “naturally” crossing
the burst-smooth threshold on its own (in our “default” runs). In fact
Fig. 17 shows it does transition from bursty to smooth, as defined
by Yu et al. (2021) or Gurvich et al. (2022), at this resolution at
around z ≈ 1.21 This corresponds very closely to when the escape
velocity Vesc to 10 or 20kpc crosses the critical value (see Fig. 20).
Adding the potential with ρ0 = 10 introduces this transition almost
immediately, even at z = 2, when the default run has not yet tran-
sitioned. For this run, in our simulations varying ηcool and related
parameters, we explicitly quote the value of Ψ

(s)
cool ≡ t(s),0.1 Rvir

cool /tff

from Stern et al. (2021) – the ratio of the cooling time to free-fall
time of CGM gas at 0.1Rvir as it “would be” if the gas were in
spherical hydrostatic pressure equilibrium assuming the exact sim-
ulation mass and metallicity and gas density profile “as-is.” This
tends to systematically rise with time as the potential gets deeper,
so we show the range of values over which the SFH is plotted (from

21 We choose to use a different averaging timescale for this run because it
makes the differences between runs more clear, but the results are robust to
whatever timescales we average the SFR over.
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Figure 20. Escape velocity curves as Fig. 19 but for all the “default physics”
FIRE-2 simulations in Hopkins et al. (2020b) at z = 0, labeled by whether
they exhibit clearly smooth SF (solid), intermediate (dashed), or bursty (dot-
ted) SF. We compare Vesc to > Rvir (top) or > 20kpc (middle), and versus
absolute radius or scaled to the outer gas radius ri as in Fig. 7 (bottom). see
a similar behavior as for the m11a experiments in Fig. 19.

z = 2 at restart to z = 0). We see in the default run that the transi-
tion from “bursty” to “smooth” SF happens to coincide with Ψ

(s)
cool

rising above a value ∼ 1− 2; but by reducing ηcool, we clearly see
that even if we make Ψ

(s)
cool very large, we do not automatically in-

troduce a transition to smooth SF. In fact, the simulations with small
ηcool (the largest Ψ(s)

cool), because they have lower SFRs, do not form
many stars or deepen the potential so they remain below the critical
Vesc for the entire duration of the re-simulation: thus they end up
non-linearly being more bursty than the “default” run.

For completeness, we also repeated the experiment with
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Figure 21. Evolution of the bursty-to-smooth star formation transition of a
representative very-weak-feedback case in our m11a experiments, ηfb = 0.1
(see Fig. 5). We show star formation history (SFH; black), plotting the ratio
of the SFR averaged in ∼ 100 Myr intervals to that in ∼ 1Gyr intervals as
a way to show short-timescale fluctuations, versus scale factor a for times
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before and after the time when we modify the physics of our simulation
(a = 0.5; red dotted) by imposing an additional constant-density central po-
tential here with ρ0 = 10 (in our m11a experiments). This increases the
central Vesc from ∼ 100kms−1 to ∼ 400kms−1: we see an almost imme-
diate transition to smooth SF (in contrast to the long time required for the
potential to build up and burstiness decrease in the weak-feedback case of
Fig. 21).

ηcool = 0.01 in m12i, but also multiplying the feedback rates by
ηfb = 0.2, which in combination gives approximately the same SFR
as our “default” simulation. This gives results similar to that “de-
fault” simulation: ηcool does not cause the SFR to become smooth,
though it does eventually become so at the same time as our default
run once sufficient stars form to deepen the potential and exceed the
critical Vesc.

5.3 How Does the Potential Scale Suppress Burstiness?

It is not surprising, in principle, that a deeper potential would pro-
duce less bursty star formation by suppressing the ability of the
galaxy to eject most of its gas supply (as illustrated in Fig. 23), and
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Figure 23. Cartoon illustrating the physics of smooth versus bursty star formation, per § 5, illustrating some of the key reasons why sufficiently deep potential
wells suppress bursty star formation by preventing “overshoot” (§ 5.3.2) and ejection of the ISM with long recycling times. Blue shaded material and arrows
represent gas under the influence of gravity plus feedback from young, massive stars (represented by the red stars).
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indeed qualitatively similar effects have been seen in many other
simulations going back more than a decade: see e.g. the experi-
ments in Stinson et al. (2007), who found weaker bursts in deeper
potentials. Material accelerated to some velocity below Vesc will turn
around and recycle in galactic fountains instead of escaping to large
radii, again illustrated in Fig. 23. And in toy models for contin-
uous energy or momentum-conserving winds, the outflow energy
or momentum-flux requirement scales as Ėout ∼ Ṁout V 2

esc(rlaunch)/2,
Ṗout ∼ Ṁout Vesc(rlaunch), respectively. Moreover, there are related ef-
fects which can further enhance confinement: if the CGM is in
quasi-virial equilibrium (as we see), then the pressure rises as
P ∼ ρV 2

esc and the work required to launch an outflow increases
as ∼ Mgas, cgm V 2

esc, which can further confine gas within or near the
galaxy (Muratov et al. 2015, 2017; Hopkins et al. 2021b).

What is less obvious is why this would be the dominant cri-
terion we see, why (upon further reflection) these effects could not
simply be offset with “more feedback” (i.e. bursty SF with a differ-
ent normalization), and why there should be any kind of threshold
behavior (instead of a smooth continuous dependence).

One idea, which seems plausible, stems from the fact that the
critical Vesc we find is suspiciously close to the “cooling velocity”
vcool of a standard energy-conserving bubble (shell speed at which
e.g. an expanding SNe remnant will cool). This suggests a pic-
ture where once Vesc ≳ vcool, hot gas (which has not entrained suffi-
cient mass to decelerate and cool) can still “vent” out of the galaxy
smoothly (explaining the non-negligible remaining fast outflows in
e.g. Fig. 18), but cold gas (which has cooled/decelerated below vcool

and therefore Vesc) cannot. So venting will “leak” feedback, but most
of the star-forming gas mass will stay in the galaxy. This is similar
to the picture suggested in Muratov et al. 2015; Sparre et al. 2017
for MW-mass halos after they have “settled.”22

A second idea comes from Hayward & Hopkins (2017), and
is tested in Fig. 24 and illustrated heuristically in Fig. 23. They
argue that if stellar feedback drives gas motions which produce
density fluctuations (e.g. turbulence, shocks, with some dispersion
σ) with momentum input rate Ṗ ∼ ⟨p/m∗⟩Ṁ∗ (where ⟨p/m∗⟩ ∼
3000kms−1 is the SSP-lifetime-integrated momentum per unit
mass; see Ostriker & Shetty 2011) balancing dissipation, then
those density fluctuations naturally produce under and over-dense
“patches” of the ISM, the less-dense of which will be ejected by
said momentum flux (in a momentum-driven outflow, i.e. momen-
tum ∼ Mgas,patch Vesc). While the expressions derived therein for e.g.
star formation rates and outflow rates/mass loadings are rather com-
plicated, the authors argue that the fraction of the ISM mass which
will be ejected in a dynamical time (their “ fout” parameter) follows a
threshold behavior with the simple parameter σ/Vesc.23 Specifically,

22 Nominally this might appear sensitive to thermodynamics or feedback
physics, but for any Sedov-Taylor-like expansion, if we solve for vcool as
the velocity of the energy-conserving flow where tcool = texpansion (here
tcool ∝ kB T/n,Λ; texpansion ∝ r/v; with E ∝ Mswept v2 ∼ constant), for any
Λ which is not an extremely-strong function of temperature (i.e. any rea-
sonably physical Λ), the resulting vcool is an extremely weak function of the
ambient properties, injection energy, and thermodynamics. For example, if
Λ were a constant, we get vcool ∝E1/11

51 n2/11
1 Λ3/11 (in terms of the injection

energy E0 and ambient density n). For a more realistic cooling curve shape
around the energies/temperatures of interest here, we get an even weaker de-
pendence: inserting numbers gives vcool ∼ 200kms−1 E0.06

51 n0.1
1 Λ0.2

−22 (see
e.g. Iffrig & Hennebelle 2015; Martizzi et al. 2015; Walch & Naab 2015;
Gentry et al. 2019). So even order-of-magnitude variations to Λ produce
modest variations at most in vcool. In fact, almost all our simulations with
different ηcool modifying Λ (or ηgas modifying n, or ηfb modifying E51)
would be insufficiently-large variations to shift the threshold Vesc into the
values we measure for otherwise “default” m11a properties, potentially ex-
plaining why they had weak effects there.
23 Note that in Hayward & Hopkins (2017), the authors explicitly state that
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Figure 24. The ratio of σ/Vesc, for all the “default physics” FIRE-2 simu-
lations labeled by their smooth/bursty SFHs (as Fig. 20). The “overshoot”
model of Hayward & Hopkins (2017) (§ 5.3) predicts this parameter (not
necessarily the absolute value of Vesc alone) should discriminate between
bursty and smooth SF, where systems in the shaded range (σ/Vesc > 0.07
in the star-forming ISM, defined here as r ≲ ri) would be bursty. The model
separation is not quite as clean as in Fig. 20 and is primarily driven by Vesc,
but the value predicted does appear to match the separation in the simula-
tions.

for σ/Vesc larger than some threshold value, fout ∼ 1, corresponding
to a “blowout” or total ejection, while (because of the lognormal-
like scaling of compressive density fluctuations) for σz/Vesc below
a threshold value ∼ 0.0724 this is exponentially suppressed. We can
also immediately extend their argument to an energy-driven out-
flow (as they discuss, though they argue this is likely less rele-
vant), which multiplies their criterion by (⟨ϵ/m∗⟩/⟨p/m∗⟩)/Vesc ∼
vcool/Vesc (where ⟨ϵ/m∗⟩ ∼ (1051 erg/(100M⊙))∼ vcool ⟨p/m∗⟩ es-
sentially by definition, since vcool defines the efficacy of conversion
of energy into momentum). Importantly, in these models, because it
is the same feedback driving the SFR and outflows, the properties
of the feedback itself factor out entirely from the relevant scalings.

We plot this in Fig. 24 and find it gives a similar separation to
Vesc between models, and it is worth noting that the bursty-smooth
transition actually does appear to occur around the analytically pre-
dicted critical value. But we caution that most of the separation
comes from Vesc itself (there is not a clear trend in σ), so we cannot
say that our numerical experiments above favor this model over a
simple absolute threshold in Vesc. But we explore it further below.

5.3.1 Discriminating Between these Possibilities: The Absolute
Velocity Scale of Feedback and Cooling Velocity Do Not
Appear Critical

In order to discriminate between these two hypotheses, we have
therefore considered a number of additional experiments.

First, to explore the role of the “cooling velocity” vcool, we note
that especially in our low-resolution massive halos (e.g. m12i, re-
started from z = 2 at low resolution ∼ 6 × 104 M⊙ as we did in
§ 5.2.6 above) that the cooling radii of SNe are rarely resolved.
Instead, vcool appears largely implicitly in our SNe prescription as
it determines the “terminal momentum” which is adopted analyti-
cally to calculate the thermal-to-kinetic energy ratio of coupled SNe

it is the escape velocity which enters their scalings used here. However for
analytic simplicity they then simply assumed Vesc ∼

√
2Vc for some char-

acteristic Vc. Since the distinction is important here, we explicitly use Vesc
where their derivation did indeed involve the escape velocity.
24 This comes from taking their quoted value

√
2σ3D/(Vesc/

√
2)∼ 0.3 and

converting to our Vesc and 1D σ = σz.

MNRAS 000, 000–000 (0000)



Disk-Burst Tests 27

momentum in the limit where this is locally unresolved (see Hop-
kins et al. 2018a, for details). We therefore consider re-starts of both
m11a and m12i varying the “terminal momentum” by an order of
magnitude in either direction (equivalent to assuming vcool varies by
in order of magnitude in the opposite direction). We have also con-
sidered experiments where we explicitly disable any thermal energy
deposition in SNe (making it purely “cold,” i.e. kinetic feedback).

More radically, we also considered a model where we dis-
cretize the local SNe into fixed-velocity probabilistic “kicks” with a
fixed characteristic velocity ∆vtarget, in order to test whether there
was a clear transition from bursty to smooth SF as we lowered
∆vtarget below some critical value. Specifically in these tests when
we would otherwise couple some momentum ∆p j to a gas cell j, we
instead probabilistically couple either nothing or a discrete momen-
tum ∆ptarget

j = m j ∆vtarget ∆p̂ j in the same direction with a probabil-
ity p ≡ |∆p j|/|∆ptarget

j | (ensuring the same momentum deposition
per unit time in an average sense), where we vary ∆vtarget between
∼ 10−1000kms−1.

Although these experiments can change the absolute efficacy
of feedback (hence the SFR), we find that none of them qualitatively
changes the system from bursty to smooth SF in m11a (or otherwise
appreciably influences “how bursty” the SF is). This appears to con-
tradict the hypothesis that there is an absolute critical velocity scale
of Vesc ∼ 200kms−1 set either by the cooling velocity or some other
physics.

5.3.2 Discriminating Between these Possibilities: The Hayward
& Hopkins (2017) “Overshoot Probability” Appears
Critical

But none of these tests contradict the Hayward & Hopkins (2017)
hypothesis, because these properties of feedback “factor out” of that
calculation. This is just one example of a broad category of “over-
shoot” models which, in their simplest form, argue that feedback
will locally cause SF to cease at some level in the ISM (with, of
course, this “self-regulated” SFR or young stellar mass inversely
proportional to the feedback efficiency, for given ISM properties),25

but this feedback has some probability of “overshooting” and pro-
viding enough momentum to eject most of the ISM into an out-
flow at Vesc out to some radius a few times larger than its present
location, leading to a dramatic suppression of SF (with the “re-
quired” amount of SF or young stars proportional to Vesc and in-
versely proportional to the feedback efficiency). Crudely, one can
think of the “overshoot probability” as scaling with the ratio of the
“feedback required to locally regulate ISM SF” (the “numerator”) to
the “feedback required to eject” (the “denominator”), as illustrated
in Fig. 23. Since it is the “same” feedback doing both, the feed-
back properties themselves factor out. In the Hayward & Hopkins
(2017) model, they assume that since it is specifically the dense,
cool, star-forming gas of interest for the SFR variability, the feed-
back of interest is momentum-conserving, and that something like
σeff/Ω∼ (c2

s +σ2
turb)

1/2/Ω traces the pressure gradient scale length
of the ISM, which gives a ratio or overshoot probability scaling pro-
portional to ∼ σeff/Vesc.

Our previous tests are consistent with this, but primarily varied
the “denominator” (Vesc) by adding extended potentials. To test this
class of models further, since simply varying the overall feedback
strength/momentum/energy or rates will not change this overshoot
probability, we desire a way to divorce the strength of feedback
driving galactic outflows (i.e. SNe) from local self-regulation/star
formation.

25 Here we refer to the feedback on ∼ kpc ISM scales, still largely dom-
inated by SNe, and distinct in principle from e.g. feedback regulating col-
lapse in very dense gas such as HII regions.
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Figure 25. Experiments (§ 5.3.2) which demonstrate how feedback pro-
duces bursty SF via “overshoot” wherein SF in the galaxy begins to self-
regulate or shut down but has some probability of ejecting material com-
pletely, producing a quench cycle. We test this by considering runs which
would otherwise give smooth SF, but shift the SNe delay time distribution
by a uniform delay ∆tSNe, which (if large enough) prevents small-scale self-
regulation. Top: m11a tests with the added potential ρ0 = 10, but (option-
ally) some ∆tSNe: the “normal” version of this run produces smooth SF (un-
like the default m11a which is bursty), but we can make the SF bursty once
more by also adding a significant ∆tSNe. Bottom: m12i tests. The default
version and those with sufficiently small ∆tSNe ≪ 30Myr produce smooth
SF over this range of times, but adding larger ∆tSNe makes SF bursty.

We therefore consider the following experiment: we set the
SNe rate “by hand” (instead of allowing it to self-regulate) by turn-
ing off SNe from stars which form after the m11a simulation restart
(at z < 1), and assigning a fixed specific SNe rate ṄSNe/m∗ to the
old stars formed before z > 1.26 We do this with an arbitrary duty
cycle by turning the SNe on for some duration ∆ton then off for
∆toff, etc. For an “always on” model or during the “on” phases with
some duty cycle, we see a clear threshold behavior: above a critical
SNe rate, feedback injection exceeds gravity and the entire ISM is
expelled explosively, quenching the galaxy. Below the critical rate,
or during “off” cycles (provided the earlier feedback is not so strong
that it blows everything out of Rvir and prevents any re-accretion),
even at just a factor ∼ 2 lower injection rate, the injection is weaker
than gravity, gas collapses, and star formation occurs in a dense
(≲ 200pc) nuclear gas concentration, at a rate limited by the cooling
of new gas onto the galaxy (∼ 0.3− 1M⊙ yr−1, comparable to the
rate seen in our weakest-feedback ηfb ≲ 0.1 runs). Importantly, how-

26 We still allow the young stars to act via radiative feedback and O/B or
AGB mass-loss (this does not change our conclusions if we disable it as well
but allows the SF to self-regulate in very dense clumps, preventing some
pathological cases).
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ever, unlike even the lowest ηfb runs (in which the SFR remained
bursty until sufficient stellar mass builds up, as we saw in Fig. 21),
the SFR almost immediately transitions in these “weak” cases to
smooth SF. These results may seem obvious, but they confirm sev-
eral important assumptions: (1) the “bursty” SF cycles are funda-
mentally feedback-driven, not the direct causal result of variations
in accretion rates or cooling or other galaxy (thermo)dynamics; (2)
that stellar feedback driving the “quenching” in burst-quench cy-
cles is dominated by SNe, not “early” (radiative+O/B mass-loss)
feedback; (3) the “critical” SNe rate corresponds closely to the
time-averaged value in our “default” simulation (here 1SNe per
∼ 104 yr), as expected if the default model is self-regulating; and
(4) there is a sharp threshold behavior, i.e. at least in dwarfs which
would naturally be “bursty” like this particular m11a experiment,
there is almost no “middle ground” between “insufficient SF to self-
regulate” and “expelling the ISM” (so the “overshoot probability”
must be O(1) in the “default” runs).

Another way to test the “overshoot” argument is to de-
synchronize the feedback timescales, shown in Fig. 25. We run a
series of experiments where we shift the SNe delay time distribu-
tion (DTD) by a fixed ∆tdelay = (10, 30, 100, 300)Myr (so for e.g.
a shift of 100Myr, the first SNe will not occur until ∼ 103Myr after
a star particle forms). In the context of an “overshoot” model, the
longer delays would mean CC SNe could not locally regulate col-
lapse in the ISM on shorter timescales, so should push the system to
more bursty SF. We therefore implement this in setups which would
otherwise have smooth SF: we re-run our low-resolution m12i at
z < 1 (where the default run has already transitioned to smooth SF)
and an m11a re-start with the added extended potential ρ0 = 10
(which again made the SFR smooth, with the “default” SNe DTD).
We see in both cases that this “de-synchronization” is able to re-
introduce bursty SF. The m11a runs look bursty for all of the delay
values tested; for even a ∼ 30Myr delay the m12i run goes from
having a “smooth” SFR to a “sawtooth” pattern where each burst
causes a rapid drop in the SFR on a dynamical time, then the SFR
rises over a longer timescale (regulated by the cooling or recycling
time) during which the SFR is smooth because the lagging SNe can-
not “catch up” until an overshoot leads to a quench cycle. Longer
∆tdelay produces higher-amplitude burst/quench cycles (more severe
“overshoot”).

This appears to confirm something like the Hayward & Hop-
kins (2017) “overshoot” hypothesis. Exactly what the best proxy for
the overshoot probability actually remains an open question: we test
some other possible parameterizations below, and find none of them
provide a more accurate predictor than the simple scaling from Hay-
ward & Hopkins (2017), but exploring this further is an important
subject for future work.

5.3.3 Relation to the “Recycling Time” of Ejected Gas

Related to the “overshoot” question, it is worth noting that there is a
close physical relationship between the escape velocity from small
ri to some outer radius r f (Vesc(ri, r f )) and the “recycling time” for
material ejected to r f (but not unbound) to return to ri. The latter de-
pends on details of the orbit and interactions between gas and other
non-thermal forces (see e.g. Anglés-Alcázar et al. 2017; Hafen et al.
2019b,a), but for the sake of a simple quantitative single valued-
comparison, we can define a characteristic “return” or “recycling”
time ∆trec(r = r f ) as the time required for a ballistic trajectory of a
test-particle kicked initially from ri = 0 on a purely-radial orbit with
apocentric radius r f to return to ri. This is determined by the shape
of Vc(r), but for a wide range of profile shapes corresponds roughly
to ∼ 3/Ω(r f ) ∼ 3r f/Vc(r f ). Fig. 26 shows this explicitly. We plot
the profiles of ∆trec(r = r f ), coded by the smooth/bursty SF status,
for both our m11a and FIRE-2 runs, which show clear separation
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Figure 26. Comparison of “recycling times” ∆trec for ballistically-ejected
gas on radial orbits from small radii to reach r = rapo and return (§ 5.3.3).
Top: Values of ∆tesc for different rapo = 10 or 20kpc versus the escape ve-
locity Vesc to the same radii, for all of our m11a experiments (coded by
whether they have “smooth” SF, as Fig. 19) and the same for all our FIRE-
2 default simulations (as Fig. 20). Middle: Profile of ∆tesc versus rapo for
the m11a runs, coded by SF status as Fig. 19. Bottom: Same for the FIRE-
2 runs. For a fixed rapo, there is a strong inverse correlation between Vesc
and ∆tesc; and we see separation in ∆trec as well as Vesc. But there appears
to be a sharper division in “bursty” versus “smooth” SF with Vesc, and the
precise values of Vesc which divide these regimes show a much weaker de-
pendence on the precise value of rapo. Still, this means deeper potentials lead
not only to less efficient gas ejection, but faster recycling of that gas, further
suppressing bursty SF.
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as might be expected based on the arguments above, where the sim-
ulations with deeper potentials and smooth SF show smaller/faster
∆trec(r = r f ). We plot the correlation between ∆trec(r = r f ) and Vesc

directly, measured at two different apocentric/escape radii (10 and
20 kpc). As expected, there is a strong anticorrelation between the
two, though it is not perfect. For a sufficiently extended potential so
that Vc rises with r, Vesc(ri ∼ 0, r f = rapo) scales as ∼

√
2Vc(rapo),

so for fixed rapo the correlation with ∆trec(r = r f ) is natural, but
for more concentrated mass profiles Vesc scales more closely with
Vc(ri). We see in Fig. 26 that there is a sharper separation in Vesc

compared to ∆trec(r = r f ); moreover as ∆trec(r = r f ) scales lin-
early or super-linearly with rapo while Vesc scales much more weakly,
the “critical” value of Vesc is much more weakly dependent on the
choice of rapo compared to some critical ∆trec(r = r f ). All of this
suggests that the transition to smooth SF is not quite as simple as a
pure threshold in ∆trec(r = r f ). Nonetheless, it also clearly shows
that as Vesc increases, ∆trec(r = r f ) also decreases, so it not only
becomes more difficult to “overshoot,” but material ejected in such
an event will recycle more rapidly, becoming more akin to a galac-
tic fountain, and less like extended burst-quench cycles. This will
further suppress bursty SF as the potential becomes deeper, as sum-
marized in Fig. 23.

5.4 Some Alternative Scalings (Which Do Not Appear to
Explain the Experiments)

Briefly we can note, and test in Appendix A, some alternative scal-
ings broadly akin to those above, which do not appear to explain
our simulation results.

Hayward & Hopkins (2017) note an alternative critical thresh-
old criterion for fout or the overshoot probability, directly moti-
vated by the models in Ostriker et al. (2010); Kim et al. (2018b),
which would be applicable if the galactic gas were entirely pressure-
supported via photo-ionization and/or photo-electric heating feed-
back (e.g. in the WNM or WIM maintained by stars within
the galaxy, with negligible turbulence), giving a threshold when
Zgas Σgas/Vesc ≲ 5×10−3 M⊙ pc−2 km−1 s.

We can also assume a global model of the galaxy as a single-
phase slab or sphere where feedback balances gravity, with the
SFR in either (a) in the tdyn ≪ t∗ limit, in which case the stel-
lar mass formed “per episode” in idealized simulations of gas
clouds/patches is M∗ ∼ (a/⟨ṗ/m∗⟩)Mgas (at larger M∗, the gas
is blown out by “early” feedback with a momentum flux per
unit stellar mass ⟨ ṗ/m∗⟩ ∼ 10−7 cm2 s−1; see Fall et al. 2010;
Grudić et al. 2018, 2019, 2020; Kim et al. 2018b; Hopkins
et al. 2021a), or (b) in the tdyn ≫ t∗ limit, with momentum in-
jection from feedback proportional to the SFR balancing gravity
so Ṁ∗ ∼ (a/⟨p/m∗⟩)Mgas (Murray et al. 2005; Thompson et al.
2005; Hopkins et al. 2011). Next assume the “later” feedback
or a O(1) fraction of either the integrated (mostly from SNe)
(A) energy (ESNe, with SSP-integrated energy per unit mass de-
posited = ⟨ϵ/m∗⟩M∗) or (B) momentum (PSNe = ⟨p/m∗⟩) drives
an energy (Eout ∼ (1/2)Mout V 2

esc) or momentum-conserving (Pout ∼
Mout Vesc) outflow, respectively, with the total mass Mout integrated
over the “burst” in case (a) or a dynamical time in case (b).
This gives the criterion for blowing out all the gas from the
galaxy as, for each case a dimensionless number exceeding unity:
(aA) (2⟨ϵ/m∗⟩/⟨ ṗ/m∗⟩)(a/V 2

esc), (aB) (⟨p/m∗⟩/⟨ṗ/m∗⟩)(a/Vesc),
(bA) (2⟨ϵ/m∗⟩/⟨p/m∗⟩)(Vc/V 2

esc), (bB) Vc/Vesc. We can also mod-
ify each of these to a “thin disk” version of the same model, where
instead of using the acceleration scale a appropriate for a sphere,
if we assume vertical outflow from a thin disk being centrifugally
supported, the effective acceleration scale becomes a → (σ/Vc)a.

We have tested each of these in turn (plotting each dimension-
less parameter versus radius for all our simulations). We find no

evidence for separation between the “bursty” and “smooth” simu-
lations in criteria (aA) or (aB) or (bB), and only weak separation –
much less clear than the separation between bursty and smooth in
Vesc alone – in criteria (bA). The same is true for the “thin disk”
versions of (aA) and (aB). Note that the “thin-disk” versions of
(bA) and (bB) become dimensionally akin to the Hayward & Hop-
kins (2017) models already discussed (so these do, of course, show
separation, as described above). Moreover, in idealized experiments
where we modify the ratio of different feedback processes to modify
the pre-factors here, we do not see a clear burst-smooth transition,
so we conclude that none of these more complicated scalings rep-
resents an improvement over a threshold at some absolute value of
Vesc or the Hayward & Hopkins (2017) criterion alone.

In Appendix A we further consider models such as those in
Orr et al. (2021) for a critical gas fraction based on assumptions
about SNe super-bubble breakout, or those in Krumholz & Burkert
(2010); Forbes et al. (2012) based on the gas surface density and/or
optical depth/self-shielding of the disk, and find these show no sep-
aration (in either our m11a experiments or FIRE suite) between
bursty and non-bursty systems. These models are also inconsistent
with many of our tests including those varying ηgas, or ηcool, or Z,
or the specific feedback energy, hence our not considering them in
more detail.

5.5 Relation to “Inner CGM Virialization”

It is worth discussing how this escape velocity-based behavior can
provides a natural explanation for the apparent tight correlation be-
tween the cessation of “bursty” star formation and the transition in
CGM thermodynamics identified in Stern et al. (2021), where gas at
∼ 0.1Rvir becomes quasi-hydrostatic (at roughly the virial temper-
ature), a transition they termed “inner CGM virialization” (ICV).
Stern et al. (2021) showed that ICV occurs when the ratio of cool-
ing to freefall time exceeds a critical value t(s)

cool/tff ≳ 2, for the cool-
ing time ts

cool defined as that which gas would have in a virialized
hydrostatic halo (given the actual galaxy mass profile, gas mass,
etc.). We have verified that this relation between ICV and the ratio
t(s)
cool/tff holds in the experiments here, provided we use the appro-

priately modified potential, cooling functions, metallicity, gas mass
profile, and other parameters matched correctly to each individual
experiment.

Now recall from § 3.4 that if ICV were directly the cause of
smooth SF, then it should be directly evident in our experiments
modifying the cooling function ηcool (as this allows us to freely vary
t(s)
cool/tff well above and below this limit).27 It should also be the case

that our experiments modifying ηgas should result in ICV according
to the criterion in Stern et al. (2021), as ts

cool ∝ 1/ηgas.28 Fig. 17 sum-
marizes some representative examples of these experiments, plot-
ting some of the m11a experiments with varied ηcool and ηgas and
Ψ

(s)
cool ≪ 1, Ψ(s)

cool ∼ 1, and Ψ
(s)
cool ≫ 1. We have also experimented

with changing the initial metallicity and find it has no effect (§ 3.5),
and recall in Fig. 16 we see some trend towards higher metallicities
in the experiments with smooth star formation (opposite the predic-
tion if larger tcool resulted in less-bursty SF). As noted above, we can
simultaneously vary ηcool and ηfb to keep the SFR and/or feedback
strength fixed, and this does not change our conclusions regarding

27 Specifically using the definition of Ψ
(s)
cool ≡ t(s),0.1 Rvir

cool /tff from
Stern et al. (2021) measured at 0.1Rvir, our simulations with ηcool =

(0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 0.3, 1, 10) give Ψ
(s)
cool = (300, 15, 4, 0.5, 0.1, 0.001) at

z = 0. Our ηcool = 0.01 + ηgas = 10 run gives a value of Ψ
(s)
cool ≈ 6. In

Fig. 17, we showed that we can retain bursty SF in m12i experiments with
Ψ

(s)
cool up to ∼ 50.

28 Our ηgas = 0.1a and 0.3a runs give Ψ
(s)
cool ≈ 1, while ηgas = (0.1, 0.3)

give Ψ
(s)
cool ≈ 0.2, and ηgas = 10 gives Ψ(s)

cool = 0.05.
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burstiness. We can also test the converse in Fig. 17: for a simulation
which otherwise produces smooth SF, the ICV hypothesis would
predict that increasing the cooling rate above some critical value
would produce bursty SF. If anything, we see the opposite. Fig. A3
presents some even more extreme tests, in which we explicitly re-
start simulations otherwise in the “smooth” SF regime (either de-
fault m12i or m11a with ρ0 = 10) at different times enforcing an
absolute temperature maximum of ≤ 104 K everywhere, or remov-
ing all thermal gas pressure in the hydrodynamic Riemann problem
in the code for gas in the CGM – in either case designed to ensure
that it is impossible for the CGM to actually be in thermal virial
equilibrium – and see that these remain “smooth.”

However, in the criterion/conditions for ICV to occur, just like
with the canonical scaling for the cooling rate at Rvir which sepa-
rates the traditional “cold mode” and “hot mode” of accretion (see
Silk 1977; Rees & Ostriker 1977; Binney 1977), the most impor-
tant variable by far is the virial temperature Tvir ∝ Φc ∝ V 2

esc, hence
the potential or escape velocity. Indeed, if we take the approximate
scaling for t(s)

cool/tff (using a simple approximation for the cooling
function) given in Stern et al. (2021) Eqs. 17-18, the dependence on
escape velocity is very strong, t(s)

cool/tff ∝ V 4.4
esc . Meanwhile at fixed

Vesc for standard CDM halos all other terms appear with a very weak
dependence: there is almost no redshift or halo mass dependence
and only linear dependence on metallicity and gas mass (Z−1, n−1

gas ).
In fact, if we insert the same canonical values for other parameters
used in Stern et al. (2021) for FIRE halos at z = 0 in their Eq. 18,
we obtain t(s)

cool/tff(r = 0.1Rvir) ∼ 2(Vesc[< 0.1Rvir]/220kms−1)4.4

– i.e. their critical value of t(s)
cool/tff(r = 0.1Rvir)∼ 2 corresponds al-

most exactly with the critical escape velocity threshold we identify
here.

There thus seems to be a coincidence that the criterion for ICV
happens to match the critical escape velocity threshold identified
here, and this explains the frequent coincidence in timing between
ICV and the end of bursty star formation in our “default” FIRE-2
simulations, even if they are not directly causally connected. The
similarity of the two thresholds may not, actually, be entirely coin-
cidental: in the ICV argument, again akin to the traditional cold/hot
halo argument, this strong dependence and threshold reflect rela-
tively inefficient gas cooling at T ≳ 106 K, akin to the arguments
cited above regarding vcool, but also meaning that “confinement” of
the outflows in an overshoot-type model will be further aided by the
pressure of the virialized CGM (by definition, for a halo which has
undergone ICV, the “PdV” work required to expel the ISM beyond
the ICV radius must be order-of-magnitude comparable to the en-
ergetic cost required to overcome the escape velocity to the same
radius). But crucially, we show that it is not really the virialization
of the gas alone which confines the outflows and suppresses bursty
star formation. Rather, ICV as defined in Stern et al. (2021) will
typically occur as a consequence of the inner halo and galaxy cross-
ing the same critical Vesc/overshoot threshold at which bursty star
formation is suppressed.

6 RELATION TO VERTICAL DISK “SETTLING” &
VERY THIN DISKS

The generally-accepted proximate physical cause of “vertical disk
settling” – which we define for this discussion specifically as the
decrease in disk thickness H/R at a given galacto-centric radius – is
more straightforward. For some dwarf galaxy disks (e.g. m11b dis-
cussed in § 4.3) and the outskirts of extended (non self-shielding)
HI disks extending well beyond the star-forming radii in galaxies,
the gas can “settle” (turbulence can damp) until it is thermally-
supported at “warm” temperatures (cs ∼ 10kms−1) and so its scale
height H/R ∼ cs/Vc is largely determined by Vc alone. But provided

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Galactocentric Radius r [kpc]

10−1

100

Value for Q = 3
Actual value (in gas)

σ
/

V c

ηfb = 0.1am11a:
z = 0
z = 1

Figure 27. Evolution of the vertical disk structure in our ηfb = 0.1a m11a
experiment, with different colors encoding different redshifts from z = 1
(light) to z = 0 (dark) as Fig. 5. We show the radial profile of σ/Vc
(solid; H/R is similar) and the value needed to maintain Q ≈ 3 or the
“effective gas/thin disk fraction”, i.e. σ/Vc ∼ 3 × πGRΣeff/V 2

c = 3 ×
(π r2 Σthin[r])/Menc[< r]. Here Σthin is simply defined as the surface den-
sity of gas+stars interior to the gas disk scale height. The H/R ∼ σ/Vc in the
disk crudely follows the expectation for constant-Q evolution, once a disk is
actually formed, as described in § 6.

that the potential is sufficiently deep and/or gas surface density is
sufficiently large, the disk cannot maintain Q ≳ 1 with isothermal
WNM/WIM-phase gas. In our experiments here (see Fig. 16) and an
enormous array of previous simulation work making many different
assumptions about thermodynamics, feedback, and galaxy proper-
ties, disks in this limit robustly self-regulate to maintain a turbulent
Toomre Q ∼ 1 (at the order-of-magnitude level) in the star forming
gas disk (see e.g. Tasker & Tan 2009; Kim et al. 2011, 2013; Hop-
kins et al. 2011, 2012; Cacciato et al. 2012; Ceverino et al. 2014;
Gatto et al. 2017; Orr et al. 2019). This is also ubiquitously ob-
served in both local and high-redshift galaxies in both H/R and
σ/Vc (Leroy et al. 2008; Walter et al. 2008a; Swinbank et al. 2011,
2012; Kennicutt & Evans 2012; Genzel et al. 2015; Wisnioski et al.
2015). In that limit, H/R ≈ σ/Vc ≈ Mgas,disk(< r)/Menc(< r) (see
§ 3.4). Disks in this limit therefore become morphologically thinner
and dynamically colder as the “gas fraction” Mgas,disk(< r)/Menc(<
r) declines. Obviously at a given radius this can occur either by
Mgas,disk decreasing (e.g. gas depletion, star formation, outflows,
starvation; see also Hafen et al. 2022) or Menc (i.e. Vc at that r)
increasing (buildup of a deeper potential, formation of stars in a
compact core). And if evaluated at e.g. the disk effective radius, this
can change simply by moving r.

Our experiments clearly show that simply modifying Mgas(<
r)/Menc(< r) alone, before a disk forms at all, does not necessar-
ily produce disks, let alone vertical disk settling (aka thin disks).
The key, as discussed in § 3.4, is that the gas must already be
in a stable, self-regulated disk structure, which requires differ-
ent conditions. Thus there are effectively three conditions: (1) a
gas disk must have already formed (the mass profile was suffi-
ciently centrally-concentrated at some point); (2) the circular ve-
locity Vc(r) ≫ 10kms−1 (more like Vc ≳ 100kms−1), so that the
thermal warm-medium support cannot alone maintain a very thick
disk (for direct observational examples, see Bigiel et al. 2010, and
for more theoretical discussion see Hafen et al. 2022); (3) the effec-
tive gas fraction Mgas(< r)/Menc(< r) has decreased to values ≪ 1
(for observations, see references above).

This immediately explains why almost all of our “very thin”
star-forming disks appear to exhibit smooth SF. A very thin disk, re-
quires, by definition, σ/Vc ≪ 1, and given realistic thermal physics
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if the disk is sufficiently dense to self-shield and cool and form
stars, this requires Vc ≳ 100kms−1. And of course for any realis-
tic potential Vesc(r) ≳

√
2Vc(r). So it is almost automatically true

that any system which can form a very thin disk which is also star
forming (as distinct from a thermally-supported, non-self-shielding,
non-star forming extended disk, akin to that in e.g. m11b discussed
previously) must have met our criteria for the cessation of bursty
star formation, discussed above.

Fig. 27 shows one example of this, in our ηfb = 0.1 run (a
weak-feedback simulation which, owing to rapid SF building up the
potential and making it more concentrated, forms a “very thin” disk
by z = 0). First we note that indeed we do see H/R ∼ σ/Vc, with
some fluctuations at any given instant owing to non-trivial out-of-
equilibrium behaviors (see Gurvich et al. 2022; Hafen et al. 2022,
for a detailed discussion of this). Second, we do see a trend be-
tween σ/Vc both as a function of radius and time and the value
expected for a constant Q ≈ 2 − 3, though it is not exactly one-
to-one. But for the latter, it is important to carefully account for
the two-component (stellar+gas) effective Q (e.g. Romeo 1992):
we see significantly worse correlation if we assume the “gas-only”
Qgas ≡ σκ/(πGΣgas) were constant.

7 COSMOLOGICAL ORIGINS OF THESE CONDITIONS
& RELATION TO OBSERVATIONS
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Figure 28. Cartoon illustrating a common (but by no means unique) “track” taken by our default FIRE-2 simulation galaxies (per § 7) through the space from a bursty, spheroidal system (a), bursty system with a thick gas
disk (b), through developing a smooth SFR (c) and thin disk (d), and ultimately evolving into a massive galaxy (e) whose subsequent disk survival depends on physics of quenching, mergers and other evolution beyond the
scope of this paper. The sequence in stellar and halo mass (inset) from (a)→(e) can be thought of as a mass sequence at z ∼ 0, or (heuristically) as a time sequence in the evolution of a massive system today. At each stage we
illustrate an example FIRE-2 galaxy and observed system (images), with an example of the SFR versus time, circular velocity Vc as a function of radius r (relative to the gas circularization radius rcirc), and gas-phase angular
momentum distribution jz/ jc. Image Credit: (a) ESO/Digitized Sky Survey 2; (b) ESO/VMC Survey; (c) ESA/NASA/CFHT/NOAO/K. Kuntz, F. Bresolin, J. Trauger, J. Mould, Y.-H. Chu, D. Martin; (d) NASA/JPL-Caltech;
(e) NASA/ESA and The Hubble Heritage Team (STScI/AURA).
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A heuristic illustration of a typical (though not necessarily
unique) mass or time sequence in our default FIRE-2 simula-
tions, as it evolves from a galaxy with a shallow potential and un-
concentrated mass profile (with no disk and bursty star formation)
to a system with a concentrated mass profile in a deep potential well
(with a disk and smooth star formation), is shown in Fig. 28. We dis-
cuss this and other physical pathways in cosmological settings, and
their connection to observations, below.

7.1 Physical Mechanisms for Achieving
Centrally-Concentrated Mass Profiles

By far the simplest (in “default” FIRE simulations across different
masses) way to realize a centrally-concentrated mass profile is via
some condensation of baryons (whether or not they turn into stars)
in the halo center, as the baryons are dissipative. Baryons will nat-
urally fall into the halo center as they cool, and can further lose an-
gular momentum and energy and become denser under the action of
gravitational torques and instabilities. In our experiments here, we
see that for our m11a system, if the central structure is sufficiently
concentrated (sub-kpc sizes), then it only requires ∼ 109 M⊙ worth
of mass to significantly re-structure the potential (∼ 2% of the halo
mass or ∼ 10% of the baryonic mass), and we stress that this is
beginning from an initial condition which is strongly cored in the
center (so this is a “worst-case” scenario in many ways, compared
to a system which begins from a steeper central profile). In fact,
El-Badry et al. (2018a) found that the best correlator (of properties
they surveyed including mass and spin) with gas “diskiness” in the
FIRE simulations is the degree of “baryonic concentration,” exactly
as this scenario would predict. The precise form of such a concen-
tration (a compact spheroid, nuclear star cluster, bulge, dense gas
clouds, hyper-massive black hole, etc.) will of course depend on the
baryonic physics, but is not particularly important for our purposes.

Achieving such a concentration will generically get “easier” as
galaxies increase in mass from dwarf to ∼ L∗ systems as shown in
Fig. 28, as feedback becomes less able to unbind the baryons and
the observed central baryonic masses increase (e.g. Behroozi et al.
2019, and references therein). In FIRE for example, while there are
lower-mass exceptions, this most commonly occurs around a stellar
mass scale M∗ ≳ 1010 M⊙, as in the high-redshift progenitor galaxy
many dense star clusters which form rapidly and efficiently in those
conditions (Grudić et al. 2022) merge together within the central
≲ 1kpc to form a massive, dense proto-bulge (Ma et al. 2020; X.
Ma et al., in prep.), around which a disk begins to form. In dwarf
galaxies even smaller than our m11a case here, nuclear star clusters
are common and have masses and sizes which might be sufficient
for them to play a similar role in many cases (see Böker et al. 2002,
2004; Milosavljević 2004; Seth et al. 2006; McCrady & Graham
2007). If so, this would be challenging to capture in simulations
since, although the initial formation of star clusters can be resolved
in state-of-the-art simulations, their long-term survival and evolu-
tion (critical if they are to play a role in disk formation) are not (see
Kim et al. 2018a; Ma et al. 2020).

But is it possible to achieve this in an entirely dark matter-
dominated system? Yes: we clearly see this in some FIRE ex-
amples (§ 4.3). For a standard (non-cored) NFW halo, ρ ∝
(r/Rs)

−1 (1 + r/Rs)
−2 with Rs ≡ Rvir/cvir the scale-length de-

fined in terms of the concentration cvir. This gives a(r) →
0.34GMvir/R2

s ∼ constant (akin to our a0 models) as r → 0, i.e.
Vc ∝ r1/2 increasing modestly with r. But the density profile steep-
ens at larger radii: the critical rslope=1/4 from § 4.6 (Fig. 14) is
∼ 0.55Rs ∼ 12kpc(Mvir/1012 M⊙)

0.43 (cvir/⟨cvir(Mvir, z)⟩)−1,29 and

29 We obtain this scaling by inserting the virial definitions from Bryan

the “turnover radius” rVmax = rslope=0 (outside of which Vc de-
creases) is ∼ 2.2Rs. For comparison, a typical HI disk size30

r50,HI ∼ 7kpc(Mvir/1012 M⊙)
0.33 (or r90,HI ∼ 2− 3r50,HI), a factor

∼ 2 smaller than rslope=1/4. So (as we see in our simulations), the
potential would not be sufficiently concentrated from dark matter
alone in most cases. Since the scatter in cvir is comparably small
(∼ 0.1dex), variations in cvir will not generally be able to bring
rslope=1/4 ≲ r50,HI. But the scatter in HI disk size is quite large
(∼ 0.3− 0.5dex), and since we really care about some circulariza-
tion radius at an earlier time it could be even larger. So it is reason-
able to expect that in some cases, a sufficiently-concentrated NFW
profile with a comparably large gas circularization radius could
meet our disk formation criterion.

As we explored earlier in detail, this is likely playing a role in
the case of the default-FIRE m11b run discussed above (the lowest-
mass default-FIRE run analyzed here which forms a disk, similar in
mass to m11a studied here). As discussed in El-Badry et al. (2018a),
that galaxy does not have an especially unusual halo concentra-
tion or spin. However as we showed, it does initially form some-
what early and it accumulates a more centrally-concentrated early-
forming baryonic mass (so rVmax is more like ∼ 4− 5kpc, rather
than the expected ∼ 12kpc given its mass). Later, an accretion event
brings in some new gas with a high impact parameter (much larger
than ∼ λspin Rvir ∼ 5kpc), which can circularize outside rVmax pro-
ducing an unusually prominent and extended (r50,HI ≳ 12kpc) disk
for a halo of this mass.

Of course, if the dark matter profile is “cored” out to rea-
sonably large radii, then it will be even less concentrated, pushing
rslope=1/4 and rVmax further out and potentially inhibiting initial disk
formation if there is no baryonic concentration.

Finally, a host of exotic mechanisms could produce more
centrally-concentrated profiles. Extremely massive BHs in dwarf
centers would act like our M0 models, but we stress that the masses
required (e.g. ∼ 109 M⊙ for m11a, larger than the galaxy stellar
mass) are far in excess of observed SMBHs in dwarf galaxies (e.g.
Reines et al. 2020). While collisionless cold dark matter models
(let alone models of warm or elastic-scattering self-interacting dark
matter [SIDM]; see Robles et al. 2017; Fitts et al. 2019) tend to pre-
dict shallow or cored central dark matter profiles, a broad class of
dark matter models produce more-dense centers, including many
scalar field or “fuzzy” dark matter models (Robles et al. 2019)
and the incredibly broad category of models which allow dissi-
pation in the dark sector (dSIDM; Shen et al. 2021; Xiao et al.
2021). In experiments with dSIDM models, for example, Shen et al.
(2021) find that there is a one-to-one correspondence between mod-
els which produce steeper dark “cusps” in their centers (often in
the form of density profiles which have ρ ∝ r−3/2 in their center,
so rslope=1/4 → 0 and rVmax is reduced by a factor of ∼ 2 − 3 at
masses Mvir ∼ 1010 − 1011 M⊙) and those which produce disks in
the dSIDM models where there were none in CDM.

7.2 Physical Mechanisms for Achieving High Escape Velocity
Scales (Low Overshoot Probability)

Achieving a large escape velocity or potential scale is in many ways
more straightforward: if one needs to exceed our critical Vesc (or fall
below the critical σeff/Vesc) on scales where star formation occurs
in real galaxies, then for realistic mass profiles (where density is
higher at small radii, and σeff ≳ 10kms−1) this will typically involve

& Norman 1998 and the mean concentration-mass-redshift relation
⟨cvir(Mvir, z)⟩ from Dutton & Macciò 2014.
30 We estimate this by combining the typical ratios of HI r50,HI and r90,HI to
optical stellar disk sizes from Hunter et al. (2021), with the optical size-virial
mass relation estimated in Kravtsov (2013).
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building up something like a total mass of ≳ 3×1010 M⊙ inside of
the central few kpc (again illustrated in Fig. 28).

For an NFW-like halo alone (using the scalings above
and assuming a cutoff outside the splashback radius), Vesc(r →
0) ≈ 450kms−1 [(c/⟨c⟩)M12]0.3, so this threshold potential or
Vesc is crossed at a mass scale of Mvir ≈ (1 − 1.5) ×
1011 M⊙ (⟨c(Mvir, z)⟩/c) (depending on exactly which radius must
exceed the critical Vesc), independent of redshift. If the halo center
is strongly cored, this moves up in mass but just to ∼ (2 − 3)×
1011 M⊙. For low halo masses (Mvir ≲ 1011 M⊙), we do not expect
the baryons to significantly influence this, except perhaps to intro-
duce cores which slightly decrease Vesc (although given the contri-
bution to Vesc from large radii, we find our strongest-cored galaxies
only decrease Vesc by ∼ 25%), given the observed low baryon-to-
halo mass ratios. But at higher masses, where the central baryon
fractions and star formation efficiencies are high, the baryons can
add significantly to Vesc, making the transition more rapid – this is
part of why we see a “jump” in the central Vesc in the FIRE systems
(which sample halos at factor ∼ 3 increments) in Fig. 20.

Given the above, we expect at z = 0 that halos of larger mass
have, on average, crossed some Vesc or potential threshold earlier
in their progenitor history. And at a given mass, more concentrated
(earlier-forming) halos will again have done so at earlier times.

Of course, the same exotic mechanisms discussed above (e.g.
different dark matter physics) could similarly increase or decrease
the halo escape velocity, shifting when the critical potential thresh-
old is reached.

In § 5.3.2 we showed that sufficiently large changes to the
structure of the ISM and feedback rates (e.g. producing very differ-
ent clustering of star formation in time, or large changes to the SNe
delay time distribution) can also shift the threshold for transition-
ing to smooth SF at fixed Vesc. However, barring radical revisions to
our understanding of star formation and stellar evolution, these are
generally more subtle or second-order effects (their expected varia-
tion is generally much weaker than the quite-large variation in Vesc

across galaxy populations).

7.3 Correlation with Vertical Disk “Settling”

As discussed above in § 6, vertical disk settling requires (1) a
disk, and (2) σ/Vc ≪ 1. Given the empirical thermal floor in σ
of ∼ 10kms−1, and that Vesc ≳

√
2Vc, this means that in general,

settling to very thin H/R ≪ 1 in an actively star-forming disk (as
opposed to more extended non-star-forming gas disk) will require a
system meeting both our “disk formation” and “smooth SF” cri-
teria already, so the physical requirements discussed above will
also apply. This automatically explains, as discussed above, why
there appears to be a correlation in cosmological simulations be-
tween the cessation of bursty SF and the onset of disk settling.
However, the disky+smooth SF criteria we outline are not strictly
sufficient to immediately produce a “fully settled” (i.e. very thin)
disk: one could have σ/Vc still large even with sufficiently large
Vesc in a disk owing either to (a) a potential with Vc ≪ Vesc or (b)
a large gas fraction in a disk self-regulating to maintain Q ∼ 1
(so σ(r)/Vc(r) ∼ Mgas,disk(< r)/Menc(< r)) or some other mech-
anism maintaining large H/R. In such a case, we would expect
Mgas,disk(< r)/Menc(< r) and therefore σ/Vc to gradually decline
over time for one of several reasons: the disk could be “starved”
and deplete gas via inner halo virialization (less efficient cooling)
or “mass quenching” (Davé et al. 2011; van Donkelaar et al. 2022;
Gurvich et al. 2022), or a rapid increase with growing mass in the
efficiency of star formation and/or outflows (Dekel et al. 2009b;
Ceverino et al. 2014; Hayward & Hopkins 2017; Barro et al. 2017),
or simply (at fixed gas supply) gradual buildup of the potential (Vc

and Menc(r)) as the galaxy grows. And, of course, a prominent thin

stellar disk requires first forming a star-forming thin gas disk, fol-
lowed by sufficient time to form enough stars (without strong heat-
ing/disruption) in that disk to be appreciable. These processes mean
that settling can, in principle, be a more gradual, continuous pro-
cess of decreasing H/R over time (e.g. Guedes et al. 2011; Ma et al.
2017b), and so can continue on for well after the “initial” disk for-
mation or transition from bursty to smooth SF, though they are often
associated in time (as shown in Fig. 28).

7.4 Does One Have to Happen Before the Other?

In principle, we show that disk formation could occur before or after
the transition to “smooth” star formation. One could imagine build-
ing up a deep (large absolute value) potential in a relatively “flat”
(e.g. constant-ρ) density profile, transitioning to smooth SF by pro-
hibiting cold gas escape, which might lead to more efficient star
formation and baryonic concentration, until a steeper mass profile
is built up and a disk can be stabilized. But most often in cosmolog-
ical simulations (see Fig. 28), the order is the opposite: a disk forms
which goes through a relatively brief intermediate phase where
SF is still bursty (and the disk may be disrupted by particularly
strong feedback events, mergers, etc.), then the galaxy transitions to
smooth SF, and the disk gradually settles over the remainder of the
Hubble time (Ma et al. 2017a,b; Stern et al. 2021; Hafen et al. 2022;
Gurvich et al. 2022). From the arguments above, this is natural: the
initial disk formation criterion can be met at any mass scale, while
the smooth SF criterion generally requires crossing a relatively large
threshold. Still, from the arguments above, the expected halo masses
where both will occur are not so different, and in practice simula-
tions see they are often relatively closely associated in time (Yu
et al. 2021; Gurvich et al. 2022). Meanwhile, vertical settling re-
quires (by definition) σeff/Vc ≪ 1, where σeff (which should include
thermal+magnetic support) is almost never below ∼ 10kms−1 in
the star-forming parts of disks, so given Vesc ≳

√
2Vc, this essen-

tially requires the smooth SF criterion is already met; that plus the
fact that settling occurs over ∼Gyr timescales means that it – inso-
far again as it applies to the star-forming and subsequent stellar disk
(see § 4.3) – will smoothly follow this transition.

7.5 Distinction Between “Formation” or “Transition” and
Galaxies Today – Can You “Switch Back”?

It is generically quite hard to imagine physical processes which sig-
nificantly decrease the central escape velocity/potential well – as
even processes which “inflate” the dark matter or baryonic matter
distribution via relaxation tend to very weakly modify the specific
binding energy (see Barnes 1988; Boylan-Kolchin et al. 2005; Hop-
kins et al. 2009a). So once a galaxy is well into the “smooth” star
formation phase, it seems unlikely it would revert to bursty behavior
unless either (a) it was very close to the boundary/critical potential,
(b) some strong external perturbation (e.g. a merger) drives a star-
burst, or (c) the galaxy expands so that the inner region (with high
Vesc) is depleted, and the later star formation occurs at some signifi-
cantly larger radius r where the potential well is more shallow.

On the other hand, it is very easy to imagine any of a large
number of well-known mechanisms which can destroy or kinemati-
cally heat disks, after they form. Of course, galaxy mergers are one
obvious example (Toomre 1977a; Schweizer 1983; Barnes 1988;
Hernquist 1993), with an efficiency which is known to strongly
depend on e.g. the gas-richness (and therefore prior feedback/star
formation history) of the galaxies (Walker et al. 1996; Robertson
et al. 2006; Hopkins et al. 2009b,c, 2008; Hammer et al. 2009a;
Governato et al. 2009; Moreno et al. 2021). Generations of inflows
with different angular momentum can produce misaligned disks
which generate strong mutual torques and low net angular momen-
tum (Sales et al. 2012; van de Voort et al. 2015; Sokołowska et al.

MNRAS 000, 000–000 (0000)



Disk-Burst Tests 35

2017; Kretschmer et al. 2020; Hafen et al. 2022). Disk instabili-
ties (bars, arms, clumps) can redistribute mass within the disk and
build pseudobulges (Roberts et al. 1979; Schwarz 1981; Weinberg
1985; Combes et al. 1990; Shlosman & Noguchi 1993; Noguchi
1999; Athanassoula 2002; Bournaud & Combes 2002; Berentzen
et al. 2007; Read et al. 2008; Debattista et al. 2019). And there are
many other ways to produce non-linearly different morphologies
well after some “initial” disk formation event. This means that cos-
mologically time-integrated quantities like the bulge-to-disk ratio,
disk mass, size, scale height, etc., will necessarily be complicated
functions of the formation history, environment, mass, and other
properties of galaxies. All of these can be strongly non-linearly in-
fluenced by the details of stellar feedback and gas thermodynamics
(see e.g. Sommer-Larsen et al. 1999; Okamoto et al. 2005; Scanna-
pieco et al. 2008; Piontek & Steinmetz 2009; Moreno et al. 2019;
Nuñez-Castiñeyra et al. 2021; McElroy et al. 2022). For example it
has been known for decades that, absent feedback entirely, galaxies
convert most of their baryons into stars rapidly after first halo col-
lapse at very high redshifts, leading to pure hierarchical assembly
at later times via collisionless/gas-poor/“dry” mergers which effi-
ciently destroy any stellar disks that might have formed at those
early times (see references above). This is also illustrated heuris-
tically in Fig. 28. So we stress that we are not claiming that all
systems today with centrally-concentrated mass profiles must have
disks, nor that the “degree of concentration” necessarily correlates
with the “diskiness” of the z = 0 galaxy. Instead, we are making a
much more limited and specific claim: that a necessary condition for
the initial formation of some disky gaseous structure is a (relatively)
sufficiently-concentrated mass profile at that time. ,

7.6 What Does This Imply About Observed Galaxies & Disky
Structure or Bursty Star Formation?

7.6.1 Disky Structure

We stress that there is no obvious contradiction between our crite-
rion for disk formation and any observations of disk galaxies them-
selves, insofar as we are aware. Importantly, the “centrally concen-
trated mass profile” criterion does not contradict observations of
disk rotation curves or structure in low-surface brightness and/or
dwarf galaxies. First off, as is obvious from Figs. 6-7, the rotation
curves Vc(r) of our disky galaxies can be and often are rising with
radius r at radii up to ∼ 0.5−5kpc (or up to ≳ 2 times the extended
HI disk effective radius) – in more extreme cases like m11b and
m11h up to ∼ 8−12kpc – and while they are falling at larger radii
they tend to be extremely flat over radii ∼ 1− 30kpc (out to ≳ 6
times the HI effective radii). This means it is absolutely allowed,
in principle, for the central ≲ fewkpc of the mass profile to have
a “cored” halo. This is all quite consistent with observed rotation
curves (see e.g. de Blok et al. 2008a; Lelli et al. 2016a; Lang et al.
2020, and references therein) – and rigorous examples of this com-
paring the default FIRE simulations here to observed galaxies in
their rotation curve structure, Tully Fisher relation, radial accelera-
tion relation, etc., can be found in El-Badry et al. (2017, 2018a,b);
Chan et al. (2018); Garrison-Kimmel et al. (2018).

In Fig. 29, we show this somewhat more quantitatively: we
take every galaxy in the published SPARC sample (Li et al. 2020)
for which sufficient data is available (compiling data from Li et al.
2020; Patra 2020a; Ianjamasimanana et al. 2020; Hunter et al.
2021; Davidge 2021; Putman et al. 2021 and additional references
therein31) to place them on the same Fig. 7 (showing the shape

31 Classifications and HI profiles used to determine ri are taken from de
Blok et al. (1996); Verheijen (1997); Martin (1998); Huchtmeier et al.
(2000); Côté et al. (2000); Walter & Brinks (2001); Barnes & de Blok
(2001); McGaugh et al. (2001); Begum et al. (2003); Simon et al. (2003);

of the rotation curve versus gas disk extent) as our FIRE galax-
ies. The SPARC systems which might plausibly have gas disks by
our criteria (some clearly do not, as they both feature H/R ≳ 0.3
and a highly clumpy/irregular/asymmetric morphology) all lie in
the overlapping parameter space to our FIRE disky systems, i.e.
have “sufficiently concentrated” mass profiles. In fact, by the def-
inition in Fig. 14, all of these systems rather easily meet our cri-
terion (rslope=1/4 ≲ r50,HI or rVmax ≲ r90,HI ∼ ri). We see that this
is especially true for the more kinematically and morphologically
well-ordered systems (i.e. the systems which are not Irr or Sm).

Crucially, our requirement that the mass profile be centrally
concentrated is a relative criterion that only applies at radii sim-
ilar to or inside the initial circularization radii of extended gas
disks. And indeed, almost every galaxy in surveys like THINGS,
PHANGS, or SPARC (as representative samples of ordered, thin gas
disks at low masses) is known to show Vc(r) shallow/close to flat or
falling with r outside ∼ 2− 4 kpc. And in fact, those studies have
consistently shown that on average, low-mass thin-gas-disk galax-
ies show excessive “baryonic concentration” as defined in El-Badry
et al. (2018a) and discussed above (see e.g. Fig. 58 in de Blok et al.
2008a, showing that the central ∼ 10kpc are often strongly baryon-
dominated in such systems).

Moreover, there is no contradiction between a requirement of
central concentration and observations of “bulge-free” disks (ob-
servationally defined as disks without a high-Sersic-index excess
central light profile above the inward extrapolation of an exponen-
tial disk; see e.g. Kormendy et al. 2010; Kormendy & Bender 2012;
Simmons et al. 2013). First, the concentration we discuss could be
(and in some of our default FIRE simulations clearly is) entirely
dark, owing to dark matter (e.g. a cusp, or sufficiently concentrated
cored-NFW halo), or SMBHs, or gas, or other components (as dis-
cussed above). Second, a central light concentration could still be
present, in the form of a pseudobulge, inner disk, or barlens/ring,
all of which would still be classified as “bulge-free” via any of the
criteria above (see references above and Kuijken & Merrifield 1995;
Debattista et al. 2004; Fisher & Drory 2008; Erwin et al. 2015;
Athanassoula et al. 2015). Third, a central luminous mass could be
small, less than ∼ 10% of the baryonic mass in our experiments
here, which is where it would generally be called “bulge-free” in
most observational diagnostics (see Gao & Ho 2017). Fourth, an
early-forming central mass concentration could be physically re-
laxed or dissolved after a disk forms: a star cluster can be dissolved
by N-body relaxation and/or core-collapse, or inflated by mergers,
or a collisionless “cusp” in stars or dark matter can be flattened into
a core later if bursty star formation continues (Naab et al. 2006;
Pontzen & Governato 2012; Teyssier et al. 2013). Fifth, such a con-
centration can simply be “buried” underneath subsequent star for-
mation: e.g. the ∼ 109 M⊙ central masses within a ∼ kpc in our most
extremely M0 models, even if in stars, would by the time the galaxy
grows more massive be easily “hidden” underneath the light profile
of a standard low-surface-brightness disk (Courteau et al. 2007).

There are, of course, outliers expected for any such nonlin-
ear process as galaxy formation. One apparent example, at face
value, would be NGC 925 (NGC3972 and UGC6667, noted in
Fig. 29, are qualitatively similar but less extreme, so less interest-
ing here), which is a relatively massive M∗ ∼ 3×109 M⊙ disk with
a rising gas rotation speed (not necessarily Vc) out to r ∼ 10kpc

Begum & Chengalur (2004); Mould (2005); Noordermeer et al. (2005); Be-
gum et al. (2008a,b); de Blok et al. (2008b); Walter et al. (2008b); Fin-
gerhut et al. (2010); Lee et al. (2011); Banerjee et al. (2011); Hunter et al.
(2011); Kaisin et al. (2012); Wiegert & English (2014); Pokhrel et al. (2016);
Richards et al. (2016); Wang et al. (2016); Ponomareva et al. (2016); Lelli
et al. (2016b); Sales et al. (2017); Morales et al. (2018); Koribalski et al.
(2018); Karachentsev et al. (2018).
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Figure 29. HI-inferred circular velocity curves of all SPARC galaxies from Li et al. (2020) for which sufficient data was available to place them on a plot
akin to our Fig. 7 (for which the rotation curve is measured out to at least ≳ 0.4 ri in order to have a meaningful comparison, giving > 90 galaxies). For
galaxies without rotation curves extending to r = ri we normalize to Vc measured at the maximum observed radius. We group the galaxies by the morphology
given therein. Interacting systems are labeled with dashed lines, and systems which would robustly be classified as “not a disk” both morphologically and
kinematically by both our criterion here and that in El-Badry et al. (2018a) are dotted. UGC4278 is labeled without error bars as its Hα-inferred Vc(r) disagrees
with (is more concentrated than) the HI-inferred Vc(r) by a larger margin than the statistical errors. The vast majority of the SPARC sample, including almost
all more-ordered systems and those with visible stellar disks (Sd or earlier), lies in the same regime as the FIRE systems and experiments here which form disks
(Fig. 7). The two most potentially-significant outliers, NGC3972 and UGC6667 are near the boundary of our “disky” FIRE sample but still show rVmax ≲ 0.5 ri
and do not appear any significantly less concentrated than e.g. m11b or m11h.
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(then flat/falling; see de Blok et al. 2008a; Wiegert 2011). This is
marginally larger than most of the low-density disks in our FIRE
sample, but we stress that examples like m11b, which we study in
detail (§ 4.3), have similar profiles and still fall within our “suf-
ficiently centrally concentrated” parameter space. Moreover it is
worth noting that the gas disk in NGC 925 is very extended (≳
15kpc) and gas-poor in the center – so in a comparison of rslope=1/4

versus r50,HI or rVmax versus r90,HI (as Fig. 14), or plotting Vc versus
r/ri (as Figs. 7 or 29), it appears marginal (like our m11b and m11h
cases), but not an actual outlier. Indeed, even if the dark matter is
“strongly cored” in this system, the stellar mass profile appears to
trace a stellar density which is concentrated in our sense, consistent
with a Mestel disk in 2D or a singular isothermal sphere ρ∗ ∝ r−2

(or even slightly steeper) in 3D, dominating over the inferred dark
matter+gas density inside ≲ 4kpc, and many have noted that the
total density profile at small radii is difficult to model and could in
fact be steeply rising (Pineda et al. 2017; Oman et al. 2019; Roper
et al. 2022). Even if the mass profile were not compact, the mor-
phology is unusual, as NGC 925 appears to be (a) strongly-barred;
(b) globally asymmetric (in both the mass distribution and shape of
the spiral arms); (c) warped; and (d) very thick (with a cold HI verti-
cal scale height of ∼ 0.5−1kpc, i.e. H/R ∼ 0.5−1 inside ≲ 2kpc;
Bacchini et al. 2019; Patra 2019, 2020b). So the gas disk could be
transient, as suggested by Heald et al. (2011) who describe NGC
925 as a “prototypical minor merger” with the outer gas disk in fact
being an accreted stream of gas from an interacting companion (see
also Pingel et al. 2018); or the bar could have flattened the profile
from an earlier, more-concentrated configuration (Weinberg & Katz
2002; Berentzen et al. 2006).

We stress that we are not purporting to explain nor predict the
structure of disk rotation curves or light profiles here. Whether or
not some galaxy model can reproduce the observations above from
first principles is sensitive to physics far beyond what we explore.
We simply wish to stress that none of these observations appear to
prima facia contradict (indeed, many of them appear to support) our
conclusions regarding causal mechanisms here.

When comparing to observations, it is important to note, as
shown explicitly in detail in El-Badry et al. (2018a), that “disky”
by our criteria is not the same thing as “showing an ordered ve-
locity shear/gradient viewed edge-on.” There are many examples
of systems which show no disk whatsoever in j/ jc, or any other
detailed 3D morphological or kinematic measurement, but would
show a clear velocity shear edge-on (this can arise for many rea-
sons, for example, bi-directional outflows). In future work, it will be
particularly interesting to compare the Vc profiles which would be
observationally inferred from these systems in realistic mock obser-
vations: given the similarity of the velocity moment and HI surface
brightness maps to certain observed systems, it is almost certainly
the case that some would be fit (incorrectly) via tilted ring models
to “thin disks,” which could be important for understanding how
these galaxies are used to infer circular velocity curves and other
constraints (Oman et al. 2019).

7.6.2 Bursty Star Formation

It is much more challenging to directly compare any criterion for
“bursty” vs. “smooth” star formation to individual observed galax-
ies, since our assessment of this is based on the entire time-history
of the galaxy, and (at least at present) it is simply not possible to
reconstruct the archeological star formation history of individual
galaxies (even the Milky Way, Magellanic Clouds, and Andromeda)
at ≲ 100Myr time resolution over ∼several Gyr.32 Rather, stud-

32 Importantly, we stress that there is a difference between “burstiness” as
we define it, and assessing whether or not a given galaxy at the time ob-

ies trying to assess this have had to rely on populations of galax-
ies with semi-direct diagnostics (e.g. comparing the dispersion of
SFR tracers nominally sensitive to stars of different masses and
therefore ages, as in Sparre et al. 2017; Flores Velázquez et al.
2021), or on much more indirect arguments about correlations be-
tween burstiness and stellar/gas kinematics or abundance patterns
(El-Badry et al. 2016; Ma et al. 2017a; Emami et al. 2021; Patel
et al. 2022). While there is qualitative agreement across these indi-
cators that dwarf galaxies tend to have “more bursty” SFHs, with
a transition to smoother SFHs that is qualitatively consistent with
the mass scales we predict above, the uncertainties are still large,
and this is largely restricted to qualitative statements (Guo et al.
2016; Kurczynski et al. 2016; Emami et al. 2019; Karachentsev
et al. 2021; Atek et al. 2022). Indeed, quantitative interpretation
of indicators like the Hα to UV ratio (and even what timescales
these indicators actually probe) remains controversial and uncertain
(see references above and Flores Velázquez et al. 2021). And we
are not, here, attempting to make any quantitative prediction for the
magnitude or timescales of “burstiness,” only a prediction for the
conditions where this decreases.

Compounding these complications, the escape velocity Vesc is
perhaps one of the most difficult-to-measure properties of galaxies,
as it requires detailed mass models from ∼ 1kpc to ∼ 100kpc. Even
in the Milky Way (the one galaxy where reliable estimates exist
from multiple techniques), estimates of Vesc at the Solar circle vary
from ∼ 400 − 700kms−1 (though most favor values closer to ∼
450kms−1; see Necib & Lin 2022) and vary at r ≲ 1kpc by a factor
of two.

8 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we considered an extensive set of numerical experi-
ments in cosmological simulations, as well as validation against the
suite of existing FIRE galaxy simulations, in order to explore dif-
ferent proposed mechanisms for the onset of disk formation and/or
cessation of “bursty” star formation. Our experiments are designed
to allow us to separate different physical processes which are nor-
mally tightly-correlated in galaxy formation simulations and there-
fore complicate physical interpretations. We provide more detailed
physical understanding of these processes and show that we see
clear evidence of the typical proximate physical cause of each. Our
major conclusions and their relation to real, observed galaxies are
discussed in detail above. In summary, our most important conclu-
sions are:

(i) The key criterion for initially forming a disk is the devel-
opment of a sufficiently centrally-concentrated mass profile. A ra-
dial acceleration which is (even weakly) increasing towards smaller
radii, interior to the gas circularization location, promotes initial
disk formation and stabilizes these proto-disks for many reasons
(§ 4). We discuss a variety of mechanisms by which this might oc-
cur in nature, and how it relates to observed disk galaxy structure
(§ 7). This mass/acceleration profile does not necessarily have to
persist after the disk forms, and of course other physics can destroy
disks that have previously formed.

(ii) Disk formation and “smooth” star formation are not one-to-
one connected, even if in practice they tend to occur at about the
same time: one can, in principle, form a well-ordered disk which
still exhibits “bursty” star formation, and conversely one can have a
system with no disk whatsoever but “smooth” star formation (§ 3.2).

served is undergoing or coming out of a single starburst episode (defined as
a star formation event with higher SFR than the past-averaged history of the
galaxy), as any single starburst could be (in principle) a one-off event caused
by phenomena such as mergers or disk instabilities.

MNRAS 000, 000–000 (0000)



38 Hopkins et al.

However, it does appear that very thin disks, if most of the star for-
mation is inside the thin disk itself, will usually meet the criteria for
smooth star formation.

(iii) The key criterion for star formation becoming “smooth” ap-
pears to be the potential or escape velocity scale at the radii of star
formation (to some radii ≳ 10−20kpc) crossing a critical threshold
(also lowering the re-accretion timescale for material ejected), given
crudely by σeff/Vesc ≲ 0.05 or Vesc ≳ 200kms−1. Once this scale is
exceeded, a large fraction of material which would otherwise be
ejected from the galaxy, in particular cold, mass-loaded outflows of
gas which could otherwise form stars, is trapped and/or confined
(or more rapidly recycled) within the galaxy and stabilizes the SFR
(§ 5). The similarity of this Vesc threshold and the threshold for in-
ner CGM virialization (ICV) also provides a natural explanation for
why phenomena like ICV and the onset of disk settling/thin disk
formation tend to accompany the bursty-smooth transition.

(iv) The gas supply/fraction to/in the galaxy, cooling rates
and physics, criteria for and densities of star formation, and
strength/rates/forms of stellar feedback, do not play a direct causal
role in either the initial formation of galaxy disks, nor in the tran-
sition from bursty to smooth star formation (§ 3.3-3.4). Of course,
these physics can indirectly influence disk formation via their non-
linear influence on the gravitational potential evolution, and influ-
ence the amount of disk material which can be accreted, but they
are not directly causally related.

(v) Disk “vertical settling” (becoming morphologically thinner
and kinematically colder) is a distinct process not strictly causally
related to either disk formation or the cessation of bursty star
formation (§ 6). Settling occurs after a disk can initially form,
and once the potential is sufficiently deep that gas with thermal
cs ∼ 10kms−1 cannot maintain a very thick system, as disks self-
regulate at marginal stability (Q ∼ 1) so H/R ∼ σ/Vc ∼ Mgas,disk(<
r)/Menc(< r) decreases. We show that decreasing this quantity be-
fore the disk forms has no effect on disk formation or the cessation
bursty star formation (§ 3.4).

Of course, all of the above do not form a complete cosmo-
logical explanation for all galaxy properties. Nor are they always
sufficient to automatically cause a transition: for example if there
were no accreting gas, or it had no net angular momentum, obvi-
ously no gas disk could form, and strong dynamical perturbations
(e.g. mergers) could induce bursts and prevent disk formation. Al-
ternatively galaxies could occasionally form (often transient) disky
structures or briefly appear to undergo episodes of “smooth” SF un-
der special conditions without meeting these criteria. Our goal here
was instead to understand which of several physical possibilities
most directly and generically are required for these processes. The
statistics of large populations (and therefore exceptions to the rule)
are beyond the scope of our sample. And the origins in a cosmo-
logical sense of any one of these phenomena (e.g. the formation of
a more-centrally-concentrated mass profile) are not explained here
(although we do briefly discuss various possibilities in § 7), and
could be myriad. In future work we hope to explore this, as well as
more diverse conditions for the processes above.
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APPENDIX A: SOME ADDITIONAL PARAMETERS

In the main text, we survey a number of parameters and galaxy prop-
erties which do not appear to correlate well with the formation of
disks nor with the transition from bursty to smooth SF. In particular,
in § 5.4 we discuss a variety of models for “smooth SF” one might
imagine based on more complicated variations of some of the argu-
ments in the text or other extreme limits. In Fig. A1 we show the
radial profiles of a variety of these, to demonstrate explicitly (as we
noted in the main text) that none of these quantities appears to pro-
vide a better separation between smooth and bursty SF, compared to
the models we discuss more explicitly in the text. We also show one
additional test in Fig. A2 for the disky versus non-disky distinction,
which also does not provide a better explanation compared to the
models in the main text.

Fig. A3 considers even more extreme variations of the sort of
tests in § 5 showing that even radical modifications to the thermo-
dynamics of the gas – e.g. removing all thermal gas pressure from
the CGM or not allowing any gas to reach the “hot phase” and viri-
alize in the halos simulated here – qualitatively changes the fact that
sufficiently-deep potential wells maintain gas in the “smooth” SFR
regime.
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Figure A1. Profiles of various parameters comparing bursty SF (thin dotted), ambiguous/intermittent (dashed) and smooth SF (thick solid) systems in our m11a
experiments, as Fig. 19 in the main text. The different parameters here are broadly motivated by different assumptions about feedback and self-regulation (see
text, § 5.2). These include various dimensional combinations of r, Ω, Vc, and Vesc, as well as the Orr et al. (2021) criterion of the ratio of disk baryonic gas
fraction in an annulus f̃gas ≡Σgas(r)/(Σgas(r)+Σ∗(r)) versus their critical f̃ Orr

crit which is a function of disk properties, and disk surface/column density Σgas
and a simple proxy for dust optical depth/shielding ZΣgas. None of these appears to show a clear separation or correlation with smooth SF.
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Figure A2. Orr et al. (2021) criterion versus diskiness of the m11a ex-
periments. The prediction is that clustered SNe in a purely-momentum-
conserving phase break out or are confined at values above/below unity,
respectively. There is no strong trend here, and the weak trend seen (with
disky systems at slightly higher f̃gas/ f̃ Orr

crit ) is opposite the predicted depen-
dence if confinement were important for disk formation.
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Figure A3. Additional tests of the form in Fig. 17, exploring how the thermodynamics of the CGM gas does or does not influence the “smooth” versus
“bursty” SFHs. Top: m11a experiments, comparing the default (bursty) run with variations run with a deeper potential (ρ10 = 10), which produces smooth
SF. We re-start and run for a modest time either at early times (left) or at late times (right), with the modified cooling functions shown in Fig. 17 or the much
more extreme variations of (a) setting the gas to obey a strictly isothermal equation-of-state above a temperature maximum at T = 104 K (the equivalent of
Λ→∞ for T > 104 K), or (b) setting P → 0 the hydrodynamic pressure which appears in the Riemann problem in the hydro solver (so there are identically
zero pressure forces) between any gas cells which reside between 10 < r < 100kpc from the galaxy center. Bottom: Same, for m12i, which in default runs
transitions to smooth SF, restarted just before the transition would occur naturally (left) or well after (right). In both cases these extreme temperature/pressure
modifications ensure it is impossible for the gas in the halo to be in virial/hydrostatic equilibrium. In all cases the SFR remains smooth where it would be
smooth otherwise.
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