arXiv:2404.00937v2 [astro-ph.GA] 26 Apr 2024

Draft version May 18, 2024 Typeset using L^ATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

The Interaction Between Stars and Past AGN Disk: Possible Explanation for the Kinematic Distributions of S-stars in the Galactic Center Xiao Fan^†,^1 Qingwen Wu^∗,^1 Jiancheng Wu,^1 Xiangli Lei,^1 Mengye Wang,^1 and Fulin Li^{2, 3}

1Department of Astronomy, School of physics, Huazhong University of Science and Technology, Luoyu Road 1037, Wuhan, China 2Purple Mountain Observatory, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210023, China 3University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China

ABSTRACT The presence of young stars, aged around several million years and situated within the range of ∼ 0.04 − 1 pc from our Galactic center raises a question about their origins and dynamical evolutions. Their kinematics provide an opportunity to explore their formation or possible subsequent dynamical evolution. If Sagittarius A* was active in the past as suggested by several observations, the accretion disk may have a significant impact on the dynamics of stars in the Galactic center. The drag force exerted on stars during star–disk interaction could lead some of them to sink into the accretion disk, and these embedded stars will rapidly migrate inward and eventually be disrupted within ∼ 10^5 yr. This could roughly explain the absence of stars within 2.5 × 10^4R_g (∼ 1000 au). Additionally, Kozai–Lidov oscillations, induced by the gravitational perturbation of the disk, could contribute to the bimodal distribution of S–star inclinations and drive a majority of stars into high eccentricity orbits.

Keywords: Active galactic nuclei; Galactic center; Stellar dynamics

1. INTRODUCTION It is widely believed that the supermassive black holes (SMBHs) reside at the center of most galaxies (e.g., Kormendy & Ho 2013). These SMBHs grow through mergers or gas accretions, occasionally shining as active galactic nuclei (AGNs) during the accretion phase (e.g., Soltan 1982). Even though most SMBHs or galaxies are quiescent, several empirical correlations have been found between the SMBHs and galaxy bulges, which support a strong connection and interplay between the growth of SMBHs and galaxy bulges (e.g., Magorrian et al. 1998; Ferrarese & Merritt 2000; Gültekin et al. 2009). At the center of our Galaxy lies an SMBH (known as Sagittarius A*, Sgr A*) with mass around 4 × 10^6 M_⊙ (e.g., Genzel et al. 1997; Ghez et al. 1998; Gillessen et al. 2017), and the current bolometric luminosity is quite low (L_{bol} ∼ 10^{−9}L_{Edd}, where L_{Edd} is Eddington luminosity; e.g., Melia & Falcke 2001; Broderick et al. 2009). Although Sgr A* is quiescent currently, several observations suggest that Sgr A* may

†: hustfan@hust.edu.cn

* Corresponding author: qwwu@hust.edu.cn

be much brighter in the past. X–ray reflections from dense gas in the Galactic center suggest a past shortlived flaring activity on timescales of hundreds or thousands of years (Sunyaev et al. 1993; Ponti et al. 2010; Chuard et al. 2018; Marin et al. 2023). Some evidence also reveals significant activities of Sgr A* on much longer timescales. Bland-Hawthorn et al. (2013) proposed that the Hα emission along the Magellanic stream was triggered by a “Seyfert–like flare” from Sgr A* 1-3 Myr ago. Furthermore, two giant gamma–ray bubbles were discovered above and below the Galactic center in 2010 through analyzes of Fermi Large Area Telescope data, which are called the ”Fermi Bubbles” (Su et al. 2010). Although the physical origin of the Fermi Bubbles remains uncertain, their features are consistent with being inflated several million years ago by either an AGN jet (e.g., Guo & Mathews 2012) or a wind–driven outflow (e.g., Zubovas & Nayakshin 2012; Mou et al. 2014).

Sgr A* is surrounded by a dense cluster of young stars in the central parsec (e.g., Genzel et al. 1997; Ghez et al. 1998; Gillessen et al. 2017). One population is luminous massive OB/Wolf–Rayet(W–R) stars locating at ∼ 0.04 − 0.5 pc (Eckart et al. 1999; Paumard et al. 2006; Bartko et al. 2009; Yelda et al. 2014; von Fellenberg et al. 2022). These young stars

(e.g., 6±2 Myr, Paumard et al. 2006) have eccentricities from 0 to 0.7 and appear to reside in a possible warped disk with clockwise rotation (so-called the clockwise stellar disk, CWD), which was first discovered by Levin & Beloborodov (2003). Interior to the young star disk lies another more conspicuous population of B stars with highly eccentric orbits in the inner 1^{′′} (∼ 0.04 pc; Genzel et al. 2003; Ghez et al. 2003; Gillessen et al. 2009, 2017), which are often called as “S-stars” (Eckart & Genzel 1996). Using the results of high-resolution spectroscopy, Habibi et al. (2017) found that the mass of S-stars is about 8-14 M_⊙ and the age is about 6.6 Myr for the star S2, which is compatible with the age of stars in the CWD. For other S–stars, ages are normally less than 15 Myr.

The presence of young S-stars in the vicinity of Sgr A* is a challenge for traditional star formation theories (e.g., “Paradox of the Youth”; Ghez et al. 2003). Due to tidal forces exerted by the central SMBH, the typical molecular clouds within the central parsec is hard to collapse to form stars (e.g., Sanders 1992; Morris 1993). One possible origin of S-stars is that they are remnants of disrupted stellar binaries, which is supported by the observations of hypervelocity stars possibly ejected from the Galactic center (Hills 1988; Gould & Quillen 2003; Löckmann et al. 2008; Madigan et al. 2009; Koposov et al. 2020). This scenario predicts very high eccentricities, and some secular processes, such as scalar resonant relaxation or the perturbation from a cluster of stars or stellar–mass black holes, could thermalize the eccentricities (Perets et al. 2009; Generozov & Madigan 2020).

It has been suggested that the outer regions of accretion disks are gravitationally unstable and could trigger fast star formation (e.g., Paczynski 1978; Kolykhalov & Syunyaev 1980; Chen et al. 2023). The broad emission lines of AGNs indicate that the vicinities of SMBHs are metal rich (e.g., several times the solar abundances) and seem to be independent of redshifts (Hamann & Ferland 1992, 1999; Nagao et al. 2006; Xu et al. 2018; Wang et al. 2022), which is widely explained by rapid and intense star formation and evolution in AGN disk (Artymowicz et al. 1993; Wang et al. 2010, 2011, 2012, 2023; Fan & Wu 2023). Paumard et al. (2006) suggested that in situ star formation in the accretion disk is in good agreement with the disk structure and stellar features of the stars in the CWD (see also Levin & Beloborodov 2003; Nayakshin et al. 2007; Bonnell & Rice 2008; Mapelli et al. 2012). Levin (2007) proposed that S–stars were born in the disk and then migrated inward, and their orbits have been randomized by resonant relaxation.

The origin and evolution of young stars in the Galactic center are quite puzzling. Ali et al. (2020) presented a detailed analysis of the kinematics of 39 stars (mostly S-stars including seven stars belonging to the CWD) surrounding the Sgr A*, and they found that the distribution of the inclinations significantly deviates from an isotropic distribution. They argued that S–stars are arranged into two almost orthogonal disks. If Sgr A* has experienced the “Seyfert–like” phase millions of years ago, the once existed accretion disk will influence the stellar evolution and the dynamics of stars significantly. The main purpose of this paper is to explore the possible causes of the observational features of S–stars in the Galactic center via studying the dynamics of a spherical star cluster interacting with the possibly once existed accretion disk. In Section 2, we present the accretion disk model and secular dynamics of stars affected by the star-disk interaction. In Section 3, we simulate the orbital evolution of stars interacting with the accretion disk and compare the results with the observations of S–stars. The conclusion and discussion are presented in Section 4.

2. THE MODELS FOR STAR-DISK INTERACTION In the AGN phase, accretion disks surrounding SMBHs are much hotter and denser than most components of the interstellar medium. The accretion disk may play a crucial role in both the evolution and dynamics of stars in the central parsec of Sgr A*. Stars with nonzero inclinations relative to the disk, which we call off–disk stars, will periodically cross the accretion disk. The drag force exerted on stars during each crossing will attenuate the semimajor axis, eccentricities, and inclinations of stars (e.g., MacLeod & Lin 2020; Fabj et al. 2020; Nasim et al. 2023; Generozov & Perets 2023). Meanwhile, the AGN disk itself, serving as a gravitational source, will perturb the orbits of off-disk stars and lead to a dynamical behavior similar to Kozai–Lidov (KL) oscillations (Kozai 1962; Lidov 1962; Šubr & Karas 2005; Terquem & Ajmia 2010; Liu et al. 2020), but which may be suppressed by the periapsis precession due to general relativity (GR) and the gravity of the stellar bulge (Ford et al. 2000; Fabrycky & Tremaine 2007; Chang 2009; Naoz et al. 2013b). Unlike the off-disk stars, the dynamics of stars embedded in the disk are dominated by the effect of migration, i.e., stars migrate inward due to the excitation of spiral density waves. It should be noted that the migration is only efficient for stars embedded in the disk, and the migration timescale is

(Tanaka et al. 2002)

τ_{mig} = Ω^{−1}_∗ H^2 ( m_∗Σ_da^4_∗ M^2_{BH} )_{−1} , (1)

where M_{BH} is the mass of the central black hole, a_∗, Ω_∗, and m_∗ are the orbital semimajor axis, the Keplerian angular velocity, and the mass of the star respectively. H and Σ_d are the half height and surface density of the disk. For stars with nonzero inclinations or eccentricities, the effect of migration is negligible (e.g., Rein 2012; Fendyke & Nelson 2014; Arzamasskiy et al. 2018). In this paper, we focus on the secular dynamics of a star, considering the drag force on stars as they cross the disk, the gravitational perturbation from the disk, and the periapsis precession due to GR and stellar bulge.

2.1. Accretion disk model We adopt the steady-state accretion disk model that extends to the outer gravitationally unstable region as proposed by Sirko & Goodman (2003). The inner part of the disk is the classical standard α-disk (Shakura & Sunyaev 1973) and the outer gravitationally unstable disk maintains Q ≡ c_sΩ_d/πGΣ_d = 1 (Toomre 1964) due to the possible auxiliary heating mechanisms (e.g., the energy released by stars; see also Thompson et al. 2005), where c_s is the sound velocity, Ω_d and Σ_d are Keplerian angular velocity and surface density of the disk respectively. The accretion rate is Ṁ_{BH} = f_{Edd}Ṁ_{Edd}, where f_{Edd} is dimensionless accretion rate and Ṁ_{Edd} is the Eddington accretion rate. In this work, we adopt M_{BH} = 4 × 10^6 M_⊙ and viscosity parameter α_{vis} = 0.1 as the typical values. For the opacity of the disk, we use the opacity tables of Iglesias & Rogers (1996) for high temperatures and those of Ferguson et al. (2005) for low temperatures.

2.2. Drag force The star will suffer a drag force when crossing the accretion disk due to the relative velocity between the star and the gas of the accretion disk. In the case of less–massive stars, the gas collides directly with stars to generate an aerodynamic drag (Adachi et al. 1976),

F_{aero} = 1 2 C_D πr^2_∗ρ_dv^2_{rel}, (2)

where r_∗ is the stellar radius, v_{vel} is the relative velocity of the star to the accretion disk, C_D is the nondimensional drag coefficient, and ρ_d ≡ Σ_d/2H is the density of the accretion disk. The parameter C_D = 2 is adopted since the relative velocities of stars are supersonic in most cases (Adachi et al. 1976). For more massive stars, the gas in the disk will be gravitationally scattered by the star, causing the star to suffer dynamical friction (Ostriker 1999; Edgar 2004)

F_{dyn} =

4πG^2m^2_∗ρ_d

v^2_{rel}

. (3)

The above two types of drag force can be written together as F_{drag} = πr^2_{drag}ρ_dv^2_{rel}, (4)

where r_{drag} = max(r_∗, 2Gm_∗/v^2_{rel}) is the actual interactional radius of stars with the accretion disk (see also MacLeod & Lin 2020; Generozov & Perets 2023).

In one orbital period, the star crosses the accretion disk twice. The distances of crossing points from the SMBH are r_± = a_∗(1 − e^2_∗)/(1 ± e_∗cos ω_∗), where e_∗ is the eccentricity of the star and ω_∗ is the argument of periapsis of the star. The true anomaly of the star at the closer and farther crossing points are ψ_+ = −ω_∗ and ψ_− = −ω_∗ + π respectively. The subscript +(−) denotes the closer (farther) crossing point. Therefore, the orbital velocity of stars at the cross points is v_± = √ GM_{BH} (2/r_± − 1/a_∗). Adachi et al. (1976) presented a detailed derivation of the gas drag effect of an object immersed in the gas cloud; following their works, the relative velocities between stars and the disk at the crossing points are

v_{vel,±} = √ GM_{BH}/a_∗ (1 − e^2_∗)^{1/2}

[2 ± 3e_∗cos ω_∗

+ e^2_∗ − 2(1 ± e_∗cos ω_∗)^{3/2}cos i_∗)]^{1/2}, (5)

where i_∗ is the inclination of the stellar orbits relative to the plane of the accretion disk.

The drag force exerted on the star by the accretion disk will cause the inclination, eccentricity, and semimajor axis of the star to decay. The decays of the orbital parameters at the two crossing points are respectively given by da_{∗,±} = − a_∗ τ_± 2 1 − e^2_∗

[1 ± 2e_∗cos ω_∗

+ e^2_∗ − (1 ± e_∗cos ω_∗)^{3/2}cos i_∗]t_{cross,±}, (6)

de_{∗,±} = − 1 τ_± [2e_∗ ± 2cos ω_∗ − e + ecos^2 ω_∗ ± 2cos ω_∗

(1 ± e_∗cos ω_∗)^{1/2} cos i_∗]t_{cross,±}, (7)

and di_{∗,±} = − 1 τ_± sin i_∗ (1 ± e_∗cos ω_∗)^{1/2} t_{cross,±}, (8)

where τ_± = m_∗ πr^2_{drag}ρ_dv_{rel,±}

, (9) and t_{cross,±} = 2H/v_±sin i_∗ is the time for the star to cross the AGN disk. Considering the orbital decays at closer and father crossing points, the damping timescale due to drag force can be written as 1 τ_{drag} ≃ t_{cross,+} τ_+t_{orb} + t_{cross,−} τ_−t_{orb}

, (10)

where t_{orb} = 2π √ a^3_∗/GM_{BH} is the orbital period of the star. The star will sink into the disk or fall into the black hole due to the drag force if the interaction timescale is longer than τ_{drag}.

2.3. Kozai–Lidov oscillation In a hierarchical three body system, the inner object orbiting the massive central body is perturbed by a distant tertiary object, the inner object will periodically exchange its eccentricity and orbital inclination to ensure the conservation of z–component of the angular momentum. This dynamical phenomenon is known as the Kozai–Lidov mechanism (Kozai 1962; Lidov 1962), occurring on a timescale much longer than the orbital period. In the case that the gravitational perturbation is from a disk and the size of the disk is several times larger than the orbit of inner object, the secular dynamics of the inner object are identical to the classical KL effect (e.g., Šubr & Karas 2005; Terquem & Ajmia 2010; Liu et al. 2020).

Naoz et al. (2013a) suggested that in the case of a perturber in a circular orbit, such as a disk, it is sufficient to describe the motion of the inner object by considering only the quadrupole-level terms of the Hamiltonian. In order to derive the equations of motion for a star perturbed by a disk, the accretion disk can be viewed as a superposition of a sequence of disk rings and thus the perturbation exerted on a star can be regarded as the combined effects of each disk ring (Chang 2009; Chen & Amaro-Seoane 2014). Following the work of Naoz et al. (2013a), the evolution equations of the eccentricity, inclination, and argument of periapsis of the star are

ė_{∗,KL} = 30 · C_{KL} sin^2 i_∗ sin(2ω_∗) e_∗ √ 1 − e^2_∗, (11)

i̇_{∗,KL} = −30 · C_{KL} sin^2 i^∗ sin(2ω^∗) tan i_∗ e^2_∗ √ 1 − e^2_∗

, (12) and ω̇_{∗,KL} = 6 · C_{KL} 1 √ 1 − e^2_∗ × [ 4 cos^2i_∗

+ (5 cos(2ω_∗) − 1)(1 − e^2_∗ − cos^2 i_∗) ] , (13) where the coefficient

C_{KL} =

∫_{Rout} 2a_∗ 1 16 √ G δm^2 M_{BH} a^{3/2}_∗ r^3 dr, (14) which takes into account the combined effect of each disk ring; R_{out} is the outer boundary of the accretion disk, and δm = 2πrΣ_ddr is the mass of the disk ring located at radius, r, from central SMBH. The equations above have been simplified under the condition m_∗ ≪ δm ≪ M_{BH}. It should be noted that the perturbations from disk rings inside the orbits of stars do not significantly affect the stellar orbit (see Eq.15 in Naoz et al. 2017); therefore, we adopt 2a_∗ as the lower limit of the integral to ensure that only the effects of rings completely outside the orbits of stars are taken into account. Antognini (2015) presented the period of KL oscillations is

τ_{KL} ≃ 1 15C_{KL}

. (15)

2.4. Precession due to GR and stellar bulge The effect of GR and the gravity of the stellar bulge will lead to periapsis precession of the star. In the Galactic center, the radial mass distribution of the stellar bulge follows a power–law distribution with index −γ, ρ_∗(r) = ρ_0(r/r_0)^{−γ} . Based on the best fitting of observations of stellar surface density distribution, Genzel et al. (2010) found that ρ_0 = 1.35×10^6 M_⊙pc^{−3}, r_0 = 0.25 pc, and γ = 1.3. Therefore, the periapsis precession of the star can be written as

ω̇_{∗,prec} =

3(GM_{BH})^{3/2} a^{5/2}_∗ c^2(1 − e^2_∗) − κ M_{bulge} M_{BH} √ GM_{BH} a^3_∗

, (16)

where the first term is the GR precession term (Fabrycky & Tremaine 2007; Naoz et al. 2013b) and the second term is the stellar bulge precession term (Ivanov et al. 2005). M_{bulge} = ∫_{a∗} 0 4πr^2ρ_∗(r)dr is the mass of the bulge inside the star, κ = Γ(5/2 − γ)/( √ πΓ(3 − γ)) and Γ is the gamma function. Note that the precession due to GR and stellar bulge takes place on opposite direction, and for stars with small orbits, the precession is dominated by GR effects, whereas for stars with large orbits, the precession is dominated by the effects of stellar bulge. The precession timescale is given by τ_{prec} ≃ |1/ω̇_{∗,prec}|, (17)

the KL oscillations will be suppressed if this timescale is several orders of magnitude shorter than the timescale of KL oscillations (e.g., Ford et al. 2000; Fabrycky & Tremaine 2007; Chang 2009; Naoz et al. 2013b).

Figure 1. Timescales for different effects on stars with different orbital semimajor axis. The black solid line shows the timescale of the KL oscillations due to the perturbation of the disk. The dashed lines represent the damping timescale of stars due to drag force for the cases e∗ = 0.3, i∗ = 30^∘ (red), e∗ = 0.6, i∗ = 90^∘ (blue), and e∗ = 0.9, i∗ = 150^∘ (green). The gray dotted line illustrates the migration timescale for stars embedded in the accretion disk. The cyan dash–dotted line indicates the timescale of periapsis precession for stars with typical value of e∗ = 0.7. Between the two vertical dotted lines is the range of S-stars. In the calculations, the typical values of f_{Edd} = 0.1, ω∗ = π/4, and m∗ = 10 M⊙ are adopted.

3. RESULTS In Figure 1, we present the timescales of several effects on stars considered in this paper. It can be found that the migration timescale for stars embedded in the accretion disk is ∼ 10^4 − 10^5 yr, which is much shorter compared to the age of S-stars. Therefore, the stars in the disk will quickly migrate inward and finally be tidally disrupted or swallowed by the SMBH (e.g., Wang et al. 2024). The drop of migration timescale at ∼ 10^4R_g is caused by the abrupt changes in disk density that caused by hydrogen ionization instability. For those more general off-disk stars, the effect of migration is negligible, and the dynamics of stars are governed by the combination of KL oscillations and drag force due to crossing the disk, as well as the periapsis precession due to GR and stellar bulge. The KL timescales are ∼ 10^4 − 10^5 yr for a_∗ ∼ 10^3 − 10^6 R_g, R_g = GM_{BH}/c^2 is the gravitational radius. In calculating the KL timescale, R_{out} = 10^7 R_g is taken as the outer boundary of the accretion disk. In fact, the outer boundary does not significantly affect this timescale since the effects of the part of the disk far from the star are negligible (see Equation 15). To ensure the occurrence of the KL oscillations, it is sufficient for the outer radius of the accretion disk to be several times larger than the semimajor axis of the star. Between the two vertical dotted lines is the range of Sstars, where the precession timescale is longer than the KL timescale. The precession timescale reaches its maximum at a_∗ ∼ 6 × 10^4 R_g, where the precession induced by stellar bulge is counteracted by the effect of GR. For those stars with larger or smaller orbits (e.g., stars beyond the vertical lines), the precession will be dominated by stellar bulge or GR, respectively. When the precession timescale is shorter than the KL timescale, the KL oscillations will be suppressed due to the periapsis precession (e.g., Ford et al. 2000; Fabrycky & Tremaine 2007; Chang 2009; Naoz et al. 2013b). The damping timescales for the effect of drag are ∼ 10^5 − 10^{10} yr for a_∗ ∼ 10^3 − 10^6 R_g, which is much longer than the KL timescale. If the interaction time between a star and an accretion disk is long enough, the star will sink into the disk and migrate inwards, eventually be tidally disrupted or swallowed by the central SMBH.

An example of the evolution of a star is shown in Figure 2. It can be found that the star undergoes oscillations during the decay of eccentricity, inclination, and semimajor axis. As the semimajor axis decays, the precession induced by the stellar bulge gradually weakens and is counteracted by the effects of GR. Therefore, the amplitude of the KL oscillations increases progressively and reaches its maximum around 10^7 yr. Subsequently, with further orbital decays, GR dominates the precession, leading to the resumption of the suppression of KL oscillations. In contrast to orbital evolution considering only the drag force (illustrated by the red dashed line), additionally taking into account of KL mechanism leads to more–rapid orbital decays, since the KL mechanism can pump stars into more–eccentric orbits.

To compare our model predictions with observed kinematics of S-stars, we simulate the evolution of 500 stars with different initial orbital parameters. m_∗ = 10 M_⊙ and r_∗ = 5 R_⊙ are adopted in the calculations, which is the typical value for S-stars in the Galactic center (e.g., Habibi et al. 2017). The following initial conditions of the stars are assumed: (1) the initial inclination distribution of the stars is isotropic; (2) the argument of periapses is uniformly selected from 0 to 2π; (3) the initial distribution of eccentricities follows a thermal eccentricity distribution; (4) the initial semimajor axis is in the range of 10^2 − 3 × 10^5 R_g, with a spatial number density distribution n(r) ∝ r^{−1.3}. Due to the short migration timescale for stars embedded in the disk, we postulate that the star has either fallen into the SMBH or been tidally disrupted when the star has been fully immersed into the disk or when its peri-

Figure 2. The evolution of a star with initial orbital parameters a∗ = 10^5 Rg , e∗ = 0.7, and i∗ = 70^∘. The black solid line takes into account all the effects and the red dashed line takes into account only the effects of the drag force.

center distance is less than the tidal disruption radius (44 R_g for 10 M_⊙ star). Under different SMBH accretion rates, the distributions of stellar orbits after the evolution of stars for 5 Myr are shown in Figure 3, where r_p = a_∗(1 − e_∗) is the pericenter distance. 413, 335, and 294 stars still survive in the simulation (indicated by black dots), for f_{Edd} = 0.01, f_{Edd} = 0.1, and f_{Edd} = 1, respectively. The orbital parameters of the observed Sstars are selected from Ali et al. (2020), which is marked with red squares (deleting seven sources belong to the CWD). We can see that the positions of S-stars stay above the black line, which correspond to the semimajor axis of 2.5 × 10^4 R_g (∼ 1000 au). Our simulations with f_{Edd} ≳ 0.1 can roughly reproduce a similar distribution. The effect of drag force leads to a “forbidden region,” where the stars are difficult to survive due to the interaction with the accretion disk.

The comparison of the observational and the simulated distributions of eccentricities and inclinations is shown in Figure 4, where the observational inclination of S-stars is relative to the plane of the CWD (Paumard et al. 2006). It can be found that most of the stars remain in high–eccentricity orbits after 5 Myr of evolution when assuming an initial thermal eccentricity distribution, which is more or less consistent with the observations. Meanwhile, our simulation results can also roughly reproduce the inclination distribution of Sstars, which has two peaks at ∼ 70^∘ and ∼ 130^∘. For higher accretion rates, the inclination distribution will peak at a smaller angle because the effect of drag is more effective at higher surface densities of the accretion disk.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS The proximity of our Galactic center provides a unique opportunity to study the nuclear environments surrounding the SMBH with a spatial resolution much higher than that achievable to any other galaxy. Over the last three decades, precise measurements of the

Galactic center reveal the unexpected presence of the young stars close to Sgr A*, which challenges the traditional star formation theories. Fortunately, the kinematic properties of these stars give us an opportunity to investigate their origin and orbital evolution. Based on the kinematics of the S-stars, Ali et al. (2020) argued that the distribution of inclinations deviates significantly from an isotropic distribution and speculated that they are arranged into two almost orthogonal disks. In this work, we explore the possible influences of an accretion disk on the dynamics of stars by assuming the accretion disk that once existed around Sgr A*. Stars could have formed in the outer gravitational unstable region of the accretion disk (e.g., stars in CWD). Considering the interaction of a spherical star cluster with this accretion disk, we roughly reproduce several observational features of S-stars. We find that the drag force exerted on stars during the collision with the disk may account for the absence of stars within 2.5 × 10^4 R_g (∼ 1000 au) from Sgr A*, and the KL oscillations of stars due to the gravitational perturbation of the disk may be responsible for the two peaks of the distribution of S-star inclinations. At the same time, KL oscillations would also drive a majority of stars into high–eccentricity orbits.

The distributions of orbital parameters in our simulations are related to the timescale of star–disk interaction (namely, the duration of the past activity of Sgr A*) and the BH accretion rate, which are not well constrained. To explain the observational features of Fermi Bubbles, Zubovas & Nayakshin (2012) proposed Sgr A* was active with a mildly super-Eddington accretion rate 6 Myr ago and duration of the activity being about 1 Myr based on the “quasar outflow” model. According to the jet model, Guo & Mathews (2012) suggested that the jet activity started about 1–3 Myr ago, with a duration of 0.1-0.5 Myr, and the accretion rate of f_{Edd} ∼ 0.3. However, Mou et al. (2014) argued that the Fermi Bub-

Figure 3. The distribution of pericenter distances and eccentricities. The black dots show the results of the simulation and the red squares indicate the observations of S-stars. The black solid line depicts the semimajor axis of 2.5 × 10^4 Rg (∼ 1000 au). The three panels from left to right represent the cases of f_{Edd} = 0.01, f_{Edd} = 0.1, and f_{Edd} = 1, respectively.

Figure 4. The observational and simulated distributions of eccentricities and inclinations of stars.

bles could also be inflated by winds launched from the hot accretion flow, which requires the active phase to last for about 10 Myr with f_{Edd} ∼ 0.02. In our results, the interaction timescale requires to be at least 3 Myr for the formation of a bimodal distribution of inclinations. However, 3 Myr is not enough for the effect of drag to generate a “forbidden region” for stars within ∼ 1000 au, in order to reproduce the distribution in Figure 3, we estimate that the interaction timescale is at least 5 Myr for the case of accretion rate f_{Edd} ≳ 0.1. Our results are more or less similar to that derived from simulation of Fermi bubble, where the AGN activity may last several million years. It is worth noting that the results of the bimodal distribution of the inclination are insensitive to the distribution of the initial eccentricities. We test the case that the initial eccentricity ranges from 0 to 0.4; the bimodal distribution of inclinations can still form even though only approximately half of the stars are pumped into high eccentricity orbits.

In addition to the effects taken into account in this paper, there are several additional effects that may also affect the orbits of stars in the Galactic center. In our work, we assume a spherical distribution of stars, but the fluctuating stochastic anisotropy of a stellar bulge will generate a strong net gravitational torque on stellar orbits, which could randomize the direction of the stellar orbits via a process called vector resonant relaxation (Rauch & Tremaine 1996). However, Panamarev & Kocsis (2022) found that even 10 Myr is not long enough for vector resonant relaxation to randomize the orbital inclinations. Levin (2022) proposed that if the rotational direction of a stellar disk is misaligned with that of its host nuclear star cluster, a process called resonant friction will disrupt the outer stellar disk, while the inner stellar disk will nearly remain intact and gradually align with the rotation of the star cluster. He estimated the case of the Galactic center and found that the effect of resonant friction becomes significant after 5 Myr (see the case rotation 0.3 of Fig. 1 in Levin 2022). It should be noted that the anisotropic distribution of stellar distribution in the Galactic center will lead to different results, which is worthy in our future investigation.

Several works proposed that the star will grow its mass through Bondi–Hoyle–Littleton accretion during crossing through the AGN disk (e.g., Davies & Lin 2020; Generozov & Perets 2023). If this is correct, accretion of gas onto the stars could lead to rejuvenation of the star, exhibiting characteristics of a young star (e.g. Jermyn et al. 2021; Cantiello et al. 2021; Dittmann et al. 2021), which may be the physical reason for the young age of S-stars. However, the accretion process during the star crossing the accretion disk still suffers many uncertainties. Lu & Quataert (2023) suggested that a strong bow shock generated by the collision may strip off the outer layers of the stars due to Roche-lobe overflow during the stars supersonically cross the accretion disk. We estimate and find that the Roche-lobe overflow will only occur for a crossing position that is less than ∼ 100 R_g; therefore, the stripping of the outer layers of stars should not be important for S-stars.

We thank the referee for constructive comments and suggestions that help us to improve this paper. The work is supported by the National SKA Program of China (2022SKA0120101), the National Natural Science Foundation of China (grants U1931203 and 12233007) and the science research grants from the China Manned Space Project (No. CMS-CSST-2021-A06)

REFERENCES

Adachi, I., Hayashi, C., & Nakazawa, K. 1976, Progress of Theoretical Physics, 56, 1756, doi: 10.1143/PTP.56.1756 Ali, B., Paul, D., Eckart, A., et al. 2020, ApJ, 896, 100, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab93ae Antognini, J. M. O. 2015, MNRAS, 452, 3610,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv1552 Artymowicz, P., Lin, D. N. C., & Wampler, E. J. 1993, ApJ, 409, 592, doi: 10.1086/172690 Arzamasskiy, L., Zhu, Z., & Stone, J. M. 2018, MNRAS, 475, 3201, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty001 Bartko, H., Martins, F., Fritz, T. K., et al. 2009, ApJ, 697, 1741, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/697/2/1741 Bland-Hawthorn, J., Maloney, P. R., Sutherland, R. S., & Madsen, G. J. 2013, ApJ, 778, 58, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/778/1/58 Bonnell, I. A., & Rice, W. K. M. 2008, Science, 321, 1060, doi: 10.1126/science.1160653 Broderick, A. E., Fish, V. L., Doeleman, S. S., & Loeb, A.

2009, ApJ, 697, 45, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/697/1/45 Cantiello, M., Jermyn, A. S., & Lin, D. N. C. 2021, ApJ, 910, 94, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abdf4f

Chang, P. 2009, MNRAS, 393, 224,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.14202.x Chen, X., & Amaro-Seoane, P. 2014, ApJL, 786, L14, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/786/2/L14 Chen, Y.-X., Jiang, Y.-F., Goodman, J., & Ostriker, E. C.

2023, ApJ, 948, 120, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/acc023 Chuard, D., Terrier, R., Goldwurm, A., et al. 2018, A&A, 610, A34, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201731864 Davies, M. B., & Lin, D. N. C. 2020, MNRAS, 498, 3452, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa2590 Dittmann, A. J., Cantiello, M., & Jermyn, A. S. 2021, ApJ, 916, 48, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac042c Eckart, A., & Genzel, R. 1996, Nature, 383, 415, doi: 10.1038/383415a0 Eckart, A., Ott, T., & Genzel, R. 1999, A&A, 352, L22, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.astro-ph/9911011 Edgar, R. 2004, NewAR, 48, 843,

doi: 10.1016/j.newar.2004.06.001 Fabj, G., Nasim, S. S., Caban, F., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 499, 2608, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa3004 Fabrycky, D., & Tremaine, S. 2007, ApJ, 669, 1298, doi: 10.1086/521702

Star-disk interaction and kinematics of S-stars 9

Fan, X., & Wu, Q. 2023, ApJ, 944, 159,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/acb532 Fendyke, S. M., & Nelson, R. P. 2014, MNRAS, 437, 96, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stt1867 Ferguson, J. W., Alexander, D. R., Allard, F., et al. 2005, ApJ, 623, 585, doi: 10.1086/428642 Ferrarese, L., & Merritt, D. 2000, ApJL, 539, L9, doi: 10.1086/312838 Ford, E. B., Kozinsky, B., & Rasio, F. A. 2000, ApJ, 535, 385, doi: 10.1086/308815 Generozov, A., & Madigan, A.-M. 2020, ApJ, 896, 137, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab94bc Generozov, A., & Perets, H. B. 2023, MNRAS, 522, 1763, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad1016 Genzel, R., Eckart, A., Ott, T., & Eisenhauer, F. 1997, MNRAS, 291, 219, doi: 10.1093/mnras/291.1.219 Genzel, R., Eisenhauer, F., & Gillessen, S. 2010, Reviews of Modern Physics, 82, 3121, doi: 10.1103/RevModPhys.82.3121 Genzel, R., Schödel, R., Ott, T., et al. 2003, ApJ, 594, 812, doi: 10.1086/377127 Ghez, A. M., Klein, B. L., Morris, M., & Becklin, E. E.

1998, ApJ, 509, 678, doi: 10.1086/306528 Ghez, A. M., Duchêne, G., Matthews, K., et al. 2003, ApJL, 586, L127, doi: 10.1086/374804 Gillessen, S., Eisenhauer, F., Trippe, S., et al. 2009, ApJ, 692, 1075, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/692/2/1075 Gillessen, S., Plewa, P. M., Eisenhauer, F., et al. 2017, ApJ, 837, 30, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa5c41 Gould, A., & Quillen, A. C. 2003, ApJ, 592, 935, doi: 10.1086/375840 Gültekin, K., Richstone, D. O., Gebhardt, K., et al. 2009, ApJ, 698, 198, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/698/1/198 Guo, F., & Mathews, W. G. 2012, ApJ, 756, 181, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/756/2/181 Habibi, M., Gillessen, S., Martins, F., et al. 2017, ApJ, 847, 120, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa876f Hamann, F., & Ferland, G. 1992, ApJL, 391, L53, doi: 10.1086/186397 —. 1999, ARA&A, 37, 487,

doi: 10.1146/annurev.astro.37.1.487 Hills, J. G. 1988, Nature, 331, 687, doi: 10.1038/331687a0 Iglesias, C. A., & Rogers, F. J. 1996, ApJ, 464, 943, doi: 10.1086/177381 Ivanov, P. B., Polnarev, A. G., & Saha, P. 2005, MNRAS, 358, 1361, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.08843.x Jermyn, A. S., Dittmann, A. J., Cantiello, M., & Perna, R.

2021, ApJ, 914, 105, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abfb67 Kolykhalov, P. I., & Syunyaev, R. A. 1980, Soviet Astronomy Letters, 6, 357

Koposov, S. E., Boubert, D., Li, T. S., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 491, 2465, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz3081 Kormendy, J., & Ho, L. C. 2013, ARA&A, 51, 511, doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-082708-101811 Kozai, Y. 1962, AJ, 67, 591, doi: 10.1086/108790 Levin, Y. 2007, MNRAS, 374, 515,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2006.11155.x —. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2211.12754,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2211.12754 Levin, Y., & Beloborodov, A. M. 2003, ApJL, 590, L33, doi: 10.1086/376675 Lidov, M. L. 1962, Planet. Space Sci., 9, 719,

doi: 10.1016/0032-0633(62)90129-0 Liu, T., Xu, X.-Q., & Liao, X.-H. 2020, ApJ, 901, 170, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abb135 Löckmann, U., Baumgardt, H., & Kroupa, P. 2008, ApJL, 683, L151, doi: 10.1086/591734 Lu, W., & Quataert, E. 2023, MNRAS, 524, 6247, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad2203 MacLeod, M., & Lin, D. N. C. 2020, ApJ, 889, 94, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab64db Madigan, A.-M., Levin, Y., & Hopman, C. 2009, ApJL, 697, L44, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/697/1/L44 Magorrian, J., Tremaine, S., Richstone, D., et al. 1998, AJ, 115, 2285, doi: 10.1086/300353 Mapelli, M., Hayfield, T., Mayer, L., & Wadsley, J. 2012, ApJ, 749, 168, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/749/2/168 Marin, F., Churazov, E., Khabibullin, I., et al. 2023, Nature, 619, 41, doi: 10.1038/s41586-023-06064-x Melia, F., & Falcke, H. 2001, ARA&A, 39, 309,

doi: 10.1146/annurev.astro.39.1.309 Morris, M. 1993, ApJ, 408, 496, doi: 10.1086/172607 Mou, G., Yuan, F., Bu, D., Sun, M., & Su, M. 2014, ApJ, 790, 109, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/790/2/109 Nagao, T., Marconi, A., & Maiolino, R. 2006, A&A, 447, 157, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20054024 Naoz, S., Farr, W. M., Lithwick, Y., Rasio, F. A., & Teyssandier, J. 2013a, MNRAS, 431, 2155, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stt302 Naoz, S., Kocsis, B., Loeb, A., & Yunes, N. 2013b, ApJ, 773, 187, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/773/2/187 Naoz, S., Li, G., Zanardi, M., de Elía, G. C., & Di Sisto, R. P. 2017, AJ, 154, 18, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aa6fb0 Nasim, S. S., Fabj, G., Caban, F., et al. 2023, MNRAS, 522, 5393, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad1295 Nayakshin, S., Cuadra, J., & Springel, V. 2007, MNRAS, 379, 21, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.11938.x Ostriker, E. C. 1999, ApJ, 513, 252, doi: 10.1086/306858 Paczynski, B. 1978, AcA, 28, 91

10 Fan et al.

Panamarev, T., & Kocsis, B. 2022, MNRAS, 517, 6205,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac3050 Paumard, T., Genzel, R., Martins, F., et al. 2006, ApJ, 643, 1011, doi: 10.1086/503273 Perets, H. B., Gualandris, A., Kupi, G., Merritt, D., &

Alexander, T. 2009, ApJ, 702, 884, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/702/2/884 Ponti, G., Terrier, R., Goldwurm, A., Belanger, G., & Trap, G. 2010, ApJ, 714, 732, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/714/1/732 Rauch, K. P., & Tremaine, S. 1996, NewA, 1, 149,

doi: 10.1016/S1384-1076(96)00012-7 Rein, H. 2012, MNRAS, 422, 3611,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.20869.x Sanders, R. H. 1992, Nature, 359, 131,

doi: 10.1038/359131a0 Shakura, N. I., & Sunyaev, R. A. 1973, A&A, 24, 337 Sirko, E., & Goodman, J. 2003, MNRAS, 341, 501,

doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2003.06431.x Soltan, A. 1982, MNRAS, 200, 115,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/200.1.115 Su, M., Slatyer, T. R., & Finkbeiner, D. P. 2010, ApJ, 724, 1044, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/724/2/1044 Sunyaev, R. A., Markevitch, M., & Pavlinsky, M. 1993,

ApJ, 407, 606, doi: 10.1086/172542 Tanaka, H., Takeuchi, T., & Ward, W. R. 2002, ApJ, 565, 1257, doi: 10.1086/324713

Terquem, C., & Ajmia, A. 2010, MNRAS, 404, 409, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.16295.x Thompson, T. A., Quataert, E., & Murray, N. 2005, ApJ, 630, 167, doi: 10.1086/431923 Toomre, A. 1964, ApJ, 139, 1217, doi: 10.1086/147861 von Fellenberg, S. D., Gillessen, S., Stadler, J., et al. 2022, ApJL, 932, L6, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac68ef Šubr, L., & Karas, V. 2005, A&A, 433, 405,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20042089 Wang, J.-M., Du, P., Baldwin, J. A., et al. 2012, ApJ, 746, 137, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/746/2/137 Wang, J.-M., Yan, C.-S., Gao, H.-Q., et al. 2010, ApJL, 719, L148, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/719/2/L148 Wang, J.-M., Ge, J.-Q., Hu, C., et al. 2011, ApJ, 739, 3, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/739/1/3 Wang, J.-M., Zhai, S., Li, Y.-R., et al. 2023, ApJ, 954, 84, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/acdf48 Wang, M., Ma, Y., Wu, Q., & Jiang, N. 2024, ApJ, 960, 69, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad0bfb Wang, S., Jiang, L., Shen, Y., et al. 2022, ApJ, 925, 121, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac3a69 Xu, F., Bian, F., Shen, Y., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 480, 345, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty1763 Yelda, S., Ghez, A. M., Lu, J. R., et al. 2014, ApJ, 783, 131, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/783/2/131 Zubovas, K., & Nayakshin, S. 2012, MNRAS, 424, 666, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21250.x