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ABSTRACT

In galaxy formation simulations, it is increasingly common to represent supernovae (SNe) at finite resolution
(when the Sedov-Taylor phase is unresolved) via hybrid energy-momentum coupling with some “terminal
momentum” prm (depending weakly on ambient density and metallicity) that represents unresolved work from
an energy-conserving phase. Numerical implementations can ensure momentum and energy conservation of
such methods, but these require that couplings depend on the surrounding gas velocity field (radial velocity
(v,)). This raises the question of whether p;y, should also be velocity-dependent, which we explore analytically
and in simulations. We show that for simple spherical models, the dependence of pem on (v,) introduces
negligible corrections beyond those already imposed by energy conservation if (v,) > 0. However, for SNe
in some net converging flow ({(v,) < 0), naively coupling the total momentum when a blastwave reaches
the standard cooling/snowplow phase (or some effective cooling time/velocity/temperature criterion) leads to
enormous prm and potentially pathological behaviors. We propose an alternative “A-Momentum” formulation
which represents the differential SNe effect and show this leads to opposite behavior of piey in this limit. We
also consider a more conservative velocity-independent formulation. Testing in numerical simulations, these
directly translate to large effects on predicted star formation histories and stellar masses of massive galaxies,

explaining differences between some models and motivating further study in idealized simulations.
Subject headings: methods: numerical — hydrodynamics — galaxies: formation — cosmology: theory

1. INTRODUCTION

Stellar feedback is critical to understanding galaxy forma-
tion and regulates the masses and star formation rates (SFRs)
and outflows of most galaxies, especially those of Milky Way
mass or smaller (Naab & Ostriker 2017; Vogelsberger et al.
2020; Sales et al. 2022, and references therein). Of different
mechanisms, mechanical feedback from SNe is one of, if not
the, most important (though see Hopkins et al. 2011, 2012a;
Tasker 2011; Kannan et al. 2014; Agertz et al. 2013; Hopkins
et al. 2020; Ji et al. 2020; Su et al. 2021). But it has been
known for decades that, at achievable resolution for cosmo-
logical galaxy-formation simulations of all but the smallest
dwarf galaxies, the cooling radii of individual SNe remnants
is poorly resolved, so simply coupling the pure ejecta thermal
energy and momentum leads to immediate “overcooling” and
little effect of SNe on galaxy formation (see references above
and e.g. Thacker & Couchman 2000; Marri & White 2003;
Governato et al. 2004).

In the last decade, an increasingly popular method (at least in
resolved-ISM simulations with cold neutral media and mass
resolution < 10° M) to address this dilemma is to imple-
ment mechanical feedback models which couple both thermal
and kinetic energy/momentum (see e.g. Hopkins et al. 2012a,
2014, 2018b, 2023; Kimm & Cen 2014; Agertz & Kravtsov
2015; Rosdahl et al. 2017; Hu et al. 2017; Read et al. 2017;
Lupi et al. 2017; Kim & Ostriker 2017; Marinacci et al. 2019;
Lahén et al. 2020; Agertz et al. 2021; Martin-Alvarez et al.
2022). Most of these algorithms reflect some variant of those
in Hopkins et al. (2012a, 2014), where the momentum coupled
is scaled with the resolution/coupling scale in order to repre-
sent the “PdV” work done by the hot SNe bubble in what-
ever energy-conserving phase is un-resolved — the so-called
“terminal momentum” pierm. This terminal momentum has
since been extensively studied in orders-of-magnitude higher
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resolution simulations including the effects of different ambi-
ent density, metallicity, magnetic fields, SNe energy, multiple
clustered SNe, pre-SNe feedback, and surrounding gas turbu-
lence (Hennebelle & Iffrig 2014; Iffrig & Hennebelle 2015;
Martizzi et al. 2015; Walch & Naab 2015; Kim & Ostriker
2015; Haid et al. 2016; Gentry et al. 2017, 2019; Ohlin et al.
2019; El-Badry et al. 2019; Zhang & Chevalier 2019; Pittard
2019), which in general have found it varies only weakly with
these parameters, and agrees surprisingly well with classic,
simple analytic models (e.g. Chevalier 1974). In the mean-
time, numerical improvements to these algorithms have been
developed (Hopkins et al. 2018a, 2023) which allow for such
coupling to manifestly ensure mass, momentum, and energy
conservation as well as the translational, Galilean, and rota-
tional symmetries intrinsic to the problem and avoid imprint-
ing spurious effects such as preferred grid directions.

As discussed in Hopkins et al. (2023), ensuring exact to-
tal energy conservation in the SNe coupling operation re-
quires that the effective total momentum coupled in the low-
resolution limit depend, at least in some cases, on the sur-
rounding velocity field — i.e. pirm cannot remain very weakly
velocity-dependent for arbitrary surrounding velocity fields.
This becomes important in a regime which most of the ide-
alized simulations above did not explore, namely when there
is a large net velocity divergence (inflow/outflow or converg-
ing/diverging flow (v,)) around a given SNe (although this
effect was noted for SNe in pre-existing outflows in some
studies above, such as Pittard 2019). Indeed most of the
high-resolution studies cited which did not assume an initially
stationary ambient medium considered a uniformly turbulent
medium, so the net inflow+outflow around a median SNe can-
cel and the effect discussed here is small (see discussion in
Hopkins et al. 2018a). As a result, the vast majority of the
prescriptions cited above and used in galaxy-formation sim-
ulations above simply adopt a constant piem, regardless of
the true solution velocity dependence or energy conservation
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FiG. 1.— Momentum associated with different definitions of , as a function of the mean radial velocity of gas around a SNe (v;-). We assume Eq = 107! erg;
(Moupled) ~ 10® M (the results are insensitive so long as this is larger than the “cooling mass” ~ 2000 Mp); and n = 1 cm™3, Z = Zo (left) or n = 0.01 cm ™3,
Z = 0.01 Zg (right), with B = 0.5 for Bremsstrahlung cooling. We compare three choices of Fy: (1) that given by the “total momentum change” between
pre-SNe and asymptotic post-SNe states (§ 3.1), (2) the alternative “A-Momentum” (difference in non-linear states with and without a SNe; § 3.2), or (3) simply
taking v — 1. For each we show the energy-conserving pegy or Apegy, “terminal” momentum pierm, and minimum (coupled po; Eq. 1). For (v;-) 2 —10kms~ L

the behaviors are similar, but they differ dramatically in converging flows.

considerations.
In this paper, we therefore consider this question in more

detail, and show that an important ambiguity arises when
SNe explode in strongly-converging flows. While this may
not be relevant for the “median” SNe, we show that it can
have a large effect on galaxy formation (at typically-adopted
numerical resolution) if standard analytic models for the ter-
minal momentum and blastwave evolution are extended to
media with non-vanishing (v, ). We show that this can explain
some surprisingly large differences between galaxy forma-
tion simulations with seemingly similar physics, and motivate
further idealized simulations for the regime of strong converg-
ing flows. In the process, we present a more simplified and
flexible version of the manifestly-conservative SNe algorithm
from Hopkins et al. (2018a, 2023), which we make public in

the code GIZMO.

2. SUPERNOVA COUPLING

Consider a simulation where a mechanical feedback “event”
occurs and we wish to couple a combination of energy and
momentum to the surrounding cells following Hopkins et al.
(2018a) and Hopkins et al. (2023) as detailed in Appendix A.
Numerically, this manifestly ensures isotropy and translation,
Galilean, and rotation invariance plus mass, momentum, and
energy conservation. The total radial/outward momentum

coupled (in the frame of the star) is:

Po = MIN[pegy » Prerm] (D

where pegy = ¢ pej (in terms of the ejecta momentum pej =
mej vej and ¢ defined in Appendix A) is the momentum of a
strictly energy-conserving Sedov solution, and pierm iS some
limiting or “terminal” momentum. Since we are interested
in SNe (which carry most of the energy and momentum),
we follow Hopkins et al. (2023) and for non-SNe (e.g. stellar
mass-loss) simply set prerm — Ppe;j.

For SNe, the important “sub-grid physics” is contained, by
construction, in the function pierm, Which is some function of
ambient gas properties, themselves estimated self-consistently
from the surrounding cells (Appendix A). For simplicity, as-

sume a separable function of the form:
Prerm = Pi,0 Fe(E)Fu((m) Fz((Z)) Fv((V))  (2)

In terms of the total SNe-frame ejecta energy &, and gas
density (n), metallicity (Z), and velocity field (v) = Va5 (X —
X.) — V.. Our “reference” scalings assumed in Hopkins et al.
(2023) are: Fg = &/10° erg; 7, (7i = (n)/ecm™3) = 2.63 for
i < 0.001 and = =% for i > 0.001; F7(Z = Z/Zs) = 2 for
7<0.01,=7%8fr001 <z<land=%"%2for7 > 1;and
pr.o/Mokms™ = (f0)!/24.8x105 ~ 2.5x10°. We canalso

write prerm = (& /Vierm) Fy With Vierm ~ 200km s~ F-1 71

The scalings for p; o, F&. Fn, and Fz are relatively well-
understood: they can be derived both analytically and empir-
ically from numerical simulations as the result of where SNe
explosions will efficiently cool (see references in § 1), and are
weak. The poorly-understood scaling, and our main focus, is

the function .

3. HOW SHOULD THE TERMINAL MOMENTUM
DEPEND ON VELOCITY?

3.1. A First Guess: The “Total” Change in Momentum

Of course, on the size scale of the SNe blastwave and cou-
pling to the gas, the “true” velocity field could be infinitely
complex, and ultimately understanding ¥ requires numerical
simulations. But we wish to gain some intuition with simple
models. If we write the smooth (on this scale) large-scale
velocity field as v = (v) +(Vv) -x+O(x?) (in the frame of the
star), and decompose Vv into the usual trace-free/deviatoric
shear, rotation, and expansion/compression (V - v ~ (v,.)/r)
terms, we can gain some insight. Since our SNe solutions
assume spherical symmetry, the only of these terms which
should enteris the V-v — r=2 9, (r*v,), i.e. v, term.! In § B
we re-derive the usual analytic terminal momentum argument

! In more detail, in Hopkins et al. (2018a) and the Appendices of Hop-
kins et al. (2023), we show that the mean term (v) should not change the
spherically-averaged growth of a blastwave (beyond accounting for the term
in the effective energy & which appears in Appendix A). Moreover it should
be obvious that the pure rotation/circulation part of Vv (velocities transverse
to the ejecta) should not strongly influence the ejecta evolution. The devia-
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Fic. 2.— Effects of different terminal momentum choices in cosmological
simulations (§ 4). We compare otherwise identical cosmological simulations
of a Milky Way-mass halo at z = 0 with FIRE-3, varying ¥, at intermediate
resolution ((Am) ~ 6 x 10*Mg) We show the archeological SF history
and stellar mass growth. At this resolution individual SNe cooling radii
are unresolved, so systematically changing the terminal momentum via Fy
directly renormalizes the SFR. Using the “total momentum change” (§ 3.1)
formulation leads to a very strong suppression of SF at late times (once the
potential becomes deep enough that with fixed Fy ~ 1, inflows would become
stronger). Using a fixed y = 1 or Fy from the “A-Momentum” formulation
(§ 3.2) give similar results.

by considering the radius at which a spherically-symmetric
blastwave would have its cooling time fall below its dynam-
ical time, now allowing for a uniform radial velocity (v,) in
the frame of the star, and show the result can be approximated
as 7’; ~ 1/(1 + <Vr>/Vterm)~

For (v,) > 0, this gives completely reasonable behavior. At
small (v,) — 0, v — 1, as it should, and for (v,) > vierm,
Fv = Vierm/ (V) and pierm — Eo/(v,). But this is the same
behavior as pegy at large (v,) (because both reflect the same
total energy; § A.3). So it is functionally identical to assume
Fv = 1forall (v,) > 0.

The important difference arises for negative (v,) < 0, i.e.
net infall towards the SNe. The simple expression above
gives Fy — oo for (v,) < Ve, and while the more de-
tailed expressions in § B do not formally diverge, they give

toric shear could be important in reality (one could imagine e.g. a blastwave
compressed in some “midplane” direction along which v, < 0 but venting
out of the polar direction where v, > 0), but this would require modeling
effects beyond spherically symmetric injection. So to begin we will consider
just the radial velocity (inflow/outflow) around the SNe v;-.

effectively the same result, with 7 ~ [(v,;)/Vierm|'* or so
for (v;) < —vimm. In practice, this means that in this
limit one never reaches the “terminal” momentum, because
the inflowing gas velocity ensures the post-shock tempera-
ture is so hot that cooling is inefficient, and the coupling will
be determined by the energy-conserving solution pegy. But
that solution in this limit gives pegy — —2{(Mcouplea){Vr)
W — =2B1/B2 = =2 ({vi)/vej) (Mcoupled) /mej): § A.3). So
the inflow is always halted and reversed, with the peculiar fea-
ture that the coupled momentum becomes independent of the
input energy even as Ey — 0.

This is not some unique artifact of assumptions we adopted:
we obtain the same qualitative result if we instead approximate
the blastwave as occurring in a Hubble flow, or isothermal
inflow/wind solution, or even as a one-dimensional surface
with some external inflow (see solutions in Ostriker & Mc-
Kee 1988); whether we consider the shell approximation or a
homogenous sphere, and whether we consider the energy in-
jection as impulsive or continuous over the timestep; whether
we consider the ambient medium to be infinite, or strictly
limited to the mass (Mcouplea); Or whether we vary the cool-
ing curve (B in § B). The reason is simple: in this limit of a
spherically-symmetric inflow with inflow kinetic energy much
larger than ejecta energy ((Mcoupled){Vr )2 > E,), the problem
transitions fundamentally from a “blastwave” to an “accretion
shock.” Our analytic solutions are qualitatively completely
reasonable when we realize they are the standard solutions for
an accretion shock, which when (v,) < —vm corresponds
to post-shock cooling times which are long (e.g. “hot” halos)
and so the shocked region grows as the mass supply continues
(Rees & Ostriker 1977).

3.2. An Alternative: The Change in Total Momentum
Relative to Evolution Without Feedback

This explains the seemingly strange behavior of pierm and
Pegy, but highlights what is problematic about our approach
for (v;) < 0: by applying the “final” momentum (energy-
conserving or terminal) in this limit, we are essentially
“jumping ahead” of the hydro/MHD solver. If, after all,
(vy) < —Verm, then there is sufficient energy in the resolved
simulation cells to heat themselves above the threshold where
cooling is inefficient, so this solution should be resolved. Thus
while not technically wrong or unphysical (or in violation of
any conservation law), this “jumping ahead” can be problem-
atic for several reasons: (1) we are making many approxima-
tions (like spherical symmetry, an idealized cooling function,
no other sources/sinks, a single blastwave in isolation, homo-
geneous and isotropic density/metallicity/velocity fields, no
radiation or cosmic rays or other forces, etc.) which the actual
surrounding gas may not obey, (2) it is possible that this “jump-
ing ahead” could effectively jump to a solution further in time
than the actual code timestep would allow (if e.g. the gas on
either side of the SNe should not be able to “cross” and shock
yet in the timestep during which the SNe is coupled), and (3)
it violates the spirit of a well-posed sub-grid model, in that
such should represent the result of only un-resolved processes
but “trust” the code for dealing with resolved processes.

A potential alternative is instead to apply the “A-
Momentum™: specifically, instead of calculating the final
momentum injected in a SNe po as the difference be-
tween the initial (pre-SNe) code momentum state pjniia and
some analytic “post-evolution” blastwave/shock state pgpal
(Po = Pfinal — Pinitial)s We can define the A-Momentum Ap
as the difference between these states relative to the solu-
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FiG. 3.— Comparison of the stellar mass-halo mass relation at z = 0 from
cosmological simulations (§ 4). We plot total stellar mass (within < 20kpc
of the halo center) versus halo virial mass for each primary galaxy in a zoom-
in region, for identical initial conditions simulated with FIRE-3 adopting
the SNe treatment here with #, = 1; or using the treatment assumed in
Hopkins et al. (2023, H23), which was similar to the “Total Momentum

Change” formula for ¥y with a “cap” at Fy < [Wpq |~ 1/2 _ a few; and FIRE-2
(Hopkins et al. 2018a), which adopted ¥y = 1 but a different and not strictly
energy-conserving SNe coupling, different cooling physics, stellar evolution
tables, yields, treatment of OB/AGB mass-loss, UV background, and star
formation criteria. Details of the differences between SNe treatments are
in § C. These are hydrodynamics-only (no MHD or cosmic rays), no-AGN,
low-resolution simulations (resolution ~ (300, 10*, 6 x 10%, 3 x 10°) Mg
for Mpo ~ (1019, 10'!, 10'2, 10!3) My). The different H23 and FIRE-2

predictions for stellar masses in massive (Mpa, > 10! M) galaxies appears
to be dominated by the implicit difference in .

tion where there is no SNe at all (mathematically Ap =
(pﬁnal - pinitial)E():Eo - (pﬁnal - pinitial)E0—>0)’ in order to iden-
tify how said SNe uniquely modifies the state. These solutions
are derived in § B.2. Fig. 1 compares the behavior of the naive
final momentum coupled pg and the A-Momentum Ap for re-
alistic simulation conditions. For both the energy-conserving
and terminal limit, the A-Momentum is identical to the “nor-
mal” final momentum we would have coupled above, Ap = po,
for (v,) > 0. But for (v,) < 0, there is longer any divergence
in momentum coupled, Ap vanishes as Ey — 0, and for very
large (v;) << —Vierm, Ap o< 1/]{v,-)] is a decreasing function of
[{v;-)| (it no longer grows without limit). But we should stress
that since the equations being represented here are fundamen-
tally non-linear, it is by no means obvious that the sum of the
ad-hoc defined A-Momentum plus subsequent resolved solu-
tion evolution in-code will actually give the same non-linear
answer as a direct solution at much higher resolution.

Given this ambiguity and the range “bracketed” by the above
final momentum and A-momentum, an even simpler alterna-
tive is just to always take F, = 1. We see in Fig. 1 that for
(vy) = 0, this is basically identical to either of these more
sophisticated approaches, but for (v,) < —Viemm, it is “in be-
tween.”

4. EFFECTS IN GALAXY FORMATION SIMULATIONS

We now consider the effects of these choices in cosmolog-
ical galaxy formation simulations. The specific simulations
we consider below were run as part of the Feedback In Re-
alistic Environments (FIRE)? project, specifically using the
FIRE-3 version of the code; all details of the methods are de-
scribed in Hopkins et al. (2023). Briefly, the simulations use

2http://fire.northwestern.edu

the code GIZMO (Hopkins 2015),3 with hydrodynamics solved
using the mesh-free Lagrangian Godunov MFM method. Both
hydrodynamic and gravitational (force-softening) spatial res-
olution are set in a fully-adaptive Lagrangian manner; mass
resolution is fixed. The simulations include cooling and heat-
ing from a meta-galactic background and local stellar sources
from T ~ 10— 10'° K; SF in locally self-gravitating and Jeans-
unstable gas; and stellar feedback from OB & AGB mass-loss,
SNe Ia & II, and multi-wavelength photo-heating and radia-
tion pressure; with inputs taken directly from stellar evolution
models. We compare a set of fully-cosmological zoom-in
simulations run from initial redshifts z ~ 100 down to z = 0
with fiducial resolution surrounding a “target” halo of interest.
Here, we keep the physics and numerical methods identical
to those in Hopkins et al. (2023), and vary only mechanical
coupling, using the exact numerical prescription from Ap-
pendix A, with the important physical variations contained in
the function ¥.

Fig. 2 compares the history of a typical Milky Way-
mass galaxy (m12i from Hopkins et al. 2014), for several
choices of Fy. This simulation has a modest, but common
for “zoom-in” cosmological simulations, mass resolution of
(mp) ~ 6 x 10* My, which as noted in the Appendices gives
(Meouplea) ~ (2 —4) X 10° Mg, so as a result is almost al-
ways in the “terminal momentum” limit. We therefore see the
expected result from feedback-regulated SF, consistent with
many previous more systematic studies with the FIRE simula-
tions (e.g. Hopkins et al. 2011, 2012b; Orr et al. 2018; Pandya
etal. 2021), that the average SFR and final stellar mass are ap-
proximately inversely proportional to the strength of feedback,
which here is dominated by SNe with un-resolved cooling radii
so essentially given by pierm and hence F,.

These results are entirely expected if we change ¥ system-
atically — what is more interesting is if we look at how ¥y
varies with (v,.). If we adopt the “total momentum change”
formalism, we see a strong suppression of SF, particularly at
late times. This is because, as discussed in Hopkins et al.
(2023), when stellar feedback normally would become less ef-
ficient in higher galaxy/halo masses and deeper potentials, the
system will more and more often show gas in inflow around
a SNe, which then strongly boosts its efficiency, so this de-
creasing feedback efficiency is partially offset. Changing, on
the other hand, the residual thermal coupling of the gas has
almost no effect, because at this resolution the cooling radii
are unresolved.

Fig. 3 extends this to compare the stellar mass-halo mass
relation from the same simulations, with halos masses span-
ning ~ 10° — 10'* Mg, and stellar masses ~ 10* — 10!> M.
For halo masses < 10!'! Mo, we see weaker effects of %y, for
two reasons: (1) the resolution of these isolated dwarf zoom-
ins is higher (see Table 1 in Hopkins et al. 2018b), reaching
~ 107 My, for the smallest, so the cooling radii are increasingly
resolved; and (2) because feedback in dwarfs is so strong, a
much larger fraction of SNe explode in super-bubbles with
(v;) > 0 (where ¥y is similar in all tested prescriptions). We
also compare the results from FIRE-2 (Hopkins et al. 2018b),
which effectively assumed ¥y = 1, but also a different nu-
merical SNe implementation, UV background, cooling and
thermo-chemistry, stellar evolution tables, and more; as well
as the initial FIRE-3 runs from Hopkins et al. (2023), which

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


http://fire.northwestern.edu
http://fire.northwestern.edu
http://www.tapir.caltech.edu/~phopkins/Site/GIZMO.html
http://www.tapir.caltech.edu/~phopkins/Site/GIZMO.html
http://www.tapir.caltech.edu/~phopkins/Site/GIZMO.html
http://www.tapir.caltech.edu/~phopkins/Site/GIZMO.html

Matters of Momentum 5

adopted ¥y closer to the “total momentum change” model but
are otherwise similar to our runs here (see § C). In dwarfs,
the difference between FIRE-2 and FIRE-3 is robust owing to
the various changes above (and less sensitive to ¥y, though it
can be sensitive to the energy-conserving terms ¢; Hopkins
et al. 2023), but we see that the substantial difference between
FIRE-2 and the Hopkins et al. (2023) runs at halo masses
> 10" Mg, can primarily be attributed to the implicit choice

of Fy.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In galaxy formation simulations, it is common to treat SNe
feedback with a subgrid model for kinetic and thermal injec-
tion representing the work done in any unresolved energy-
conserving phase. We show that extending such treatments to
be “velocity-aware” (i.e. dependent on the velocity field of gas
surrounding the SNe, as required for strict energy conserva-
tion) introduces an ambiguity when SNe explode in converg-
ing flows. In this limit, there are a range of allowed (fully-
conservative and analytically justifiable) sub-grid solutions,
which differ strongly in how much momentum is imparted to
the gas. This dependence is much stronger than the reasonably
well-understood dependence of momentum coupled on ambi-
ent gas density, metallicity, or turbulence. We show that this
can produce significant differences in cosmological galaxy-
formation simulations, especially in high-mass galaxies at low
resolution. We also stress that this is a physical, rather than
numerical, ambiguity. As such, even in simulations which nu-
merically couple feedback in a qualitatively different manner
(e.g. “delayed cooling” models which do not explicitly couple

momentum), the same fundamental ambiguity exists of how
to scale mechanical feedback with surrounding gas velocities.

Given this intrinsic physical ambiguity and the absence of
clear guidance from simulations which resolve individual SNe
explosions in the relevant environments, we would recom-
mend future work adopt the simplest possible model, namely
our “Fy = 1” formulation, as it introduces no additional im-
plicit assumptions and is straightforward to compare to both
previous simulations and idealized models. And as we showed
this gives similar results in galaxy-formation simulations (at
least for bulk galaxy properties) to the “A-Momentum” formu-
lation. But clearly, an important path for future work is to study
the ambiguous cases here in more detail in higher-resolution
simulations to develop more accurate sub-grid models for the
extreme, but sometimes relevant limits. We have shown that
is important for such models to not simply quantify the final
momentum state or “total” momentum change of the high-
resolution simulation, as is usually done, but to think carefully
about the change in this state specifically introduced at a given
spatial, mass, and time scale by individual SNe as a func-
tion of their local properties, so that this can be implemented
in sub-grid models without “skipping over” resolved MHD
processes.

Support for PFH was provided by NSF Research Grants
1911233,20009234, 2108318, NSF CAREER grant 1455342,
NASA grants 8ONSSC18K0562, HST-AR-15800. Numer-
ical calculations were run on the Caltech compute cluster
“Wheeler,” allocations AST21010 and AST20016 supported
by the NSF and TACC, and NASA HEC SMD-16-7592.
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the ejecta is isotropic with total kinetic energy KEg; , (and
some arbltrary set of scalar energies “j” including e.g. thermal
and cosmic ray and radiation energies U,;j, 4, j). The ejecta is
coupled to some set of gas cells “b,” which consist of all cells
for which there is a non-vanishing oriented hydrodynamic face
area Ay, that can be constructed between them and the star
particle a (this is defined rigorously in Hopkins et al. (2018a),
but essentially includes all cells b which are either “neighbors
of a” or for which “a is a neighbor of ). Given a single event
site a, then the update to the conserved quantities (e.g. m, U,
and momentum p) of cell b is given by:

1 _ (0

my o =m,  + [Whal Mej, a, s (AD)

U(l) U(O) + |Whu| Ue] a,j

1 0
p;, ) p;, ) +Ampg v + Apba

APba = Wha D0, a
Here Ampq = |Wpa|mej, o and Wp, is a normalized vec-
tor weight function defined in Hopkins et al. (2018a).# As
shown therein, this ensures all the desired symmetries (e.g.
isotropy in the frame of the star and };, |[Wp,| = 1) as well
as mass (25 25 [Whal Meja,s = 2 Ampg = mej,a) and lin-
ear momentum conservation (3, App, = 0), with the total
coupled radial momentum equal to pg , in the star frame

(XZp |APbal = po, a)-

A.2. Enforcing Total Energy Conservation
Without loss of generality, define

Po.a = Wa Xa (2 €amei,a)'/? (A3)
in terms of some effective unit of kinetic energy
€a = fign€a = (1= f)Ea (Ad)

1

— 2

Ea = Eej,a + E § Mej, a Wém [Vbal
b

where Eg , is the total ejecta energy (in the frame of the
star, ignoring any surrounding gas), and f;) and £ =1- f}
are the fraction of the total energy in thermal (or other, e.g.
radiation, cosmic rays, etc.) versus kinetic, fixed (hence the 0
superscript) to their values for e.g. an idealized Sedov (1959)
solution in a homogeneous background, f) = 0.28. At this

4 Specifically, defining Xp4 = Xp —X and Ay, the oriented hydrodynamic
area of intersection of faces between b and a (Hopkins et al. 2018a):

|V_Vba|

s —— 24 A2
Wha 1+Aml,a/mb ( )
Wpa = Whba

“7 T IWeal
Whba = Wha Z Z )a f+
+, — [e3

Sy 12
(£9), = L |14 Be @ealieal”
) Zc Wca IXcula

(%) = [Xpal ™ MAX (x5, 0)|

a=x,y,z

o _ -1
(54)” = Ixpal " MINGgL 0|

1 1
wWpa == |1 -
b 2 ( \/1 + (Apg *Xpa) /(7 |Xba|2))

stage, this is just a choice of units. As shown in Hopkins et al.
(2018a), the exact, discrete total energy conservation equation
is:

App|? a* A
”:Z[ |Apy| L Pb] (A5)
o 12mp (L+pp) (14 pp)
which becomes (inserting our definition of Apy):
(Ea —Ua)
— " = Waxa) Bra+2 Wa Xa) Bi,a (A6)
. /2
(vr) Mmeja ' : A
=g = |5 WhaVba - Wpa (A7)
Vei,a 2¢€,
Mej, a W;,a [Whal
S N AL (A8)
<Mcoupled>a Fr.a o Zb: mp

where vy, = Vp — V4.0

Now, consider the case where the ejecta are in a purely
energy-conserving Sedov-Taylor type phase, with some
analytically-calculated (fixed/self-similar) ratio of kinetic to
total energy fk , where &, represents the total energy available
to the blastwave and U, represents the fraction in non-kinetic
sources, U, = fu &4 — fg &,. Then clearly the left-hand
side of Eq. A6 becomes unity (— 1). Moreover given its strict
degeneracy with ¢, we can take y, — 1 without loss of gen-
erality for now. It is then straightforward to solve and obtain
the energy-conserving value of ¢ ,:

Bra+Bl ,~Bia

Ya = (A9)

_ ,81,(1
1/2
'BZ,a

The additional term O < y, < 1 then allows us to represent
cases with less momentum coupled (more of the energy going
into some other form). If we arbitrarily define some maximal
or “terminal” momentum pierm, then we simply impose:©

p term

Xa = MIN |1, (A10)
“ Ya (2 €a mej,a)1/2
which then determines the value of fy # fg, orUg,:
U, €a
== 1= [Waxa) Bra+2(Wa xa) Bra] == (AlD)
Ea Eaq

> We define (vy-) = B1 vej = Xp Wy, Vba " Wha (With vej = (mej/2 €)/?
some effective ejecta velocity) because it clearly reflects some weighted mean
inflow/outflow velocity (projected along the direction of the coupled mo-
mentum) of the ambient gas in the star frame. Likewise (Mcoupled) =

mej/Br = 1/3p Wy, [Wpal/mp follows if we note that (for all resolu-
tions of interest) wy  ~ |Wpq| ~ 1/Nngh, Where Npgp is some effective
number of neighbor cells to which the ejecta are coupled, so (Mcoupled) ~
1/3(N ngb ;1) ~ 1/(Nugb ><Nn’gi (mp)™1) ~ Nigb (myp, ) represents some
effectively-weighted gas mass to which the ejecta are coupled.

6 Note that the MIN[ 1, p] function (with p = prerm/Wa (2 €q Mej, a)l/Q)
in Eq. A10 is arbitrary and could be replaced with some other interpolation
function ensuring 0 < x4 < 1,y = 1forp > 1, y —» pfor p < 1,if
desired. But for our purposes, this has very small effects compared to the
changes in prerm itself.
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This will ensure that the correct total energy is always cou-
pled.” We enforce the same timestepping and parallel com-
munication/summation rules as described in Hopkins et al.
(2023) (Appendix B3) to ensure that multiple events acting
on the same cell in the same timestep do not lead to spurious
violations of conservation.

A.3. Limiting Behaviors

The coupled momentum Eq. A3 has four limiting behaviors.

s If y <1 (prerm <¥a(2€q mej,a)l/z)a then
P0,a = Pterm (A12)
by construction. This is the “terminal momentum” limit.

cFor y = L if B2 /Pra < L Wa — B,V

vV {Mcoupled) /Mej, s0 the total coupled momentum is

Po = Y pej — \[2Eu<Mcoupled>

(noting pej = +/2 €4 mej, o). This is the expectation for
an energy-conserving solution in a homogeneous, non-
moving medium.

(A13)

e For y =1, if ,8% o/B2.a > 1, the behavior depends on
the sign of B1,4 o« (v,). If (v,) > 0 (the gas is net
receding from the star), y — 1/28; and

Po — d Mei V €a
0 9 = =
2(vy) 90 (vr)

€a
= J2ea(M, S E—
i < COupled> 2<Mcoupled> <Vr>2

Note that whether we are in this regime depends
on the ratio B7/Br = (Mcouplea) (Vr)*/me; vgj ~

KES*"P'*! /KEy;, i.e. just the ratio of the pre-existing ra-
dial kinetic energy of the background gas to the ejecta
kinetic energy. When this is large, the coupled mo-
mentum is suppressed relative to the energy-conserving
solution in a non-moving background by the root of this
factor, to enforce total energy conservation, since the
coupled kinetic energy is a non-linear function of the
coupled momentum.

(A14)

«If x = 1,8} /B2a > 1, and (v,) < O (the gas is net
infalling towards the star), then ¢y — —2 3/, and

po — —2 <Mcoupled> vi) (A15)

In this limit, from a purely energetic point of view,
since there is an enormous energy reservoir in the in-
flow kinetic energy, there can always be enough energy

7 Our energy conservation equation is still a perfect equality even in the
limit where we assume the ejecta and/shocked gas has cooled or entered some
snowplow phase below our resolution scale. The only difference in e.g. the
cooling limit is that energy has been transferred from a thermal reservoir
to radiation. So we can keep the same derivation, thinking of U as the
thermal+radiated energy. It is not “lost” in this accounting — we simply can
decide if we wish to, at the end, explicitly add it to some radiation reservoir or
“deleted” Up,q. In fact, it is fine to couple it numerically as thermal energy in
any case, given that in the only limit this could possible apply, we are assuming
Teool << Texpand Of the ejecta shock, so it should be radiated away immediately
(relative to the timescales resolved in-code), and if we have incorrectly under-
estimated the cooling radius, the code can “correct” the hydrodynamics.

to reverse the inflow to outflow with similar |v,|. In
practice, the physics of these cases will be regulated by
our scaling of peerm.

A.4. Quantities Determining the Terminal Momentum

The terminal momentum pry, can be a function of various
properties of the ambient gas and ejecta itself, e.g.

Pterm = pterm((Ta> s ‘Pa) (A16)

where

(Ya,j) = lebale,j (A17)
b

and Y'p = {np, Zp, Tp, ....} is determined by various scalar
properties of the neighboring gas cells, weighted appropriately
by the fraction of the ejecta |Wp,, | associated with each cell (and
¥, represents intrinsic ejecta properties such as &y, Mej, 4,
etc.). Given that we are assuming isotropy in the frame of the
star already above in our definition of weights to ensure e.g. lin-
ear momentum conservation, we use these weighted averages
at the ejecta origin, rather than solving “along cells” or cones
independently (which necessarily violates said isotropy). For
Prerm being a non-linear function of certain properties such
as n® Z, we take Y, [Wpa|n," Z,%, to avoid pathological
behaviors caused by covariances of these quantities.

A.5. Practical Meaning of {Mcoupled)
<Mcoupled>
[ W' Wloa/mp] ™" =[S 1W3,/ (o + [¥lpa me, )]
[Zb |\7v|%7 /mb]_1 defined in Eq. A8 provides a rigorous
way of tﬁinking of the total energy change of the system,
but also about the effective total mass among which the
ejecta energy and momentum are shared. This is especially
useful for irregular-mesh or mesh-free methods such as
those employed in codes like GIZMO or AREPO where the
kernel into which SNe ejecta are deposited can include some
neighbors with extremely small shared face areas A. Notably
given the quadratic dependence on the weight function
|W|ia, these will contribute negligibly to (Mcouplea). It is
straightforward to estimate analytically, and verify directly
in the simulations, given the definition of face (Hopkins
2015) and cubic spline kernel function for the volume
decomposition used in the FIRE-3 GIZMO simulations plus
the roughly-equal cell masses my, =~ (m) presented here, that
(Mcouplea) ~ (4 —6) x (myp), i.e. the effective coupled mass is
a few times the median cell mass. This is quite different from
some other implementations: for example the methods used in
Hu et al. (2014, 2019), which adopt a different hydrodynamic
method and face definition, kernel function, and method for
depositing ejecta, which give (Mcouplea) ~ (100—200) X {mp).
That, in turn, has an important consequence for the physical
limit the coupling is in — the Hu et al. (2014) method will
therefore require ~ 30X better mass resolution (compared to
the FIRE-2/3 method here) to begin to effectively capture
the energy-conserving phase, in good agreement with the
comparison of direct resolution tests presented in Hopkins
et al. (2018a) and Hu et al. (2014).

As an aside, the  parameter

Q

B. ANALYTIC SCALINGS FOR %y
B.1. “Absolute” Terminal Momentum Change

Consider the rest-frame of a star which explodes isotropi-
cally in an isotropic, spherically-symmetric gaseous medium
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with a uniform radial velocity flow (i.e. for the region of interest
around the star, the velocities are radial with some roughly-
constant v,-), and let us make the shell approximation and
assume the swept-up mass in the shell My > m,j is much
larger than the initial ejecta mass (which carried some energy
E)), and that the energy is divided between kinetic and thermal
forms. All of these assumptions can be freed, we simply wish
to illustrate a heuristic argument here. Energy conservation
(pre-cooling) gives Eq + (1/2) MgvZ ~ (1/2) Myv? + Uy,
where the thermal energy Uy =~ (3/2) (My/w)kpT, =~
fu (1/2) Mg (vs — v,)? with some fy = 1 — fx where
0 < fu < 1is some similarity parameter whose exact value is
not important. Re-arranging this, we can solve for vy (My) =

v ful(1 + fu) + N2 Eo/((1 + fu) My) +v}/(1+ fy)? (or
equivalently M;(vs)). Now define the cooling time oo =
[(3/2) kpTs]/[(ps/u) A(Ts)], where we will approximate
A =~ Ao (T/Ty)P* over the dynamic range of interest and
ps = pp for some shock compression ratio p. Define the
expansion time fexp = r/vs and note r = (M, /(4r/3) )3,
and it becomes possible to solve for vy (and hence M) at
which feool (Vs = Vs, ¢) % texp(Vs = Vs, ). Then we define the
terminal momentum as perm = M vy — M v, (i.e. the change
in momentum of the swept-up material relative to its initial
value).

After some tedious algebra, the above derivation can be
simplified to

Ey
Pterm = _7:\/ (Bl)

Vterm

where ¥ satisfies:
Fo=[(1= )PP {1 = (1= fy) y/2}]/ 0P (B2)

where v = %y (vy)/Vierm-  This must in general be
solved numerically, but the limits are simple. For small
[Vl /Vierm < 1, Fv — 1 (as it should). For (v;;) > v,
Fv = Vierm/{(vr). And for (v;) < —vem, Fv — [(1 -
F) /212 1)) [vierm|'°~6PA. An approximate solution accu-
rate to ~ 10% for (v,) > 0is Fy = 1/[1+ (1 = ¢) (v/)/Vterm]
with ¢ = 9(5 + 3 fu)/[2(11 = 685) (9 + (v )*/vigrm)],
and a (slightly less accurate but reasonable) approxima-
tion for (v,) < 0is F ~ 1 +7V_ + 92 + ¥ + [(I -
fU)/2]3 |<Vr>/vterm|10_6'8/\ where V_ = (|<Vr>|/vterm) ([17 -
128a — 3fu1/122 — 12Ba]). Here, vier o Ej/M 0?11 A0
is® reasonably consistent with the simulation-calibrated vierm
and its scalings Fg, ., ¥z (Where Z appears via A).

We can also simplify the above by taking 8 — —oo mathe-
matically, or equivalently say the cooling function A(7') begins
to rise steeply for decreasing 7' below some critical temper-
ature T¢o01, Which in turn leads to rapid cooling when the
post-shock temperature T < Tyo01, OF equivalently, which the
shock-ambient medium velocity v —vg,s falls below some crit-
ical “cooling velocity” v¢oe. We then simply calculate pierm
when vy — v, = veoo, Which gives pierm = (Eo/Vierm) Fv
with F — 1/(1 + (v;)/Vierm) (making the identification
Vierm = (1 + fu) veool/2) for v > —vierm and ¥y — oo for
vy < —Veerm. This has a simple closed form solution, and
has the same limiting behaviors as above for [(v,)| < Vierm,

8 More precisely, assuming a strong-shock in fully-ionized primordial
gas, we have vierm ~ 200kms™! (Eg/10% erg) /1 (n/em=3)2/11 (Ay/3 x
107 B ergs™! em?)3/M [(1+ fy)tom f&3/“/1.8], where Ay is evaluated at
T=T= TS(VS =Vs,c-

(Vy) > Vierm. Whilefor (v,) < —Viepy it formally diverges, the
full expression above for finite 8, effectively diverges as well
(scaling for a more realistic —1 < Bz < 1/2as |[(v,-)/Vierm| ™ '©
in this limit), and in practice the momentum coupled will al-
ways be restricted to pegy in this limit.

B.2. The “A-Momentum” Imparted Per Event

Now suppose we wish to calculate the “A-Momentum” as
defined in the text — i.e. the change in the final momentum of
the system not relative to the initial state pre-SNe, but relative
to the analytic final state in the absence of a SNe. In the
analytic models here, we can define this as Ap = (Myvg —
Msv,)Ey=E, — (Mg vy — Msv,)E,—0, SO We need to subtract
the solution in the limit of vanishing initial energy. We need to
consider both cases (a) where the system does not efficiently
cool so remains in the energy-conserving limit (y = 1 and
po=Msvs— Mv, = /2 mej Ep) and (b) one where we are
cooled and in the terminal limit pg = Mg vy — Mg vy = Pierm =
(Eo/vierm) Fv above.

For both energy-and-momentum-conserving limits (a) &
(b), if v, > 0, it is easy to verify that p9 — O as Ey — 0
given our expressions for i /2 mej € and pierm = (Eo/Vierm) Fv
above (here both the dimensional momentum goes to zero,
but also the dimensionless pre-factors ¢ and Fy go to zero
if (v) > 0, because (v,)/(Vej, Vierm) — +00). So the “A-
Momentum” is identical to the pierm, We already derived

A[7egy, term = P0, egy, term Kvr) 20). (B3)

For (v,) < 0, noting that (v, )/vej = (v,) \/mej/2 € — —o0
as Eg — 0, case (a) gives y — —-2B1/Br and py —
=2 Meoupled {vr) in this limit, independent of Eq¢ (§ A.3).
Subtracting this, we obtain Ap = po(Eg) — po(Eg — 0) =

Mcoupled Vr + \/ (Mcoupled Vi)? + 2 Mcoupled €, equivalent to tak-

ingy — ¢’ = B, [\J1+(1B1/BY )2 ~181/BY°|] (identical

to the expression for 8; > 0, with the absolute values now in
place),

Apegy =y (B1 — |B1l) Pej (vr) <0) (B4)

f / 1B1* 181
= 2<Mcoupled>€ I+ ,8_12 - ﬁé_;z

Case (b) must again be solved numerically in general, but not-
ing that for Eg — 0, (v,)/Vierm — —oo, the previous limiting
solution for 7, — Fy.0 = [(1 = fu)/2]° [(v)/Vierm| 'O~ %P2
applies and we can write ¥y — ¥y, 0 + Fv,ao and obtain
Fv.a. If desired, this can be well-approximated for (v,) < 0
and ¥V = —(v;)/Vierm < 1 by Fv.ao — 1/(1 — ¥;) with
V1 = V(17 = 128o — 3fu)/(22 — 12B4) and for ¥ > 1 by
Fv.a — 1/P2 with ¥, = $/[7 - 68A + 6/(1 — fu)]. For
intermediate values and S5 > —1 the interpolation function
Feoa~1+7 + \7% + \7?)/[1 + (17% + \7?) v2] is acceptable,

Ey
— Fv.a

term

Apterm =
L+7) + 92 + 7
Fos~—5—3-— (r)<0) (BS)
L+ (9] + 7)) 72
Note that the behavior in case (a) for (v,), though de-
rived for an energy-conserving limit, can be trivially writ-
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ten into our standard formulation from § A by defining
Fv— MIN[%,A > Apegy Vierm/ Eo] for (v,) < 0.

C. PREVIOUS FIRE TREATMENTS

It is worth clarifying the difference between FIRE-1 (Hop-
kins et al. 2014), FIRE-2 (Hopkins et al. 2018b), and the
initial version of FIRE-3 (“3.0”) in Hopkins et al. (2023),
in the SNe coupling specifically. All adopted a qualita-
tively similar hybrid energy-momentum coupling as Eq. 1,
Po = MIN[pegy, Pierm]. The scalings for p; o, Fe, Fn, and Fz
in perm are almost identical between 1/2/3.0/here, and weak.
FIRE-1 adopted a much simpler, scalar kernel mass-weight for
deposition, while FIRE-2 & 3.0 adopted a normalized vector
weight scheme as we do (§ A.1); the consequences of these
differences are the subject of Hopkins et al. (2018b). FIRE-1
& 2 effectively took 7y & i to be constant, while 3.0 and here
vary Fy and ¢ to ensure energy conservation. There are two
significant differences between FIRE-3.0 and here.®

(1) In FIRE-3.0, we implicitly assumed something like the
“terminal velocity” Vierm/Veool model in § B.1 for 7y, giving
¥y rising with decreasing (v,) to an imposed maximum of
~ |Wpa|~'/2. This arose because pierm Was written in terms of
some V¢oo1, Which is equivalent to other ways of writing it when
(v,) = 0 but, as we showed, differs for (v,) << 0. As noted in
the text, this is the main difference between the massive-galaxy
SF histories therein and those in FIRE-2 (which took %, = 1).

(2) In FIRE-1/2/3.0, we applied solutions “in cones.” For

example in 3.0, we took Appa = Wha Ya Xa (2 €4 Mej,a) /> —

° In Hopkins et al. (2023), Appendix B (Eqs. B13-B19 therein), a rather
complicated set of equations is presented for ¥p4 Yp (and slightly different
notation was used), but we can simplify these for the limits of interest here

(e.g. mp > myj). Doing so, for my, < my p ~ pfcrm’o,ba/Z €a> Xba — 1
. _ 1/2 .

With Y ~ N [Ampg | (1+2MAX[0, v3! 3 wit!? Via - Whq 1), and

for my, > Mt b Xba = MIN[pterm, ba/pegy, ba » 1] asusual, with perm —

Wha U}, Xny (2€amej,2)'/? with the function ¢} x; = eval-

uated within each neighbor b instead of being unif%cfm for
the entire coupled group. This was done with a desire to
represent the highest-possible resolution solution and avoid
imposing spherical symmetry on the surrounding gas around
each SNe, but it introduces a couple of subtle issues. First,
it violates the machine-accurate isotropy and linear momen-
tum conservation around each SNe, which was discussed in
Hopkins et al. (2018a) but there we found the effect was
small and the method still avoided the more severe patho-
logical effects of previous FIRE-1 like implementations. Sec-
ond, this has the unintended effect of “up-weighting” the tails
or outer-edges of the coupling kernel, because the effective
momentum-per-cell in e.g. the energy-conserving limit scales
as ~ |Wpa| Vmp/Ampa < |Wpa|'/?. This in turn makes the
results more sensitive to the coupling kernel, and makes the ef-
fective “coupled mass” (Mcoupled) much larger,'© which erases
any effective resolution gain.

This paper was built using the Open Journal of Astrophysics
IATEX template. The OJA is a journal which provides fast and
easy peer review for new papers in the astro-ph section of the
arXiv, making the reviewing process simpler for authors and
referees alike. Learn more at http://astro.theoj.org.

[Wha| ™2 Prerm,0 MIN[1, Vierm/{(vr-)]. So for low resolution and (v;-) < 0,
Po,ba — |V_Vbulil/2 MIN[plerm,bu , V2emp] ~ IV_VI:»ulil/2 Pterm, ba»
ie. Fy — |Wpa| V2.
_ 1272 -
' Formally, <Mcoupled> ~ [Zp [Wbal 12 mb/ ]27 instead of <Mcoupled> ~
[Zp [Wpal? m;)l 17! as herein. In our tests the former is factor ~ 3 larger.
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