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Osbaldo Sánchez-Garćıa,1 Bernardo Cervantes Sodi,1 Jacopo Fritz,1 Alessia Moretti,2 Bianca M. Poggianti,2

Koshy George,3 Marco Gullieuszik,2 Benedetta Vulcani,2 Giovanni Fasano,4 and Amira A. Tawfeek1, 5

1Instituto de Radioastronomı́a y Astrof́ısica, Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México, Antigua Carretera a Pátzcuaro # 8701,
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Abstract

Stellar bars have been found to substantially influence the stellar populations properties in galaxies,

affecting their ability of forming stars. While this can be easily seen when studying galaxies in rela-

tively isolated environments, such kind of analysis takes a higher degree of complexity when cluster

galaxies are considered, due to the variety of interactions which can potentially occur in these denser

environments. We use IFU MUSE data from the GASP survey to study the combined effect of the

presence of a stellar bar and of ram pressure, on spatially resolved properties of stellar populations.

We have analyzed spatially resolved indicators of both recent SFR and average stellar population ages

to check for signatures of anomalous central SF activity, also taking into account for the possible

presence of nuclear activity. We found an increase of central SFR in ram pressure affected galaxies

when compared with unperturbed ones. The most extreme cases of increase SFR and central rejuve-

nation occur in barred galaxies that are at advanced stages of ram pressure stripping. For low-mass

barred galaxies affected by ram pressure, the combined effect is a systematic enhancement of the star

formation activity as opposed to the case of high-mass galaxies that present both enhancement and

suppression. Barred galaxies that present a suppression of their star formation activity also present

signatures of nuclear activity. Our results indicate that the combined effect of the presence of a bar

and a strong perturbation by ram pressure is able to trigger the central SF activity and probably ignite

nuclear activity.

Keywords: galaxies: general — galaxies: evolution — galaxies: spiral — galaxies: clusters — galaxies:

star formation — galaxies: bar

1. INTRODUCTION

The evolution of the structure, stellar populations

and overall morphology of galaxies is driven by external

and/or internal processes. Among the external processes

that can play a preponderant role on galaxy evolution

are gravitational interactions and mergers with nearby

galaxies (Toomre 1977; Mihos & Hernquist 1994; Park

& Choi 2009; Lin, et al. 2010; Peng et al. 2010), espe-

cially for the case of satellite galaxies (Peng et al. 2012;

Wang et al. 2018), and the many kinds of interactions

Corresponding author: Osbaldo Sánchez-Garćıa

o.sanchez@irya.unam.mx

that galaxies experience in the group and cluster envi-

ronment, such as harassment (Moore et al. 1996), star-

vation (Larson et al. 1980; Balogh et al. 2000), ram pres-

sure stripping (Gunn & Gott 1972), thermal evaporation

(Cowie & Songaila 1977), and gravitational interactions

with the clusters as a whole (Byrd & Valtonen 1990; Val-

luri 1993). Among those that do not directly affect the

stellar component is ram pressure stripping, which can

partially or completely remove gas from the interstellar

medium due to the interaction between the galaxy’s in-

terstellar medium and the intracluster medium (ICM).

Extreme examples of galaxies from which gas is removed

by this mechanism are the so-called jellyfish galaxies,

thus dubbed for the first time by Smith, et al. (2010),
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which usually present unilaterally stripped material in

the form of filaments and knots that leave the main body

of the galaxy. These types of galaxies can be found

mainly in clusters at low (Merluzzi, et al. 2016; Pog-

gianti et al. 2017), at intermediate (Moretti et al. 2022)

and at high redshift (McPartland, et al. 2016; Boselli

et al. 2019). Tails of ionized and atomic gas can easily

exceed 50 kpc in length (e.g. Poggianti et al. 2017; Deb

et al. 2020), so the study of this type of galaxies cannot

restrict to the main body of the galaxy, but must also

include outer regions of the galaxy where these tails can

be detected.

Early simulations by Bekki (2003) showed that the

high pressure exerted by the hot intracluster medium on

molecular clouds, can trigger episodes of star formation

in short timescales of some hundred Myr. Kronberger

et al. (2008) and Kapferer et al. (2009) reported that

the star formation can be boosted to 2−10 times when

compared with unperturbed systems, both in the com-

pressed central region of the galaxy and the filaments

produced by the stripped gas. On the other hand, ex-

treme stripping leads to full quenching and significant

reddening (Steinhauser, Schindler, & Springel 2016),

depending on the mass of the galaxy and the particular

configuration of the orbit in the given group or clus-

ter (Bekki 2014). From an observational perspective,

Poggianti et al. (2016), working with a sample of local

jellyfish galaxies, found that stripping candidates tend

to be located above the general population of galaxies

in the star formation rate−stellar mass relation, indi-

cating a star formation rate excess, and Vulcani et al.

(2018) identified enhanced star formation in the disks

of the ram-pressure affected galaxies, additional to the

star formation taking place in the tails (see also Lee et

al. 2022 for a dependence of the star formation activity

on the host-cluster properties). These results indicate

that the ram pressure exerted by the hot intracluster

medium is an effective mechanism to trigger star forma-

tion in perturbed disk galaxies, a mechanism that needs

to be taken into consideration when exploring internal

processes that regulate the star formation activity.

Turning to internal processes, one of the most im-

portant promoters of secular evolution are stellar bars,

given that they are a prevalent structure in disk galaxies

in the local Universe (de Vaucouleurs et al. 1991; Buta

et al. 2010; Nair & Abraham 2010; Cervantes Sodi et

al. 2015). Theoretical models have demonstrated that

bars can form as a result of instability in self-gravitating

axisymmetric disks (see Athanassoula 2013, for a re-

view on the topic) or via gravitational interactions with

perturbers of different masses (Noguchi 1996; Miwa &

Noguchi 1998). Stellar orbits in a disk galaxy become

unstable and deviate from a circular path. The tiny

elongations in the stars orbits grow and they get locked

into place, thus developing a bar. Bars look like elon-

gated structures crossing the center of a disc galaxy that

can be characterized by their length, strength and speed

pattern. In the local Universe these bars are common

and depending on the bar classification method and the

wavelengths at which the galaxies are observed, the bar

fraction can vary from ∼ 30% (optical case, see Masters,

et al. 2011; Lee, Ann & Park 2019) to ∼ 65% (infrared

case, see Eskridge, et al. 2000; Menéndez-Delmestre, et

al. 2007). This fraction depends on several integrated

properties such as: galaxy stellar mass, color, and gas

fraction (Masters, et al. 2011; Cervantes Sodi 2017; Cer-

vantes Sodi & Sánchez Garćıa 2017). The fraction in-

creases with increasing stellar mass and is lower for bluer

colors and high gas fractions.

Stellar bars greatly influence evolution of the gas con-

tent in disks: their non-axisymetric potential makes

them highly efficient in redistributing mass and angu-

lar momentum between the components of the galaxies

(Weinberg 1985; Athanassoula 1992; Sellwood & Wilkin-

son 1993; Kormendy & Kennicutt 2004). The dynamical

effects of the bar potential on the stellar and gas com-

ponents can lead to heating of the stellar component in

the central parts of the galaxies (Berentzen et al. 1998;

Athanassoula 2005; Berentzen et al. 2007), inflows of

gas from the outer to the internal regions (Combes &

Gerin 1985; Combes & Elmegreen 1993; Kubryk et al.

2015), and potentially trigger star formation by the ac-

cumulation of gas (Hunt et al. 2008; Coelho & Gadotti

2011). Indeed, several observational studies found that,

compared to non-barred galaxies, barred galaxies show

a higher central SF activity (Ellison et al. 2011; Wang

et al. 2012; Consolandi, et al. 2017; Catalán-Torrecilla,

et al. 2017), although this effect could also be promoted

by the interaction of the galaxy with a nearby compan-

ion (Ellison et al. 2011; Wang et al. 2012). In the case

of galaxies with strong bars, in addition to finding an

enhancement in star formation, it has also been found

that it can suppress star formation (Wang et al. 2012;

George et al. 2019; Newnham 2019; Géron et al. 2021),

which can be explained if the onset and quenching of

star formation at the center of bars occurs periodically,

regulated by a balance between the inflow rate and the

central concentration of mass (Krumholz & Kruijssen

2015). Bar-induced star formation exhausts the infalling

gas quickly, helping to build-up a central bulge, that can

in turn stabilize the disk and stop further gas falling in

(Bournaud & Combes 2002; Athanassoula 2003). On the

other hand, if the gas inflow prompted by the bar po-

tential is stimulating star formation in the center of the
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galaxies, and if galaxies use their atomic gas reserves to

produce stars (Saintonge et al. 2011), this might explain

the trend between strongly barred galaxies and their

global Hi content, with the fraction of barred galaxies

decreasing with increasing the content of Hi (Masters et

al. 2012; Cervantes Sodi 2017).

Regarding the global star formation rate (SFR) of

barred galaxies, Kim et al. (2017) reported that the

star formation activity as probed by different diagnos-

tics was, on average, lower for strongly barred galaxies

than for their non-barred counterparts, similar to the

results of previous works dealing with integrated prop-

erties of large samples of galaxies (Cervantes Sodi 2017;

Bitsakis et al. 2019). They also indicated that although

the present star formation activity of barred galaxies is

lower than that of non-barred ones, no significant differ-

ence is found with respect to their stellar populations.

These results are derived from integrated properties of

galaxies, and indicate that the influence of the bar in

promoting or quenching star formation might be very

local. On the other hand, in a study of galaxy clusters

segregated into interacting and non-interacting clusters,

Yoon & Im (2020) found that the enhancement of the

fraction in star forming galaxies of moderate-mass disk-

dominated galaxies in interacting clusters is mostly due

to the presence of the stellar bar.

More recently, Lin et al. (2017), Chown et al. (2019)

and Lin et al. (2020), investigating galaxies using data

taken with Integral Field Unit surveys, found that a

significant number of “turnover” galaxies, galaxies that

experienced star formation in their central region in the

past 1−2 Gyr, were barred galaxies, a strong evidence

that the bar in these galaxies may be driving gas from

the disk inward to trigger star formation. Furthermore,

Chown et al. (2019) found that the level of enhanced

central star formation correlates positively with the con-

centration of molecular gas for the barred galaxies and

Lin et al. (2017) and Lin et al. (2020) found a positive re-

lationship between the radius where the turnover occurs

with the radius of the bar. Thus, these results support a

close link between increased central star formation and

the presence of bars. These works also found that the

effect of enhanced central star formation can be trigger

in pair-galaxies, indicating that the presence of a bar is a

sufficient, but not a necessary condition for the turnover

feature to occur.

In this work we present a study of the combined effect

of ram-pressure and the presence of a bar in the stel-

lar population of a carefully selected sample of jellyfish

galaxies, with the aim to investigate the concurrent out-

come of the interplay of a global external environmental

process with a localized internal one. Our ultimate goal

is to learn if the star formation is prone to enhancement

or quenching as a result of gas redistribution, removal

and/or compression by the interaction with the hot intr-

acluster medium, at the same time of being redistributed

and potentially funnel inwards by the action of the stel-

lar bar. Having galaxies at different stages of distur-

bance by ram-pressure, we will also investigate if the

star formation activity, already affected by the presence

of a stellar bar, is regulated by the degree of the external

perturbation and the presence and size of the bar. The

paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we present

the GASP sample used in this work and in Section 3,

we describe the process to identify and characterize the

barred galaxies in our sample. Section 4 introduces the

spectral fitting code used to derive the physical param-

eters analyzed in Section 5 where we present the main

finding of our work. Finally, a discussion of the results

and the general conclusions are summarized in Section

6.

Throughout this work we assume a standard ΛCDM

cosmological model, with H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1,

Ωm = 0.3 and Ωλ = 0.7), as customary for GASP pa-

pers.

2. THE GASP SURVEY

GAs Stripping Phenomena in galaxies with MUSE

(GASP; Poggianti et al. 2017) is an integral-field spec-

troscopic survey with MUSE at the VLT focused at

studying gas removal processes in galaxies. The GASP

sample consists of 114 disk galaxies (of which 94 are

primary targets and 20 compose a control sample) in

the local Universe (z = 0.04 - 0.07). The field of view

covered by each observation is 1′ × 1′, which allows to

observe both the galaxy disk and its outskirts, covering

from 3 to 15 effective radii (Re) from their center, with

a mean of 7Re. The galaxies in the sample are selected

to probe a wide range of stellar masses, from 108.7 to

1011 M�.

The sample includes an ample range of environmental

conditions since the targets observed are selected from

three surveys: WINGS (Fasano et al. 2006), OmegaW-

INGS (Gullieuszik et al. 2015) and the PM2GC (Calvi et

al. 2011), where the first two are photometric and spec-

troscopic surveys of galaxy clusters sampling massive

halos, while the latter contains galaxy groups, binary

systems, and isolated galaxies. Of the total sample, ∼
66 % (76/114) of the galaxies belong to galaxy clusters

and the remaining 34% (38/114) to less dense environ-

ments, which are much less likely to be affected by ram
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Figure 1. From left to right: combined r + i + z color images of galaxies JO194 (barred), JO93 (unbarred), JO36 (highly
inclined), JO135 (ambiguous).

pressure (RP, hereafter)1. For the sake of brevity, we

will refer to galaxies non affected by RP as Non-RPS

(Non-Ram Pressure Stripped), and to galaxies display-

ing signatures of RP interaction as RPS (Ram Pressure

Stripped).

3. BAR IDENTIFICATION

Bar detection and characterization was performed by

using two different methods. We firstly had visually

inspected the images of the 114 galaxies selected from

GASP project. As visual detection and classification

can in general be subjective and is likely biased towards

the presence of strong structures, we also resorted to a

more quantitative analysis. To confirm the presence of a

bar and measure its length, we implemented the position

angle and ellipticity analysis. We present the results of

this process in the following subsection.

3.1. Visual identification

In order to identify the presence of a stellar bar by

visual inspection, we used color images extracted from

the spectral datacubes. Exploiting the observed spec-

tral range, the data cubes were collapsed into three dif-

ferent bands, r, i and z of the SLOAN photometric sys-

tem, which were used to create the color images. Then,

an inspection was performed independently by three

members of the collaboration (Osbaldo Sánchez Garćıa,

Bernardo Cervantes Sodi and Giovanni Fasano), with

the results been recorded and later compared against

each other to set the final classification. Each galaxy was

classified as barred or unbarred, identifying ambiguous

cases. With this method we found that 20% (23/114) of

the galaxies are barred, ∼37% (42/114) unbarred, and

1 While this is in general true, there are a number of GASP galaxies
located in groups that display clear signatures of ram pressure
effect.

for ∼ 43% (49/114) it was not possible to obtain a clear

detection (ambiguous cases), including objects which are

observed at a high inclination angle, a feature which no-

toriously hampers stellar bar identification. An example

of each of the types is presented in Figure 1.

3.2. Position angle and ellipticity analysis

In order to confirm the presence of a bar and addi-

tionally measure its length, we explored the behavior of

the position angle and ellipticity profiles (Wozniak, et

al. 1995). We used photutils, a package from Astropy,

to fit elliptical isophotes to the galaxies in the sample.

photutils requires an ellipse as an initial value to per-

form the fit, which is specified by its center, ellipticity

(e), major axis (a) and position angle (PA). The cen-

ter was chosen as the brightest spaxel and the elliptic-

ity (e), the major axis (a) and the position angle (PA)

were taken from the values of an ellipse, manually chosen

for each object, encompassing the central region of the

galaxy. As a result of the adjustment, photutils gives
a list of isophotes whose attributes are the fit values

for each isophote sorted by the semi-major axis length.

With this information we define the position angle, ec-

centricity and b/a from each galaxy by averaging the

values of the three outermost isophotes. A typical e and

P.A. profile of a barred galaxy is presented in Figure 2,

where the ellipticity monotonically increases within the

bar region, reaching a maximum, while the P.A. remains

roughly constant. How abrupt are the changes in e and

how constant remains the P.A., depends on how the spi-

ral arms are connected to the edges of the bar, on the

presence of a bulge or pseudobulge in the center, and on

the orientation of the bar relative to the projected disk.

To measure the length of the bar, one can simply

adopt the value of the radius at which e reaches its max-

imum, although some studies suggest that this value

underestimates the true extent of the bar (Wozniak,
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et al. 1995; Athanassoula & Misiriotis 2002). Alterna-

tively, other estimates are adopted, such as the first min-

imum after the maximum in eccentricity or the radius at

which a sudden change in P.A. is evident. In this work

we adopt a measurement proposed by Neumann, et al.

(2019), that relies on three different length estimates,

namely Lpeak, Lmin, and Lpa. Lpeak is defined as the

length where the first peak of ellipticity occurs; Lmin
corresponds to the radius where the first minimum in

ellipticity is found after the first peak; Lpa is defined at

a position corresponding to a sudden change in the P.A.

after the peak of the ellipticity. For this work, we have

taken a value of ∆P.A. ∼ 5◦ for this change in P.A., and

we denote it as Lpa. The final estimate for the length of

the bar is hence given by:

Lbar = AV G(Lpeak,MIN(Lmin, Lpa)). (1)

These criteria allowed us to eliminate the ambiguity

found by the visual inspection method confirming the

presence of bars in 35% (40/114) of the galaxies, while

in about the 42% (48/114) no bar was detected. Figure 2

includes the values of Lpeak, Lmin and Lpa of JO85 as an

example, as well as an indication of Lbar superimposed

to the color image of the galaxy.

3.3. Sample selection

To investigate the combined effect of stellar bars and

the ram-pressure phenomena in the resolved star forma-

tion history of the galaxies, we start by defining a sub-

sample from the original one, in which we are confident

that the identification and characterization of the bars

is reliable. As already described, the bar identification

implemented was through visual inspection of the im-

ages and the position angle and ellipticity analysis. For

both methods, there is a strong selection bias due to

the inclination that strongly favors face-on galaxies. In

order to remove this effect, the sample analyzed in this

work is restricted to galaxies with minor-to-major axial

ratio (b/a) ≥ 0.5, where the bias is minimized (e.g. Lee,

et al. 2012; Muñoz-Mateos et al. 2013). We have used

the analysis described in the previous section to refine

the criterion for detecting highly inclined objects (edge-

on galaxies), which turned out to be the 39% (44/114)

of the initial sample. This further reduces the number

of galaxies used, to 33 and 37 for barred and unbarred,

respectively.

In table 1 we report the barred vs unbarred classifi-

cation for the different methods, as well as the number

and percentage of galaxies excluded due to the max-

imum inclination criterion. Finally, we removed four

additional galaxies, P96949, JO190, P877, P3984 (two

barred and two unbarred). The first one is a merging

system between an old gas poor galaxy and an early-

type-like one, younger and gas-rich (Vulcani et al. 2017)

and the last tree galaxies are identified by Vulcani et

al. (2021) as merging systems as well, and including

them might introduce some biases in the properties we

study. Therefore, our final sub-sample consist of 66

galaxies (35 affected and 31 unaffected by RPS), mostly

face-on, with similar mass distributions within 8.9 ≤
log(M∗/M�) ≤ 11.2, all presenting late-type morpholo-

gies (Poggianti et al. 2017). RPS galaxies are members

of galaxy clusters, except P96244, and non-RPS galaxies

belong to both galaxy clusters and less dense environ-

ments. We also note that RPS and Non-RPS galaxies

share similar stellar mass distribution.

For the final sample, a fraction of barred galaxies of

47% is found which, despite the low number of objects

here analyzed, is in good agreement with reports from

previous studies on samples at low redshift (Barazza,

Jogee & Marinova 2008; Aguerri, Méndez-Abreu, &

Corsini 2009; Yoshino & Yamauchi 2015), as well as for

the case of galaxies located in clusters (Yoon & Im 2020).

4. GALAXY PROPERTIES

Here we present how the analysis for GASP data was

performed, with a particular focus on the stellar pop-

ulations properties. For a more detailed description of

the method, tools and adopted parameters we refer the

reader to Poggianti et al. (2017).

4.1. Stellar population properties derivation

The data of the 114 galaxies observed with MUSE

were reduced following the standard reduction proce-

dures as described in the pipeline manual 2 (Bacon et

al. 2010). The full treatment of the data cubes has been

described in detail in Poggianti et al. (2017), and here

we will only briefly recall the adopted steps. The cubes

are first corrected for extinction due to our own Galaxy,

using the extinction value estimated at the galaxy po-

sition (Schlafly & Finkbeiner 2011) and assuming the

extinction law from Cardelli, Clayton & Mathis (1989).

Hence, stellar and ionized gas redshift are derived on a

spaxel-by-spaxel basis by means of the Penalized Pixel-

Fitting (pPXF) code (Cappellari & Emsellem 2004) and

of the KUBEVIZ software (Fossati, et al. 2016), respec-

tively. These are used to derive the stellar and gas kine-

matics, and hence feed to the spectrophotometric fitting

code sinopsis (Fritz et al. 2007, 2017) to derive stel-

lar population properties on a spatially resolved base.

2 http://www.eso.org/sci/software/pipelines/muse
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Table 1. Galaxy Classification by Different Methodologies

Classification method Number Barred Unbarred Highly inclined Ambiguous

Visual inspection 114 23(20%) 42(37%) – 49(43%)

Ellipse fitting 114 33(29%) 37(32%) 44(39%) –

Final sample 66 31(47%) 35(53%) – –

Note—The final sample consists of barred and unbarred galaxies with b/a > 0.5, with the
exclusion of 4 galaxies with features associated to tidal/gravitational interactions.

The code also produces pure stellar emission models

which are hence used to subtract the underlying stel-

lar absorptions and create an “emission line-only” cube.

Then, KUBEVIZ is run once again on the latter dat-

acube, to calculate line fluxes, that are hence used to

create the final line emission datacube, in which inter-

nal dust extinction is corrected, by means of the Balmer

decrement, and assuming again the Cardelli, Clayton &

Mathis (1989) extinction law.

Given that we extensively use the output datacube

of sinopsis, such as the stellar mass and ages for our

analysis, here we give a very brief summary of its most

important features. We refer the reader to Fritz et al.

(2017) for a more complete description of the charac-

teristics, assumptions, and working mode of sinopsis

applied to GASP spectra.

As already mentioned, Sinopsis is a spectrophotomet-

ric code which, by means of simple stellar population

models (SSP) reproduces the spectra in each spaxel of

a MUSE datacube within the observed galaxy. In all of

the GASP works, we have used SSP spectra from the

newest model grid of Charlot & Bruzual (in prep.), as-

suming a Chabrier (2003) initial mass function (IMF).

12 different age values have been adopted, obtained by

re-binning models from an initial grid of 220 ages, going

from 104 to 14×109 yr. When relevant, nebular emission

lines were also calculated by ingesting the spectra into

the photoionization code cloudy (Ferland et al. 1998,

2013). These affect the spectra up to ages of about

∼ 2× 107 yr, and allow to reproduce not only pure stel-

lar features, but also emission lines (namely Hα and Hβ

for GASP spectra).

Due to well known degeneracy issues, we cannot rely

on the star formation history (SFH) in the 12 age bins.

This is why the age resolution has been further reduced,

by further re-binning the 12 ages into 4, providing more

robust and reliable results. These were chosen in such

a way that the spectral differences between the stellar

population within each of them were maximized. They

are defined in these age range: 0 − 2 × 107, 2 × 107 −
5.7 × 108, 5.7 × 108 − 5.7 × 109, 5.7 × 109 − 14 × 109.

To summarize, the mass and age of the galaxies were

obtained with sinopsis and the flux and equivalent

width of the emission lines with KUBEVIZ.

Star formation rate maps were calculated from Hα lu-

minosities on a pixel-by-pixel basis, correcting for both

underlying photospheric absorption and internal dust

extinction (see e.g. Poggianti et al. 2017, for further de-

tails).

4.2. Ram-pressure stripping stages

Galaxies affected by ram pressure stripping are most

likely objects that are in their first phase of falling onto

a cluster and, according to the Gunn & Gott (1972)

parametrization, the pressure force felt by the interstel-

lar medium of such galaxies depends on the density of

the intracluster medium and the velocity at which the

galaxy falls. Depending on its mass, morphology, incli-

nation between the disk of the galaxy and its velocity,

ram pressure might affect infalling galaxies differently.

Furthermore, the jellyfish morphology takes a certain

amount of time to develop. Numerical hydrodynami-

cal simulations, for example, have shown how the gas is

firstly removed from the galaxies’ outskirts, and strip-

ping hence moves inward (Steinhauser et al. 2012). Once

a galaxy is stripped of most of its gas and it is past its

peak stripping phase, ionized gas tails will fade out, and

what is left is a galaxy with a truncated disk or, more

in general, with a much lower gas content.

This can be used to broadly and roughly define the

stage of interaction that galaxies which are (or have

been) subjected to ram pressure find themselves into,

and relate it to the spatially resolved properties of the

stellar populations in particular.

This was assessed by a visual inspection of Hα maps

and, as a result, galaxies have been divided into 4 cate-

gories: initial, stripping, jellyfish and truncated, where

the effect of the interaction grows gradually from the

first to the last case.

4.3. AGN identification

In order to take into account the fact that gas ioniza-

tion processes can come from mechanisms other than
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Figure 2. Top panel: Color image of barred galaxy JO85
with the red line indicating the extent of the bar as mea-
sured with Eq. 1. Middle panel: Ellipticity profile of the
same galaxy. Dashed line indicates the position of Lpeak and
dashed-doted line indicates the position of Lmin. Bottom
panel: position angle profile of galaxy JO85, where the solid
vertical line indicates the position of Lpa.

photoionization from high mass stars, we have used

(Baldwin, Phillips & Terlevich 1981, BPT) diagrams

based on the [Oiii]5007/Hβ versus [Nii]6583/Hα lines

ratios. The classification of the star forming regions,

composite, LINER/AGN was adopted from the results

of Kewley, et al. (2001) and Kauffmann, et al. (2003).

A diagnostic diagram of JO49 is shown as an example

as well as its corresponding spatially resolved classifica-

tion in Figure 3. As an additional constraint, we discard

those spaxels with EW(Hα) ≤ 3 (in emission), in order

to remove possible contributions from other ionization

sources such as weak AGNs or shocks (Cid Fernandes et

al. 2010, 2011).

Relying on these diagnostics, ionized gas emission was

accordingly classified on a spaxel–by–spaxel base and, as

far as SFR maps are concerned, only spaxels classified as

“purely star forming” were used. Exploring the occur-

rence of AGN activity in ram-pressure stripped galaxies

in local clusters, Peluso et al. (2022) identified twelve

galaxies hosting an AGN from GASP sample. Six of

them had already been reported by P17, one galaxy was

studied by Fritz et al. (2017), and other five turned out

to be previously undetected AGNs. We use the AGN

identification from that work since their detection strat-

egy is more reliable, having been complemented by the

use of additional information, such as X-ray emission,

to confirm the presence of AGN.

As already stated previously, to identify the presence

of a stellar bar we require that the galaxy be face-on. So,

of the 12 GASP AGN hosts, only six are face-on (JO49,

JO85, JO171, JO194, JO201, JW39). All of them host

a stellar bar, with the exception of JW393 and JO171.

Furthermore all of them are strongly affected by ram

pressure.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

5.1. Radial profiles

To study the combined effect of ram-pressure and the

presence of bars in the star formation history of our

galaxies, we produced spatially resolved maps of differ-

ent indicators of the present and past star formation ac-

tivity, which we describe and motivate in the following.

The star formation rate surface density, ΣSFR, calcu-

lated from the Hα luminosity as explained above), was

used as this allows a comparison with previous works

(e.g. Chown et al. 2019; Lin et al. 2020). For the same

reason, the equivalent width of the Hα line –EW(Hα)–

was also adopted plus, this has the advantage of being a

good proxy for the specific SFR (sSFR; star formation

rate per unit stellar mass), which allows a more unbi-

ased evaluation of the recent star formation activity (i.e.

independent on the stellar mass). As both stellar mass

and SFR are available from our dataset, we also used

sSFR maps, as a more direct measure when compared

to EW(Hα). Finally, we used the luminosity weighted

age, directly calculated from the spectral fitting with

SINOPSIS.

3 Note that this galaxy shows hints for the presence of a stellar
ring
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Figure 3. Top panel : BPT diagnostic diagrams for JO49
galaxy using [Oiii]5007/Hβ versus [Nii]6583/Hα line ratios
for all spaxels with fluxes measured with an S/N >3. Bottom
panel : corresponding map showing the ionization mechanism
as derived from the BTP diagram. The maroon line delimits
the most external stellar isophote.

From each one of the aforementioned maps, we have

then estimated the one-dimensional radial profiles of

each parameter correcting for effects of inclination, by

taking into account the global ellipticity and position an-

gle. The profiles are created using concentric elliptical

annuli with a spatial sampling of 1 arcsec along the semi-

major axis and whose common center is the brightest

spaxel at the center for each galaxy. The position angle

and ellipticity of the elliptical annuli are kept constant

using global values. Using spaxels with signal-to-noise

greater than 3, we calculate the average value within

each annulus of log ΣSFR, log(EW(Hα)), log(Age). For

those spaxels that are intersected by the rings, only the

fraction that falls within the annulus in question is taken

into account. Examples of the two-dimensional maps

and one-dimensional radial profiles for two galaxies of

the sample are shown in Figure 4.

The profiles extend out to the region contained within

the mask that delimits the stellar disk of the galaxy

(therefore, we excludes the gas tails from our analysis

in those galaxies where they are present), as defined by

Gullieuszik et al. (2020). Figure 4 presents two cases

of galaxies with similar stellar mass and two different

stages of the ram-pressure phenomena, with the addi-

tional difference of JO73 being a barred galaxy, while

JO180 is classified as unbarred. In the top panels we

show the color image of the corresponding galaxy and

maps for log ΣSFR, log EW(Hα) and Age ( we do not

show any example for the sSFR, as they very closely

mimic the ones of Hα). In the bottom panels we present

the mask that encompasses the stellar disk of the galaxy

and the radial profiles of the same parameters. Finally,

8 galaxies do not display any star formation activity,

and hence lack emission lines. For these ones, no SFR

or EW(Hα) profile could be created and, in these cases,

we relied on the average stellar age only. Taking this

into account, we are left with a total of 62 galaxies with

all three radial profiles. In the case of the luminosity

weighted age profiles, we count on this information for

all the galaxies in our sample, since the age estimation

is performed by means of SINOPSIS.

5.2. Identification of the “turnover” feature

To measure the average radial change in the star for-

mation (the so–called “turnover” feature) within the

central region of a galaxy (i.e. where a bar is likely

to have an influence), we carry out a similar procedure

to the one described in Chown et al. (2019), Lin et al.

(2017) and Lin et al. (2020). We inspect the inner region

of the profiles of each galaxy and judge whether or not

the central region shows a change in the trend of the pro-

file. If such change is identified, we define the turnover

radius (rt) as the galactocentric distance at which this

occurs.

Since at least half of the galaxies in the sample are af-

fected by RP, we calculate the effective radius (re) in or-

der to make sure that the turnover radius (which is iden-

tified by visual inspection) is within the effective radius.

The fact that the radius of the turnover is within the

effective radius of the galaxy helps to rule out changes

in the slopes of the profiles that are caused by the ram-

pressure affecting the outer parts of the galaxies that

present this phenomenon. Figure 4 shows the effective
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radius with a gray vertical solid line for each galaxy pro-

file.

Finally, the identification of the turnover radius for

each SFH indicator is performed by visual inspection,

however, not independently. Once the change in slope

has been identified in one SFH indicator (e.g., ΣSFR ),

we compare the radius at which this occurs with the ra-

dius identified in another SFH indicator (e.g., EW(Hα),

sSFR, or/and Age), if the values found in this way are

similar we proceed to store the corresponding value.

When performing the analysis to present our results,

we found that the trends resulting from the sSFR and

the EW(Hα) maps, are basically undistinguishable. Of

course, this is expected as EW(Hα) is a proxy for the

sSFR. Furthermore, the results for sSFR are very simi-

lar to those obtained with ΣSFR (see also Fig. 5). For

this reason, in the following sections we will mostly focus

on results solely based on the ΣSFR and Age indicators,

which also allows us for a more fair comparison with

results in the literature, that have used the same SFR

indicators.

5.3. Central Star Formation

To measure the turnover strength, we carry out a pro-

cedure similar to the one described in Lin et al. (2020).

For each galaxy, and for each given SFH indicator, we

start by fitting a line to the radial profile between r = rt
and r = rt + 3 arcsec. We then check whether the next

data point follows the same trend, evaluating whether

the line of best fit passes within the error bar of the

point. If so, we perform the linear fit again, but now

adding the new point (that is, rt + 3) and so on until

we find that this condition is not met anymore, or until

we reach two effective radii. We chose to make the fit

within this range to analyze the trend of the radial pro-

file without it undergoing a change in the slope in the

central region. In Fig. 4, the radial ranges of the lin-

ear fits are plotted as gray dashed lines for two example

galaxies.

For each of the SFH indicators we quantified its

turnover strength as the difference between the observed

and extrapolated values in the central region, as mea-

sured by Chown et al. (2019). The turnover strength is

defined as:

∆Y ≡ Y (r = 0) − Yextrap(r = 0), (2)

where Y(r = 0) is the value of Y in the central radial

bin, and Yextrap(r = 0) is the best-fitting line extrapo-

lated to r = 0. In order to investigate the combined

influence of the ram-pressure phenomena and the pres-

ence of a bar on the turnover nature of our galaxies,

we segregated our sample into those with and without

evidences of ram-pressure stripping (RPS) effects, and

between barred and unbarred galaxies. Then, we pro-

ceed with the comparison between the observed central

value and the extrapolated ones of the two SFH indi-

cators. The result is displayed in Figure 5. Top panels

show RPS galaxies and bottom panels Non-RPS galaxies

with red points representing barred galaxies while blue

indicating unbarred ones. For all panels, the dashed line

represents the 1:1 relation.The x-axis error bars denote

the estimated 1-sigma confidence interval around the ad-

justed extrapolated profile, while the y-axis error bars

indicate the dispersion around the mean value for the

inner most region of the corresponding parameter. For

RPS galaxies, the different stripping stages are shown

using different markers. Finally, the red and blue solid

lines correspond to separately fitting the sub-samples of

the barred and unbarred galaxies respectively. We point

out that in Figure 5 we only include 58 galaxies with es-

timated ΣSFR and sSFR, while for the plot regarding

Age we count with 66 galaxies due to the reasons de-

scribed in section 5.1.

From Figure 5 we observe that the RPS galaxies (top

left panel) have a larger scatter (around of the 1:1 re-

lation) than the Non-RPS ones (bottom left panel) by

0.1dex. This is also shown in the top panels of Figure 6

where we present box plots for the turnover strength for

the star formation rate surface density: the distributions

of galaxies experiencing ram pressure are more extensive

with respect to their counterparts. As the sizes of the

sub-samples are small, we implemented a bootstrap re-

sampling method to test the statistical significance of

our results. The test relied on the generation of 1,000

random realizations from the original sample and the

variance of the central value of each accounted variable.

As an outcome of this procedure, we also show as red

bars the 4-sigma confidence intervals, based on the ran-

dom realizations of the turnover strength values.

We also note that more than half of both RPS and

Non-RPS galaxies (left panels) are above the 1:1 rela-

tion. This is also shown in the top panels of Figure 6,

where the median of the distribution falls on positive val-

ues, indicating that the average population of galaxies

experiences an enhancement in the star formation rate

in the central regions. Furthermore, as expected based

on the results of Vulcani et al. (2020), we note that this

enhancement is slightly higher in RPS galaxies.

When we segregate our sample into barred and un-

barred galaxies, we note that this enhancement is larger

for barred galaxies than for unbarred ones. Neverthe-

less, this difference becomes even more noticeable if

these galaxies are undergoing ram-pressure stripping,

by a factor of 0.15dex. This is also reflected in the
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Figure 4. Maps and radial profiles of the JO73 barred galaxy (top panel) and JO93 unbarred galaxy in our sample. For each
galaxy, the upper panels show the optical image followed by the two-dimensional maps of log ΣSFR, log EW(Hα) and Age. The
color coding shown on the maps represents the different values taken by the three indicators of recent star formation activity
within the galaxy, as indicated by the colored bars at the top of the plot. The lower panels (from left to right) show the mask of
the galaxy followed by the one-dimensional radial profiles of log ΣSFR, log EW(Hα) and Age. The vertical dashed lines indicate
the region where the linear adjustment was made in the radial profiles. The vertical gray lines represent one and two effective
radius (the one re coincide with the corresponding ellipse in the two-dimensional maps). The vertical blue line represents the
length of the bar.
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Figure 5. Comparison between the observed central and extrapolated values of the three SFH indicators with their respective
error bars. The 1:1 relation is shown as a dashed black line, Red points represent bar galaxies and blue points unbarred ones.
The solid red and blue lines correspond to fits for the respective sub-samples. The different unfilled markers in the top panel
represents four different stages of ram pressure; initial, stripping, jellyfish and truncated, where the effect of the interaction
grows gradually from the first to the last case.
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Figure 6. Turnover strength for ∆ log ΣSFR and ∆Age of RPS (left panels) and Non-RPS (right panels) galaxies, segregated
into barred and unbarred galaxies. Boxes mark the interquartile range of each sample, the horizontal black line in the boxes
represents the median value. The top and bottom black line stand for the highest and lowest value, respectively. The dotted
diamonds are the outliers for each sub-sample. Here we also report, in red, 4σ values calculated by bootstrap.

median values in the top left panel of Figure 6, where

box plots for barred and unbarred galaxies undergoing

ram-pressure stripping are shown. Finally, we observe

that RPS galaxies that host a bar are those that present

the furthest distance from the 1:1 relation (i.e., galax-

ies that are beyond the 1-sigma distribution), while for

Non-RPS galaxies there is no strong distinction. When

we take into account the stripping stage of the galaxies

that present the greatest distance of the 1:1 relation, we

observe that they are galaxies that show the highest de-

gree of disturbance in the ionized gas distribution, and

are classified as “stripping” or “jellyfish” galaxies.

Regarding the behavior of the average age of the stel-

lar populations in the central region, we find a similar

trend between RPS and Non-RPS, with the former be-

ing more scattered around the 1:1 relation by ∼ 0.1 dex

(right panels) with respect to the latter. This trend can

be better appreciated in the bottom panels of Figure 6,

where the distributions in the box plots of RPS galaxies

(left-bottom panels) are more extended than Non-RPS

ones (right-bottom panels). Besides, when we identify

the galaxies that are above and below the 1:1 relation,

we find that more than half of the RPS galaxies are be-

low the relation, while for Non-RPS galaxies we find no

difference. Therefore, these results show that the typical

galaxy of our sample shows a rejuvenation in the cen-

tral region when it is undergoing ram-pressure stripping.

These trends are common to all the SFR indicators and

to the average stellar age as well, and can be also appre-

ciated in Figure 6, where the medians of the distribu-
tions of the RPS galaxies present positive values, while

the medians of the Non-RPS galaxies are practically at

0. When we segregate between barred and unbarred

galaxies we do not find a difference between the average

age of the stellar populations in the central region of the

Non-RPS galaxies, nevertheless, we do find a difference

in RPS ones, finding that barred galaxies tend to have

a more pronounced rejuvenation and a stronger increase

of the star formation activity than unbarred ones. This

can be seen in Figure 6 when comparing the medians

of the distributions in the bottom panels. Finally, sim-

ilarly to what we found with the analysis of the SFR,

we observe that RPS galaxies that host a bar are those

that present the furthest distance from the 1:1 relation

(i.e., are those that lie beyond the 1-sigma line of the

distribution), while for Non-RPS galaxies there is no
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Figure 7. Top panels: ∆ log ΣSFR turnover strength as a function of bar radius (left) and normalized bar radius (right). Middle
panels: ∆ logAge turnover strength as function of bar radius (left) and normalized bar radius (right). Lower panels: turnover
radius as function bar radius (right) and normalized bar radius (right). Non-RPS galaxies are indicated with blue points and
RPS galaxies are indicated with open circles (green open circles represents galaxies with log (M∗/M�) < 10 and the magenta
ones with log(M∗/M�) ≥ 10). Typical error bars for individual galaxies are shown in the top left for top panels and bottom
left for middle panels.

strong distinction. When taking into account the strip-

ping stage of the galaxies, we identify that they are the

objects presenting the strongest stripping evidences.

5.4. Relationship between the turnover feature and bars

length

Another interesting aspect to analyze is the depen-

dence of the turnover strength as a function of the length

of the bar. Since bars promote gas funneling towards the

center of the galaxy, we expect the bar length to play a

role on the stellar populations rejuvenation in the cen-

tral region. In principle, a longer bar will sweep a larger

disk area, being hence able to perturb and convey to-

wards the center a larger amount of gas (Géron et al.

2021) and produce a stronger increase of the star for-

mation activity, although this correlation between the

magnitude of the enhancement and the length of the

bar is generally not found in observational studies (Elli-

son et al. 2011). The upper and middle panels in Figure

7 show the turnover strength accounted by the two dif-

ferent indicators, as a function of the length of the bar

(left panels) and the length of the bar normalized to the

effective radius of the host galaxy (right panels). In the

same figure, lower panels, we show the dependence of

the turnover radius on the length of the bar. RPS and

Non-RPS galaxies are indicated by open and filled cir-
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cles respectively. Green open circles represent massive

galaxies (log(M∗/M�) < 10) and magenta open circles

the less massive (log(M∗/M�) ≥ 10) ones.

In the case of Non-RPS galaxies, represented with blue

points in Figure 7, when uncertainties are taken into ac-

count, we do not find a variation of the turnover strength

for any of the SFH indicators, as function of bar length.

In the case of RPS galaxies instead (open circles), we do

find a appreciable variation as function of the bar length.

When we segregate RPS galaxies into low and high mass,

we note that low mass galaxies have a shorter bars than

high mass galaxies and they systematically present an

enhancement in the star formation rate (positive values

of ∆ log ΣSFR and a rejuvenation for the case of ages

in the central regions of the galaxies (negative values of

∆ log Age). In the case of high mass galaxies we find

both, a combination of enhancement and suppression in

the central regions, with a larger scatter than for the

case of low mass galaxies.

The fact that all low-mass galaxies have an enhance-

ment in star formation rate in the central region can be

attributed to their higher gas fraction than their more

massive counterparts, as suggested by the M∗-MHI/M∗
relation (Catinella et al. 2010; Huang et al. 2012). Bars

in these low-mass galaxies are also younger than in their

high-mass counterparts, as they reached the required

gravitational mass to sustain the formation and growth

of the bar more recently and hence, the effect of the bar

growth is still at work with the available gas, stimulat-

ing the star formation activity in the center and lowering

the average age of the stellar population in this region.

The combined effect of ram pressure and the presence

of a bar could make this process more efficient, since

the gas redistribution by the ram pressure could replen-

ish the required gas to interact with the bar, specially in

low-mass galaxies due to their gas reservoirs being richer

than in high-mass ones. In this way, it would be more

likely to find a low-mass galaxy with star formation ac-

tivity than in a high-mass galaxy where they could be

more intermittent due to their lower gas content.

We also explored if our sample presents a correlation

between the turnover radius and the bar length, as the

one reported by Lin et al. (2017) and Lin et al. (2020).

Bottom panels of figure 7, present the turnover radius

as a function of bar length, showing no clear trend be-

tween the two parameters. However, when we consider

only Non-RPS galaxies (blue dots) a trend emerges with

increasing turnover radius for increasing bar length, spe-

cially for the case of the turnover radius identified using

the star formation rate indicator. In the same plane,

RPS galaxies (open circles) show a larger scatter and

do not seem to follow a systematic trend, however, on

average, low mass galaxies (log(M∗/M�) < 10)) tend

to have a shorter turnover radius than high-mass ones

(log(M∗/M�) ≥ 10).

5.5. Specific star formation profiles

The star formation rate in galaxies is generally depen-

dent on the stellar mass, both on a global and on a lo-

cal scale (Cano-Dı́az et al. 2019). Another effective and

complementary way to explore if and how stellar bars in-

fluence, together with ram pressure, the star formation

processes, is to perform an analysis similar to the one

performed in subsection 5.3, removing the somehow sub-

jective detection of the turnover radius. To this aim, we

calculate average radial profiles of the specific star for-

mation rates (sSFR) and, other than separating barred

and unbarred galaxies, we also divide galaxies based on

their ram pressure stage, something which should allow

us to at least partially separate the effect of the bar and

that of ram pressure.

This analysis is presented in Figure 8, where we show

radial sSFR profiles (radial distances are normalized to

the effective radius of each galaxy) for different sub-

samples drawn from the main one. We have estimated

the uncertainties on the sSFR for each subsample and

at each normalized distance, using the bootstrap resam-

pling, as described in Section 5.3. In this way, the error

bars for each point in Figure 8, denote the estimated

1-sigma confidence intervals.

In the top–left panel, no differences in the profile are

found when a simple distinction between barred (shown

in red) and unbarred galaxies (in blue) is made. If in-

stead we divide by RPS and Non RPS, only a marginal

difference, within the dispersion, is found in the inner-

most part of the galaxies: on average, RPS galaxies show

a mild tendency to have slightly higher sSFR values.

Further separating the sample, and looking only at

Non-RPS galaxies, again no differences are found in the

sSFR profiles with respect to the presence/absence of

a stellar bar (bottom–left panel). If instead we look

at RPS galaxies at the peak stripping (jellyfish), seg-

regating between barred and unbarred, we do find a

highly significant difference in the sSFR in their very

center, with barred galaxies displaying higher values of

the sSFR by more than one order of magnitude. This is

an indication that for the galaxies in our sample, bars

are not sufficient to produce an upturn in the sSFR pro-

files, but when acting on strongly ram-pressure affected

galaxies it produces the most dramatic changes on the

profile, substantially increasing the central SFR.

When contrasting ram-pressure affected with non-ram

pressure affected galaxies (top–right panel), we found

a minor difference on their sSFR profiles that we can-
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Figure 8. Specific star formation rate as a function of the normalized galactocentric radius. Blue and red symbols represent
barred and unbarred galaxies, respectively. Green symbols represent RPS galaxies, while black symbols represent Non-RPS
galaxies. Top panels include all galaxies: left panel segregates barred and unbarred, while right panel segregates RPS and
Non-RPS. In the lower-left panel, we separate galaxies that are not affected by RP by bar presence, and in the right-panel we
repeat the same for galaxies with RP signatures. Points in each profile represents median values. The shaded regions enclose
the interval between the 25th and 75th percentiles, while the error bars denote the dispersion around the median obtained from
a bootstrap re-sampling test.

not attribute entirely to the ram-pressure effect, as bars

most certainly are also contributing to this effect. Ex-

amining the sSFR profiles for the galaxies at different

stages of interaction with the cluster gas, we only found

a striking difference between barred and unbarred galax-

ies for the jellyfish sub-sample, reinforcing the idea that

to produce such upturn we require both, the redistri-

bution of gas by extreme ram-pressure and the fueling

triggered by the presence of the bar.

Exploring the presence of AGNs in our sample, we

note that all of them but two are located in barred galax-

ies. We propose the following scenario as a possibility to

explain this occurrence. RP-peak galaxies that do not

host a bar, have been already gone through the most

intense stripping phase, and star formation has been

severely affected, even in their centers. In fact, these

are the objects for which the central sSFR is the lowest

in the sample (see the bottom–right panel of Figure 8).

On the other side, the presence of a bar seems to not

only mitigate the stripping effect, but also to promote

central star formation. In fact, it has been argued obser-

vationally (Poggianti et al. 2017) and found in numerical

simulations (Ramos-Mart́ınez, Gómez, & Pérez-Villegas

2018) that ram pressure is able to convey gas towards

the center of galaxies, in this context the bar might serve

not only as a funneling structure, but also as a gas tank.

The idea here, is that as the bar sweeps the galaxy disk,

it also fuels gas with the process becoming even more ef-

ficient when RP is acting, as it redistributes gas within

the galaxy supplying extra fuel to the area affected by

the bar. This gas takes about 250 Myr (Carles et al.

2016) to reach the central parts where it can boost both

AGN and star formation activity. This is obliviously a

transient phenomenon, that quickly stops as the gas in

the bar is exhausted. In this instance it is quite inter-

esting to note that the only peak-stripping galaxy that

does not host an AGN is JO175 (Poggianti et al. 2017),

for which we do not encounter evidences for the presence

of a bar. While one object cannot indeed be considered
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as a final proof, this is coherent to the scenario proposed

above.

6. SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

According to galaxy formation theories in an inside-

out scenario, the oldest stellar populations are expected,

on average, to be found in the central part of galaxies,

with a gradient towards younger populations to the out-

skirts. Hence, finding young populations in the inner-

most region of a galaxy could possibly suggest the pres-

ence of a star formation promoter mechanism in this

region. In this work we have studied the influence of

ram pressure together with the presence of a stellar bar

as a mechanism affecting the star formation activity and

the stellar populations in the central region of galaxies.

To investigate the combined effect of bars in galax-

ies affected by ram-pressure stripping, we have used the

GASP sample of 114 galaxies, an ambitious ESO pro-

gram aimed at studying gas removal processes in nearby

galaxies in different environments at z = 0.04−0.07. In

order to work with a reliable selection of barred and un-

barred galaxies, we selected only face-on galaxies from

the sample computing the minor-to-major axis ratio

(b/a > 0.5) using the external isophotes of the disk

employing i-band images. We then identified the pres-

ence (or absence) of a stellar bar in each galaxy through

visual inspection and a combination of position angle

and eccentricity profiles of the isophotes. Finally, we re-

moved galaxies that presented clear signatures of inter-

actions with nearby companions, where additional pro-

cesses taking place, and their possible combined effects

are outside the scope of our analysis.

We produced two-dimensional maps of the star forma-

tion rate surface density, ΣSFR, of the equivalent width

of the Hα line and of the luminosity weighted stellar age.

From two-dimensional maps of these quantities, we pro-

ceeded to estimate the one-dimensional radial profiles of

the same parameters. Then, in order to investigate the

combined impact of bars and ram-pressure stripping, we

identify a sudden change of the radial profiles within the

central region of the galaxies (< Re) by visual inspec-

tion, a point that we refer to as the turnover radius,

rt. For each SFH indicator we quantified its turnover

strength by fitting a straight line to the points that were

beyond rt, as long as the uncertainty allowed. We com-

pared the value of the observed profile at r = 0 with the

value of best-fitting line extrapolated at r = 0, looking

for a possible relationship between the radius and the

strength of the turnover with the length of the bar.

Finally, in order to remove the somehow subjective

detection of the turnover radius, we compute and ana-

lyze the sSFR profiles separating barred and unbarred

galaxies at different stages of ram-pressure.

Our main results can be summarized as follows:

1. Galaxies that are going through ram pressure have

a greater increase in star formation activity in the

central region compared to galaxies that are not

affected by this process.

2. The most extreme cases of increase central star

formation activity and rejuvenation of the stellar

population that we find are in barred galaxies that

are at the peak of ram pressure.

3. When we segregate our sample by stellar mass,

low-mass barred galaxies affected by ram pressure

display a systematic increase in the SFR and a

rejuvenation in the central region, while both en-

hancement and suppression are found for higher

mass galaxies.

4. For the case of Non-RPS galaxies, we find a corre-

lation between the extent of the turnover radius

and the length of the bar, especially when the

turnover radius is identified through the inspec-

tion of the ΣSFR profiles.

An enhancement of the star formation activity in the

central region of barred galaxies, as compared to un-

barred ones, is a potential observational indication that

the gas can more efficiently flow towards the center of the

galaxy due to the presence of the bar. In fact, evidence

for a short-lived enhancement of star formation in barred

galaxies has been already reported (Allard et al. 2006;

Ellison et al. 2011). However, we expect the episodes of

enhanced star formation in barred RPS galaxies to last

longer and/or be more intense, as in these systems the

ram pressure exerted on the cold interstellar medium

by the hot intracluster medium can efficiently compress

and redistribute it, funnelling gas to the bar, that other-

wise would be out of its reach. Our results support this

scenario, showing that the interaction between gas and

the stellar bar is more evident in galaxies at the peak

phase of ram-pressure stripping (jellyfish), as it would be

expected given that enhanced star formation is already

present in the disks of galaxies at this phase (Vulcani

et al. 2018). In this sense, ram pressure would act as

an external mechanism to feed cold gas to the bar that

otherwise would be unavailable for the bar to produce

star formation, in contraposition to internal mechanisms

such as strong spiral arm coupled to the corotation ra-

dius of the bar (Masset & Tagger 1997; Wang et al.

2020).
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That ram pressure plays an important role in de-

termining the efficiency/capability of forming stars in-

side bulges, is also highlighted by the comparison with

barred galaxies that do not display evidences of ram-

pressure interactions. While such a comparison cannot

be made with a statistical significance for our sample,

Ellison et al. (2011) find that (unperturbed) low-mass

barred galaxies show no significant increase in their cen-

tral SFR when contrasted with a control sample of un-

barred galaxies. This is not seen when we look at the

low-mass subsample of barred galaxies with signatures

of ram pressure interactions, which instead presents a

systematic increase in the central star formation activity

and a consequent rejuvenation of the stellar populations

as well.

An explanation of this result can be given by tak-

ing into account the fact that low-mass galaxies tend

to have a proportionally larger reservoir of gas (Masters

et al. 2012), while at the same time presenting shorter

bars (Erwin 2019) as compared to high-mass galaxies.

Hence, in the case of the former, the episodes of star for-

mation activity in the central region can be of longer du-

ration, although of much lower intensity exactly because

of the weaker interaction between the gas disturbed by

the RPS with the shorter bar itself.

In case of high-mass barred galaxies, the strength of

both the SFR and the average stellar age shows a much

larger spread in values, and both suppression and en-

hancement of star formation are found in the central

region. This could be due to the presence of a larger

bar that would induce shorter star formation activity

periods but, at the same time, more intense, hence

more rapidly depleting the gas reservoirs (Friedli & Benz

1995; Martel et al. 2018). Furthermore, jellyfishes at the

peak of ram pressure in the GASP sample, are mostly

high-mass galaxies, for which the gas has been already

strongly stripped. Observing such differences in the cen-

tral star formation activity might hence reflect the ob-

servation of different phases of this process.

There is however another aspect that should be taken

into account: nuclear activity. In fact, all galaxies

with centrally suppressed star formation activity in the

RPS sub-sample show indeed AGN activity, which could

point to a suppression by this mechanism that might be

linked or not to the presence of a bar, as the bar in

principle can actively fuel gas to feed the central super-

massive black hole.

Recent observational evidence in this direction has

been reported by Silva-Lima et al. (2022), who found

that AGNs are preferentially found in barred galaxies,

but also that the accretion rate is higher in barred galax-

ies. Furthermore, simulations also support this scenario.

Rosas-Guevara et al. (2020), for instance, found that the

median mass of SMBHs hosted by the strongly barred

galaxies at high redshift is systematically higher than

the one hosted by unbarred galaxies.

A possible relation between RP and the presence of

AGN activity was explored in Poggianti et al. (2017).

Even though with a very small sample, clear evidence

of nuclear activity was reported in 6 out of 7 galaxies

with strong signs of RP. Due to the high inclination of

the disk, only for 3 of them we were able to perform a

photometric analysis to detect a stellar bar: 2 of them

turned to be barred, while for one (JO175) we do not

detect any signs of a bar. Sanchez-Garcia et al. (in

prep) and Bacchini et al. (subm), using a dynamical

stellar model, were able to clearly detect stellar bars in

the remaining 3 (JO204, JO206 and JW100). AGN ac-

tivity was indeed detected in all of them, apart from

JO175, the only non-barred galaxy. Now, this is surely

a small and non complete sample, and this interesting

issue surely deserves more investigation, to check for the

general ubiquity of the phenomenon and to better ex-

plore this relation. If the sample of strongly RP-affected

galaxies is extended, and AGN activity is also explored

by other means (i.e. such as X-ray luminosity, as done

in Peluso et al. 2022), then we do find AGN activity also

in non-barred galaxies.

Another aspect we have explored, is the correlation

between the turnover radius and the bar length also re-

ported by Lin et al. (2017) and Lin et al. (2020). They

found that the larger the length of the bar, the larger

the radius of the turnover. For the case of Non-RPS

galaxies, we find a similar trend –even though weaker

than previously found– when the identification of the

turnover radius is performed using the ΣSFRSFR pro-

files. The fact that we have not found a relationship as

tight as Lin et al. (2017) and Lin et al. (2020) can be

attributed to several factors, among them subjectivity

in the identification of the turnover radius, the area the

spatial coverage of the galaxy disk, the resolution and

the stochastic nature of the different samples involved.

For the case of the galaxies that are experiencing the

effect of RP, we do not find any correlation. We at-

tribute this to the added effect of ram-pressure, since

this mechanism, depending both on the stage in which

it is observed and on the particular configuration of the

galaxy, can induce dramatic modifications on the distri-

bution of the gas and the induce star formation activity.

The morphological transformation to which galaxies

are subject to in the cluster environment, are relatively

fast, and evidence is mounting suggesting that they end

up disrupting stellar bars, when present (Tawfeek et al.

2022). But our work has shown that, when a gas-rich



18 Sánchez-Garćıa et al.

barred spiral enters a cluster, the combination of ram

pressure with its presence, is a quite efficient mechanism

to funnel gas towards the center, hence favoring the on-

set of central star formation activity and, most likely,

enhancing the probability of nuclear activity (Poggianti

et al. 2017).
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APPENDIX

A. APPENDIX INFORMATION

Table 2. Properties of the galaxies in our sample

Galaxy name Bar Bar length Bar length P.A. bar log M∗ b/a re re Stripping stage

1/0 (arcsec) (kpc) (degrees) M� (galaxy) (arcsec) (kpc)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

JO5 0 – – – 10.3 0.747 3.833 4.784 non stripped

JO10 0 – – – 10.8 0.508 5.668 5.266 truncated

JO13 0 – – – 9.8 0.969 4.200 3.948 initial

JO17 0 – – – 10.2 0.525 6.035 5.353 initial

JO41 1 2.288 2.146 21.339 10.2 0.867 4.567 4.284 initial

JO47 1 2.067 1.753 5.643 9.6 0.915 4.934 4.184 stripped

JO49 1 4.405 3.903 171.411 10.7 0.640 6.402 5.672 jelly

JO68 1 3.555 3.878 161.315 10.0 0.523 4.567 4.983 initial

JO69 1 2.207 2.408 74.358 9.9 0.755 4.567 4.983 stripped

JO70 1 3.144 3.430 98.714 10.5 0.799 3.466 3.781 stripped

JO73 1 2.322 3.158 67.465 10.0 0.880 4.200 5.712 initial

JO85 1 6.346 4.518 80.225 10.7 0.866 7.136 5.081 stripped

JO93 0 – – – 10.5 0.932 7.503 5.515 initial

JO95 1 3.019 2.575 7.786 9.3 0.861 4.567 3.896 jelly

JO112 0 – – – 9.6 0.891 2.732 3.079 initial

JO119 0 – – – 10.4 0.952 4.200 4.066 initial

JO123 1 2.457 2.629 36.249 9.9 0.872 3.466 3.709 initial

JO128 1 2.624 2.571 1.266 9.9 0.965 4.934 4.835 initial

JO153 0 – – – 9.5 0.944 3.099 2.863 stripped

JO156 0 – – – 9.6 0.571 5.301 5.301 stripped

JO157 1 3.232 2.854 126.377 10.1 0.919 4.567 4.033 stripped

JO159 1 1.590 1.496 118.925 9.8 0.850 3.466 3.262 initial

JO160 1 1.653 1.564 172.428 10.1 0.513 5.301 5.015 jelly

JO171 0 – – – 10.6 0.891 9.338 9.469 jelly

JO175 0 – – – 10.5 0.845 3.099 2.845 jelly

JO179 1 2.046 2.441 177.712 9.5 0.745 3.466 4.135 initial

JO180 0 – – – 10.0 0.971 3.466 4.312 stripped

JO181 0 – – – 9.3 0.513 2.732 3.153 initial

JO194 1 5.087 4.217 104.06 11.2 0.745 10.072 8.350 jelly

JO197 0 – – – 10.0 0.535 4.200 4.586 stripped

JO200 1 2.156 2.221 99.349 10.8 0.603 9.338 9.618 stripped

JO201 1 5.345 4.613 87.563 10.9 0.640 6.769 5.943 jelly

JO205 0 – – – 9.5 0.698 3.833 3.377 initial

JW10 1 3.911 5.358 138.202 10.0 0.785 4.200 5.754 initial

JW39 0 – – – 11.2 0.849 6.769 8.597 jelly

JW105 1 2.883 2.906 1.792 10.1 0.928 1.998 2.014 non stripped

P443 1 5.729 5.207 77.354 10.7 0.840 2.732 2.483 non stripped

Table 2 continued
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Table 2 (continued)

Galaxy name Bar Bar length Bar length P.A. bar log M∗ b/a re re Stripping stage

1/0 (arcsec) (kpc) (degrees) M� (galaxy) (arcsec) (kpc)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

P648 0 – – – 10.4 0.641 5.668 7.187 non stripped

P669 0 – – – 10.5 0.645 7.136 6.401 non stripped

P954 1 2.137 1.895 129.82 9.6 0.649 4.200 3.725 non stripped

P5169 0 – – – 10.6 0.615 2.365 2.892 non stripped

P5215 0 – – – 10.5 0.708 5.301 6.435 non stripped

P11695 0 – – – 9.9 0.882 4.934 4.500 non stripped

P13384 0 – – – 9.8 0.893 3.466 3.463 non stripped

P14672 0 – – – 9.8 0.884 3.099 3.018 non stripped

P16762 0 – – – 10.7 0.518 3.833 3.649 non stripped

P17048 1 1.100 1.054 164.208 9.5 0.879 3.099 2.969 non stripped

P17945 0 – – – 9.7 0.674 4.200 3.629 non stripped

P18060 0 – – – 8.9 0.572 2.732 2.322 non stripped

P20769 0 – – – 9.4 0.724 2.365 2.263 non stripped

P20883 0 – – – 9.8 0.582 4.200 4.973 non stripped

P21734 1 3.071 4.029 172.958 10.8 0.785 6.035 7.918 non stripped

P25500 0 – – – 10.8 0.625 8.604 10.024 non stripped

P42932 0 – – – 10.5 0.678 6.402 5.186 non stripped

P45479 1 2.724 2.737 123.558 10.6 0.643 5.301 5.328 non stripped

P48157 1 3.753 4.443 8.726 10.5 0.720 6.035 7.145 non stripped

P63661 0 – – – 10.2 0.607 6.402 6.863 non stripped

P63947 1 1.384 1.510 71.287 9.3 0.908 2.365 2.580 non stripped

P95080 1 1.043 0.832 72.043 9.9 0.686 7.136 5.695 non stripped

P96244 1 2.736 2.826 63.105 10.7 0.561 6.402 6.613 stripping

A500 F 0152 0 – – – 9.2 0.584 1.998 2.661 non stripped

A3128 B 0148 0 – – – 9.8 0.618 2.365 2.635 non stripped

A3158 11 91 1 2.030 2.393 160.698 10.1 0.751 4.200 4.952 non stripped

A3158 B 0223 1 3.841 4.229 110.242 10.3 0.974 3.099 3.412 non stripped

A3158 B 0234 0 – – – 9.9 0.601 2.732 3.461 non stripped

A3376 B 0261 0 – – – 10.5 0.991 4.200 4.150 non stripped

Note—Note:
(1) Galaxy name.
(2) Bar. 1:Barred galaxy, 0:Unbarred galaxy
(3) Bar length (arsec)
(4) Position angle of the bar (degrees)
(5) Galaxy mass (log(M∗/M�)
(6) Minor-to-major axial ratio (b/a) of the galaxy.
(7) Effective Radius (arcsec).
(8) Stripping stage.
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