arXiv:2102.01701v1 [astro-ph.GA] 2 Feb 2021

DRAFT VERSION FEBRUARY 4, 2021 Typeset using L^ATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX63

Living with Neighbors. III. The Origin of the Spin–Orbit Alignment of Galaxy Pairs: A Neighbor Versus the Large-scale Structure

JUN-SUNG MOON,^{1, 2} SUNG-HO AN^{1, 2} AND SUK-JIN YOON^{1, 2}

1Department of Astronomy, Yonsei University, Seoul, 03722, Republic of Korea 2Center for Galaxy Evolution Research, Yonsei University, Seoul, 03722, Republic of Korea

(Accepted for publication in ApJ)

ABSTRACT Recent observations revealed a coherence between the spin vector of a galaxy and the orbital motion of its neighbors. We refer to the phenomenon as “the spin–orbit alignment (SOA)” and explore its physical origin via the IllustrisTNG simulation. This is the first study to utilize a cosmological hydrodynamic simulation to investigate the SOA of galaxy pairs. In particular, we identify paired galaxies at z = 0 having the nearest neighbor with mass ratios from 1/10 to 10 and calculate the spin–orbit angle for each pair. Our results are as follows. (a) There exists a clear preference for prograde orientations (i.e., SOA) for galaxy pairs, qualitatively consistent with observations. (b) The SOA is significant for both baryonic and dark matter spins, being the strongest for gas and the weakest for dark matter. (c) The SOA is stronger for less massive targets and for targets having closer neighbors. (d) The SOA strengthens for galaxies in low-density regions, and the signal is dominated by central–satellite pairs in low-mass halos. (e) There is an explicit dependence of the SOA on the duration of interaction with its current neighbor. Taken together, we propose that the SOA witnessed at z = 0 has been developed mainly by interactions with a neighbor for an extended period of time, rather than tidal torque from the ambient large-scale structure.

Keywords: Galaxy interactions (600), Galaxy pairs (610), Galaxy encounters (592), Galaxy kinematics (602), Hydrodynamical simulations (767)

1. INTRODUCTION The anisotropy of galaxy orientations has been a matter of interest for many decades. Early researchers had already suspected that galaxies have a preferred orientation in the sky (Reynolds 1922; Brown 1938, 1939; Wyatt & Brown 1955). With the advent of sky surveys, more evidence was discovered to support such an idea. Brown (1964) reported a systematic alignment of position angles of spiral galaxies in a cluster environment. Hawley & Peebles (1975) provided proof that galaxies in the Coma cluster are preferentially aligned toward the cluster center. Until now, many subsequent observations revealed that there are multiple types of galaxy alignments on a variety of scales (see a review by Joachimi et al. 2015, and references therein). For instance, previous studies found that the spatial distribution of satellites in a galaxy group is elongated along both the major axis of the central galaxy (e.g., Sastry 1968; Carter & Metcalfe 1980; Binggeli 1982; Brainerd 2005; Yang et al. 2006; Faltenbacher et al. 2007) and the direction of the neighboring groups (e.g., Binggeli 1982; West 1989; Plionis 1994; Wang et al. 2009; Paz et al. 2011). The orientation (or spin) of galaxies appears to be aligned in a specific direction within a group (e.g., Thompson 1976; Pereira & Kuhn 2005; Agustsson & Brainerd 2006; Faltenbacher et al. 2007; Huang et al. 2018) and even within the Local Superclus-

Corresponding author: Suk-Jin Yoon sjyoon0691@yonsei.ac.kr

ter (e.g., MacGillivray et al. 1982; Flin & Godlowski 1986; Kashikawa & Okamura 1992; Godlowski 1993; Hu et al. 2006).

It is now broadly accepted that an anisotropy of the universe naturally arises within the framework of the standard cosmology. Small density fluctuations in the primordial universe evolve and collapse under gravity into dark matter (DM) halos, which grow hierarchically via repeated mergers and accretions (e.g., White & Rees 1978). The hierarchical growth of halos takes place along preferential directions. Massive halos are fed with material via anisotropic flow from voids to sheets, to filaments, and then to nodes, constituting the large-scale structure (LSS) commonly referred to as the cosmic web (e.g., Cautun et al. 2014). Furthermore, a tidal field generated by the surrounding LSS acts on the DM halos and galaxies to stretch their shape and induce their spin (Peebles 1969; Doroshkevich 1970; White 1984; see also Schäfer 2009 for a review). Thus the observed alignments between shape, kinematics, and distribution of galaxies are, so to speak, inevitable outcomes stemming from the geometry of the LSS (e.g., Catelan et al. 2001; Crittenden et al. 2001; Lee & Pen 2001; Porciani et al. 2002; Codis et al. 2015a; Lee 2019).

The alignment between the halo and the LSS is one of the most intensively studied subjects. Theoretical studies based on numerical simulations arrived at a conclusion that there is a mass-dependent alignment between the halo spin and the LSS, suggesting that the spin vector of the less (more) massive halos prefers to be parallel (perpendicular) to the filamentary structure (Aragón-Calvo et al. 2007; Hahn et al. 2007; Codis et al.

2012; Trowland et al. 2013; Aragon-Calvo & Yang 2014; Forero-Romero et al. 2014; Ganeshaiah Veena et al. 2018, 2020), which is linked to the primary direction of accretion onto halos (e.g., Libeskind et al. 2014; Kang & Wang 2015; Laigle et al. 2015; Wang & Kang 2017, 2018). Similarly, the spin axes of halos in sheet environments appear to be parallel to the sheet plane (Hahn et al. 2007; Aragon-Calvo & Yang 2014; Forero-Romero et al. 2014; Wang & Kang 2017; Ganeshaiah Veena et al. 2020). Such theoretical expectations turned out to be in agreement with observations (Tempel & Libeskind 2013; Tempel et al. 2013; Pahwa et al. 2016; Hirv et al. 2017; Blue Bird et al. 2020; Welker et al. 2020). Recent progress in hydrodynamic simulations further helps bridge the gap between DM halos and observable galaxies (Dubois et al. 2014; Welker et al. 2014; Codis et al. 2015b, 2018; Wang et al. 2018; Ganeshaiah Veena et al. 2019; Krolewski et al. 2019; Kraljic et al. 2020).

In addition to studying individuals, galaxy pairs are more interesting targets since galaxies in pairs evolve under the influence of the neighboring galaxy as well as that of the surrounding LSS. The halo–LSS alignment implies that the spin of each galaxy and the orbital motion of the system are correlated with the geometry of the LSS, which is not truly random. On top of this, encounters with neighboring galaxies modify the spin and orbit of the galaxies (see, e.g., Capelo & Dotti 2017; Choi et al. 2018; Lee et al. 2018). Previous studies have found several types of alignments associated with galaxy pairs in which both the neighbor and the LSS play a role. First, the spins of the two galaxies in a pair tend to be preferentially aligned in the same direction (Flin 1993; Pestaña & Cabrera 2004; Slosar et al. 2009; Cervantes-Sodi et al. 2010; Mesa et al. 2014; Koo & Lee 2018), although some controversy still remains (Oosterloo 1993; Buxton & Ryden 2012; Lee 2012). Such spin–spin alignment of galaxy pairs is generally interpreted as a result of the combined effect of the underlying LSS and the mutual interaction between paired galaxies (e.g., Sharp et al. 1979; Helou 1984). Second, the line connecting two neighboring galaxies is preferentially along the filament (Tempel & Tamm 2015; Tempel et al. 2015; Mesa et al. 2018), which witnesses that their orbital planes are subject to the large-scale velocity field. Third, some authors have focused on satellite galaxies around a galaxy pair. The current evidence suggests that satellites around pairs are more populated in the region between the pairs than the opposing sides, probably owing to satellites’ accretion along filaments connecting the two galaxies in a pair (Libeskind et al. 2016; Pawlowski et al. 2017; Gong et al. 2019). Interestingly enough, Wang et al. (2019) recently found that the shape of satellites in the in-between (opposing) region is tangentially (radially) aligned with the direction of the nearby primary galaxy, which is indicative of the tidal effect by the primary pairs.

Recently, a new type of alignment in galaxy pairs, which we refer to as the spin–orbit alignment (SOA), has been introduced. The term ‘SOA’ denotes a spatial alignment between the spin vector and the orbital angular momentum vector of galaxies within a galaxy pair. There have been a few studies providing positive evidence for the SOA, yet the origin remains uncertain. On the observational side, Lee et al. (2019a) discovered the dynamical coherence between the spin of target galaxies and the line of sight motion of their neighbors within a distance of 1 Mpc, based on the data of the CALIFA IFU survey. Lee et al. (2020) found that the optical colors of these coherently moving pairs are more likely to resemble each other compared to the case of anti-coherent pairs, which suggests galaxy interactions between neighbors as a possible origin of the dynamical coherence. However, Lee et al. (2019b) showed that the dynamical coherence extends out to several- Mpc distances from the target, which, on the contrary, implies a connection with the LSS. Using a cosmological N-body simulation, L’Huillier et al. (2017) investigated various kinds of alignments within interacting halos and stated that spin vectors of neighboring pairs are aligned with their orbital angular momentum vectors. An et al. (2021) analyzed DM halo pairs with overlapping virial radii and detected a signal of the SOA, which is stronger for gravitationally bound (i.e., merging) pairs. Both studies confirmed the SOA of halo pairs based on DM-only simulations, but so far there has been no attempt to use numerical simulations to examine the SOA on the scale of a galaxy pair.

The SOA can be understood in the context of the effects of both LSS and neighbors. As already addressed, previous studies have found the alignment between the galaxy spin and the LSS (e.g., Tempel & Libeskind 2013; Tempel et al. 2013; Dubois et al. 2014), which is attributed to the large-scale tidal field (e.g., Schäfer 2009) and the preferential accretion of material (e.g., Libeskind et al. 2014; Kang & Wang 2015). With the proximity of two galaxies in a pair, a common local tidal field determines their angular momenta in the early universe. The anisotropic accretion along the cosmic web naturally leads to the SOA because the galaxy spin is influenced by the orbital angular momentum of the accreted matter. On the other hand, a well-known example of the effect of interactions on the galaxy orientation is given by satellites in massive groups. Due to the tidal effect of the central halo, the major axis of the satellite is eventually aligned to the direction of the halo center (Usami & Fujimoto 1997; Pereira et al. 2008; Rong et al. 2015), which is called the radial alignment of satellites and has been investigated in many studies through both observations (Thompson 1976; Pereira & Kuhn 2005; Agustsson & Brainerd 2006; Faltenbacher et al. 2007; Huang et al. 2018; Rong et al. 2019) and theoretical models (Ciotti & Dutta 1994; Usami & Fujimoto 1997; Kuhlen et al. 2007; Pereira et al. 2008; Rong et al. 2015; Tenneti et al. 2015; Knebe et al. 2020). Similarly, Welker et al. (2018) showed, using a cosmological simulation, that the alignment between the spin of a central galaxy and the orbits of its satellites is developed in the inner region of the halo by gravitational torques from the central, while the dynamics of satellites in the outer region is more governed by the geometry of the LSS.

In this series of papers, we have highlighted the impact of interacting neighboring galaxies (or halos) on galaxy evolution by means of both observations and theoretical models. Moon et al. (2019, Paper I) investigated the impact of galaxy interactions on star formation based on the Sloan Digital Sky Survey and showed that the star formation activity is enhanced or reduced depending on neighbors’ hydrodynamic properties. An et al. (2019, Paper II), using a set of cosmological N-body simulations, found that the dominance of flyby interactions over mergers increases at lower redshifts, for less massive halos, and in denser environments. In the present paper, we explore the SOA of galaxy pairs using a state-of-the-art cosmological hydrodynamic simulation from the IllustrisTNG project (Marinacci et al. 2018; Naiman et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2018; Pillepich et al. 2018a; Springel et al. 2018). This is the first study, to our knowledge, to utilize a cosmological hydrodynamic simulation to investigate the SOA of galaxy pairs. Our main goal is to elucidate whether the SOA on a galaxy-pair scale is present in the IllustrisTNG and, if so, how it depends on the intrinsic and environmental properties of galaxies. Taking full advantage of the baryonic physics model, we here particularly focus on the baryonic component (i.e., stars and gas) of galaxies and discuss the possible formation mechanisms of the SOA.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the selection of galaxy pairs from the IllustrisTNG project and the method to measure the spin–orbit angle. Section 3 presents the main results, including the analysis of the SOA and its dependence on galaxy properties. We discuss the physical implication of our results in Section 4 and conclude our analysis in Section 5.

2. METHODS 2.1. The IllustrisTNG Simulation For the present study, we use the public data release of the IllustrisTNG project (Nelson et al. 2019). The IllustrisTNG project is a suite of cosmological magnetohydrodynamical simulations performed with the moving-mesh code AREPO (Springel 2010). The simulation assumes a ΛCDM cosmology with Ω_m = 0.3089, Ω_Λ = 0.6911, Ω_b = 0.0486, h = 0.6774, σ_8 = 0.8159, and n_s = 0.9667 (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016). A set of physical models describing galaxy formation and evolution is employed in the simulation suite, including primordial and metal-line radiative cooling, star formation, chemical enrichment, stellar feedback-driven outflow, supermassive black hole growth, and active galactic nucleus feedback (for details, see Weinberger et al. 2017; Pillepich et al. 2018b). The model reasonably well reproduces the fundamental properties and scaling relations of observed galaxy populations (Marinacci et al. 2018; Naiman et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2018; Pillepich et al. 2018a; Springel et al. 2018).

We use the TNG100 run (see for details Nelson et al. 2019), which has a box with a side length of 75 h^{−1}Mpc. The data release contains three realizations of the same volume at different resolution levels (TNG100-1, -2, and -3) and their dark matteronly counterparts (-Dark). The main results presented here are based on the highest-resolution run (TNG100-1), which includes 1820^3 DM particles and an equal number of initial gas cells, and the corresponding mass resolution is 7.5 × 10^6 M_⊙ and 1.4 × 10^6 M_⊙ for dark matter and baryonic components, respectively. The gravitational softening length for collisionless particles is 1.0 h^{−1}kpc in comoving units and is further limited to 0.5 h^{−1}kpc in physical units below z = 1. The softening of gas cells is adaptively scaled to be proportional to the cell radius. The simulation starts from z = 127 and outputs 100 snapshots from z = 20 to z = 0 with a maximum time spacing of ∼ 200 Myr.

The data provided in each snapshot includes the halo catalog and the merger tree. Dark matter halos are identified by the friends-of-friends (FoF) algorithm with a linking length of 0.2 times the mean interparticle separation. Subhalos, locally overdense and self-bound substructures within the FoF halos, are detected by using the SUBFIND code (Springel et al. 2001; Dolag et al. 2009). Each subhalo with nonzero stellar mass corresponds to a single galaxy, making each FoF halo equivalent to a group or a cluster of galaxies. We refer to the most massive subhalo in each FoF halo as a central and to other subhalos as satellites. The merger tree enables a subhalo at any epoch to be connected to its progenitors or descendants at different snapshots. The SubLink code (Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2015) generates the merger tree used in this study.

2.2. Sample Selection We start by defining a sample of paired galaxies from the TNG100. To avoid selecting spurious objects, we only consider subhalos with the stellar mass M_∗ > 10^8 h^{−1}M_⊙ at z = 0, which typically contains at least 100 star particles. The sample is also restricted to subhalos that are identified as of a cosmological origin in the SubhaloFlag field of the subhalo catalog (Nelson et al. 2019), excluding non-cosmological objects such as overdense clumps embedded within galaxies. By definition, a subhalo is flagged as a cosmological one if it is formed either (i) as a central, (ii) outside the virial radius of its host halo, or (iii) with the dark matter fraction higher than 0.8. We consider these luminous, cosmological subhalos as galaxies throughout the paper.

The nearest neighboring galaxy is identified for all target galaxies with M_∗ > 10^9 h^{−1}M_⊙ at z = 0. The nearest neighbor should have a stellar mass larger than at least one-tenth of the target’s mass to ensure a strong influence exerted on the target galaxy. Once the identification is made, we limit our analysis to pairs of galaxies with the stellar mass ratio between the target and neighbor, |μ_∗| = |log(M_{∗,nei}/M_{∗,target})| < 1.0, because our interest is in paired galaxies of comparable mass, not satellites around a giant galaxy. When a target galaxy and its nearest neighbor are both members of the same FoF halo, the target is regarded as paired with the neighbor and used in our analysis. In total, the sample contains 7607 target galaxies at z = 0. We note that not all the targets are in isolated binary systems; only 3494 galaxies out of the 7607 are mutually paired with each other. Note also that we do not consider whether the nearest neighbor is a central or a satellite during the sample selection process, and thus our sample includes both central– satellite and satellite–satellite pairs; 2681 and 4926 galaxies belong to each group, respectively.

2.3. Remarks on Paired Galaxies Our sample selection is on the basis of the subhalo properties identified by the halo finder, but the ability of halo finders is known to be incomplete for interacting systems (e.g., Muldrew et al. 2011; Knebe et al. 2013; Behroozi et al. 2015). Specifically, the SUBFIND algorithm, which is used in this study, assigns particles unbound to any substructure in an FoF halo to the background halo (see Springel et al. 2001). This causes loosely bound particles in the outskirt of the smaller of the two interacting galaxies (i.e., identified as a satellite) are assigned to the larger (i.e., a central). Hence, the membership of particles to subhalos is severely affected by the presence of a companion, and the spurious mass loss occurring in satellites increases the mass ratio of galaxy pairs as the two galaxies approach each other (Behroozi et al. 2015; Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2015; Patton et al. 2020). Fortunately, as shown in Behroozi et al. (2015), the position of a subhalo, defined as the location of the particle with the lowest gravitational potential, is relatively robust as long as the halo finder detects the subhalo. The stellar mass, however, is very vulnerable to numerical mass loss.

Figure 1. Examples of paired galaxies in TNG100. The selected six pairs are equal-mass (1/3 < μ∗ < 3) central–satellite pairs where the central shows the largest difference in stellar mass from the original catalog. Star particles assigned in centrals and satellites are colored red and blue, respectively. In each panel, the original stellar half-mass radius is shown as a gray dashed circle, and the updated radius as a black circle.

We update the stellar mass, M_∗, of each paired galaxy as the value at the snapshot where the less massive of the two galaxies in a pair reaches its maximum stellar mass (t_{max}), as suggested in Rodriguez-Gomez et al. (2015). We then calculate the stellar half-mass radius, r_h, which is defined as the radius of a sphere containing half of the stellar mass. The calculation of r_h is based on the stellar mass at t_{max} and the distribution of star particles at z = 0 without using the particle membership information obtained by the halo finder. Here, unlike the original definition of t_{max}, we define the time when a galaxy is paired with its current neighbor (t_{nei}) and limit the search of t_{max} to snapshots (i) after t_{nei} and (ii) within the past 2 Gyr. These conditions are applied to prevent too early t_{max} for galaxies that gradually lose mass regardless of interactions with their current neighbors.^1 In practice, we determine t_{nei} by finding the earliest snapshot where the nearest neighbor at z = 0 remains the same without any change, paying special attention to the following two cases. First, for galaxies with broken merger trees, which are mostly ones deprived of DM, we repair the trees by filling in the missing progenitors with subhalos hav-

1 For the same reason, Patton et al. (2020) defined t_{max} as the time when a galaxy reaches its maximum stellar mass within the past 0.5 Gyr. We instead use t_{nei} as a constraint to take into account the difference in interaction time for each pair, but ∼ 90 % of targets have t_{max} within the past 0.5 Gyr. Additionally, we impose an upper limit of 2 Gyr in lookback time to minimize the effect of physical stripping, which affects only ∼ 2 % (167 targets) of the sample.

ing the largest number of star particles in common. Second, some galaxies always have the same nearest neighbor since their stellar masses reach 10^9 h^{−1}M_⊙, below which we cannot correctly identify the neighbor at a given mass resolution. For these galaxies, the earliest snapshot where the neighbor is identified (i.e., the time when the stellar mass exceeds 10^9 h^{−1}M_⊙) is used as (the lower limit of) t_{nei}.

Figure 1 demonstrates several examples of close galaxy pairs in TNG100. The six pairs are selected among central–satellite pairs that have a large difference between the stellar mass at t_{max} and at z = 0. Star particles in centrals and satellites are shown in red and blue, respectively, according to the membership information determined by the halo finder at z = 0. It is clear that, for these pairs, the halo finder assigns stars in the outer part of the satellites as members of the centrals. Consequently, this makes the updated r_h of centrals smaller and that of satellites larger than the catalog values, as seen by comparing the solid and dashed circles. We compare the updated mass and size with those stored in the halo catalog in Figure 2. Panel (a) shows the ratio of the new to the original stellar masses with respect to the separation to the nearest neighbor, γ_{nei}, defined as γ_{nei} = d_{nei} r_{h,target} + r_{h,nei}

, (1)

where d_{nei} is the 3D distance to the nearest neighbor, and r_{h,target} and r_{h,nei} are the stellar half-mass radii of the target and the nearest neighbor, respectively. For centrals (red), the

Figure 2. Comparison between the updated and the catalog values of (a) the stellar mass, (b) the stellar mass ratio, and (c) the stellar half-mass radius with respect to the separation to the nearest neighbor for centrals (red circle) and satellites (blue triangle) in the paired galaxy sample. The insets show the mean changes in the subhalo properties at a small separation.

updated stellar mass decreases below the catalog value as the neighbor approaches. On the contrary, the updated stellar mass of satellites (blue) increases as the separation decreases. The discrepancy in the stellar mass starts to appear at γ_{nei} ∼ 20 but becomes significant at γ_{nei} < 10, for both centrals and satellites (see the inset). The decrease in the centrals’ mass and the increase in the satellites’ mass result in the smaller mass ratio, as presented in panel (b). Similarly, the change in the total stellar mass is followed by the change in the stellar half-mass radius in panel (c). We stress again that, although there may be some real effect of interactions, the mass transfer between the central and satellite is primarily numerical and not physical in most cases, as discussed previously.

2.4. Spin–Orbit Angle To quantify the strength of the SOA, we first calculate the spin vector of a target and the orbital angular momentum vector of its neighbor. The spin vector, S, denotes an angular momentum vector within the stellar half-mass radius, that is, S = ∑ i m_i (r_i × v_i) only if r_i < r_h, (2)

where m_i is the mass of the ith star particle, and r_i and v_i are the position and velocity with respect to the galaxy center, respectively. As shown in Figure 1, many paired galaxies are more or less overlapped with each other, making it difficult to separate the two galaxies. For this reason, we choose to use only the spin at the central region within r_h determined in Section 2.3. We measure the spin vector (S) separately for each particle type (gas, star, and DM) with the same size of aperture, considering the misalignment between them (e.g., Chisari et al. 2017; Duckworth et al. 2020; Khim et al. 2020). The orbital angular momentum vector, L, is calculated by taking the cross product of the position vector (d_{nei}) and the velocity vector (v_{nei}) of the nearest neighbor in the reference frame of the target, namely L = d_{nei} × v_{nei}. (3) In all the calculations, the position of each galaxy center is defined as the location of the particle at the lowest potential, and the velocity is the mass-weighted mean velocity of all particles within r_h.

The spatial resolution of TNG100 (∼0.7 kpc for star and DM particles at z = 0) is not satisfactory to resolve the inner structure of galaxies. Nevertheless, about 98 % of galaxies in our

Figure 3. Definition of the spin–orbit angle θSL, which is the angle between the spin vector of the target S and the orbital angular momentum vector of the neighbor L.

sample have r_h larger than the softening length for star particles, and about 60 % of the galaxies have r_h exceeding 2.8 times the softening length where the force is exactly Newtonian. We need only the spin direction within r_h for our analysis, and therefore we do not expect the resolution changes the overall results. To obtain a more reliable measurement of the spin vector, we require a minimum of 100 elements for each particle type within r_h. Note that we also exclude 173 severely overlapped pairs with γ_{nei} < 3 from the sample to prevent contamination from particles belonging to the neighbor. The criteria leave 4226, 7287, and 7434 galaxies with an available spin vector for gas, DM, and stars, respectively.

We define the spin–orbit angle θ_{SL} as the angle between the spin vector (S) and the orbital angular momentum vector (L) in a pair (see Figure 3). Note that the angle, θ_{SL}, is measured from S to L in the counterclockwise direction when viewed from the positive z-side, within the range from 0^∘ (aligned) to ±180^∘ (anti-aligned). We refer to the case where cos θ_{SL} > 0 (i.e., |θ_{SL}| < 90^∘) as ‘prograde’ and the case where cos θ_{SL} < 0 (i.e., |θ_{SL}| > 90^∘) as ‘retrograde,’ respectively. The probability distribution function (PDF) of the spin–orbit angle is expressed as n(cos θ_{SL}) =

N(cos θ_{SL}) ⟨N_{rand}(cos θ_{SL})⟩

, (4)

where N(cos θ_{SL}) is the number of pairs in each bin, and ⟨N_{rand}(cos θ_{SL})⟩ is the expected number of pairs from the random isotropic sample with the same size. Therefore, n(cos θ_{SL}) is close to unity in a uniform distribution, and, if paired galaxies have a preference for a spin–orbit angle

Figure 4. PDF of the spin–orbit angle of paired galaxies in TNG100 for (a) gas, (b) stars, and (c) DM. Black lines show the PDFs for galaxies that have at least 100 corresponding cells or particles within r_h. The shaded region shows the standard deviation estimated from 1000 randomly generated isotropic samples with the same size as the original sample. Gray lines show the PDFs for galaxies with at least 100 cells or particles available for all the three components of galaxies within r_h. The two lines are almost identical in panel (a). The p-values of the KS test (pKS) and the Kuiper’s test (pK) and the prograde fraction (fprog) are given on each panel. All p-values less than 10^{−4} are denoted as < 0.0001.

of θ_{SL}, n(cos θ_{SL}) would be greater than 1. We compute the standard deviation of PDFs, σ_{rand}(cos θ_{SL}), over 1000 random isotropic samples and, following Yang et al. (2006), use σ_{rand}(cos θ_{SL})/⟨N_{rand}(cos θ_{SL})⟩ to evaluate the significance of the alignment.

3. RESULTS 3.1. Spin–Orbit Alignment Figure 4 shows the PDF of the spin–orbit angle, n(cos θ_{SL}), for paired galaxies in TNG100. Black lines in panels (a), (b), and (c) represent the results obtained for gas, stars, and DM, respectively. It is obvious that the paired galaxies prefer prograde orientations to retrograde ones; n(cos θ_{SL}) is greater than 1 for cos θ_{SL} ≳ 0 and less than 1 for cos θ_{SL} ≲ 0. The preference of prograde orientation is common in all panels. The maximum significance compared to the random isotropic sample is 9.8σ, 6.5σ, and 4.9σ at cos θ_{SL} ∼ 1 for gas, stars, and DM, respectively. We conduct Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS) tests using the SciPy module (Virtanen et al. 2020) to quantify the statistical difference of the PDF of the spin–orbit angle from the uniform distribution. The p-values of the hypothesis that the samples in panels (a)–(c) are drawn from the random orientation are all less than 10^{−4} (p_{KS} < 0.0001).^2 While the widely used KS test strongly suggests that the spin–orbit orientation is not random, the sensitivity of the KS test is not uniform across the entire distribution (i.e., most sensitive near the median), and hence it may not be adequate for directional data (e.g., angles and vectors). Therefore, we additionally test the isotropy using the Kuiper’s test (see Stephens 1965; Paltani 2004) in the astropy module (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2018), which is similar to the KS test but rotation-invariant. The probability that the distribution of θ_{SL} is drawn from isotropic S and L (against a sinusoidal PDF of n(θ_{SL}) ∼ |sin(θ_{SL})|) is found to be very low (p_K < 0.0001) in all three panels. Also, we compute the prograde fraction, f_{prog}, as a simple metric to quantify the

2 We denote the p-values less than 10^{−4} as ‘< 0.0001’ throughout this paper since there is no point in presenting p-values to as many decimal places as possible, due to their high sample-to-sample variability (see, e.g., Boos & Stefanski 2011; Lazzeroni et al. 2014).

prevalence of prograde orientations, such that

f_{prog} =

N(cos θ_{SL} > 0) N_{total}

, (5)

where N(cos θ_{SL} > 0) is the number of galaxies on prograde orbits and N_{total} is the total number of galaxies, and the expected value of f_{prog} for the isotropic orientation is 50 %. The prograde alignment for the gas spin vector is the strongest, and the strength decreases in the order of gas, stars, and DM; f_{prog} is 56.3 ± 0.76 %, 53.6 ± 0.58 %, and 52.9 ± 0.58 % for each component, respectively.

We note that each panel has a different sample size since we restrict the sample to galaxies that contain at least 100 corresponding cells or particles within r_h. Gas-poor galaxies usually contain a small number of gas cells, making the sample size of panel (a) smaller than the others. We repeat the analysis using galaxies commonly included in all three panels to remove the selection effect and display the result as gray lines in Figure 4. For this ‘matched’ sample, the result does not change significantly. There is a clear signal of prograde alignment, and the strongest alignment is obtained for gas, followed by stars, and the weakest is for DM. The only notable difference is that the prograde fraction for stars and DM become slightly higher than that for the whole sample; f_{prog} = 56.3 %, 55.2 %, and 53.9 % with σ = √ f(1 − f)/N ∼ 0.77 % for gas, stars, and DM in the ‘matched’ sample, respectively. This increase is because, as we will see in the next section, the alignment signal for gasrich galaxies, which generally reside in sparse environments, is stronger than that for gas-poor galaxies in dense environments.

Doing this analysis, we are careful to ensure that the alignment signal is real and not an artifact of the uncertainty in the particle membership. If some particles belonging to the neighbor were slid into the target, their orbital angular momenta would be added to the target’s spin, which would result in spurious alignment. However, we remind the reader that the spin vector is measured within r_h, and the galaxy pairs should have γ_{nei} > 3—that is, the distance between the two galaxies should be greater than six times of the mean r_h of the two, while, on average, more than 90 % of their stellar mass is enclosed within 5 × r_h (see also Pillepich et al. 2018a). Furthermore,

Figure 5. PDF of the spin–orbit angle of paired galaxies in subsamples split by separation. From left to right, the separation to the neighbor γnei increases. The spin–orbit angle of each galaxy is calculated separately for gas (top), stars (middle), and DM (bottom). The format is the same as in Figure 4.

we expect that the problem should be most prominent for DM, which is more spatially extended than the other components, but the alignment for the DM appears to be the weakest in Figure 4. Therefore, we conclude that at least the SOA for stars is reliable, although one must keep in mind that the alignment for more extended components like gas and DM can be artificially exaggerated.

Figure 5 shows the PDF of the spin–orbit angle as a function of the separation to the nearest neighbor (γ_{nei}). The sample is split into four subsamples by separation to the neighbor. The figure clearly shows that the alignment signal becomes weaker as the separation increases. There is a significant excess in the fraction of prograde orientations for paired galaxies with γ_{nei} < 20, and the p-values from the KS and the Kuiper’s tests for this subsample are extremely small (p < 0.0001) for all the components of gas, stars, and DM. The prograde fraction decreases with increasing separation, and the p-values also increase. This indicates that a strong signal of the SOA requires the presence of close neighbors. In Figure 6, we plot the prograde fraction as a function of the separation to the nearest neighbor. First of all, the prograde fraction is larger than 50 % even at a relatively large separation (γ_{nei} ∼ 50), which suggests that paired galaxies generally prefer prograde orientations rather than random ones. As already seen in Figure 5, the prograde fraction decreases as the separation increases. While the spin direction of galaxies with γ_{nei} > 100 are almost ran-

Figure 6. Prograde fraction of the spin–orbit angle calculated for (a) gas, (b) stars, and (c) DM as a function of the separation to the nearest neighbor. Error bars represent the standard error of the percentage.

domly distributed with respect to the orbit, the prograde fraction sharply increases at γ_{nei} < 20 and reaches to 68.6 ± 1.92 %, 62.3 ± 1.68 %, and 59.0 ± 1.72 % at 3 < γ_{nei} < 10 (the leftmost bin) for gas, stars, and DM, respectively.

The SOA that we find here is in line with previous studies (L’Huillier et al. 2017; Lee et al. 2019a). For instance, L’Huillier et al. (2017) discovered the SOA for paired galaxies within the virial radius of the neighboring halo (on a scale of hundreds of kiloparsecs), using an N-body simulation. Lee et al. (2019a) observationally found the kinematic coherence within a distance of 1 Mpc. Back in Figures 5 and 6, the alignment signal extends out to γ_{nei} ∼ 100, which corresponds to d_{nei} ∼ 600 kpc on average with a large spread, and hence the scale of the alignment seen in this study is roughly comparable to that of previous results. Going a step further, we make use of a cosmological hydrodynamic simulation to study the SOA of galaxy pairs for the first time. The result from the IllustrisTNG shows that a strong prograde alignment is established even if baryonic processes are taken into account.

3.2. Mass and Environment Dependence In order to deepen our understanding of the SOA, we explore the factors that influence the strength of the alignment signal. Galaxy mass and environment are key factors that play a role in galaxy evolution, each representing the internal and external aspects of galaxy characteristics. We thus begin by examining the dependence of the SOA on mass and environment. As for the mass, we simply use the stellar mass of the target, M_∗, defined by the method described in Section 2.3. As for the environment, we calculate the number density of galaxies, which is defined as Σ_k = 3k 4π(d_k/Mpc)^3

, (6)

where d_k is the distance to the kth nearest neighbor from the target. To calculate the density, we consider only luminous subhalos of the cosmological origin (see Section 2.2). We take the geometric mean of Σ_4 and Σ_5 as a representative estimate of the local density Σ.

Figure 7 shows the PDF of the stellar spin–orbit angle for nine subsamples split by the stellar mass and the local density. We present only the result for stars, which is the most robust, but similar trends are also seen for gas and DM. We find that the significance of alignment increases as both the stellar mass and the local density decrease. Low-mass target galaxies in low-density environments (shown in the top left panel) exhibit the strongest alignment signal (p_{KS} < 0.0001, p_K < 0.0001 and f_{prog} = 62.2 ± 2.20 %). Of the two parameters, the local density seems to have a greater impact on the alignment than the stellar mass in given ranges. For instance, while low-mass galaxies in dense environments (bottom left) show no clear evidence for the alignment (f_{prog} = 51.4 ± 1.65 %), massive galaxies in sparse environments (top right) have a moderate preference for prograde orientations (f_{prog} = 57.1 ± 2.21 %). We emphasize that the dependence of the SOA on the mass and environment is not due to the difference of the separation to the neighbor in each subsample. We obtain the same trend when repeating the analysis for a fixed range of the separations (γ_{nei} < 20; shown as gray lines).

Figure 8 presents the prograde fraction as functions of the stellar mass and the local density. As shown in the top panels, the dependence on the stellar mass is marginal. The prograde fraction for stars (solid lines) increases with decreasing the stellar mass only when the galaxies reside in low-density environments (log Σ ≤ 0), but the fraction for gas (dashed lines) and DM (dotted lines) or for galaxies in dense environments (log Σ > 1) does not depend on the stellar mass. On the other hand, the dependence on the local density in the bottom panels is more pronounced. Paired galaxies in low-density regions generally show a higher prograde fraction than those in highdensity regions. This trend is valid for all components (gas, stars, and DM) of low- and intermediate-mass target galaxies (M_∗ ≤ 10^{10} M_⊙). To summarize, the SOA signal becomes more robust as both the stellar mass and the local density decrease, and the local density seems to be a more critical factor than the stellar mass. Lee et al. (2019a) observed that faint or blue target galaxies have a stronger alignment than bright or red ones. The trend we find is consistent with theirs, given the fact that low-density regions are largely populated by blue galaxies (e.g., Bamford et al. 2009), although they did not directly inspect the local environment.

Figure 9 shows the prograde fraction as a function of the stellar mass ratio between the target and the nearest neighbor. We do not find any significant effect of the stellar mass ratio, but there is a slight increase in the prograde fraction for pairs with large |μ_∗| compared to those with small |μ_∗|. Gray lines show the case for target galaxies with 10^{9.5} < M_∗/M_⊙ < 10^{10} to get

Figure 7. PDF of the stellar spin–orbit angle of paired galaxies in subsamples split by the stellar mass and the local density. The stellar mass M∗ increases from left to right columns, and the local density Σ increases from top to bottom rows. Black lines and dark gray shades are for the whole sample, and gray lines and light gray shades are for paired galaxies with γnei < 20. The format is the same as in Figure 4.

rid of the effect of stellar mass, but the result is barely different from the whole sample. The dependence of the alignment on the mass ratio is generally insignificant within the range of 1/10 < μ_∗ < 10, and all results of this paper are qualitatively unchanged if we restrict our analysis only to equal-mass pairs (e.g., 1/3 < μ_∗ < 3).

3.3. Impact of Halo-scale Environments The presence of the SOA governed by environment raises additional questions: Does the halo-scale environment play a particular role in the formation of the SOA? Does it matter if a galaxy is a central or a satellite in a halo? Is the halo-scale environment more important than the large-scale one? We try to answer such questions in this subsection. Figure 10 shows the PDF of the stellar spin–orbit angle for subsamples split by whether the target and neighbor are a central or a satellite. Since the target and neighbor in each pair share the same FoF halo by definition (see Section 2.2), there are three possible target–neighbor combinations: central–satellite, satellite– central, and satellite–satellite pairs. We can see that there is a clear difference between the subsamples. The central–satellite pairs in panel (a) exhibit a clear signal of SOA; the p-values of both the KS and Kuiper’s tests are < 0.0001, and the prograde fraction is 57.8 ± 1.28 %. Also, the subsample of the satellite– central pairs in panel (b) shows the alignment, and the strength of the alignment is as high as that of the central–satellite pairs; the p-values of both tests are < 0.0001, and the prograde fraction is 58.0 ± 1.53 %. However, unlike the former two groups,

Figure 8. Top: prograde fraction of the spin–orbit angle as a function of the stellar mass within fixed ranges of the local density. The spin–orbit angle of each galaxy is calculated separately for gas (solid lines), stars (dashed lines), and DM (dotted lines). For each line, the three bins contain an equal number of galaxies. Error bars represent the standard error of the percentage. Bottom: the same as the upper panels, but as a function of the local density within fixed ranges of the stellar mass.

Figure 9. Prograde fraction of the spin–orbit angle calculated for (a) gas, (b) stars, and (c) DM as a function of the stellar mass ratio of the neighbor to the target. Black lines are for the whole sample, and gray lines are for target galaxies with 10^{9.5} < M∗/M⊙ < 10^{10}. Error bars represent the standard error of the percentage.

the satellite–satellite pairs in panel (c) do not show a significant level of SOA; p_{KS} is only 0.024, p_K is 0.009, and the prograde fraction is 51.4 ± 0.71 %, which is close to isotropic distribution. This result is unchanged if we restrict the sample to close pairs with γ_{nei} < 20 (shown as gray lines). While the prograde fraction for the central–satellite and the satellite–central

Figure 10. PDF of the stellar spin–orbit angle of (a) central–satellite pairs (central targets with a satellite neighbor), (b) satellite–central pairs (satellite targets with a central neighbor), and (c) satellite–satellite pairs (satellite targets with a satellite neighbor). Black lines are for the whole sample, and gray lines are for paired galaxies with γnei < 20. The format is the same as in Figure 4.

Figure 11. Top: prograde fraction of the spin–orbit angle as a function of the local density for central–satellite pairs (solid lines), satellite–central pairs (dashed lines), and satellite–satellite pairs (dotted lines). The spin–orbit angle of each galaxy is calculated separately for gas (left), stars (middle), and DM (right). For each line, the three bins contain an equal number of galaxies. Error bars represent the standard error of the percentage. Bottom: the same as the top panels, but as a function of the halo mass (the mass enclosed in a sphere with a mean density of 200 times the critical density).

pairs increases with decreasing the separation as already shown in Figure 6, the satellite–satellite pairs alone show no signal of alignment (p_{KS} = 0.58, p_K = 0.39, and f_{prog} = 51.4 ± 1.48 %), even at a small separation (γ_{nei} < 20).

It is obvious that the SOA is developed by interactions between a central and its satellites. This reminds us of the socalled radial alignment in galaxy groups. It is known that the major axes of satellites in a massive group tend to be aligned toward the direction of the central galaxy, which is due to the tidal torque induced by the DM halo embedding the satellites (e.g., Pereira & Kuhn 2005; Pereira et al. 2008; Rong et al. 2015). Given the radial alignment, it is possible to expect that the spin of the satellites is (perpendicularly) aligned with the direction to the central because the tidal torque also changes the angular momentum perpendicular to the orbital plane (Usami & Fujimoto 1997). However, the main difference between the radial alignment and the SOA is that the latter is more prevalent in low-density regions (see Figures 7 and 8), while the former is explained by the assumption of a massive group which is abundant in dense environments.

In Figure 11, we investigate the correlation between the SOA and the inter- and intra-halo-scale environments. The top panels show the prograde fraction as a function of the local density for central–satellite pairs (solid lines), satellite–central pairs (dashed lines), and satellite–satellite pairs (dotted lines). Interestingly, there is a strong connection between the central/satellite type and the local density. The satellite–satellite pairs are in environments distinct from the others in that the majority of them reside in dense regions. This seems reasonable because the number ratio of satellites to centrals is high in dense regions such as clusters or groups, and massive centrals in such regions are also difficult to meet the mass ratio criterion (i.e., |μ_∗| < 1.0) with much less massive satellites. Therefore, the absence of the SOA for the satellite–satellite pairs in Figures 10 and 11 is essentially identical to the weak alignment in high-density regions shown in Figures 7 and 8. Nevertheless, central–satellite (and satellite–central) pairs show a higher prograde fraction than satellite–satellite pairs at fixed local density (e.g., 0.5 < log Σ < 1.5). Besides, the dependence of the prograde fraction on the local density within each subgroup in Figure 11 is weakened compared to that of Figure 8. This result indicates the importance of the central/satellite type over the local density.

In the bottom panels of Figure 11, we now plot the prograde fraction as a function of the FoF halo mass (M_{200c}), defined as the total mass enclosed within a sphere with a mean density equal to 200 times the critical density. The prograde fraction decreases as the halo mass increases. As expected, the majority of satellite–satellite pairs are located in massive halos, and the difference in the mean halo mass between the satellite– satellite and central–satellite pairs is more dramatic than that in the local density. A significant SOA is evident only for galaxies in less massive halos, and hence mostly central–satellite (and satellite–central) pairs.

In this paper, we do not attempt to disentangle further the relative importance among the local density, the halo mass, and the central/satellite type due to their strong degeneracy. The message from Figure 11, however, is quite clear; the SOA is better developed in simpler systems where only a few galaxies are involved. We may infer from this that the SOA is created by long-lasting interactions. Galaxy pairs in massive groups (mostly satellite–satellite pairs) are often unbound to each other and influenced by a third neighbor (Moreno et al. 2013), and therefore they are predominantly in flyby interactions (An et al. 2019). In contrast, pairs in low-density regions and less massive halos are likely to interact with a single neighbor for an extended period of time.

4. DISCUSSION Our analysis shows that the spin direction of each galaxy in a pair is in alignment with the orbital angular momentum vector of the pair system. The alignment is stronger as the separation to the neighbor decreases (Section 3.1). The signal increases weakly as the target’s stellar mass decreases (Section 3.2). The strength of the alignment is closely related to the environment where the galaxy pairs reside, showing a significant signal at low-density regions (Section 3.2) and for interactions between centrals and satellites in low-mass halos (Section 3.3).

The spin direction of galaxies is often associated with the geometry of the LSS. One can anticipate that the anisotropic nature of the LSS helps to generate the SOA in galaxy pairs. However, the general trend of the SOA is not fully consistent with this picture. For instance, the spin–LSS alignment appears stronger for massive galaxies located in filaments (e.g., Codis et al. 2018; Ganeshaiah Veena et al. 2019; Kraljic et al. 2020), while the SOA is stronger for less massive galaxies in sparser environments. For galaxy pairs in filaments, the orbital plane’s normal vectors tend to be perpendicular to the filament axis (Tempel & Tamm 2015; Mesa et al. 2018), which seems to conflict with the finding that less massive galaxies, showing a stronger signal of the SOA, prefer spin vectors parallel to the filaments (e.g., Wang et al. 2018; Welker et al. 2018, 2020). Besides, the preferred direction of satellite accretion along the cosmic flow is expected to be more pronounced in massive halos (Libeskind et al. 2014; Kang & Wang 2015; Tempel et al. 2015), but the SOA is more significant in less massive halos.

The properties of the SOA indicate that the formation of the alignment is related to long-term interactions between paired galaxies rather than set by the underlying LSS. Figure 12 shows the correlation between the prograde fraction and the time when a galaxy is paired with its current neighbor (t_{nei}; see the definition in Section 2.3). An earlier t_{nei} means that the galaxy interacts with its current neighbor for a more extended period without the interference of a third neighbor. The figure shows a strong correlation between the prograde fraction and the duration of the interaction. Galaxy pairs interacting for a longer time generally show a higher prograde fraction compared to recently formed pairs for gas, stars, and DM in common. While the study on the effect of interactions on the galaxy spin mainly focused on its strength but not the direction (e.g., Cervantes-Sodi et al. 2010; Choi et al. 2018; Lee et al. 2018), some recent studies hinted that the interactions could develop the dynamical alignment of galaxy pairs (e.g., Lee et al. 2019a, 2020). In particular, Lee et al. (2020) observed that paired galaxies with an SOA-like coherence also exhibit similarity in colors and claimed that this is evidence of recent interactions between the two galaxies in alignment. The results in this paper are compatible with this interaction scenario. The interaction can easily influence low-mass galaxies with low angular momenta (see Figures 7 and 8). A more significant SOA is developed for pairs with an earlier t_{nei} (see Figure 12), which on average have a closer neighbor (see Figures 5 and 6) and reside in less massive halos at lower-density regions (see Figure 11).

The spin and shape of a satellite are known to be regulated by the tidal torque induced by the massive central halo (a. k. a., the radial alignment of satellites) and has been investi-

Figure 12. Prograde fraction of the spin–orbit angle calculated for (a) gas, (b) stars, and (c) DM as a function of tnei (see the definition in Section 2.3)—that is, the time span of the interaction after the current nearest neighbor remains the same without change. Error bars represent the standard error of the percentage.

gated in many previous studies (e.g., Usami & Fujimoto 1997; Pereira & Kuhn 2005; Pereira et al. 2008; Rong et al. 2015). Our results are in line with these studies, especially in the sense that the alignment is created between centrals and satellites (see Figure 10), but the main difference is that the SOA signal is dominated by low-mass halos (see Figure 11). While the difference is likely because we restrict our sample to pairs of comparable mass, a question remains whether the tidal torque of the comparable-mass neighbor is sufficient to change the spin of the target. Moreover, it is counterintuitive that there is no clear trend of the SOA with the mass ratio (see Figure 9). Some theoretical studies predict that the radial alignment can be generated in low-mass halos less massive than the Milky Way–sized ones (e.g., Pereira et al. 2008; Knebe et al. 2020), but more detailed studies are needed.

In addition to the tidal effect, direct collisions between gas in contact pairs may facilitate the formation of the SOA. For example, hydrodynamic forces such as ram-pressure can cause an abrupt change in the spin of the gas component during close encounters (e.g., Capelo & Dotti 2017). In this scenario, the alignment is first established for the gas, and then stars born therein inherit the angular momentum from the gas, while the DM is only weakly associated with the others through gravitational forces. This can explain the reason why the SOA signal decreases in the order of gas, stars, and DM (see Figure 4). The ram-pressure is usually more violent in retrograde interactions (Barnes 2002; Blumenthal & Barnes 2018), and the selective removal of retrograde systems could be partially responsible for the high prograde fraction.

The observation of the SOA is rather challenging because the dynamics of both galaxies in pairs should be determined. There are very few observations to be compared to our simulation results. Lee et al. (2019a) observed the SOA-like coherence up to a distance of 800 kpc, which is similar to the spatial scale we found. Their findings are compatible with many of our results (e.g., the trend with mass and color) but not all (e.g., the trend with mass ratio). However, a direct quantitative comparison is difficult due to the difference in the sample selection and methodology. Specifically, Lee et al. (2019a) selected multiple neighbors for each target and inspected the averaged (projected) radial velocity. Although it would be possible to generate a mock observation for a better comparison, it is not trivial and beyond the scope of this paper. Several observational studies have focused on the orbital motion of small satellites within a group, rather than galaxy pairs, generally showing no clear preference (Zaritsky et al. 1997; Herbert-Fort et al. 2008; Hwang & Park 2010). This is understandable since our results also do not show strong evidence for the SOA in massive halos. Obviously, more observations are required to confirm the predictions of this paper. We expect that ongoing IFU surveys would be useful to perform more observational tests in the near future, considering that these surveys contain a number of galaxy pairs with kinematic data available (e.g., Barrera-Ballesteros et al. 2015; Feng et al. 2020).

We leave a more in-depth investigation of the mechanisms behind the SOA to future work. In this study, using a cosmological hydrodynamic simulation, we investigated the SOA of galaxy pairs only at z = 0 and provided significant evidence for the SOA. Also, we studied its dependence on the mass and environment and concluded that the current result favors the interaction origin. However, this analysis alone is not conclusive as to the origin of the alignment. To further understand the origin of the SOA, a detailed investigation of the formation and evolution of the SOA over cosmic time is required. Specifically, this includes the key question of the timing of the SOA formation. For instance, we may expect this: if the SOA is created by the primordial tidal torquing, the alignment occurs in the very early universe; if the SOA is developed by the preferential accretion, it is established before the galaxy is paired with its current neighbor; if the SOA is related to the tidal force from the neighbor, it is tied to the orbital phase of the system; or if the SOA is produced by the contact encounter, it forms only after the close passage. We plan to clarify this issue and further constrain the underlying physical mechanism for the alignment in forthcoming papers.

5. CONCLUSION We have analyzed the alignment between the spin vector of a target and the orbital angular momentum vector of its nearest neighbor, which we refer to as the spin–orbit alignment (SOA). We used a cosmological hydrodynamic simulation of the IllustrisTNG project (Section 2.1) and identified paired galaxies with comparable-mass neighbors at z = 0 (Section 2.2). Our final sample consists of 7434 target galaxies with the updated

14 MOON, AN & YOON

mass and size, which are corrected for the artificial mass loss of satellites (Section 2.3). We calculated the angle between the spin and the orbital angular momentum vectors (the spin–orbit angle; θ_{SL}) of the pairs separately for each component (i.e., gas, star, and DM; Section 2.4). We have found a significant preference for prograde orientations (|θ_{SL}| < 90^∘) for galaxy pairs at z = 0. We investigated the dependence of the SOA on galaxy properties, including mass and environment (Section 3). Our results are summarized as follows:

1. Galaxy pairs at z = 0 statistically prefer prograde orientations (|θ_{SL}| < 90^∘). The significance over the isotropic sample at cos θ_{SL} ∼ 1 is 9.8σ for gas, 6.5σ for stars, and 4.9σ for DM. The alignment is the strongest for gas and the weakest for DM (Section 3.1).

2. The strength of the SOA increases with decreasing separation from the nearest neighbor. The number fraction of pairs in prograde orientation is as high as 70 % for gas spins and 60 % for stars and DM at the separation of γ_{nei} < 10. The SOA signal extends out to γ_{nei} ∼ 100, which is roughly 600 kpc on physical scale (Section 3.1).

3. Galaxy pairs in lower-density environments show a higher prograde fraction, which holds true for low- and intermediate-mass target galaxies (M_∗ ≤ 10^{10} M_⊙). The prograde fraction slightly increases for low-mass galaxies, but the dependence on the stellar mass is less pronounced compared to the dependence on the local density. The spin–orbit angle does not show a clear trend with the mass ratio of interacting pairs (Section 3.2).

4. The SOA is created only between centrals and satellites. A clear signal is detected in both central–satellite and satellite–central pairs. The central/satellite type is closely linked to the local density and the halo mass. Galaxy pairs with a strong SOA are mostly located in low-density regions and low-mass halos (Section 3.3).

5. The prograde fraction increases with the interaction duration with the current neighbor (t_{nei}). The SOA can be created either by the effect of galaxy–galaxy interactions or by the anisotropic nature of the LSS. The current evidence favors the scenario where the SOA is developed by interactions with a neighbor for an extended period without the interference of a third neighbor, rather than the influence of the underlying LSS (Section 4).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS This work is supported by the Mid-career Researcher Program (No. 2019R1A2C3006242) and the SRC Program (the Center for Galaxy Evolution Research; No. 2017R1A5A1070354) through the National Research Foundation of Korea.

REFERENCES Agustsson, I., & Brainerd, T. G. 2006, ApJL, 644, L25,

doi: 10.1086/505465 An, S.-H., Kim, J., Moon, J.-S., & Yoon, S.-J. 2019, ApJ, 887, 59,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab535f —. 2021, ApJ, submitted Aragón-Calvo, M. A., van de Weygaert, R., Jones, B. J. T., & van der Hulst, J. M. 2007, ApJL, 655, L5, doi: 10.1086/511633 Aragon-Calvo, M. A., & Yang, L. F. 2014, MNRAS, 440, L46,

doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slu009 Astropy Collaboration, Price-Whelan, A. M., Sipőcz, B. M., et al.

2018, AJ, 156, 123, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aabc4f Bamford, S. P., Nichol, R. C., Baldry, I. K., et al. 2009, MNRAS,

393, 1324, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.14252.x Barnes, J. E. 2002, MNRAS, 333, 481,

doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.05335.x Barrera-Ballesteros, J. K., García-Lorenzo, B., Falcón-Barroso, J.,

et al. 2015, A&A, 582, A21, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201424935 Behroozi, P., Knebe, A., Pearce, F. R., et al. 2015, MNRAS, 454,

3020, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv2046 Binggeli, B. 1982, A&A, 107, 338 Blue Bird, J., Davis, J., Luber, N., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 492, 153,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz3357 Blumenthal, K. A., & Barnes, J. E. 2018, MNRAS, 479, 3952,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty1605 Boos, D. D., & Stefanski, L. A. 2011, The American Statistician, 65, 213, doi: 10.1198/tas.2011.10129 Brainerd, T. G. 2005, ApJL, 628, L101, doi: 10.1086/432713

Brown, F. G. 1938, MNRAS, 98, 218, doi: 10.1093/mnras/98.3.218 —. 1939, MNRAS, 99, 534, doi: 10.1093/mnras/99.6.534 —. 1964, MNRAS, 127, 517, doi: 10.1093/mnras/127.6.517 Buxton, J., & Ryden, B. S. 2012, ApJ, 756, 135,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/756/2/135 Capelo, P. R., & Dotti, M. 2017, MNRAS, 465, 2643,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw2872 Carter, D., & Metcalfe, N. 1980, MNRAS, 191, 325,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/191.2.325 Catelan, P., Kamionkowski, M., & Blandford, R. D. 2001, MNRAS, 320, L7, doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2001.04105.x Cautun, M., van de Weygaert, R., Jones, B. J. T., & Frenk, C. S.

2014, MNRAS, 441, 2923, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stu768 Cervantes-Sodi, B., Hernandez, X., & Park, C. 2010, MNRAS, 402, 1807, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.16001.x Chisari, N. E., Koukoufilippas, N., Jindal, A., et al. 2017, MNRAS, 472, 1163, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx1998 Choi, H., Yi, S. K., Dubois, Y., et al. 2018, ApJ, 856, 114, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aab08f Ciotti, L., & Dutta, S. N. 1994, MNRAS, 270, 390,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/270.2.390 Codis, S., Jindal, A., Chisari, N. E., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 481, 4753, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty2567 Codis, S., Pichon, C., Devriendt, J., et al. 2012, MNRAS, 427, 3320, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21636.x Codis, S., Pichon, C., & Pogosyan, D. 2015a, MNRAS, 452, 3369, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv1570

Codis, S., Gavazzi, R., Dubois, Y., et al. 2015b, MNRAS, 448, 3391, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv231 Crittenden, R. G., Natarajan, P., Pen, U.-L., & Theuns, T. 2001, ApJ, 559, 552, doi: 10.1086/322370 Dolag, K., Borgani, S., Murante, G., & Springel, V. 2009, MNRAS, 399, 497, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15034.x Doroshkevich, A. G. 1970, Astrophysics, 6, 320,

doi: 10.1007/BF01001625 Dubois, Y., Pichon, C., Welker, C., et al. 2014, MNRAS, 444, 1453, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stu1227 Duckworth, C., Tojeiro, R., & Kraljic, K. 2020, MNRAS, 492, 1869, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz3575 Faltenbacher, A., Li, C., Mao, S., et al. 2007, ApJL, 662, L71, doi: 10.1086/519683 Feng, S., Shen, S.-Y., Yuan, F.-T., Riffel, R. A., & Pan, K. 2020, ApJL, 892, L20, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ab7dba Flin, P. 1993, AJ, 105, 473, doi: 10.1086/116445 Flin, P., & Godlowski, W. 1986, MNRAS, 222, 525,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/222.3.525 Forero-Romero, J. E., Contreras, S., & Padilla, N. 2014, MNRAS, 443, 1090, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stu1150 Ganeshaiah Veena, P., Cautun, M., Tempel, E., van de Weygaert, R., & Frenk, C. S. 2019, MNRAS, 487, 1607, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz1343 Ganeshaiah Veena, P., Cautun, M., van de Weygaert, R., Tempel, E., & Frenk, C. S. 2020, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2007.10365. https://arxiv.org/abs/2007.10365 Ganeshaiah Veena, P., Cautun, M., van de Weygaert, R., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 481, 414, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty2270 Godlowski, W. 1993, MNRAS, 265, 874,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/265.4.874 Gong, C. C., Libeskind, N. I., Tempel, E., et al. 2019, MNRAS, 488, 3100, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz1917 Hahn, O., Carollo, C. M., Porciani, C., & Dekel, A. 2007, MNRAS, 381, 41, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.12249.x Hawley, D. L., & Peebles, P. J. E. 1975, AJ, 80, 477,

doi: 10.1086/111768 Helou, G. 1984, ApJ, 284, 471, doi: 10.1086/162429 Herbert-Fort, S., Zaritsky, D., Jin Kim, Y., Bailin, J., & Taylor, J. E.

2008, MNRAS, 384, 803, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.12756.x Hirv, A., Pelt, J., Saar, E., et al. 2017, A&A, 599, A31,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201629248 Hu, F. X., Wu, G. X., Song, G. X., Yuan, Q. R., & Okamura, S. 2006, Ap&SS, 302, 43, doi: 10.1007/s10509-005-9006-7 Huang, H.-J., Mandelbaum, R., Freeman, P. E., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 474, 4772, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx2995 Hwang, H. S., & Park, C. 2010, ApJ, 720, 522,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/720/1/522 Joachimi, B., Cacciato, M., Kitching, T. D., et al. 2015, SSRv, 193, 1, doi: 10.1007/s11214-015-0177-4 Kang, X., & Wang, P. 2015, ApJ, 813, 6,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/813/1/6 Kashikawa, N., & Okamura, S. 1992, PASJ, 44, 493

Khim, D. J., Yi, S. K., Dubois, Y., et al. 2020, ApJ, 894, 106, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab88a9 Knebe, A., Pearce, F. R., Lux, H., et al. 2013, MNRAS, 435, 1618, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stt1403 Knebe, A., Gámez-Marín, M., Pearce, F. R., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 495, 3002, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa1407 Koo, H., & Lee, J. 2018, ApJ, 858, 51,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aabb01 Kraljic, K., Davé, R., & Pichon, C. 2020, MNRAS, 493, 362, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa250 Krolewski, A., Ho, S., Chen, Y.-C., et al. 2019, ApJ, 876, 52, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab1010 Kuhlen, M., Diemand, J., & Madau, P. 2007, ApJ, 671, 1135, doi: 10.1086/522878 Laigle, C., Pichon, C., Codis, S., et al. 2015, MNRAS, 446, 2744, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stu2289 Lazzeroni, L. C., Lu, Y., & Belitskaya-Lévy, I. 2014, Molecular Psychiatry, 19, 1336, doi: 10.1038/mp.2013.184 Lee, J. 2012, ApJ, 751, 153, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/751/2/153 —. 2019, ApJ, 872, 37, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aafe11 Lee, J., & Pen, U.-L. 2001, ApJ, 555, 106, doi: 10.1086/321472 Lee, J. C., Hwang, H. S., & Chung, H. 2018, MNRAS, 477, 1567, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty729 Lee, J. H., Pak, M., & Lee, H.-R. 2020, ApJ, 893, 154,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab8306 Lee, J. H., Pak, M., Lee, H.-R., & Song, H. 2019a, ApJ, 872, 78, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aafcb4 Lee, J. H., Pak, M., Song, H., et al. 2019b, ApJ, 884, 104, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab3fa3 L’Huillier, B., Park, C., & Kim, J. 2017, MNRAS, 466, 4875, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx124 Libeskind, N. I., Guo, Q., Tempel, E., & Ibata, R. 2016, ApJ, 830, 121, doi: 10.3847/0004-637X/830/2/121 Libeskind, N. I., Knebe, A., Hoffman, Y., & Gottlöber, S. 2014, MNRAS, 443, 1274, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stu1216 MacGillivray, H. T., Dodd, R. J., McNally, B. V., & Corwin, H. G., J.

1982, MNRAS, 198, 605, doi: 10.1093/mnras/198.2.605 Marinacci, F., Vogelsberger, M., Pakmor, R., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 480, 5113, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty2206 Mesa, V., Duplancic, F., Alonso, S., Coldwell, G., & Lambas, D. G.

2014, MNRAS, 438, 1784, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stt2317 Mesa, V., Duplancic, F., Alonso, S., et al. 2018, A&A, 619, A24, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201832910 Moon, J.-S., An, S.-H., & Yoon, S.-J. 2019, ApJ, 882, 14, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab3401 Moreno, J., Bluck, A. F. L., Ellison, S. L., et al. 2013, MNRAS, 436, 1765, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stt1694 Muldrew, S. I., Pearce, F. R., & Power, C. 2011, MNRAS, 410, 2617, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17636.x Naiman, J. P., Pillepich, A., Springel, V., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 477, 1206, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty618 Nelson, D., Pillepich, A., Springel, V., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 475, 624, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx3040

16 MOON, AN & YOON

Nelson, D., Springel, V., Pillepich, A., et al. 2019, Computational

Astrophysics and Cosmology, 6, 2, doi: 10.1186/s40668-019-0028-x Oosterloo, T. 1993, A&A, 272, 389 Pahwa, I., Libeskind, N. I., Tempel, E., et al. 2016, MNRAS, 457,

695, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv2930 Paltani, S. 2004, A&A, 420, 789, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20034220 Patton, D. R., Wilson, K. D., Metrow, C. J., et al. 2020, MNRAS,

494, 4969, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa913 Pawlowski, M. S., Ibata, R. A., & Bullock, J. S. 2017, ApJ, 850, 132, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa9435 Paz, D. J., Sgró, M. A., Merchán, M., & Padilla, N. 2011, MNRAS,

414, 2029, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18518.x Peebles, P. J. E. 1969, ApJ, 155, 393, doi: 10.1086/149876 Pereira, M. J., Bryan, G. L., & Gill, S. P. D. 2008, ApJ, 672, 825,

doi: 10.1086/523830 Pereira, M. J., & Kuhn, J. R. 2005, ApJL, 627, L21,

doi: 10.1086/432089 Pestaña, J. L. G., & Cabrera, J. 2004, MNRAS, 353, 1197,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.08145.x Pillepich, A., Nelson, D., Hernquist, L., et al. 2018a, MNRAS, 475,

648, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx3112 Pillepich, A., Springel, V., Nelson, D., et al. 2018b, MNRAS, 473,

4077, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx2656 Planck Collaboration, Ade, P. A. R., Aghanim, N., et al. 2016, A&A, 594, A13, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201525830 Plionis, M. 1994, ApJS, 95, 401, doi: 10.1086/192104 Porciani, C., Dekel, A., & Hoffman, Y. 2002, MNRAS, 332, 339,

doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.05306.x Reynolds, J. H. 1922, MNRAS, 82, 510,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/82.9.510 Rodriguez-Gomez, V., Genel, S., Vogelsberger, M., et al. 2015,

MNRAS, 449, 49, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv264 Rong, Y., Yi, S.-X., Zhang, S.-N., & Tu, H. 2015, MNRAS, 451,

2536, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv865 Rong, Y., Puzia, T. H., Eigenthaler, P., et al. 2019, ApJ, 883, 56,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab3725 Sastry, G. N. 1968, PASP, 80, 252, doi: 10.1086/128626 Schäfer, B. M. 2009, International Journal of Modern Physics D, 18, 173, doi: 10.1142/S0218271809014388 Sharp, N. A., Lin, D. N. C., & White, S. D. M. 1979, MNRAS, 187, 287, doi: 10.1093/mnras/187.2.287 Slosar, A., Land, K., Bamford, S., et al. 2009, MNRAS, 392, 1225,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.14127.x Springel, V. 2010, MNRAS, 401, 791,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15715.x Springel, V., White, S. D. M., Tormen, G., & Kauffmann, G. 2001,

MNRAS, 328, 726, doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2001.04912.x

Springel, V., Pakmor, R., Pillepich, A., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 475, 676, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx3304 Stephens, M. A. 1965, Biometrika, 52, 309,

doi: 10.1093/biomet/52.3-4.309 Tempel, E., Guo, Q., Kipper, R., & Libeskind, N. I. 2015, MNRAS, 450, 2727, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv919 Tempel, E., & Libeskind, N. I. 2013, ApJL, 775, L42,

doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/775/2/L42 Tempel, E., Stoica, R. S., & Saar, E. 2013, MNRAS, 428, 1827, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sts162 Tempel, E., & Tamm, A. 2015, A&A, 576, L5,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201525827 Tenneti, A., Singh, S., Mandelbaum, R., et al. 2015, MNRAS, 448, 3522, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv272 Thompson, L. A. 1976, ApJ, 209, 22, doi: 10.1086/154689 Trowland, H. E., Lewis, G. F., & Bland-Hawthorn, J. 2013, ApJ, 762, 72, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/762/2/72 Usami, M., & Fujimoto, M. 1997, ApJ, 487, 489,

doi: 10.1086/304624 Virtanen, P., Gommers, R., Oliphant, T. E., et al. 2020, Nature Methods, 17, 261, doi: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2 Wang, P., Guo, Q., Kang, X., & Libeskind, N. I. 2018, ApJ, 866, 138, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aae20f Wang, P., Guo, Q., Libeskind, N. I., et al. 2019, MNRAS, 484, 4325, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz285 Wang, P., & Kang, X. 2017, MNRAS, 468, L123,

doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slx038 —. 2018, MNRAS, 473, 1562, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx2466 Wang, Y., Park, C., Yang, X., Choi, Y.-Y., & Chen, X. 2009, ApJ, 703, 951, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/703/1/951 Weinberger, R., Springel, V., Hernquist, L., et al. 2017, MNRAS, 465, 3291, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw2944 Welker, C., Devriendt, J., Dubois, Y., Pichon, C., & Peirani, S. 2014, MNRAS, 445, L46, doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slu106 Welker, C., Dubois, Y., Pichon, C., Devriendt, J., & Chisari, N. E.

2018, A&A, 613, A4, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201629007 Welker, C., Bland-Hawthorn, J., Van de Sande, J., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 491, 2864, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz2860 West, M. J. 1989, ApJ, 344, 535, doi: 10.1086/167824 White, S. D. M. 1984, ApJ, 286, 38, doi: 10.1086/162573 White, S. D. M., & Rees, M. J. 1978, MNRAS, 183, 341, doi: 10.1093/mnras/183.3.341 Wyatt, S. P., J., & Brown, F. G. 1955, AJ, 60, 415,

doi: 10.1086/107250 Yang, X., van den Bosch, F. C., Mo, H. J., et al. 2006, MNRAS, 369, 1293, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2006.10373.x Zaritsky, D., Smith, R., Frenk, C. S., & White, S. D. M. 1997, ApJL, 478, L53, doi: 10.1086/310557