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ABSTRACT

We present JWST NIRSpec spectro-imaging observations of jets from four edge-on protoplanetary

disks that exhibit clear signatures of MHD disk winds. Bipolar jets are detected and spatially resolved

in over 30 shock-excited forbidden lines, multiple Paschen and Brackett series lines of atomic hydrogen,

and the high-energy excitation line of atomic helium (1.083 µm). This helium line is the brightest jet-

tracer towards HH 30 and FS TauB, which also exhibit asymmetric intensity between their red- and

blue-shifted lobes in all tracers including the [Fe II] and He I lines. Extinction maps reveal no significant

differences across the lobes, suggesting an asymmetric jet-launching mechanism rather than environ-

mental effects. Diagnostic line ratios yield consistent shock speeds of 50–60 km s−1, jet ionization

fractions of 0.1–0.2, and pre-shock electron densities of 1000 cm−3. Combined with pixel-by-pixel elec-

tron density maps and [Fe II] line luminosities, we estimate jet mass-loss rates using three independent

methods, averaging around a few 10−9 M⊙ yr−1. We estimate the accretion rates for these sources

as 10 × the jet mass loss rates and find them to match well with the independently-derived accretion

estimates of other Class II sources in the Taurus star-forming region. Owing to JWST’s high precision,

we also investigate jet wiggling and find Tau 042021 to showcase the perfect case of mirror-symmetric

wiggling, which can only be explained by the motion of the jet source around a stellar companion.

Modeling this wiggling suggests Tau 042021 to host a 0.33 and 0.07 M⊙ binary at the center with

binary-separation of 1.35 au and an orbital-period of 2.5 years.

Keywords: Infrared spectroscopy (2285) — James Webb Space Telescope (2291) — Jets (870) — Planet

formation (1241) — Protoplanetary disks (1300) — T Tauri stars (1681)

1. INTRODUCTION

Corresponding author: Naman S. Bajaj

namanbajaj@arizona.edu

Protostellar jets are collimated (semi-opening angles

< 20°), fast-moving (∼100-300 km s−1) flows of shocked

gas emerging from the central region of a protoplane-

tary disk. They are tightly linked to accretion, as evi-

denced by a strong correlation between the jet mass loss

rate (Ṁj) and the mass accretion rate (Ṁacc), with a
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ratio of ∼0.1 (e.g., Nisini et al. 2018). Jets appear to

be the innermost part of the wide-angled (semi-opening

angle ∼ 10-40°), slow-moving (∼10-40 km s−1), radially

extended disk winds that are launched from disk radii

∼0.1-20 au, with growing evidence suggesting that jet

mass loss constitutes only 10% of the total mass loss

from these winds (e.g., Pascucci et al. 2023, for a recent

review).

We observed one Class I and three Class II edge-on

disks with the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST)

Near Infrared Spectrograph (NIRSpec) to spatially re-

solve jet and wind emission in multiple diagnostic lines

(proposal ID - 1621, Pascucci et al. 2021). The edge-

on configuration was selected as it offers clear visibility

of the outflows and less contamination from the disk.

Recently, in Pascucci et al. (2024, hereafter Paper I)

we focused on the morphologies of these outflows, and a

distinctive configuration attributed to MHD disk winds

was found in all four sources where the narrow [Fe II] jet

is nested inside the wider, hollow H2 wind cones. Partic-

ularly for HH 30, for which the wind was also detected

in the rovibrational CO (v=1-0) and the pure rotational

CO (J=2-1) lines, the nested morphology extended fur-

ther with successively wider cones.

Simulations that include non-ideal MHD effects have

found that the radially extended MHD disk winds re-

move enough angular momentum from the disk to drive

accretion (e.g., Bai & Stone 2013). We aim to test this

theory observationally by comparing the wind mass-loss

rates to the mass accretion rates for our observed sys-

tems, which are expected to be similar if the winds in-

deed drive accretion. The mass accretion rates for these

systems would be significantly underestimated if using

traditional methods of UV excess or H I recombination

lines without accounting for the high extinction from the

edge-on disk (e.g., Arulanantham et al. 2024). Hence, in

this study, we estimate the jet mass loss rates (Section

5.2) as an indirect tracer of the mass accretion rates us-

ing the empirical relation found between the two (e.g.,

Hartigan et al. 1995; Nisini et al. 2018). We will estimate

the wind mass-loss rates using the spatially resolved H2

lines in future work (Beck et al. in prep, hereafter

Paper III).

Thanks to the greater sensitivity of JWST compared

to existing ground-based facilities, we will also charac-

terize the jet in detail and estimate various jet proper-

ties. We find our dataset to be extremely rich, with

34 atomic transitions tracing jets in the wavelength

range corresponding to the G140H/F100LP grating-

filter (∼0.97-1.82 µm, Sections 3.1, 7.1). We use [Fe II]

transitions sharing the same upper energy level to cre-

ate pixel-by-pixel extinction maps (Section 3.4) along

the jet to assess whether dust extinction is the prime

source of observed jet asymmetries (Section 7.4) and to

provide accurate fluxes for all lines, yielding valuable

diagnostic ratios. We calculate jet mass loss rates from

pixel-by-pixel electron density maps (Section 5.1.1) cou-

pled with line fluxes and estimates of the shock speed

and ionization fraction provided by various line ratios

(Section 4.1). Additionally, owing to the unprecedented

spatial resolution and precision of JWST at these near-

IR (NIR) wavelengths, we trace these jets very close

to the star (<0.5′′), which enables us to look for sig-

natures of stellar multiplicity through a comparison of

the jet lateral motion on the two sides, often referred as

jet wiggling (Section 6). Binaries are the only mecha-

nism known to create mirror-symmetric jet wiggles and

the wiggle period and amplitude can well constrain the

binary separation and mass ratio (e.g., Anglada et al.

2007; Lee et al. 2010), which are otherwise extremely

difficult to obtain for edge-on disks where the central

star(s) is blocked by the disk. Lastly, we provide con-

clusions in Section 8.

2. TARGETS, OBSERVATIONS AND DATA

REDUCTION

All four sources observed here (HH 30, FS TauB,

Tau 042021, IRAS 04302) are part of the Taurus star-

forming region, which is located at an average distance

of 140 pc with an estimated age of ∼1-2Myr (e.g., Luh-

man 2004). These objects were selected based on their

edge-on configuration, known dynamical stellar masses

(Villenave et al. 2020), and to span a range of stellar

masses (Pascucci et al. 2021). In the following, we pro-

vide more details about the sources (Section 2.1) and

the observations and data reduction (Section 2.2).

2.1. Overview of the Sources

The main star and disk properties of our sample are

summarized in Table 1 of Paper I. In short, all disks

are inclined by more than 70° and are fairly large (dust

radii ≥ 130 au), with the central stars spanning a range

of stellar masses (∼ 0.4− 1.7M⊙). Only IRAS 04302 is

surrounded by a significant envelope; hence, it is likely

a Class I source.

The jets of FS TauB (also known as Haro 6-5B) and

HH 30 were first imaged by Mundt & Fried (1983);

Mundt et al. (1984) and have been well characterized

at multiple wavelengths, including optical/near-IR (e.g.,

Mundt et al. 1990; Bacciotti et al. 1999; Hartigan &

Morse 2007) and radio (mm, Louvet et al. 2018; López-

Vázquez et al. 2024). They are known to be asymmetric

in length and brightness (Eislöffel & Mundt 1998; Bac-

ciotti et al. 1999; Liu et al. 2012) and our study pro-

vides high-resolution visual extinction maps to evaluate
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if the asymmetries are intrinsic to the launch mecha-

nism (Section 3.4). Jet mass loss rates for these sources

are reported in the literature using optical data (Mundt

et al. 1987, 1990; Bacciotti et al. 1999); here we will use

the NIR lines observed with JWST and use three dif-

ferent methods to calculate the jet mass loss rates. In

contrast, the jets from IRAS 04302 (also known as the

‘Butterfly star’) and Tau 042021 are relatively less stud-

ied. Recently, Arulanantham et al. (2024) detected a

jet towards Tau 042021 in the forbidden atomic lines of

[Ne II], [Ne III], [Ni II], [Fe II], [Ar II], and [S III]. They also

estimate a mass accretion rate of 2 × 10−11 M⊙ yr−1

with the H I Humphreys α line which, as we will show

in Section 7.3, is significantly underestimated. All jets

have been laterally resolved with our NIRSpec data and

the semi-opening angles using the [Fe II] 1.644 µm line

are provided in Table 2 of Paper I.

2.2. Observations and Data Reduction

All sources were observed with the NIRSpec Inte-

gral Field Unit (IFU) between Sep 17 and 26, 2022

using the same settings and exposure times. They

were each observed for 1.5 hrs on-source, using a 4-

point dither pattern optimized for an extended source.

A total of 30 groups were taken in ‘NRSIRS2RAPID’

readout mode and the integration time per grating-

filter combination and complete dither was 1809s. The

data were taken in three high-resolution grating-filter

combinations [G140H/F100LP, G235H/F170LP, and

G395H/F290LP] covering the wavelength range of ∼
0.97−5.2µm.

We used version ‘1.13.4.dev19+gbddb39c6’ of the

JWST calibration pipeline (Bushouse et al. 2024), the

latest version made available as of January 25, 2024. We

used the Calibration Reference Data System (CRDS)
version ‘11.17.15’ and context ‘jwst 1188.pmap’ for ref-

erence files and their selection rules, respectively. The

data reduction began with the retrieval of ‘uncal’

files from the Mikulksi Archive for Space Telescopes

(MAST1). We performed ramps-to-slopes processing of

these files using the Detector1Pipeline function from

jwst pipeline. We customized the jump step by switch-

ing on expand large events which detects ‘snowballs’

in the data, and we set after jump flag dn1 to 1000

and after jump flag time1 to 50 which flags the

groups after jump with data number (DN) above 1000

1 The Mikulski Archive for Space Telescopes (MAST) is a NASA-
funded project to support and provide a variety of astronomical
data archives, with the primary focus on the optical, ultraviolet,
and near-infrared parts of the spectrum. MAST is located at the
Space Telescope Science Institute (STScI).

and any groups within the first 50 seconds, respectively.

We used multiple cores to perform the jump step to

speed up the process. Next, we ran the Spec2Pipeline,

which includes important calibration steps such as pho-

tometric calibration, flat field correction, wcs assign-

ment, etc. We used all the default parameters except the

‘NSClean’ algorithm, which was switched off by default.

This algorithm was developed particularly to remove

faint vertical banding and picture frame noise (back-

ground) from NIRSpec IFU (Rauscher 2024). For one

of our sources, Tau 042021, we found that using the

‘NSClean’ algorithm improves the spectral match in the

overlapping wavelength regions.

The next step of the JWST calibration process is to

run the Spec3Pipeline, which stitches the dithers to-

gether, rejects outliers, and creates IFU cubes and spec-

tra, but we found that the outlier detection missed many

outliers. As such, before running the Spec3Pipeline,

we performed outlier detection and rejection using a cus-

tom script (J. Morrison, personal communication, 2023)

where the files are first checked for their data quality

(DQ) flags, which were set in the Detector1 step. All the

pixels with DQ flags as ‘NO SAT CHECK’ and ‘UNRE-

LIABLE FLAT’ are set to ‘DO NOT USE’ if they are

not already. Also, the pixels with the value ‘nan’ are

set to ‘DO NOT USE’. A (7,7) kernel is defined with

one dimension in the image plane, whereas the other is

in the wavelength plane, and any value above 99.6 per-

centile of the values within the kernel is flagged. As a

second check, the process is repeated with a kernel size

of (3,3). During the second process, the aim is mainly

to flag the large positive and large negative pixels. After

completing this process, we run the Spec3Pipeline with

these modified ‘cal’ files and create the IFU cubes in the

‘ifualign’ mode to avoid any further data interpolation.

To verify that no useful scientific data were flagged, we

compare the output cube fluxes with the cubes created

following the standard calibration process, i.e., without

using the above-described custom outlier detection step.

Finally, to properly compare NIRSpec IFU data across

the full wavelength range, we deconvolve the cubes

at each wavelength using a corresponding model point

spread function (PSF). In doing this, we effectively re-

move the PSF broadening as a function of wavelength.

The PSF datacubes for NIRSpec IFU were generated

by deconvolving commissioning observations of a point

source (PID 11282, Dos Santos, Leonardo 2023) us-

ing a model NIRSpec cube created with the WebbPSF

package (Perrin et al. 2014). In this process, we ap-

2 http://doi.org/10.17909/2c5e-dm80

http://doi.org/10.17909/2c5e-dm80
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Figure 1. NIRSpec 0.97-1.82 µm (G140H/F100LP grating filter) spectra of all the sources summed over the entire field of
view. The forbidden atomic lines are identified in the first panel and other atomic and molecular lines in the second and third
panels, respectively, but apply to all the panels. The strong dip in all the spectra between ∼ 1.408-1.486 µm corresponds to the
detector gap and is highlighted in the first panel.

ply the optical path differential (OPD) file relevant to

the date of the commissioning observation. Then, we

construct a convolution kernel cube to adjust for opti-

cal variations between the actual data and PSF model

predictions. This kernel enables the alignment of any

WebbPSF OPD calculation with an observed NIRSpec

IFU dataset. In this study, we generate the PSF model

using the WebbPSF OPD model for the time of the

HH 30 observations (wavefront error of 75 nm rms) and

convolve using our kernel to match the scientific data.

Additional details on the PSF deconvolution are pro-

vided in the Methods section of Paper I; full details and

an application to wind mass loss rate estimates will be

discussed in Paper III.

3. LINE MORPHOLOGIES AND EXTINCTION

In this section, we first present the integrated spec-

tra in the shortest wavelength cube (G140H) and

the method employed to calculate the integrated line

fluxes. Then, we detail the method used to create the

continuum-subtracted line emission images to investi-

gate the morphologies traced by different lines. Lastly,

we estimate extinction towards the jets using the [Fe II]

1.257 and 1.644 µm lines, which share the same upper

energy level, making their ratio only a function of ex-

tinction.

3.1. Line Detections

To evaluate which gas emission lines are detected, we

generate a 1D spectrum, where the flux at each wave-

length is estimated by summing all the pixels in the im-

age cube at that wavelength. Extended emission from

our targets covers the majority of the NIRSpec FOV

(3′′ x 3′′) necessitating to sum over all the pixels (see,

e.g., Figure 2). These spectra are shown in Figure 1 with

several strong transitions highlighted. At these short

wavelengths (∼0.97-1.82µm), we find several atomic and

forbidden atomic lines and a few molecular lines.
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Figure 2. Continuum-subtracted emission in the following lines: [Fe II] 1.257 µm, [C I] 0.985 µm, [S II] 1.032 µm, [N I]
1.040+1.041 µm, He I 1.083 µm, H I 4-3, and permitted C I 1.175 µm towards all four sources. For [N I], we integrate the
emission over both 1.040 µm and 1.041 µm transitions to increase the S/N. The respective continuum emission is overlaid on
the line emissions and is highlighted in green.
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In HH 30, which has the strongest lines and the richest

spectrum, we detect a total of nineteen [Fe II] transitions,

which provide a comprehensive inventory of jet tracers

imaged at the same spatial resolution. We also find two

[C I], two [P II], four [S II], and two [N I] lines. We find

the [N I] 1.040/1.041 µm doublet to be deblended when

detected, which is seen for the first time towards low-

mass young stars (see Katoh et al. 2024, for their recent

discovery of deblended forbidden N I lines towards an

intermediate-mass young star). Additionally, we detect

two permitted transitions of C I, and He I, each and sev-

eral hydrogen lines from the Paschen (n=3) and Brack-

ett (n=4) series, namely H I (4 to 7)-3 and H I (10 to

20)-4 in the lowest wavelength range. The remaining

Brackett lines in the series (H I (5 to 9)-4) are detected

at higher wavelengths (Paper I). Finally, H2 is the only

molecule observed at these wavelengths, and we find

the (1-0), (2-0), and (3-1) transitions in the spectra of

HH 30. Some of the above-mentioned lines are weaker

and/or not detected towards other sources. A full list of

lines and their integrated fluxes are provided in Table 3

along with 3σ upper limits when not detected. Note that

the fluxes listed in Table 3 are total observed fluxes, i.e.,

they can include contributions from the scattered light

close to the star. To investigate the morphology of the

observed lines, we subtract the continuum under the line

in each spaxel.

3.2. Spaxel-by-spaxel Continuum Subtraction

We generate line-only maps for select lines by remov-

ing the continuum emission contribution in each spaxel.

To do this, we consider ∼ 30 continuum data points on

both sides of the line emission (excluding the line itself)

and use sklearn.linear model.RANSACRegressor3 to

fit a straight line. For wavelength points in a spaxel

under consideration, we subtract the continuum model

flux and create a corresponding continuum-subtracted

cube. In this continuum-subtracted cube, to calculate

integrated line fluxes in each spaxel, we consider ∼ 12

wavelength points on either side of the line center and fit

a Gaussian curve using scipy.optimize.curve fit4.

We provide the fit with sensible initial guesses and pa-

rameter lower and upper bounds, which are unique to

every spaxel. As curve fit is known to be sensitive

to the quality of initial guesses, we vary the initial

guesses 16 times for each spaxel and select the fit with

the lowest reduced-χ2 value. Most often, more than

3 https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.
linear model.RANSACRegressor.html

4 https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.
optimize.curve fit.html

10 of these Gaussian fits are the same as the best-fit

curve, indicating the robustness of the fit. As a fur-

ther check, we create residual cubes by subtracting the

best-fit curve from the data and find the residuals at

the jet locations to be under 2σ, where σ is the stan-

dard deviation measured in the residual cube pixels sur-

rounding the jet. Finally, the integrated flux is calcu-

lated as the area under the best-fit Gaussian curve us-

ing scipy.integrate.trapezoid5, and a single image

is created with each pixel representing the integrated

line flux in the corresponding spaxel in the cube. In

cases where the peak flux is less than 3 × the standard

deviation of the points outside the line, an upper limit

is calculated using a Gaussian profile with amplitude 3σ

and width given by the instrument’s spectral resolution

at that wavelength.

Simultaneously, using the continuum model flux for

each wavelength point in a spaxel, we create continuum

emission cubes (see Bajaj et al. 2024; Pascucci et al.

2024, for a similar method applied to the forbidden no-

bel gas lines and H2 rovibrational lines, respectively).

We repeat this procedure and re-generate the contin-

uum cubes and the integrated line flux images for each

transition individually. To estimate the source position

along the jet axis, we adopt the same approach as in

Paper I; for HH 30, IRAS 04302, and Tau 042021 with

inclination >84°, we take the midpoint of the ‘dark’ con-

tinuum valley between flared disk emissions as the star

position. For FS TauB, with an inclination of ∼74°,
the continuum emission is more compact and one-sided

(green countors in Figure 1) likely tracing scattered light

emission close to the star. Accordingly, we consider the

bottom edge of the slightly-resolved continuum emission

to be the star position.

3.3. Line morphology: jet, wind, disk

We can classify the line morphologies into three cat-

egories: jet, disk wind, and disk. Jet is identified as a

narrow emission starting near the center of the disk con-

tinuum and extending away from the disk almost per-

pendicularly. Disk wind emission also starts near the

center of the disk continuum and broadens as it extends

away from the disk in a cone-like morphology (see, e.g.,

Paper I). Finally, disk emission is identified when no

such extended outflow structure is seen, and emission

is observed to be coincident with the continuum con-

tours. We present continuum-subtracted images of se-

lect atomic and forbidden atomic lines in Figure 2. The

corresponding continuum contours are overlaid in green.

5 https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.
integrate.trapezoid.html

https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.linear_model.RANSACRegressor.html
https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.linear_model.RANSACRegressor.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.curve_fit.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.curve_fit.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.integrate.trapezoid.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.integrate.trapezoid.html
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Figure 3. The left panel shows pixel-by-pixel visual extinction maps (Av) inferred from the jet emission with the source name
displayed above each map and the color bar on the right. There is a single color bar for all sources except IRAS 04302 (the
only Class I source in the sample), which shows higher extinction values. The maps are arranged so the left side is blue-shifted
while the right side is red-shifted (Paper I). The dashed lines in the maps highlight the estimated source position along the jet.
The right panel shows extinction as a function of distance from the source (sources are arranged in the same order as the left
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In all sources, forbidden atomic lines, when detected,

are the cleanest tracers of jets (see e.g., HH 30 which

has detections in all [Fe II], [C I], [S II], [N I] lines shown

in Figure 2). He I and H I lines also trace jets, along with

scattered light emission from the disk surface. Finally,

the permitted C I lines trace the disk when detected,

whereas the H2 lines (not shown here, see Paper I) trace

disk wind emission.

3.4. Extinction Maps and Extinction Correction

Extinction toward jets can be estimated using the ra-

tio of the intensities of lines originating from the same

upper energy level which, without any extinction, only

depends on the ratio of their Einstein A coefficients

and their wavelengths. JWST NIRSpec covers two such

bright [Fe II] lines, a4D-a6D(7/2 → 9/2) at 1.257 µm

and a4D-a4F(7/2 → 9/2) at 1.644 µm, for which the

ratio of Einstein coefficients is 1.5 (Tayal & Zatsarinny

2018) giving the intrinsic intensity ratio ([Fλ1
/Fλ2

]int)

as 1.96. We can then calculate the difference in the ex-

tinction magnitudes at any two wavelengths λ1 and λ2

as

Aλ1 −Aλ2 = 2.5× log10

(
Fλ1

/Fλ2

[Fλ1/Fλ2 ]int

)
(1)

Where Aλ is the extinction magnitude at wavelength

λ, and the numerator is the observed flux ratio. As the

two [Fe II] lines (λ1 = 1.257 µm and λ2 = 1.644 µm) fall

in the same IFU grating, we calculate the flux ratio in

each pixel and retrieve pixel-by-pixel visual extinction

maps of the jets, see Figure 3. We note that the result-

ing extinction using [Fλ1
/Fλ2

]int = 1.96 is only a lower

limit. Rubinstein (2021), using a completely different

methodology determined an intrinsic ratio of 2.6 for the

same lines towards HH objects, which will lead to 3 mag

higher extinction than those derived here. Further de-

tails on calculating the extinction maps are provided in

Appendix B.

We find a visual extinction magnitude ranging ∼4-

13mag towards all the sources except IRAS 04302,

which shows much higher extinction (∼7-30mag). This

is consistent with IRAS 04302 being a more embedded

Class I source than the other sources. In all cases, we see

similar extinction on both sides of the jets. In the case

of FS TauB, we find a large gap between the star and

the red-shifted extinction map. This is due to the lower

disk inclination angle of FS TauB (74°) compared to the

other sources (>84°) due to which the disk of FS TauB

occults the red-shifted jet lobe such that we do not see

any emission in that region, i.e., very high extinction. In

the red-shifted lobe of IRAS 04302, extinction increases

around 1-1.5 arcsec from the star where the emission is
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offset across the jet, as can be seen in the corresponding

extinction map.

Next, we correct the integrated flux maps for extinc-

tion by using Equations 1, B1, and B2 and the pixel-

by-pixel extinction maps. The extinction-corrected in-

tegrated flux Fcorr can be written as

log
Fcorr,λ1

Fλ1

=

(
0.282×AV (λ1/1.25 µm)−1.7

2.5

)
;

log
Fcorr,λ2

Fλ2

=

(
0.176×AV (λ2/1.65 µm)−1.7

2.5

) (2)

To reduce the impact of uncertainty in the extinction

law index (-1.7) on extinction corrected flux, we per-

form the correction relative to 1.25 µm (Equation 2,

top) for lines that center closer to this wavelength, i.e.

He I 1.083 µm, Paβ 1.282 µm, and [Fe II] lines at 1.257

µm, 1.271 µm, 1.279 µm, and 1.295 µm. Similarly, for

lines that center close to 1.65 µm, extinction correction

is performed relative to this wavelength (Equation 2,

bottom). These include the [Fe II] 1.644 µm, 1.533 µm,

1.600 µm, 1.664 µm, and 1.677 µm lines. Many of these

lines are useful diagnostics of the jet’s physical proper-

ties and are discussed next.

4. LINE RATIOS ALONG THE JET

As discussed in Section 3.3, we find several lines trac-

ing jets. Of particular interest are the H I and He I lines

whose emission is often attributed mostly to accretion

(e.g., Gatti et al. 2008; Alcalá et al. 2014). Our maps

clearly show a strong jet component, too. The fact that

these lines also trace the jet is not well known and only a

few evidence (spectro-astrometric) exist that show weak

He I emission in a jet (Takami et al. 2002, 2003; Po-

dio et al. 2008). To further investigate these lines, we

plot their extinction-corrected integrated fluxes across

the jet with respect to the well-known [Fe II] 1.644 µm

jet tracer as a function of distance from the star. In

the scattered-light dominated regions in H I and He I,

we define the jet from the scattering free [Fe II] 1.644

µm line. These ratios are plotted in Figure 4, where the

gray bands highlight the scattered light-dominated re-

gions. These regions were established by analyzing the

vertical profiles of the continuum emission to find the lo-

cation where the profiles change from being narrow (jet)

to broad (continuum).

While the H I/[Fe II] line ratio is often less than unity

in the jet-dominated region, we find that the He I/[Fe II]

can be up to ∼ 10 in HH 30 and FS TauB. This indi-

cates that He I can be used to probe much fainter jet

emission, hence ejection toward lower accretors. He I is
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100

101
HH 30

HeI / [FeII]
Pa  / [FeII]
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Figure 4. Extinction-corrected line ratios as a function
of distance from the source. The green dashed lines show
the normalized [Fe II] 1.644 µm line flux. The gray bands
highlight the scattered-light dominated region and since the
He I and H I lines have a scattered emission component too
(Figure 2), the ratios there are not representative of the jet.
However, outside the gray bands are the jet-only ratios. For
the red-shifted side of HH 30, the Paβ/[Fe II] ratio should
be considered as an upper limit and the He I/Paβ ratio as a
lower limit as we could only estimate an upper limit for Paβ
in this region (see Section 4.1).

not easily excited since it has a high excitation energy

(∼20 eV), compared to other forbidden lines (∼2 eV).

Hence, the near-IR line ratios presented here could be

useful diagnostics of various jet parameters including jet

temperature. In the following subsection, we use the ra-

tios of some of these lines to estimate the parameters

necessary for calculating jet mass loss rates.

4.1. Shock Velocities, Pre-shock Densities, and

Ionization Fraction

Shocks are produced when faster-moving gas collides

with slower-moving gas ahead with the velocity differ-

ence referred to as the shock velocity. We use the He I

1.083 µm/Paγ, and [Fe II] 1.257 µm/Paβ flux ratios cal-

culated in the jet to estimate the shock velocities and
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Figure 5. Top: He I, Paγ and [Fe II] line ratios as diagnostics
of the shock speed and pre-shock electron densities. Blue and
red markers represent the blue- and red-shifted jets, respec-
tively, for each source. The He I/Paγ ratios are generated
using the publicly available shock code MAPPINGS V (Dopita
& Sutherland 2017; Sutherland & Dopita 2017; Sutherland
et al. 2018). The curves represent increasing pre-shock den-
sities from light gray to black. Growing circle sizes along
each curve represent the following shock speeds: 20, 40, 60,
80, 100, 120 km s−1. Each line flux was calculated in the
scattered-light-free region of the jet and was corrected for
extinction before taking the ratio. Bottom: [Fe II] and Paβ
line ratios as diagnostics of the shock speed and pre-shock
electron densities. The curves are digitized and recreated
from Koo et al. (2016).

the [Fe II] 1.533 µm/[Fe II] 1.644 µm ratio to estimate

the pre-shock densities. While [Fe II] 1.257/Paβ ratio

is often used to estimate the shock velocities (e.g., Koo

et al. 2016), it is restricted by the uncertainties in [Fe II]

rate coefficients (e.g., Nussbaumer & Storey 1988; Pe-

senti et al. 2003; Bautista et al. 2015; Tayal & Zatsarinny

2018) as well as potential Fe depletion in the jet. Hence,

we use the extinction-independent, abundance-free, and

shock-sensitive ratio of He I 1.083 µm/Paγ calculated

using the MAPPINGS V shock code (Dopita & Suther-

land 2017; Sutherland & Dopita 2017; Sutherland et al.

2018) to estimate the shock velocities. Simultaneously,

we also use the [Fe II] 1.257 µm/Paβ ratio using shock

model predictions from Koo et al. (2016) to compare

the results. Koo et al. (2016) updated the shock code,

initially written by Raymond (1979) and Cox & Ray-

mond (1985), using the improved [Fe II] atomic param-

eters from Bautista et al. (2015). These models assume

solar abundances in the jet.

We plot line ratios of both the blue- and red-

shifted jets for all the sources in Figure 5 where

model predictions are shown in grey circles (growing

in size for increasing shock speeds and darker colors

for higher pre-shock electron densities). The observed

He I 1.083 µm/Paγ flux ratios shown in the top fig-

ure are consistent with a pre-shock electron density

of ∼1000 cm−3 and shock speeds in the range 50-

60 km s−1. Similarly, in the bottom figure that includes

the [Fe II] 1.257 µm/Paβ flux ratios, all points are con-

sistent with a pre-shock electron density of 1000 cm−3

including the red-shifted jet of HH 30, which is a lower

limit6 and a shock velocity of ∼60 km s−1 towards

HH 30, FS TauB, and IRAS 04302 and ∼50 km s−1

towards Tau 042021. Our estimates of 50-60 km s−1

shock speeds are consistent with other literature esti-

mates (e.g., Hartigan et al. 1994; Lavalley-Fouquet et al.

2000; Garcia Lopez et al. 2008; Dopita & Sutherland

2017). The fact that the shock speeds are lower than

the jet velocity suggests that these shocks are generated

internally within the jet, likely caused by variations in

the jet velocity. The good match found between the two

ratios supports the latest atomic parameters for Iron.

Additionally, the match found between models assum-

ing solar abundance and the observed points in the bot-

tom plot (Figure 5) suggests solar abundance of Iron in

the jet, i.e., nearly complete liberation of Iron in these

shocks and/or jet launch within the dust sublimation

radius.

Using [S II] diagnostic ratios common to both the

shock velocity and ionization fraction, Hartigan et al.

(1994) found a relation between the two for different

pre-shock electron densities (see Figure 16 of Hartigan

et al. 1994). Since [Fe II] is formed in a similar cool-

ing zone as [S II] (e.g., Reiter et al. 2015), we use the

same relation to estimate the post-shock ionization frac-

tion. In Figure 6, we plot one such relation predicted

for pre-shock electron density = 1000 cm−3, as found

for our targets, and pre-shock magnetic field strength

= 100 µG. Using Figure 6, we infer a post-shock ion-

ization fraction of 0.12 towards Tau 042021 and 0.21

towards other sources. These values are consistent with

6 In most pixels that correspond to the red-shifted jet of HH 30,
we could only estimate a 3 σ upper limit of the Paβ flux, leading
to a lower limit in [Fe II]/Paβ.
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Figure 6. Relation between the ionization fraction and
shock speed for a pre-shock density of 1000 cm−3 and mag-
netic field strength of 100 µG. The relation is digitized and
recreated from Hartigan et al. (1994) and was derived using
the shock model predictions for [S II] line ratios.

the previous estimates for HH 30 (Bacciotti et al. 1999;

Hartigan & Morse 2007) and other jets in the literature

(e.g., Hamann et al. 1994; Shinn et al. 2013). We note

that the variation in the inferred ionization fraction for

pre-shock magnetic field strengths ≤100 µG is negligi-

ble. We use these estimates of the shock speeds and

ionization fractions to calculate the jet mass loss rates

(Section 5.2).

5. JET MASS LOSS RATES FROM FORBIDDEN

FE II LINES

Jet mass loss rates towards edge-on disks can be used

to estimate the mass accretion rate onto the star as well

as compare with the wind mass-loss rates to test the

disk-wind-driven evolution scenario. Most methods of

calculating the jet mass loss rate rely on either the line

luminosity or the post-shock electron density or both

(e.g., Hartigan et al. 1995; Dougados et al. 2010; Agra-

Amboage et al. 2011). Accordingly, we first estimate

the post-shock electron density in Section 5.1.1 and then

calculate the mass loss rates in Section 5.2.

5.1. Electron Density Maps

We first estimate the electron densities using diagnos-

tic [Fe II] line ratios in Section 5.1.1 and then compare

them with those derived from the [S II] 1.03 µm lines in

Section 5.1.2.

5.1.1. [Fe II]-derived Electron Densities

NIR [Fe II] line ratios can be used as a diagnostic of

electron density of the emitting material (e.g., Takami

et al. 2006; Dougados et al. 2010; Koo et al. 2016). In the

NIRSpec wavelength range, several [Fe II] lines have sim-

ilar excitation energies, the ratios of which mainly de-

pend on the electron density and weakly depend on the

temperature. The most commonly used ratios to esti-

mate jet densities are [Fe II] 1.533/1.644 µm, 1.600/1.644

µm, 1.664/1.644 µm, and 1.677/1.644 µm, as they are

bright and have critical densities (104−5 cm−3, see Sec-

tion C) close to the expected jet densities (e.g., Pradhan

& Zhang 1993; Pesenti et al. 2003; Bautista et al. 2015;

Tayal & Zatsarinny 2018).

To obtain the post-shock jet electron density maps,

we first create extinction-corrected pixel-by-pixel inte-

grated flux maps for all the lines as discussed in Section

3.4. Then, we take pixel-to-pixel ratios of the respective

lines and use PYTHON PyNeb7 package (Luridiana et al.

2015) with atomic data from Tayal & Zatsarinny (2018)

to estimate the electron density in each pixel by provid-

ing it with the line ratio in that pixel and a tempera-

ture value. PyNeb solves the full system of equilibrium

equations for an n-level atom. Since we do not know

the exact post-shock jet temperature, we collect three

density estimates per pixel corresponding to three dif-

ferent temperatures typical of jets: 5000 K, 12500 K,

and 20000 K, (Bacciotti et al. 1999; Podio et al. 2011;

Whelan et al. 2014). We find that in most cases, the

electron density varies by 10% within the given temper-

ature range and at most 30%. We take an average of the

three density values. To remove any outliers from the

map, we perform sigma clipping using astropy function

sigma clip8 with σ = 3. Following this procedure for

all four line ratios, we get four corresponding post-shock

electron density maps for each source. For robustness,

we consider the average of these four maps as the fi-

nal post-shock electron density map for a source. These

maps are shown in Figure 7 for all the sources. We es-

timate an uncertainty of ∼15% corresponding to each

point, by summing in quadrature 10% flux ratio uncer-

tainty and 10% due to the variation of electron density

with temperature.

Comparing our post-shock electron density esti-

mates with the derived pre-shock electron density of

1000 cm−3, we get a compression factor in the range

5-80. This is similar to the compression factor found

in typical jet shocks (1-100) for a broad range of pre-

shock magnetic fields (B=0-3000 µG), pre-shock elec-

tron densities (10-1000 cm−3) and shock speeds upto

100 km s−1 using the optical [S II] diagnostics (Hartigan

et al. 1994; Raga et al. 1996; Heathcote et al. 1998).

More recently, Dopita & Sutherland (2017) found the

same result for nearly 30 jets using the same [S II] diag-

7 http://research.iac.es/proyecto/PyNeb/
8 https://docs.astropy.org/en/stable/api/astropy.stats.sigma clip.
html

http://research.iac.es/proyecto/PyNeb/
https://docs.astropy.org/en/stable/api/astropy.stats.sigma_clip.html
https://docs.astropy.org/en/stable/api/astropy.stats.sigma_clip.html
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Figure 7. The left panel shows pixel-by-pixel electron density maps (ne) inferred from the jet emission with the source name
displayed above each map and the color bar on the right. There is a single color bar for all sources except HH 30, which shows
higher electron densities. The right panel shows the average electron density as a function of distance from the source (sources
are arranged in the same order as the left panels). The vertical bars represent a 15% error as described in the text. Green
dashed lines represent the extinction corrected normalized [Fe II] 1.644 µm line fluxes. The maps are arranged so the left side
is blue-shifted while the right side is red-shifted. The dashed lines in the maps and the plots highlight the estimated source
position along the jet.

nostics with MAPPINGS V and since the optical [S II] lines

are formed in a similar cooling zone as NIR [Fe II], we ex-

pect the compression factors to be similar. We also over

plot the extinction-corrected normalized [Fe II] 1.644 µm

line fluxes for comparison and find them to be, in some

cases, correlated with the post-shock electron densities.

5.1.2. [S II]-derived Electron Densities

Like [Fe II], the NIRSpec wavelength range also con-

tains multiple [S II] lines that have similar excitation en-
ergies and can be used to estimate the electron densities.

While the [S II] 1.03 µm lines have been used in combina-

tion with the optical [S II] lines to estimate electron den-

sities in other sources in the past (e.g., Nisini et al. 2005),

the higher sensitivity and spectral resolution of NIRSpec

allows us to calculate line ratios within the 1.03 µm lines.

Accordingly, we use the [S II] 1.0286 µm/1.0336 µm and

1.032 µm/1.037 µm flux ratios. We find that these ra-

tios, while available in a more limited region due to the

overall lower fluxes, trace nearly two orders of magnitude

higher density than the [Fe II] line ratios. Note that our

observed ratios are consistent with ne < nc (critical den-

sity) for both the lines (see Section C). To calculate the

electron density, we follow the same methodology as be-

fore: for each pixel, we derive six estimates of electron

density corresponding to three temperatures and two

line ratios. The mean of these is our final estimate for

that pixel. We plot the average [S II]-derived and [Fe II]-

derived electron densities across the jet in Figure 8. It

can be seen that the [S II]-derived estimates are nearly

50-100 times that derived from [Fe II] in all sources ex-

cept HH 30, where it is ∼2-50 times. IRAS 04302 has a

very weak detection of the [S II] lines and, hence, is not

included in the plot.

5.2. Methods to estimate mass loss rates

Here, we present jet mass loss rate calculations using

three different methods; one based on the post-shock

electron density and jet cross-section, and the other two

primarily based on the [Fe II] line luminosities. Each

method has its advantages and limitations. For in-

stance, the first method (Section 5.2.1) is free of red-

dening/extinction errors; however, it involves knowing

the ionization fraction and jet radius. We do not resolve

the jet radii very close to the source and, for HH 30, out

to about 1.5′′ (Paper I). The latter two methods do not

require any knowledge of the jet cross-section but suf-

fer from uncertainties in the extinction and [Fe II] flux–

electron density relation. Hence, combining these three

methods helps to better constrain jet mass loss rates.

5.2.1. Method 1: Cross-section
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In this first method, we calculate the jet mass loss

rate as simply the mass density flowing through a cross-

sectional area of radius rJ and velocity (vJ):

ṀJ = (µmH
ne

xe
)× πr2J × vJ (3)

Where the term in parenthesis is the mass density cal-

culated from the average gas mass µ (1.24) in units of the

hydrogen mass (mH), and the ratio between the post-

shock electron density ne and the ionization fraction xe
gives the hydrogen number density. The post-shock elec-

tron density is calculated in Section 5.1.1 and xe in Sec-

tion 4.1 (also listed in Table 1). For HH 30 and FS TauB,

we can use the known deprojected velocities of 120 and

270 km s−1 for the blue-shifted lobes, respectively, and

200 km s−1 for the red-shifted lobes (listed in Table 1,

Hartigan & Morse 2007; Estalella et al. 2012; Eislöffel

& Mundt 1998; Liu et al. 2012). For Tau 042021 and

IRAS 04302, since literature estimates of the jet veloc-

ities do not exist, we assume vJ to be 200 km s−1, as

found through knots close to the launch region for sev-

eral other sources (e.g., Mundt et al. 1990).

We calculate the jet mass loss rate as a function of

distance from the source by averaging the electron den-

sity in the y-direction (across the jet) at equal distances

(pixel size∼14 au) from the source. To calculate the jet

radius at these distances, we fit a 1D Gaussian curve to

the intensity profile across the jet and estimate the half

width at half maximum (HWHM). For HH 30, since the

jet is unresolved within 1.5′′ from the source, we use the

jet size derived by Hartigan & Morse (2007) in the op-

tically resolved [S II] line images. For the other sources,

we find that the jet width is less reliable only within 0.5′′

from the source (see Figure 3 in Paper I). We show the

mass loss estimates from this method, as a function of

distance, in Section E.

5.2.2. Method 2: Line Luminosity

In this second method, we use the [Fe II] 1.644 µm line

luminosity to calculate the jet mass loss rates. Since for-

bidden lines are optically thin, their luminosity is pro-

portional to the number of atoms that radiate along the

line of sight, and hence the mass of the emitting gas

(see, e.g., Hartigan et al. 1984, 1995; Nisini et al. 2005;

Dougados et al. 2010; Agra-Amboage et al. 2011; Shinn

et al. 2013; Fang et al. 2018). Detailed description of this

method can be found in the appendix of Hartigan et al.

(1995). Using the atomic data and excitation model for

[Fe II] from Tayal & Zatsarinny (2018), we calculated

the emissivity of the [Fe II] 1.644µm line at tempera-

ture=10,000 K and for an electron density ranging from

5 × 102 to 5 × 105 cm−3(corresponding to the observed

range, see Figure 7) as

j(1.644 µm)

(erg s−1 sr−1 ion−1)
= 1.46×10−17

(
1 +

49000

ne(cm−3)

)−0.8

(4)

where 49,000 cm−3 is the critical density of

[Fe II] 1.644 µm line (Tayal & Zatsarinny 2018). Follow-

ing this, we can write the mass loss rate as emissivity

divided by the pixel crossing time.

ṀJ

(M⊙ yr−1)
= 0.98× 10−8 ×

(
1 +

49000

ne(cm−3)

)0.8

× LJ

(10−4L⊙)

vJ
(km s−1)

×
(
lJ
au

)−1

×
(

[Fe]/[H]

[Fe]/[H]⊙

)−1

(5)

Here, LJ is the [Fe II] 1.644 µm line luminosity, lJ is

the length of the jet, vJ is the jet velocity, and [Fe]/[H]

is the abundance of Iron relative to Hydrogen normal-

ized by the solar abundance (3.2 × 10−5, Asplund et al.
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Figure 9. Comparison of jet mass loss rates between (i) red- and blue-shifted sides of the jet, (ii) three methods of calculating
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lobes. The error bars correspond to the standard error of the distribution in Figure 14, and an additional error of at least 30%
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and 5 × 10−9 M⊙ yr−1, between which majority of the points lie.

2009). We consider distance step sizes of one-pixel width

(lJ = 14 au) and, at any distance, we sum the luminosity

in the y-direction (across the jet) in the rotated maps to

estimate LJ . Jet velocities are as in Table 1. Finally, we

consider a solar abundance, i.e. ([Fe]/[H])/([Fe]/[H])⊙
= 1, since jets are thought to be launched from the re-

gion between the disk inner edge and the dust evapora-

tion radius where Iron is not depleted (Beck-Winchatz

et al. 1994; Lee et al. 2017; Tabone et al. 2017). This

is corroborated by recent observations of four protostel-
lar jets where the Iron abundance is found to be solar

(Giannini et al. 2019) and additionally, our nearly per-

fect match of the line ratios with the pre-shock density

curve of 1000 cm−3 that was produced assuming solar

abundance of Iron (Figure 5). We show the mass loss es-

timates from this method too, as a function of distance,

in Section E.

5.2.3. Method 3: Line Emission from Shock Fronts

In this third method, we again use the [Fe II] 1.644

µm line luminosity, assuming that all the line emission

originates in the shock fronts. A detailed description of

this method is provided in Section D. Following that, we

write the mass loss rate as

ṀJ

(M⊙ yr−1)
= 7.2× 10−8 LJ

(10−4L⊙)

vJ
vS

(6)

Here, the jet velocities are again the same as in Table

1. vS represents the shock velocity which we estimated

for our targets using the Fe/H and He/H line ratios in

Section 4.1 and listed in Table 1. Following Method

2 (Section 5.2.2), we adopt ([Fe]/[H])/([Fe]/[H])⊙ = 1.

The luminosity in Equation 6 corresponds to the total

luminosity emerging from a jet shock. Since shocks pro-

duce the brightest emissions along the jet, we identify

them as the region between two adjacent local minima

in the extinction-corrected [Fe II] 1.644 µm flux profiles
(as a function of distance, see Section F). These regions

are well defined for FS TauB and Tau 042021 with an

average shock length of ∼0.6′′ (or 84 au); however, for

HH 30 and IRAS 04302, they are less clear. Hence, as

an alternate, we estimate the luminosity assuming one

shock front every 0.6′′. We plot and discuss the mass loss

estimates using both techniques (along with Method 1

and 2) in Section E and find similar values for all the

sources.

5.3. Comparison of the three methods and literature

estimates

We plot median jet mass loss rate values in Figure 9

and list their range in Table 1. We find the jet veloc-

ity to be the dominant source of uncertainty for all three

methods and, hence, suggest an uncertainty of ∼30% for
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HH 30 and FS TauB (Hartigan & Morse 2007; Estalella

et al. 2012; Eislöffel & Mundt 1998; Liu et al. 2012) and

∼50% for Tau 042021 and IRAS 04302. We find that

the cross-section method (Method 1, Section 5.2.1) con-

sistently provides a higher estimate than the other two

methods except for IRAS 04302. This could be because

the telescope beam contains a mix of higher- and lower-

density regions, and nH is dominated by the higher-

density regions, which emit more, overestimating the jet

mass loss rates. This argument is consistent with the

finding in HH 30 that the fraction of the volume of the

jet occupied by the emitting material is less than unity

(Bacciotti et al. 1999). It is also consistent with the high

jet mass loss rates found using the same method (cross-

section based) towards four other jet sources (Dougados

et al. 2010). IRAS 04302 is the only Class I source in

our study, and it could be that its local density varies

less. We also find that the luminosity-based methods

(Methods 2 and 3, Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3, respectively)

agree within a factor of 5 for all the sources, except the

blue-shifted side of HH 30. Both methods could under-

estimate mass loss rates as they ignore any contribution

from gas that is too cool or diffuse to emit.

Literature estimates of the jet mass loss rates exist

only for HH 30 and FS TauB using the cross-section

method. For FS TauB and HH 30, Mundt et al. (1987)

and Mundt et al. (1990) calculated an average mass loss

rates of ∼3 × 10−9 M⊙ yr−1 and ∼0.9 × 10−9 M⊙ yr−1,

respectively, corrected for an ionization fraction of 0.21

that we found. They used very low post-shock electron

densities of ∼700 cm−3 calculated at a distance of >5′′

from the sources. Following Figure 7, our post-shock

electron densities are at least an order of magnitude

higher; however, since they measure the jet at a larger

distance from the source, their jet radius is larger by

a factor of few, leading to the jet mass loss rate being

only ∼3 times smaller than our estimate using Method 1

(see Table 1). More recently, Bacciotti et al. (1999) esti-

mated an average jet mass loss rate of 2× 10−9 M⊙ yr−1

for HH 30, similar to our estimate using the cross-section

method. While they estimated three times lower post-

shock electron density using the optical [S II] lines, they

also obtained two times lower ionization fraction (0.1),

making the hydrogen densities similar and, hence, the

mass loss rates as well.

6. JET WIGGLING: TAU 042021 IS LIKELY A

BINARY

In this section, we search for mirror-symmetric jet wig-

gling and when identified, we model it using a binary cir-

cular orbit framework. Wiggles are defined as the lateral

movement of the jet axis along the direction of jet prop-

agation. To investigate jet wiggles in our sources, we use

the rotated intensity map of [Fe II] 1.644 µm described

in Section 3.4. At every pixel distance along the jet,

we use the same Gaussian fits performed to calculate

the HWHM/radius of the jet, to now use the emission

centroids (see Section 5.2.1). The centroids in the x-

direction (along the jet) are measured as the center of

the pixels used to fit the Gaussian curve. To estimate

the uncertainty, we turn to calculations for the standard

deviation of the peak centroid derived in detail by e.g.,

Garnir et al. (1987); Porter et al. (2004) and used for a

similar application by Murphy et al. (2021).

Error = 0.8
HWHM

S/N
(7)

We get the HWHM values from the Gaussian fit, and

S/N is the signal-to-noise ratio calculated as the ratio of

peak intensity and standard deviation of the intensity

points outside the jet emission. We plot the blue-shifted

and red-shifted jet lobe centroids and errors relative to

the position of the star in the x direction (defined in

Section 3.2) in Figure 10. Wiggling structures can be

seen for all the sources.

Wigglings where the blue and red sides follow each

other, also called mirror-symmetric wigglings, can be

best explained by a binary system at the center (e.g.,

Zinnecker et al. 1998). Of all the sources in our sample,

Tau 042021 is the only one with a clear case of mirror-

symmetric wiggling which we model assuming a circular

orbit for the jet source around a stellar companion (e.g.,

Masciadri & Raga 2002). In this circular orbit model,

the orbital period is calculated as a ratio of the peri-

odic length of the wiggle and the (assumed) jet veloc-

ity, whereas, the binary separation is half the observed

transverse wiggle of the jet. We refer the reader to Lee

et al. (2010) for further details and equations pertaining

to this orbital model. Here, we assume that only one

of the binary stars is driving the jet, as only a single

jet is observed. The jet wiggles of Tau 042021, along

with the best-fit model, are shown in Figure 11 with

the best-fit parameters given in Table 2. We find that

the orbital parameters derived from the individual fits

of the red-shifted lobe and the blue-shifted lobe match

with the combined fit within errors. Accordingly, we

propose Tau 042021 to be a close-in binary with a sepa-

ration of ∼1.35 au, an orbital period of ∼2.5 years, and a

mass ratio of ∼5:1, i.e., stars with masses ∼0.33 M⊙ (jet

source) and ∼0.07 M⊙ (stellar companion) considering

its total mass of 0.4 M⊙. The relatively high 0.89 mm

flux of Tau 042021 (124.2 ± 12.4 mJy, Villenave et al.

2020) is consistent with the Taurus population of close-

in binaries that host a circumbinary disk (see Figure 6 of
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Harris et al. 2012). A close-in binary with ∼1.35 au sep-

aration and binary mass ratio q = 0.2 would lead to an

inner tidally truncated gap of ∼4 au (assuming binary

eccentricity = 0, e.g. Figure 9 from Hirsh et al. 2020).

In Paper I, we found an average upper limit of ∼14 au

for the molecular wind launch base traced in near-IR

H2, which is still possible with this tidally truncated in-

ner gap. However, it raises the question of whether the

innermost portion of a wind launched at ≳ 4 au can col-

limate over only one of the binary stars to create the

observed mirror-symmetric wiggle and otherwise prop-

erties similar to those of jets from single stars. If not, it

may point toward an origin of the jet from Tau 042021

closer to the star than the disk’s inner edge.

Jet wiggling towards HH 30 has been studied previ-

ously, and similar orbital models suggested a central bi-

nary with ∼18 au separation (corresponding to a wiggle

period of 16′′, Anglada et al. 2007; Estalella et al. 2012).

We tried to replicate their best-fit model on our data,

however, their wiggle period of 16′′ is much larger than

our field of view (∼3′′ in one jet direction). If HH 30

is indeed a binary with ∼18 au separation as suggested,

then the small-scale wiggles we observe likely have a dif-

ferent origin than a binary, e.g., disk/jet precession.

7. DISCUSSION
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Table 2. Best-fit orbital model parameters for the blue and red-shifted jets.

Orbital Model Parameters Relationa Units Red-shifted lobe Blue-shifted lobe Combined fit

Wiggle opening angle ∼2VO/VJ
b (rad) 0.04 ± 0.01 0.03 ± 0.01 0.03 ± 0.01

Periodic length (∆λ) VJ × PO (au) 103 ± 10 110 ± 10 102 ± 3

Current phase angle (rad) 6.2 ± 1.7 5.2 ± 1.2 5.7 ± 0.4

Stellar position vertical offset (au) -2.1 ± 1.0 -2.5 ± 1.3 0.7 ± 0.5

Reduced χ2 0.22 0.48 0.53

Orbital Period (PO) ∆λ/VJ (yr) 2.45 ± 1.22 2.61 ± 1.30 2.42 ± 1.21

Binary mass ratio (m) c 3 ± 1.5 5 ± 2.5 5 ± 2.5

Binary separation (1+m) VO PO/π (au) 1.36 ± 0.40 1.38 ± 0.60 1.35 ± 0.5

Note—The uncertainties attached to the orbital period and binary mass ratio are dominated by the uncertainty in jet
velocity, which is assumed to be 200 ± 100 km s−1 here.

aThe relations are taken from the derivation of Lee et al. (2010)

bHere VO represents the orbital velocity whereas VJ represents the jet velocity

cThe relation used to estimate mass ratio from model parameters is Equation 7 of Lee et al. (2010)

Many jet-tracing lines were detected towards our

sources, including some that were previously not well-

established as jet diagnostics, e.g., H I and He I. We dis-

cuss the importance of these lines in relation to the

jet’s physical properties in Section 7.1. We estimated

jet mass loss rates towards all the sources using three

different methods (Section 5.2). Here, we present them

as mass accretion rate tracers and compare the Ṁacc es-

timates, whenever possible, with literature wind mass-

loss rates to conduct a preliminary test of the disk-wind

driven accretion scenario (Section 7.3). We also found

similar extinctions towards the blue and red lobes of

HH 30 and FS TauB (Section 3.4) and discuss here the

implications on the jet asymmetry (Section 7.4).

7.1. New jet tracers and excitation mechanism

We found many forbidden and permitted atomic jet-

tracing lines in this work (Figure 2). The forbidden lines

of Fe, N, and S are well known to originate in the jet (see

Ray & Ferreira 2021, for a review); however, the lines of

[C I], He I and H I are less commonly known to trace jets

and should be studied in detail using shock models.

The [C I] transitions at 0.982 and 0.985 µm can re-

sult from collisional excitation, where atoms are raised

to an excited state and emit a line upon returning to

the ground state, or from a recombination cascade (Es-

calante & Victor 1990). In the latter case, the permitted

C I lines at 1.07 and 1.17 µm are expected to be only 1

to 10 times weaker than the [C I] 0.982+0.985 µm lines

(Walmsley et al. 2000). The non-detection of the per-

mitted C I 1.07+1.17 µm lines in the jet, for HH 30 and

Tau 042021 where strong [C I] lines are detected, sug-

gests collisional excitation of [C I]. For instance, the to-

tal [C I] 0.982+0.985 µm flux in the jet towards HH 30 is

440× 10−20 Wm−2 (Table 3) and the sensitivity for per-

mitted C I 1.07+1.17 µm lines is 10-20 × 10−20 W m−2.

So, the non-detection of permitted C I 1.07+1.17 µm

lines in the jet suggests that these lines are ≳20 times

weaker than the [C I] lines (in the jet). This result is

also consistent with those derived by Nisini et al. (2005)

for spatially unresolved HH 1 jet.

Recently, Aru et al. (2024) proposed the [C I]

0.8727 µm line as a tracer of externally irradiated pro-

plyds based on its detection and non-detection in high

and low UV environments, respectively. Since the [C I]

0.982+0.985 µm lines have excitation energies (1.26 eV)

similar to that of [C I] 0.8727 µm (2.68 eV), we expect

the latter to be detected towards HH 30 and Tau 042021

(e.g., with VLT/MUSE) and also trace jets. According to

Aru et al. (2024), the detection of [C I] 0.8727 µm sug-

gests strong external irradiation by massive stars, which

are absent in Taurus (Luhman 2004; Güdel et al. 2007).

Instead, the [C I] 0.982+0.985 µm lines in our Taurus

sample trace jets rather than the disk surface, highlight-

ing the need to spatially resolve the [C I] 0.8727 µm to

pin down its origin.

The He I 1.083 µm arises from the 23P-23S transi-

tion, at just ∼ 1 eV above the orthohelium metastable

23S state, which is at ∼ 20 eV above the ground. The

1.083 µm line has been used to probe outflowing material

from young accreting stars (e.g., Edwards et al. 2003)

and, more recently, from exoplanet atmospheres (e.g.,

Ninan et al. 2020; Levine et al. 2024). High-resolution

spectroscopy revealed complex He I 1.083 µm profiles to-

ward young accreting stars with emission likely due to

magnetospheric accretion and jets (e.g., Takami et al.

2002) along with broad blueshifted absorption (up to

400 km s−1) caused by a fast wind emerging from the

star or its immediate surroundings (Edwards et al.
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2003). Our results expand upon the high-resolution

spectroscopy of young stars by spatially resolving the

jet contribution. We detect He I 1.083 µm emission out

to ∼ 200 au from the star, with knotty structures clearly

visible in FS TauB and Tau 042021. This spatial extent

and morphology rule out stellar ionization of helium as

the dominant mechanism. Instead, the results support

the suggestion by Takami et al. (2002) that shock veloc-

ities in the jet are sufficient to excite the He I line. This

interpretation is further corroborated by the detection of

the jet in the [Ne II] line at 12.8 µm towards Tau 042021

(Arulanantham et al. 2024), as the ionization of Neon

also requires high energy (∼ 22 eV).

Importantly, in combination with the Paγ line, it pro-

vides a critical test of the diagnostic potential of Iron

to estimate shock speeds since the Iron-based diagnos-

tic can be affected by uncertainties in extinction, Iron

abundance in the jet, and rate coefficients. We used

both [Fe II]/H I and He I/H I ratios to estimate the shock

speeds in Section 4.1 and found similar results suggest-

ing (i) The latest rate coefficients for Iron are well con-

strained, making Iron a reliable diagnostic of jets and

(ii) The abundance of Iron in the jet is solar, either due

to complete liberation of iron in the shocks or due to jet

launching from inside the dust sublimation radius (e.g.,

Lee et al. 2017; Tabone et al. 2017). Another significant

finding from our study is that the He I 1.083 µm flux

can be up to an order of magnitude higher in the jet

than the [Fe II] at 1.644µm (Figure 4), pointing to the

He I 1.083 µm transition as a potentially more sensitive

tracer of jets in lower accreting stars.

The fact that we found some of the hydrogen recombi-

nation lines, e.g., Paα/β/γ tracing the jets, in addition

to the scattered light emission is also an exciting result

(Section 3.3). The NIR hydrogen recombination lines

are commonly used as tracers of accretion based on the

empirical relations derived between the accretion lumi-

nosity and hydrogen line intensities (e.g., Natta et al.

2006; Alcalá et al. 2014; Rigliaco et al. 2015; Rogers et al.

2024). If the hydrogen recombination line emission had

a fixed percentage contribution from the jet relative to

the accreting region, then the empirical relations would

not be affected by it, however, the Paβ/[Fe II] ratio (Fig-

ure 4) showed that the strength of Paβ in the jet varies

for every source. This can explain some of the spread ob-

served in the accretion rate-H I luminosity relation and

suggests that the H I should be used with caution for

calculating the mass accretion rates.

7.2. The Origin of the Discrepancy Between

[Fe II]-derived and [S II]-derived Electron Densities

We found a significant difference in the electron densi-

ties estimated using the NIR [Fe II] and [S II] diagnostics

(see Section 5.1 and Figure 8). In Section C, we show

that our observed line ratios fall on the linear portion

of the ratio-density curves, meaning ne < nc and that

our electron density estimates are valid. There are a few

possible ways to explain this discrepancy. (i) Since the

rate coefficients for Iron are difficult to calculate, it could

be that the [Fe II]-derived electron densities are system-

atically underestimated. In this case, a constant differ-

ence between the [Fe II]-derived and [S II]-derived elec-

tron densities would be expected. However, we find the

[S II]/[Fe II] density ratio to vary from ∼2-50 in HH 30

to ∼50-100 in other sources (Figure 8).

(ii) Another possibility is that the [S II] NIR lines could

be tracing a denser region of the jet, such as the head of

the bow shock or a very narrow jet spine. In the former

case, the intensity maps would be expected to peak at

different locations as a function of distance between the

two species. However, we find their intensity curves to

be quite similar. We test the latter case by comparing

the radius of the jet (FWHM) in the [Fe II] 1.644 µm line

and the [S II] 1.032 µm line. We find that the low SNR

detection of [S II] further out from the star makes it dif-

ficult to reach any conclusion. Simultaneous high SNR

detection of both species in a broad jet will be needed

to test this possibility. (iii) Another possibility could

be unresolved clumpiness in the jet material. This is

likely as the jet is intermittent. In this case, [S II] would

be tracing denser knots of material ejecta, leading to a

much smaller filling factor in [S II] than [Fe II]. If cases

(i) or (ii) are true, then the jet mass loss rates derived in

this work using the [Fe II] lines could potentially be un-

derestimated. However, if case (iii) is true, then [Fe II] is

likely a better diagnostic of the jet mass loss rate than

the NIR [S II] lines. Hence, a detailed investigation of

the origin of this density discrepancy is crucial in future

works.

7.3. Mass Accretion Rates and Comparison with the

Winds

Mass accretion rates are available for hundreds of stars

in different star-forming regions and are obtained ei-

ther from emission lines probing accreting gas or UV

excess emission from the accretion shocks (see Manara

et al. 2023, for a recent review). Figure 12 shows Ṁacc

against stellar mass for sources that belong to the Tau-

rus star-forming region like our targets. As noted in

other star-forming regions (e.g., Testi et al. 2022), Ṁacc

is positively correlated with M⋆.

Several studies have shown that, for edge-on disks,

these methods underestimate the mass accretion rate
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by orders of magnitude (e.g., Manara et al. 2016; Aru-

lanantham et al. 2024). This is due to the accretion

region being heavily obscured by the disk, leading to

reduced line and UV continuum flux reaching the tele-

scope. For instance, using the extinction-corrected Paα

line luminosity of Tau 042021, we find log(Lacc/L⊙) =

-4.1 (following the empirical relation between Paα and

Lacc derived by Rogers et al. 2024). Assuming a stellar

radius of 1.25 R⊙ for a 0.4 M⊙ star (Lin et al. 2023),

the resulting accretion rate is 10−11 M⊙ yr−1, nearly

three orders of magnitude lower than expected (see Fig-

ure 12). Jet mass loss rates provide an alternative way
to estimate mass accretion rates for such edge-on sys-

tems. As mentioned earlier, jet mass loss rates corre-

late with mass accretion rates, and the Ṁjet/Ṁacc ratio

ranges from 0.01-0.5 with an average value of 0.07 (e.g.,

Nisini et al. 2018). We over plot our accretion estimates

calculated as 10 × the jet mass loss rates in Figure 12

and find them to agree well with the Taurus population.

This demonstrates that our selected sources are neither

high nor low accretors but are rather typical of this re-

gion, meaning that our small sample of edge-on disks is

representative for testing the disk-wind-driven accretion

scenario for stars with masses 0.4-1.5 M⊙.

We can conduct a preliminary test of the disk-wind-

driven accretion scenario by comparing our Ṁacc with

available Ṁwind. More specifically, in the disk-wind-

driven accretion scenario, we expect Ṁwind to be 1-

4 times Ṁacc (see Pascucci et al. 2023, Section 3.2.2).

For Tau 042021, Arulanantham et al. (2024) estimated

the wind mass loss rate using mid-IR spatially resolved

warm H2 emission as 6.5 × 10−9 M⊙ yr−1. Comparison

to our mass accretion rate estimates (see Table 1) gives a

ratio of ∼0.1-2. This partially agrees with the expected

ratio, considering that Method 1 gives an upper limit

on the jet mass loss rate and, correspondingly, an upper

limit on the accretion rate and a lower limit on the ra-

tio. On the other hand, for HH 30, the wind mass loss

rate has been estimated to be 9 × 10−8 M⊙ yr−1 using

spatially resolved 12CO(2-1) molecular emission (Louvet

et al. 2018; López-Vázquez et al. 2024). Our estimate of

the mass accretion rate is nearly an order of magnitude

smaller than the wind mass loss rate, giving a ratio of

∼3.2-30. So, in both cases, we find there are Ṁacc es-

timates consistent with the disk-wind-driven accretion

scenario. However, some values lie outside the expected

range. We will further test this scenario by comparing

the mass accretion rates found in this work, with the

wind mass-loss rates contemporaneously estimated us-

ing the spatially resolved H2 lines for all the sources in

our data (Paper III).

7.4. The Origin of the Asymmetric Jets

Nearly 50% of the jets are found to be asymmetric

in intensity, morphology, velocity, temperature, density,

or a combination of these parameters (Hirth et al. 1994;
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Mundt et al. 1987; Woitas et al. 2005; Podio et al. 2011).

These asymmetries are seen on either side of the jet.

Two such sources known to have asymmetric lengths and

velocities are HH 30 and FS TauB. In terms of length,

both sources have shorter red-shifted components than

the blue-shifted: for HH 30 the red-shifted lobe extends

out to 35′′ and 85′′ and the blue out to 2′ (Mundt et al.

1990; Ray et al. 1996; Bacciotti et al. 1999; Hartigan &

Morse 2007); for FS TauB the red-shifted lobe extends

out to ∼38′′ and the blue-shifted lobe to ∼2′ (Mundt

et al. 1991; Eislöffel & Mundt 1998; Liu et al. 2012). In

terms of deprojected velocity, Eislöffel & Mundt (1998)

found the blue-shifted lobe of FS TauB to be 20% faster

than the red-shifted lobe in the optical [S II] line and

Liu et al. (2012) found it to be 34% faster in the [Fe II]

line. On the contrary, for HH 30, Hartigan & Morse

(2007) and Estalella et al. (2012) found the red-shifted

lobe to be 70% faster than the blue-shifted lobe using

the proper motion of the knots within 3.2′′. We observed

this length asymmetry in the near-IR [Fe II] lines, too,

albeit at scales of a few arcsec (see Figure 2).

There have been several indiscernible explanations for

jet asymmetries, primarily due to the lack of theoretical

investigation into the matter as well as the lack of ob-

served jet properties for both lobes. Our new estimates

of the extinction (Section 3.4), electron density (Section

5.1.1), shock speed, ionization fraction (Section 4.1), the

jet mass loss rates (Section 5.2) and literature estimates

of the velocity, along with the observed wind asymmetry

(see Paper I) provide a fresh view to this problem.

The asymmetric jets of HH 30 and FS TauB can

be produced either by an intrinsically asymmetric jet

launch mechanism that operates differently on the two

sides or by interaction with the immediate surrounding

material, such that the ambient material is denser on

the weaker side of the jet. The latter case can be tested

by mapping the visual extinction on both sides of the

jet. If the asymmetry is caused by external factors such

as the surrounding material, the weaker jet lobe will

face higher extinction. Our extinction maps (Section

3.4 and Figure 3) show that there isn’t any significant

extinction difference between the two sides that would

make the counter-jet more obscured than the jet, sug-

gesting that their jet asymmetry is intrinsic to the jet

launch mechanism.

1. One possible explanation is given by the X-wind

scenario in which the low intensity of a jet lobe is

explained by less ambient material available to en-

train on that side. In this case, the high velocity of

the other jet lobe could be due to the atomic emis-

sion partially tracing the entrained layers (Louvet

et al. 2018). Since HH 30 and FS TauB are Class II

sources that have shed their envelope and do not

show any significant differences in the extinction

(Figure 3), we do not prefer this explanation. This

is also consistent with the interpretation in Pa-

per I.

2. Another explanation comes from conserving the

linear momentum of the jet lobes where higher

velocity will lead to lower mass loss on that

side of the jet, as no recoil effect has been ob-

served towards such young star systems. Con-

sidering the standard errors on the mass loss

rates shown in Figure 9 along with the 30% un-

certainty propagated through velocity, Method

1 for HH 30 and all methods for FS TauB

give similar mass loss rates on the two sides.

However, Method 2 and 3 for HH 30 suggest

that the mass loss rate is higher in the blue-

shifted lobe of the jet (Ṁj(blue)/Ṁj(red)∼1.6-2.8

and Ṁj(blue)/Ṁj(red)∼1.7-20, respectively), which

is partially comparable to the velocity difference,

where the red-shifted lobe is observed to be faster

than the blue-shifted lobe (vj(red)/vj(blue)=1.7).

Such difference in jet velocities could originate

from a difference in the launch radius, where the

higher velocity component is launched closer to

the source as opposed to the lower velocity com-

ponent, which is launched further away (Ferreira

et al. 2006). Non-ideal MHD effects, such as the

Hall effect can also lead to a velocity difference

with the direction of the higher velocity compo-

nent governed by the sense of disk rotation. If the

jets and the winds are driven by the same physical

process, then such an asymmetry would also lead

to an asymmetric wind, which has now been ob-

served towards both sources (Louvet et al. 2018;
Pascucci et al. 2024).

Considering the above scenarios, we suggest the ori-

gin of the HH 30 and FS TauB jet in a collimated

inner MHD disk wind and that the apparent bright-

ness/velocity asymmetry is due to an intrinsic difference

in the launch mechanism on the two sides. IRAS 04302

and Tau 042021 do not seem to be asymmetric in our

data based on their length or [Fe II] intensity, how-

ever, high-res spectra and/or proper motion studies are

needed to investigate any velocity asymmetry.

8. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We calibrated, deconvolved, and analyzed JWST

NIRSpec IFU observations of four edge-on disks focus-

ing on the wavelength range ∼1-1.9µm which is rich in

jet diagnostics. We analyzed 1D spectra integrated on
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the entire IFU to identify gas emission lines, performed

spaxel-by-spaxel continuum subtraction, and integrated

the line emission in every spaxel for selected lines to cre-

ate jet intensity maps. Further, we used: i) the ratio of

[Fe II] 1.257 and 1.644 µm lines to estimate extinction

towards the jet in every pixel; ii) [Fe II], He I and hydro-

gen line ratios to estimate the shock speeds, pre-shock

densities, and ionization fractions; and iii) pairs of [Fe II]

and [S II] lines that share similar excitation energies to

estimate the post-shock electron density. Using these

quantities, we estimated jet mass loss rates with 3 dif-

ferent methods. Finally, to investigate jet precession, we

plotted emission centroids perpendicular to the jet axis

as a function of distance for both the blue-shifted and

the red-shifted jet. The main results from this work are

listed below:

• We detect more than 40 emission lines towards

each source. The forbidden lines of [Fe II], [C I],

[P II], [S II], and [N I] all trace narrow jets as ex-

pected. We consistently find that H I X-3 (where

X=4,5,6,7) and He I trace a jet (in addition to scat-

ted light from the disk). For HH 30 and FS TauB,

we also find that the He I line can be an order

of magnitude stronger than the [Fe II] in the jet,

thus revealing a potentially more sensitive tracer

for weaker jets from lower accretors. Finally, we

also find two permitted C I lines that seem to trace

emission from the disk itself when detected.

• We find an excellent match of our data with the

pre-shock density curve of 1000 cm−3 and shock

speeds of 50-60 kms−1 for all the sources (using

shock model from Koo et al. 2016). These values

are consistent with those found for other jets from

low-mass stars. We also find the jets to be ∼21%
ionized except for Tau 042021, which is likely less

ionized (∼12%).

• The shock speeds estimated using the He I/Paγ ra-

tio in the jet (using the MAPPINGS V shock model)

match well with those derived using the [Fe II]/Paβ

ratio assuming solar abundance of Iron. This sup-

ports the complete liberation of Iron in the jet

and/or jet launch within the dust sublimation ra-

dius.

• Using [Fe II] line ratios, we find the post-shock jet

electron densities to be the largest close to the

source and that they decline gradually outwards,

except for FS TauB, where the densities remain

similar. Densities are in the range 103-105 cm−3

with HH 30, the narrowest jet, showing the largest

electron density. We also use the NIR [S II] line

ratios for the first time and find 2-100 times larger

electron densities than those found using the [Fe II]

line ratios.

• We constrain the jet mass loss rates between ∼0.1-

10 × 10−9 M⊙ yr−1. We find the post-shock elec-

tron density and jet cross-section-based method

to consistently provide a higher estimate than the

luminosity-based methods. Our estimated mass

accretion rates (10 × Ṁjet) are consistent with

the Ṁacc-M⊙ spread of the Taurus star-forming

region. Comparison with literature wind mass

loss rate estimates gives Ṁwind/Ṁacc ∼ 0.1-2 for

Tau 042021, and ∼ 3.2-30 for HH 30.

• We also find all the jets to wiggle along their flow

axes. Of particular interest is Tau 042021, which

shows mirror-symmetric wiggles between the red

and blue-shifted jets. A simple circular orbit

model suggests Tau 042021 to be a close binary

with a separation of ∼1.35 au, orbital period of

∼2.5 yr, and a mass ratio of ∼4:1.

With a strong detection of 17 [Fe II] lines tracing jets

in the NIRSpec IFU mode between 0.97 and 1.82 µm, we

present one of the richest datasets of Class I/II sources

to characterize jets. The lack of extinction difference

on the two sides of the jet suggests that the interstellar

material surrounding these sources has similar densities

and that the length and/or brightness asymmetries of

HH 30 and FS TauB are intrinsic to the jet launch mech-

anism. Owing to the higher mass loss rates observed on

the side with lower velocity (for HH 30), non-ideal MHD

effects or an asymmetry in the launch radius are better

suited to explain the observed jet intensity and veloc-

ity asymmetry. Such an asymmetry would also lead to

an asymmetric wind emission, which has already been

reported towards both sources (Louvet et al. 2018; Pas-

cucci et al. 2024). This would then suggest the origin of

the HH 30 and FS TauB jet in an inner, more collimated,

and atomic component of the wider MHD disk winds,

rather than X-winds. We conducted a preliminary test

of whether these MHD disk winds drive accretion in the

disk by comparing the literature wind mass-loss rates to

the mass accretion rates from this work and found the

Ṁwind/Ṁacc ratio for Tau 042021 and HH 30 to partially

agree with the expected range (1-4). We will conduct a

more detailed test of this scenario by contemporaneously

measuring the wind mass-loss rates using the spatially

resolved H2 lines for all the sources in Paper III.
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APPENDIX

A. LINE FLUXES

Table 3. Integrated line fluxes

Species Upper
Level

Lower
Level

Einstein
Coeffa

Upper
level
energya

Listed
wave

HH 30 FS TauB Tau 042021 IRAS 04302

Flux Center Flux Center Flux Center Flux Center

(s−1) (K) (µm) (10−20

Wm−2)
(µm) (10−20

Wm−2)
(µm) (10−20

Wm−2)
(µm) (10−20

Wm−2)
(µm)

[Fe II] a4D7/2 a6D9/2 4.74E-03 11446 1.2571 236 1.25708 384 1.25697 379 1.25708 184 1.25699

[Fe II] a4D7/2 a6D7/2 1.31E-03 11446 1.3209 64.1 1.32097 105 1.32089 103 1.32097 57.6 1.32088

[Fe II] a4D7/2 a6D5/2 11446 1.3722 40.6 1.37225 76 1.37225 95.9 1.37217 34.4 1.37221

[Fe II] a4D7/2 a4F9/2 6.00E-03 11446 1.644 197 1.64409 392 1.64395 332 1.64409 292 1.64396

[Fe II] a4D7/2 a4F7/2 1.32E-03 11446 1.8099 42.4 1.80998 92 1.80975 73 1.80997 79.8 1.80984

[Fe II] a4D5/2 a6D7/2 12074 1.2489 4.94 1.24894 7.04 1.24902 11.8 1.24884 <13.6

[Fe II] a4D5/2 a6D5/2 1.98E-03 12074 1.2946 44 1.29469 57.6 1.29456 47.8 1.29465 27.5 1.29455

[Fe II] a4D5/2 a6D3/2 1.17E-03 12074 1.3281 28.1 1.32815 33 1.328 37.6 1.32819 16.5 1.32811

[Fe II] a4D5/2 a4F9/2 3.12E-03 163383 1.5336 57.6 1.53401 85.8 1.53382 52.9 1.53397 45.4 1.53387

[Fe II] a4D5/2 a4F7/2 2.49E-03 12074 1.6773 33.9 1.67742 36.9 1.67741 37.5 1.67744 37.8 1.67732

[Fe II] a4D5/2 a4F5/2 1.82E-03 12074 1.8005 21.9 1.8006 48.9 1.80032 31.6 1.80055 32.5 1.80045

[Fe II] a4D3/2 a6D3/2 2.45E-03 12489 1.2791 32.2 1.27916 33.7 1.27902 27 1.2792 16.1 1.27904

[Fe II] a4D3/2 a6D1/2 1.08E-03 12489 1.2981 7.69 1.2982 <46.1 9.49 1.29826 22.6 1.2985

[Fe II] a4D3/2 a4F7/2 4.20E-03 12489 1.5999 33 1.59999 80.6 1.59986 25.4 1.60002 46.2 1.59981

[Fe II] a4D3/2 a4F3/2 2.12E-03 12489 1.7976 20.9 1.79764 27.6 1.79741 11.6 1.79775 16.8 1.79749

[Fe II] a4D1/2 a6D1/2 3.32E-03 12728 1.2707 21.8 1.27074 36.3 1.27067 20 1.27065 17.3 1.27055

[Fe II] a4D1/2 a4F5/2 4.70E-03 12728 1.6642 22.7 1.66434 45.9 1.66435 28.7 1.66437 19.2 1.66428

[Fe II] a4D1/2 a4F3/2 2.47E-03 12728 1.7454 14.9 1.74543 17.6 1.74519 17.4 1.74559 <143

[C I] 1D2 3P2 2.26E-04 14665 0.9853 344 0.98536 26.5 0.98532 58.2 0.98532 25.6 0.98536

[C I] 1D2 3P1 7.56E-05 14665 0.9827 96 0.98273 12.2 0.98282 12.1 0.983 2.29 0.98284

[N I] 2D5/2 2Do5/2 2.06E+07 172869 1.041 227 1.04105 51.5 1.04094 24.4 1.04147 26.3 1.04102

[N I] 2D3/2 2Do5/2 2.22E+06 151277 1.0401 349 1.04011 70.8 1.04012 25.2 1.04012 37.2 1.04012

[P II] 1D2 3P2 1.25E-02 12779.6 1.1886 25.2 1.18914 <22 15.6 1.18875 4.49 1.18859

[P II] 1D2 3P1 4.54E-03 12779.6 1.147 13.3 1.14715 9.23 1.14709 6.29 1.1471 7.11 1.14712

[S II] 2Po3/2 2Do5/2 1.56E-01 35353 1.0323 583 1.03237 78.2 1.03225 20.6 1.03241 12.7 1.03221

[S II] 2Po3/2 2Do3/2 1.15E-01 35353 1.029 480 1.02899 60.8 1.02887 45.6 1.02901 21.7 1.0289

[S II] 2Po1/2 2Do5/2 6.87E-02 35286 1.0373 198 1.03737 14.6 1.0372 21.1 1.03728 11.8 1.037

[S II] 2Po1/2 2Do3/2 1.43E-01 35286 1.0339 451 1.03396 54.4 1.03386 29 1.03394 17.1 1.03382

CI 3Fo2 3D1 2.01E+07 112584 1.1751 86.5 1.17547 38.2 1.17557 11.9 1.17528 <10.7

CI 3D1 3Po0 9.29E+06 100268 1.0688 120 1.06901 22.5 1.06891 <85.6 1.99 1.06898

CI 3Po1 3D1 6.92E+06 100268 1.0710 36.8 1.07096 <21.7 <49.3 <23.4

He I 3Fo 3D 275456 1.869 18.5 1.86918 124 m <51.1 15.2 1.86913

He I 3Po0a 3S1 1.02E+07 243278 1.083 1410 1.08337 1790 m 539 1.08337 84.8 1.08325

HI 20 4 1.18E+03 157409 1.5196 30.1 1.51964 63.9 m <22.8 <19.4

HI 19 4 1.53E+03 157366 1.5265 16.2 1.52643 27.8 m <28.0 <17.8

HI 18 4 2.01E+03 157316 1.5346 72 1.53412 105 m 75.6 1.53412 74.9 1.53412

HI 17 4 2.69E+03 157257 1.5443 38.9 1.54433 85.1 m <20.2 9.01 1.54447

HI 16 4 3.67E+03 157187 1.5561 38.5 1.55585 66.3 m <22.3 <24.5
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HI 15 4 5.11E+03 157102 1.5705 65.3 1.5705 90.3 m 15.5 1.57101 29.8 1.57086

HI 14 4 7.29E+03 156998 1.5885 68 1.58838 111 m 54.1 1.58822 29 1.58803

HI 13 4 1.07E+04 156869 1.6114 62.6 1.61136 113 m 10.8 1.61145 18.5 1.61137

HI 12 4 1.62E+04 156707 1.6412 49.2 1.64107 20.8 1.64101 15.4 1.64131 <475

HI 11 4 2.56E+04 156499 1.6811 85.5 1.68101 157 1.6811 49.4 1.68142 31.3 1.68118

HI 10 4 4.24E+04 156225 1.7367 105 1.73664 244 1.73665 41.6 1.7368 59.3 1.73668

HI 9 4 7.46E+04 155855 1.8181 126 1.81786 276 1.81791 50.1 1.8182 89.6 1.81797

HI 7 3 3.36E+05 152583 1.0052 342 1.00518 222 1.00518 137 1.00523 31.3 1.00516

HI 6 3 7.78E+05 153420 1.0941 373 1.09412 343 1.09408 173 1.09418 59.9 1.09408

HI 5 3 2.20E+06 151491 1.2822 505 1.28213 616 1.28211 274 1.28222 199 1.28215

HI 4 3 8.99E+06 147940 1.8756 679 1.87569 1940 1.87558 574 1.87574 1370 1.87567

H2? v=6,
J=4

v=3,
J=4

2.45E-07 32132 1.0467 45.3 1.04593 <15.2 <26 <12.4

H2 v=3,
J=7

v=1,
J=5

7.53E-07 20856 1.1519 4.53 1.15223 7.19 1.15192 2.62 1.15209 2.19 1.15202

H2 v=3,
J=5

v=1,
J=3

6.59E-07 19086 1.1857 <21.6 <43.3 <44.2 3.59 1.18589

H2 v=2,
J=8

v=0,
J=6

3.38E-07 16880 1.0733 33.7 1.07324 15.6 1.07316 52.3 1.07371 23.5 1.07285

H2 v=2,
J=7

v=0,
J=5

3.28E-07 1.0851 6.45 1.08522 4.43 1.08514 <640 4.64 1.08533

H2 v=2,
J=5

v=0,
J=5

1.23E-07 13890 1.2636 3.43 1.26363 <67.1 <42.1 6.24 1.26375

H2 v=2,
J=5

v=0,
J=3

2.77E-07 13890 1.1175 16.9 1.11756 9.38 1.11745 5.16 1.11747 9.03 1.11749

H2 v=2,
J=3

v=0,
J=3

1.29E-07 12550 1.2473 6.27 1.24733 11.5 1.24735 <27.4 6.1 1.24728

H2 v=2,
J=3

v=0,
J=1

1.90E-07 12550 1.162 21.6 1.16232 19.6 1.16231 <20.6 7.38 1.16224

H2 v=2,
J=1

v=0,
J=1

1.94E-07 11789 1.238 16.3 1.23839 8.26 1.23834 6.89 1.238 2.59 1.23838

H2 v=1,
J=10

v=0,
J=8

2.34E-07 14220 1.7147 13.9 1.71479 24.1 1.71479 42.7 1.71507 14.6 1.71485

H2 v=1,
J=9

v=0,
J=7

2.98E-07 12817 1.7479 32.5 1.74804 69.4 1.74804 10.9 1.74803 67.4 1.74802

H2 v=1,
J=8

v=0,
J=6

3.54E-07 11521 1.788 33.1 1.78812 43.8 1.78815 <27.3 43.9 1.78815

H2 v=1,
J=7

v=0,
J=5

3.95E-07 10341 1.8357 149 1.83587 224 1.83585 34.6 1.83586 202 1.83585

OI? 3Do2a 3P1 2.12E+07 140264 1.1289 102 1.12899 63.9 1.12899 45.1 1.12902 26.3 1.12899

NOTE – For FS TauB, some lines required two Gaussian components to fit the spectra. Hence, we do not report the center wavelength
for these lines and denote them by ‘m’. a(Peeters et al. 2024)

B. EXTINCTION

To calculate extinction, we use the [Fe II] integrated line flux maps described in Section 3.2. We rotate these maps

using the function scipy.ndimage.rotate9 to make the jet emission horizontal in the image plane. This procedure is

followed for both 1.257 µm and 1.644 µm lines, and a simple ratio of their integrated fluxes in each pixel is calculated.

Next, using Equation 1, we retrieve an extinction difference map in each pixel. The two [Fe II] line centers, 1.257 µm

and 1.644 µm fall close to the J and H band wavelengths, respectively. For λ>0.9 µm, which are the focus of our

9 https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.
ndimage.rotate.html

https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.ndimage.rotate.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.ndimage.rotate.html
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study, the extinction law is independent of the mean extinction factor RV (Mathis 1990). Following the extinction law

provided by Rieke & Lebofsky (1985) , we can write

Aλ1

AJ
=

(
λ1

1.25 µm

)−1.7

and
Aλ2

AH
=

(
λ2

1.65 µm

)−1.7

(B1)

We adopt RV = 3.1 to convert the J and H band extinction to the V band extinction:

AJ = 0.282AV and AH = 0.176AV (B2)

By substituting Equations B1 and B2 in Equation 1, we find a relation between the extinction difference at the two

wavelengths and the visual extinction in that region as

AV =

 Aλ1 −Aλ2

0.176
(

λ2

1.65 µm

)−1.7

− 0.282
(

λ1

1.25 µm

)−1.7

 (B3)

Recently, based on the observations of Cyg OB2-12, which is known to be extinct only by the typical interstellar

dust, Hensley & Draine (2020) presented updated reddening-to-extinction conversions as AJ = 0.264 AV and AH =

0.153 AV . Substituting these in Equation B3 results only in a net 5% difference in the visible extinction. With the

help of Equation B3 and the extinction difference map described earlier, we create pixel-by-pixel visual extinction

maps for all the sources.

C. COMPARISON OF THE [Fe II] AND [S II] DIAGNOSTIC LINE RATIOS

We compare the density diagnosing capability of the [S II] 1.03 µm and the NIR [Fe II] lines by plotting flux ratios as a

function of ne for gas in statistical equilibrium at temperatures 10,000K and 20,000K (Figure 13). These temperatures

are representative of those used in Section 5.1 to estimate the electron densities. It can be seen that the [Fe II] NIR

line ratios are sensitive to gas with electron densities in the range 103-105 cm−3, whereas, [S II] NIR line ratios are

sensitive to higher electron densities between 105 and 107 cm−3. This behavior of the NIR [S II] lines is opposite to the

optical [S II] lines that trace lower densities than NIR [Fe II] lines (e.g., Nisini et al. 2005; Podio et al. 2006). In Figure

13, we also show that our observed total line-flux ratios (see Table 3) fall on the linear part of the curves, meaning

they are good tracers of the electron density of the regions they are emitted from.

D. DESCRIPTION OF METHOD 3 FOR ESTIMATING THE JET MASS LOSS RATE

Similar to Method 1 (Section 5.2.1), we can write the mass flux entering the shock as

ṀS = µmHnHvSAS (D4)

With vS and AS being the shock velocity and the cross-section area, respectively. Using the relation between [Fe II]

flux and nHvS (see Figure 7 of Koo et al. 2016) for pre-shock densities of 10 and 1000 cm−3 and shock speeds in the

range 20-100 km s−1 and integrating over the shock area, we derive a direct relation between the mass flux entering

the shock and the line luminosity, given as

ṀS

(M⊙ yr−1)
= 7.2× 10−8

(
LJ

10−4L⊙

)(
[Fe]/[H]

[Fe]/[H]⊙

)−1

(D5)

The shock model of Koo et al. (2016) uses the Iron rate coefficients and atomic constants derived by Bautista et al.

(2015). At the same time, the jet mass loss rate is related to the mass flux entering the shock by the following equation

(see Hartigan et al. 1995; Cabrit 2002; Agra-Amboage et al. 2011)

ṀJ = ṀS

(
vJ
vS

)(
cos θ

Nshock

)
(D6)

where θ = AJ/AS , and Nshock is the number of shocks within an aperture. We take cosθ = 1, i.e. the shock

cross-section and the jet cross-section are parallel to each other. We integrate the luminosity over one shock front at

a time, leading to Nshock = 1. Substituting these values gives the mass loss rate equation given in the main text.
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Figure 13. The left and right panels show the variation of [Fe II] 1.533 µm/1.644 µm and [S II] 1.0286 µm/1.0336 µm flux ratios
with the electron density, respectively. The solid curves correspond to an electron temperature of 10,000K and the dash-dotted
curves to 20,000K. The dashed colored lines show ratios of the total observed fluxes for all sources, as listed in Table 3. The
[Fe II] curves were created using atomic data and collision strengths from Tayal & Zatsarinny (2018). Similarly, the [S II] curves
were made using atomic data from Rynkun et al. (2019) and collision strengths from Tayal & Zatsarinny (2010), using PyNeb

(Luridiana et al. 2015).

E. MASS LOSS RATE COMPARISON

The jet mass loss rate profiles along the jet for all the sources are shown in Figure 14. The error bars represent an

uncertainty of 30% for HH 30 and FS TauB, and 50% for Tau 042021 and IRAS 04302 and act as minimum uncertainty

propagated through the jet velocities.

F. SHOCK IDENTIFICATION

As mentioned in Section 5.2.3, we identify a shock region as that between two adjacent local minima. In Figure 15,

we mark these regions, with shock 1 being closest to the source in either direction. E.g., in Tau 042021, the emission

between 0.4′′ and 1.1′′ is one complete shock (shock 1), and that between 1.1′′ and 1.6′′ is the next (shock 2). To avoid

false classification of small flux variations as a shock, we constrain the minimum distance between two consecutive

shocks to be >28 au (2 pixels). The total luminosity from a shock is calculated using the total flux from a marked

region.
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Figure 14. Each sub-plot shows the jet mass loss rate estimates as a function of distance from the source using three different
methods. In blue is method 1 (Section 5.2.1), in orange is method 2 (Section 5.2.2), and in green is method 3 (Section 5.2.3).
The error bars represent 30% uncertainty for HH 30 and FS TauB and 50% for Tau 042021 and IRAS 04302, as described in
the text.
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Figure 15. Each sub-plot shows the shock regions in the blue- and red-shifted jet lobes, identified in the extinction-corrected
[Fe II] intensity (log) profile plotted as a function of distance from the star. Gray dash-dot lines highlight the local minima used
to locate the shock regions.
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