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ABSTRACT

Shocks form the basis of our understanding for the density and velocity statistics of
supersonic turbulent flows, such as those found in the cool interstellar medium (ISM).
The variance of the density field, ai /oo is of particular interest for molecular clouds

(MCs), the birthplaces of stars in the Universe. The density variance may be used to
infer underlying physical processes in an MC, and parameterises the star formation
(SF) rate of a cloud. However, models for ai /po 81l share a common feature — the

variance is assumed to be isotropic. This assumption does not hold when a trans/sub-
Alfvénic mean magnetic field, By, is present in the cloud, which observations suggest
is relevant for some MCs. We develop an anisotropic model for 02 oo’ using contribu-

tions from hydrodynamical and fast magnetosonic shocks that propagate orthogonal
to each other. Our model predicts an upper bound for ai /0o in the high Mach number

(M) limit as small-scale density fluctuations become suppressed by the strong By.
The model reduces to the isotropic 02 oo M relation in the hydrodynamical limit.
To validate our model, we calculate O'/Q) /oo from 12 high-resolution, three-dimensional,
supersonic, sub-Alfvénic magnetohydrodynamical (MHD) turbulence simulations and
find good agreement with our theory. We discuss how the two MHD shocks may be
the bimodally oriented over-densities observed in some MCs and the implications for
SF theory in the presence of a sub-Alfvénic By. By creating an anisotropic, super-
sonic density fluctuation model, this study paves the way for SF theory in the highly
anisotropic regime of interstellar turbulence.
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1 INTRODUCTION Density statistics are of particular interest for understand-
ing the structure and physical processes that shape and gov-
. . ern the dynamics of the compressible, supersonic interstel-
tul;lbul(alncc?t an(i f:.ret.key ;Otklll ndefr{btandlr;lg EOth thg,de?tblty lar medium (ISM; Mac Low & Klessen 2004; Krumholz &
,an ve OCI{ s ils, IC? Oh ese OW]; whie f;:g%l\;qm ous McKee 2005; Federrath et al. 2008; Federrath et al. 2009;
in many astrophysical phenomena (Burgers ; vazquez Burkhart et al. 2009; Padoan & Nordlund 2011; Hennebelle

?}er(riladengc ?94(;1 Pzd(;a(m)ri 1e.tha(11. 192}71; ;gi?;sinhet al. 21?0?; et al. 2011; Federrath & Klessen 2012; Burkhart & Lazarian
adoan ordiun ; ederra ; wehinann ¢ at 2012; Schneider et al. 2012; Konstandin et al. 2012a; Schnei-

2016; Robertson & Goldreich 2018; Mocz & Burkhart 2018; der et al. 2013; Burkhart et al. 2014; Klessen & Glover 2016;

Park & Ryu 2019; Abe et al. 2020; Federrath et al. 2021). Burkhart 2018; Mocz & Burkhart 2018; Mocz & Burkhart
2019; Beattie & Federrath 2020; Menon et al. 2021). One
such important statistic is the density probability density

Shocks are the fundamental building blocks of supersonic
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function, the p-PDF. For example, simple models of molec-
ular clouds (MCs) in the ISM, which are supersonic and
magnetised, and have not yet started to collapse under their
own self-gravity have an approrimately log-normal volume-
weighted p-PDF,

9 1 B (s — s0)?
ps(svgs)ds - \/W eXp ( 20_3 d57 (1)
s =In(p/po), (2)
2
So = _%7 (3)
of = (M, Ma,b,7,T,fp), (4)

where p is the cloud density, with po being its volume-
weighted mean value. The log-density variance, o2, is the
key parameter for this model. It is a function of (i) the tur-
bulent Mach number,

M:O'V/CS, (5)

where oy is the root-mean-square (rms) velocity and cs
is the sound speed (Vazquez-Semadeni 1994; Padoan et al.
1997; Passot & Vazquez-Semadeni 1998; Price et al. 2011;
Konstandin et al. 2012b), (ii) the Alfvén Mach number,

Ma =ov/Va =csM/Va, (6)

where Vo = B/+\/4mp, is the Alfvén wave velocity and B is
the magnetic field (Padoan & Nordlund 2011; Molina et al.
2012), (iii) the turbulent driving parameter b (Federrath
et al. 2008; Federrath et al. 2010), (iv) the adiabatic index ~
(Nolan et al. 2015), (v) the polytropic index I" (Federrath &
Banerjee 2015), and (vi) the turbulence driving scale ¢p, i.e.,
the scale on which energy is injected into the system (Bialy
& Burkhart 2020). According to this model, the density vari-
ance plays two important roles: First, it encapsulates all of
the physical processes that influence the density fluctuations
of a cloud, fully parameterising the log-normal density fluc-
tuation theory, and second, the density variance is the key
ingredient for turbulence-regulated star formation theories,
including for both determining the star formation rate of an
MC, directly through integrating the p-PDF and for setting
the width of the Gaussian component of the initial core and
stellar mass function, (e.g. Padoan & Nordlund 2002; Hen-
nebelle & Chabrier 2008, 2009; Krumholz & McKee 2005;
Padoan & Nordlund 2011; Hennebelle et al. 2011; Federrath
& Klessen 2012; Hopkins 2013a; Kainulainen et al. 2014;
Burkhart 2018; Krumholz & Federrath 2019).

However, all of these studies explicitly (or implicitly)
assume that the variance is distributed isotropically in space,
i.e., that the magnetic, density or velocity fluctuations do
not have a preferential direction. This assumption becomes
especially violated in the presence of strong magnetic mean
fields creates significant anisotropy in the flow which changes
how the momentum and thus the energy is transported along
and across the mean magnetic field, Bo (for incompressible,
sub-Alfvénic turbulence see Goldreich & Sridhar 1995; Cho
et al. 2002; Boldyrev 2006; Skalidis & Tassis 2020).

Nature seems to be more than content with exploring
this anisotropic regime in the ISM. In a detailed analysis
of the velocity gradients Hu et al. (2019) finds a number
of star-forming MCs that are trans- to sub-Alfvénic, i.e.
Mao S 1 = poot < B, where Mao is the Alfvén Mach

number of the mean-field*. Hence in the sub-Alfvénic mean-
field regime the magnetic energy is greater than or within
equipartition of the turbulent energies. Hu et al. (2019)
reported upon Taurus (Mao = 1.19 £ 0.02), Perseus A
(1.22 £ 0.05), L1551 (0.73 £ 0.13), Serpens (0.98 £ 0.08),
and NGC1333 (0.824:0.24)%. Another extremely magnetised
cloud is the central molecular zone cloud, G0.253+0.016,
studied in Federrath et al. (2016). Pillai et al. (2015) mea-
sures a mean field of By = (2.07 £ 0.95) mG for this cloud,
and with the density and velocity quantities measured in
Federrath et al. (2016) we find a corresponding Alfvén
Mach number, Mo = 0.3 £ 0.2, placing it well within this
anisotropic regime. For more details of this calculation, see
Beattie et al. (2020).

Furthermore, recent analyses of both CO and column
density maps of the Taurus cloud hint that sub-Alfvénic
flows are present, simply based upon the observed density
structures in the clouds. For example, in the *CO map of
the Taurus cloud Palmeirim et al. (2013) and Heyer et al.
(2020) find bimodal distributions of density orientations
with respect to the plane-of-sky magnetic field, which have
been associated with sub-Alfvénic turbulence (Li et al. 2013;
Soler et al. 2013; Burkhart et al. 2014; Soler et al. 2017;
Soler & Hennebelle 2017; Tritsis & Tassis 2018; Beattie &
Federrath 2020; Seifried et al. 2020; Kortgen & Soler 2020).
We discuss these oriented density structures further, and in
much more detail in §7. Hence, to understand star formation
and the physical processes that create density fluctuations
in this extremely magnetised, supersonic turbulence regime,
one must first construct a model for o which is the pri-
mary goal of this study.

This study is organised as follows: in §2, we consider
the underlying motivation for the p-PDF model in the con-
text of turbulent fluctuations and the central limit theorem
from the pioneering work of Vazquez-Semadeni (1994). In §3
we revisit the Molina et al. (2012) model for the isotropic
volume-weighted variance using planar shocks and generalise
it to include contributions from two different types of shocks:
hydrodynamical and fast magnetosonic, which propagate or-
thogonal to each other. In §4 we outline the anisotropic, su-
personic MHD turbulence simulations that we use to test
our new anisotropic density variance model on. In §5 we dis-
cuss shock volume-filling fractions and the fitting procedure
for our two-shock variance model. In §6 we introduce results
for the fit to the 3D density variance data, and explore the
limiting behaviour of the model. In §7 we discuss implica-
tions that our study has for oriented density structures and
star formation theory in highly-magnetised environments of
the ISM, and finally in §8 we summarise and itemise our key
results.

2
p/pPo?

1 We use the same definition as Equation 6, but using the mean
magnetic field instead of the total field, hence, Mag = oy /Vao,
where Vag = Bo/v/A4mpo.

2 Not all MCs are sub-Alfvénic in nature. See for example Lunt-
tila et al. (2008) for quite convincing results that clouds observed
in Troland & Crutcher (2008) are super-Alfvénic based on the
magnetic and column density field correlations. The clouds we list
as sub-Alfvénic are not part of the survey reported in Troland &
Crutcher (2008).
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2 THE DENSITY PDF AND VARIANCE
2.1 Log-normal models

Log-normal models for the density can be traced back
to Vazquez-Semadeni (1994), where they explore different
functional forms for the p-PDF in order to model the
self-similar, hierarchical structure of density in the cool,
pressureless (M > 1), non-self-gravitating ISM regime.
Vazquez-Semadeni (1994) considers the density fluctuation
random variable, § = p/po, and motivates the log-normal
PDF by assuming that for some time, ¢,,, the density can be
expressed as a multiplicative interaction through indepen-
dent density fluctuations, hence,

p(tn) = 6n0n_1 ...6180p(t0) (Ha ) (7)

where p(to) is the initial density. Under the log-transform,
the product becomes a sum,

In p(t, (Zln5> + In p(to). (8)

If each § follows the same underlying distribution and are
independent from each other (i.e., not correlated) then the
central limit theorem states that the distribution of the log-
density affected by this additive random process is approxi-
mately normal, specifically:

Vi [Inp(ta) — (Inp),] = vVnsa — N(0,07), 9)

where N(0,02) is the normal distribution with mean zero,
as n, the number of density fluctuations, approaches infin-
ity. This lets us understand the nature of a single density
fluctuation changing in time. However, Vazquez-Semadeni
(1994) further argues that since the hydrodynamical equa-
tions are self-similar in space (i.e., invariant under arbitrary
length scalings), the fluctuations should be log-normal glob-
ally. Passot & Véazquez-Semadeni (1998) extend this idea,
recasting ¢ as a perturbation in the density from a transient
shock, rather than just a generic turbulent fluctuation. This
means that one could relate the well-known shock-jump re-
lations to the o, variable®, formulating the relation,

Op/po X M. (10)

As described in §1, the density ai /po — M relation has been
studied intensely over the last two decades. The main idea
is that crp/po, or the spread of the p-PDF is a function of the
underlying physical processes that govern the fluid, whether
it be motivated by the supersonic plasmas of the ISM (e.g
Mac Low & Klessen 2004; Federrath et al. 2008; Federrath
et al. 2010; Price et al. 2011; Padoan & Nordlund 2011; Fed-
errath & Klessen 2012; Ginsburg et al. 2013; Federrath &
Banerjee 2015; Klessen & Glover 2016) or the subsonic den-
sity fluctuations in the hot, stratified, intracluster medium
(ICM; e.g. Mohapatra et al. 2020a,b). More specifically, for
an isothermal, turbulent, hydrodynamic medium,

= In(1 4 b°M?), (11)

3 For a log-normally distributed variable, p/po, the variance of
the log-variable obeys o2 o/po = In(1 4+ o2, ) and is the value
that is commonly reported in the literature. Throughout this
study we however consider ai po° without making any assump-
tions of the underlying distribution.
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where b is controlled by the amount of solenoidal (V x F)
and compressive (V - F') modes injected by the turbulence
driving field F (Federrath et al. 2008; Federrath et al. 2010;
Price et al. 2011). Introducing a non-isothermal equation of
state gives the relation,

In(1 4 B2 ME+D/3)] M <1,
ol = (v + 1)b> M? (12)
ll’l(l-‘rm), bM>1,

where 7 is the adiabatic index of the medium (Nolan et al.
2015). For isothermal and magnetised turbulence, the vari-
ance changes with the correlation between B and p,

m (1m0 B o pt/?
0_2: ,80+1
s 1
1n(1+§{ (1+ Bo)® + 4b25 —1—/30), B p,
(13)

where By = 2M3/M? is the plasma beta with respect to
the mean magnetic field, which was explored in Molina et al.
(2012) and will be discussed in more detail in §3.1.

2.2 The relation between shocks and the density variance

The relation between density contrasts and the volume-
weighted variance of the underlying field is given by

tomd o (- (5 - (5

where V is the volume for the fluid region of interest (Padoan
& Nordlund 2011). Molina et al. (2012) turn Equation 14
into an integral over density contrasts by constructing the
function dV = f(p1/po) d(p1/po) based on the shock geom-
etry, where p1/po is the density contrast for a single shock.
Molina et al. (2012) use this to derive an analytical model
for af, /po for different B — p correlations, assuming that the
shock geometry is the same for all shocks in the magnetised
plasma, and that there is no preferential direction for the
density contrast produced by the shocks, i.e., that they are
isotropic. This is a good approximation for Mao > 2, when
the turbulent component of the magnetic field is larger than
or equal to the mean-field component (Beattie et al. 2020).
However, it breaks down for Mao < 1, i.e., when the mean
field is very strong, relevant to this study.

Anisotropic, sub-Alfvénic, compressive density struc-
tures were studied in detail in Beattie & Federrath (2020),
showing that the anisotropy of the density fluctuations
is a function of both M and Mao. They attributed the
anisotropy to hydrodynamical shocks that form perpendic-
ular to By, causing parallel fluctuations, and fast magne-
tosonic waves that form parallel to By, causing perpendic-
ular fluctuations, illustrated schematically in Figure 1. This
is consistent with findings from Tritsis & Tassis (2016), who
showed that observations of striations (density perturbations
that form parallel to Bo in sub-Alfvénic flows) are repro-
ducible when one considers fast magnetosonic wave pertur-
bations. In this study, we take this phenomenology further
and model the variance of density structures arising from a
supersonic velocity field with a strong magnetic guide field,
considering these two types of shocks.
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The general form of this variance can be constructed as
follows?*,

2 2 2
To/o0 = Tp/poll T Tp/pol +200/p0100/00L) (15)

which decomposes the total variance into components of the
density variance parallel to By, termed Ui/pou, and perpen-
dicular to By, termed ai/poL. By assuming that these fluc-
tuations are independent from one another we can further

simplify the equation to

2 2 2
To/p0 X Tp/poll T Tp/poLs (16)

where the correlation term, 20,,,,(/0,/p, L, between the fluc-
tuations becomes zero in the statistical average®. For a short
discussion on how the velocity and magnetic field is arranged
in this turbulence regime we refer the reader to Appendix A.
The main purpose of this study is therefore to explore and
model each of these components, extending the work of
Molina et al. (2012) and Beattie & Federrath (2020) and
indeed the numerous works on ai /pg» intO the sub-Alfvénic,
anisotropic, supersonic turbulent regime. Furthermore, with
the development of a density fluctuation model, this is the
first step towards an anisotropic, magneto-turbulent star for-
mation theory.

3 DERIVING AN ANISOTROPIC DENSITY
VARIANCE MODEL

In this section we construct an anisotropic variance model.
We first explore some geometrical features of shocks, sum-
marising the key works of Padoan & Nordlund (2011) and
Molina et al. (2012), and derive Equation 14. Next we cre-
ate our two-shock model for the anisotropic density field,
based on hydrodynamical shocks that travel parallel to the
mean magnetic field, which we call type I shocks, and fast
magnetosonic shocks that travel perpendicular to the mean
magnetic field, which we call type II shocks. Finally, we dis-
cuss the volume-filling fractions of the two shock types and
the limiting behaviour of the model.

3.1 Geometry of a shock

Consider a planar shock with surface area £2,,. and shock
width A, propagating in a system with volume V = L3. The
volume of the shock is then

Vehook = AL”. (17)

4 By expressing the variance as we have below we are assuming
that the density fluctuations are symmetric around the magnetic
field. This was shown explicitly through the elliptic symmetry
with respect to the magnetic field of the 2D density power spec-
tra in Figure 2 of Beattie & Federrath (2020) and 2D structure
functions in Hu et al. (2020).

5 This is a justified assumption because the statistically-averaged
elliptic power spectra in Figure 2 of Beattie & Federrath (2020)
do not show any rotations in the k1 — k|| plane, i.e. the principal
axes of the ellipses fitted to the power spectra are aligned with
the k1 — k) coordinate axis, where k corresponds to wave num-
bers perpendicular to Bg and k| for parallel wave numbers. This
means that the density fluctuations along and across the mean
field are statistically independent from each other, and hence

205/00l1%p/poL = 0-

The shock width is proportional to the density jump between
the pre-shock (po) and post-shock (p1) densities, multiplied
by the integral scale of the turbulence, L, i.e., the scale
where velocity structure is no longer correlated,
A~ 0L2, (18)
pP1
which is derived in Padoan & Nordlund (2011) by balancing
the ram and thermal pressures for a shock in hydrodynami-
cal turbulence. We substitute Equation 18 into 17 to reveal
the volume of the shock in terms of the density contrast,
Vshock ~ 6L3& (19)
p1
Now assuming that dV ~ dVgsnock We can construct the vol-
ume differential, substitute it into Equation 14 and integrate
it to construct the variance as a function of density contrasts.
Hence,®

2
dy ~ oL> (@> d(ﬁ), (20)
p1 Po

and therefore we can rewrite Equation 14 in terms of density
contrasts between 1 < p1/po < p/po”, which is the density
domain for which shocks are well-defined in,

ey [ ) o () (5 )
~ a(P ) ve (P (2_q) 21
Telra =y | po p1 po 1)

o) (n)

under-densities

2 ——
Toloo o P PO oy (ﬁ) (23)
0 po P po)’
-~

over-densities logarithmic

over-densities

where V = L3 cancels between the differential element of
the shock and volume-weighted integral. What this means
is that for a single-shock model we average over the shock-
jump conditions through the whole volume of interest. This
will be important for generalising this model to multiple
shocks in §3.3. The first term in Equation 23, p/po, the over-
densities, dominates the total variance, since the amplitude
of the density fluctuations is large in supersonic turbulence.
Both po/p, the under-densities, and In(p/po), the logarith-
mic over-densities are small in comparison, allowing us to
approximate the total variance as solely dependent upon the
over-densities (Padoan & Nordlund 2011). Assuming the in-
tegral scale factor is 0 = 1, i.e., of order the system scale
(Federrath & Klessen 2012), and making the above approx-
imation we find the relation,

O'E/po ~ £7 (24)
which is the key result that Padoan & Nordlund (2011) and
Molina et al. (2012) use to relate the variance to the shock-
jump conditions. Before generalising this result, we first con-
sider the details of the two shock types that we use to con-
struct our model of the anisotropic density variance.

6 We consider the transformation dV = |%|d(p1/po) to
simplify the treatment of the limits in Equation 21.

7 Note that we integrate p1/po from 1, i.e., when the pre- and
post-shock densities are the same, up to an arbitrarily large den-
sity contrast, p/po. This is the range of density contrasts where

a shock is well defined.
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Figure 1. A schematic of the orientation, propagation direction
and shock jump, p/po, of the two shocks discussed in §3. Left:
type I, hydrodynamical shocks form from streaming material up
and down Bj. Right: type II, fast magnetosonic shocks that form
from longitudinal compressions of the magnetic field lines. These
cause longitudinal compressions in the density field because the
density is flux-frozen to the magnetic field.

3.2 Shocks in MHD turbulence

We have now seen that the variance of a stochastic den-
sity field full of shocks can be related to the shock-jump
conditions. The shock-jump conditions can be derived in
the regular Rankine-Hugoniot fashion, where we equate the
upstream and downstream B, pv and p (for an isothermal
shock) across the shock boundary, in the local frame of the
shock, to conserve energy, momentum and mass (Landau &
Lifshitz 1959), and we follow Molina et al. (2012) to include
the magnetic pressure contribution in the derivation. In the
following two subsections we will describe two different types
of shocks that are derived using this method.

3.2.1 Type I: hydrodynamic shocks

In isotropic, supersonic turbulence shocks are randomly ori-
ented in space. However, in the presence of a strong mean
magnetic field, where § B < By, shocks form from velocity
gradients along the magnetic field (Beattie et al. 2020). We
call these shocks type I shocks. The shocks create large den-
sity contrasts perpendicular to the mean field that propagate
parallel to it (Beattie & Federrath 2020). Since the propaga-
tion is parallel to Bg the shocks do not feel the Lorentz force
(nor does the magnetic field feel the shock, with upstream
and downstream B remaining unchanged), and hence the
shock-jump conditions are hydrodynamical in nature (Mocz
& Burkhart 2018). This is the supersonic (non-linear) equiv-
alent of slow or acoustic modes from linearised MHD turbu-
lence theory. For an isothermal fluid, with turbulence driving

MNRAS 000, 1-17 (2020)
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parameter b, the shock jump is

(p>|:ﬁﬁﬁ, (25)

po

where bM is the compressive component of the Mach num-
ber (Federrath et al. 2008; Konstandin et al. 2012b), which
is the Mach number associated with the compressive modes
in the flow. It follows from Equation 24 that

U?’/POH ~ b2M2, (26)

8.2.2 Type II: fast magnetosonic shocks

Fast magnetosonic waves are the only MHD waves (in lin-
earised MHD theory) that can propagate perpendicular to
the magnetic field and compress the gas (Landau & Lifshitz
1959; Lehmann et al. 2016; Tritsis & Tassis 2016). The per-
pendicular waves propagate with velocity

v=4/vi, + 2, (27)

where vag = Bo/v/A4mp is the mean-field Alfvén velocity,
and cs is the sound speed. The non-linear counterpart is
the fast magnetosonic shock, which too propagates orthog-
onal to Bg. We call this a type II shock. These shocks form
through longitudinal compressions of the field lines, visu-
alised in Figure 2 of Beattie et al. (2020). The field lines
compress together, causing longitudinal, striated compres-
sions in the density field. Through the flux-freezing condi-
tion, the magnetic field is locked perpendicular to the shock
with B o« p, hence these shocks are equivalent to the B o p
shocks described in Molina et al. (2012). In an isothermal
fluid the gas pressure scales directly with p and hence the
magnetic field becomes larger at higher p/po in the fluid
(Mocz & Burkhart 2018). The shock jump is given by

p 1 M2 \? M3
(2), -3 [J(reii) - (o

(28)
and hence,
1 M\ M3
0'2/,301_ ~ § \/(1 +2b2/€loz> + SMiO - (1 + 2b2'/\ZOQ)
(29)

Unlike the hydrodynamical shock-jump condition in Equa-
tion 25, the density jump for fast magnetosonic waves is
asymptotic to (p/po)L = (/1 +8M3%, —1)/2 as M — oo.
The limit is controlled entirely by the strength of the mag-
netic field. Physically, this corresponds to the strong mag-
netic field suppressing small-scale fluctuations that are in-
troduced to the density as M increases (i.e., steepening of
the p power spectra; Kim & Ryu 2005; Beattie & Federrath
2020). If Mao — 0 then (p/po) L — 0. This is because the
divergence of the velocity field only has a parallel to By
component as By > 0B, where §B is the fluctuating com-
ponent of the magnetic field. Hence one cannot create any
perpendicular density contrasts for By — oo (Beattie et al.
2020).
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3.3 Two-shock density variance model

Now we combine Equation 26 and Equation 29 to model
the total variance of the anisotropic density field, i.e., we
assume the stochastic medium of interest is composed out
of the type I and type II shocks discussed above. Thus, we
model the total fluctuations as the sum of integrals over the
shock-jump conditions in the parallel and perpendicular di-
rections, as discussed in §3.1, assuming that the fluctuations
are independent from one another. In reality there will be
some non-linear mixing of the shocks (e.g., type II shocks
compressing the type I shocks longitudinally, changing the
shock jump conditions through a multiplicative interaction)

and, in principle, a larger diversity of shocks and density fluc-
tuations, but we adopt the most parsimonious anisotropic
model for the variance that one can formulate and leave
generalisations of the model for future studies. The N-shock
model would sum over N types of uncorrelated shocks with
shock-jump conditions (p/po), and shock volumes V;, given

)

1
2
JP/pozv § /yvdVi {(

For our two-shock model (N = 2, for type I and type 1),
this leads to

p

Po (30)

p/Po -2 2 p/Po -2 2
2 2 2 P1 P1 P1 P1 p1 pP1
i =simi i = [(5) (), (), el TaG), () ()
p/po ep/poll p/pPo Il L po ) \po/, o I 1 po/ L \Po/)  \Po n
0,2
oﬁ I
2 2
2 2,02, fL Mio 2 Mo
o = fLo" M* 4+ — 1+2 +8ML,— | 1+2 , 32
p/oo = I 2 \/( b2 M2 A0 b2 M2 (32)
Ml
o
where the parameters f; and fi control the weighting of Table 1. Main simulation parameters.
the contributions from each of the shock types, and come
directly from integrating Eq'uatlon 14 over two different Sim. 1D M (+10) Mao (£10) 02, (+l0) N3
sub-volumes that the fluctuations occupy. We call these the (1) @) 3) P/”D(4) ®)
volume-fractions of the parallel and perpendicular fluctua-
tions, respectively, and discuss and determine f; and fi in M2Ma0. 1 2.6+ 0.2 0.13140.008 049 +0.05 5123
§5.1 below. M4Ma0. 1 52+ 04  0.13+0.01 1.6+ 0.3 5123
M10MaO.1 12+ 1 0.125 £ 0.006 5.3+ 0.9 5123
M20Ma0. 1 24+ 1 0.119 + 0.003 T+1 5123
M2MaO.5 22+ 0.2 0.54 4+ 0.04 0.51+ 0.07 5123
4 MHD SIMULATIONS M4MaO.5 44 +£0.2 0.54 4+ 0.03 1.8+ 0.3 5123
4.1 MHD Model M10Ma0.5 10.54 0.5 0.52+ 0.02 514+ 0.7 5123
M20Ma0.5 21 =+ 1 0.53 % 0.02 8+ 1 5123
Here we describe the numerical data that we use to test M2Ma1l.0 2.0+ 0.1 0.98 + 0.07 0.5+ 0.1 5123
our density variance model. These are high-resolution, three- M4Mal.0 3.8+ 0.3  0.95+0.08 2.0+ 0.3 512?
dimensional, ideal magnetohydrodynamical (MHD) simula- MiOMal.0 9.3+ 0.5  0.934+0.05 8+ 1 512°
M20Mal1l.0 18.8+ 0.7 0.93 4+ 0.03 12+ 2 5123

tions of supersonic turbulence. The ideal, isothermal MHD
equations are

dp

ot TV (pv) =0, (33)
P _(B-V)B __ (. . |BP
p(at—i—v V)vf pp V(65p+ e + pF,
(34)
OB
E =V x ('U X B), (35)
V-B=0, (36)

where v is the fluid velocity, p the density, B the magnetic
field, ¢s the sound speed and F, a stochastic function that
drives the turbulence. We use a modified version of FLASH
based on version 4.0.1 (Fryxell et al. 2000; Dubey et al.
2008) to solve the MHD equations in a periodic box with
dimensions L3, on a uniform grid with resolution 5123, us-
ing the multi-wave, approximate Riemann solver framework
described in Bouchut et al. (2010) and implemented in FLASH

Notes: For each simulation we extract 51 realisations at times
t/T € {5.0,5.1,...,10.0}, where T is the turbulent turnover
time, and all 1o fluctuations listed are from the time-averaging
over the 57 time span. Column (1): the simulation ID. Col-
umn (2): the rms turbulent Mach number, M = oy /cs. Column
(3): the Alfvén Mach number for the mean-B component, By,
Mao = (2¢sM/mpo)/|Bol, where po is the mean density, cs is
the sound speed. Column (4) the volume-weighted density vari-
ance, computed as shown in Equation 14. Column (5): the number
of computational cells for the discretisation of the spatial domain
of size L3.

by Waagan et al. (2011). For a detailed discussion of the sim-
ulations we refer the reader to Beattie & Federrath (2020)
and Beattie et al. (2020). Table 1 provides a summary of the
important time-averaged parameter values. Here we briefly
summarise the key methods and properties of the simula-
tions.
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Figure 2. Slices through the y = 0 plane of log,,(p/po) at t = 6T for the 12 simulations listed in Table 1. The mean magnetic field, By, is
oriented up the page as shown in the top-left panel. The plots are ordered such that the simulations with the highest Mach numbers are
on the right column (M ~ 20) and weakest (M =~ 2) on the left. Likewise, the strongest By simulations (Mg = 0.1) are on the top row
and weakest (Mag =~ 1.0) on the bottom. The top row reveals slices of the density structures for the most anisotropic simulations. For
these simulations, fast magnetosonic waves (type II shocks, §3.2.2) ripple through the density field, propagating perpendicular to Bg and
leaving striations from the compressions (p/po > 1, shown in orange) and rarefactions (p/po < 1, shown in green) in the field. The largest
over-densities however form along the By, which are space-filling for low-M, and narrow and highly-compressed for high-M (type I
shocks, §3.2.1). For the Mao = 1.0 simulations the anisotropy is beginning to weaken as the fluctuating component of the magnetic field

grows, and becomes mixed into the fluid through the turbulence.

4.2 Turbulent driving, density and velocity fields

The initial velocity field is set to v(z,y, z,t = 0) = 0, with
units ¢s = 1, and the density field p(z,y,z,t = 0) = po,
with units po = 1. The turbulent acceleration field, F', in
Equation 34 follows an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process in time
and is constructed such that we can control the mixture of
solenoidal and compressive modes in F (see Federrath et al.
2008; Federrath et al. 2009, 2010 for a detailed discussion of
the turbulence driving). We choose to drive with a natural
mixture of the two modes (Federrath et al. 2010), which cor-
responds to b ~ 0.4. We isotropically drive in wavenumber
space, centred on k = 2, corresponding to real-space scales
of £p = L/2, and falling off to zero with a parabolic spec-
trum between £ = 1 and & = 3. Thus, energy is injected
only on large scales and the turbulence on smaller scales

MNRAS 000, 1-17 (2020)

develops self-consistently through the MHD equations. The
auto-correlation timescale of F' is equal to
_fo_ L
oy 2e M’

37)

We vary the sonic Mach number between M = 2 and 20,
encapsulating the range of observed M values for turbu-
lent MCs (e.g., Schneider et al. 2013; Federrath et al. 2016;
Orkisz et al. 2017; Beattie et al. 2019b). We run the simu-
lations from 0 < ¢/T < 10 and extract 51 time realisations
of p(z,y,z) over 5 < /T < 10 to gather data only when the
turbulence is in a statistically stationary state (Federrath
et al. 2009; Price & Federrath 2010). For simulations with a
strong guide field, a statistically steady state is reached after
about 5T, while for purely hydrodynamical turbulence and
super-Afvénic turbulence, stationarity is already reached af-
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p/po
-8.43

2.21
0.58
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Figure 3. The structure of the 3D density field, p/pg, for the highly-magnetised M2MAO.1 (left) and M20MAO.1 (right) simulations (see
Table 1). The direction of the mean magnetic field, By, is shown at the bottom-right corner of the simulations. Large-scale vortices form
in the density plane perpendicular to Bg. Density structures are tightly wound and stretched into ribbons and tubes as the supersonic
vortices advect the flux-frozen density field around the field lines. The vortices are found on similar scales for both simulations, roughly
L/2, the driving scale of the turbulence, however the M20MAO.1 simulation has more small-scale density fluctuations than the M2MAO.1

simulation (note the different scaling of the colour bars).

ter about 27. All our results are based on time-averages
across these 51 realisations, unless explicitly indicated oth-
erwise.

In Figure 4 we show the time-averaged logarithmic den-
sity PDF's for the Mao = 0.1 simulations shown in Table 1.
We show a log-normal model fit to the density fluctuations
with dotted lines. The density PDFs show that the fluctua-
tions are well described by a log-normal model, especially as
M increases. This is in contrast with hydrodynamical and
super-Alfvénic compressible turbulent flows, which become
less log-normal as the M increases (Federrath et al. 2010;
Hopkins 2013b; Mocz & Burkhart 2019). We leave the de-
tailed analysis of the Gaussianity of the density PDF's for a
follow-up study, but stress that in the sub-Alfvénic regime
the variance of the density field, which is the focus of this
study, is an informative statistic because of the log-normal
fluctuations.

In Figure 2 we show density slices through a plane per-
pendicular to the direction of By, indicated in the top-left
plot. The plots are organised such that the top-left plot
has the weakest (but still supersonic) turbulence (M = 2)
and strongest By (Mao = 0.1), and the bottom-right plot
has the strongest turbulence (M = 20) and weakest By
(Mao = 1.0). The slices reveal the highly-anisotropic den-
sity structures that form in sub-Alfvénic, supersonic tur-
bulence. Over-densities and rarefactions from fast magne-
tosonic shocks (type II shocks) cause ripples through the
density running parallel to the magnetic field. The largest
density contrasts are from the shocks that form along the
magnetic field (type I shocks), which compress the gas den-
sity into sharp, fractal filaments. The filamentary structures
become less space-filling as M increases, extending across
x L/M? «x L/4 for M = 2, to a tiny fraction of the box
at M = 20, qualitatively consistent with the shock-width
model discussed in §3.1.

10° T T T T T T T

10—1_

1071F

10 -8 -6 -4 =2 0 2 4 6
Inp/po

Figure 4. Time-averaged logarithmic density PDFs for the
ensemble of simulations, 2 < M < 20 with Mao = 0.1. We
show log-normal curves overlaid with dotted lines on the data.
Consistent with findings in Molina et al. (2012), for sub-Alfvénic
mean-field, compressible turbulence we find that the density fluc-
tuations are approximately log-normal, and do not exhibit strong
skewness features that are present in hydrodynamical turbulence
(Federrath et al. 2010; Hopkins 2013b; Mocz & Burkhart 2019),
and hence are well described by the variance of the density field.

MNRAS 000, 1-17 (2020)



Using the OSPRAY ray-tracer in VISIT (Childs et al. 2012)
we show examples of the volumetric density field for the
M2MAO.1 and M20MAO.1 simulations in Figure 3. Large-scale
vortices are revealed in the M2MAO. 1 simulation, with sheets
of density wrapped around in the direction of the Bg. The
vortices form at roughly the driving scale (L/2) of the sim-
ulation. The volumetric rendering for M20MAO. 1 shows much
more small-scale structure compared to M2MAO. 1, both along
and perpendicular to the direction of By. The large-scale
vortices found in M2MAO.1 are roughly at the same scale as
the vortices in M20MAO.1, suggesting that it is the driving
scale that sets the size of the vortices. Dense, shocked mate-
rial is compressed along the magnetic field lines, creating the
filamentary structures that were found in the slices, oriented
perpendicular to the field.

4.3 Magnetic fields

The initial magnetic field, B(z,y,z) = Boz at t = 0, in
Equations (34-36) is a uniform field with field lines threaded
through the 2 direction of the simulations. By is set to en-
sure the desired Mao, using the definition of the Alfvén
velocity (see footnote 1) and the turbulent Mach number
(see Equation 5),

Mao = ov/Vao = 2¢s/TpoM/Bo, (38)

with By constant in space and time. We set Mao = 0.1,0.5
and 1.0 for different simulations (see Table 1), ensuring that
the turbulence is in an anisotropic regime (Beattie et al.
2020; Beattie & Federrath 2020). The total magnetic field is
given by

B(t) = Boz + 6B(t), (39)

where the fluctuating component of the field, B, evolves
self-consistently from the MHD equations, with (¢ B), = 0.
From previous experiments in the anisotropic regime dis-
cussed throughout this study, |§B|/|Bo| ~ 1072 ~10"2 (Fed-
errath 2016a; Beattie et al. 2020). For this reason M =~
Mao in this regime, however, we explicitly formulate our
models around Mo, which is an invariant across different
M simulations.

5 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ANISOTROPIC
DENSITY VARIANCE MODEL

In this section we describe and model the fluctuation
volume-filling fractions that we introduced in Equation 32.

5.1 Volume fractions of anisotropic fluctuations

The fluctuation volume fractions, f| and f, in Equation 32,
determine the contributions of the parallel and perpendic-
ular fluctuations in our model. These parameters naturally
come about from considering multiple terms of a volume-
weighted statistic, where the total volume is partitioned into
distinct sub-volumes for the parallel and perpendicular fluc-
tuations. The volume-filling fractions can be derived by re-
turning to Equation 17, but instead of using a planar shock,
we consider shocks that have a reduced volume-filling factor,
i,

Vshock,i = fi)\L27 (40)

MNRAS 000, 1-17 (2020)
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where ¢ € {||, L} is the volume-filling factor of the shock,
e.g., for f; = 1 the shock is the planar shock from Equa-
tion 17, and for f; < 1 the shock has a smaller volume than
a planar shock, which, could be for example, a tubular, fila-
mentary shock. Considering shocks with a variable volume is
an important consideration to make in our two-shock model,
because the amount of volume that the fluctuations fill en-
codes how much they contribute to the variance through the
density variance integral, Equation 14. Propagating Equa-
tion 40 through Equations 20-24, making the same assump-
tions but for non-planar shocks, shows that

dnen|(R),-(5), ()]
() (G) () ] @

where f| is the volume-filling fraction of the type I shocks
and f, is the volume fraction of the type II shocks. Note
that the geometry of the volume variable shock propagates
through to the total volume fraction of the parallel and per-
pendicular fluctuations, including the rarefactions. This is
because the rarefaction region in the flow will share some
of the same geometrical properties as the shock, since the
gas density is compressed from the rarefaction into the over-
density. However, as we discussed in §3.1, the main contrib-
utors to the variance are the over-densities, hence,

Ui/ﬂo NfH (ppo> +fJ_ (;Z)l 3 (43)

and Equation 32 immediately follows by substituting in the
appropriate shock-jump conditions. Since the volume-filling
fractions are for the total parallel and perpendicular fluctu-
ations we assume that they add to unity,

N
1:Zfi<:>1:f“+fl. (44)

This means our model is an N — 1 parameter model, where
N is the number of shock types, and more explicitly, a one-
parameter model for the two-shock model we describe here.

The volume-filling fractions need not be constants, and
indeed, may depend upon both M and M. For example,
Konstandin et al. (2016), Beattie et al. (2019a) and Beattie
et al. (2019b) demonstrate that the global fractal dimension
D, which is a measure of the how the most singular struc-
tures in the flow fill space, for supersonic turbulence depends
upon M, which varies between 3 (space-filling, low-M) and
1 (filaments and tubular shocks, high-M). This is because
the flow is more compressible for higher M, reducing D,
which corresponds to the emergence of highly-compressed
structures like one-dimensional filaments. Increasing M also
directly affects the geometry of the shocks in the flow, which
can be shown by expressing Equation 18, the shock thick-
ness, in terms of the shock-jump conditions for an isother-
mal, hydrodynamical shocks in pressure equilibrium with
the ambient environment,

L
A= M (45)
This establishes that the shocks become more compressed
(thinner), filling less space, as M increases, which means
that a reasonable model for the volume fraction of the par-

allel fluctuations, which is dominated by type I shocks is
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Figure 5. The volume-filling fraction of fluctuations that run paral-
lel to By, f||, as a function of M, as discussed in §5.1, for all of the
trans/sub-Alfvénic simulations from Table 1, with 1o uncertain-
ties propagated from Equation 47. We fit our phenomenological
models in Equation 46 to each of the Mo datasets, shown the
with solid lines. This models suggests that f ~ A ~ M=2 in
the high-M limit, where A is the shock-width, and fj ~ const.
in the low-M limit, which is supported well by the data. This
means, assuming f1 = 1 — f), fL > f) for high-M flows, i.e.,
the perpendicular fluctuations, which are dominated by fast mag-
netosonic shocks, contribute most to volume fraction at high-M,
which is visualised in Figure 6.

fil o M ™2, However, this only holds for M >> 1, but not for
M ~ 1. Thus, we require a phenomenological function for
the volume fraction that describes its dependence on M for
both the trans to supersonic flow regime. We consider the
form

()] (o

which describes a function that tends towards ~ 1/M? when
M > M. > 1 and a constant volume fraction, fy, for
M < M, e.g., in the sub- trans-sonic regime, where the
type I shock thickness becomes ill-defined, and linear MHD
waves (slow, parallel and fast, perpendicular modes) weakly
compress the flow. Here, M. defines a critical Mach num-
ber for the transition between the constant and the ~ M ™2
regime. Thus, the parameter fo defines the volume-filling
fraction of the parallel fluctuations, in the presence of over-
densities formed by slow modes, as discussed in §3.2.1. These
are acoustic modes that propagate along the magnetic field
in the subsonic regime (Landau & Lifshitz 1959). Note that
since we have assumed f, = 1— f| we only need to consider
a model for fj.

fii=fo

5.2 Determining the volume fraction of parallel and
perpendicular fluctuations

The first step to fitting our model is to develop a dataset,
(M, fi1,:), for the different M ao simulation listed in Table 1.
Since, as discussed in § 5.1, our model only has a single pa-
rameter, f), we can rearrange Equation 32 and solve analyt-

Table 2. Fit parameters for f (M), as per Equation 46.

Parameter Mag=0.1 Mag=0.5 Mpuo=1.0
ey 2) 3) (4)
fo 0.42+ 0.05 0.46+£ 0.07 0.714 0.08
M 9.9+ 0.2 10+ 1 10+ 1
ically®,
2 2
o -0 n
fi = UQP/pO — ;2/p0 , (47)
p/poll p/poL

with the single constraint that f; € [0,1], since it corre-
sponds to a fraction of the total volume. This allows us to
generate a function fj (M) for each simulation. We show this
data in Figure 5. We then fit the functional form for f (M),
Equation 46, with parameters fo and M, using a non-linear
least squares fitting routine weighted by 1/Af“2, where A f)
is the uncertainty in f), propagated through Equation 47.
We show the fits using the solid lines, coloured by Mag.

For each of the datasets, the critical sonic Mach number
is M. =~ 10 and the fo parameter varies monotonically be-
tween =2 0.4-0.7, listed in Table 2. There are two important
conclusions to make: (1) magnetised turbulence is signifi-
cantly saturated with shocks above M =~ 10, and (2) the
parallel fluctuations become less confined by the magnetic
field, and occupy more of the total volume when the mag-
netic field is weakened. Accordingly, one should expect that
fo ~ 1.0 as Mao — o0, i.e., when there is no confinement
from the magnetic field. This reclaims the hydrodynamical
ai /oo —/M relation. Regardless of the field strength, the high-
M behaviour is the same between the simulations, which is
expected since the shock width, A ~ M2, encodes how
the (bM)? term contributes to the total variance once the
fluid is sufficiently shocked. This transition is consistent with
what Beattie & Federrath (2020) found, where M ~ 4 — 10
marked the Mach number for when the anisotropy of the
2D power spectrum revealed a morphology dominated by
shocks aligned perpendicular to Bg. Since we have assumed
fr =1—f (Equation 44) as M grows and the parallel
fluctuations occupy less and less of the volume until the
perpendicular fluctuations contribute the most to the total
volume budget for the fluid.

We show some of the shocked regions for both the par-
allel and perpendicular fluctuations in the top panels of Fig-
ure 6, for M ~ 20 turbulence by taking the divergence along
and across Bo. We also show the corresponding density fluc-
tuations in the bottom two panels, of the Figure, where we
highlight the —V - v > 0 regions. We find that the relative
fraction of the volume occupied by type I (left-hand panel)
and type II (right-hand panel) shocks is qualitatively con-
sistent with our model, as demonstrated by the regions of
high compression quantified by —V-v > 0 in the top panels,
and corresponding density structures coloured in the bottom
panels. This Figure is primarily for illustrative purposes of
type I and type II shocks and their approximate volume fill-
ing fractions.

8 ; 2 2 2 - 2
This follows from T/ = J.C“UP/POH + fJ-Up/pOJ_ = fl\ap/p0|| +
(1- f”)oi/poi- and then solving for f).
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Figure 6. Top left: A slice of the parallel convergence of the velocity field, with respect to the direction parallel to Bg. The convergence
is in units of c¢s/L. Here we show a single time realisation from the M = 20, Mao = 0.1 simulation (listed in Table 1), revealing
hydrodynamical shocks that propagate parallel to B, reminiscent in morphology of the hydrodynamical bow shocks studied in Robertson
& Goldreich (2018). Top right: The same time realisation as the left plot, but for the perpendicular convergence of the velocity field,
showing fast magnetosonic compressions of the velocity field, propagating orthogonal to Bg. The amplitude of the convergence is an order
of magnitude larger for the hydrodynamical shocks compared to the magnetosonic fast shocks due to the strong magnetic cushioning effect
perpendicular to Bg (Molina et al. 2012). Bottom left: the parallel shocks in the density field, corresponding to the positive convergent
structures in the upper-left plot, with density contrasts up to (ﬂ/,Do)H ~ M2 = 400, and very low volume-filling fractions. These are
the type I shocks discussed in §3.2.1, which form the hydrodynamical component of our density variance model, shown as oi/POH in
Equation 32. Bottom right: the same as the bottom left plot, but for the perpendicular shocks in the density field. The volume-filling
fraction of the perpendicular fluctuations is much larger than the parallel component, however the density contrast is orders of magnitude
lower. These are the type II shocks outlined in §3.2.2, which form the magnetohydrodynamical component of our density variance model,

2
o .
p/pPoL

6 ANISOTROPIC DENSITY VARIANCE MODEL
RESULTS

Now that we have constrained f}; we put this back into Equa-
tion 48 and generate our final variance model. We depict
our models with solid lines in Figure 7. The hydrodynami-
cal limit is drawn in red, which provides an upper bound of
the variance (f =1, fL = 0), and the three sets of simula-

MNRAS 000, 1-17 (2020)

tion data at different Mo in blue. The models fit the data
well, never deviating from the data by more than a small

fraction of the total 1o fluctuations in Ui/po'

Our results establish the following picture of the density
field in this regime: at low M, hydrodynamical, parallel to
By, fluctuations are large-scale, occupying a significant frac-
tion of the fluid volume with a relatively large volume-filling
fraction. The type I shocks dominate the parallel fluctuation
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Figure 7. Two-shock model (Equation 32) for the density variance, ai/po, as a function of M, for each set of Mg simulations. Blue points

are numerical data from the 12 simulations (Table 1), averaged over a time interval of 57. The red line indicates the hydrodynamical
limit for the density variance, b>M?2. We find that the variance grows from low M to M = 4 in a hydrodynamical fashion, but then
saturates as the small-scale density fluctuations (associated with high-M values) are suppressed by the strong mean magnetic field. We
plot our model, Equation 32, on each M ao dataset, shown with the solid lines. We find good agreement between the data and our models,

which suggests there is an upper bound for ag/po
for this result in §7.

contribution to the volume-weighted variance of the density
field. However, as M increases, the small-scale fluctuations
grow in the field, with and the type I shocks shrink in size
with their shock width ~ M ™2, and thus the parallel fluctu-
ations begin to occupy only very small fractions of the fluid
volume, decreasing the contribution from type I shocks to
the variance. When M > 1, the total volume-weighted vari-
ance becomes by type II shocks, which are highly magnetised
and do not support small-scale fluctuations. This flattens
ai /po (M) out, because the small-scale fluctuations that are
added to the field with increasing M are suppressed. Even-
tually this leads to an upper bound on Ui/po, as the type IT
shock density contrasts dominate the total variance.

6.1 Limiting behaviour of the model

Let us now consider the limiting behaviour of the density
variance in our model. The density variance is summarised
as

2 2 2
o100 = f190700ll + (1 = f1)0p/p0 1 (48)

in this highly-magnetised, anisotropic turbulent regime. We discuss the implications

In the high-M limit we have

1
/\/ltiinooUZ/”U = fob>’ M2 + 5 ( 14 8M%, — 1) , (49)

which, like the density contrast caused by type II shocks
shown in §3.2.2, is asymptotic to a limit fixed by the mag-
netic field and turbulent parameters. Ours is the first model
to predict such a bound for the total density fluctuations,
which is set by the strength of the mean magnetic field, the
type of driving, and the volume-filling fraction of subsonic
fluctuations travelling along Bg. This tells us that even in
the high-M limit the turbulent driving parameter influences
the spread of the PDF, frozen into the variance at high-M.
Interestingly, the limiting behaviour is independent of M,
as the effect of increasingly sharp density contrasts (M?) of
supersonic hydrodynamical shocks is cancelled out by the
reduced volume-filling factor of the parallel fluctuations.
The next limit of interest is the low-Mag limit,

A L (50)
Thus, the parallel component of the variance is retained in
this limit. We can interpret this as hydrodynamical fluctu-
ations are able to survive along the magnetic field but are
confined in a small volume, f|V, and hence are reduced by
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the volume-filling fraction, f). This value will be significantly
less than 1 for M > 10, as measured in §5.2. This is a key
distinguishing feature from any of the isotropic magnetised
models presented in Equation 13 (Molina et al. 2012). Both
of these models result in Ui/po = 0 in this limit.

Finally, in the high-Mao limit, as the turbulence tran-
sitions from magnetised to hydrodynamic,
lim 0200 = [IM® + (1 — fPb° M* =0 M?, (51)
which is the well-known, isotropic, hydrodynamic M —o
relation.

2
p/Po

7 DISCUSSION

7.1 Implications for density fluctuations observed in the
ISM

We motivated in §1 that there have been a number of ISM
observations (Li & Henning 2011; Li et al. 2013; Soler et al.
2013; Planck Collaboration et al. 2016a,b; Federrath 2016b;
Cox et al. 2016; Malinen et al. 2016; Tritsis & Tassis 2016;
Soler et al. 2017; Tritsis et al. 2018; Heyer et al. 2020; Pillai
et al. 2020) and simulations (Soler & Hennebelle 2017; Tritsis
et al. 2018; Beattie & Federrath 2020; Seifried et al. 2020;
Kortgen & Soler 2020; Barreto-Mota et al. 2021) that show
bimodally distributed density structures with respect to the
magnetic field.

For example, recent polarimetric observations of nearby
MCs reveal that the alignment of filamentary structures in
gas column density derived from Herschel submillimetre ob-
servations change with the density: high-density structures
(N, o 10®® em™2, where Ny, is the number density of the
molecular gas column density) tend to be oriented perpen-
dicularly to, and low-density (Nu, o 1022 cm™?) structures
parallel to, the mean magnetic field (Planck Collaboration
et al. 2016a; Soler et al. 2017; Tritsis et al. 2018; Heyer et al.
2020; Pillai et al. 2020). Through the analysis of numer-
ical MHD turbulence simulations we have identified some
of the physics that causes the bimodal alignment of gas
density structures during this density transition. To sum-
marise, the alignment in simulations like ours comes about
through an interplay between the divergence (compressibil-
ity) and the strain (most likely associated with vortex cre-
ation; such as those visualised in Figure 3) in the flow. This
has been found in multiple studies of highly-magnetised,
compressible plasmas, including those simulations presented
in Figure 6, (Soler & Hennebelle 2017; Beattie & Federrath
2020; Seifried et al. 2020; Koértgen & Soler 2020). A differ-
ent model is developed in Xu et al. (2019). They use the
Goldreich & Sridhar (1995) anisotropy theory to model the
extent of low-density filaments in the warm, diffuse and sub-
sonic ISM. This model is most likely not applicable for the
highly-compressible flows in the supersonic, cool and dense
molecular clouds, which need not conform to the incompress-
ible Goldreich & Sridhar (1995) theory. The transition oc-
curs with or without the presence of self-gravity, and hence
seems to be a MHD phenomena (however, self-gravitating
MHD simulations are shown to enhance the density struc-
tures that are perpendicular to By, e.g. Soler & Hennebelle
2017; Gémez et al. 2018; Barreto-Mota et al. 2021).

Our two-shock model suggests a simple explanation for
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this density transition described above, irrespective of the
physical processes that create the aligned structures, which
is beyond the scope of this study. The shock-jump condi-
tions predict that perpendicularly oriented hydrodynami-
cal shocks formed from material flowing along the magnetic
field are at least an order of magnitude larger in density
contrast compared to parallel oriented fast magnetosonic
shocks, formed through shuffling magnetic field lines. We
show this qualitatively in Figure 6, with the density con-
trasts produced by the shocks visualised in the two bottom
panels. Hence, we suggest that the observed transition in
the density arises from observing these two distinct types of
MHD modes.

A further transition is also now reported at even higher
column densities, within the filaments (< 0.1pc) them-
selves (Pillai et al. 2020). Inside of the filaments gravity-
induced accretion gas flows entrain the magnetic field,
realigning it with the gas flow. This creates parallel
aligned gas channels that accrete onto, for example,
hubs between high-density perpendicular oriented filaments.
(Gémez et al. 2018; Pillai et al. 2020; Busquet 2020).

Pioneering work from Soler & Hennebelle (2017) char-
acterised the bimodality of the first transition in terms of the
angle, ¢, between Vp and B. They showed that cos¢ = £1
and cos ¢ = 0 constitute equilibrium points that an ideal
MHD system tends towards. In our work we demonstrated
that the physical realisation of this insight corresponds to
hydrodynamical shocks that form along Bo (cos¢ = 0) and
fast magnetosonic shocks that form perpendicular to By
(cos¢ = +1). From the perspective of linear MHD wave
theory, these are the only two waves that are able to com-
press the density and form the V - v < 0 structures in the
flow. We hypothesise that at least for some sub-Alfvénic,
supersonic MCs it is these compressible MHD modes that
form the over-dense seeds and allow a local region to become
Jeans unstable and collapse under gravity.

7.2 Implications for star formation theory

Bottom-up star formation theories treat MCs as the funda-
mental building blocks that determine galactic star forma-
tion rates, and are parameterised by ai /pg» s discussed in §1
(Krumholz & McKee 2005; Padoan & Nordlund 2011; Hen-
nebelle et al. 2011; Federrath & Klessen 2012; Federrath &
Klessen 2013; Federrath & Banerjee 2015; Mocz et al. 2017;
Burkhart 2018; Hennebelle & Inutsuka 2019; Lee & Hen-
nebelle 2019; Lee et al. 2020). Turbulence regulation, in the
context of these models, is cast as a battle between den-
sity variance, O'z/po, and (p/po)erit, the critical density at
which the cloud becomes Jeans unstable and collapses (Fed-
errath 2018). The magnetic field plays a role in these models
by reducing the total density variance (as shown in Equa-
tion 13), and by introducing additional support through
magnetic pressure in the critical density, preventing collapse
(Krumholz & McKee 2005; Federrath & Klessen 2012; Fed-
errath & Klessen 2013). However, all of these models treat
the magnetic field only as an isotropic contribution via the
magnetic pressure. The effects of magnetic tension or the
anisotropic effects introduced by a strong guide field are
not included in the current theories of star formation. Here
we show that the magnetic field, specifically, a sub-Alfvénic
mean field, which encodes tension into the theory, acts pref-
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erentially to suppress small-scale density fluctuations (and
hence turbulent fragmentation), preventing Ui /po from grow-
ing beyond a specific limit set by the strength of the field,
shown in Equation 49 and in the In p/po-PDF's in Figure 4.
This is an extra form of suppression that By has on the star
formation rate.

A complete theory for anisotropic star formation would
take into account that fluctuations perpendicular to the
magnetic field are suppressed significantly, whereas along the
field they are not. As such, the theory would predict that
star formation may become bimodal with respect to the di-
rection of the large-scale, coherent B-field. There are some
observational signatures that this may be the case with the
star formation rate of some MCs seeming to depend upon
the large-scale orientation of the magnetic field (Law et al.
2019, 2020).

In this study we describe a model for the variance appli-
cable to these types of MCs, but to properly predict the star
formation rate in a strongly magnetised environment one
also must create an anisotropic model for (p/po)crit, which
contains both information about the scale in which the tur-
bulence transitions from supersonic to subsonic in rms ve-
locities, i.e., the sonic scale (Federrath & Klessen 2012; Fed-
errath et al. 2021), and the Jeans scale. The morphology
of the sonic scale in the presence of a strong magnetic field
is unknown, but one can speculate that it most likely will
become stretched along the field lines, changing the nature
of the critical density and how cloud collapse happens in
this regime. What we emphasise here is that there is much
work to do in this supersonic, anisotropic, highly-magnetised
regime, much of which we intend to pursue in future studies.

8 SUMMARY AND KEY FINDINGS

In this study we explore the density variance, 0’,2) /pos Of
highly-magnetised, anisotropic, supersonic turbulence across
and along the mean magnetic field, By. In §2 we discuss the
derivation of the o2/, — M relation and highlight the fun-
damental connection between shock-jump conditions for the
density field and O‘i/po, In §3, we describe in detail how we
define the geometry of shocks, and finally, we derive our two-
shock model for oﬁ/po. In §4 we discuss the setup and data
processing for the 12 supersonic (M > 1; where M is the
sonic Mach number), trans-/sub-Alfvénic (Mao < 1; where
Mo is the mean-field Alfvénic Mach number) MHD simula-
tions. We show examples of the 2D density slices and the full
3D density fields in Figure 2 and Figure 3, respectively. In
85 we fit our two-shock density model to the variance data,
and in §6 we discuss the results from the fit. We summarise
the fitting process in the following steps:

(i) We derive a model for the density variance that takes
the general form ai/po = f\\ai/po\l —l—j]_af,/poL7 where Ui/pon
comes from type I shocks and Ji JpoL COmes from type II
shocks.

(ii) The entire volume of the turbulence must contribute
to the total variance, hence we assume that fj = 1 — f..
This deﬁr;es a single parameter model O’i/po = f\\ai/poH +
(1- f\l)ap/pol

(ili) We propose a phenomenological model for f, fj =

41 -1/2
fo [1 + (MMC) } , based on the shock thickness of type
I shocks.

(iv) We use numerical simulations parameterised by

(M, Mao) to directly measure o and calculate o

2
and o,,, -

(v) Using the numerical data we fit for the two parameters
in the f; model, fo, which is associated with the volume-
filling fraction of the parallel fluctuations in the subsonic
limit, and M., is the M when the supersonic flow is signif-
icantly saturated with shocks.

2 2
p/pPo? p/poll

Finally in §7 we discuss the implications for interstellar
medium structure and magnetised star formation theory.
We summarise the key results below:

e We derive a model for the density variance, 02/%’0’ in
a sub-Alfvénic, supersonic, anisotropic flow regime, where
a strong mean magnetic field, By, creates dynamically
different fluctuations parallel and perpendicular to field,
characterised by Equation 32. To do this, we generalise
the shock-variance relations from Padoan & Nordlund
(2011) and Molina et al. (2012), discussed in §3, partition-
ing the total volume into two sub-volumes that contain
hydrodynamical shocks moving along (parallel to) the
magnetic field, and fast magnetosonic shocks moving across
(perpendicular to) the field, with details of the orientation
and compression mechanism shown in Figure 1.

e Our density variance model relies upon the volume-
filling fraction, f| — a measure of how much relative volume
the parallel fluctuations occupy along Bo. We propose a
phenomenological model for f|, Equation 46, using the
shock width described in Padoan & Nordlund (2011),
discussed in detail in §5.1. Using the numerical simulations,
we fit our model, with fit parameters listed in Table 2,
and illustrated in Figure 5. By assuming that the parallel
and perpendicular fluctuations must occupy the whole
volume, we find the parallel fluctuations dominate the
volume budget in low-M flows, whilst the perpendicular
fluctuations dominate in high-M flows, consistent with the
compressible structures visualised in Figure 2 and Figure 6.

e Our new model predicts a finite value of Ui/po in
the high-M limit, shown in Equation 49, which is set
by the strength of Bg. This is because a strong By field
acts preferentially to suppress the small-scale fluctuations
introduced in high-M flows. The new model also predicts
a finite value of 0127/;70 as By — oo, as shown in Equa-
tion 50, corresponding to density fluctuations that can
persist along Bjo. In the hydrodynamical limit, as shown in
Equation 51, our model reduces to the well-known relation,
Ui/po = b2 M?, where b is the turbulent driving parameter.
We demonstrate that our variance model provides a good
fit to the simulation data in Figure 7.

e In §7 we discuss how the two different MHD shocks
that we use in our model may explain the density transi-
tion observed in some nearby MCs. This because the fast
magnetosonic shocks, which create density fluctuations par-
allel to the magnetic field, have density contrasts at least
an order of magnitude less than the hydrodynamical shocks,
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which cause density fluctuations perpendicular to the mag-
netic field. We also highlight how a strong B may addi-
tionally suppress star formation by limiting the small-scale
density fluctuations, and hence turbulent fragmentation in
MCs with M 2 4.
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APPENDIX A: FLOW ORIENTATION IN THE
SUB-ALFVENIC, SUPERSONIC REGIME

In the sub-Alfvénic regime large-scale vortices aligned with
By form (Beattie et al. 2020), which arranges the magnetic
and velocity fields such that on average v L B, i.e., (f) =
(arccos [(v - B)/(||[v||l|BI)]) = /2. We show the full distri-
bution of 8 averaged over 5 < tT < 7, for our Mao = 0.1
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Figure Al. The distribution of the angle, 8, between the local mag-
netic and velocity field for the ensemble of Mg = 0.1 simulations
averaged over 5 <t/T < T.
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simulations in Figure A1l. We find a highly kurtotic, sym-
metric distribution centred about 6 = 7/2, as expected for
a flow that has vortices rotating about B intertwined with
intermittent events perturbing 6 away from the mean. The
density variance model that we propose in this study applies
to this limiting case, where type I shocks form the intermit-
tent events that perturb 6, and the type II shocks form by
the magnetic field lines being dragged through the super-
sonic, vortical flow.

Note that in this sub-Alfvénic regime there is only a
very small fluctuating component compared to the mean-
field, Bo (see discussion in §4.3 in the main study). When
we compute 6, the angle between B and dv in each
cell, because By dominates the magnetic field, B ~ By,
and hence 0 ~ arccos[(v- Bo)/(||v||||Bol])]- This makes
sense for our study since By partitions our density do-
main into parallel and perpendicular components. However,
since we are including By in our #, dynamic alignment the-
ory (Boldyrev 2006; Matthaeus et al. 2008) does not apply,
hence we urge caution when comparing Figure A1 with other
0 or cos @ distributions between the local magnetic and ve-
locity fields.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/IATEX file prepared by
the author.
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