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ABSTRACT

Magnetic fields are expected to be efficiently amplified during the formation of the first massive

black holes via the small-scale dynamo and in the presence of strong accretion shocks occurring during
gravitational collapse. Here, we analyze high-resolution cosmological magneto-hydrodynamical simula-

tions of gravitational collapse in atomic cooling halos, exploring the dynamical role of magnetic fields,

particularly concerning the effect of magnetic braking and angular momentum transport. We find that

after the initial amplification, magnetic fields contribute to the transport of angular momentum and
reduce it compared to pure hydrodynamical simulations. However, the magnetic and Reynolds torques

do not fully compensate for the inward advection of angular momentum, which still accumulates over

timescales of ∼ 1 Myr. A Jeans analysis further shows that magnetic pressure strongly contributes to

suppressing fragmentation on scales of 0.1− 10 pc. Overall, the presence of magnetic fields thus aids

in the transport of angular momentum and favors the formation of massive objects.

Keywords: methods: numerical — early universe — galaxies: high-redshift — dark ages, reionization,

first stars

1. INTRODUCTION

Magnetic fields are ubiquitous throughout the cos-

mos and are considered responsible for various as-

trophysical phenomena, such as the transfer of an-

gular momentum, launch of collimated jets and out-

flows, suppressing fragmentation, and stabilizing accre-
tion disks (Beck et al. 1999; Beck 2007; Pudritz et al.

2012). They may have a primordial origin (e.g.

Widrow et al. 2012) or result from the efficient ampli-

fication of weak seed fields due to astrophysical dy-
namos (e.g., Brandenburg & Subramanian 2005). It

has been suggested that magnetic fields may play an

important role already during the formation of the

first objects in the Universe, particularly the first

stars and supermassive black holes (e.g. Pudritz & Silk
1989; Sethi & Subramanian 2005; Silk & Langer 2006;

Schleicher et al. 2009). The origin of magnetic fields

is still uncertain as the standard model does not pro-

vide any constraints on their strength. Magnetic
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field may have generated during the cosmic infla-

tion through electro-weak or quantum chromodynam-

ics phase transitions or alternatively via the Biermann

battery effect and the Weibel instability (see review

by Widrow et al. (2012)). The current observational
constraints on the strength of intergalactic magnetic

fields are derived from CMB observations which were

suggested to provide an upper limit of a few nano

Gauss while blazer observations provide lower limit
of 10−16 G (Kahniashvili et al. 2010; Neronov & Vovk

2010; Planck Collaboration et al. 2016). Irrespective of

their origin, the seed magnetic fields are many orders of

magnitude smaller than the present day fields.

Over the last decade, numerous studies have sug-
gested that magnetic fields, irrespective of their

initial field strength, can be efficiently amplified

by the small scale dynamo during first struc-

ture formation (Schleicher et al. 2010; Sur et al.
2010; de Souza & Opher 2010; Federrath et al. 2011;

Schober et al. 2012; Turk et al. 2012; Latif et al. 2013a;

Grete et al. 2019). Furthermore, they can get ampli-

fied via the α − Ω dynamo in the presence of rotation

(Latif & Schleicher 2016; Sharda et al. 2020) and strong
accretion shocks due to the rapid infall within cosmo-
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logical simulations (Latif et al. 2014; Hirano et al. 2021;

Hirano & Machida 2022). Such strongly amplified fields

inhibit fragmentation and stabilize the central accre-

tion disks (Latif et al. 2023) (hereafter L23), as also
seen in Hirano et al. (2021). L23 performed cosmologi-

cal magneto-hydrodynamical (MHD) simulations in the

context of direct collapse black hole formation, evolving

them for about 1.6 Myr, a timescale comparable to the

lifetime of supermassive stars (Janka 2002). This study
focused on assessing the impact of magnetic fields on

the degree of fragmentation and the masses of clumps

by comparing their results with hydrodynamical runs.

In the context of the first massive objects, the po-
tential role of magnetic fields in suppressing fragmen-

tation via the magnetic Jeans mass has been suggested

previously (e.g. Schleicher et al. 2009; Latif et al. 2016),

along with the presence of the magneto-rotational insta-

bility to drive accretion within the disk (Silk & Langer
2006). However, as it is well-known in the context

of present-day star formation, magnetic fields can also

affect angular momentum transport and help to de-

lay or suppress the formation of rotationally supported
disks (Kulsrud 1971; Galli et al. 2006; Shu et al. 2007;

Hennebelle et al. 2016; Sheikhnezami & Fendt 2022). It

is not clear how magnetic torques compare to the

Reynold torques and what are their relevant contribu-

tions. In this letter, simulations by L23 are analyzed
with respect to the magnetic braking and its effect on

distribution of the angular momentum within the col-

lapsing halos. A short summary of the methods em-

ployed to perform the previous simulations is given in
section 2. The results of the analysis are presented in

section 3 and a final discussion and conclusions are pro-

vided in section 4.

2. NUMERICAL METHOD

We analyzed here the cosmological magnetohydrody-

namics simulations performed with adaptive mesh re-

finement code ENZO published in L23. A brief sum-
mary of these simulations is presented here and for

further details interested readers are referred to L23.

Cosmological magnetohydrodynamical simulations were

performed for three distinct halos and their results were

compared with hydrodynamical runs. The simulated ha-
los had a masses of 3 × 107 M⊙, 1.7 × 107 M⊙ and

2.3 × 107 M⊙ at z= 13.2, 12.5 & 12.6, with respec-

tive spin parameters of 0.07, 0.01 & 0.02. They were

seeded with an initial uniform magnetic field strength
of 10−14 G (4.5 × 10−19 G in comoving units) at

z=150. The motivation for the choice of such initial

field strength comes from theoretical works which pre-

dict B fields of strength 10−17 − 10−20 G at galactic

scales during electroweak phase transitions (Baym et al.

1996; Grasso & Rubinstein 2001) and 10−20 G from the

quantum chromodynamics in the very early universe

(Sigl et al. 1997). We further assume uniform B field
for the sake of a simplicity and coherent fields on larger

scales may be generated by the α−Ω dynamo in the pres-

ence of helicity. All simulations have an effective dark

matter resolution of ∼ 67 M⊙ and a spatial resolution

of ∼ 2000 AU. We further ensured a minimum resolu-
tion of 64 cells per Jeans length during adaptive mesh

refinement to resolve turbulent eddies (Federrath et al.

2011; Latif et al. 2013b), using 15 (additional) refine-

ment levels. Such a resolution allows to resolve small
scale dynamo action, converting turbulent into mag-

netic energy (Latif et al. 2013a, 2014). As also shown

in previous runs (Latif et al. 2014; Hirano et al. 2021;

Hirano & Machida 2022), additional amplification oc-

curs in the center of the halo when the accretion flow
hits the central pressure-supported core, leading to the

formation of strong shocks. The central part of the halo

then becomes magnetized very efficiently.

The simulations employed a non-equilibrium chem-
istry network consisting of six primordial species (H,

H+, He, He+, He2+, and e−) which self-consistently

solves the rate equations along with the (magneto-

)hydrodynamics. L23 studied an isothermal gas collapse

assuming that the intense Lyman Werner flux quenches
the formation of H2 emitted by nearby star forming

galaxies. Their chemical model further included cool-

ing from collisional ionization and excitation of H and

He, radiative recombination, inverse Compton scatter-
ing and bremsstrahlung radiation. The simulations were

evolved for about 1.6 Myr beyond their initial collapse

employing a pressure floor technique to study the impact

of magnetic fields during the formation of supermassive

stars.

3. RESULTS

Some of the main properties of the simulations for
the three different halos are summarized in Fig. 1 via

mass-weighted radial profiles. The radial profile of the

enclosed mass approximately follows the form expected

from an isothermal sphere on scales above 1 pc, with the

exception of occasional minor bumps due to small inho-
mogeneities in the density distribution. Within the cen-

tral region, we first note some flattening of the enclosed

mass until a radius of about 0.1 pc, and subsequently

a steep decline due to the density being approximately
constant within the central region.

On scales above 10 pc, the rotational velocity shows

the same behaviour for MHD and hydrodynamical sim-

ulations. On smaller scales it starts to deviate, with
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Figure 1. Mass-weighted radial profiles of the three simulated halos. Top left: Enclosed mass. Top right: Rotational velocity.
Mid left: Angular momentum. Mid right: Magnetic field strength (in proper units). Bottom left: Plasma beta parameter.
Bottom right: Alfvén and thermal velocity. The solid lines correspond to the MHD simulations, the dotted lines to the
hydrodynamical ones. In the bottom right figure the the dashed line refers to the sound speed, which we checked to be very
similar in the MHD and hydrodynamical simulations.
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Figure 2. Mass-weighted radial profiles of the thermal
(dashed line) and magnetic Jeans mass (solid line) for the
three simulated halos.

the rotational velocity being larger in two of the hy-

drodynamical simulations compared to the MHD ones,

though there is also one simulation where this appears
to be the other way round. Towards the center, the

rotational velocity then usually declines, again with the

exception of one halo where the center is not well-defined

and other clumps are present in the vicinity, leading to

more complex velocity structures. For the angular mo-
mentum, the radial profiles are very similar down to a

scale of 10 pc. On smaller scales, the hydrodynamical

runs show a higher angular momentum, including strong

peaks in the profile corresponding to clumps with sig-
nificant amounts of angular momentum.

In the radial profile of the magnetic field, we find sig-

natures from compression on scales of 30− 300 pc and a

steep increase around scales of 10−30 pc, as in the inner

region the magnetic field has been efficiently amplified
due to turbulence and shocks as a result of strong infall.

The plasma beta parameter corresponding to the ratio

of thermal over magnetic pressure is initially high and

of the order 1010 on scales above 10 pc, then dropping
significantly in the range of 1 − 10 pc where the mag-

netic field strength increases very significantly, leading

to typical values of 3−30 within the central region. The

sound speed in all three halos is a few times 105 cm s−1

independent of scale, while the Alfvén velocity initially
is insignificant of the order 0.1 cm s−1 on scales above

30 pc, though then increasing steeply and reaching val-

ues comparable to the sound speed on scales below 10 pc.

For radii of 0.1− 1 pc, it even exceeds the sound speed
by a factor of 2− 3.

This behaviour is reflected in the thermal and mag-

netic Jeans mass given in Fig. 2. As the gas is approx-

imately isothermal within the simulation, the thermal

Jeans mass follows an approximate power-law behaviour

with values of ∼ 107 M⊙ on scales of 100 pc and decreas-

ing to about 30 M⊙ on scales of 0.02 pc, with a mod-

erate bump on scales of 0.5 pc where the temperature
is slightly increased, as also reflected by bumps in the

density structure. The magnetic Jeans mass is insignif-

icant on scales above 30 pc, but then rises steeply and

reaches a maximum of ∼ 106 M⊙ on scales of ∼ 0.3 pc.

It dominates over the thermal Jeans mass in the range
from 0.1 − 10 pc and thus considerably contributes to

suppress fragmentation. However, in the innermost part

of the central core (scales below 0.4 pc), the thermal

support is more relevant than the magnetic one.
In Fig. 3, we show the time evolution of angular mo-

mentum and rotational velocity profiles of halo 1, to-

gether with magnetic and Reynolds torques given as

(Sheikhnezami & Fendt 2022)

τReyn=

∫

S

r
(

ρuphi ~up

)

· ~ds, (1)

τM=−

∫

S

r
1

4π
Bphi

~Bp ·
~ds. (2)

The angular momentum is generally found to be higher

in the hydrodynamical runs compared to the MHD runs.

In all simulations, the angular momentum is found to
increase in the center as a function of time, but more

strongly within the hydrodynamical simulations. A sim-

ilar trend is found for the rotational velocity which gen-

erally increases with time. The Reynolds torque shows

scatter but no significant dependence on spatial scale
and moderate increase over time, typically being in the

range of 1051 − 1053 g cm−2 s−2. The magnetic torque

is originally negligible as initially the magnetic field is

weak, but reaches similar values of order 1051 g cm−2 s−2

during the time evolution on scales less than 10 pc. Both

the Reynolds and the magnetic torques show occasional

peaks in the range of 0.5−30 pc due to inhomogeneities

in the flow. We checked that halos 2 and 3 show very

similar results.
We estimate the inward transport of angular momen-

tum due to advection as

J̇adv(r) = 4πr2ρrvrotvr, (3)

with ρ being density, vr the radial and vrot the rota-
tional velocity. In Fig. 4, the sum of the magnetic and

Reynolds torque is shown and compared to the advec-

tion term. Their contributions are generally found to

be very similar, though the inward transport term ex-
ceeds the magnetic and Reynolds stresses at least on

some scales and thus explains the inward transport of

the angular momentum. Within the innermost core on

scales below 0.1 pc, though, we note that the inward
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Figure 3. Mass-weighted radial profiles of halo 1. Top: Time evolution of angular momentum and rotational velocity in the
MHD (solid line) and hydrodynamical simulations (dotted line) of halo 1. Bottom: Time evolution of Reynolds and magnetic
torque. The Reynolds torque is shown for the MHD (solid line) and hydrodynamical (dotted line) simulations. We also provide
a comparison with the inward advection term given in Eq. 3 (thin lines both dotted and solid).

transport term decreases more strongly as the inner-

most core is still gravitationally stable, implying lower

radial velocities. Similarly, we note that the Reynolds

and magnetic torques decrease in the central core due

to lower magnetic fields strengths and reduced velocities
on these scales.

In Fig. 5, we compare the timescales associated with

the Reynolds and magnetic torques as well as the inward

advection timescale with the free-fall timescale, given as

Tff =

√

3π

16Gρ
(4)

The free-fall time follows an approximate power-law

behaviour starting around 107 years on scales of 1000 pc

and reaching about 103 years around 0.02 pc. The

timescale related to the Reynolds stress is always consid-
erably shorter than the free-fall time and only becomes

comparable in the central region, where the free-fall time

is short and turbulent and magnetic stresses are weak.

The timescale associated with magnetic braking, on the

other hand, is initially considerably larger than the free-

fall time, though drops considerably between 10−30 pc.

Particularly on scales of 0.1 − 1 pc, it is close to the

Reynolds timescale and contributes significantly to the

redistribution of angular momentum. The timescale of
inward advection of the angular momentum is typically

found to be somewhat smaller, though fluctuating, com-

pared to the Reynolds and magnetic braking timescales,

thereby explaining that the angular momentum still in-
creases in the central region of the collapse. Overall our

results thus show that Reynolds and magnetic stresses

considerably contribute to the redistribution of angular

momentum and reduce the total amount of angular mo-

mentum that would be present in pure hydrodynamical
runs, though are not sufficient to fully compensate for

the advection of angular momentum provided by infall.

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Using the cosmological high-resolution (magneto-

)hydrodynamical simulations of gravitational collapse
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Figure 4. The top panel is showing the mass-weighted radially averaged Reynold torques for HD runs and the bottom panel
the total torque (Reynolds plus magnetic) for the MHD runs at the end of simulations for all three halos. For comparison, the
thin lines in both panels show the angular momentum inflow term due to advection, J̇adv in both panels.
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Figure 5. Mass-weighted radially averaged profile of the
characteristic timescales associated with Reynolds torque
(dotted lines), magnetic torque (solid lines), infall torques
(thin solid lines) in comparison to the free-fall (dashed line)
timescale.

in atomic cooling halos from L23, we have analyzed

here the evolution of angular momentum considering the

Reynolds and magnetic torques as well as the inward
transport of the angular momentum via convection.

Both in hydrodynamical and magneto-hydrodynamical

runs, the angular momentum on scales below 1 pc

is found to increase significantly over a timescale of
∼ 1 Myr, but more strongly so in the purely hydro-

dynamical runs. The magnetic field strength increases

significantly over time and while the magnetic torques

are initially insignificant, they provide a relevant con-

tribution to the Reynolds torques after about 0.5 Myrs.
Both terms together however do not fully compensate

for the inward transport of angular momentum via con-

vection, so that the angular momentum in the center

nonetheless keeps increasing.
The dynamical role of the magnetic field with respect

to fragmentation has been noted already by L23, as

considerably more fragments have formed in the pure

hydrodynamical runs, even though many of them are



Pop III stars 7

subsequently merging. Here, we show via the compari-

son of the magnetic and the thermal Jeans mass that

indeed on scales of 0.1 − 10 pc, the magnetic fields

are sufficiently strong to considerably suppress frag-
mentation. This is similar to results found e.g. by

Sharda et al. (2020) in the context of smaller halos. To-

gether with the additional contribution to the angu-

lar momentum transport, these results explain how the

magnetic field aids to reduce fragmentation and favors
the formation of a single central object. Such objects

are expected to evolve towards a supermassive proto-

star (e.g. Hosokawa et al. 2012, 2013; Schleicher et al.

2013; Haemmerlé et al. 2019), which will subsequently
contract into supermassive black holes via the General

Relativistic instability.

Piddington (1970) proposed that the gravitational

collapse and differential rotation may account for the

observed galactic fields within the Hubble timescale.
Ratra et al. (1995) based on timescale arguments an-

ticipated that magnetic braking may remove angular

momentum during the formation of the first cosmic

structures. Pandey et al. (2019) employed an analyt-
ical model to study the impact of magnetic braking

on the angular momentum in halos of 107 − 109 M⊙.

They found that comoving large scale magnetic fields

of strength ≥ 0.1 nG are needed to remove the angular

momentum from gas clouds. They assumed constant
densities of 1, 10 and 100 times the background den-

sity and therefore their results do not remain valid on

scales below the viral radius of the halo. Also, their

toy model does not capture the 3D dynamical effects
such as mergers, shocks and turbulent motions which

further amplify magnetic fields. Our findings show that

even weak seed fields of the order of 10−19 G (comov-

ing, at z=150) can be efficiently amplified by the small

scale dynamo and in the presence of accretion shocks
and significantly contribute to braking the rotation of

gas clouds at later times along with Reynold torques.

Therefore, the results of Pandey et al. (2019) should be

considered as an upper limit on the strength of B field
required for magnetic braking.

The case of rotating supermassive stars was investi-

gated by Uchida et al. (2017), finding that angular mo-

mentum leads to the formation of a torus surrounding

the rotating black hole. In case of the additional pres-

ence of magnetic fields, collapse will further lead to the

launching of jets consistent with the typical duration

of long gamma-ray bursts (Butler et al. 2018; Sun et al.

2018). The presence of magnetic fields during the forma-
tion of the first black holes may thus give rise to direct

observational implications, and relates early black hole

formation to already known observed phenomena.

Our choice of the initial B field is about two order

of magnitude smaller than the lower limit inferred from
Blazer observations at galactic scales. If we were to em-

ploy a stronger initial B field, it would further strengthen

our main findings by suppressing fragmentation and ef-

ficiently transporting angular momentum by exerting
magnetic torques. All in all, it will support the forma-

tion of DCBHs. To investigate magnetic braking during

the formation of DCBHs, we studied here pristine ha-

los of a few times 107 M⊙ which are considered as em-

bryos of DCBHs. As the rotational velocity scales with
halo mass, relatively weaker and stronger B fields will

be required to induce magnetic braking in both smaller

and larger halos (≥ 108 M⊙), respectively, as found by

Pandey et al. (2019). However, this needs to be inves-
tigated in detail in future works. The strength of mag-

netic field in our simulations at kpc scales is smaller than

observed galactic fields as simulations are only evolved

for 1.5 Myr. Studies exploring magnetic fields in Milky

Way like galaxies show that e-folding time of about
100 Myr is required until saturation occurs with typi-

cal galactic field strength of a 10-50 µG (Pakmor et al.

2017). Previous works also show that initial magnetic

field strength is irrelevant due to the rapid amplification
by the small scale dynamo and shocks (Pakmor et al.

2014; Latif et al. 2014; Marinacci & Vogelsberger 2016).

Therefore, if we were to evolve our simulations for a

few hundred Myrs they will reproduce observed galactic

fields.
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Baym, G., Bödeker, D., & McLerran, L. 1996, PhRvD, 53,

662, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.53.662

Beck, R. 2007, A&A, 470, 539,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20066988

Beck, R., Ehle, M., Shoutenkov, V., Shukurov, A., &

Sokoloff, D. 1999, Nature, 397, 324, doi: 10.1038/16861

Brandenburg, A., & Subramanian, K. 2005, PhR, 417, 1,

doi: 10.1016/j.physrep.2005.06.005

http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.53.662
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20066988
http://doi.org/10.1038/16861
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2005.06.005


8 Latif et al.

Butler, S. P., Lima, A. R., Baumgarte, T. W., & Shapiro,

S. L. 2018, MNRAS, 477, 3694,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty834

de Souza, R. S., & Opher, R. 2010, PhRvD, 81, 067301,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.81.067301

Federrath, C., Sur, S., Schleicher, D. R. G., Banerjee, R., &

Klessen, R. S. 2011, ApJ, 731, 62,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/731/1/62

Galli, D., Lizano, S., Shu, F. H., & Allen, A. 2006, ApJ,

647, 374, doi: 10.1086/505257

Grasso, D., & Rubinstein, H. R. 2001, PhR, 348, 163,

doi: 10.1016/S0370-1573(00)00110-1

Grete, P., Latif, M. A., Schleicher, D. R. G., & Schmidt, W.

2019, MNRAS, 487, 4525, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz1568
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