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ABSTRACT

We conducted isothermal MHD simulations with self-gravity to investigate the properties of dense

cores in cluster-forming clumps. Two different setups were explored: a single rotating clump and

colliding clumps. We focused on determining the extent to which the formed dense cores inherit the

rotation and magnetic field of the parental clump. Our statistical analysis revealed that the alignment

between the angular momentum of dense cores, Lcore, and the rotational axis of the clump is influenced

by the strength of turbulence and the simulation setup. In single rotating clumps, we found that Lcore

tends to align with the clump’s rotational axis if the initial turbulence is weak. However, in colliding

clumps, this alignment does not occur, regardless of the initial turbulence strength. This misalignment

in colliding clumps is due to the induced turbulence from the collision and the isotropic gas inflow

into dense cores. Our analysis of colliding clumps also revealed that the magnetic field globally bends

along the shock-compressed layer, and the mean magnetic field of dense cores, Bcore, aligns with it.

Both in single rotating clumps and colliding clumps, we found that the angle between Bcore and Lcore

is generally random, regardless of the clump properties. We also analyzed the dynamical states of the

formed cores and found a higher proportion of unbound cores in colliding clumps. In addition, the

contribution of rotational energy was only approximately 5% of the gravitational energy, regardless of

the model parameters for both single and colliding cases.

Keywords: Molecular gas (1073) — Star formation (1569) — Magnetohydrodynamical simulations

(1966)

1. INTRODUCTION

Gravitationally bound dense cores undergo collapse

to form protostellar systems, which eventually evolve

into stars. The angular momentum of these cores is

a crucial factor in the creation of protostellar systems,

as it plays a key role in the formation of protoplane-

tary disks (e.g., Belloche et al. 2002; Sai et al. 2023).

The interplay between a rotating accretion disk and a

magnetic field is responsible for the launching of pro-

tostellar outflows (e.g., Tomisaka 2002; Matsumoto &

Tomisaka 2004; Banerjee & Pudritz 2006). The angu-

lar momentum of the protoplanetary disk is inherited

from the dense core, and previous studies have shown

that outflows tend to be launched parallel to the disk’s

angular momentum (e.g., Tomisaka 2002; Matsumoto &

Tomisaka 2004; Launhardt et al. 2009). In addition,

the magnetic field within collapsing cores serves as the

primary means for the gas to lose angular momentum

through magnetic braking, which could inhibit proto-

planetary disk formation (Mellon & Li 2008). Therefore,
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the initial structures and distributions of angular mo-

mentum, magnetic fields, and their relationship within

dense cores are critical parameters in protostellar evolu-

tion.

Top-down simulations of cluster formation provide a

powerful tool for studying the formation and evolution of

star clusters (e.g., Klessen et al. 2000; Bate et al. 2003;

Nakamura & Li 2007; Vázquez-Semadeni et al. 2011;

Padoan et al. 2014), allowing us to explore the com-

plex interplay between environmental conditions, angu-

lar momentum, and magnetic fields in cluster-forming

regions. By simulating the collapse of cluster-forming

clumps and the subsequent formation of dense cores,

these simulations can shed light on the origin and prop-

erties of the angular momentum and magnetic fields

of cores, as well as their implications for protostel-

lar outflows and disk formation (e.g., Chen & Ostriker

2018; Kuznetsova et al. 2019, 2020; Arroyo-Chávez &

Vázquez-Semadeni 2022; Misugi et al. 2023). For ex-

ample, Chen & Ostriker (2018) investigated the prop-

erties of dense cores in magnetohydrodynamics (MHD)

simulations of large scale converging flows. They sug-

gest that the internal and external magnetic fields are

correlated and the angular momentum of cores is ac-

quired from ambient turbulence. Misugi et al. (2023)

investigated the filament fragmentation process and the

properties and evolution of angular momentum in dense

cores. These studies highlight the importance of the in-

terplay between dense regions and their environments in

determining core properties.

Recent observations have revealed the velocity fields

of massive cluster-forming clumps (∼ 103M⊙), are of-

ten complex, exhibiting two or more velocity compo-

nents when observed with high-density tracers such

as C18O and H13CO+. These components are some-

times interpreted as evidence of clump-clump collisions

(e.g., Higuchi et al. 2010; Torii et al. 2011). Higuchi

et al. (2010) detected 13 cluster-forming clumps with

100− 1400M⊙ in H13CO+ line emission and found 4 of

them have distinct velocity gradients and multiple com-

ponents with different velocities. They proposed that

collisions between clumps could be a potential mech-

anism for triggering the formation of clusters to re-

produce the observed velocity structures of H13CO+

clumps. Clump-clump collision can compress the gas at

the overlapped areas of the collision, potentially trigger-

ing cluster formation. In particular, offset collisions can

produce angular momentum in merged clumps, which

would be observed as multiple velocity components.

However, it is also possible that the complex velocity

structures are due to the systematic internal motions

of the clumps, i.e., gravitational contraction of a single

clump with rotation. Shimoikura et al. (2016) inves-

tigated the velocity structure of the S235AB clump, a

massive cluster-forming clump, in C18O. They found

a clear velocity gradient with two well-defined peaks

around the center in the position-velocity (PV) diagram.

They show that a model of an infalling, rotating single

clump provides a good fit to the PV diagram. Addition-

ally, by performing statistical analyses of gas kinemat-

ics in massive clumps (∼ 1× 103M⊙), Shimoikura et al.

(2018, 2022) have shown that some molecular clumps

exhibit a velocity structure indicating infalling motion

with rotation. They concluded that infalling motion

with rotation is a common phenomenon during the early

stages of cluster formation.

As described, some hypotheses have been proposed to

explain the complex velocity components of clumps, sug-

gesting that star clusters may form under the influence

of rotation or collisions. Therefore, it is necessary to

investigate the effects of the environment of the clump,

such as rotation or collisions, on the properties of pro-

tostellar cores. Moreover, distinguishing the origin of

the complex velocity structure based solely on current

molecular spectroscopy analysis is challenging, and new

observational diagnostics are required.

In this study, we perform a MHD simulation of cluster-

forming clumps with adaptive mesh refinement (AMR)

by employing the Enzo code (Bryan et al. 2014). The

simulation ingredients include turbulence and gas self-

gravity. In our simulation, we investigated the proper-

ties of bound cores under different environmental condi-

tions, including single rotating clumps, colliding clumps,

and non-rotating/non-colliding clumps. We focused on

analyzing the angular momentum and magnetic fields of

the identified cores and examined their dynamics.

Below, Section 2 describes the method of our simula-

tions and analyses. Results are presented in Section 3,

including analysis of core angular momentum, magnetic

fields, and dynamics. In Section 4, we discuss the im-

plications of our results. We summarize our results in

Section 5.

2. METHOD

2.1. Numerical Code

The numerical code is essentially the same as that of

Kinoshita & Nakamura (2022). We use the numerical

code Enzo1, a MHD adaptive mesh refinement (AMR)

code (Bryan et al. 2014). The ideal MHD equations were

solved using a Runge-Kutta second-order-based MUSCL

solver utilizing the Dedner MHD solver and hyperbolic

1 http://enzo-project.org (v.2.6)
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divergence cleaning method (Dedner et al. 2002; Wang

et al. 2008). The Riemann problem was solved using

the Harten-Lax-van Leer (HLL) method, while the re-

construction method for the MUSCL solver was a piece-

wise linear model (PLM). The self-gravity of the gas is

included in our simulations.

The numerical domain is set to Lbox = 2.8 pc cu-

bic. We use a root grid of 2563 with 5 levels of re-

finement, corresponding to an effective resolution of

81923. Our refinement criterion is based on resolving

the Jeans length by eight cells to avoid artificial frag-

mentation (Truelove et al. 1997). Refinement is allowed

until the finest resolution reaches ∆xmin = Lbox/8192 ≃
3.4 × 10−4 pc, where the local number density reaches

ncrit ≃ 1.2 × 108 cm−3 in some region. We assumed a

mean molecular weight µ = 2.3 and an adiabatic index

was set to γ = 1.00001 for an approximate isothermal

assumption.

2.2. Initial Conditions and Parameters

We choose initial conditions to match properties of

observed clumps. As an initial clump, we set a mag-

netized gas sphere with uniform density nclump = 1.2×
104 cm−3, isothermal sound speed cs = 0.27 km·s−1, and

radii Rclump = 0.7 pc, giving a mass Mclump ∼ 103 M⊙.

The clump is embedded within ambient gas of 10 times

lower density, n0 = 1.2× 103 cm−3.

The simulation box is initialized with a large-scale

uniform magnetic field B0, which is parallel to the z

axis. We explored initial magnetic field strengths of

B0 = 10 µG (weak) and 100 µG (strong). Then, the

ratios of magnetic energy Eclump,mag ≡ B2
0R

3
clump/6

with respect to the gravitational energy Eclump,grav ≡
−3GM2

clump/5Rclump are Eclump,mag/|Eclump,grav| ≈
2.3× 10−3 and 0.23, respectively.

To approximate the velocity and density fluctuations

present in observed clumps, turbulent velocities are gen-

erated within the clump material at t = 0 Myr. This

velocity field chosen for our simulations follows a power

spectrum of the Larson law v2k ∝ k−4 (Larson 1981),

with a pure solenoidal component , where k is the

wavenumber for an eddy diameter. We limit our k-

modes to be 4 < k
π/Lbox

< 20. We select two turbu-

lence Mach number M ≡ σv/cs, M = 1.5 (weak) and

M = 5 (strong), where σv is the velocity dispersion in

the clump. From which, the ratios of turbulent energy

Eclump,turb ≡ Mclumpσ
2
v/2 with respect to the gravita-

tional energy are Eclump,turb/|Eclump,grav| ≈ 0.02 and

0.25, respectively. Turbulent velocity generates some

base level of clump angular momentum. The total initial

angular velocities purely from turbulence for M = 1.5

and M = 5 are respectively Ωturb ∼ 1.0×10−15 rad s−1

and ∼ 3.0 × 10−15 rad s−1. Since our initial clumps do

not have enough kinetic and magnetic support, they are

prone to gravitational collapse at the beginning.

Previous observations have indicated that clump ve-

locity structures can be attributed to either infall with

rotation or clump collision. To investigate these scenar-

ios, we used two different setups in our simulations: “

Rotation Setup” where a single clump contracts with

rotation, and the “ Collision Setup ” where two clumps

collide (see Section 2.2.1 and 2.2.2). Table 1 lists the

models for both setups and illustrates the parameter

space explored. Throughout our subsequent discussion,

we will refer to the model names as shown in Table 1.

2.2.1. Rotation Setup

In the Rotation Setup, besides the initial turbulent

velocity field, we add an angular momentum with con-

stant velocity to the entire clump. The rotational

angular velocity is Ω0 = 1.0 × 10−13 rad s−1, from

which the ratios of rotational energy Eclump,rot ≡
MclumpR

2
clumpΩ

2
0/5 with respect to the gravitational

energy is Eclump,rot/|Eclump,grav| ≈ 0.25. This value

is based on some previous observational works (e.g.,

Higuchi et al. 2010; Shimoikura et al. 2018). Ω0 is about

two orders larger than Ωturb and dominant for the rota-

tional motion of the entire clump.

To investigate the effects of the initial magnetic field

direction, we consider two arrangements with respect to

the rotation axis, namely θ0 = 0◦ and 45◦, where θ0
is the angle between B0 relative to the Ω0. In other

words, θ0 = 0◦ means that Ω0 and B0 are parallel, and

θ0 = 45◦ means that the angle between them is 45◦.

The upper row of Figure 1 shows the sample map from

one of the Rotation Setup model (Rot-M5-B10P) show-

ing the simulated gas structure in column density inte-

grated along z axis. Initially, the gas rotates around a

constant rotation axis Ω0. Gradually, dense structures

develop due to turbulence compression and local grav-

itational collapse, eventually leading to the formation

of dense cores. The red circles in the figure show the

positions of identified cores (see Section 2.3), indicat-

ing that cores have formed at various locations within

the clump. In Appendix A, the time evolution of col-

umn density, as viewed along the x axis, is shown. We

investigated core-to-core separations in Appendix C.

For comparison, we also consider the setup, referred to

as ”w/o setup”, in which single clump contracts without

initial angular momentum with Ω0. All conditions in the

w/o Setup are the same as in the Rotation setup, except

that there is no initial angular momentum with Ω0 in

the former.

2.2.2. Collision Setup
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In the Collision Setup, we investigate the collision of

two clumps with an initial impact parameter of b =

Rclump. Turbulent velocities are generated within the

two clumps’ material at t = 0 Myr, similar to the Ro-

tation and w/o Setups. However, unlike the Rotation

Setup, the initial two clumps are not rotating. Due to

the off-center collision, the shear motion is converted

into rotating motion of the compressed dense gas, whose

angular momentum axis is roughly perpendicular to the

collision axis. Henceforth, we refer to the axis of rota-

tion generated by the collision as Ωcol. The default ini-

tial velocity of the clumps is set to be V0 ≈ 2.8 km s−1

(fast) by means of relative collision velocity Vrel = 2V0.

For comparison, V0 ≈ 1.4 km s−1 (slow) is also explored.

From which, the ratios of kinetic energy due to the over-

all motion of the clump, Eclump,col = MclumpV
2
0 /2 to the

gravitational energy are Eclump,col/|Eclump,grav| ≈ 0.25

and 1.00 respectively.

We select two arrangement of initial magnetic field B0

and Ωcol, θ0 = 0◦ and 45◦. When θ0 = 0◦, it means that

the collision axis is perpendicular to B0 (B0 ∥ Ωcol),

and when θ0 = 45◦, it means that the angle between the

collision axis and B0 is 45◦.

The lower row of Figure 1 shows sample maps from one

of the Collision Setup model (Col-M5-B10P). At the in-

terface of the colliding, a high-density compressed layer

is formed. Dense cores primarily form inside this shock

layer. Two clump gas rotates around Ωcol. In Appendix

A, the time evolution of column density, as viewed along

the x axis, is shown.

2.3. Measuring Core Properties

For each set of model parameters, we typically conduct

four simulations with different realizations of the input

turbulence. The evolution of the clump was tracked to

approximately the free-fall time tff ≃ 0.3 Myr. We iden-

tify gravitationally bound cores at the time when the

most evolved core collapses (nmax ⩾ 108 cm−3) by ap-

plying the following criteria: (i) n ≥ nth = 106 cm−3,

(ii) cell number > 33, (iii) total mass Mcore > 0.1M⊙,

(iv) Ethermal + Emag + Egrav < 0 (details below). We

tested multiple values of threshold density nth and veri-

fied that the following results do not strongly depend on

nth. We chose nth = 106 cm−3 since this is high enough

to guarantee dense core formation but below ncrit.

For some models, the total number of identified cores

in the four simulations is below 20. In such cases, we

perform additional simulations to ensure that the to-

tal number of cores exceeds 20, allowing for statistically

meaningful discussions. In Section 4.3, we also discuss

unbound cores that do not satisfy the criterion (iv).

For each core, we calculated its thermal energy

Ethermal, kinetic energy Ekin, magnetic energy, Emag,

and self-gravitational energy Egrav. Ethermal is given by

Ethermal =
∑
i

3

2
nikTi, (1)

where i is an index of a cell in the core, ni is the num-

ber density, k is the Boltzmann constant, and Ti is the

temperature.

Ekin is given by

Ekin =
∑
i

1

2
ρi|vi − vmean|2, (2)

where ρi is the mass density, vi is the velocity, and vmean

is the mean velocity of core defined by

vmean =

∑
i ρivi

Mcore
, (3)

where Mcore is the mass of the core. Egrav is calculated

by

Egrav = −3GM2
core

5Rcore
, (4)

The core radius Rcore is defined by

Rcore =

(
3Vcore

4π

)1/3

, (5)

where Vcore is the total volume of the core.

Emag is given by

Emag =
∑
i

B2
i

8π
∆Vi, (6)

where Bi is the magnetic field flux density, and ∆Vi

is the volume of a simulation cell. These calculation

methods are similar to those used in earlier works (e.g.,

Sakre et al. 2023).

We estimate the net angular momentum Lcore based

on the calculation presented in Chen & Ostriker (2018).

Lcore is defined by the integration of each cell’s relative

angular momentum over the entire volume:

Lcore =
∑
i

ρi∆Vi · (ri − rCM)× vi, (7)

where rCM is the center of mass. The rotational axis

for the core is determined to be L̂core = Lcore/Lcore,

where Lcore = |Lcore| is the magnitude of the net angu-

lar momentum of the core. The total rotational inertia

of the core around this axis can be calculated by first

determining the projected radius for each cell:

ri,⊥ = (ri − rCM)−
[
(ri − rCM) · L̂core

]
L̂core (8)
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Figure 1. Sample map from simulations considered in this study. The column density, as viewed along the z axis, is shown.
The top two rows display one of the Rotation Setup models (Rot-M5-B10P) at 0.0 and 0.32 Myr. The orientation of the rotation
axis of the clump is indicated by the symbol ”⊗” pointing in the direction of the z axis. The bottom two rows display one of the
Collision Setup models (Col-M5-B10P) at 0.0 and 0.17 Myr. In the Collision Setup, the initial clump does not have an overall
rotational velocity. However, after the collision, the two clumps rotate around their center due to the off-center configuration.
The positions of bound cores identified in simulations are additionally plotted as red open circles.

and then integrating over the whole volume:

I ≡
∑
i

ρi∆Vi · |ri,⊥|2 (9)

The mean angular velocity Ωcore and the rotational

energy Erot of the core are

Ωcore ≡ Lcore/I, (10)

Erot ≡
1

2
IΩ2

core. (11)

The mean magnetic field within the core is calculated

by

Bcore =

∑
i Bi∆Vi

Vcore
. (12)

In the following section, we will discuss the degree of

alignment of Lcore or Bcore. To quantify the alignment

level and its significance, we use the orientation param-

eter S:

S =
3
〈
cos2 χ

〉
− 1

2
, (13)

where χ is the angle with respect to the director. In

the case of a perfect alignment, S = 1, while in the

case of a completely random alignment, S = 0. When

0 < S < 1, it denotes a partial alignment. For example,

when
〈
cos2 χ

〉
= cos2 45◦, S = 0.25. In the following

discussion, S > 0.25 will be referred to as strong align-

ment and 0.25 > S > 0 as weak alignment.

3. RESULTS

Overall, we compare the results of 24 different simu-

lation models listed in Table 1. For each set of model
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Table 1. Summary of Simulations and Explored Parameter
Space

Model name V0
a M b B0

c θ0
d α e

(km s−1) (µG) (◦)

Rotation Setup

Rot-M1.5-B10P · · · 1.5 10 0 0.30

Rot-M1.5-B100P · · · 1.5 100 0 0.53

Rot-M5-B10P · · · 5 10 0 0.53

Rot-M5-B100P · · · 5 100 0 0.75

Rot-M1.5-B10D · · · 1.5 10 45 0.30

Rot-M1.5-B100D · · · 1.5 100 45 0.53

Rot-M5-B10D · · · 5 10 45 0.53

Rot-M5-B100D · · · 5 100 45 0.75

w/o Setup f

w/o-M1.5-B10 · · · 1.5 10 · · · 0.05

w/o-M1.5-B100 · · · 1.5 100 · · · 0.28

w/o-M5-B10 · · · 5 10 · · · 0.28

w/o-M5-B100 · · · 5 100 · · · 0.50

Collision Setup

Col-M1.5-B10P 2.8 1.5 10 0 0.05

Col-M1.5-B100P 2.8 1.5 100 0 0.28

Col-M5-B10P 2.8 5 10 0 0.28

Col-M5-B100P 2.8 5 100 0 0.50

Col-M1.5-B10D 2.8 1.5 10 45 0.05

Col-M1.5-B100D 2.8 1.5 100 45 0.28

Col-M5-B10D 2.8 5 10 45 0.28

Col-M5-B100D 2.8 5 100 45 0.50

Col-S-M1.5-B10P 1.4 1.5 10 0 0.05

Col-S-M1.5-B100P 1.4 1.5 100 0 0.28

Col-S-M5-B10P 1.4 5 10 0 0.28

Col-S-M5-B100P 1.4 5 100 0 0.50

Note—a The pre-collision velocity of the clump. b The Mach
number of turbulence. c The strength of initial magnetic
field. d The angle between the initial magnetic field B0 rel-
ative to the Ω0 (Ωcol).

e Energy ratio of sum of turbu-
lent, magnetic field, rotation, and thermal energies to absolute
value of self-gravitational energy for the initial initial clump,
(Eclump,tur+Eclump,mag+Eclump,rot+Eclump,therm)/|Eclump,grav|.
f The models of the clump that has neither initial angular mo-
mentum with Ω0 nor collide.

parameters, we run multiple simulations with different

realizations of the input turbulence, and identify bound

cores. We present analysis result of bound cores in the

Rotation Setup in Section 3.1, and those of the Collision

Setup in Section 3.2. In Appendix B, Table 2 summa-

rizes the physical properties measured from cores. In

Figure 2. Histograms of the cosine of the relative angles
between parental clump rotation axis Ω0 and the integrated
angular momentum Lcore, for all bound cores formed in dif-
ferent models. The black line shows the expected distribu-
tion for an isotropic orientation of Lcore. In the legends, the
orientation parameter SL,Ω = (3⟨cos2∡[Lcore,Ω0]⟩−1)/2 for
each model are shown, and values with SL,Ω > 0.25 are indi-
cated in bold. θ0 = 0◦ cases are shown in the first row, while
θ0 = 45◦ cases are shown in the second row. In all mod-
els with weak turbulence (indicated by blue lines), there is a
clear tendency for Lcore and Ω0 to align. On the other hand,
in the strong turbulence models (indicated by red lines), the
angles are close to being isotropically distributed and no ten-
dency for alignment is observed.

Appendix C, we show distributions of nearest-neighbor

core separations.

3.1. Rotation Setup

This section shows the simulation results of the Ro-

tation Setup. For each identified core, we measured the

net angular momentum Lcore and mean magnetic field

Bcore. We show the correlation between Lcore and the

rotational axis of the clump, Ω0, in Section 3.1.1. In

Section 3.1.2, we discuss the alignment of Bcore. In Sec-

tion 3.1.3, we present the rotation-magnetic field rela-

tion among bound cores.

3.1.1. Angular Momentum of the Rotation Setup
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Figure 3. The cosine of relative orientation angles of Lcore

pairs as a function of their separation distances. The data
are averaged in various separation distance bins, with the
size of the circle representing the number of samples in each
distance bin. The black dashed line indicates cos 45◦. The
models with θ0 = 0◦ and 45◦ are presented together. Rota-
tion Setup is shown in the top panel and w/o Setup in the
bottom panel. In the Rotation Setup, a stronger alignment
of Lcore pairs is observed, especially when the turbulence is
weak (M = 1.5).

We examine the orientation of Lcore for all bound

cores in different models to determine if the cores reflect

the average angular momentum of the clump. Figure 2

illustrates the histograms of the cosine of the angle be-

tween parental clump rotation axis Ω0 and the core an-

gular momentum Lcore. Here, the orientation parameter

SL,Ω is defined as SL,Ω = (3⟨cos2∡[Lcore,Ω0]⟩ − 1)/2.

In all models with weak turbulence (indicated by blue

lines), strong alignment (SL,Ω > 0.25) is achieved re-

gardless of the strength or orientation of the initial mag-

netic field B0. For these models, the distribution of

cos∡[Lcore,Ω0] deviates greatly from an uniform distri-

bution and the null hypothesis that “the distribution

is uniform” is rejected at a significance level of 5% us-

ing the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test. In models with

weak turbulence, the rotation of the parental clump is

passed down to the bound cores, while in models with

strong turbulence (indicated by red lines), the distri-

bution of spin axes is found to be close to isotropic,

and the null hypothesis that ”the distribution is uni-

form” cannot be rejected. This suggests that the ro-

tational motion of the clumps is not reflected in the

bound cores in strong turbulence models. Therefore,

the turbulence intensity is a critical parameter that de-

termines whether the rotational motion of the parental

clump is inherited by the bound cores or not. Ex-

pressed using the ratio of Eclump,rot to Eclump,tur of

the clump, there is no tendency for alignment when

Eclump,rot/Eclump,tur ∼ 1, and a strong tendency for

alignment when Eclump,rot/Eclump,tur > 1.

Another important point to note is that in the case

of weak turbulence, Lcore tends to align with Ω0 re-

gardless of the strength B0 or orientation θ0 of B0. As

shown later in Section 3.1.3, there is almost no correla-

tion between Lcore and Bcore. At least within the range

of parameters investigated in this study, the magnetic

field does not constrain the direction of Lcore.

Between all Lcore pairs in each simulation run, we

calculate the cosine of the relative orientation angle,

noted as cos θL,L and their separations. Figure 3 dis-

plays cos θL,L as a function of their separation distances

between all pairs of Lcore. The results are binned by

separation distances of pairs and presented as the mean

and standard deviation for each bin. The top panel

shows the results of the Rotation Setup, while the bot-

tom panel shows those of w/o Setup for comparison. In

the Rotation Setup, particularly with weak turbulence
(M = 1.5), cos θL,L is generally close to cos 45◦ indicat-

ing a relatively stronger alignment of Lcore pairs. Weak

turbulence models exhibit relatively high cos θL,L val-

ues over a wide range of separations from 0.2 to 1.2 pc,

suggesting that Lcore pairs are generally aligned regard-

less of the distance between cores. As shown in Fig-

ure 2, in the Rotation Setup with the weak turbulence,

Lcore inherits the rotation of clumps. Therefore, Lcore

tends to align with similar angles between pairs. On the

other hand, in Rotation Setup with the strong turbu-

lence (M = 5), cos θL,L is close to ∼ 0.5 which would

be expected from a uniform distribution. As shown in

Figure 2, in the case of strong turbulence, the rotation

of the clump is not transferred to the core, so the pairs

of Lcore did not align. In the case of w/o Setup, since

the clump is not rotating globally, the direction of each
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Figure 4. Histograms of the cosine of the relative angle be-
tween the initial magnetic field B0 and the mean magnetic
field within the core, Bcore, for bound cores formed in differ-
ent models. The black line shows the expected distribution
for an isotropic orientation of Bcore. In the legends, the ori-
entation parameter SB,B0 = (3⟨cos2∡[Bcore,B0]⟩ − 1)/2 for
each model are shown, and values with SL,B0 > 0.25 are
indicated in bold. Rotation setup models with θ0 = 0◦ are
shown in the top panel, while θ0 = 45◦ models are shown in
the middle panel. w/o Setup models are shown in the bot-
tom panel. Generally, in models with strong magnetic fields
(indicated by dashed lines), the strong alignment of Bcore

with B0 is observed.

Lcore is random, and cos θL,L is around 0.5 at any sep-

aration, indicating no alignment between Lcore pairs.

3.1.2. Magnetic Field of the Rotation Setup

Figure 5. The cosine of relative orientation angles of Bcore

pairs as a function of their separation distances. The pre-
sentation method is similar to Figure 3. Models with strong
magnetic fields (B0 = 100µG) have a higher degree of align-
ment of Bcore pairs compared to models with weak magnetic
fields (B0 = 10µG).

We explored the orientation of Bcore for all bound

cores and investigated the correlation between Bcore

and the initial magnetic field of the clump, B0. Fig-

ure 4 shows the histograms of cosine of the angle be-

tween Bcore and B0. The parameter SB,B0
is defined as

(3⟨cos2∡[Bcore,B0]⟩ − 1)/2. In all models with strong

B0 (indicated by dashed lines), SB,B0
is larger than 0.25

indicating the strong alignment between Bcore and B0.

The null hypothesis that “the distribution is uniform”

is rejected at a significance level of 5% for all models

with strong B0. Strong magnetic fields tend to main-

tain their coherence along the initial direction. There-

fore, Bcore inherits the initial orientation of the clump’s

field, which leads to a tendency for Bcore to align paral-
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lel to B0. Also, for some models with weak B0, SB,B0
is

positive and the null hypothesis that “the distribution is

uniform” is rejected. However, the degree of alignment

is weaker compared to models of strong B0. This is due

to the fact that when the magnetic field is weak, the

magnetic field inside the clump is easily disturbed by

turbulence or rotational motion of the clump, resulting

in the misalignment of Bcore.

Similar tendencies are obtained through the analysis

of Bcore pairs. Figure 5 shows the cosine of the relative

orientation angle, noted as cos θB,B , between all Bcore

pairs as a function of their separation distances in the

same manner as Figure 3. In the models of Rotation

Setup with a strong B0 (= 100µG), there is a higher

degree of alignment with an average cos θB,B around

cos 45◦ over a wide range of separations from 0.2 to 1.2

pc. On the other hand, in the weakB0 (= 10µG) models

of Rotation Setup, the degree of alignment is generally

lower compared to the strong B0 models for a range

of separations between 0.2 and 0.8. The strength of the

initial magnetic field determines the degree of alignment

of Bcore pairs.

In w/o Setup, the difference in results between strong

and weak B0 cases is significant. In the weak B0 models,

cos θB,B is around 0.5, while in the strong B0 cases, the

degree of alignment ofBcore pairs is higher and surpasses

cos 45◦.

3.1.3. Rotation-Magnetic field relation of the Rotation
Setup

We investigated the relation between Lcore and Bcore.

Figure 6 illustrates the cumulative distribution func-

tion (CDF) of the cosine of the relative angle between

Lcore and Bcore compared to a uniform distribution.

The orientation parameter SL,B is defined as SL,B =

(3⟨cos2∡[Lcore,Bcore]⟩ − 1)/2. The CDF of most mod-

els appears to be a relatively straight line and the null

hypothesis that “the distribution is uniform” is not re-

jected at a significance level of 5 % using the K-S test

except for the model Rot-M1.5-B100P.

The model Rot-M1.5-B100P has weak initial turbu-

lence intensity (M = 1.5), resulting in a well-aligned

Lcore with Ω0, as shown in Section 3.1.1. Furthermore,

the strong initial magnetic field (B0 = 100µG) con-

tributes to the alignment between Bcore and B0 (see

Section 3.1.2), and as θ0 = 0◦ (Ω0 ∥ B0), Lcore is well

aligned with Bcore. As such, due to the limited ini-

tial conditions and geometric reasons, Lcore and Bcore

are aligned, resulting in a high orientation parameter

SL,B = 0.34. In models other than Rot-M1.5-B100P

with such specific initial conditions, the distribution of

angle between Lcore and Bcore is generally random. We

can conclude that Bcore does not strongly limit Lcore.

Figure 6. The cumulative distribution function of the co-
sine of the relative angle between the mean magnetic field
Bcore and the angular momentum Lcore, compared to the
expected CDF (black lines) for a completely uniform dis-
tribution. Rotation Setup models with θ0 = 0◦ are shown
in the top panel, while θ0 = 45◦ models are shown in the
middle panel. The bottom panel shows the results of w/o
Setup. In most models, suggesting random distributions of
∡[Lcore,Bcore].

As shown in Section 3.1.1, it is the rotation of clumps

and turbulence that determine the property of Lcore.

3.2. Collision Setup
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Figure 7. Same as Figure 2 except for Collision Setup mod-
els. Fast collision velocity cases with θ0 = 0◦ are shown in
the top panel and those of θ0 = 45◦ are shown in the middle
panel. Slow collision velocity cases are shown in the bottom
panel. For all models in the Collision Setup, the angles are
close to being isotropically distributed and no tendency for
alignment is observed.

This section shows the simulation results of the Colli-

sion Setup. We show the correlation between the Lcore

and Ωcol in Section 3.2.1. In Section 3.2.2, we discuss

the alignment of Bcore. In Section 3.2.3, we present the

rotation-magnetic field relation among bound cores.

3.2.1. Angular Momentum of the Collision Setup

In the Collision Setup, the initial clumps are set to

have no initial rotational angular velocity Ω0. Nonethe-

less, due to their off-center arrangement, the two clumps

Figure 8. Same as Figure 3 except for Collision Setup mod-
els. Fast collision velocity cases are shown in the top panel,
and slow collision velocity cases are shown in the bottom
panel. Regardless of the models, cos, θL,L is close to 0.5 for
most separation ranges, which suggests that the direction of
Lcore is randomly distributed.

begin to rotate after the collision, resulting in a domi-

nant momentum in the plane perpendicular to the ro-

tation axis Ωcol. It is therefore expected that the gas

motion of the clumps would be inherited by the cores

formed, with the angular momentum vector Lcore align-

ing with Ωcol (see Figure 14). However, contrary to this

expectation, the analysis results reveal a different out-

come.

Figure 7 illustrates the histograms of cosine of the

angle between Lcore and Ωcol as Figure 2. Here,

the orientation parameter SL,Ω is defined as SL,Ω =

(3⟨cos2∡[Lcore,Ωcol]⟩ − 1)/2. In the Collision Setup,

SL,Ω is generally small regardless of turbulence strength.

Also, all Collision Setup models are roughly con-

sistent with a completely uniform distribution of
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cos∡[Lcore,Ωcol], which cannot be rejected at a signifi-

cance level of 5%. In the Rotation Setup, a clear align-

ment tendency was observed between Lcore and Ω0 for

weak turbulence. However, in the Collision Setup, the

clump’s rotation is not transferred to the core regardless

of the initial parameters.

Figure 8 displays cos θL,L as a function of their sepa-

ration distances as Figure 3. For any models, cos θL,L

is around 0.5 for most separation ranges, indicating the

random distribution of the direction of Lcore.

3.2.2. Magnetic Field of the Collision Setup

Figure 9 shows the histograms of cosine of the angle

between Bcore and B0 as Figure 4. In fast collision mod-

els with θ0 = 0◦ (shown in the top panel), the alignment

tendency between Bcore and B0 is strong, as indicated

by a significant deviation from the uniform distribution

of cos∡[Bcore,B0], and a large SB,B0 , which holds true

for both strong and weak B0 models. In Section 3.1.2,

we showed that in Rotation Setup models with the weak

B0, the direction of Bcore tends to be relatively ran-

dom, and the degree of alignment between Bcore and

B0 is lower. However, in the Collision Setup, a strong

alignment tendency is present even in weak B0 mod-

els. This strong alignment is caused by the large-scale

alignment of magnetic fields due to collisions. Figure

10 is a density and magnetic field (black lines) in slices

cut through the center of the simulation box in Collision

Setup models with weak B0 models, Col-M1.5-B10P and

Col-M1.5-B10D. The shocked layer is formed at the in-

terface of the two clumps. The magnetic field is ampli-

fied and aligned more efficiently along the shocked layer

as a result of compression and bending by collisions.

Most dense cores are formed within the shocked layer,

inheriting this aligned magnetic field. Therefore, the de-

gree of alignment of Bcore is high, and this trend is also

evident in weak B0 models where the magnetic field is

easily bent. That is to say, in cases where clumps collide,

the direction of Bcore is determined by the direction of

the collision axis.

The middle panel of Figure 9 shows results of fast

collision models with θ0 = 45◦. In these models with

weak B0 (indicated by solid lines), the peak of the dis-

tribution of cos∡[Bcore,B0] is not within the range of

0.83-1.0, but rather in the range of 0.67-0.83. Compared

to the weak B0 model with θ0 = 0◦ in the top panel,

the difference is evident, with smaller values of SB,B0
.

This tendency for misalignment in the θ0 = 45◦ model

can be explained by the distortion of the magnetic field

due to collisions. The bottom panel of Figure 10 in-

dicates the density and magnetic field in slices for the

weak B0 model with θ0 = 45◦. Since the collision axis

Figure 9. Same as Figure 4 except for Collision Setup mod-
els. Fast collision velocity cases with θ0 = 0◦ are shown in
the top panel and those of θ0 = 45◦ are shown in the middle
panel. Slow collision velocity cases are shown in the bottom
panel.

is inclined at 45◦ to B0, the shocked layer is oblique

to B0 and parallel to Ωcol. The magnetic field inside

the clump is twisted and amplified along the direction

of the shock, causing the field to be tilted by 45◦ with

respect to B0 and become parallel to Ωcol. Bcore aligns

with Ωcol rather than B0, as it inherits the aligned mag-

netic field within the shocked layer. Figure 11 shows

histograms of the cosine of the relative angle between

Bcore and Ωcol for fast collision models with θ0 = 45◦.

For weak B0 models, the peak of the distribution of

cos∡[Bcore,Ωcol] is sharp within the range of 0.83-1.0
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Figure 10. Slice plots of the gas density in a plane
through the center of the simulation box at t = 0.2 Myr
in Col-M1.5-B10P and Col-M1.5-B10D models. Black lines
show the magnetic field direction (B0 is parallel to the z
axis). The length of lines corresponds to the magnetic field
strength. White arrows indicate the collision axis. The mag-
netic field is amplified and aligned along the shocked layer.

indicating the strong alignment of Bcore with Ωcol. As

θ0 = 0◦ models, the collision-axis determines the direc-

tion of Bcore. However, it should be noted that in cases

where B0 is strong, this may not necessarily hold true.

In models with strong B0 (dashed line in Figure 11),

the peak in the distribution is not as sharp compared to

the model with weak B0, and the orientation parameter

SB,Ω = (3⟨cos2∡[Bcore,Ωcol]⟩ − 1)/2, is smaller. When

B0 is strong, the magnetic field inside the clump is more

likely to be aligned with the direction of B0. Therefore,

when θ0 = 45◦, the magnetic field may not align per-

fectly with the shocked layer. Bcore, which inherits the

magnetic field inside the clump, will tilt relative to Ωcol.

Figure 12 shows the cosine of the relative orientation

angle, noted as cos θB,B , between all Bcore pairs as a

function of their separation distances in the same man-

ner as Figure 5. All models except for the slow collision

model with M = 5 and B0 = 10µG exhibit a clear

Figure 11. Histograms of the cosine of the relative an-
gle between Bcore and Ωcol for fast collision models with
θ0 = 45◦. The black line shows the expected distribution for
an isotropic orientation of Bcore. In the legends, the orienta-
tion parameter SB,Ω = (3⟨cos2∡[Bcore,Ωcol]⟩−1)/2 for each
model are shown, and values with SL,B0 > 0.25 are indicated
in bold. In models with weak magnetic fields (indicated by
solid lines), the strong alignment of Bcore with Ωcol is ob-
served. Furthermore, in the weak magnetic field model, SB,Ω

is higher than SB,B0 , indicating that the direction of Bcore is
determined not by the direction of the initial magnetic field,
but rather by the direction of collision axis.

tendency for alignment between Bcore pairs over a wide

range of separations. A crucial characteristic is that

even in weak B0 models, cos θB,B is large. As shown in

Section 3.1.2, in the Rotation setup, cos θB,B for weak

B0 models are significantly smaller than those of strong

B0 models. However, in the Collision setup, the global

alignment of the fields inside the clump due to colli-

sions causes cos θB,B of the weak B0 models to be even

greater. In the slow collision model with M = 5 and

B0 = 10µG, due to the strong turbulence and slow col-

lision velocities, the magnetic field is not well aligned

at the shocked layer, resulting in a random distribution

of the direction of Bcore. However, in other models, if

collisions compress the gas sufficiently, the Bcore pairs

will align. Generally, the orientation of the collision axis

(or Ωcol) is a crucial factor in determining the direction

of Bcore.

3.2.3. Rotation-Magnetic field relation of the Collision
Setup

Figure 13 illustrates the cumulative distribution func-

tion (CDF) of the cosine of the relative angle between

Lcore and Bcore compared to a uniform distribution as

Figure 6. For most models, CDF is similar to a uni-

form distribution, and the null hypothesis that ”the

distribution is uniform” cannot be rejected at a sig-

nificance level of 5% using the K-S test, except for

models Col-M5-B100D and Col-S-M5-B100P. The mod-
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Figure 12. Same as Figure 5 except for Collision Setup
models. Fast collision velocity cases are shown in the top
panel, and slow collision velocity cases are shown in the bot-
tom panel. The Collision Setup model has a higher degree
of alignment for Bcore compared to Rotation Setup and w/o
Setup models. Especially when B0 is weak, the field aligns
along the shocked layer, resulting in a significantly higher
degree of alignment for Bcore.

els Col-M5-B100D and Col-S-M5-B100P with strong B0

show a slight tendency towards alignment, which may

be attributed to the magnetic braking by fields that are

intensified by the collision. However, SL,B is not sig-

nificantly large (weak alignment), and other models of

Collision Setup show almost uniform distributions.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Alignment of Core Angular Momentum

The inheritance of global motion by dense cores from

their parental clump is a significant topic of study. Pre-

vious research has yielded mixed results, with some

Figure 13. Same as Figure 6 except for Collision Setup
models. Fast collision velocity cases with θ0 = 0◦ are shown
in the top panel and those of θ0 = 45◦ are shown in the
middle panel. Slow collision velocity cases are shown in the
bottom panel. In most models, they suggest random distri-
butions of ∡[Lcore,Bcore].

studies indicating mostly random distributions of spin

axes in young open clusters (Jackson & Jeffries 2010),

while others have found strong spin alignment of stars

within specific open clusters (Corsaro et al. 2017). It

is likely that this variability depends on the specific en-

vironment of the parental star-forming regions. In this

subsection, we discuss the trend of the relative angle
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between the parental clump rotation axis and Lcore as

shown in Section 3.1.1 and 3.2.1.

Figure 14 shows the time evolution of the total angu-

lar momentum of clump gas in the z-direction, Lz for

M = 1.5 and θ0 = 0◦ models. The top panel indi-

cates the Lz of gas with number density n > 104 cm−3.

Since the angular momentum of the clump is approxi-

mately conserved, Lz remains nearly constant. The mid-

dle panel illustrates the Lz of gas with n > 105cm−3(>

nclump = 1.2 × 104 cm−3). In the models of Rotation

Setup and Collision Setup, dense gas inherits the over-

all rotation of clumps, resulting in higher Lz than w/o

Setup models.

As shown in Section 3.1.1 and 3.2.1, for all strong tur-

bulence models (M = 5), we find the random distribu-

tions of ∡[Lcore,Ω0(Ωcol)]. Strong turbulence can dis-

turb the gas feeding the core, causing a loss of memory

of the clump’s global rotational motion. In the Rotation

Setup with weak turbulence (M = 1.5), we observed the

alignment between Ω0 and Lcore. Cores inherit the an-

gular momentum of dense regions indicated in Figure 14.

However, in the Collision Setup, even with weak turbu-

lence, the distributions of cos∡[Lcore,Ωcol] are uniform,

and the Lcore pairs are not aligned with each other. The

direction of Lcore does not reflect the larger angular mo-

mentum of clumps illustrated in Figure 14.

One of the factors contributing to this misalignment

is the turbulence induced by the collision. Figure 15

follows the time evolution of velocity dispersion in z-

direction, σz for M = 1.5 and θ0 = 0◦ models. In Colli-

sion Setup models with θ0 = 0◦, σz can be a measure of

the driven turbulence by collision because it is a com-

ponent perpendicular to the direction of the collision

axis and following rotation velocity. For two density

thresholds, the Collision Setup models produce higher

σz than other setup models roughly by a factor of two.

Also, models with higher collision velocities (fast) drive

more turbulence. The increase in turbulence intensity

due to collisions has also been demonstrated in (Wu

et al. 2018), which is consistent with our results. Dense

shocked regions formed by collision have greater veloc-

ity dispersion perpendicular to the collision axis (parallel

to Ωcol). Therefore, the motion of gas around the dense

core is more turbulent, and the orientation of the core

rotation axis is considered to be random without any

specific direction.

In Figure 16, to show the direction dependency of

the accretion flow toward the dense core, we illus-

trate the momentum structure around the most mas-

sive dense core position for two models, Rot-M1.5-B10P

of Rotation Setup and Col-M1.5-B10P of Collision

Setup. In the left panels, we display Column den-

Figure 14. Total angular momentum of clump gas in the
z-direction, Lz, as a function of time. The top and middle
panels display the time evolution of gas above density 104

and 105 cm−3, respectively. The bottom panel illustrates the
time evolution of the total gas mass above density 105 cm−3

for comparison. We are comparing models for weak turbu-
lence M = 1.5 and θ0 = 0, where Ω0 (Ωcol) is parallel to
the z-axis. Since the angular momentum of the clump is ap-
proximately conserved, Lz with n > 104 cm−3 is nearly con-
stant. On the other hand, Lz with n > 105 cm−3(> nclump =
1.2× 104 cm−3) increases as dense regions formed.

sities summed over 0.6 pc around the most massive

core. In the right panels, the purple lines show

the average momentum around the x-axis:
∫
S
ρ(vx −

vx,core)dydz/
∫
S
dydz, where vx,core is the x-component

of the center of mass velocity of the core, and S =

{(y, z) |
[
(y − ycore )

2
+ (z − zcore )

2
]1/2

≤ 0.05pc}.
The horizontal axis corresponds to x − xcore . Simi-

larly, the green and blue lines represent the average mo-

mentum around the y-axis and z-axis, respectively. In

the Rotation Setup model Rot-M1.5-B10P, gas with pre-

dominant momentum in the y direction can be observed

around the core. We have confirmed that, similarly, gas
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Figure 15. Velocity dispersion in z-direction, σz, as a func-
tion of time. The top and bottom panels display the time
evolution of gas above density 104 and 105 cm−3, respec-
tively. Increasing the initial collision velocity leads to a
higher increase in σz.

with dominant momentum in the x or y direction can

be found around many other cores. In general, in Rota-

tion Setup models, the velocity field of clump rotation
is parallel to the xy plane. Therefore, dense gas regions

with dominant momentum in the xy direction are more

likely to form, especially when turbulence is weak. As

momentum in such a region is injected into the core, the

dense core acquires a rotational velocity on the xy plane,

with the rotation axis parallel to the z-axis. The same

effect occurs even when θ0 = 45◦. Thus, as shown in

Section 3.1.1, in weak turbulence Rotation Setup, Lcore

aligns with Ω0.

On the other hand, the bottom-right panel of Figure

16 shows that the momentum of the gas around the core

is isotropic in the Collision Setup model Col-M1.5-B10P.

Momentum is not biased in the direction of clump mo-

tion (xy direction), and gas flow from the direction per-

pendicular to the collision axis (z) is also injected into

the core to a significant degree. A high-density shocked

layer is formed perpendicular to the collision axis, so the

flow along the shocked layer (parallel to the z-axis) sig-

nificantly contributes to the momentum supply to the

core. We observed that many other cores in other Col-

lision Setup models also exhibit an isotropic tendency

toward accretion. Therefore, in Collision Setup, the ro-

tation direction of the dense core is not biased to one

side, and the distributions of cos∡[Lcore,Ωcol] are uni-

form, as shown in Section 3.2.1.

4.2. Misalignment between the angular momentum and

the magnetic field

Ciardi & Hennebelle (2010) showed that the efficiency

of mass ejection in the outflow is dependent on the angle

between the rotation axis and the magnetic field. There-

fore, considering the launching of outflows, the relation-

ship between rotation and magnetic fields is crucial. The

classical theory suggests that the magnetic axis of cores

should be parallel to their rotational axis, as perpen-

dicular configuration allows for faster magnetic brak-

ing compared to parallel configurations (Mouschovias

1979; Mouschovias & Paleologou 1979). However, Hull

et al. (2013) and Hull & Zhang (2019, and references

therein) showed the random orientations of the core ro-

tation and magnetic fields within protostellar cores in

various regions in the whole sky. Doi et al. (2020) also

find no correlation between the magnetic field angles

and the rotation axes in NGC 1333. On the other hand,

there are observations suggesting the preference for weak

alignment of them in some regions (Yen et al. 2021;

Xu et al. 2022). Kong et al. (2019) indicated outflow

axes being mostly orthogonal to their parent filament in

G28.37+0.07, which may suggest a preferred alignment

between the core rotation and bulk fields.

As shown in Section 3.1.3 and 3.2.3, we find that the

relative angle between Lcore andBcore is random in most

models. The alignment is strong only for the model

Rot-M1.5-B100P due to the limited initial conditions.

In some models of the Collision Setup, random distri-

butions are rejected, but the alignment is weak. These

results of general misalignment are consistent with pre-

vious numerical simulations (Offner et al. 2016; Chen

& Ostriker 2018; Kuznetsova et al. 2020). Our findings

suggest that, except for special cases, there is no ten-

dency for strong alignment between Lcore and Bcore at

core-scale (∼ 0.01−0.1pc) regardless of the clump prop-

erties. This suggests that the effect of magnetic braking

to align Lcore and Bcore is weak.

We use the characteristic time tL for magnetic braking

to study the effect of magnetic braking quantitatively.

When the mean direction of the field lines is parallel to

the rotation axis, tL is given by
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Figure 16. Left: Column densities summed over 0.6 pc for the Rot-M1.5-B10Pmodel at 0.3 Myr (top) and Col-M1.5-B10Pmodel
at 0.2 Myr (bottom). The black lines show the average velocity field projected onto the plane. The position of the most massive
dense core is indicated with a black circle. Right: Momentum structure around the most massive dense core corresponding
to the left panel. Purple lines show the average momentum around the x-axis:

∫
S
ρ(vx − vx,core)dydz/

∫
S
dydz, where vx,core

is the x-component of the center of mass velocity of the core, and S = {(y, z) |
[
(y − ycore )

2 + (z − zcore )
2]1/2 ≤ 0.05pc}.

The horizontal axis corresponds to x− xcore . Similarly, the green and blue lines represent the average momentum around the
y-axis and z-axis, respectively. Momentum around the core is isotropic in the Col-M1.5-B10P model, while the y-component is
dominant in the Rot-M1.5-B10P model.

tL ≡ 1

2

σ

ρextvA
, (14)

where σ is the column density of the core, ρext and

vA are the density and the Alfvén velocity in the am-

bient medium (Mouschovias & Paleologou 1980). tL
is an approximate timescale for magnetic braking to

constrain the angular momentum. We calculate σ as

σ = Mcore/πR
2
core, ρext as the density at the core bound-

ary (= µmHnth), and vA as Bcore/(4πρext)
1/2. Figure

17 shows the histogram of the ratio between the free-fall

time tff and tL for all bound cores in different models.

For most cores, tff/tL < 1, indicating that the effect of

magnetic braking is not significant. This is consistent

with the random distribution of ∡[Lcore,Bcore] shown

in Section 3.1.3 and 3.2.3. Our simulations are ideal

MHD, but the magnetic braking can be even weaker if

the non-ideal MHD effects (including ambipolar diffu-

sion, Hall effect, and Ohmic dissipation) are considered

(e.g., Mellon & Li 2009; Kunz & Mouschovias 2010; To-

mida et al. 2015; Masson et al. 2016; Marchand et al.

2018).

We note that tL defined in Equation 14 applies to

the case where the magnetic field and the angular mo-

mentum are parallel. Our identified cores include those

in which Lcore is not parallel to Bcore, therefore Equa-

tion 14 is only approximate. The cores we studied are

gravitationally bound, and magnetic energy is not dom-

inant. Hence, we cannot rule out the possibility that

Lcore aligns with Bcore due to the magnetic braking in

cores with lower masses and higher magnetic field ef-

fects.

In Appendix D, we also show the correlation be-

tween ∡[Lcore,Bcore] and energies of cores for all mod-

els. We found that ∡[Lcore,Bcore] is independent of

Emag/|Egrav| or Ekin/|Egrav|, and their distribution is

random for our samples.
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Figure 17. Histograms of the ratio of the free fall time tff to the magnetic braking timescale tL ≡ σ/2ρextvA for all bound
cores in different models. Vertical dashed lines indicate the tff/tL = 1.0. For most cores, tff/tL is lower than 1.0, suggesting that
the effect of magnetic braking is not large.

4.3. Dynamics

Energy analysis can reveal the dynamical properties of

the cores and provide an important indicator in explor-

ing the impact of the clump environment on the core.

In this subsection, we mainly discuss energies of dense

cores identified in our simulation.

The first row of Figure 18 present the ratio between ki-

netic and gravitational energies, Ekin/|Egrav|, as a func-

tion of core radius. Unlike the other figures, this plot

includes unbound cores (Ethermal+Ekin+Emag+Egrav >

0). In the Rotation and w/o Setups, Ekin/|Egrav| is rela-
tively independent of the radius. In the Collision Setup,

for smaller cores, the contribution of kinetic energy is
relatively large compared to other setups. This is due

to the turbulence induced by the collision, which was

transferred to the cores (see also Section 4.1). These re-

sults are consistent with the previous work by Hsu et al.

(2023) and support their findings.

In the second row, we present the ratio between mag-

netic and gravitational energies, Emag/|Egrav|, indicat-
ing that the contribution of Emag is significant in the

Collision Setup. As shown in Section 3.1.2, the gas is

compressed perpendicular to the magnetic field in the

Collision Setup, and the magnetic field is amplified in-

side the core while remaining aligned. This suggests

that the magnetic field is strengthened more compared

to other models where gas contracts isotropically (e.g.,

Li 2021). A common trend in all models is that the con-

tribution of Emag decreases with increasing core radius.

In other words, the larger the core, the smaller the con-

tribution of Emag to Egrav and Ekin. In particular, the

Emag is not dominant in the bound core. This is qual-

itatively consistent with the result that Bcore does not

limit Lcore as we have shown in Section 3.

In the third row, we show histograms of the energy

ratio of the sum of turbulent, thermal, and magnetic

field energies to the absolute value of self-gravitational

energy. As mentioned above, the contribution of tur-

bulent and magnetic energies is significant in the Colli-

sion Setup, resulting in a higher proportion of unbound

cores (see also Appendix E). A significant number of

unbound cores are also reported by previous observa-

tions (Maruta et al. 2010; Pattle et al. 2015; Kirk et al.

2017; Takemura et al. 2023) and turbulent simulations

of clustered star formation (Nakamura & Li 2011; Offner

et al. 2022). They are often confined by surface forces by

turbulence and magnetic fields. In summary, the forma-

tion of small-sized cores with a significant contribution

of Ekin and Emag is a characteristic unique to the Colli-

sion Setup.

Next, we will consider the contribution of the rota-

tional energy of the bound cores. The ratio between the

rotational energy and the gravitational potential energy,

β ≡ Erot/|Egrav|, is sometimes referred to as the “rota-

tional parameter”. The first row of Figure 19 confirms

that β has a fairly large scatter, and there is no clear de-

pendence on radius. In the Rotation Setup, the scatter

of larger cores is relatively small and β is high, but as
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Figure 18. Top row: Ratio between kinetic and gravitational energies, Ekin/|Egrav|, as a function of core radius. The
models with θ0 = 0◦ and 45◦ are presented together. Note that, unlike the other figures, this plot includes the unbound
(Ethermal + Ekin + Emag + Egrav > 0) core. Results of Rotation Setup, Collision Setup(fast), Collision Setup(slow), and w/o
Setup are shown from left to right. Middle row: Ratio between magnetic and gravitational energies, Emag/|Egrav|, plotted
against the core radius. Bottom row: Histograms of the energy ratio of the sum of turbulent, thermal field, and magnetic field
energies to the absolute value of self-gravitational energy. In the Collision Setup, the magnetic fields and kinetic energy have a
relatively larger impact on smaller cores, resulting in a higher ratio of unbound cores.

Figure 19. Top row: Rotational parameter β as a function of bound core radius. The models with θ0 = 0◦ and 45◦ are
presented together. Results of Rotation Setup, Collision Setup(fast), Collision Setup(slow), and w/o Setup are shown from left
to right. Bottom row: Ratio between rotational and total kinetic energies, Erot/Ekin, plotted against the core radius. The
distribution of β exhibits a large scatter with a typical value of β ∼ 0.05, and there is also a large scatter in the distribution
of Erot/Ekin. The Rotation Setup model tends to have a lower scatter and slightly larger Erot/Ekin values than other setups.
However, it is concluded that rotation is not the dominant motion in the dense core for any of the models.
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with other models, the typical value is β ∼ 0.05 (see also

Appendix B). This value is generally consistent with ob-

servations (e.g., Goodman et al. 1993; Caselli et al. 2002;

Tobin et al. 2011; Chen et al. 2019). The second row of

Figure 19 shows the ratio between rotational and ki-

netic energies, Erot/Ekin. In Collision and w/o Setups,

this ratio exhibits significant variation, with the median

ranging from a few percent to several tens of percent. In

Rotation Setup, although the variation for larger cores is

relatively low, Erot/Ekin is at most around several tens

of percent, indicating that the contribution of rotation

is not significant (see also Table 2). We can conclude

that even if the parental clump is rotating or colliding,

rotational motion is not dominant within bound dense

cores. However, a characteristic feature of cores in Ro-

tation Setup is that the contribution of Erot is higher

than that of other Setups, and the variance of Erot/Ekin

and Erot/Egrav is smaller for larger cores.

4.4. Implications for observation

In this subsection, we will discuss the implications of

our simulation results for observational studies.

We have found that when initial turbulence is strong

(M = 5), regardless of the setup, Lcore does not align

with the rotation axis of the clump. Therefore, in a typ-

ical star cluster-forming clump with around M = 5, it is

difficult to distinguish whether the single clump is rotat-

ing or undergoing a collision using observational results

of Lcore. However, although it may be a rare case, if the

turbulence in the clump is significantly weak, the Lcore

observations may be used to distinguish between single

rotating clump and colliding clump. We have confirmed

that in the Rotation Setup, when turbulence is weak

(M = 1.5), there is a tendency for Lcore to align with

the rotation axis of the clump. For instance, if there is

a velocity gradient in the observed star-forming clump

and the estimated rotation axis is significantly aligned

with the angular momentum of the internal dense core,

this indicate that a single clump is rotating, rather than

two clumps colliding.

Total specific angular momentum of cores, j =

Lcore/Mcore, may also have important implications.

Early observations have shown that j are correlated

with the core size R, following a power-law j ∝ Rα

(Goodman et al. 1993; Caselli et al. 2002; Pirogov et al.

2003; Tatematsu et al. 2016). The correlation j ∝ R1.5

suggests that the rotation velocity inside the core is

inherited from a turbulent cascade (Chen & Ostriker

2018), while j ∝ R2 is expected for solid body rota-

tion. Punanova et al. (2018) showed j ∝ R1.8−2.4 for

the core in the L1495 filament in the Taurus molecu-

lar cloud. More recently, Pandhi et al. (2023) found

j ∝ R1.82±0.10 for cores in some star forming regions,

suggesting that velocity gradients within cores originate

from a combination of solid body rotation and turbu-

lent motions. Figure 20 shows the j−R relation. In the

Collision Setup, for both M = 1.5 and 5, j is slightly

higher than w/o Setup. This is due to the injection

of turbulence during the collision, which increases the

total kinetic energy of the core and, consequently, its

specific angular momentum. However the slope index

does not differ much, and the fitting curves are within

the confidence intervals of w/o Setup. Slope values are

close to 2, suggesting the rigid body rotation. On the

other hand, in the Rotation Setup models for weak tur-

bulence M = 1.5, the j − R relation is different from

other setup models. Especially in larger cores, j takes

relatively large values with smaller variations, resulting

in a steeper slope. As discussed earlier, in the Rotation

Setup, the overall rotation of the clump is transferred

to the core and has a significant impact on its angular

momentum. This process of rotation inheritance may

be reflected in the j − R relation. These characteristic

in j − R relation could be useful for distinguishing ro-

tating clump and colliding clumps. However, due to the

large scatter from the fitting curve in the data points in

Figure 20, we can not conclusively determine the extent

of the significant difference between the two setups in

j − R relation. Also, Misugi et al. (2023) showed that

the j − R slope changes depending on the evolutionary

stage of the core. Further studies considering the evo-

lutionary stages deserve. For strong turbulence M = 5,

since the rotation of the clump is not transferred, there

is no significant difference in the magnitude and varia-

tion of j compared to other models.

Bcore also reflect the environment of the clump, thus

the observation of Bcore can serve as a useful clue for

estimating the state of the clump. We found that in the

Collision Setup, the magnetic field tends to bend glob-

ally along the shock front, which is then inherited by

the core, making Bcore pairs align more easily. On the

other hand, in the Rotation Setup, when B0 is weak, the

magnetic field is easily disturbed resulting in the mis-

alignment of Bcore pairs. In some star-forming regions,

by the polarization observation, it has been suggested

that magnetic fields are twisted due to the collision im-

pact (Dewangan et al. 2018; Kinoshita et al. 2020). The

magnetic field within cores formed in such regions may

highly aligned along the collision interface. Further ob-

servations of magnetic fields within clumps and dense

cores may provide useful information for diagnosing the

possibility of collision and estimating clump quantities.

We have confirmed that, generally, the angle between

Lcore and Bcore is random. In other words, the direc-
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Figure 20. Specific angular momentum, j ≡ Lcore/Mcore, plotted against the core radius for all M = 1.5 models (left) and
M = 5 (right) models, showing the best-fit power law relation with 95% confidence bands for each setup. The black solid and
dashed lines are j ∝ r2 and j ∝ r1.5 respectively.

For M = 1.5, the slope have fits of 2.83 (Rotation), 1.94 (collision (fast)), 2.13 (collision (fast)), 1.69 (w/o). For M = 5, the
slope have fits of 2.88 (Rotation), 2.16 (collision (fast)), 2.17 (collision (fast)), 1.93 (w/o). When M = 1.5, j and the slope of
best-fit in the Rotation Setup is relatively large. However, in M = 5, although the slope is large, j in the rotation setup is not
significantly different from the core in other setups.

tion of Lcore and thus the outflow is independent of the

magnetic field conditions of the clump. This fact would

provide important implications for observational studies

to investigate the core rotation or outflow orientation

in star-forming regions (e.g., Doi et al. 2020; Xu et al.

2022).

To summarize this subsection, the angular momentum

and mean magnetic field of dense cores reflect the envi-

ronment of the clump and may be useful in distinguish-

ing whether a star-forming clump is rotating, colliding,

or neither. These parameters can be efficient tools for

estimating the physical state of the star-forming clump.

4.5. Caveats

Our analyses only focus on the early prestellar stage of

the bound cores. Therefore we do not take into account

the effects of stellar feedback. Feedback is critical in

determining the local core-to-star efficiency and driving

turbulence across various scales within clumps. Hence,

feedback is expected to alter the physical core properties

and the clump environment.

Also, the range of parameters investigated in this

study, such as clump mass, initial gas density, mag-

netic field strength, turbulence intensity, collision veloc-

ity, etc., is limited, which may introduce biases in our

results. However, despite these limitations, our findings

provide important insights into the physical properties

of bound cores, i.e., the initial conditions for star forma-

tion.

5. SUMMARY

We have investigated the properties of dense cores,

including angular momentum Lcore and inner magnetic

fields Bcore in the cluster-forming clump using isother-

mal MHD simulations with self-gravity. Two different

setups were examined, including a single rotating clump

and colliding clump. Our main results are summarized

as follows:

1. In the rotating clump, for Eclump,rot/Eclump,tur >

1 cases, Lcore inherit the rotation of parental

clump. Lcore tends to align with the rotational

axis of the clump, Ω0, regardless of the initial mag-

netic fields strength B0 and orientation θ0. How-

ever, in Eclump,rot/Eclump,tur ∼ 1 cases, there is

no tendency for alignment. The turbulence in-

tensity is an important parameter that determines

whether or not the rotation of the parental clump

is transferred to bound cores.

2. In the colliding clump, Lcore does not inherit the

rotation of the parental clump irrespective of the

collision speed, turbulence strength, and initial

magnetic field properties. Generally, the distribu-

tion of ∡[Lcore,Ωcol] is found to be random. This

is because, when the clumps collide, turbulence is

induced, and the gas inflow into the dense cores

becomes isotropic.

3. In the colliding clump, the magnetic field tends to

bend globally along the shock-compressed layer,

which is then inherited by the core, making the

mean magnetic field of the dense core, Bcore, align
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with shocked layer. The collision axis is a crucial

factor in determining the direction of Bcore.

4. Generally, Bcore and Lcore are not aligned, and

distributions of ∡[Lcore,Bcore] is random. Bcore

does not constrain the direction of Lcore.

5. Regardless of the setups, the contribution of the

core’s rotational energy is small, accounting for

∼ 5% of the gravitational energy. However, the

core feature of the Rotation Setup is that the con-

tribution of Erot is higher than in other Setups,

and the variance of Erot/Ekin and Erot/Egrav is

smaller for larger cores.

We thank the referee for a very helpful comments. Com-

putations described in this study were conducted using

the Enzo code (Bryan et al. 2014) and carried out on

Cray XC50 at Center for Computational Astrophysics,

National Astronomical Observatory of Japan. This re-

search also made use of the yt-project a toolkit for an-

alyzing and visualizing quantitative data (Turk et al.

2011).
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APPENDIX

A. TIME EVOLUTION OF COLUMN DENSITY

We show the time evolution of column density for

some representative models of Rotation Setup and Col-

lision Setup. The column density along the x-axis at

0.0, 0.2, and 0.4 Myr for two Rotation Setup models,

Rot-M5-B10P and Rot-M5-B10D are shown in Figure 21.

The initial uniform magnetic field is distorted by turbu-

lence and clump rotation. In both models, the gas forms

a roughly perpendicular, disk-like structure with respect

to the rotation axis (see also Figure 1). Other Rotation

setup models also undergo similar temporal evolution,

forming disk-like structures that extend perpendicular

to the rotation axis.

The column density along the x-axis at 0.0, 0.1, and

0.2 Myr for two Collision Setup models Col-M5-B10P

and Col-M5-B10D model are shown in Figure 22. The
initial uniform magnetic field is distorted by the turbu-

lence and clump moving. As shown in Figure 10, the

magnetic fields inside the clump are aligned along the

shocked layer.

B. PROPERTIES OF IDENTIFIED BOUND CORES

Table 2 gives the core properties related to the ori-

entation parameter of Bcore and Lcore, as well as the

rotational energy.

C. NEAREST NEIGHBOR CORE SEPARATION

We derived the nearest neighboring separations for

identified bound cores in each simulation run using the

minimum spanning tree (MST) method. The MST is

a graph theory technique that connects a set of points

with a set of straight lines such that the total length of

the lines is minimized. MST was initially introduced by

(Barrow et al. 1985) for astrophysical applications and

has since been widely utilized in the research of the spa-

tial distribution of star-forming objects like dense cores

(e.g., Wu et al. 2020; Zhang et al. 2021; Ishihara et al.

2023 in prep).

In Figure 23, we present histograms of core MST sep-

arations. The black lines indicate the thermal Jeans

length λth
J,clump = cs(π/Gρ0)

1/2, where ρ0 is the ini-

tial mass density of the clump. In the Collision Setup

and w/o Setup, the peak and average values of sepa-

ration distributions are comparable to or smaller than

λth
J,clump. The local gas density increases due to the com-

pression by turbulence or collisions. This density en-

hancement can lead to an effective Jeans length smaller

than λth
J,clump, which is determined based on the initial

mass density of the clump. Therefore, it is reasonable

that the separation is approximately equal to or smaller

than λth
J,clump. In the Rotation Setup, the variance of the

distribution is larger than that in the other setups, and

the averages of the separation distribution are larger,

around or twice the λth
J,clump. The rotational motion of

the clump is found to affect the fragmentation process

of the gas and widen the scale. The centrifugal force

generated by the rotational motion is presumed to have

expanded the gas distribution, which has lengthened the

fragmentation scale.
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Figure 21. Time evolution of column density along the x-axis for the Rot-M5-B10P (top) and Rot-M5-B10D (bottom) model.
Snapshots at 0.0, 0.2, and 0.4 Myr are shown. Mass-weighted magnetic fields direction projected on the corresponding plane
are shown as black lines. Ω0 is indicated by green arrows. In both models, the gas forms a roughly perpendicular, disk-like
structure with respect to the rotation axis. Other Rotation setup models also undergo similar temporal evolution, forming
elongated structures that extend perpendicular to the rotation axis.

Figure 22. Time evolution of column density along the x-axis for the Col-M5-B10P (top) and Col-M5-B10D (bottom) model.
Snapshots at 0.0, 0.1, and 0.2 Myr are shown. Mass-weighted magnetic fields direction projected on the corresponding plane
are shown as black lines. Ωcol is indicated by blue arrows. White arrows indicate the collision axis.
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Table 2. Properties of identified bound cores

Model name SL,Ω
a SB,B0

b SL,B
c β d Erot/Ekin

e Ncore
f

/10−2 /10−2

Rotation Setup

Rot-M1.5-B10P 0.55 0.06 0.06 4.6 (2.2–8.2) 19.3 (10.0–25.9) 49

Rot-M1.5-B100P 0.60 0.44 0.34 6.3 (5.1–9.6) 36.8 (32.2–44.3) 24

Rot-M5-B10P 0.12 0.22 0.07 3.2 (2.2–6.1) 15.1 (8.4–23.0) 32

Rot-M5-B100P 0.06 0.52 0.10 3.8 (2.1–16.5) 24.7 (7.1–55.3) 27

Rot-M1.5-B10D 0.55 -0.10 -0.10 5. 3(3.5–8.4) 18.9 (13.0–30.8) 43

Rot-M1.5-B100D 0.37 0.31 0.08 7.9 (5.2–13.5) 28.9 (24.3–37.1) 24

Rot-M5-B10D 0.19 0.14 -0.13 7.1 (4.0–11.0) 26.1 (8.9–36.9) 20

Rot-M5-B100D 0.08 0.36 0.05 7.0 (2.4–11.3) 36.7 (13.9–54.0) 23

w/o Setup

w/o-M1.5-B10 · · · 0.08 0.06 1.7 (0.6–3.9) 4.1 (0.9–8.8) 21

w/o-M1.5-B100 · · · 0.69 -0.18 2.3 (1.1–5.7) 10.1 (3.8–19.8) 32

w/o-M5-B10 · · · 0.24 0.06 7.4 (2.1–13.2) 20.5 (7.3–33.5) 33

w/o-M5-B100 · · · 0.73 0.11 2.1 (0.9–7.4) 11.1 (3.4–30.6) 27

Collision Setup

Col-M1.5-B10P 0.08 0.83 0.09 0.7 (0.4–2.1) 1.7 (0.8–2.8) 32

Col-M1.5-B100P 0.05 0.88 0.07 3.6 (2.2–7.0) 15.5 (10.8–24.0) 29

Col-M5-B10P 0.10 0.41 0.05 8.8 (2.3–14.0) 16.3 (6.0–29.5) 22

Col-M5-B100P 0.07 0.67 0.07 7.3 (3.2–13.5) 19.1 (9.8–37.5) 62

Col-M1.5-B10D -0.20 0.25 -0.20 1.3 (0.2–3.1) 2.0 (0.7–4.1) 26

Col-M1.5-B100D 0.04 0.39 0.13 5.5 (3.1–7.6) 19.6 (12.0–26.6) 23

Col-M5-B10D 0.13 0.18 0.08 7.0 (3.3–15.4) 10.7 (7.4–20.7) 30

Col-M5-B100D -0.05 0.46 0.17 5.2 (1.8–11.7) 16.2 (7.0–26.6) 59

Col-S-M1.5-B10P 0.00 0.59 -0.10 2.3 (1.1–3.3) 4.7 (2.2–7.3) 24

Col-S-M1.5-B100P -0.13 0.68 -0.08 3.3 (2.2–5.7) 22.2 (11.0–26.7) 21

Col-S-M5-B10P 0.03 0.29 0.03 4.3 (2.4–7.4) 13.0 (10.4–20.5) 20

Col-S-M5-B100P 0.02 0.66 0.23 5.9 (2.7–12.1) 22.5 (15.7–39.3) 50

Note—a The orientation parameter SL,Ω = (3⟨cos2∡[Lcore,Ω0(Ωcol)]⟩−1)/2. c The orientation
parameter SL,B = (3⟨cos2∡[Lcore,Bcore]⟩ − 1)/2. d The median and upper/lower quartiles
of the rotational parameter β(≡ Erot/|Egrav|) over all cores for each parameter set. e The
median and upper/lower quartiles of Erot/Ekin over all cores for each parameter set. f The
total number of identified bound cores.
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Figure 23. Histograms of nearest neighboring separations. The Rotation Setup models are displayed on the top left, the
Collision Setup (fast) models on the top right. The models with θ0 = 0◦ and 45◦ are presented together. The Collision Setup
(slow) models are shown on the bottom left, and the w/o Setup model on the bottom right. Vertical dashed lines with different
colors indicate the average separation for each parameter model. Vertical black lines represent thermal Jeans length λth

J,clump

derived using the initial condition of the clump. The Rotation Setup models have higher peak positions, means, and variances
in the histogram compared to the other models, indicating that the rotational motion of the clump has an impact on the
fragmentation process.

D. THE CORRELATION BETWEEN Lcore AND

Bcore ALIGNMENT AND ENERGIES OF

CORES.

Figure 24 shows the correlation between

∡[Lcore,Bcore] and energies of cores for Rotation

and w/o Setup models. The first row of Figure

24 presents the ratio between magnetic and gravita-

tional energies, Emag/|Egrav|, as functions of the co-

sine of the relative angle between Lcore and Bcore,

cos∡[Lcore,Bcore]. ∡[Lcore,Bcore] is independent of

Emag/|Egrav|. The second row shows the ratio between

kinetic and gravitational energies, Ekin/|Egrav|, as func-
tions of cos∡[Lcore,Bcore]. ∡[Lcore,Bcore] does not

depend on Ekin/|Egrav| either. As Figure 24, Figure

25 shows Emag/|Egrav| and Ekin/|Egrav|, as functions of
cos∡[Lcore,Bcore] for Collision Setup models. Even in

Collision Setup models, ∡[Lcore,Bcore] is independent

of Emag/|Egrav| or Ekin/|Egrav|.

E. ENERGETIC PROPERTIES OF BOUND AND

UNBOUND CORES

Table 3 gives the energetic properties of cores. In this

table, each value is calculated using both bound cores

and unbound cores.
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Figure 24. Top row: Ratio between magnetic and gravitational energies, Emag/|Egrav|, as functions of the cosine of the relative
angle between Lcore and Bcore, cos∡[Lcore,Bcore]. Rotation Setup models with θ0 = 0◦ are shown in the left panel, while
θ0 = 45◦ models are shown in the middle panel. The right panel shows the results of w/o Setup. Bottom row: Ratio between
kinetic and gravitational energies, Ekin/|Egrav|, plotted against cos∡[Lcore,Bcore]. The independence of ∡[Lcore,Bcore] with
Emag/|Egrav| is confirmed. ∡[Lcore,Bcore] is also independent of Ekin/|Egrav|.

Figure 25. Same as Figure 24 except for Collision Setup models. Fast collision velocity cases with θ0 = 0◦ are shown in the
left panel and those of θ0 = 45◦ are shown in the middle panel. Slow collision velocity cases are shown in the right panel.
∡[Lcore,Bcore] does not depend on either Emag/|Egrav| and Ekin/|Egrav|.
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Table 3. Energetic properties of bound and unbound cores

Model name Ekin/|Egrav| a Emag/|Egrav| b

/10−2 /10−2

Rotation Setup

Rot-M1.5-B10P 26.1 (18.5–35.9) 10.5 (6.2–23.9)

Rot-M1.5-B100P 18.9 (14.9–24.7) 18.3 (1.8–55.8)

Rot-M5-B10P 29.7 (21.5–36.5) 20.0 (12.3–32.0)

Rot-M5-B100P 23.4 (16.7–45.4) 47.1 (20.5–94.4)

Rot-M1.5-B10D 26.2 (21.0–32.3) 13.8 (8.4–26.6)

Rot-M1.5-B100D 29.2 (24.3–38.4) 23.3 (3.8–47.9)

Rot-M5-B10D 34.3 (23.1–45.6) 27.3 (14.1-46.5)

Rot-M5-B100D 22.9 (17.1–36.0) 60.0 (29.0-95.8)

w/o Setup

w/o-M1.5-B10 51.28 (39.6–65.8) 30.9 (13.8–99.1)

w/o-M1.5-B100 26.9 (20.8–35.3) 30.4 (11.2–96.3)

w/o-M5-B10 38.7 (29.7–53.4) 39.3 (22.6–60.5)

w/o-M5-B100 25.5 (18.0–40.6) 64.8 (18.3–141.9)

Collision Setup

Col-M1.5-B10P 107.6 (65.1–248.5) 168.6 (61.1–351.3)

Col-M1.5-B100P 29.6 (23.4–48.0) 85.1 (18.1–340.1)

Col-M5-B10P 135.0 (84.7–227.3) 135.0 (67.3–281.9)

Col-M5-B100P 56.3 (31.7–92.1) 135.0 (52.1–286.1)

Col-M1.5-B10D 143.5 (76.1–287.5) 130.8 (55.0–266.1)

Col-M1.5-B100D 46.9 (26.1–83.4) 146.0 (42.2–390.1)

Col-M5-B10D 101.9 (68.5–184.1) 110.1 (64.2–218.6)

Col-M5-B100D 58.0 (32.5–100.5) 117.5 (55.1–243.1)

Col-S-M1.5-B10P 50.7 (41.1–72.7) 60.2 (14.5–121.0)

Col-S-M1.5-B100P 23.9 (16.0–28.5) 17.8 (8.9–60.8)

Col-S-M5-B10P 60.1 (39.0–88.6) 72.3 (38.4–154.6)

Col-S-M5-B100P 34.5 (20.4–53.5) 67.1 (23.1–158.9)

Note—The values in this table are calculated including both bound
and unbound cores. a The median and upper/lower quartiles
of Ekin/|Egrav| for each parameter set. b The median and up-
per/lower quartiles of Emag/|Egrav| for each parameter set.
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2011, MNRAS, 414, 2511,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18569.x

Wang, P., Abel, T., & Zhang, W. 2008, ApJS, 176, 467,

doi: 10.1086/529434

Wu, B., Tan, J. C., Christie, D., & Nakamura, F. 2020,

ApJ, 891, 168, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab77b5

Wu, B., Tan, J. C., Nakamura, F., Christie, D., & Li, Q.

2018, PASJ, 70, doi: 10.1093/pasj/psx140

Xu, D., Offner, S. S. R., Gutermuth, R., & Tan, J. C. 2022,

ApJ, 941, 81, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aca153

Yen, H.-W., Koch, P. M., Hull, C. L. H., et al. 2021, ApJ,

907, 33, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abca99
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