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ABSTRACT

Our knowledge of the circumgalactic medium (CGM) is mostly based on quasar absorption-line mea-

surements. These have uncovered a multiphase medium that is likely highly turbulent, but constraints

of this turbulence are limited to measurements of the non-thermal width of absorption-line components

(bturb) and the line-of-sight velocity dispersion between components (σLOS). Here we analyze a suite of

CGM simulations to determine how well these indirect measures are related to the underlying CGM.

Our simulations track the non-equilibrium evolution of all commonly observed ions, and consist of

two main types: small-scale simulations of regions of homogeneous CGM turbulence and global sim-

ulations of inhomogeneous turbulence throughout a galactic halo. From each simulation, we generate

mock spectra of Si II, Si IV, C IV, and O VI, which allow us to directly compare bturb and σLOS to

the true line-of-sight turbulence (σ1D). In the small-scale simulations, bturb is only weakly correlated

with σ1D, likely because it measures random motions within individual warm CGM clouds, which

do not sample the overall random motions. Meanwhile, σLOS and σ1D are strongly correlated, with

σ1D ≈ σLOS + 10 km s−1 in the densest regions we simulated, though, the strength of this correlation

depended weakly on the gas phase being probed. Our large-scale simulations also indicate that bturb
and σ1D are largely uncorrelated, and that σ1D ≈ σLOS + 10 km s−1 on average, although it varies

along individual sightlines. Moreover, the σLOS distributions from our global simulations are similar

to recent observations, suggesting that this quantity may provide useful constraints on circumgalactic

turbulence regardless of the axis probed.

Keywords: Circumgalactic medium (1879); Galaxy kinematics (602); Astrochemistry (75); Hydrody-

namical simulations (767); Magnetohydrodynamical simulations (1966)

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxies can only form because of the larger environ-

ment that sustains them. This circumgalactic medium

(CGM) is the source of galaxies’ baryonic material, and

its properties are essential to determining the history of

galaxy evolution. Yet observational constraints of the

structure of the CGM are extremely limited.

The primary source of this information comes from

absorption-line spectroscopy, with surveys such as COS-

Halos (Tumlinson et al. 2013; Werk et al. 2013, 2016),

the Keck Baryonic Structure Survey (KBSS; Rudie et al.

2012, 2019; Erb et al. 2022), COS-Dwarfs (Bordoloi et al.

2014), COS-GASS (Borthakur et al. 2015, 2016), and
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the Cosmic Ultraviolet Baryon Survey (CUBS; Chen

et al. 2020; Zahedy et al. 2021; Qu et al. 2022), us-

ing bright background quasars as light sources. Most of

this work has been at restframe UV wavelengths, though

some work has been done in the X-ray (e.g., Comparat

et al. 2022; Nicastro et al. 2023). Observations such as

these have shown that the CGM is highly ionized, ex-

tended, and multiphase, with warm ions such as C IV

and Si IV being found at similar velocities as colder ions,

such as Mg II, N II, and Si II (Tripp et al. 2011; Meiring

et al. 2013; Burchett et al. 2015; Burchett et al. 2019).

Furthermore, this cold gas is often associated with gas

in higher ionization states including O VI and Ne VIII,

which usually occur at physical conditions that indicate

rapid cooling.

Together, these observations directly imply the pres-

ence of radically different phases in close spatial prox-

imity and the rapid cycling of baryons amongst these
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phases (e.g. Lochhaas et al. 2020). Thus, galaxy forma-

tion must be understood as embedded within a baryon

cycle in which: (i) material continually cools and flows

onto galaxies (e.g., Kereš et al. 2005; Dekel & Birnboim

2006; Kereš & Hernquist 2009; Stewart et al. 2011; Ru-

bin et al. 2012; Voit et al. 2015), (ii) supernova-driven

outflows put significant mass and energy back into the

to the CGM (e.g., Heckman et al. 1990; Martin 2005;

Veilleux et al. 2005; Steidel et al. 2010; Martin et al.

2012; Scannapieco & Brüggen 2015; Thompson et al.

2016; Scannapieco 2017; Chisholm et al. 2017; Fielding

et al. 2017), and (iii) accreting black holes act as even

more efficient energy sources, ejecting material into the

CGM in the form of wide-angle winds and relativistic

jets (Scannapieco & Oh 2004; Di Matteo et al. 2005; Cro-

ton et al. 2006; Thacker et al. 2006; McNamara & Nulsen

2007; Moe et al. 2009; Hamann et al. 2011; Fabian 2012;

Arav et al. 2013).

All of these processes drive significant turbulence,

which is likely to exist at levels that alter the properties

of the CGM. In fact, the CGM is particularly sensitive to

turbulent motions, as rapid cooling lowers the temper-

ature of much of the medium to significantly below the

virial temperature. This means that random motions

on the order of ≈0.25 the virial velocity, as observed

in galaxy groups and clusters (e.g., Werner et al. 2009;

Hitomi Collaboration et al. 2016; Ogorzalek et al. 2017;

Zhuravleva et al. 2018; Eckert et al. 2019), can give rise

to supersonic motions in the CGM. The resulting shocks

can produce density and temperature structures that are

dependent on the average turbulent Mach number (Buie

et al. 2020a), strongly affecting the baryon cycle and its

impact on galaxy formation.

Accurately capturing these processes in cosmological

simulations presents two major challenges. First, sim-

ulating the CGM at sufficient resolution to follow tur-

bulent motions in a cosmological setting can be very

computationally expensive (e.g., Hummels et al. 2019;

Peeples et al. 2019; van de Voort et al. 2019; Lochhaas

et al. 2022). Second, the large uncertainties in the tur-

bulent properties of the CGM make it difficult to suf-

ficiently span the parameter space allowed by current

observations.

This uncertainty arises because, unlike in galaxy clus-

ters, the scale at which turbulence is probed by observa-

tions may differ substantially from the scale at which it

is driven. CGM measurements of turbulence consist of

two main types: (i) the turbulent broadening associated

with the line profile of individual absorbers, and (ii) the

distribution of the velocity centroids of absorption-line

systems relative to one another. While both of these

types of measurements provide constraints on random

velocities, these are also both likely to underestimate

the total level of turbulence. This is due to the tur-

bulent cascade causing the velocities to be distributed

as a function of scale, as v(L) ∝ (L/Ldrive)
α, where

1/3 ≤ α ≤ 1/2 depends on the Mach number of the

medium (Kritsuk et al. 2007; Pan & Scannapieco 2010).

As a result, understanding how well observational trac-

ers recover the turbulent velocities requires a careful

comparison between observations and simulations.

Motivated by these issues, we undertake a comprehen-

sive investigation to quantify how observational mea-

surements of turbulence are related to the underlying

CGM kinematics. Our study builds on the work of Buie

et al. (2018, 2020b, 2022), who carried out a large suite

of idealized simulations to model the impact of turbu-

lence on the properties of the CGM. These were of two

types: (i) small-scale simulations of regions of homoge-

nous CGM turbulence, and (ii) global simulations of

inhomogenous turbulence that was driven in a galac-

tic halo with gravitational acceleration and co-rotation.

Here we make use of both types of simulations to inves-

tigate the motions inferred from the two most common

estimators of turbulence and compare them to the true

values of the random motion in these simulations.

The structure of this paper is as follows: §2 intro-

duces the simulations we analyze, §3 shows how we gen-

erate spectra from sightlines through the simulations,

and §4 details how we estimate the amount of turbulence

present in individual components and along sightlines.

§5 presents the results of our analysis, quantifying the re-
lationship between true and inferred turbulent motions.

A summary and conclusions are given in §6.

2. MAIHEM SIMULATIONS

The simulations we analyze make use of the open-
source Models of Agitated and Illuminated Hindering

and Emitting Media (MAIHEM1) code to model tur-

bulence in the CGM. MAIHEM is a three-dimensional

(3D) cooling and chemistry package built using FLASH

(Version 4.3; Fryxell et al. 2000). The version we used

tracks the reaction network of 65 ions: hydrogen (H I

and H II), helium (He I – He III), carbon (C I – C VI),

nitrogen (N I – N VII), oxygen (O I – O VIII), neon (Ne I

– Ne X), sodium (Na I – Na III), magnesium (Mg I –

Mg IV), silicon (Si I – Si VI), sulfur (S I – S V), calcium

(Ca I – Ca V), iron (Fe I – Fe V), and electrons. For each

of these species, the code tracks collisional ionizations by

electrons, photoionizations by a UV background, dielec-

tric and radiative recombinations, and charge transfer

1 http://maihem.asu.edu/

http://maihem.asu.edu/
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reactions. MAIHEM was developed in Gray et al. (2015)

and later expanded upon in Gray & Scannapieco (2016)

and Gray & Scannapieco (2017). The simulations an-

alyzed in this work were run with a 0.3 Z⊙ metallicity

and exposed to a Haardt & Madau (2012) extragalactic

UV background at z = 0.

2.1. Small-Scale Simulations

To understand turbulence in the CGM on small scales,

we analyze the homogenous box simulations by Buie

et al. (2018). Turbulence is driven in these simulations

through the use of an artificial forcing term F incorpo-

rated into the momentum equation as

∂ρv

∂t
+∇(ρvv) +∇P = ρF, (1)

where ρ is the density, P is the pressure, and v is the

velocity. The forcing term was modeled as a stochas-

tic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (Uhlenbeck & Ornstein

1930; Schmidt et al. 2009; Federrath et al. 2010; Pan &

Scannapieco 2010) with a user-defined forcing correla-

tion time tf , approximately equal to the eddy turnover

time. For all the simulations presented here, turbu-

lence was driven solely through solenoidal modes (i.e.,

∇·F = 0) in the range of wavenumbers 1≤ Lbox|k|/2π ≤
3, such that the average forcing wavenumber was k−1

f ≃
2Lbox/2π, with Lbox the size of our turbulent box, which

was fixed at 100 parsecs on a side. This turbulence was

continuously driven throughout the simulation runtime.

The parameter space spanned by the simulations is

greatly simplified by the dependencies of turbulent de-

cay and cooling on density and length scale. In particu-

lar, the simulations are invariant under transformations

in which x → λx, t → λt, and ρ → ρ/λ. This means

that the species fractions and thermal state of the gas

will only depend on the ionization parameter (U), σ1D,

and the product of the mean density and the turbulent

driving scale, nLdrive. Here U ≡ Φ
nHc , where Φ is the

total flux of ionizing photons, nH is the total hydrogen

density, and c is the speed of light. The simulations we

analyze have log U between −3 and −1 which matches

the observations of the COS-Halos survey (Werk et al.

2014).

We considered turbulence driven to one-dimensional

velocity dispersions of σ1D = 6, 17, 26, 35, 46, and 58

km s−1 and n = 0.1, 1, and 10 cm−3. With the range

of driving modes described above, each simulation has

an average driving scale of Ldrive ≈ 40 pc leading to

nLdrive ≈ 1019, 1020, and 1021 cm−2. Each simula-

tion was started with a uniform density and temperature

T = 105 K, which is roughly the density and tempera-

ture of various phases within the CGM (Tumlinson et al.

2017). These simulations have a resolution of 1283, cor-

responding to 0.8 pc, and they were evolved until reach-

ing a steady state solution. As a result, the duration of

each run varies.

In Figure 1, we show temperature slices through the

nLdrive = 1020 cm−2 boxes as an example of how the

small-scale simulations look. At lower turbulent veloc-

ities (σ1D ≤ 26 km s−1), the gas is subsonic, yielding

weak shocks and small temperature gradients. At higher

velocity dispersions, we begin to see larger temperature

gradients caused by stronger shocks. These sweep across

cells carrying newly-ionized material in their wakes and

lead to a large spread in the range of species formed

in the simulations. Note also how the structures change

from more cloud-like at low Mach numbers, to more pla-

nar at high Mach numbers, as α, the slope of the turbu-

lent cascade becomes steeper and the fractal dimension

of the velocity field changes (e.g., Pan & Scannapieco

2011).

In Figure 2, we show temperature slices through each

box with σ1D = 46 km s−1 to indicate how chang-

ing nLdrive impacts the simulated gas. By decreas-

ing nLdrive, we reduce the eddy turnover time, which

increases the energy input rate and the temperature.

Thus, decreasing decreasing nLdrive, produces a higher

level of ionization in the gas.

A detailed discussion of all the small-scale simulations

used in this study can be found in Buie et al. (2018). Ad-

ditional simulations were also run by Buie et al. (2018)

at lower densities, but these either: (i) failed to achieve a

steady state, leading to thermal runaway, or (ii) failed to

produce N above our cutoff of 1011 cm−2, as discussed

below in §4.1. As a result, we exclude them from our

analysis.

2.2. Large-Scale Simulations

We also consider two large-scale simulations from Buie

et al. (2022). Each was run with the same initial con-

ditions except that one followed the equations of mag-

netohydrodynamics, which we refer to as the MHD run,

and one did not include magnetic fields, which we refer

to as the Hydro run. These simulations were carried out

in (800 kpc)3 sized boxes with turbulence injected as a

function of radius from the simulation center such that

ax,y,z = a0x,y,z

(
r + 0.3 Rvir

0.5 Rvir

)−1

, (2)

where a0x,y,z is the central acceleration and Rvir is the

virial radius of the simulated galaxy.

Additionally, the initial gas density was chosen to fol-

low an Navarro et al. (1996, NFW) profile with a dark
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Figure 1. Temperature slices in the xy−plane through the nLdrive = 1020 cm−2 density small-scale simulations. The injected
σ1D is shown in the lower left of each panel. The upper left shows the amount of time each simulation was ran for.

Figure 2. Temperature slices in the xy−plane through each simulation with σ1D = 46 km s−1. The upper left of each panel
shows the nLdrive of the simulation being shown.
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Figure 3. Temperature slices in the xy−plane through the Hydro (left) and MHD (right) simulations after 9 Gyr of evolution.
The virial radius of the simulation is shown by a black circle. The white X shows the position of the example sightline shown
in Figure 4. Each simulation ran for 9 Gyr, which we show in the lower left of each panel.
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matter halo described by

ρ(r) =
ρ0

r
Rs

(
1 + r

Rs

)2 , (3)

where ρ0 ≡ Mhalo

{
4πR3

s

[
ln(1 + c)− c(1 + c)−1

]}−1
is

the central dark matter density, Rs = Rvir/c is the scale

radius, and c and Mhalo are the concentration parame-

ter and halo mass. The simulations we investigate here

were run for 9 Gyr with Rvir = 220 kpc, c = 10, and

Mhalo = 1012 M⊙. The virial temperature in this case is

≈1.2 ×106 K, corresponding to a sound speed of ≈ 170

km s−1.

The Ldrive of the simulations were chosen to be 30 kpc,

which is approximately the size of the Milky Way disk.

This led to nLdrive values which are comparable to the

small-scale simulations. Additionally, each cell in the

simulations was exposed to the same extragalactic UV

background (Haardt & Madau 2012). This, combined

with the initial density profiles described above, led to

the initial ionization fraction varying from 10−8 in the

simulated galaxy, to 10−5 just outside the galaxy, and

0.9 in the outer regions of the CGM. A refined mesh grid

was used for these large-scale simulations. Our sightlines

probe these boxes within Rvir of the center, where the

resolution is highest with 5123, corresponding to 1.6 kpc.

The magnitude of the turbulent driving was set

such that the initial average turbulent motion is ≈45

km s−1 within the virial radius, but additional convec-

tive motions are generated as the simulation evolves,

increasing the overall turbulence at late times. In both

simulations, we initialized the medium with a Keplerian

circular velocity modified by the observational findings

from the Mg II studies of Ho et al. (2017), using their

Equation (A2) to set how velocities should fall off along

the minor axis, which is chosen to be the y-axis in our

runs. This gives a rotational velocity of

vrot = frot

√
4πGr2ρNFW(r)

3
Hs(y), (4)

where G is the gravitational constant,

Hs ≡ exp (−|y|/50 kpc), and frot is an overall scaling

parameter set to 60%. In the MHD case, the simulation

included a uniform seed magnetic field in the z-direction

of 0.1 µG run. We refer the reader to Buie et al. (2020b)

and Buie et al. (2022) for additional details on the sim-

ulations.

We analyzed each simulation after 9 Gyr of evolution,

and measured the turbulent profile in detail as discussed

in §5.2. In Figure 3, we show temperature slices in the

xy−plane through the Hydro (left) and MHD (right)

simulations. At this time, most of the volume is filled

with a diffuse ambient medium and dense structures,

such as clouds and filaments. The Hydro run tends to

have a slightly wider range of temperatures, such that a

significant population of cold clumps can be seen at tem-

peratures down to a few hundred degrees. In the MHD

simulation, however, the temperature range is more lim-

ited, likely due to the presence of magnetic pressure,

which puffs up the clumps reducing their overall cooling.

At the same time, magnetic fields aid in the transport

of angular momentum, such that the overall population

of dense 102 − 104 K gas is closer to the center in the

MHD run.

3. GENERATING MOCK OBSERVATIONS

Our simulated absorption-line observations are gener-

ated by calculating the optical depth as a function of

frequency (ν) in each grid cell along the sightlines as

τν =

∫
nXxn+σνdν, (5)

where nX is the number density of element X and xn+

is the fraction of element X atoms in the nth ionization

state. We calculate τν in each cell along the sightline,

summing all cells together to get the total optical depth.

Here the absorption cross section (σν) can be expressed

as

σν =
πe2

mec
fluϕν , (6)

where e and me are the charge and mass of an elec-

tron, respectively, flu is the oscillator strength of the

transition (Morton 2003), and the line profile (ϕν) is a

Gaussian of the form:

ϕν =
1

∆νD
√
π
exp

[
−
(
ν − νlu
∆νD

)2
]
, (7)

where

∆νD ≡ νlu
c
bX =

νlu
c

√
2kBT

mX
, (8)

kB is the Boltzmann constant, and mX and bX are the

mass and Doppler width of element X, respectively.

To simulate observations taken with Cosmic Origins

Spectrograph (COS) aboard the Hubble Space Telescope

(HST), we convolve the resulting spectrum with an 8

km s−1 wide Gaussian profile (Osterman et al. 2011).

We show an example sightline through the large-scale

MHD box in the left panel of Figure 4, which probes

the halo at an impact parameter of ρ = 50 kpc at the

position indicated in Figure 3 with a white X.

4. INFERRING TURBULENT VELOCITIES

4.1. Fitting Voigt Profiles
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Figure 4. Example spectrum of Si IV (top) and C IV (bot-
tom) through the large-scale MHD simulation with ρ = 50
kpc is shown in the left panel. The position of this example
sightline is shown in Figure 3 as a white X. The resulting
Voigt profile fits from RBVFit are shown in the right panels.

Once the absorption lines have been generated, we fit

them to Voigt profiles using the Bayesian fitting code

RBVFit2, which takes in a normalized spectrum and

returns the best-fit column density (N), Doppler width

parameter (b), and velocity centroid (v) of each absorp-

tion feature along with the associated uncertainties. An

example of these fits is shown in the right panels of Fig-

ure 4.

We limit our analysis to components with N ≥ 1011

cm−2. This limit was chosen to be below the observa-

tional limit of COS (N ≈ 1012 cm−2; Tumlinson et al.

2017) and above N ≈ 1010 cm−2, where the uncertain-

ties became so large that the returned values were un-

reliable.

While all of our simulated ions have multiple UV tran-

sitions, we only consider the stronger line of each ion.

Each line will have the same shape but differ by the

depth of the absorption feature according to the rela-

tive oscillator strengths. Therefore, little information

can be gained from generating and fitting all lines in a

transition.

4.2. Turbulent Velocity Measures

Our Voigt profile fits allow us to measure turbulence

in multiple ways. With the Doppler b parameters of

C IV and Si IV, we are able to determine the turbulence

in individual components while the v of each ion can be

used to find the turbulence along the entire sightline.

Since each measure uses different parameters, they are

independent tracers of the turbulence.

2 https://github.com/rongmon/rbvfit

Following Rauch et al. (1996), we use C IV (λλ1548,

1550 Å) and Si IV (λλ1393, 1402 Å) to separate the ob-

served line profiles into thermal and turbulent or “non-

thermal” components. To do this we assume that b val-

ues can be expressed as a thermal component (btherm)

and a non-thermal or turbulent component (bturb):

b2X = b2therm,X + b2turb =
2kBT

mX
+ b2turb, (9)

where X is either C IV or Si IV for our analysis. These

equations can be rearranged to give:

b2turb =
√
b2CIV − b2therm,CIV, (10)

and

b2therm,CIV =
b2CIV − b2SiIV
1− (mC/mSi)

, (11)

which allows us to deconvolve btherm from bturb of the

Doppler parameter and determine the turbulence in each

component. This measure has been used to constrain

the turbulence in individual absorbers along quasar

sightlines (e.g., Rauch et al. 1996; Rudie et al. 2019).

The turbulence along the entire sightline can be

probed by measuring the line-of-sight velocity disper-

sion, σLOS is defined as

σ2
LOS = ⟨[v − ⟨v⟩]2⟩, (12)

where the angled brackets indicate taking the mean.

σLOS has been used to observationally constrain the

amount of turbulence along quasar sightlines (e.g., Zhu

et al. 2014; Borthakur et al. 2016; Huang et al. 2016).

In addition to the warm transitions of C IV and Si IV,

we generate spectra of cool (Si II; λλ1260, 1193, 1190,

1304 Å) and hot (O VI; λλ1032, 1037 Å) transitions,

also using them to measure σLOS. This allows us to

quantify how turbulence impacts the different phases of

the CGM.

Currently, observers use bturb and σLOS to constrain

the amount of turbulence in the universe; however, the

robustness of the methods have not been well tested.

To that end, we investigate these measures in MAIHEM

simulations in which the “true” turbulent velocities are

known.

5. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

5.1. Small-Scale

The mean and spread of our turbulent measures

through each small-scale simulation are given in Table 1.

Simulations without σLOS values indicate that only one

https://github.com/rongmon/rbvfit
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Figure 5. Turbulent measures in the small-scale simulations as a function of injected σ1D, where the top panels show bturb and
the bottom panels are σLOS. Each column is labeled with the nLdrive of the box the results are through. The coloring and
symbol in the top panel indicates the ion being shown with C IV being blue circles, yellow triangles for Si IV, O VI are red
diamonds, and Si II shown as cyan stars. The dashed black line in each panel shows the 1−to−1 line in each panel.

component was seen in each sightline and so σLOS could

not be measured. Similarly, if we could only measure

σLOS for one sightline, we do not report a spread. In

each of the simulations with σ1D = 6 km s−1, no sight-

line had more than one component meaning we are not

able to calculate σLOS for any of these simulations.

Figure 5 shows the measured bturb (top panels) and

σLOS (bottom panels) for each simulation as a function

of input σ1D. Each column corresponds to a different

density box, as labeled at the top. In each panel, we

show the 1−to−1 relation as a black dashed line. Each

simulation produced at least 5 total absorbers of each

ion, with as many as 23, 16, 18, and 22 being found

in a single box for Si II, Si IV, C IV, and O VI, re-

spectively. The simulations with larger σ1D injected

produced more components than those will smaller ve-

locities. The sightlines used to derive the σLOS values

contained 2 to 4 absorbers, on average. While a single

sightline had 8 absorbers, the rest had 6 or fewer.

All components were found to have bturb < 40 km s−1,

with the vast majority (≈85%) being narrower than

20 km s−1. In addition, as σ1D increases, the median

bturb remain relatively flat. This can be seen in the best-

fit lines, which were

bturb = (0.135± 0.003)σ1D + (7.69± 4.23), (13)

bturb = (0.067± 0.005)σ1D + (6.85± 6.42), (14)

bturb =(0.013± 0.006)σ1D + (14.49± 7.37), (15)

for nLdrive = 1021, 1020, and 1019 cm−2, respectively.

Performing Kendall τ tests of these samples gave coef-

ficients of 0.467, 0.333, and 0.200. These suggest that

bturb may not be able to accurately infer the amount of

turbulence that is present on small scales.

This is likely because this quantity measures turbu-

lence on the scale of individual warm clouds within the

larger CGM, which do not sample the overall random

motions that exist on larger scales. Moreover, as the

dissipation of turbulence leads to heating, the level of

turbulence within a given cloud is likely to be corre-

lated with the cloud temperature, and hence with the

presence of the ions we are using to measure it. Our re-

sults imply that these effects are strong enough to make

bturb much more dependent on the typical conditions

that support the existence of C IV and Si IV than on

the global turbulent properties of the medium.
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Table 1. Mean turbulence results through the small-scale simulations.

σ1D bturb btherm σLOS (Si II) σLOS (Si IV) σLOS (C IV) σLOS (O VI)[
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

]
nLdrive = 1021 cm−2 Simulations

6 5.1± 1.8 13.7± 0.4 −−− −−− −−− −−−
17 10.7± 4.6 12.6± 0.6 4.6 4.4 10.1 12.7

26 13.3± 6.4 12.5± 5.5 18.2± 3.8 13.5± 4.3 19.2± 3.5 20.8

35 11.5± 6.5 13.3± 3.7 15.6± 7.6 26.1± 2.3 28.7± 4.6 20.3

46 13.2± 5.9 14.5± 4.1 24.2± 10.9 42.4± 7.4 45.0± 7.2 19.0

58 14.0± 9.6 10.2± 3.9 52.2± 14.8 57.2± 28.2 59.2± 27.7 105.4

nLdrive = 1020 cm−2 Simulations

6 7.4± 1.3 10.6± 0.3 −−− −−− −−− −−−
17 6.4± 3.9 11.4± 3.5 −−− 10.2± 2.6 11.1± 4.9 −−−
26 11.5± 5.4 10.5± 1.8 13.1 15.4± 8.5 18.1± 5.5 −−−
35 13.9± 7.7 11.3± 3.8 18.9± 9.1 21.4± 9.1 26.2± 10.6 25.4

46 9.4± 4.8 11.4± 1.5 28.9± 7.5 40.3± 10.5 44.7± 6.0 48.2± 14.6

58 12.4± 6.4 11.0± 0.4 21.6± 8.6 27.9± 19.1 29.4± 14.3 32.0± 18.4

nLdrive = 1019 cm−2 Simulations

6 12.3± 0.9 6.1± 1.9 −−− −−− −−− −−−
17 20.6± 5.9 7.6± 3.1 −−− −−− −−− −−−
26 13.0± 5.7 10.8± 3.3 20.8 21.6± 9.1 22.0± 7.0 22.0± 5.7

35 19.9± 9.9 12.9± 3.9 −−− 20.8± 12.3 22.6± 12.0 30.7± 13.7

46 17.6± 9.5 10.9± 9.7 30.9± 17.1 34.7± 14.5 34.0± 14.7 40.9± 4.2

58 13.9± 8.3 13.2± 7.2 10.6± 12.9 32.7± 8.0 32.1± 9.3 49.2± 18.9

The uncertainties show the standard deviation on the distribution. Simulations for which σLOS could only be measured along
one sightline do not have an associated standard deviation. Blank entries show simulations where we were unable to measure
σLOS along any sightline.

On the other hand, σLOS does a much better job trac-

ing σ1D. In this case

σLOS = (1.005± 0.002)σ1D + (9.68± 2.94), (16)

σLOS = (0.501± 0.091)σ1D + (4.23± 139.80), (17)

σLOS =(0.336± 0.092)σ1D + (14.69± 169.60), (18)

for nLdrive = 1021, 1020, and 1019 cm−2, respectively,

and Kendall τ tests of these samples gave coefficients

of 1.00, 0.8, and 0.34, respectively. This means that

although the random motions within individual warm

clouds are not well correlated with the overall turbu-

lent velocity, the level of random motions between pairs

of warm clouds is strongly correlated with overall tur-

bulence. This is likely because the relative velocities

of clouds are able to sample random motions on scales

much larger than the clouds themselves, providing a

good estimate of the overall level of turbulence in the

system.

Looking at each gas phase independently shows that

the best tracer of σ1D depends on the density of the

gas. σLOS(O VI) followed σ1D in the 1019 cm−2 den-

sity box while σLOS(Si II) produced an anti-correlation

with increasing σ1D. In the 1021 cm−2 density box, how-

ever, σLOS(Si II) was able to trace σ1D just as well as

σLOS(C IV) and σLOS(Si IV). Meanwhile, σLOS(C IV)

and σLOS(Si IV) did equally well in the 1020 cm−2 den-

sity simulation.

To determine if these results are robust to viewing

angle, we generated additional sightlines through these

simulations along all three directions. The bturb and

σLOS values were consistent regardless of the axis

probed, which is expected for these homogeneous simu-

lations.

5.2. Large-Scale
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Table 2. Mean turbulence results through the large-scale simulations.

ρ bturb btherm σLOS (Si II) σLOS (Si IV) σLOS (C IV) σLOS (O VI)

[kpc]
[
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

] [
km s−1

]
MHD Simulation

0 34.3± 19.6 16.8± 14.1 100.2 67.9 74.2 39.2

10 15.3± 8.4 23.4± 8.2 78.0± 21.3 72.2± 21.9 73.7± 16.3 77.0± 14.4

14 14.5± 9.5 16.5± 7.1 64.9± 13.5 77.1± 21.3 81.4± 13.6 87.9± 17.3

25 18.3± 12.4 24.0± 23.2 71.0± 11.0 78.7± 39.8 58.9± 19.8 66.5± 19.3

35 15.7± 8.7 16.1± 9.6 49.9± 27.4 57.9± 27.9 58.8± 26.9 50.7± 21.2

50 11.3± 4.8 17.2± 8.3 38.0± 2.3 60.7± 8.6 55.2± 3.8 38.7± 20.2

71 8.1± 3.2 16.8± 4.7 49.1± 19.8 54.6± 9.0 39.6± 18.3 58.8± 17.0

75− 110 12.0± 5.0 14.2± 7.1 32.7± 23.5 35.1± 26.8 35.0± 28.7 35.1± 22.9

Hydro Simulation

0 16.9± 11.2 17.8± 11.4 127.5 132.9 131.0 152.2

10 11.2± 5.7 13.4± 8.7 70.3± 16.8 84.8± 15.1 83.1± 18.6 100.9± 7.5

14 10.1± 2.1 15.8± 8.6 73.4± 29.4 109.0± 32.1 107.6± 32.1 123.1± 10.0

25 10.6± 5.6 12.4± 6.5 85.0± 26.0 82.7± 16.9 82.7± 17.4 80.4± 27.8

35 9.9± 3.6 13.1± 6.3 75.6± 20.2 79.5± 19.8 82.1± 17.6 87.0± 20.1

50 12.6± 4.9 17.9± 7.0 53.0± 30.7 56.8± 21.2 59.2± 19.8 69.8± 22.7

71 12.0± 7.9 14.3± 6.5 25.3± 20.0 29.9± 16.0 28.2± 15.0 24.7± 9.1

75− 110 9.4± 3.8 19.2± 13.3 33.1± 17.2 38.8± 16.3 41.6± 14.0 43.0± 25.1

The upper results correspond to the MHD simulation while the lower results are for the Hyrdo simulation with the
uncertainties showing the standard deviation on the distribution.The uncertainties show the standard deviation on the
distribution. At the simulation center, there is only one possible sightline and so are unable to report a distribution for the
σLOS results.

While the small-scale simulations tell us about how

turbulence impacts individual CGM regions, the large-

scale simulations allow us to investigate the more global

properties of CGM turbulence. Our sightlines probe

these simulations at impact parameters within 110 kpc

of their centers (ρ / Rvir ≤ 0.5). Beyond this limit,
C IV and Si IV were not abundant enough to measure

bturb robustly and so they are not included in our anal-

ysis. The radial extent of our sightlines is compara-

ble to what most absorption studies of the CGM have

access to (Tumlinson et al. 2013; Bordoloi et al. 2014;

Borthakur et al. 2015), although occasionally observa-

tions are available at or beyond Rvir.

In Table 2 we report the average and spread of the tur-

bulent measures in each of our simulations as a function

of impact parameter. Here we bin the sightlines with

75 ≤ ρ < 110 kpc so that a similar number of sight-

lines and components were used to calculate the values

in each row. At impact parameters of ρ < 50 kpc,

the Hydro box produced nearly 2 more components per

sightline than the MHD simulation, while both runs pro-

duced a similar number of components at larger radii.

This difference is likely due to the fact that magnetic

pressure causes the colder regions to be more puffed up

in the MHD simulation, as seen in Figure 3, and this

leads to lower overall columns. As discussed in (Buie

et al. 2022) in the MHD simulation such dynamically

important fields arise only within ≈ 50 kpc of the center

of the halo (see Figure 10 in that work), explaining why

the differences we see here are confined to ρ ≲ 50 kpc.

Sightlines through the Hydro simulation produced 124

Si II absorbers, 155 Si IV absorbers, 165 C IV absorbers,

and 163 O VI absorbers while the MHD simulation pro-

duced 110, 138, 142, and 122, respectively.

The right column of Figure 6 shows the bturb measured

for each large-scale simulation along the z−axis as a

function of ρ, with the Hydro box in the top panel

and the MHD box in the bottom panel. Both simu-

lations produced clouds with bturb ≤ 20 km s−1 at all ρ,

and several components with large bturb were found at

ρ ≲ 35 kpc, i.e., where the amount of injected turbulence

is highest. In the MHD simulation, 5 components had

bturb ≥ 40 km s−1 while none were found in the small-

scale or Hydro simulations with such large turbulent ve-
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Figure 6. Component turbulent measure, bturb, in the large-scale simulations as a function of distance from the center of the
simulation, ρ. Results through the Hydro box are shown on the top panel while the MHD results are on the bottom. Each
column corresponds to a different axis being probed by the sightlines, where y is along the axis of rotation, and x and z are
perpendicular to it. Sightlines along the x− axis and y−axes are a subset of those along the z− axis and so fewer points are
present in these panels.

locities. In fact, the Hydro simulation nearly always pro-

duced components with smaller bturb velocities than the

MHD simulation. Again this difference is likely related

to the fact that the colder regions are more puffed up

in this simulation, and thus they experience the larger

turbulent velocities that arise at larger physical scales.

This is consistent with the fact that the distribution of

bturb values in the two runs become similar at large radii

where magnetic effects are negligible, leading to a slight

anti-correlation between bturb and ρ in the MHD run.

Our large-scale MHD simulation also produced a sim-

ilar fraction of sightlines with bturb = 20− 40 km s−1 as

the small-scale simulations (≈13% compared to ≈16%

in the small-scale simulations). In both large-scale sim-

ulations, the distribution of bturb is dominated by the

components with the smallest velocities ≈82% as com-

pared to ≈85% for the small-scale simulations. From

these results, it is clear that bturb does not provide a

good tracer of the true turbulent velocities.

The bottom row of Figures 7 and 8 shows our mea-

surements of σLOS from the Hydro and MHD simula-

tions, respectively, as a function of ρ. Here each column

shows the results of a different ion, labeled in order of in-

creasing ionization potential. To determine the amount

of turbulence as a function of radius, we directly mea-

sured the volume average, or “true”, σLOS using all the

cells which have temperatures <105 K and at the same

projected radius from the center of the simulations, gen-

erating straws in the axis being probed. For each radius,

we computed the volume average radial velocity and the

volume average rotational velocity. We then subtracted
these from each cell to leave only the random component

of the line-of-sight velocity, which we then used to com-

pute σ1D. This measure is shown in the figures as solid

black lines, which we compare both to our direct mea-

surement of σLOS (blue points), as well as σ1D estimated

from the best fit from the nLdrive = 1021 cm−2 small-

scale simulations (σ1D ≈ σLOS + 10 km s−1; red tri-

angles). The sightlines used to derive the σLOS values

shown here contained 2 to 5 absorbers on average, with

some sightlines having as many as 9 individual ab-

sorbers.

A clear radial trend is seen in each panel, with

sightlines closer to the simulation centers having larger

σLOS values than those further away, and with the Hy-

dro sightlines tending to have larger velocities overall.

This decrease appears to flatten out around 75 kpc,

though the spread is still rather large. In both simula-
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Figure 7. Sightline turbulent measure, σLOS, in the Hydro simulation as a function of distance from the center of the simulation,
ρ. Our measured values are shown in as blue circles while the red triangles shows the measurements after applying the line of
best fit from the nLdrive = 1021 cm−2 small-scale simulation. The errors on σLOS were smaller than the point sizes and so are
not shown. Each column corresponds to a different ion, which is labeled at the top while each row corresponds to a different
axis being probed by the sightlines. The “true” σLOS is shown in each panel as a black line as defined in the text.

tions, many of the σLOS points are found below the true

σ1D line, though they do follow the same trend with

radius. Applying the line of best fit from the small-

scale simulation causes some points in each panel to be-
come roughly consistent with the true σLOS line in most

panels, providing a general estimate of the underlying

turbulence, especially in the MHD run. These findings

suggest that the actual large-scale turbulent velocities in

the CGM are not measured well on a case-by-case ba-

sis by σLOS, but a simple estimate of σ1D ≈ σLOS + 10

km s−1 provides a reasonable picture of the underlying

turbulence on an average basis.

Unlike in the small-scale simulations, we do not see

much difference between the gas phases in either the

MHD or Hydro simulations. The radial trends are

largely the same in each ion, as shown in Figures 7 and

8.

Similar to the small-scale simulations, we generate ad-

ditional sightlines through the large-scale simulations

along their y−axes (i.e., their axes of rotation) and

x−axis to determine whether our results are robust to

viewing angle relative to the simulated galaxy. The

bturb values from these sightlines are shown in the center

and left columns of Figure 6, respectively. These show a

slight trend with radius, consistent with what we found

along the z−axes. The center and top rows of Figure 7

and 8 show the σLOS values from these sightlines. These

produced a similar radial decline as was seen in our pre-

vious results. These indicates that our results are robust

to the viewing angle of the sightline.

5.3. Comparison to Observational CGM Surveys

Finally, we compare our large-scale simulations with

observational surveys. The bturb measure was employed

by Rudie et al. (2019) to constrain the turbulent ve-

locities for 8 galaxies at z ≈ 2 with stellar masses

of M⋆ ≈ 109 − 1011 M⊙ and a median halo mass of

Mhalo = 1011.9 M⊙. We find a similar distribution in

our MAIHEM simulations, with most components hav-

ing bturb ≤ 15 km s−1 and a few being as high as 75

km s−1. While they did not find an anti-correlation with
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Figure 8. Same as Figure 7 except for the measurements through the MHD simulation.

ρ, they attribute this to the small sample size, stating

that the complete sample does show this trend.

Werk et al. (2016) decomposed the Doppler b param-

eters of their O VI absorbers in the COS-Halos sample

into thermal and non-thermal components, as we have

done with C IV and Si IV. However, they assume a range

of thermal contributions (6.4 km s−1 ≲ btherm(O VI)

≲ 16.2 km s−1) rather than the method we use, de-

scribed in §4.2. With this, they found an average tur-

bulent velocity range of ≈40 − 50 km s−1. While this

is higher than the bturb values derived here from the

Doppler widths of C IV and Si IV, these are in line with

our σLOS(O VI) velocities in Figures 7 and 8.

Using the velocity centroids of Si II absorbers from

the COS-Halos survey (Werk et al. 2013) allows us to

compare our σLOS values to observations, which we show

in Figure 9. Both samples show a decrease in σLOS(Si II)

with increasing ρ / Rvir, with no absorbers being found

beyond ρ ≈ 0.5 Rvir. Similar velocities were found

in each distribution, suggesting the turbulence in our

large-scale MAIHEM simulations is comparable to that

in the CGM of COS-Halos galaxies.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Figure 9. Comparing σLOS(Si II) measured through the
large-scale simulations to the COS-Halos observational sur-
vey as a function of impact parameter normalized by the
virial radius, ρ / Rvir. Blue circles show our measurements
through the Hydro and MHD simulations on the left and
right panels, respectively while values derived from COS-
Halos measurements (Werk et al. 2013) are shown as cyan
diamonds.

The properties of the CGM are essential to determin-

ing the history of galaxy evolution, but our informa-

tion about this medium is mostly limited to informa-

tion inferred from QSO absorption-line measurements.

Such measurements uncover a multiphase medium that

strongly implies the presence of significant turbulence,
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yet the properties of this turbulence remain largely un-

known. Here we have analyzed a suite of CGM sim-

ulations to determine how well this underlying turbu-

lence relates to two commonly-observed quantities: the

non-thermal width of absorption-line components (bturb)

and the line-of-sight velocity dispersion between compo-

nents (σLOS). Our simulations made use of the MAI-

HEM code to track non-equilibrium ionization effects,

and they consisted both of small-patch and global sim-

ulations. This allowed us to probe turbulent motion on

both large and small scales, as well as determine how

magnetic fields impact σLOS and bturb.

Our analysis of both types of simulations showed that

the turbulence in individual warm absorbers, as mea-

sured by bturb, did not trace the turbulent velocities in

the media. In our small-scale simulations, the major-

ity of absorbers were narrower than 20 km s−1 even in

cases in which the overall one-dimensional turbulent ve-

locities were as large as 58 km s−1. Furthermore, the

mean bturb did not change with increasing σ1D, though

the spread tended to get larger. Kendall τ tests show

that bturb and σ1D are not well correlated, likely because

bturb measures random motions within individual warm

clouds, which do not sample the overall CGM motions.

The measure also did a poor job at tracing the turbu-

lent field in the large-scale Hydro simulations, although

it was able to show an anti-correlation with radius in

the large-scale MHD case, indicative of the declining

importance of magnetic pressure at large radii in this

simulation.

On the other hand, the line-of-sight velocity disper-

sion between components, σLOS, was able to trace the

injected turbulence at all scales. In the small-scale sim-

ulation with nLdrive = 1021 cm−2, we found that σ1D ≈
σLOS +10 km s−1 provided a good description of our

results. This trend was shown to be the strongest ob-

served in our study, with a Kendall coefficient of 1.

Correlations were also seen in the lower density boxes;

however, the trends were somewhat less strong, with

σ1D depending more steeply on σLOS, such that true

turbulent velocity dispersion was often underestimated

in the less turbulent boxes. On these scales, we find evi-

dence for the trends depending weakly on the gas phase

probing σ1D and are robust to viewing angle.

The large-scale simulations, both with and without

MHD physics, produced an anti-correlation between ρ

and σLOS that flattened out at ρ ≈ 75 kpc. In these

boxes, the measured σLOS was consistently below the

injected turbulence at all ρ, with few exceptions, though

σLOS and σ1D followed the same radial trend. Unlike in

the small-scale simulations, this did not depend on the

gas phase being considered. Applying the line of best

fit from the small-scale simulation causes some points in

each panel to become roughly consistent with the true

σ1D line, providing a general estimate of the underly-

ing turbulence, especially in the case of the MHD run.

These findings suggest that the actual large-scale tur-

bulent velocities in the CGM are not well measured on

a case-by-case basis by σLOS, but a simple of estimate

of σ1D ≈ σLOS +10 km s−1 provides a reasonable pic-

ture of the underlying turbulence on an average basis

regardless of viewing angle.

The results from our global simulations are also con-

sistent with those found in recent observations, which

indicate that most individual absorbers have bturb ≤ 15

km s−1, and that the line-of-sight velocity dispersion be-

tween absorbers have 10 km s−1 ≲ σLOS ≲ 150 km s−1,

with σLOS declining strongly with impact parameter.

This agreement suggests that the turbulence in our

large-scale MAIHEM simulations is comparable to that

in the CGM probed by these samples, and that strong

correlation between σ1D and σLOS observed in our study

may provide to be useful in analyzing observed systems.

Future observational and theoretical studies are needed

to help refine our understanding of this connection and

its applicability to constraining circumgalactic turbu-

lence with QSO absorption-line measurements.
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