arxXiv:1203.2117v2 [astro-ph.GA] 11 Apr 2012

Mon. Not. R. Astron. Sod000,[THI0 (2012) Printed 20 August 2018 (MNTEX style file v2.2)

The Density Variance—Mach Number Relation in Supersonic
Turbulence: I. Isothermal, magnetised gas

F. Z. Molina™*+, S. C. O. GloveY, C. Federratf?!, & R. S. Klesseh

1Zentrum fiir Astronomie der Universitat Heidelberg, Ingtfir Theoretische Astrophysik, Albert-Ueberle-2tr69120. Heidelberg, Germany
2Ecole Normale Supérieure de Lyon, Centre de Recherchepkstsique. 46 Allée d'ltalie, F-69364, France
3Monash Centre for Astrophysics (MoCA), School of MatharabSciences, Vic 3800, Australia

Accepted: 2012 April 05. Received: 2012 April 05; in oridifarm: 2011 November 07

ABSTRACT

It is widely accepted that supersonic, magnetised turlmel@tays a fundamental role for star
formation in molecular clouds. It produces the initial degss seeds out of which new stars
can form. However, the exact relation between gas compredsirbulent Mach number, and
magnetic field strength is still poorly understood. Here,imteoduce and test an analytical
prediction for the relation between the density varianagtae root-mean-square Mach num-
ber.# in supersonic, isothermal, magnetised turbulent flows. pyg@imate the density and
velocity structure of the interstellar medium as a supédtjposof shock waves. We obtain the
density contrast considering the momentum equation fonglesimagnetised shock and ex-
trapolate this result to the entire cloud. Depending on #id fyeometry, we then make three
different assumptions based on observational and theoratigsiraints B independent of,

B « pY/? andB « p. We test the analytically derived density variance—Maamber relation
with numerical simulations, and find that fBroc p1/2, the variance in the logarithmic density
contrastof, | = In[1 + b2.4?Bo/(Bo + 1)], fits very well to simulated data with turbulent
forcing parameteb = 0.4, when the gas is super-Alfvénic. However, this resulakssdown
when the turbulence becomes trans-Alfvénic or sub-Alfegbecause in this regime the tur-
bulence becomes highly anisotropic. Our density variaki@sh number relations simplify
to the purely hydrodynamic relation as the ratio of therrnahignetic pressuyg — oo.

Key words: ISM: structure — clouds — magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) — &hwaves —
stars: formation — turbulence

1 INTRODUCTION the root-mean-square (rms) Mach number in supersonic lembu

. - . flow is a key ingredient for analytical models of the star farm
Detailed knowledge about the statistical characteristidhe den- tion rate ((Krumholz & McKee|, 2005; Padoan & Nordlund, 2011),

sity structure is_ of pivotal ir_n_port_anc_:e fqr many f_ields inrasbmy and for the stellar initial mass function or the core mas<tion

322§Strﬁ§hyics' RrobadblI|tydd|str|but.|on lfunct(ljonsbﬂ%l))of tgs (Padoan & Nordlund, 2002; Hennebelle & Chabrier, 2008, 2009
y have been 'T‘"O uced as a simple and ro 95‘ MEASUTE Oy hig framework, supersonic turbulence plays a fundaaiente

the one-point statistics for many applications, rangirgrircos- in determining the density and velocity statistics of thieistellar

gg:;%ﬁ dWFPerr:s;h; Spczrsgs;ifrhelcg;i; f?ﬂ?gmrvxqﬁig:r;:ﬁ medium (Elmegreen & Scalo, 2004; McKee & Ostriker, 2007) and

: AP ' . controls stellar birth[(Mac Low & Klessen, 2004). Conveyséhe

'r:'?escf f igg Z'hg?r:nr:?;;_ fig(gfnpg:j;gi CNO(Z? dmzzs éu\]ng;'ggjaeg importance of magnetic fields in the star formation processtiil

Kless::en & Burkert 20().0' Li ef al. 2004' Hennebélle & Chalyri inconclusive, desplte_decades Of resesych (Mousc_howasol&k:

5008 2009" Padoén ) Nbrdlund '2011) * 1999; | McKee & Ostriker, 2007|;_Crutcher, Hakobian, & Troland

’ ' - ' - . 2009; Crutcher et al., 2010; Bertram et al., 2012). Heneegthes-

e e ey 100 f R magne kst e centy variance-Hach -
ber relation is still not clearly answered, despite the eirgifind-
ings of| Ostriker et al! (2001) and the analytical ansatz iplexy by
Padoan & Nordlund (2011).
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(e.g., [Padoan et al,, 1997; Passot & Vazquez-Semadeni&; 199
Federrath et al.| 2008a; Federrath, Klessen, & Schmidt, 8200
Federrath et al., 2010; Price, Federrath, & Brunt, 2011)s Téla-
tion is commonly assumed to be linear,

Tpjpo = b, 1)

where(rﬁ/ﬁ0 is the density variance (to emphasise the density fluc-
tuations about the mean, it makes sense to express the density in
terms of the density contragfpo), b is a proportionality constant

of order unity as explained in more detail below, avis the rms
Mach number. Usually, the density contrast is written immtgiof

its logarithm,s = In(p/po).-

Several authors have noted that the PDF of the logarithm
of the density contrass — produced by supersonic turbulent
flow of isothermal gas — follows approximately a lognormal
distribution (e.g. Vazquez-Semadeni, 1994; Padoan,€f8b7;
Passot & Vazquez-Semadeni, 1998; Nordlund & Padoan, | 1999;
Klessen! 2000; Ostriker, Stone, & Gamimie, 2001; Li etlal0320
Kritsuk et al., [ 2007; _Federrath etial., 2008b; Lemaster &n8to
2008; | Schmidt et al., 2009; Glover ef al., 2010; Federra#il et
2010; Padoan & Nordlund, 2011 ; Collins et al., 2011; Pricalet
2011),

_ (s- %)
psds= \/z,r_(,—gexD[_ 207 ds, 2

where the meas, is related to the density variance ky= -02/2,
due to the constraint of mass conservation. Besides therieaipi
findings ofl Vazquez-Semadeni (1994), Padoanlet al. (1987,
Passot & Vazquez-Semadeni (1998), there is no clear exjtemn
for the shape of the PDF. From a mathematical point of viewga |
normal distribution is the result of independent randontyrba-
tions driven in a stationary system (Pope & Ching, 1993) asma ¢
sequence of the central limit theorem (Vazguez-Semad&si4;
Padoan et al.._1997; Nordlund & Padoan, 1999; Federrath,et al
2010). The physical interpretation is that density fludorat
present at a given location are produced by successivegesss
shocks with amplitudes independent of the local densityaHog-
normal distribution, the density variance — given by Ecuaf) —
is equivalent to

©)

The parameteb in Equations[{lL) and{3) is related to the ki-
netic energy injection mechanism — the forcigwhich drives the
turbulence|_Federrath etlal. (2008b) found that 1 for purely
compressive (curl-free) forcin§ xF = 0, whileb = 1/3 for purely
solenoidal (divergence-free) forcing;F = 0. In a follow-up study,
Federrath et all (2010) showed theincreases smoothly from/3
to 1, when the amount of compressive mod&gmp/ (Fsoi+Fcomp) iS
gradually increased from 0 to 1. For the natural mixture oflesy
Feomp/(Fsol + Feomp) = 1/3, which is also the mixture of forc-
ing modes used in all our numerical experiments here, theydo
b ~ 0.4, so we will later use that value for comparing our analytic
model with numerical simulations.

When magnetic fields are included, the density variancgis si
nificantly lower than in the unmagnetised case for simutetiith
Mach numbers# > 10 (Ostriker et all, 2001; Price et al., 2011).
Recently, Padoan & Nordlund (2011) provided an analytioabtz
for the hydrodynamical density contrast in supersonidyulent

ol=In[1+p2a?.

flow, which in turn follows the approach of Dyson & Williams
(1980) for obtaining the density contrast for strong adi@ba
shocks, but extended to the magnetic case. Theit# relation
was, however, not tested with numerical simulations.

The density PDF may or may not deviate from a log-normal
form when other processes — like heat exchange and grawitati
— are included. For example, when a non-isothermal equation
state is considered, the PDF still closely follows a lograir dis-
tribution over a range of densities (see €.g.. Glover & Mawail 0
2007). However, depending on whether the equation of state
is softer or harder than isothermal, it might acquire polaer-
tails either at high or low densities (Passot & Vazquez-&gemi,
1998;| Scalo et al., 1998; Wada, 2001; Li, Klessen, & MaclLow,
2003; | McKee & Ostriker| 2007). The density PDF also devi-
ates from log-normal when gravity is included. In this in-
stance, the PDF exhibits a power-law tail at high densities
(Klessen, 2000; Federrath et al., 2008a; Kainulainen! e2809;
Cho & Kim, 12011;| Kritsuk, Norman, & Wagnet, 2011). In addi-
tion, turbulent intermittency also leads to deviationsifrthe log-
normal PDF in the wings of the distributian (Federrath €12010).
Consequently, the accuracy of the measurement of the geasit
ance, using Equatiofi](2), may be compromised dependingeon th
importance of the dierent processes involved in real molecular
clouds.

Here, we present an analytical derivation for the-# re-
lation in supersonic turbulent isothermal gas includinggretic
fields. Our results are in qualitative agreement with Ostréit al.
(2001) and Price et al. (2011), however, here we presenttitgran
tive predictions and tests. The present work is organiséallass:

In 2 we describe the analytical approach made fovthe rela-
tion. In this section, we start with the study of the densiiptcast

of a single shock confined into a cubic box, and then we extrapo
late it to the whole cloud igZ27. In§2.2 we propose thregs—#
relations given by three fierent assumptions of the behaviour of
magnetic fields with density. We test these predictions wittmer-

ical simulations in§3], and conclude i§4.

2 ANALYTICAL DERIVATION

Our basis for obtaining the density variance—Mach numbler re

tionship involves determining how the density contrastntjes

with the Mach number. The density varianeg,,, and the density
1

contrast are related by:
p 2
= —-1] av,
\ j\; (Po )

wherep is the local densityp, is the mean density in the volume,
andV is the volume of the cloud. The density contrast is a measure
of the density fluctuations in the flow, and therefore it isfukfor
identifying the disturbances that originate from shocknfsoand
compressions.

2 _
Tolpo =

4)

2.1 Density contrast in magnetohydrodynamics

Supersonic turbulence in the interstellar medium gengr@tsom-
plex network of shock waves (or simply shocks). When thearelo
ity of the fluid exceeds that of sound, it leads to the fornmatid
shocks that are one of the most important distincti¥eats of the
compressibility of the fluid (e.g., Landau & Lifshitz, 1987)

In order to study the density contrast in a molecular cloud,

© 2012 RAS, MNRASDOO [THI0



Theos— relation in supersonic turbulence: I. Isothermal, magsetl gas 3

we first consider the physics of the discontinuity formed ksira
gle shock front. We then generalise the results to the erlgenfib
shocks confined in a cloud. Followihg Lequeux (2005), we diesc
a shock by choosing two control surfaces, one on either ditteeo
discontinuity, and parallel to each other. Let us choosesttaek
surfaces as the reference frame, such that the controlcesrfare
stationary with respect to the shock. We also define the figéira
direction as the one parallel to the flow of gas through theslsho
(i.e., perpendicular to the shock front). From the well knaegua-
tions of fluid dynamics, it is then possible to derive equatithat
expresses the conservation of matter and momentum flux faga m
netised inviscid, neutral fluid:

V101 = V202, (%)
and
2 2, v
pl(vz,ﬁ%%]:pz[vﬁﬁ%%], ©

respectively. In these equations, the subscripts 1 andi@aitedthe
pre—and post-shock conditions, respectively. The velatithe gas
into the shock isy, while cs is the adiabatic sound speedis the

ratio between the specific heats and is the Alfvén velocity, de-
fined here as,, = B, /(4np)Y/2, whereB, is the magnetic field
perpendicular to the flow direction. The post-shock derisitge-

scribed byp,.

We now make two important approximations. First, as we
wish to focus on the role of magnetic fields in determiningdbe-
sity variance, we assume that the gas is isothermal, defecon-
sideration of non-isothermalffects to future work. Our assump-
tion of isothermality implies thats; = cs» = ¢sandy; = y, = 1.
Second, as we are considering an entire molecular cloud,pwe a

proximate it as an ensemble of shocks. We assume that we cal

express the average pre-shock velocity in terms of the riosie

Vo — hereafter, the subscript “0” indicates the volume avesagas
Vi, = b?V3, where the factob depends on the number of degrees
of freedom available for the compressive modes (Federtath,e
2008b). We also assume that the typical pre-shock magnetic a
thermal pressures are just those given by volume averageshm/
total volume, allowing us to write them in terms of the volume
averaged density, and the rms Alfénic velocitwao. Similarly,
we assume that the typical pre-shock density is simply thewe-
averaged density. Making these assumptions, and intnodubie
ratio of the thermal pressure to magnetic pressure

_ Pn g
:8= Pmag_zvi’ (7)

we can rewrite Equatio6) as

2 2P0 Po Po -1 -1
A ) ) ()
where the rms Mach number is given b¥ = vo/Cs.

In order to solve this equation for the characteristic dgnsi
contrast associated with the shocked gagpo, it is necessary to
determines,, the post-shock ratio of the thermal to magnetic pres-
sures. The value of this will depend on the change in the magne
field strength through the shock, which in turn depends orothe
entation of the field with respect to the flow of gas through the

®)

shock. Using magnetic flux and mass conservation during com-

pression, one can show thBte p® with 0 < @ < 1, depending
on the field geometry and direction of compression. In thesexe
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case where the gas flows in a direction parallel to the fiekklithe
field strength will be the same on either side of the shockitesp
the jump in density, and the field strength then will be indefent

of density, i.e. = 0. In the other extreme case where the field is
oriented at right-angles to the gas flow, the shock jump dimrdi
for magnetic flux freezing imply tha& o« p, i.e.,a = 1. Meanwhile,
compression of an isotropic field along all three spatiadctions
gives B « p?3. However, for our “average shock”, we expect be-
haviour that lies somewhere betweensOa < 1. By looking at
observations and existing simulations, we can get someagoa
as to what this intermediate behaviour should be.

Observationally| Crutcher (1999) presented a study of the
magnetic field strength in molecular clouds measured witZee-
man dfect. He fitted the results with a power |&wx p* and found
thate = 0.47 + 0.08./Crutcher, Heiles, & Trolanhd (2003) provided
additional support for this result. More recently, Crutcheal.
(2010) have presented a detailed compilation of Zeemarbdatd
on a much larger number of measurements. They find that at num-
ber densitiesn < 300 cnT3, the data is consistent with a field
strength that is independent of density, while at highersiies
they obtainB oc p065+005,

From a theoretical point of view, Padoan & Nordlund (1999)
noted that theirB distributions closely match the observational
scaling given by Crutcher (1999) and Crutcher étlal. (2083
p*2, for high B in their high Alfvénic Mach number regime.
Kim, Balsara, & Mac Low [(2001) also study the relationship be
tween B and p, and find thate ~ 0.4, albeit with large scatter,
especially at low densities. Additionally, Banerjee et(a009) re-
port that the magnetic field strength appears to scale in $heu-
lations asB o p/2 for number densities 0 n < 10* cm™3, al-
though with significant scatter around this value. On theiotiand,
Hennebelle & Pérault (2000) found that the magnetic fielesdwot

nnecessarily increase with the density. Asides from thegerts, if

the magnetic flux is not conserved, but increases due tolambu
dynamo amplification during compressian,can become larger
than the values quoted above, depending on the Reynoldsaremb
of the gasi(Schleicher etlal., 2010; Sur et al., 2010; Feteetaal.,
2011). Thus, even if the gas is compressed only paralleetdi¢hd
lines, turbulent tangling of the field can leaddo> 0 during com-
pression.

Given the dfferent possible relations between the magnetic
field strength and the density, we consider three cases ltamn
Equation[(8): the two extreme cases, whBiis independent of the
density, and wher® « p, and an intermediate case with« p'/2.

We also note that if we were to take instead the relaBox p°%°
suggested by the most recent observational data, then wil wou
obtain results quite similar to tH& « p*/? case.

2.1.1 First case: B independent of

We start by considering one extreme, the case wiieig inde-
pendent of the density. In this scenario, Equat{dn (8) besom
second-order equation, independent of the magnetic fieddgth

2
(’2) ~ (PPa? +1) (&) + 2% =0.
Po pPo

This equation results in a density contrast

P2
Po

9)
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Equation [[®) matches the density contrast for the non-
magnetic regime (see e.g., Padoan el al..[1997). This isnots-
ing, because in this case we are assuming that the gas an@ghe m
netic field are not coupled. Therefore, amplification of thegmetic
field with density is not expected under these conditions.

2.1.2 Second case: 8p?

In the intermediate case in whigx p*/2, we again find a second-
order equation for the density contrast, but with a depecelem
the magnetic field expressed in termg3ef From Equation[{]8), we
obtain

2
(1 +ﬁ51) (/’j—i) - (bz///z + 1+ﬂ51) (/’j—i) +2a?=0.

This equation has the solution:
p2

_2 2 _Po
Po o (ﬁo + 1)'
In other words, the féect of the magnetic field in this case is to
reduce the density contrast by a facBay (3o + 1). We see from
this that in the weak field limit wherg, — oo, we recover the
hydrodynamical result, while for strong fields we have a $snal
density contrast in the MHD case than in the non-magnetie.cas

(10)

2.1.3 Third case: Bc p

Finally, we investigate the other extreme case, where tigneta
field strength is proportional to the density. In this casgudtion
(@) results in a third-order equation,

3 2
Bt (%) + (%) - (DPa?+ 1+ B3t (%) +b2a% =0.
0 0 0

The solution for the density contrast is

P2 1

~-s (11)

(—1 - ,80 +\/(1 + ,80)2 + 4b21%2,80) .

2.2 Density variance—Mach number relation

In the previous section, we presented threéfedént expressions for
the density contrast. They correspond to thrékedint assumptions
regarding the relationshiB « p®, with @ = 0,1/2, and 1. We now
determine the density variance of a fluid in which there areyma
shocks, for each of these three cases.

We start by noting that in a highly supersonic flow, the dom-
inant contribution to the integral in Equation (4) will corfrem
shocked regions, and thus we can consider this equation als a v

ume average over an ensemble of many shocks. We next assum

that we can approximate the value of this integral with treulte
of integrating over a single “average” shock of the kind ¢desed
in the previous section. As we already know the density esntr
of this representative shock, the only thing that remairizetdone
before we can solve Equation (4) is to determine the appatpri
volume over which to integrate.

We approximate the cloud as a cubic box of side L, and con-

sider an infinitesimal part of its volumé/dhat encloses one shock.
Therefore, the size ofddepends on the size of the shock itself

dV ~ dVap,. (12)

To define the shock volume, we make use of an approxima-
tion introduced by Padoan & Nordlund (2011), where the vaum
of the shock is given by the area of the box face times the shock
width 2, Vg = L21. However, in the absence of viscosity, it is not
straightforward to define the shock widih Therefore, we follow
Padoan & Nordluno (2011) and assume that the shock widtheif t
compression is driven at the box scale, is given by

A= 6Lpo/p2,

whered is the integral scale of the turbulence. Then, the volume of
the shockVq, is given by

(13)

Ve ~ L322,
P2

(14)

For turbulence driven on large scales, as appears to be skerca
real molecular clouds (Ossenkopf & Mac Liaw, 2002; Brunt &t al
2009), we haved ~ 1. Having made the assumption that the ap-
propriate volume over which to average is the volume of opree
sentative shock, and considering Equafioh 15, we apprdgioha

by

o) 47

Finally, inserting Equatiod{15) into Equatidd (4), yields

£ 2

- [ (1_@) d(&)zﬁ_@_zm(ﬁ). (16)

1 P2 Po pPo P Po
It is important to note that in this formulation, Equatidb)lis
physically meaningless if the lower limit of the integralsist be-
tween 0< p/po < 1. It is due to the definition adopted for the
shock width (Eq_I4), where the shock thickness is defineg fonl
p2/po > 1. For highly supersonic turbulence, which is the regime
that concerns us, the assumptjens po is valid. Then, the first
term in Equation[(1I6) dominates the variance and we get

2
Tplpo

T = 2o a7
For practical reasons, we prefer to consider the variance of
the logarithm of the density contrast,= In(o/p0), instead of the
variance of the linear density when we will compare this wtidl
model with numerical simulations. These variances ardaelby
(e.g./Federrath et al., 2008b; Price etlal., 2011)

o2=In [1 + a/%/po] .

We now insert the three cases consideredddl into Equa-
Son (18), in order to obtain the density variance—-Mach nenb-
lation. The subscripts of the following results are chosasel on
the valuex = 0, 1/2 and 1 of theB « p* relationship.

(18)

e Bindependent ofp
The density variance in this case is exactly the same as éor th
purely hydrodynamical, isothermal case,

oao=In[1+ 0227 (19)
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e Buxpll?
In this case, the density variance is:

0%y =In|1+02.2? (ﬂ)} : (20)

ﬁo +1

This relation is similar to Equatiofi_ (19) except for a coti@t
factor due to the féects of magnetic fields, which is a function of
the plasmg, only.

e Bxp

Finally, the density variance—Mach number relation in tiise
is given by

2
s

. (21

(o

1
1=+ 3 (—1 - Bo +\/(1 +Bo)” + 4b2///2ﬂo)
The density variance has a strong dependengg deaving the
rms Mach number as a marginal quantity in this relation.

In the last two cases, whefy — 0, the Alfénic velocity is
much higher than the sound speed, and both relations approac
zero. In this scenario, the magnetic pressure is infini@igd and
prevents density fluctuations from forming. The gas is “@wzin
the magnetic field. In the opposite limit, whggp — oo, Equation
(20) and Equatiori{21) simplify to the purely hydrodynarnhizase,
as expected. In the next section, we are going to test thess ca
with numerical simulations.

3 NUMERICAL TEST OF THE ANALYTICAL MODEL
3.1 Simulations

We have performed simulations of the evolution of the turbu-
lent, dense, inviscid, magnetised (MHD) and unmagnetibstaj)
isothermal interstellar medium using a modified version e t
zeus-mp hydrodynamical code (Norman, 2000; Hayes et al., 2006).
We neglect chemical reactions in order to study tfieats of mag-
netic fields in molecular clouds, leaving the inclusion &f "#fects

of chemistry|(Glover et al., 2010) for a future study.

Each of our simulations begins with an initially uniform gas
distribution, with a mean hydrogen number densityngf= 1000
cm3 and a resolution of 256cells. The initial velocity field is
turbulent, with power concentrated on large scales, betweve
numbersk = 1 and 2 and with an initial rms velocity of 5 km's
Moreover, we drive the turbulence so as to maintain appratety
the same rms velocity throughout the simulations, follayvthe
method described in Mac Low et|al. (1998) and Mac Low (1999).
We do not perform a Helmholtz decomposition of the force field
and thus the turbulent forcing consists of a natural mixtofe
solenoidal and compressive modes, i@/ (Fsol + Feomp) = 2/3.
Note that Federrath etlal. (2008b, 2010) tested the two itimit
cases of purely solenoidal (divergence-free) and puretypres-
sive (curl-free) forcing, as well as various mixtures ofeswidal
and compressive modes of the turbulent forcing. They found a
strong influence on the density PDF, producing a three tiarget
standard deviation for compressive forcing compared tergndtal
forcing. They parameterised the influence of the forcingrtiyor
ducing theb-parameter in Equatiofi](3). Purely solenoidal forcing
is characterised bly = 1/3, while purely compressive forcing gives
b = 1. For the natural mixture, they firlt~ 0.4. Using the present
set of numerical models, we confirm that usibg= 0.4 for the
natural mixture of forcing modes used here gives the beswfits

© 2012 RAS, MNRASD00,[THI0

our analytically derived density variance—Mach numbeatieh.
The temperature of the gas is constant and fixed to an indiakv

To = 1062, 170, 42 and 15 K, in order to sample a large set of
Mach numbersg.#) ~ 2, 5, 10 and 17, respectively. We adopt
periodic boundary conditions for the gas using a cubicalutm
tion volume with a side length = 20 pc, such that the turbu-
lent crossing timeTcoss = L/(2C.#) ~ 2 Myr. We present re-
sults fromt = 3Tgoss # 5.7 Myr, sampled every Q7 Toss and
evolved untilt = 4Tqss & 7.6 Myr. This period of time is long
enough to expect the turbulence to have reached a stdtistteay
state|(Federrath, Klessen, & Schmidt, 2009; Federrath,&2Gl0;
Glover et al., 2010; Price & Federrath, 2010). This simolatime
might be also short enough to obtain reliable results forirthal
phase of star formation, when self-gravity did not yet halarge
effect on the dynamics. In order to concentrate on turbulentcom
pression alone, we neglect self-gravity in the presentraxgats.

For the MHD cases, the simulations begin with a uniform
magnetic field that is initially oriented parallel to tkexis of the
simulation. Four of these simulations begin with an initrelgnetic
field strengthB; = 5.85uG, which is our standard magnetic field
strength hereafter. We also perform three MHD runs Witk 10,

20 and 6Q:G, with .# = 10, to check the behaviour of the re-
sults with increasing magnetic field strengths. We note dsahe
simulations run, dynamo amplification can lead to incredisd
strength, and thus we use the instantaneous magnetic fiefaytt

to computesy. Nevertheless, for simplicity we use the initial value
of the magnetic field strength to label runs MHD-B2, MHD-B20
and MHD-B60.

In Table 1, we list the simulations that we have performed. In
our labels, we use “H” to denote a hydrodynamic run and “MHD”
to denote a magnetohydrodynamic run. Our multiple runs with
fixed (or zero) magnetic field strength butfdrent sound-speeds
are labelled with an “M”, followed by the (approximate) rmsbh
number of the simulation. Finally, the three runs in whichexe
amined the ffect of varying the initial magnetic field strength are
labelled with a “B”, followed by the initial field strength inG.

In Table 1, we also list the values of the quantitiggs: the rms
Alfvénic Mach number#yo = Vo/Vao and the sonic Mach num-
ber. They are measured in every cell and then are spatiahaged
over the datacube. The brackets denote the time averagehaver
seven snapshots, and the ghows the temporal standard deviation
around the mean values.

3.2 Statistical Analysis

In this subsection, we explain the method used to measucetie
sity variance for every snapshot in our simulations usiegRDF as
a robust statistical tool for this analysis (Price etlal120 Then,
we parameterise the instantane@ysn terms of.#, in the direc-
tion of testing numerically the-——.# relations presented i§2.2.

Finally, we present the comparison between our analyticadah
and the simulations.

3.2.1 Probability Density Function (PDF)

In Figure[1, we plot the volume-weighted dimensionless itgns
PDFs for MHD and HD isothermal gas with the same Mach num-
ber for comparison. For these simulations, we find that alRBFs
have a log-normal shape around their peak. However, the BBFs
viate from log-normality especially in the HD simulationslaw
densities, being more evident fo#Z > 5. The error bars in this
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Table 1.List of simulations.

Bi (Bo) 1o (Ano)xtlo (os)tlo (A)+1lo
HD-M2 0 o 0 0.77+0.02 2.21+ 0.02
HD-M5 0 0 0 1.3+0.1 54+01
HD-M10 O o 0 1.7+ 0.1 10.6+0.2
HD-M17 O 0 0 1.92+0.09 17.6+ 0.5
MHD-M2 5.85 25+5 8.1+ 0.9 0.69+0.02 2.09+ 0.02
MHD-M5 5.85 4.8+ 04 8.4+ 0.8 1.18+0.04 4.98+ 0.07
MHD-M105.85 1.4+ 0.5 9+3 1.47+0.06 10.2+0.3
MHD-M175.85 0.3+ 0.1 7+2 1.61+0.06 16.8+ 0.5
MHD-B2 2 11.3+0.5 27+2 1.58+0.09 10.5+0.2

MHD-B20 20 0.083+ 0.005
MHD-B60 60 0.030+ 0.001

1.94+ 0.06 1.48+ 0.01 9.9+ 0.2
1.24+ 0.03 1.34+ 0.01 10.3+ 0.1

B; — initial magnetic field strength inG.

Bo — mean thermal to instantaneous magnetic pressure ratio.

Mo —rms Alfvénic Mach number.

o s — density variance.

A —rms Mach number.

The brackets indicate the time average calculated overrthpsiots after
averaging over the spatial coordinates.

figure show the & variations around the time average. We see
that these variations cannot explain the tail at low dessifThere-
fore, this deviation is not explained by intermittency fluations,
and deserves further study. However, the low-density talsdhot
significantly dfect ouros estimates, because the variance is com-
puted from a log-normal fit in a limited interval around theake
giving the most reliable estimates @f (se€ Price et al., 2011). In
this sense, the trend of the time averages observed betwednh M
and HD simulations shows the magnetic field acting as a densit
cushion, preventing the gas from reaching very low derssigr-
ing local expansion. As a consequence, there are larger gictte
volume with density ~ pg in the MHD case than in the HD case.
In order to avoid contamination from intermittency, nuroati
artefacts, etc., in the wings of the PDFs, we perform a Gaossi
fitting only in a data subset selected &yin each simulation. This
subset consists of 60% of the number of bins considered toical
late the density PDF which are distributed symmetricallguad
the means,. Then, we fit the Gaussian profile given by Equation
(2) to obtainos in every snapshot of the simulations.

3.2.2 Density variance-rms Mach number test

In the interest of comparing the density variance—Mach remmé-
lation, given by Equatior {20) and Equatidnl(21), with theutes
obtained in the previous subsection, we parameterise drenti-
to-magnetic pressure ratio in terms of the rms Mach numbrenfo
sequence of simulations. In this sense, we rewrite Equéfipas

2
Bo= 2@-
M?
Note that this parameter is calculated considering thaitaheous
magnetic field strength and not the initial value.

Next, we select the four MHD simulations withff#irent rms
Mach number, but the same initial magnetic field strengtll an
use a linear regression considering the logarithm of Equd#2):
l091080 = 100,4C — 210g,,.# . From the fit shown in Figule 2, we
find C = 111+ 4. In Figure[2, we plog, as a function of the rms
Mach number for the dlierent snapshots. The triangles shgyfor

(22)

HD
A
10° 3 E
102} / ]
‘ f
C [
10-55 "c u
10™F :

107"

1072}

o o
il

PDF — volume weighted
<

o o o
LR

107"k ;
10-2% N
10-5 i
1074 1
0 g <M>=17
1073 . .
-10 -5 0 5
s=In(p/po)

Figure 1. Dimensionless density PDF for magnetised and unmagnetised
molecular clouds with the same initial conditioms, = 1000 cn13, and
same turbulent rms velocity, butfférent sound speed. The most significant
features are: 1) the density variance increases with Magtbey and 2) the
density variance decreases with magnetic field strengtesd bimulations
have a ratio between thermal pressure and magnetic pregswrd 0. All
simulations have a resolution of Z5gones.

the selected simulations with#) ~ 2, 5, 10 and 17, while the
curve shows the linear regression.

In Figure[3, we combine the dimensionless standard dewiatio
o, Obtained from the fit over the numerical PDFs for every snap-
shot, and the analytical prediction for the three caseB of p”
— with @ =0,1/2, and 1 — as a function of the rms Mach number.
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Figure 2. Parameterisation @ = Pn/PomagWith respect to the rms Mach
number for the subset of simulations with roughly constalfitéhic Mach
number,.#Zao ~ 8 (see Tabl&ll). The curve is a linear regression of the
MHD simulations withB; = 5.85uG. The linear regression performed to
the logarithm of Equatiori{22) givedy = (111+ 4).# 2.

For the triangles around a givén), the HD simulations exhibit
larger o5 compared with the MHD simulations, as was expected
from Figure[1. For comparison, we plot the analytical pradic
given by Equation[{19)¢,0. This result matches the prediction
provided by Padoan etlal. (1997). However, instead of udieq t
proportionality parametds ~ 0.5, we used the input value= 0.4
(Federrath et al., 2010, dashed line), which is the resuhehat-
ural mixing of solenoidal and compressive modes in the teriiu
forcing field. We also plot the two extreme cases for the unrmag
netised gasgsyp, With b = 1/3 (lower dotted line) for purely
solenoidal forcing ant = 1 for purely compressive forcing (upper
dotted line) for comparison.

turbulence becomes trans-Alfvénic or sub-Alfvénic,.,i.@hen
Mno < 2. This is due to anisotropies arising in this case, i.e.,
the turbulence is no longer isotropic, as can be seen in &igur
[. This is because the back reaction of the magnetic field onto
the flow is extremely strong for flows perpendicular to the mag
netic field lines, if the turbulence is trans-Alfvénic obsAlfvénic
(see e.g), Cho & Lazarian, 2003; Brunt, Federrath, & Pri€d.02
Esquivel & Lazariain, 2011). Since our analytic derivatistbased

on an ensemble average (E§j. 4), assuming statistical sotiioe
anisotropies are the most likely cause for the limitationoaf
model to super-Alfvénic turbulence. In Figlde 5, we show jore-
diction (Eq.Z{[ﬂ for a fixed Mach number# ~ 10 and forcing
parameteb ~ 0.4, which fits very well the data withZx, > 6.
These simulations show high dispersion — around the time ave
age — in the density variance and the rms Alfvénic Mach numbe
showing the fluctuations of the gas caused by the turbuleore d
inating the dynamics of the flow, in contraposition of the giaa
tions with small Alfvénic Mach number. In the same Figures w
also plot the model curve Eq.{R0) for the same sonic Mach mumb
10 andb = 1. Although our turbulent forcing in the simulations is
by definition mixed, and thus we expdet~ 0.4 (Federrath et al.,
2010), we find it interesting to note thht= 1 — corresponding
to purely compressive forcing — gives a good fit to the datén wit
very low Alfvénic Mach number,Zxo < 2. We speculate that the
density field for very high magnetic field strengths and thes/v
low Alfvénic Mach number starts behaving as if it was driven
purely compressive forcing. This is veryfidirent from the com-
pression obtained with solenoidal or mixed forcing, but engimi-

lar to compressive forcing, which also directly compreshesgas
(Federrath et al., 2008b). More data.#f, < 2 would be needed
to sample this region and the transition frars 0.4 to 1 in detail,
and we just note here that= 1 seems to provide a good fit for
AMpo < 2, given the data at hand.

In the same Figure, we superpose Equatfod (20, light grey 4 CONCLUSIONS

solid line) and Equatiori{21, dark grey solid line), bothiagaith
b = 0.4. We find than the best agreement with the MHD simula-
tions is given by Equatiori{20), that iss1/2. The result obtained

We presented an analytical prediction for the density vaga
Mach number relation in magnetised supersonic turbulest iga
this formulation, we considered thredfdrent cases for the relation

for the first case -B independent of density (Equatibni19) — may petween the magnetic field strength and density. The first aas
account only for low Mach number zones. This case might be ap- gymes thaBis independent g, the second assumes thgat pt/2,
propriate for difuse clouds (Crutcher etlal., 2010), where the mean \yhile the third is given byB « p. The three resulting-«—# rela-

sound speed of the cloud may be of the same order as the rms veyjons were tested against numerical simulations. Fromethidysis
locity. Here, at.# ~ 1, all the three cases converge to the HD e conclude that:

result.

Our results are qualitatively in agreement with Ostrikealet
(2001) and Price et al. (2011). These authors find that theityen
variance in magnetised gas is significantly lower than inHiie
counterparts for simulations with a Mach numbef > 10. In
addition, Cho & Lazarian (2003) study the density contrasult-
ing from the Alfvénic waves, slow and fast magneto-sonivesa
originating in diferent environments. The authors concluded that
the three kinds of waves can coexist in those environmentdhel
regime that concerns ugy ~ 1 and 55 .# < 10, their density
contrasts closely match ours.

To test the validity of our results for fierent Alfvénic
Mach numbers, we also performed three simulations with &n in
tial magnetic field strength fierent from the standard one, with
Mpo ~ 27, 1.9, and 1.2, at.#Z) 10 (empty squares in
Figure[3). Our model works well forZxo > 6, but breaks
down for our test with.Zxg

e If Bis independent of the density, we recover the hydrody-
namical prediction of Padoan et al. (1997). In this casegttseand
the magnetic field are not coupled. Therefore, an ampliticatf
the magnetic field with the shock is not expected. Obsenvaliy
Crutcher (1999) found that the magnetic field was indepenadn
the density for diuse clouds, corresponding to low rms Mach num-
bers,.# < 2. In this regime, all our predictions converge to the
purely hydrodynamicad<—# relation.

e For the second cas® « p'?, we found a one-to-one re-
lation between#, B, and the density variance. Thiss—# re-
lation (Eq.[20) matches very well our numerical test comnsige

1 Equation [ZD) has been written in terms of the instantanedfi&nic
Mach number (Eq[C32), yielding the relation for the densigyriance:
< 2. The break occurs when the In[1 + 20%. 2243|242 + 4.

2 _
Os12 =

© 2012 RAS, MNRASD00,[THI0
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Figure 3. Standard deviation of the dimensionless density contpdstted as a function of the rms Mach number. Circles showptirely hydrodynamical
simulations that follow very well the Padoan et al. (1997diction, 02, = In(1 + b%.#?), with b = 0.4, expected for mixed-mode turbulent forcing
IO, dashed line). The dotted linesaarecimparison with purely hydrodynamical model, assuntirg1/3 for purely solenoidal forcing
andb = 1 for purely compressive forcing (Federrath €tlal., 2008tangles show the MHD simulations and the two formulas,.#28) and[[21L), obtained
in this work: o172 = {In[1 + b2.2?Bo/(Bo + 1)]}¥/? (light grey solid line), andrs; (dark grey solid line). Those curves are plotted or 0.4, and using
our parameterisationfo = (111 + 4).#~2 from Fig.[3. Squares, stars and diamonds show the additdr simulations with diferent rms Alfvénic Mach
number,.Zpo ~ 27 Bi = 2uG), #no ~ 1.9 (Bi = 20uG), and.Zpp ~ 1.2 (B; = 60uG).

B,=11.2. /=10.3 =25 By= 1.0. #29.9 . /f=7.3 B= 0.09 /7 =9.7 /=2 B=0.03.//=10.5 /f=1.7

} - [

- / - \ .

Figure 4. Density slices of the simulations &= 6 Myr. The mean magnetic field is oriented along the vertigés.arom left to right: initial magnetic field
strengthB; = 2, 5.85, 20 and 6@G. The turbulence remains isotropic for super-Alfvénis géao > 1, but when it becomes trans-Alfvénic or sub Alfvénic
(Ao < 3), the turbulence becomes highly anisotropic.

© 2012 RAS, MNRASDO0O,[THI0



Theos— relation in supersonic turbulence: I. Isothermal, magsetl gas 9

1.8F o T
<M>=10 O
1.7¢ =
= [ 0T o ]
1.6 7 O 3
S B 0o
® 50 A e [ E
14k £ MHD-B2 [
T MHD-M10 (5.85) A :
3 MHD=B20 7 :
1'3§ MHD-B60 <
1.2§ 1 1 1 1 1 Il ;
O 5 10 15 20 25 30
"“’A,O

Figure 5. Standard deviation of the dimensionless density contpéstted

as a function of the instantaneous rms Alfvénic Mach nunat€rz) ~
10. The diferent symbols show snapshots of simulations with o time
averages{.Zno) ~ 27 (squares).Zno) ~ 9 (triangles)(#Zno) ~ 1.9
(stars), and.#a0) ~ 1.2 (diamonds). When the turbulence becomes trans-
Alfvénic or sub-Alfvénic,(.#a0) < 2 (stars and diamonds), anisotropies
arise in the gas, because the back reaction of the magnéticofieo the
flow is extremely strong for flows perpendicular to the magnféld lines.
The grey curve shows our predictionsingb ~ 0.4 that fits very well the
data. Meanwhile, the black curve shows our predictioonsideringb =

1 (corresponding to purely compressive forcing). Althowgh turbulent
forcing in the simulations is by definition mixed, and thusexpectb ~ 0.4
(Federrath et al.. 2010), it is noteworthy to say that 1 gives a good fit to
the data with very low.Za0) < 2.

b = 0.4, which is the input for the natural mixture of compressive-
to-solenoidal modes in the turbulent forcing field. Thisutess

in agreement with the ones presented by Ostriker|et al. (200d
Price et al.[(2011), where they found loweg than in the unmag-
netised case far#Z > 10. Moreover, Cho & Lazarian (2003) pre-
sented a density contrast that closely matches our resids fe 1
and 55 .# < 10.

e For the last caseB « p, theo . relation (Eq[2IL) predicts
a lower density variance than measured in our numericallaimu
tions for.# > 5, because our simulations are closeBto: p'/2.
However, the relation given by Equatidn{21) would fit betiér
B« p.

e Theo . relation obtained foB « p*2 works very well for
intermediate to high Alfvénic Mach numbew/xo > 6, but breaks
down for.Zxo < 2 at{.#) ~ 10. This probably occurs because in
the presence of strong magnetic fields, the turbulence ismger
isotropic. This is because the back reaction of the magfiefit
onto the flow is very strong for flows perpendicular to the neign
field lines.

Magnetic fields act as a density cushion in turbulent gas, pre
venting the gas from reaching very low densities as well ag ve
high densities. We conclude that magnetic fields are an ifapor
mechanism for shaping the density variance—Mach numbar rel
tion, and therefore will change the quantitative preditsion mod-
els of the star formation rate, initial mass function or corass
function that depend on these quantities (e.g. Krumholz &bfr,
2005; | Padoan & Nordlund, 2011, 2002; Hennebelle & Chabrier,
2008, 2009).

© 2012 RAS, MNRASD00,[THI0
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