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ABSTRACT

The evolution of protostellar outflows is investigated under different mass ac-

cretion rates in the range ∼ 10−5–10−2 M� yr−1 with three-dimensional mag-

netohydrodynamic simulations. A powerful outflow always appears in strongly

magnetized clouds with B0 & B0,cr = 10−4(Mcl/100 M�) G, where Mcl is the

cloud mass. When a cloud has a weaker magnetic field, the outflow does not

evolve promptly with a high mass accretion rate. In some cases with moderate

magnetic fields B0 slightly smaller than B0,cr, the outflow growth is suppressed

or delayed until the infalling envelope dissipates and the ram pressure around

the protostellar system is significantly reduced. In such an environment, the

outflow begins to grow and reaches a large distance only during the late ac-

cretion phase. On the other hand, the protostellar outflow fails to evolve and

is finally collapsed by the strong ram pressure when a massive (& 100M�)

initial cloud is weakly magnetized with B0 . 100µG. The failed outflow cre-

ates a toroidal structure that is supported by magnetic pressure and encloses

the protostar and disk system. Our results indicate that high-mass stars form

only in strongly magnetized clouds, if all high-mass protostars possess a clear

outflow. If we would observe either very weak or no outflow around evolved

protostars, it means that strong magnetic fields are not necessarily required

for high-mass star formation. In any case, we can constrain the high-mass star

formation process from observations of outflows.

Key words: MHD – stars: formation – stars: protostars – stars: magnetic

field – stars: winds, outflows – protoplanetary disks
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2 Machida & Hosokawa

1 INTRODUCTION

Protostellar outflows can provide information on the very early phase of star formation. A

protostar is born as a consequence of the gravitational collapse of a molecular cloud core. The

protostellar mass immediately after formation is∼ 10−3–10−2 M� (Larson 1969; Masunaga &

Inutsuka 2000). Then, the protostar grows by mass accretion from the infalling envelope that

is the remnant of the molecular cloud core. The mass accretion (or the released gravitational

energy of the accreting matter) drives the protostellar outflow. Thus, a protostellar outflow

is considered to be promising evidence for the accretion phase of star formation.

High mass accretion rates are expected in high-mass star formation, and they result in

driving powerful and massive outflows. Massive outflows with large linear momenta and

kinetic energies are usually observed around high-mass protostars (e.g., Beuther et al. 2002;

Wu et al. 2004; Zhang et al. 2005; Maud et al. 2015; de Villiers et al. 2014, 2015; Li et

al. 2018). Wu et al. (2004) showed a clear correlation between outflow kinetic energies and

bolometric luminosities of star-forming cores (see also Beuther et al. 2002; Zhang et al. 2005;

Maud et al. 2015; Li et al. 2018). If the bolometric luminosity is dominated by the accretion

luminosity Lacc ∝M∗Ṁ , it can be used as an index to evaluate the protostellar mass M∗ and

accretion rate Ṁ . In observations, both the outflow kinetic energy and linear momentum

increase as the bolometric luminosity increases.

In the framework of low-mass star formation, Tomisaka (1998) showed by magnetohy-

drodynamical (MHD) simulations that the protostellar outflow is magnetically driven (see

also Tomisaka 2000, 2002). The magnetically driven outflow in the high-mass star formation

process has also been investigated in several studies (e.g., Banerjee & Pudritz 2007; Com-

merçon et al. 2011; Hennebelle et al. 2011; Seifried et al. 2012; Tanaka et al. 2017, 2018;

Kölligan & Kuiper 2018). Our previous simulation studies, Matsushita et al. (2017, hereafter

Paper I) and Matsushita et al. (2018, hereafter Paper II), showed that the mass ejection

rate is proportional to the mass accretion rate, as suggested by observations. A massive out-

flow tends to appear in the high-mass star-formation case because the released gravitational

energy is large when the mass accretion rate is high. Note that the gravitational energy

is converted to the outflow kinetic energy through a magnetic effect (Blandford & Payne

1982; Tomisaka 2002), and a high-mass star is formed with a high-mass accretion rate (e.g.

Beuther et al. 2007). However, in previous studies, the outflow driving was investigated in
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Failed and Delayed Protostellar Outflows 3

a limited parameter range, in which the magnetic energy of the prestellar cloud is assumed

to be comparable to the gravitational energy.

Observations have shown that in nearby star forming regions the magnetic energy is

comparable to the gravitational energy (e.g., Crutcher 1999; Troland & Crutcher 2008). The

mass-to-flux ratio normalized by its critical value is usually used as an index of the degree

of magnetization for a prestellar cloud, which is defined as

µ0 =

(
Mcl

Φcl

)
/

(
1

2πG1/2

)
, (1)

where Mcl and Φcl are the mass and magnetic flux of the prestellar cloud, respectively.

Troland & Crutcher (2008) showed that the mass-to-flux ratio is µ0 ∼ 2–3 on average, which

means that the magnetic field cannot halt a prompt gravitational collapse of the prestellar

core. When the magnetic field is as strong as ∼ 10µG, the magnetic energy is almost of the

same order as the gravitational energy of a typical prestellar cloud core for low-mass star

formation. However, the mass and gravitational energy are large in prestellar cores for high-

mass star formation (Zhang et al. 2009; Pillai et al. 2011; Tan et al. 2013; Sanhueza et al.

2017). Thus, the magnetic energy becomes relatively low compared with the gravitational

energy when high-mass star-forming clouds are of the same order as the magnetic field

strength (e.g. ∼ 10µG, for details, see §2).

In simulation studies, very strong magnetic fields or small mass-to-flux ratios have been

conventionally assumed for prestellar clouds for high-mass star formation. However, a mag-

netic field strength of ∼ 100–1000µG is necessary to obtain µ0 ∼ 2 for a high-mass prestellar

cloud core, as described in §2. It is very difficult to estimate the magnetic field strength of

high-mass prestellar clouds, because high-mass star-forming regions are located far from

the sun. If the magnetic field strength in a high-mass prestellar core is ∼ 10 µG, as in the

low-mass cases, the mass-to-flux ratio becomes µ0 � 10 and the magnetic energy is over

100–1000 times smaller than the gravitational energy. Such a relatively low magnetic energy

would change the picture of star formation, because the magnetic field plays several pivotal

roles in the star formation process, relating to angular momentum transfer, collapse geom-

etry, formation of rotationally supported and pseudo disks, and the driving of protostellar

outflows (Inutsuka 2012). We briefly explained that no outflow appears in weakly magne-

tized clouds in Papers I and II, where we mainly focused on cases with strongly magnetized

clouds.

The protostellar outflow has a significant impact on the star formation in general (e.g.,
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4 Machida & Hosokawa

Matzner & McKee 2000). In this study, following on from Papers I and II, we investigate

high-mass star formation in rotating magnetized cloud cores from a broader point of view.

To comprehensively understand the role of the magnetic field and outflow driving, we further

study the evolution in both strongly and very weakly magnetized clouds with a wide range

of parameters.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. §2 describes the numerical settings of our

model, and the simulation results are presented in §3. We discuss the outflow driving in

weakly magnetized clouds and compare our results with observations in §4. A summary is

presented in §5.

2 INITIAL CONDITIONS AND NUMERICAL SETTINGS

The initial conditions and numerical settings are almost the same as in Papers I and II,

and thus, we only briefly explain them in this section. As the initial state, we adopt a

spherical cloud (core) with a Bonnor–Ebert (B.E.) density profile with a central density of

nc,0 = 105 cm−3 and an isothermal temperature of Tiso,0 = 20 K. The initial cloud has twice

the critical B.E. radius (Rcl = 4.1 × 104 au). To promote gravitational collapse, the cloud

density is enhanced by f , which is the density enhancement factor (Papers I and II) and

is related to the cloud stability α0 (the ratio of the thermal to gravitational energy). Thus,

the initial cloud has a central density of ncl = f × 105 cm−3 (=f × nc,0). A uniform density

nISM = ncl/80.0 is set outside the initial cloud (r > Rcl) to mimic the interstellar medium.

A rigid rotation Ω0 and uniform magnetic field B0 are added to the initial cloud, with the

magnetic field direction set to be parallel to the rotation axis or the z-axis. As described in

Table 1, 30 different prestellar clouds are prepared as the initial state, in which the density

enhancement factor f (or α0) and the mass-to-flux ratio µ0 (or magnetic field strength B0)

are parameters, where f controls the mass accretion rate (see, §3 and Papers I and II) and

µ0 determines the degree of magnetization. We adopt f = 1.4, 3.4, 8.4, 16.8, 33.6 and 67.2,

and the cloud mass and cloud stability α0 differ accordingly among the models. As described

in Table 1, the initial cloud has a mass in the range of Mcl = 11–545 M�.

The initial magnetic field strength B0 is adjusted so that the resulting mass-to-flux ratio

is µ0 = 2, 3, 5, 10 and 20 in each cloud. Since µ0 depends also on the cloud mass, the

magnetic field strength for the initial cloud B0 differs depending on both f and µ0. The

© 2019 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–43



Failed and Delayed Protostellar Outflows 5

Model f µ0 B0 [G] Ω0 [s−1] α0 β0 γ0 Mcl [M�] Outflow frag.

AM2 1.4 2 1.5 × 10−5

3.2 × 10−14 0.5 0.02

0.19

11

Successful N

AM3 1.4 3 1.0 × 10−5 0.083 Successful N

AM5 1.4 5 6.2 × 10−6 0.030 Delayed N

AM10 1.4 10 3.1 × 10−6 7.5 × 10−3 Delayed N

AM20 1.4 20 1.6 × 10−6 1.9 × 10−3 Delayed N

BM2 3.4 2 3.8 × 10−5

5.0 × 10−14 0.2 0.02

0.19

28

Successful N

BM3 3.4 3 2.5 × 10−5 0.083 Successful N

BM5 3.4 5 1.5 × 10−5 0.030 Delayed N

BM10 3.4 10 7.5 × 10−6 7.5 × 10−3 Failed N

BM20 3.4 20 3.7 × 10−6 1.9 × 10−3 Failed N

CM2 8.4 2 9.2 × 10−5

7.9 × 10−14 0.08 0.02

0.19

68

Successful N

CM3 8.4 3 6.2 × 10−5 0.083 Successful N

CM5 8.4 5 3.7 × 10−5 0.030 Failed N

CM10 8.4 10 1.9 × 10−5 7.5 × 10−3 Failed N

CM20 8.4 20 6.2 × 10−6 1.9 × 10−3 Failed N

DM2 16.8 2 1.9 × 10−4

1.1 × 10−13 0.04 0.02

0.19

132

Successful N

DM3 16.8 3 1.2 × 10−4 0.083 Successful N

DM5 16.8 5 7.4 × 10−5 0.030 Failed N

DM10 16.8 10 3.7 × 10−5 7.5 × 10−3 Failed Y (2)

DM20 16.8 20 1.8 × 10−5 1.9 × 10−3 Failed N

EM2 33.6 2 3.7 × 10−4

1.5 × 10−13 0.02 0.02

0.19

272

Successful N

EM3 33.6 3 2.4 × 10−4 0.083 Successful N

EM5 33.6 5 1.5 × 10−4 0.030 Delayed Y (4)

EM10 33.6 10 7.4 × 10−5 7.5 × 10−3 Failed Y (4)

EM20 33.6 20 3.7 × 10−5 1.9 × 10−3 Failed Y (4)

FM2 67.2 2 7.4 × 10−4

2.2 × 10−13 0.01 0.02

0.19

545

Successful Y (2)

FM3 67.2 3 5.0 × 10−4 0.083 Delayed Y (6)

FM5 67.2 5 3.0 × 10−4 0.030 Delayed Y (6)

FM10 67.2 10 1.5 × 10−4 7.5 × 10−3 Delayed Y (4)

FM20 67.2 20 7.4 × 10−5 1.9 × 10−3 Failed Y (8)

Table 1. Model name, initial cloud parameters and calculation results. Column 1 gives the model name. Columns 2 and 3
give the parameters f and µ0. Columns 4 and 5 give the magnetic field strength B0 and angular velocity Ω0 for the initial

state. Columns 6–8 give the ratios of the thermal α0, rotational β0 and magnetic γ0 energies to the gravitational energy of the
initial cloud. Column 9 gives the initial cloud mass. Column 10 describes the calculation results, in which ‘Successful’, ‘Delayed’

and ‘Failed’ mean that an outflow successfully appears, a delayed outflow appears and an outflow fails to appear, respectively.
Column 11 describes whether fragmentation occurs (Y) or not (N), in which the total number of fragments is described in

parenthesis.

rotation rate Ω0, which is also listed in Table 1, is determined to give β0 = 0.02 in each

model.

The model name and the ratio of the magnetic to gravitational energy γ0 are also listed

in Table 1. The parameter f adopted in this study is exactly the same as that in Papers I and

II. The difference between this study and Papers I and II is the magnetic field strength (or

the mass-to-flux ratio). µ0 = 2 is adopted in almost all models in Papers I and II, while five

different ratios µ0 = 2, 3, 5, 10, 20 are adopted in this study. Note that the cloud parameters

are almost the same between this study and Papers I and II except for the magnetic field

© 2019 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–43



6 Machida & Hosokawa

strengths, while we changed the initial isothermal temperature from Tiso = 40 K (Paper I

and II) to Tiso = 20 K (this study) when constructing the B.E. density profile. Thus, the

physical quantities for the initial clouds differ somewhat between this study and our previous

studies.

The numerical settings are also the same as in Papers I and II. We solve the resistive

MHD equations including self-gravity (eqs. [1]–[4] of Machida et al. 2019 and eq. [2] of Paper

I), in which the barotropic equation of state (eq. [1] of Paper I) is used. The nested grid

code is used to cover a wide density and spatial range (for details of the code, see Machida

et al. 2004; Machida et al. 2005a; Machida et al. 2010; Machida & Hosokawa 2013). At the

beginning of the calculation, five levels of nested grids are prepared. Each grid is composed

of (i, j, k) = (64, 64, 32), and mirror symmetry is imposed on the z = 0 plane.

The initial prestellar cloud is embedded in the fifth level of the grid (l = 5). The first level

of the grid has a box size of L(l = 1) = 6.6×105 au and a cell width of h(l = 1) = 1.0×104 au.

Both the box size and cell width halve with each increment of grid level l. The computational

boundary corresponding to the surface of the l = 1 grid is located 24 times further from

the surface of the initial cloud, which can suppress artificial reflection of the Aflvén wave at

the boundary (for details, see Machida & Hosokawa 2013). A new finer grid is generated to

satisfy the Truelove condition, in which the Jeans length is resolved with at least 16 cells

(Truelove et al. 1997). The maximum grid level is set to lmax = 15, which has a box size of

L(l = lmax) = 40 au and cell width of h(l = lmax) = 0.62 au.

The sink method is used to calculate the main accretion phase for a long duration, in

which a threshold density of nthr = 1013cm−3 and sink radius rsink = 1 au are adopted. The

sink parameters are the same as those in Papers I and II. With these settings, we calculate

the time evolution for 104 yr after the protostar formation (or sink creation) for all the

models.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Mass Accretion Histories

The differences between low- and high-mass star formation in the early evolutionary phase

are characterized by the mass accretion rate. The mass accretion rate is expected to be

higher in high-mass star formation than in low-mass star formation. As described in §2, in

this study, we changed the cloud stability α0 using f to control the mass accretion rate.

© 2019 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–43



Failed and Delayed Protostellar Outflows 7

The mass accretion rate onto a protostar is roughly proportional to ∝ α
−3/2
0 (for details, see

Paper I), which indicates that a model with a larger f (or smaller α0) has a higher mass

accretion rate.

Figure 1 plots the mass accretion rate against the protostellar mass for each model.

The mass accretion rate has a peak around Mps ∼ 0.2–0.3 M� for models with f = 1.4,

3.4, 8.2 and 16.8. The initial enhancement in the mass accretion rate is attributed to the

existence of the first core formed prior to the protostar formation (Larson 1969; Masunaga

& Inutsuka 2000). Since the first core (remnant) remains around the protostar even shortly

after protostar formation, the protostar acquires its mass from the first core during the very

early mass accretion phase (Machida & Matsumoto 2011). The temperature in the first core

(∼ 100 K) is higher than that in the infalling envelope (∼ 10 K) and the mass accretion rate

is roughly proportional to ∝ c3
s when the host object (or cloud) for the protostar is in a nearly

equilibrium state (Larson 2003), where cs is the sound speed. Thus, the mass accretion rate

is high while the first core remnant remains around a protostar. Then, the mass accretion

decreases after the first core remnant disappears because the protostar acquires its mass

directly from the infalling envelope that has a low temperature of ∼ 10 K. For the models

with large f (or smaller α0), the protostar forms without the formation of a long-lived first

core (Paper I, Bhandare et al. 2018). Thus, we do not observe a significant enhancement

in the mass accretion rate during the early accretion phase in such models (models with

f = 33.6 and 67.2).

Figure 1 indicates that there is no significant difference in the mass accretion rate among

the models with the same f and α0, although the oscillation of the mass accretion rates

can be confirmed in each panel. To easily confirm the history of the mass accretion rate,

the protostellar mass for each model is plotted against the elapsed time after protostar

formation in Figure 2. The protostellar mass differs during the very early phase (tps . 102–

103 yr) among the models with the same parameter f . However, for tps & 103 yr, the models

with the same f have almost the same protostellar mass. The difference in the protostellar

mass among the models with the same f is within a factor of two at tps ' 104 yr. Thus, the

initial difference in magnetic field strength does not significantly change the mass accretion

rate. On the other hand, both the mass accretion rate (Fig. 1) and protostellar mass (Fig. 2)

differ considerably among the models with different f (or α0).

To emphasize the difference in the mass accretion rate among the models with different

© 2019 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–43



8 Machida & Hosokawa

f , the accretion rates with different f but the same mass-to-flux ratio µ0 = 2 (upper) and 10

(lower) are plotted against the protostellar mass (left) and the elapsed time after protostar

formation (right) in Figure 3. We can see a clear difference in the mass accretion rate among

the models with different f in Figure 3. The mass accretion rate at tps ∼ 104 yr for models

with f = 1.4 (models AM2 and AM10) is Ṁ ∼ 3 × 10−5 M� yr−1, while for models with

f = 67.2 it is Ṁ ∼ 10−2 M� yr−1. Thus, the difference in the mass accretion rate between

models with f = 1.4 and 67.2 is over two orders of magnitude. Almost the same difference

and trend were also confirmed in Paper I (see Fig. 2 of Paper I). Thus, we can investigate

different cloud evolutions from the viewpoint of the mass accretion rate with models with

different f (or α0).

3.2 Typical Models

In this subsection, we focus on the models with the same f (or α0), but with different µ0

(or B0). Figure 4 shows the cloud evolution for models DM2 (left column), DM5 (middle

column) and DM10 (right column), which have the same parameters f = 16.8 and α0 = 0.04.

The initial magnetic field strengths of these models are B0 = 1.9× 10−4 (DM2), 7.4× 10−5

(DM5) and 3.7 × 10−5 µG (DM10). Figure 4 left column shows that the outflow gradually

evolves with time and has a size of ∼ 104 au at tps ' 104 yr (Fig. 4d). The outflow has a well

collimated structure at each time (Figs. 4a–d). In addition, we can see that a large fraction

of the cloud gas is ejected by the outflow in Figure 4d. Thus, for model DM2, the outflow

would have a significant impact on the star formation.

For model DM5 (Fig. 4 middle column), the outflow has a size of ∼ 300 au at tps =

545.2 yr (Fig. 4e), then it shrinks with time (Fig. 4f–h). We manage to confirm a bipolar

structure in the center of the cloud for model DM 5 at tps ' 104 yr (Fig. 4h). However, we

cannot confirm a noticeable outflow in the right column of Figure 4, which describes the

cloud evolution for model DM10. As described above, the difference in the magnetic field

strength between models DM2 (1.9× 10−4 µG) and DM10 (3.7× 10−5 µG) is about a factor

of five. Thus, Figure 4 indicates that a slight difference in the magnetic field strength of

prestellar clouds dramatically changes the outflow driving and star formation process.

To further investigate the models that do not show a mature outflow (models DM5 and

DM10), the cloud evolutions at a small scale for these models are plotted in Figures 5 and 6.

Figure 5 shows the time sequence of the outflow for model DM5. For this model, the outflow

© 2019 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–43



Failed and Delayed Protostellar Outflows 9

gradually evolves for tps . 3000 yr (Figs. 5a and b). Then, the outflow stagnates with a size

of ∼ 1000 au. The outflow widens or expands in the horizontal direction with time and a

cavity-like structure appears (Figs. 5e-f) during tps & 3000 yr. However, the outflow is not

very active and does not grow in the vertical direction by the end of the simulation.

Figure 6 shows the time sequence of the outflow for model DM10, in which only the

density and velocity distributions in the region around the protostar within . 300 au are

plotted. For this model, although a bipolar outflow-like structure develops, it does not extend

to a large distance. Instead, the bipolar structure, which has a size of 200–300 au, oscillates

and collapses, spreading out in the horizontal direction (Figs. 6e–g). The outflow (or bub-

ble) like structure seen in Figure 6 does not disappear, while the oscillation of the outflow

recurrently occurs in the horizontal and vertical directions by the end of the simulation.

3.3 Outflow Evolution and Classification

In this subsection, we investigate the time evolution of outflows for all the models and

categorize them into three types. Figure 7 shows the outflow size Lout for all models against

the elapsed time after protostar formation. We identified the outflow as the region where

the radial velocity vr exceeds vcri and vcri = 1 km s−1 is adopted. Note that although we

adopted vcri = 0.1, 0.5 and 3 km s−1 to confirm the dependence on vcri, the outflow physical

quantities did not significantly depend on vcri in this range. The outflow size is determined

as being the farthest outflowing region from the protostar (or the center of the cloud).

Figure 7 shows that the outflow size is larger in models with smaller µ0 than in models

with larger µ0. In other words, the outflow size is larger in strongly magnetized clouds than

in weakly magnetized clouds. Thus, outflows appeared in strongly magnetized clouds and

reached a large distance in a short time.

As seen in each panel of Figure 7, by the end of the simulation (tps ' 104 yr), the outflows

in models with µ0 = 2 and 3 reach Lout ∼ 104 au, which is comparable to the initial cloud

radius Rcl = 4.1× 104 au. We call models showing an outflow that continues to grow by the

end of the simulation ‘Successful outflows.’ Model DM2 shown in the left column of Figure 4

is a typical example of a successful outflow. We categorized models AM2, AM3, BM2, BM3,

CM2, CM3, DM2, DM3, EM2, EM3 and FM2 as being successful outflows.

Figure 7b shows that the outflows do not grow significantly in the models with µ0 = 10

and 20 (BM10 and BM20). The oscillation of Lout seen in these models indicates that the

© 2019 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–43



10 Machida & Hosokawa

outflow transiently shrinks after it slightly grows. We call this type of outflow a ‘Failed

outflow.’ As seen in Figures 5 and 6, for the failed outflow case the outflow fails to grow and

does not reach a large distance by the end of the simulation. For these models, the outflow

stays within a region . 103 au from the protostar and does not show significant growth in

the vertical direction during ∼ 104 yr after protostar formation. Thus, the outflow lengths at

tps = 104 yr are much smaller than the initial cloud radius Rcl = 4.1× 104 au, which means

that the outflow is deeply embedded in the infalling envelope for a long time. We categorized

models BM10, BM20, CM5, CM10, CM20, DM5, DM10, DM20, EM10, EM20 and FM20 as

failed outflows.

In addition to successful and failed outflows, there exists another type of outflow. In

models EM5 (Fig. 7e), FM3, FM5 and FM10 (Fig. 7f), the outflow does not grow during

the early accretion phase (tps . 103 yr), while it begins to grow significantly during the later

accretion phase (tps & 103 yr). We call this type of outflow a ‘Delayed outflow.’ In the models

with f = 33.6 (Fig. 7e) and 67.2 (Fig. 7f), when the magnetic field strength of the initial

cloud is as weak as µ0 = 5, 10 and 20, the outflow exponentially grows only in the later

accretion phase. In these models, the outflow does not evolve in tps . 103 yr, during which

the outflow size is within ∼ 100 au. Then, the outflow suddenly grows and the outflow size

begins to increase for t & 103 yr. Although the outflow size for these models is Lout ∼ 102–

103 au at the end of the simulation, the outflow appears to evolve in a further evolutionary

stage. Thus, the outflow evolution is ‘delayed’ in these models. We confirmed that models

AM5, AM10 AM20 and BM5 also show a similar evolution to models EM5, FM3, FM5 and

FM10. We categorized models AM5, AM10, AM20, BM5, EM5, FM3, FM5 and FM10 as

delayed outflows.

To clearly see the evolution of delayed outflows, we show time sequences in Figures 8

and 9. In model FM10 (Fig. 8), we cannot confirm a noticeable outflow for tps . 9000 yr

(Figs. 8a–c). However, the outflow rapidly grows and has a size of ∼ 4000 au (Figs. 8e–f)

for tps & 9000 yr (Figs. 8e–g). The outflow evolution for model EM5 is plotted in Figure 9.

For this model, after the outflow reaches ∼ 500 au (Fig. 9a), it shrinks to a size of ∼ 100 au

(Fig. 9b). The outflow slowly grows and reaches ∼ 103 au at tps ' 9000 yr (Fig. 9c). Then, the

outflow exponentially grows in a further evolutional stage (Figs. 9e–g). Figures 8 and 9 also

show that the density of the infalling envelope that encloses the outflow gradually decreases.

The density of outflow (cavity) is over one order of magnitude larger than that of the

infalling envelope (Fig. 8e–f and Fig. 9e–f). For a delayed outflow, the outflow does not grow

© 2019 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–43



Failed and Delayed Protostellar Outflows 11

while the infalling envelope is dense, and it then grows significantly as the infalling envelope

dissipates. As described above, we classified the models into three categories: Successful,

Failed and Delayed outflows. The classification for each model is described in Table 1.

3.4 Outflow Physical Quantities

The outflow physical quantities are plotted in Figures 10–12, in which the outflow mass

(Fig. 10), momentum (Fig. 11), and momentum flux (Fig. 12) are plotted against the elapsed

time after the protostar formation. Figure 10 shows the outflow mass, which is calculated as

Mout =

∫ vr>vcri

ρ dV, (2)

plotted against the elapsed time after protostar formation for all models, in which the range

of the outflow mass (i.e. the y-axis) is adjusted to emphasize the difference between the

models with different µ0 in each panel. The figure indicates that the outflow mass is large

when the initial magnetic field is strong. Independent of the parameter f (or α), the outflow

mass in the model with µ0 = 2 and 3 is about one or two orders of magnitude larger than

the models with µ0 = 10 and 20.

We can see the same trend in the outflow momentum Pout (Fig. 11) and momentum flux

Fout (Fig. 12) as in the outflow mass (Fig. 12). They are estimated as

Pout =

∫ vr>vcri

ρ vr dV, (3)

Fout =
Pout

tps

. (4)

As seen in Figures 7 and 10, there is a gap in the outflow momentum and momentum flux

between strongly and weakly magnetized clouds. In Figure 11, we can confirm that the

outflow momentum in the models EM10, EM20 and FM10 rapidly increases for tps & 103 yr.

However, the outflow momenta in these models are still about one order of magnitude smaller

than those in the strongly magnetized models (EM2, EM3, FM2 and FM3).

In each panel of Figure 12, we can see a significant difference in the outflow momentum

flux. The outflow momentum flux has a dimension of force, and is used as an index of the

outflow driving force. Figure 12 indicates that the outflow momentum flux differs among the

models with the same f from the beginning (or the protostar formation epoch). Thus, the

initial difference in the magnetic field strength causes the difference in the outflow driving

force. Independent of f , the outflow momentum flux is largest for the models with µ0 = 2 and

3, and smallest for the models with µ = 10 and 20. The former corresponds to the successful
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outflow case, while the latter corresponds to the failed or delayed outflow case. The models

with a moderate magnetic field strength µ0 = 5 show different behaviors, dependent on f .

3.5 Spiral Structure and Fragmentation Induced by Gravitational Instability

When the magnetic field of the prestellar cloud is strong, the angular momentum around

the protostar is efficiently transported by magnetic effects such as magnetic braking and

outflow (Zhao et al. 2020). As a result, a small-sized (rotationally supported) disk appears

around the protostar (Machida & Basu 2020). On the other hand, when the magnetic field

is weak, the angular momentum is not significantly transported by the magnetic effects. In

such a case, the infalling gas gradually accumulates in the circumstellar region and a large-

sized circumstellar disk appears (Machida et al. 2011). After the circumstellar disk becomes

massive, gravitational instability occurs (Toomre 1964; Machida et al. 2010), leading to the

formation of a spiral structure that may eventually fragment (see Paper I and §B).

Figure 13 shows the time sequence of the circumstellar disk for models DM2, DM5 and

DM10, which are the same as in Figure 4. For these models, a spiral structure develops with-

out fragmentation in models DM2 and DM5, while fragmentation occurs and two clumps

appear around the cloud center in model DM10. The figure also indicates that the disk

size increases as the initial magnetic field weakens, in which a prominent spiral or fragment

appears in models with relatively weak magnetic fields. A comparison of Figure 4 and Fig-

ure 13 indicates that the outflow activity seem to be anti-correlated with the disk size. It is

expected that the angular momentum around the protostar is not effectively transported by

the outflow (and magnetic braking) in weakly magnetized clouds because an excess angular

momentum promotes the disk growth.

Both the spiral structure and the orbital motion of fragments create an anisotropic

gravitational field. Thus, in these models, the angular momentum transport should also be

due to the gravitational torque, in addition to the magnetic effects such as outflow, magnetic

braking and magneto-rotational instability (for details, see Machida & Basu 2020). As a

result, the mass accretion rates onto the protostar for the models with the same f (or α0)

but with different µ0 (or B0) are almost the same (Fig.1), because the gravitational torque

also plays an important role for the angular momentum transport when the magnetic field

is weak. Therefore, the difference in magnetic field strength does not significantly affect

the determination of the mass accretion rate and the protostellar growth. Since the disk
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gravitational instability in both strongly and weakly magnetized clouds with high mass

accretion rates was already investigated in Papers I and II, we do not particularly focus on

it in this study. We simply describe the disk properties in §B.

4 DISCUSSION

4.1 Suppression of Outflow with High Ram Pressure

As described in §3, the outflow growth is suppressed during the main accretion phase in

weakly magnetized clouds. However, in some models, the outflow begins to grow in the later

main accretion phase. Figures 6 and 8 show that the outflow develops only after the density

of the infalling envelope becomes significantly low. Thus, it is expected that the outflow

growth is suppressed due to the existence of a (dense) infalling envelope.

Figure 14 plots the configuration of magnetic field lines within the outflow region for

model DM10 at the same epoch as in Figure 6e. After this epoch, the outflow begins to

shrink as shown in Figures 6f and g. Figure 14 shows that the magnetic field lines are

strongly twisted around the z-axis inside the outflow. Thus, the gas inside the outflow

region should be pushed out in the vertical direction (or positive z direction) due to the

strong magnetic pressure gradient force if the external pressure outside the outflow can be

ignored. The outflow region, however, is actually pushed into the central region (or negative

z direction) as time proceeds (Figs. 6f and g). The mass accretion rate is high in the models

with a large f or small α0. Thus, it is expected that the outflow driving is suppressed by

the strong ram pressure of the infalling envelope.

To quantitatively investigate the suppression of the outflow, we compare the ram pressure

with the magnetic pressure for models DM2, DM5 and DM10. Each panel of Figure 15 plots

the ram pressure outside the outflow and the magnetic pressure inside the outflow, where

both the ram Pram = ρv2/2 and magnetic Pmag = B2/8π pressures are normalized by

the thermal pressure at the center of the initial cloud Pth,0. We confirmed that the thermal

pressure can be ignored compared with the ram and magnetic pressures in the region around

the outflow.

Figures 15a–c indicate that for model DM2 (left column), the magnetic pressure inside

the outflow is considerably larger than the ram pressure outside the outflow at any epoch.

Therefore, the outflow could continue to grow until the end of the simulation for this model.

On the other hand, the ram pressure outside the outflow is comparable or larger than the
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magnetic pressure inside the outflow for models DM5 (Fig. 15 middle column) and DM10

(Fig. 15 right column). It is expected that the ram pressure suppresses the outflow growth in

these models. For example, we focus on model DM10. For this model, Figure 15h corresponds

to the epoch shown in Figure 14. At this epoch, the magnetic field lines are strongly twisted

(Fig. 14), while the magnetic pressure inside the outflow is much smaller than the ram

pressure outside the outflow. As a result, the outflow in model DM10 does not appreciably

evolve by the end of the simulation. However, the outflow does not completely disappear,

because the magnetic field can be amplified as the outflow shrinks. For this model, the outflow

continues to oscillate like a spring with a size of < 1000 au during the main accretion phase.

During the main accretion phase, the magnetic field is mainly amplified by the rotation

of the circumstellar disk, as shown in Figure 14, while it dissipates due to Ohmic dissipation

in the disk. Since the formation and evolution of the circumstellar disk are closely related to

the strength of the magnetic field (Zhao et al. 2020), it is not easy to clarify the evolution of

the magnetic field and the outflow driving condition. However, Figure 15 indicates that the

high ram pressure interrupts the outflow growth for the models with initially weak magnetic

fields. It is natural that the outflow begins to grow after the infalling envelope dissipates

(Fig. 9) because the ram pressure is proportional to the density, which decreases with time in

the infalling envelope (Larson 2003). Thus, we can conclude that a high ram pressure, which

is realized with a high-mass accretion rate (see Paper I), suppresses the outflow growth.

When the magnetic field of the initial cloud is as strong as µ0 . 5, the outflow promptly

grows without being disturbed by the ram pressure during the main accretion phase. The

gas of the infalling envelope is dense and the ram pressure is high on a small scale (∼

100 − 1000 au), while the ram pressure decreases as the distance from the center of the

cloud increases. Thus, once the outflow extends to a large distance cutting through the ram

pressure barrier, the outflow is not suppressed by the ram pressure. On the other hand,

when the initial cloud has a weak magnetic field µ0 & 5, the outflow will not grow until

the infalling envelope dissipates. In this case, the outflow growth is significantly delayed.

Alternatively, the outflow fails to grow by the end of the mass accretion phase when the

initial magnetic field is as weak as µ0 & 10. Note that since the outflow is powered by the

mass accretion, the outflow loses its activity as the infalling envelope dissipates (Machida &

Hosokawa 2013). Although we have followed a long-term evolution for ∼ 104 yr, the outflow

might nevertheless begin to grow in a further late stage even in the failed cases.
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4.2 Comparison with Observations

In this subsection, we compare our simulation results with observations. We have already

performed such comparisons in Papers I and II, in which we considered the simulation results

only for the cases with µ0 = 2. In Papers I and II, we showed that time derivative quantities

such as the outflow momentum flux Fout and mechanical luminosity Lkin are useful for the

comparison, because there is still a gap in the evolutionary stage (or the outflow dynamical

timescale) between our simulations and observations. We calculated the outflow evolution

for ∼ 104 yr in this study as in Papers I and II, although a part of the massive outflows

observed in high-mass star forming regions has a longer dynamical timescale exceeding

104 yr. We can then compare the time derivative outflow quantities, which are essential

to understand the nature of the outflows (Bontemps et al. 1996), between the simulations

and observations as described in Paper II. The outflow momentum fluxes and mechanical

luminosities obtained from both the simulations and observations are plotted against the

stellar bolometric luminosity in Figure 16. Wu et al. (2004) derived the fitting formula of

the outflow momentum flux Fout, for many samples of observed outflows (e.g., Beuther et

al. 2002; Zhang et al. 2014; Maud et al. 2015),

log (Fout/(Msun km s−1 yr−1)) = −4.92 + 0.648 log (Lbol/Lsun), (5)

and the outflow mechanical luminosity Lkin,

log (Lkin/Lsun) = −1.98 + 0.62 log (Lbol/Lsun). (6)

These are also plotted by the solid line in each panel of Figure 16. The colored symbols

represent the evolution in the MHD simulations, for which the stellar bolometric luminosity

was calculated by numerically solving the protostellar evolution with the STELLAR code

(Yorke & Bodenheimer 2008; Hosokawa et al. 2013). In our current treatment, we followed

the protostellar evolution over the variable accretion histories taken from the simulations

as post-processes (see also Paper II and Machida & Hosokawa 2013). The evolution of

the stellar radius and luminosity is described in appendix §A. The detailed settings and

calculation methods are given in Paper II. The derivation of the outflow momentum flux in

the simulations is described in equation (4). To derive the outflow mechanical luminosity,

we estimated the outflow kinetic energy,

Eout =

∫ vr>vcri

ρ v2dV, (7)
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where v = (v2
x + v2

y + v2
y)

1/2, and the outflow mechanical luminosity is estimated as

Lkin =
Eout

tps

, (8)

where tps is the elapsed time after protostar formation. The derivation of the outflow mo-

mentum flux and kinetic energy are the same as in Paper II.

The left and middle panels of Figures 16 indicate that both the outflow momentum flux

and mechanical luminosity estimated from the simulation roughly agree with the observa-

tions when the initial clouds have µ0 = 2 and 5. The outflow momentum fluxes for the

models with µ0 = 2 are distributed above the solid line (eq. 5) in the range Lbol . 103 Lsun,

while they are slightly below the solid line in the range Lbol > 105Lsun. Figure 16a shows that

although the simulation data slightly deviate from equation (5), they are within the range

of observations of Beuther et al. (2002), Zhang et al. (2014) and Maud et al. (2015). The

outflow momentum fluxes for the models with µ0 = 5 (Fig. 16b) show a similar distribution

to the models with µ0 = 2. The trend of the outflow mechanical luminosity for the models

with µ0 = 2 and 5 (Fig. 16d and e) is almost the same as that of the outflow momentum

flux (Figs. 16a and b).

On the other hand, both the outflow momentum flux and mechanical luminosity for

the model with µ0 = 10 are considerably smaller than the observations. In Figures 16c

and f, although only three points taken from the simulation are distributed above the solid

line (eq. 6), almost all the data points taken from the simulations are below the line. In

addition, in Figure 16c, the simulation results are significantly smaller than the observations

of Beuther et al. (2002), Zhang et al. (2014) and Maud et al. (2015). Thus, the simulated

outflows in weakly magnetized clouds are considerably weaker than the observations.

4.3 Outflow Driving Condition

A clear outflow does not always appear in the high-mass star formation process, because a

high ram pressure due to the high mass accretion rate suppresses the outflow growth when

the magnetic field of the prestellar cloud is not strong. In this subsection, we quantitatively

discuss the necessary condition for outflow driving.

As shown in §3, independent of the initial cloud mass Mcl, a powerful outflow appears

immediately after or before protostar formation when the initial magnetic field is as strong

as µ0 6 3 (successful outflow models, see Table 1). We can relate the initial magnetic field

B0 to the cloud mass Mcl with equation (1), in which the cloud radius Rcl = 4.1× 104 au is
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introduced to derive the initial magnetic field B0 = Φcl/πR
2
cl. Using the initial normalized

mass-to-flux ratio µ0 (§1), the relation between B0 and Mcl can be described as

B0 =
3× 10−4

µ0

(
Mcl

100M�

)
G. (9)

Thus, for the simulation results with µ0 . 3, the outflow driving condition can be represented

as B0 & Bcr,0 where

Bcr,0 = 10−4

(
Mcl

100M�

)
G. (10)

A massive outflow appears if this condition is satisfied. The condition also indicates that the

magnetic field necessary for the outflow driving is proportional to the initial cloud mass. For

example, a magnetic field of B0 & 10−4 G is necessary for outflow driving in a cloud with

Mcl = 100 M�. It should be noted that, in our settings, the cloud mass is related to the mass

accretion rate by the parameter α0, and a high mass accretion rate is realized in an initially

high mass cloud (for details, see Paper I).

Although condition (10) was derived with ‘successful’ outflow models, the outflow ap-

pears also in ‘delayed’ outflow models. The mass-to-flux ratio or magnetic field strength

necessary for the delayed outflow differs among the models with different initial cloud masses

(see Table 1). Thus, we cannot clearly describe an outflow driving condition that includes

the delayed outflow models. However, we can estimate the initial magnetic field strength

from observations with outflow physical quantities and bolometric luminosity. The outflow

momentum flux and kinetic luminosity in the successful outflow models are roughly fitted

with equations (5) and (6), while those in the delayed outflow models are smaller than the

successful models, as seen in Figure 16. The difference in the outflow physical quantities

between the successful and delayed models can be attributed to the initial magnetic field

strength (see Table 1). Thus, based on the successful models and condition (10), we can

roughly estimate the magnetic field strength of the initial cloud. If the observed outflow

quantities are distributed around the fitting line in Figure 16, condition (10) should be ful-

filled for the initial conditions for high-mass star formation. On the other hand, if we can

confirm the outflows distributed below the successful models or fitting lines of Figure 16

in future observations, this would indicate that the magnetic field of the prestellar cloud

should be smaller than B0 < 10−4(Mcl/100 M�) G. Observations to date indicate that the

high-mass stars form only in strongly magnetized clouds (see §4.4).
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4.4 High-mass Star Formation and Outflow Driving

Understanding the high-mass star formation process is a hotly debated topic in the star for-

mation field. Recent studies have suggested that high-mass stars form by the same framework

as low-mass star formation. Some researchers consider that the high-mass star formation is

a scaled-up version of low-mass formation, which is called the core accretion scenario (Tan

et al. 2014). In this scenario, the high-mass star forms in a gravitationally collapsing cloud

core, and the circumstellar disk and outflow appear during the main accretion phase (Tan

et al. 2016). The massive outflows observed in high-mass star forming regions are considered

to be definitive evidence of core accretion in the high-mass star formation process, because

the massive outflow is proof of the occurrence of active mass accretion (Beuther et al. 2002).

However, in this study, we showed that even when a high-mass protostar forms according

to the core accretion scenario, a massive outflow does not always appear. Thus, it is not clear

whether a massive outflow is a good indicator to identify a high-mass star formation site.

As described in §3, during the early main accretion phase, a massive outflow appears only

when the host cloud for the high-mass star formation is very strongly magnetized. When the

magnetic field of the star-forming cloud is not very strong, the outflow is weak and would

not be observable. In this sense, the massive outflow may trace a part of the whole high-mass

star formation.

As described in §4.2, the observations of massive outflows agree well with our simulation

results for strong magnetic fields (µ0 = 2 and 5). We note that for strong magnetic fields

there are no data in the lower right domain where the bolometric luminosity is large but

both the outflow momentum flux and mechanical luminosity are small (see Fig. 16). On

the other hand, when a high-mass star forming cloud is weakly magnetized, the simulation

data are distributed there (Figs. 16c and f). We can observe compact outflows using large

telescopes such as ALMA, and if it is the case that no data is observed in this region, it is

considered that high-mass star formation occurs only in clouds with very strong magnetic

fields.

Inoue & Fukui (2013) pointed out that high-mass star formation occurs only in a shocked

compressed layer where the magnetic field is greatly enhanced, in which a strong shock is

caused by a cloud–cloud collision or a collision between flows in a highly turbulent envi-

ronment. They also showed that the gravitational collapse does not begin until a sufficient

amount of gas flows into the shocked region and the self-gravity dominates the Lorentz-force.
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In this scenario, the gravitational collapse begins just after the gravitational energy, which is

proportional to the cloud mass, is comparable to the magnetic energy (see also Vaidya et al.

2013; Inoue et al. 2018). Thus, the magnetic field must be strong. Since high-mass prestellar

cloud cores are strongly magnetized, massive outflows should always appear in this scenario.

If weak outflows are observed around high-mass protostars in future observations, this

would indicate that massive outflows were preferentially observed in past observations. This

would suggest that there is a wide variety of magnetic field strengths in high-mass star

formation. Some recent observations have reported very weak outflows around evolved pro-

tostars in low-mass star forming regions (Tokuda et al. 2018; Aso et al. 2019). These might

be examples of low-mass star formation associated with very weak magnetic fields, possible

low-mass counterparts of high-mass failed or delayed cases. It is clear that there is more to

discover about star formation from high-resolution observations of protostellar outflows.

4.5 Effect of Sink Cell and High-velocity Jet

As described in §2, to realize a long-term evolution, we introduced a sink cell that covers the

region around the protostar. Thus, we cannot resolve the protostar and inner disk region in

our calculations. On the other hand, it is considered that high-velocity jets appear near the

protostar by the star-disk magnetosphere interaction (e.g., Shu et al. 1994; Matt & Pudritz

2005, 2008; Machida et al. 2006; Arce et al. 2007). However, recent observations indicate

that the wide-angle low-velocity outflow is driven by the disk outer region much far from

the protostar and the contribution of the high-velocity jets is limited (Bjerkeli et al. 2016;

Alves et al. 2017; Zhang et al. 2018; Matsushita et al. 2019). Hirota et al. (2017) observed

the rotation of the protostellar outflow in a high-mass star-forming region and found the

outflow launching region far from the protostar, while they could not find any signatures of

the high-velocity jet launched from the disk inner part.

Since we cannot observe the jet driving region with a sufficiently high spatial resolution,

the jet driving mechanism has not been fully established. However, many clear jets were

observed in star forming regions (e.g. Ray & Ferreira 2020) and they would affect the low-

velocity outflow. In this study, we investigated the failed and delayed outflow cases, in

which the outflow activity is weak. The high-velocity jets may activate such a weak outflow.

Although we cannot calculate a long-term evolution without sink, we need to investigate the

effect of the high-velocity jets in future studies.
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5 SUMMARY

In this study, we investigated the evolution of protostellar outflows in high-mass star for-

mation, performing a suite of resistive MHD simulations. We studied the dependence of the

evolution on the mass accretion rates and magnetic field strength, particularly considering

cases with weakly magnetized clouds. We showed that a massive outflow, which are fre-

quently observed in high-mass star-forming regions, does not always appear when the mass

accretion rate is high. A massive outflow appears only when the prestellar cloud is strongly

magnetized and the magnetic energy is equivalent to the gravitational energy in the prestel-

lar cloud (the ‘successful outflow’ case). The properties of simulated outflows emerging from

such clouds agree well with observations. An outflow in a successful case reaches ∼ 104 au

after the evolution for ∼ 104 yr after the protostar formation.

On the other hand, when the magnetic field of the prestellar cloud is weak, the outflow

growth is suppressed by the high ram pressure of the rapid accretion flow in the envelope.

We classified the outflow evolution in weakly magnetized clouds into two categories, failed

and delayed outflows. In both the failed and delayed outflow cases, the outflow does not

significantly evolve for ∼ 104 yr after the birth of the protostar. Although the outflow reaches

∼ 100–1000 au from the protostar, it stagnates in both cases. In the delayed outflow case,

the outflow can ultimately grow, overcoming the ram pressure barrier. The ram pressure

cannot suppress the outflow once the outflow sufficiently evolves, because the ram pressure

decreases as the outflow extends to the outer part of the infalling envelope. On the other

hand, in the failed outflow cases, the outflow does not grow and creates a torus-like structure

with a size of ∼ 1000 au around the protostellar system of the protostar and circumstellar

disk.

Our results indicate that a subtle difference in the initial magnetic field strength of the

high-mass star forming cloud can cause a significant difference in the outflow growth. The

magnetic field strength differs by less than a factor of 5 between successful (µ0 = 2, 3, 5)

and delayed/failed (µ0 > 5) outflow cases. Since observations have identified many massive

outflows (e.g., Beuther et al. 2002), it has been considered that massive outflows universally

appear in high-mass star formation. If this is correct, then high-mass star formation nec-

essarily occurs only in strongly magnetized clouds where the field strength is µ0 = 2–5. If

this is not the case, then we are missing weak outflows driven from the high-mass protostars

owing to current observational limitations. Since high-mass star-forming regions are located
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far from the sun, it is difficult to observe small-sized weak outflows. In any case, the possible

diversity of protostellar outflows is a key to understanding high-mass star formation. We

expect that future high-spatial resolution observations of outflows will further reveal the

high-mass star formation process.
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Figure 1. Mass accretion rate for all models against protostellar mass 104 yr after protostar formation. The density enhance-
ment factor f (or α0) is the same for all the models in each panel, while the mass-to-flux ratio µ0 differs. The initial µ0, model

name and parameters f and α0 are described in each panel.
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Figure 2. Protostellar mass for all models against the elapsed time after protostar formation. The model name and parameters
f and α0 are given for each model.

© 2019 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–43



26 Machida & Hosokawa

Figure 3. Mass accretion rate for models AM2, BM2, CM2, DM2, EM2, FM2 (top), AM10, BM10, CM10, DM10, EM10 and

FM10 (bottom) against the protostellar mass (left) and the elapsed time after protostar formation (right).
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Figure 4. Time sequence of density (color) and velocity (arrows) distributions on the y = 0 plane for models DM2 (left;

f = 16.8 and µ0 = 2, see also movie DM2.avi), DM5 (middle; f = 16.8 and µ0 = 5) and DM10 (right; f = 16.8 and µ0 = 10).

The elapsed time after protostar formation tps and that after the cloud begins to collapse t are described in each panel. The
spatial scale differs in each row.
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Figure 5. Time sequence of model DM5 (f = 16.8 and µ0 = 5), classified as a ‘failed outflow’ model. The density (color)

and velocity (arrows) distributions on the y = 0 plane are plotted. The elapsed time after protostar formation tps, that after
the cloud collapse begins t and the protostellar mass Mps are described in the upper part of each panel. The white contour

corresponds to the boundary between the infalling vr < 0 and outflowing vr > 0 matter. The box size is the same among the

panels.
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Figure 6. As in Fig. 5 but for model DM10 (f = 16.8 and µ0 = 10), classified as a ‘failed outflow’ model (see also movie
DM10.avi). The initial magnetic field strength is set to be half of that for model DM5. The box size is the same among the

panels, but differs from that in Fig. 5.
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Figure 7. Outflow size in the vertical direction Lout against the elapsed time after protostar formation tps. In each panel,
models with the same parameter f but different µ0 are plotted. The solid, dotted and broken lines in each panel represent

‘successful’, ‘delayed’ and ‘failed’ outflow models, respectively. The model name and parameters f and µ0 are also described
in each panel.
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Figure 8. Time sequence of the outflow for model FM10 (f = 67.2 and µ0 = 10), classified as a ‘delayed outflow’ model. The
density (color) and velocity (arrows) distributions on the y = 0 plane are plotted. The elapsed time after protostar formation

tps, that after the cloud begins to collapse t and the protostellar mass Mps are described above each panel. The white contour

indicates the boundary between the outflowing and infalling gas inside which the gas is outflowing from the central region.
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Figure 9. As in Fig. 8 but for model EM5 (f = 33.6 and µ0 = 5), classified as a ‘delayed outflow’ model (see also movie

EM5.avi).
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Figure 10. As in Fig. 7, but for the outflow mass Mout. The solid, dotted and broken lines in each panel represent ‘successful’,
‘delayed’ and ‘failed’ outflow models, respectively.
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Figure 11. As in Fig. 7, but for the outflow momentum Pout. The solid, dotted and broken lines in each panel represent
‘successful’, ‘delayed’ and ‘failed’ outflow models, respectively.
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Figure 12. As in Fig. 7, but for the outflow momentum Flux Fout. The solid, dotted and broken lines in each panel represent
‘successful’, ‘delayed’ and ‘failed’ outflow models, respectively.
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Figure 13. Time sequence of density (color) and velocity (arrows) distributions on the equatorial plane for models DM2 (left;
f = 16.8 and µ0 = 2), DM5 (middle; f = 16.8 and µ0 = 5) and DM10 (right; f = 16.8 and µ0 = 10). The elapsed time after

protostar formation tps and that after the cloud begins to collapse t are described in each panel. The epochs of each model are

the same as in Fig. 4.
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Figure 14. Three dimensional view of the outflow region for model DM10 (f = 16.8 and µ0 = 10) at the same epoch as
in Fig. 6e (tps = 6118.1 yr and t = 348520.0 yr). The red lines correspond to magnetic field lines. The density distributions
(color) on the x = 0, y = 0 and z = 0 plane are projected on each wall surface. The velocity distribution on the z = 0 plane is

projected on the bottom. The outflow region is indicated by the arrow. The box size is 640 au.
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Figure 15. Ram and magnetic pressures on the y = 0 plane for models DM2 (left), DM5 (middle) and DM10 (right). The ram
pressure is plotted outside the outflow and the magnetic pressure is plotted inside the outflow. Both the ram (Pram/Pth,0) and
magnetic (Pmag/Pth,0) pressures are normalized by the initial thermal pressure at the center of the cloud Pth,0. The boundary
between the outflow and infalling envelope is plotted by the black solid curve. The elapsed time after protostar formation tps
and that after the cloud begins to collapse t are described in each panel. The spatial scale is different in each panel.
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Figure 16. Outflow momentum flux Fout (top) and mechanical luminosity Lkin (bottom) against the bolometric luminosity

Lbol for the models with µ0 = 2 (left), 5 (middle) and 10 (right). The color points in each panel are the simulation results,
for which simulation data are plotted every 100 yr. The black solid line in each panel is a fitting formula taken from Wu et al.

(2004). The black symbols are taken from observations of Zhang et al. (2014), Maud et al. (2015) and Beuther et al. (2002).
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APPENDIX A: PROTOSTELLAR EVOLUTION

We briefly describe the protostellar evolution calculated under the variable accretion histories

taken from the MHD simulations. Since the accretion histories only weakly depend on the

cloud magnetization parameter µ0 (Fig. 1), we only consider the models with µ0 = 2. We

confirmed that the resultant protostellar evolution is qualitatively the same for the other

cases with a different choice of µ0. Figure A1 shows the evolution of the stellar radius

and luminosity for cases with different density enhanced factors f (or α0). Since the mean

accretion rate is higher for a higher f (Fig. 1), the protostellar evolution also varies among

the models (e.g., Hosokawa & Omukai 2009; Hosokawa, Yorke & Omukai 2010).

The evolution presented here basically follows the trends already found in the previous

literature. As shown in the upper panel, for instance, the stellar radius tends to be larger

for higher accretion rates overall, though it evolves as the stellar mass increases. A striking

feature is the rapid swelling that occurs for M∗ ' 8–15 M� in models DM2, EM2 and FM2.

In particular, in model FM2, the radius continues to increase even after the swelling, and

it eventually exceeds 103 R�. Such an evolution is also known to occur for extremely high

accretion rates exceeding ∼ 10−2 M� yr−1 regardless of the metallicity (e.g., Hosokawa et

al. 2013; Haemmerlé et al. 2016). In model EM2, the star contracts after the swelling and

expands again for a short duration at M∗ ' 30 M�. This is caused by an accretion burst

event during which the peak rate exceeds 10−2 M� yr−1.

The evolution of the stellar total luminosity, represented by the sum of the stellar interior

luminosity L∗ and accretion luminosity Lacc, also shows characteristic features in the lower

panel. The accretion luminosity is the dominant component before the stellar swelling occurs.

In models AM2, BM2 and CM2, the bolometric luminosity is well approximated by Lacc ∝

M∗Ṁ∗ throughout the evolution. The interior luminosity becomes the primary component

after the swelling stage, observed in models DM2, EM2 and FM2.

Figure A1 also suggests the limitations of our current study. As shown in the upper panel,

in models EM2 and FM2, the stellar radius exceeds ' 200 R� ' 1 au for M∗ & 10 M�. Since

we adopt the central sink cell whose radius is 1 au (Sec. 2), the actual stellar size exceeds

the sink size in the late stage of these models. Such a large stellar radius might affect the

outflow launching, which should be further investigated in future simulation studies.
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Figure A1. Protostellar evolution calculated under the variable mass accretion histories taken from models AM2, BM2, CM2,
DM2, EM2 and FM2, for which the same magnetization parameter µ0 = 2 is assumed. The top and bottom panels show the

evolution of the stellar radius and luminosity as functions of the stellar mass. The different line colors represent the same
models as in the upper panels in Fig. 3. In the lower panel, the thick and thin lines represent the stellar total and accretion

bolometric luminosity, respectively.

APPENDIX B: DISK PROPERTIES

In this section, we show the disk radius, mass and Toomre Q parameter of each model

to investigate the parameter dependence of the disk properties. To identify a rotationally

supported disk, we adopted the same prescription used in Paper I (see §3.3 of Paper I). The

disk radius and mass for all models are plotted in Figures B1 and B2, in which the models

showing fragmentation are plotted by the dotted line. The total number of fragments in

each model is described in Table 1. Note that the total number means that the number of

all fragments appeared in the simulation while many fragments falls onto the center and a

few or no fragment remains at the end of the simulation, as seen in Hosokawa et al. (2016).

When fragmentation occurs and the fragment orbits around the center, it is difficult to

clearly define the disk in our disk identification procedure (see Paper I). Thus, we do not

focus on the models showing fragmentation to discuss the disk properties.

Figures B1 and B2 show a clear tendency of the disk radius and mass. Both the disk

radius and mass in the models with initially strong magnetic fields (or smaller µ0) are smaller

than those in the models with weak magnetic fields (or larger µ0). Among the models with

α0 = 0.5 (models AM2−AM20), the disk radius for the strongest magnetic field model
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(model AM2, µ0 = 2) is about ∼ 10 au during the simulation, while the disk radii exceed

& 100 au for weak magnetic field models AM10 (µ0 = 10) and AM20 (µ0 = 20). Thus, the

difference in the disk size among these models is over one order of magnitude. Although

the models with smaller α0 (or larger mass accretion rate) show the same tendency, the

difference in the disk radius is not very significant (Fig. B1c-f). The disk fragmentation

generally occurs with the highest accretion rates (or the smallest α0), regardless of the

strength of the magnetic field (Fig. B1f), as descrbed in Paper I.

We can also confirm the difference in the disk size in Figure 13, in which the disk radius

for the models with a strong magnetic field (left column) is somewhat smaller than that

for the models with weak magnetic fields (middle and right columns). In addition, a clear

spiral structure can been seen in these models (Fig. 13). Thus, in the models with large

accretion rates and weak magnetic fields, it is expected that an excess angular momentum

forms a large-sized disk because the angular momentum transfer due to magnetic effects

is not effective enough to suppress the disk growth, as described in §3.5. Note that a large

amount of the mass and angular momentum is introduced into the center in a short duration

with a high mass accretion rate (or small α0). As seen in Figure B1, the disk size is in the

range of ∼ 5− 1000 au for the models without fragmentation.

The disk mass shows the same tendency as the disk radius. The disk in the model

with a strong magnetic field (or small µ0) is less massive than that in the model with a

weak magnetic field (or large µ0). A sudden drop of the disk mass in Figure B2 indicates

the epoch when the central star accretes a fragment that reaches the sink after the inward

migration. The small oscillation seen in the radius (Fig. B1) and mass (Fig. B2) is attributed

to the growth of spiral structure, as seen in Figure 13. After a prominent spiral develops,

the disk radius and mass temporarily decrease because the angular momentum is efficiently

transferred by the gravitational torque due to the spital structure and the mass accretion is

transiently amplified (Fig. 2).

To further investigate the gravitational instability, the Toomre Q parameter (Toomre

1964) of each model is plotted in Figure B3. Since the derivation of the Toomre Q is the

same as in Tomida et al. (2017), we simply explain it. The Q parameter is defined as

< Q >=

∫
ρ>ρd

csκ
πGΣ

ΣdS∫
ρ>ρd

ΣdS
, (B1)

where cs, κ, Σ are the local sound speed, epicyclic frequency and disk surface density, respec-

tively, in which κ = ΩKep is used assuming the Keplerian disk (ΩKep is the Keplerian angular
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velocity). The surface density is derived integrating the density in the vertical direction at

each point within the disk (i.e., ρ > ρd, where ρd is the disk critical density, see Tomida et al.

2017). As seen in equation (B1), the Toomore Q parameter is averaged over the whole disk.

Figures B3(a) and (b) indicate that the Q parameter for the models with strong magnetic

fields and large α0 (models AM2, AM3, AM4, BM2, BM3) is as large as Q > 2. For these

models, the disk radius and mass are small (Figs. B1 and B2). Thus, it is considered that the

angular momentum is effectively transported by the magnetic effects and the disk growth

and gravitational instability are suppressed. Figure B4 shows the time sequence of the den-

sity and velocity distributions for model AM3. In the figure, we can confirm that no spiral

structure develops by the end of the simulation. Therefore, the contribution of gravitational

torque for the angular momentum transport is expected to be not large. For the models

with large Q, the spiral structure never develops during the simulation. On the other hand,

with small Q, the spiral structure develops and fragmentation sometimes occurs. The non-

axisymmetric (or spiral) structure amplifies the efficiency of the angular momentum transfer

due to the gravitational torque. Thus, when the outflow does not grow, the gravitational

torque should play a significant role in the angular momentum transfer.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/ LATEX file prepared by the author.
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Figure B1. Disk radius rdisk against the elapsed time after protostar formation tps. In each panel, models with the same
parameter f but different µ0 are plotted. The solid and dotted lines in each panel represent non-fragmentation and fragmentation
models, respectively. The model name and parameter µ0 are also described in each panel.
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Figure B2. As in Fig. B1, but for the disk mass Mdisk. The solid and dotted lines in each panel represent non-fragmentation

and fragmentation models, respectively.
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Figure B3. As in Fig. B1, but for Toomre Q parameter. The solid and dotted lines in each panel represent non-fragmentation

and fragmentation models, respectively.
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Figure B4. Time sequence of density (color) and velocity (arrows) distributions on the equatorial plane for model AM3

(f = 1.4 and µ0 = 3). The elapsed time after protostar formation tps and that after the cloud begins to collapse t are described

in each panel.
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