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ABSTRACT

The supermassive black holes in most galaxies in the universe are powered by hot accretion flows.
Both theoretical analysis and numerical simulations have indicated that, depending on the degree of
magnetization, black hole hot accretion flow is divided into two modes, namely SANE (standard and
normal evolution) and MAD (magnetically arrested disk). It has been an important question which
mode the hot accretion flows in individual sources should belong to in reality, SANE or MAD. This issue
has been investigated in some previous works but they all suffer from various uncertainties. By using
the measured rotation measure values in the prototype low-luminosity active galactic nuclei in M87 at
2, 5, and 8 GHz along the jet at various distances from the black hole, combined with three dimensional
general relativity magnetohydrodynamical numerical simulations of SANE and MAD, we show in this
paper that the predicted rotation measure values by MAD are well consistent with observations, while
the SANE model overestimates the rotation measure by over two orders of magnitude thus is ruled

out.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Hot accretion flows around black holes are believed
to power low-luminosity AGNs (Ho 2008). They are
distinct from the standard thin disks from their much
higher temperature, much faster radial velocity, and
consequently much lower radiative efficiency (Yuan &
Narayan 2014). Numerical and theoretical studies have
indicated that, in terms of the degree of magnetization
of the accretion flow, the hot accretion flows are divided
into two modes. One is the standard and normal evolu-
tion (SANE), the other is the magnetically arrested disk
(MAD) (Igumenshchev et al. 2003; Narayan et al. 2003;
Igumenshchev 2008; McKinney et al. 2012). The MAD
has attracted much attention in recent years because it
is believed to be able to drive more powerful jets than
SANE via the extraction of the black hole spin energy
(e.g., Tchekhovskoy et al. 2011). The radiated spectra
from SANE and MAD are hard to be discriminated (Xie
& Zdziarski 2019), but the winds launched from SANE
and MAD are significantly different (Yang et al. 2021),
which may result in significant differences in AGN feed-
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back in galaxy evolution (e.g., Weinberger et al. 2017;
Yuan et al. 2018). An important question is then what
is the nature of the hot accretion flows in the universe,
SANE or MAD?

Some efforts have been put in answering this question.
By investigating two samples of radio-loud active galax-
ies, good correlations have been found, either between
the magnetic flux of the jet and the luminosity (Zaman-
inasab et al. 2014), or between the jet power and the
mass accretion rate (Ghisellini et al. 2014). These cor-
relations are consistent with the theoretical prediction of
MAD theory; therefore it is argued that accretion flow in
these sources should belong to MAD in statistical sense.
In these works several approximations and assumptions
have to be adopted when estimating the physical quanti-
ties based on direct observational data, such as bolomet-
ric luminosity, black hole mass, jet power, and accretion
rate. These uncertainties prevent a firm conclusion to
be made.

When polarization data is available, usually rotation
measure, a physical quantity proportional to the inte-
gral of the product of electron density and line of sight
component of the magnetic field, can be used to con-
strain the nature of accretion flow (Quataert & Gruzi-
nov 2000; Kuo et al. 2014). However, when the Faraday
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rotation and emission occur co-spatially, it is hard to
achieve this goal, especially given the turbulent feature
of the accretion flow and the complicated general rela-
tivity effects (Ricarte et al. 2020). This is the case of the
most recent Even Horizon Telescope (EHT) polarization
observations to M87 at 230 GHz, which have obtained
the polarized image around the supermassive black hole
in M87 on event horizon scales (Event Horizon Tele-
scope Collaboration et al. 2021a,b). The low fractional
linear polarization is argued to be because of Faraday
rotation internal (rather than external) to the emission
region, i.e., the accretion flow itself (Event Horizon Tele-
scope Collaboration et al. 2021b). Physically this is be-
cause the density and magnetic field within the accre-
tion flow is orders of magnitude higher than that of the
external coronal gas. Because of this difficulty, in that
work, they instead compare four parameters between
the model predictions and those derived from the recon-
structed EHT images and ALMA-only (Atacama Large
Millimeter/submillimeter Array) measurements. Inten-
sive survey of model parameters have been performed
including black hole spin and the parameter for assign-
ing electron temperature post-hoc in the simulation. In
this way, a subset of models have been identified, which
can simultaneously explain the most salient features of
the observations and produce jet of correct power. It
is found that all viable models are MAD (Event Hori-
zon Telescope Collaboration et al. 2021b). But such a
result is subject to some model uncertainties. As have
been pointed out in that paper, among other things, two
uncertainties are the electron temperature, which is dif-
ficult to precisely determined due to the uncertainties
of electron heating from turbulent dissipation and re-
connection, and nonthermal electrons in the accretion
flow.

Therefore, it is useful to continue examining the na-
ture of accretion flow in M87 by invoking additional
constraints. We find that the observations of Faraday
rotation of jets is very useful for this aim because of
the reasons we will state below. Unfortunately, the jets
in nearby low-luminosity AGNs are usually very weakly
polarized and the Faraday rotation observations are only
available to some specific regions in some sources such
as Sgr A*, 3C84, and M87 (Bower et al. 2003; Kim et al.
2019; Zavala & Taylor 2002; Kuo et al. 2014; Park et al.
2019). MBS87 is one of the best targets because of the
prototype nature of its hot accretion flow, the presence
of the jet, and the abundant observational data. In this
work, we make use of the radio polarization observations
to the jet in M87.

By analyzing 8 different VLBA (Very Long Baseline
Array) data sets at 8, 5, and 2 GHz obtained in a range

of eight years from 1996 to 2014, Park et al. (2019)
obtained the rotation measure (RM) at various loca-
tions in the jet of M87. The locations observed in the
jet range from 10%r, to 4 x 10°ry, all inside the Bondi
radius, which is ~ 220pc ~ 8 x 10°r, (Russell et al.
2018). Here r, = GMpy/c? is the gravitational radius
of the black hole, G is the gravitational constant, c is
the speed of light, and the estimated black hole mass
Mgy = 6.5 x 10° Mg (Event Horizon Telescope Col-
laboration et al. 2019a). The observed RM values are
all negative, and systematically decrease with increasing
distances from the black hole. No significant temporal
variability of RM is detected. The Faraday screen is ar-
gued to be located outside of the emission region, i.e.,
the RM is of external origin, concluded from the its sys-
tematic decrease with increasing distance from the black
hole (Park et al. 2019). Theoretical studies have shown
the existence of strong wind launched from hot accre-
tion flows (Yuan et al. 2012a,b), and this prediction has
been confirmed by growing observational evidences (e.g.,
Wang et al. 2013; Cheung et al. 2016; Shi et al. 2021).
Winds have been shown to be responsible for shaping,
collimation, and acceleration of jets (Hada et al. 2016;
Nakamura et al. 2018). In Park et al. (2019), it is fur-
ther argued that the observed RM is mainly contributed
by the wind within the Bondi radius. The contributions
by the Galactic interstellar medium and intergalactic
medium in the Virgo cluster are all small and can be
neglected, while the contributions from the gas outside
of the Bondi radius have been taken into account but
it is found to be small (Algaba et al. 2016; Park et al.
2019).

In addition to Park et al. (2019), there exist several
other polarimetric observations to M87 (Algaba et al.
2016; Kravchenko et al. 2020; Goddi et al. 2021). How-
ever, the RM obtained by Kravchenko et al. (2020) is
only an upper limit, due to the nr-ambiguity and differ-
ences in time between observations at three observation
frequencies. Moreover, since the observations are taken
at a position 0.1 mas from the core, very close to the
black hole, the accretion flow can simultaneously be the
source of synchrotron radiation and the Faraday screen,
implying strong depolarization and internal Faraday ro-
tation. Goddi et al. (2021) observed the nucleus of
M87 with ALMA. The measured RM exhibits signifi-
cant changes in magnitude and sign reversals, which is
likely caused by the internal origin and the turbulence
in the accretion flow. The uncertainties and complexi-
ties in the above two works make it difficult to constrain
the nature of the accretion flow using the measured RM.
On the other hand, the other polarimetric observational
results of Goddi et al. (2021) (not RM) have been taken
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into account in the analysis of Event Horizon Telescope
Collaboration et al. (2021b) and shown to be consistent
with the MAD nature of the accretion flow in M87. At
last, different from the above two works, Algaba et al.
(2016) observed the M87 jet at locations far beyond the
Bondi radius. In this case, the RM is contributed by
the interstellar medium rather than the accretion flow,
so it cannot be used to probe the nature of the accretion
flow.

2. MODEL

To make use of the above observational data, we first
simulate both SANE and MAD accretion flow models
of M87. Jets are naturally produced in our simulations.
We then calculate the predicted RM values at various
locations of the jet corresponding to the two models,
and compare them with the observational data to see
which model is consistent with observations. We will
see that the observed external origin of the Faraday
screen is consistent with the theoretical prediction, as
also been shown by Broderick & McKinney (2010). This
is because the magnetic field of the external medium is
comparable to that within the emission region of the
jet while the density and length scale of the external
medium are much larger. Using these observations not
only provides an additional and independent way to in-
vestigate the nature of the accretion flow in M87, it also
has important advantage compared to the EHT work.
In our case, the calculated value of RM depends only on
the simulated quantities of density and magnetic field
which are both robust. The uncertainties due to elec-
tron temperature and nonthermal electrons as existed in
the EHT work no longer exist.

Our magnetohydrodynamical numerical simulations
are performed in a three-dimensional general relativity
framework using the ATHENA++ code. Readers are
referred to Yang et al. (2021) for details, here we only
briefly describe the key points. A spherical coordinate
(r,0,¢) is adopted. The inner and outer boundaries of
simulation are located at 1.1 r, and 1200 rg, respec-
tively. We have simulated both SANE and MAD. The
observed relatively large jet power in M87 has ruled out
all accretion models with a low black hole spin (Event
Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al. 2019b), so in the
present work we only consider SANE and MAD with a
high black hole spin parameter of a = 0.98. The simu-
lations have lasted for 4 x 10%r,/c and 8 x 10*r,/c for
MAD and SANE; respectively. The “inflow equilibrium”
has been reached at ~ (30 — 40)r,. Following Hawley
et al. (2011), we have checked the resolution of our sim-
ulations by calculating Qp and @), parameters based on

our simulation data,

AMRI  27|vg A
= = 2 1
Q@ d:c9 deg ) ( )
)\MRI 27T|11¢ A|
— = il 2
Qo= 00 Qdz? 2)

Here vg 4 is the §— and ¢—directed Alfvén speed, Q2
is the angular velocity of fluid. The physical meaning
of these two parameters is the number of grid in one
fastest growing wavelength of MRI in the # and ¢ direc-
tions, respectively. According to Hawley et al. (2011), if
Qo > 10 and Q4 > 20, the resolution of the simulation
will be high enough to give quantitatively converged re-
sults. We find that the criterions are well satisfied in
most region of our simulation domain. A density floor
is imposed in our simulations as in all GRMHD simu-
lations. The density floor usually at most affects the
density at the jet region. As we will see later, the con-
tribution of the jet to the RM is negligible. So if the
density floor adopted in our simulations were too large
and a smaller density floor were adopted, the contribu-
tion of the jet to the RM would become smaller since
a lower density and larger Lorentz factor would be pro-
duced thus would not affect our conclusions.

Figure 1 shows the overall structure of the simulated
system in the r — 6 plane. Wind and jet have been
launched and fill up the whole simulation domain to-
gether with the inflow. Since the angle between the line
of sight and the jet in M87 is 17° (Walker et al. 2018),
to calculate the value of RM we only need to integrate
the plasma with # < 17° and this is the region of our
interest. The typical velocities of wind and jet in this
region is ~ 0.1 —0.2¢ (Yang et al. 2021), so the timescale
required for the jet and wind to reach the outer bound-
ary of our simulation domain is < 10%r,/c. This is sig-
nificantly shorter than the duration of our simulations,
therefore the jet and wind launched from within the in-
flow equilibrium radius up to the outer boundary of our
simulation domain have well reached their steady states.

One may worry that the relatively small inflow equi-
librium radius will affect the properties of jet and wind
since the surface density beyond the equilibrium radius
may has not settled down to the steady value. How-
ever, the extremely long simulation that obtains a large
radial range of inflow equilibrium indicates that there
may be no universal surface density within the inflow
equilibrium radius (White et al. 2020). This suggests
that it is possible that beyond our inflow equilibrium
radius the surface density of the accretion flow we ob-
tain may still be realistic thus viable for our evaluation
of wind properties. Perhaps more importantly, the de-
tailed “virtual particle” trajectory analysis to outflows
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Figure 1. Schematic figure of the simulated jet-wind-inflow
system based on the snapshot data of our GRMHD numerical
simulations of MAD98. The color denotes the density of the
plasma, the outer boundary of the circle denotes the Bondi
radius of M87, while the yellow dashed lines represent the
boundary between the jet and wind (refer to Figure 5 in
Yang et al. (2021)). The viewing angle between the line of
sight and the jet axis is & = 17°. The integration when
calculating the RM is along the solid blue lines.

(jet and wind) indicates that the outflows located close
to the rotation axis are mainly produced at small radii
of the accretion flow (Yuan et al. 2015). Given the rel-
atively small viewing angle in M87, we believe that the
outflow plasma of our interest mainly come from small
radii of the accretion flow and has reached the steady
state.

The observed locations in the jet in Park et al. (2019)
are much larger than the outer boundary of our simula-
tion domain. Extending the simulation domain to Bondi
radius and requiring the gas reaching steady state there
is estimated to cost about 5 million CPU hours, which is
computationally infeasible. To overcome this difficulty,
we have adopted a simplified approach, i.e., extrapo-
lating our simulation data to the Bondi radius. The
detailed approach of extrapolation is described in Ap-
pendix A. Before doing extrapolation to our simulation
data, we first azimuthally and time average the data to
eliminate the temporal and spatial fluctuations. Such
a step is even necessary to reflect the behavior of the
gas beyond our simulation region, because the degree of
fluctuation and turbulence should weaken with increas-
ing distance from the black hole. This is because the
origin of turbulence is the magnetorotational instability
which exists mainly in the inflow region thus its effect
should become weaker at higher latitude. Such a specu-
lation seems to be confirmed by the different trajectories
of virtual particles located at different radii (Yuan et al.

2015). We find that the trajectories of particles located
at low latitude are very turbulent while those at high
latitude are much less turbulent. This perhaps also ex-
plains why no significant temporal variability is detected
although these eight sets of polarization observations are
taken at different epochs lasting eight years (Park et al.
2019) while significant variability is detected in a one
year timescale in the recent polarization observations to
the nuclear region of M87 at millimeter bands (Goddi
et al. 2021).

The extrapolation from ~ 103rg to ~ 106rg is phys-
ically justified. The outer boundary of the hot accre-
tion flow in M87 is located at the Bondi radius (Yuan
& Narayan 2004). So all the gas properties within the
Bondi radius should be controlled by the physics of ac-
cretion and outflow, which ensures that our extrapola-
tion is physical. Our extrapolation is also sufficient. All
the observed locations in the jet are within the Bondi
radius, while as we will show below, our calculations in-
dicate that the RM is mainly contributed by the plasma
within the Bondi radius.

Our simulation data is density scale-free. To calcu-
late RM and compare with the observations, we need to
normalize the density and magnetic field of simulations.
We normalize density by requiring the mass accretion
rate calculated based on the simulation data equal to
the accretion rate most recently obtained by event hori-
zon telescope collaborations (Event Horizon Telescope
Collaboration et al. 2019b, 2021b). The accretion rate
is calculated by

M=— /0 a /0 ! pu"/—gdfde. (3)

Here g = Det(g,,) is the determinant of the metric, u"
is the contravariant radial 4-velocity. The integration
is along the black hole horizon. For the MAD model,
the mass accretion rate has been determined by comb-
ing the single epoch total intensity data, the jet power,
and the polarimetric observations (Event Horizon Tele-
scope Collaboration et al. 2021b). The value is MBH =
(3—20)x10~*Myr~'. For the SANE model, the mass
accretion rate is obtained by using the total intensity
data and the jet power (Event Horizon Telescope Col-
laboration et al. 2019b, 2021b). Compared to MAD, un-
fortunately, the accretion rate of SANE is much less con-
strained, with Mpy = (5 x 107° — 2.8 x 107%) Mgyr~'.
The internal energy and the magnetic field strength are
also specified once the density is determined.

The observed RM is usually smaller than the true
value if the beam size of the telescope is moderately
larger than the width of the jet (Broderick & McKinney
2010). This is generally the case for the radio core. In
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this sense, the measured RM there is unreliable. In our
case, the observed data is taken from the jet very far
away from the radio core, and the beam is smaller than
the jet width there (Park et al. 2019). In this case, the
observed RM is very close to the intrinsic value. This
is another advantage of using the observational data at
large scale to constrain accretion flows, because in this
case we don’t need to convolve our theoretical calcula-
tion with the beam effect of telescope when compared
with observations.

The RM at different locations of the jet is calculated
based on the following formula (Broderick & McKinney
2010; Moscibrodzka et al. 2017),

RM = 0.812 x 10° / f(gj;)"(l} — B) -bdl rad m~2. (4)

with

g=T(1-p5-k) ()

1 -1
(1) = +75

mec?
(6)
Here n is the electron number density in unit of cm™3,
T is the gas temperature in unit of K, « is the thermal
particle Lorentz factor, I' = (1 — 82)~1/2 is the bulk gas
Lorentz factor, dl is the line element in unit of pc, b
is the magnetic field in the plasma rest frame in unit of
1G and it is related to the observer frame magnetic field
B by B = (1 — 88) - b. In our calculations, we have
set both f(7T) and T to unity (Appendix B). The inte-
gration is along various blue solid lines corresponding to
different locations in the jet, as shown in Figure 1.

In the wind, in addition to thermal electrons, in prin-
ciple non-thermal electrons can also exist, which could
be produced by possible magnetic reconnection and tur-
bulence in wind. Eq. (4) is roughly applicable to non-
thermal electrons if we interpret v as the mean energy
of non-thermal electrons (Huang & Shcherbakov 2011;
Dexter 2016). In the present work we only consider ther-
mal electrons, because particle acceleration processes
usually only accelerate a very small fraction of thermal
electrons into non-thermal distributions.

3. RESULTS

Our calculations find that the sign of RM at various
locations are all negative, consistent with observations!.

kT
log(), where ~ = max (17 ) .

1 We note that the sign of RM depends on the orientation of the
magnetic field in the outflow region (eq. 4), which in turn de-
pends on the initial orientation of the magnetic field adopted in
our simulations.

Figure 2 shows the absolute values of RM as a function
of de-projected distances from the black hole predicted
by SANE98 (by the green belt) and MAD98 (by the
orange belt) models and their comparison with observa-
tions. Given the very large range of the accretion rate of
SANE, we only show the SANE models with the lowest
rates. Figure 3 shows the fractional integrated rotation
measure as a function of distance as measured from the
jet axis along lines of sight. We can see from the figure
that more than 80% of the RM originates from the re-
gion beyond [ ~ 2x10%r, (for the top-left panel) or much
larger distances (for the other panels). As comparison,
from Figures 2 & 3 of Park et al. (2019) we can clearly
see that most observed radiation originates from within
a distance of (5-10) mas from the jet axis, i.e., within
| = (1.3—2.6) x 103r,. The combination of these results
indicates the external origin of RM, consistent with the
conclusion in Park et al. (2019). From Figure 3 we can
see that in the case of MAD, RM is mainly contributed
by the outflow close to the jet axis; while in the case of
SANE, RM is dominated by the outflow further away
but still within the Bondi radius. It is clear from Figure
2 that the predicted values of RM by the MAD model
are well consistent with the observed values, while the
prediction by the SANE model is more than two orders
of magnitude higher than the observations.

To understand the reason of the difference between
SANE and MAD, we have examined the density and
magnetic field of MAD and SANE for the same accre-
tion rate, close to the horizon. We find that depending
on the exact location, the density of SANE is slightly
higher than MAD while the magnetic field of MAD is
a factor of a few stronger than SANE, so their values
of RM do not differ too much. The over two orders of
magnitude difference of predicted RM between SANE
and MAD is mainly because of their different profiles of
density and magnetic field. The density and magnetic
field in MAD decrease significantly faster with increas-
ing distance than SANE (refer to Figure 4 in Appendix).
Physically, the steepness of the density profile depends
on the acceleration of the outflow, which is mainly de-
termined by the Lorentz force because it is the dominant
accelerator of outflow (Cui & Yuan 2020). The magne-
tization of the outflow in MAD is much stronger than
SANE (Igumenshchev et al. 2003; Narayan et al. 2003;
Tgumenshchev 2008; Tchekhovskoy et al. 2011; McKin-
ney et al. 2012), thus the acceleration is significantly
larger. The faster weakening of the poloidal magnetic
field in MAD compared to SANE can be directly seen
from Figure 5 of Yang et al. (2021) by its larger angle
between the poloidal field lines and the jet axis.
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Figure 2. The absolute values of rotation measure as a func-
tion of the de-projected distance from the black hole in M8&7.
The observational data is denoted by the black dots with er-
ror bars and is taken from Table 2 of Park et al. (2019). The
orange belt shows the predicted full range of RM by the MAD
model which corresponds to the full range of the accretion
rate determined by Event Horizon Telescope Collaboration
et al. (2021b). The green belt only shows part of the pre-
dicted range of RM by the SANE model which corresponds to
the lower range of mass accretion rates determined by Event
Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al. (2019b, 2021b), i.e.,
those corresponding to a = 0.94 in Table 3 of Event Horizon
Telescope Collaboration et al. (2021b). The values of RM
corresponding to other accretion rates are even higher thus
not shown here.
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Figure 3. Fractional integrated rotation measure as a func-
tion of distance [ as measured from the jet axis along three
exemplar lines of sight corresponding to three locations in
the jet (as indicated in the figure). The left and right panels
are for MAD and SANE, respectively. Combining with the
observations of Park et al. (2019), these results indicate the
external origin of RM. See text for details.

4. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSION

In the present work, we focus on investigating the
degree of magnetization of the accretion flow. Only
a = 0.98 is considered and a parameter survey over black
hole spin is not performed. Although the cases of a low
black hole spin has been ruled out by the high jet power

(Event Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al. 2019b,
2021b), the polarimetric analysis in Event Horizon Tele-
scope Collaboration et al. (2021b) indicates that both
moderate and high spin values are possible. It is then
natural to ask whether our conclusion changes if a mod-
erate spin value is adopted. Black hole spin will affect
the structure and especially the power of the relativistic
jet significantly because the jet is powered by extracting
the spin energy of the black hole(e.g., Tchekhovskoy &
McKinney 2012; Narayan et al. 2021). But in our case,
the contribution of jet to RM is much smaller than that
of wind, as we show in Figure 3. So we expect that the
effect of spin via jet is weak. Spin does also affect the
properties of wind, which is the dominant contributor
of RM. The effects of black hole spin on properties of
wind (e.g., velocity and density) have been investigated
in Yang et al. (2021) by comparing the cases of a = 0
and a = 0.98. It is found that the effects of spin are
rather weak, much weaker than the effects of degree of
magnetization (i.e., SANE or MAD). The reason is that,
unlike a jet, the wind is produced at relatively large radii
of the accretion flow where the general relativity effects
are not very important. The differences between a mod-
erate and high spin values should be weaker compared
to the differences between a = 0 and a = 0.98. So we
expect that spin should not affect our conclusion.

One caveat in our model is the uncertainty of the
accretion rates of our SANE and MAD models taken
from EHT works (Event Horizon Telescope Collabora-
tion et al. 2019b, 2021b). Due to the model uncertain-
ties such as the nonthermal electrons and electron heat-
ing, the inferred accretion rates in those two works have
some uncertainties. Since roughly we have RM o< M5,
to reconcile the discrepancy between the RM-predicted
and observed RM, the estimated accretion rate of SANE
needs to be lower by a factor of ~ 40. It is highly un-
likely that the model uncertainty can produce such a
large error. For example, it is estimated that inclusion
of non-thermal electrons in the model can only intro-
duce order unity uncertainty (Event Horizon Telescope
Collaboration et al. 2021b).

The black hole spin adopted in the present work is
a = 0.98, slightly higher than the largest spin value con-
sidered in Event Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al.
(2019b, 2021b), which is @ = 0.94. The inferred accre-
tion rate is determined by fitting the 230 GHz flux and
it is found to decrease with increasing spin, the accre-
tion rate corresponding to a = 0.98 is thus expected to
be smaller than the lower limit of the accretion rates
obtained in the EHTC works. However, by comparing
the two models with a = 0.5 and a = 0.94 (with the
same parameter of determining electron temperature)
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Figure 4. The radial profiles of density and r— and — components of magnetic field along 0 = 17° for MAD (left panel) and
SANE (right panel). The solid lines are from our simulations while the dashed ones are their power-law fits beyond the radius
denoted by the dashed line. This radius roughly corresponds to the boundary between the jet and wind (refer to the red lines
in Figure 5 of Yang et al. (2021)). The deviation from the power-law form close to the outer boundary, most clearly displayed
in the right panel, is because of the boundary condition effect of the simulation.

presented in Table 3 of Event Horizon Telescope Collab-
oration et al. (2021b), we can see that their correspond-
ing accretion rates differ only by a factor of ~ 2. It is
natural to expect that the difference of the correspond-
ing accretion rates between a = 0.94 and a = 0.98 should
be significantly smaller. Therefore we expect that the
effect of adopting a = 0.98 should not affect our conclu-
sion.

The good agreement between the predicted RM by
MAD and the observed values provides a strong evi-
dence for the MAD nature of the accretion flow in M87;
while the over two orders of magnitude discrepancy be-
tween the prediction by SANE and observations rules
out the SANE mode. The quantitative consistency be-
tween the MAD-predicted and observed RM values in
turn provides a strong quantitative support to the pre-
dictions of the EHT work on accretion rate and nature

of the accretion flow in M87 (Event Horizon Telescope
Collaboration et al. 2021b).
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APPENDIX

A. EXTRAPOLATION OF SIMULATION DATA TO
LARGER SPATIAL SCALES

It is found that beyond the fast magnetosonic surface,
which is 7¢ms ~ 1007, relativistic jets reach the so-called
monopole phase (Tchekhovskoy et al. 2009). Beyond
Ttms, the azimuthally and time-averaged physical quan-
tities are very nearly self-similar, with the radial profiles
of main physical quantities such as density, internal en-
ergy density, components of the velocity and magnetic

field following power-law forms (McKinney 2006). These
results are confirmed by our present simulations. It is
found that this is also true in the case of wind (Cui &
Yuan 2020). So when we do the fitting, we should only
adopt the data outside of rgys.

To get the fitting as precise as possible, instead of us-
ing a power-law function to describe the radial profile of
a certain quantity for the whole 6 region, we have tried
to fit these quantities at various 6 zones individually



8 YUAN ET AL.

1013 4

—— SANE98
— MAD98
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Figure 5. The value of gas temperature as a function of 6 at
120074 obtained in our simulations of SANE98 and MAD98.
The vertical dashed line is the boundary of the jet.

and do not require their power-law indexes being the
same. For some 6 angles, we find that a single power-
law function is not enough to present a satisfactory fit
but a piecewise power-law (i.e., a broken power-law) is
required. This is because, as shown by Figure 1, at these
0 angles, our line of sight will pass through both the jet
and wind regions in which quantities have different scal-
ings with radius because the properties of jet and wind
are controlled by different physics, namely extracting of
the black hole spin energy and the rotation energy of
the accretion flow, respectively. In this case, we should
only choose the power-law function outside of the broken

radius when we do the extrapolation of the simulation
data from 1037, to 105r,. As an example of our fitting,
Figure 4 shows the results for § = 17° for density and
the two components of the magnetic field as a function
of radius. The left and right panels are for MAD and
SANE respectively. We can see from the figure that both
density and magnetic field can be well fitted by power-
law forms, and the slopes of SANE are flatter than those
of the MAD. Such a difference is responsible for the dif-
ferences of the predicted RM between SANE and MAD
shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

B. THE VALUES OF F(T) AND I IN EQS. (5) AND
(6)

We have set f(T) to unity because the electron tem-
perature in the region of our interest is relatively low
thus v = 1. As shown by Figure 5, at the outer bound-
ary of simulations of both SANE and MAD, the gas tem-
perature is below 3 x 10'9K except within the jet region
whose contribution to the RM can be negligible (refer
to Figure 3). The temperature of wind will decrease
with increasing radius, following T'(r) oc r~2(P~1  with
4/3 < p < 3/2 being the polytropic index of the wind
(Cui et al. 2020). So the temperature of the wind in the
region of our interest, i.e., beyond 10%r,, is no longer
relativistic. Similarly, we simply set I' = 1 because the
velocity of wind is sub-relativistic in that region.
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