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Abstract
The canonical theory of star formation in a magnetized environment predicts the formation of hourglassshaped magnetic fields during the prestellar collapse phase. In protostellar cores, recent observations reveal
complex and strongly distorted magnetic fields in the inner regions that are sculpted by rotation and outflows.
We conduct resistive, nonideal magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) simulations of a protostellar core and employ
the radiative transfer code POLARIS to produce synthetic polarization segment maps. Comparison of our
mock-polarization maps based on the toroidal-dominated magnetic field in the outflow zone with the observed
polarization vectors of SiO lines in Orion Source I shows a reasonable agreement when the magnetic axis is
tilted at an angle θ = 15◦ with respect to the plane-of-sky and if the SiO lines have a net polarization parallel to
the local magnetic field. Although the observed polarization is from SiO lines and our synthetic maps are due
to polarized dust emission, a comparison is useful and allows us to resolve the ambiguity of whether the line
polarization is parallel or perpendicular to the local magnetic field direction.
Key words: Interstellar clouds (834); Interstellar dust processes (838); Interstellar magnetic fields (845); Star
forming regions (1565); Radiative transfer (1335); Magnetohydrodynamics (1964)
1. Introduction

The magnetic field plays an important role in the star formation process. The configuration of magnetic fields (or
magnetic field vectors) in star-forming cores can be inferred
from polarization observations. The observed polarization
vectors (or segments) are expected to be either parallel or
perpendicular to the magnetic field vectors, depending on
the underlying physical process: thermal dust emission, dust
extinction, or line emission. Recent polarization observations indicate that magnetic fields in prestellar and protostellar cores are well aligned across many scales (Girart et al.
2006, 2009; Planck Collaboration et al. 2016; Ching et al.
2016; Alves et al. 2018; Lee et al. 2018; Maury et al. 2018).
This indicates that the star-formation process is, at least in
part, regulated by the magnetic field rather than highly superAlfvénic motions. If this is indeed the case, then the magnetic field morphology during the prestellar phase should resemble an hourglass configuration, as has been revealed in regbino@uwo.ca
basu@uwo.ca

cent observations with the Stratospheric Observatory for Infrared Astronomy (SOFIA) (Chuss et al. 2019; Redaelli et al.
2019).
However, many interesting polarization patterns have been
observed that cannot be fitted neatly into the category of an
hourglass pattern viewed from an extension of the equatorial
plane. A majority of such objects also show evidence for outflows launched into the surrounding cloud at velocities ∼ a
few tens of km s−1 from an extended region . 100−1000 au.
The polarization patterns observed from these outflow zones
can be quite complex (e.g., Lee et al. 2018; Maury et al. 2018;
Sadavoy et al. 2018; Kwon et al. 2019; Hirota et al. 2020;
Hull et al. 2020). Deciphering such patterns is crucial for
understanding disk formation and outflow driving.
One of the most interesting targets is Orion Source I (hereafter Source I), a protostar located in the nearest high-mass
star-forming region, Orion KL, in the Orion Nebula, at a distance ' 420 pc (Zucker et al. 2020). For this source, a nearly
edge-on disk with a size of ∼ 50 au has been observed (Reid
et al. 2007; Goddi et al. 2011; Hirota et al. 2016; Plambeck
& Wright 2016; Ginsburg et al. 2018). Thus, Source I can
serve as a testbed for studying the magnetic field both in the
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disk and the outflow zone in high-mass star formation regions. Recently, Hirota et al. (2017) confirmed the rotation of
the molecular outflow, in addition to the rotation of the disk.
Then, using Bernoulli’s theorem and the angular momentum
conservation law, they estimated the outflow launching radius
to be in the range ∼ 5 − 25 au, indicating that the molecular
outflow is directly driven from the disk surface, and not entrained by an unseen high-velocity jet. The rotation of molecular outflows has also been observed in other recent Atacama
Large Millimeter/submillimeter Array (ALMA) observations
(Bjerkeli et al. 2016; Tabone et al. 2017; Zhang et al. 2018;
Matsushita et al. 2021).
The magnetic field in jet and outflow zones can also be
inferred indirectly through molecular line polarization. Recently, Lee et al. (2018) used ALMA observations to detect
SiO line polarization in the J = 8 − 7 transition in the inner
part of the HH 211 protostellar jet of a low-mass protostar.
The polarization orientations were almost aligned with the jet
axis and thus with the velocity flow axis. Subsequently, Hirota et al. (2020) observed the polarized emission from SiO
J = 1 − 0 and J = 2 − 1 lines within the outflow zone
of Orion Source I, using the Very Large Array (VLA) and
ALMA. In these observations, the polarization vectors are
well aligned, although they are neither parallel nor perpendicular to the outflow axis, i.e., the propagation direction of
the outflow. Since the polarization vectors are considered to
be produced by the projected and integrated magnetic fields,
it is non-trivial to infer the actual three-dimensional configuration of the magnetic field and the observed polarization
pattern may depend on the inclination of the magnetic axis
to the plane of sky. Thus, synthetic observations or synthetic
polarization maps are necessary to understand the configuration of the magnetic field.
Comparison of synthetic observations with the observed
polarization segments is an indispensable tool for untangling
the complex observations and relating them to underlying
physical processes. Analytic models for the magnetic field
of prestellar or protostellar cores have been used to make
synthetic maps that were compared with polarization vectors
from individual objects (Goncalves et al. 2008; Frau et al.
2011; Myers et al. 2020; Bino & Basu 2021), but none of
these models included rotation. Fitting the inner regions of
protostellar cores, which contain highly twisted fields that
also help to drive the outflow, requires comparison with a detailed numerical simulation of rotating magnetized collapse.
The first use of simulations to make synthetic polarization
maps was carried out by Tomisaka (2011), who utilized twodimensional ideal MHD core collapse simulations. In this
study, the polarization degree and pattern both before and
after the first core formation were discussed. Reissl et al.
(2017) constructed synthetic observations using the data of a
core collapse simulation. Their study focused on the dust
alignment mechanism, however the simulations could not
correctly resolve the disk and outflow-driving region because
of the considerably large-sized sink (over 12 au) at the center
of the computational domain. In addition, the magnetic field
strength adopted in their simulation was weak, with µ = 26,

where µ is the mass-to-flux ratio normalized to the critical
value for collapse. With such a weak magnetic field, a different mode of outflow appears in an ideal magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) simulation, as shown in Tomisaka (2002).
Despite being very useful, such past synthetic observations
cannot be compared with the observations in the ALMA era,
as the spatial resolution of the synthetic polarization maps in
Tomisaka (2011) and Reissl et al. (2017) is not sufficient.
Similarly, dust-emission polarimetry of the Source I region
has only probed scales much larger than the disk (Hirota et al.
2020; Pattle et al. 2021). For example, Fig. 15 of Hirota et al.
(2020) shows dust polarization vectors mostly on the larger
scale of the hot core surrounding Source I. In this study, we
investigate the polarization patterns of the Source I protostellar core at the relatively small scale of the disk and the corresponding outflow-driving region. First, we execute a highresolution core collapse simulation using a nested grid code.
Then, we solve the radiative transfer problem and make synthetic polarization maps. Finally, we compare the polarization map of our synthetic observation with the SiO line polarization observation of Source I (Hirota et al. 2020), in order
to understand the configuration of the magnetic field around
the outflow-driving region, as well as shed light on the polarization mechanism. We examine various tilt angles between
the magnetic axis and the plane of the sky. The synthetic
polarization map corresponds to the polarization due to emission from magnetically-aligned elongated dust grains. Hence
a direction that is perpendicular to the polarization can be inferred as the direction of the local plane-of-sky magnetic field
when averaged along the line of sight. In our analysis, the
averaging process is weighted by the density of dust, which
is proportional to the gas density, and is affected by varying
magnetic field directions along the line of sight. Hence, the
direction of the polarization segments may not be intuitively
predictable.
We note that Hirota et al. (2020) measured the magnetic
orientation in a different way, through polarization of line
emission from SiO. The SiO transitions were interpreted as
a mixture of thermal and maser emission. In masers, energy
levels are inversely populated, i.e., nl gu − nu gl < 0 where
gl and nl , and gu and nu are the statistical weights and population densities of the lower and upper levels, respectively.
Therefore, the extinction coefficient (κL R∝ [nl gu − nu gl ])
and the optical depth of the line (τ L = κL ds, where ds
is the path of integration) are negative. This leads to the
very high peak brightness temperatures that are observed,
since the radiative intensity rises exponentially with the optical depth.
Spectral line polarization from masers was first studied
theoretically by Goldreich et al. (1973a) and Goldreich et al.
(1973b). The basic principles are similar to the classical
Goldreich-Kylafis (GK) effect (Goldreich & Kylafis 1981,
1982). Here, we describe some of the basic principles of the
GK effect. In the presence of a magnetic field, a molecular
rotational level splits into magnetic sublevels. The GK effect predicts a linear polarization of radio-frequency lines,
with the polarization being aligned either parallel or per-
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pendicular to the the plane-of-sky (POS) component of the
magnetic field. Physically, the GK effect arises when magnetic sublevels are unequally populated. In the opposite case,
where magnetic sublevels are equally populated, emission
lines would be unpolarized. For the GK effect to arise and
for the polarization degree to be sufficient enough to be measured observationally, certain requirements need to be fulfilled: (i) the optical depth of the line τL needs to be moderate (∼ 1) and anisotropic; (ii) the radiative transition rates
need to be comparable to the collisional rates; and (iii) the
Zeeman splitting must exceed both the collisional frequency
and the radiative transition rates.
The first two of the above requirements need to be satisfied in order for the magnetic sublevels to be unequally populated. Collisional excitation and de-excitation would tend
to populate magnetic sublevels at equal rates. The same is
true if the radiation is isotropic, due to large optical depth or
if the collisional coefficient is dominant in comparison to the
radiative transition rates. Finally, the third requirement needs
to be satisfied in order for the polarization direction to be either parallel or perpendicular to the magnetic field. The polarization direction is determined from the sign of nu − n± ,
where n± are the populations of the magnetic sublevels of
the upper level. If this condition is not satisfied, the polarization direction would be determined by the orientation of the
line-of-sight (LOS) direction with respect to the anisotropic
optical depth.
For masers, the condition that τ L ∼ 1 is not necessary
since the optical depth can be anisotropic even if τ L  1.
Additionally, the high fractional linear polarization observed
in many SiO masers can be explained by anisotropic pumping from a central source (Watson 2009).
Regardless of the exact details involved in the unequal population of the magnetic sublevels, our comparison of a synthetic polarization map of dust-continuum emission with an
observed map of SiO line polarization in the same location
can help resolve an ambiguity regarding the magnetic-field
direction inferred from the GK effect: whether the induced
line polarization is parallel or perpendicular to the local magnetic field direction (see discussion in Goldreich & Kylafis
1982).
We review key features of both the MHD and radiative
transfer simulations in Section 2. We present our dynamical and radiative transfer simulations, and compare our results with the ALMA SiO polarization measurements from
Source I in Section 3. Section 4 gives further discussion on
the alignment mechanism and whether or not the observation
is consistent with the standard paradigm of magnetized collapse. A summary is provided in Section 5.
2. Methods

2.1. Magnetohydrodynamic Simulations
The collapse of a dense molecular cloud core is followed
from the prestellar phase and is evolved into the protostellar
phase with nonideal MHD simulations. The initial conditions
and numerical techniques and settings are almost identical to
that in several previous simulations (e.g., Machida & Mat-
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sumoto 2012; Matsushita et al. 2017; Machida & Hosokawa
2013; Tomida et al. 2017; Machida & Hosokawa 2020).
Here we highlight some key features. A Bonnor-Ebert (BE)
density profile is used to construct the initial
√ state of the
prestellar core. Fundamental
units
of
time
(1/
Gρc ), length
p
√
3
3
(cs / Gρc ), and mass (cs / G ρc ) can be constructed from
the initial central mass density ρc , the isothermal sound speed
cs , and the gravitational constant G. Such models have been
previously applied to the case of low-mass star formation
(e.g., Machida et al. 2008), but we can also adapt parameters in order to model initial conditions that are characteristic
of high-mass star formation. Here we start with a BE density
profile with radius Rcl that is twice the critical BE radius.
For a choice of central number density nc = 9.6 × 104 cm−3
(note nc ≡ ρc /m, where m = 2.3 mH is the mean particle mass and mH is the hydrogen mass) and an isothermal temperature T = 40 K (cs ≡ (kT /m)1/2 = 0.38 km
s−1 ), the total mass is Mcl = 40 M and the outer radius
is Rcl = 6.0 × 104 au. A uniform lower density medium is
placed outside the initial cloud r > Rcl in order to mimic an
interstellar medium.
The core is characterized by a dimensionless mass-to-flux
ratio (normalized to the critical value (2πG1/2 )−1 ) µ0 = 2,
a ratio of thermal to gravitational energy α0 = 0.42 and
ratio of rotational to gravitational energy β = 0.024. The
initial cloud density is enhanced by a factor f (= 1.68) to
promote the contraction (see Machida & Hosokawa 2020).
The initial magnetic field and rotation rate have uniform values consistent with the dimensionless parameters above. The
cloud is partially ionized and in the densest regions the magnetic field is not well coupled to the neutral material and the
flux-frozen approximation is not valid. We solve the resistive
MHD equations including self-gravity:
∂ρ
+ ∇ · (ρ v) = 0,
∂t
∂v
j
ρ
+ ρ(v · ∇) v = −∇P + × B − ρ∇Φ,
∂t
c
∂B
2
= ∇ × (v × B) + η∇ B,
∂t
∇2 Φ = 4πGρ,

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

where ρ, v, P, B, η, and Φ signify the density, velocity, pressure, magnetic field, resistivity, and gravitational potential,
respectively. The electric current density j = c (∇ × B)/4π.
We use the resistivity η formulated in Machida et al. (2007,
2008) according to Nakano et al. (2002) as
r

i
740
T h
n
η=
1 − tanh
cm2 s−1 , (5)
Xe 10 K
1015 cm−3
where T and n are the gas temperature and number density,
respectively, and
 n −1
Xe = 5.7 × 10−4
(6)
cm−3
is the ionization degree of the gas. In Nakano et al. (2002),
both the ionization degree and resistivity in a collapsing
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cloud were estimated by solving chemical reactions of
charged and neutral species. In addition, to solve Equations (1)–(4), we use the barotropic equation of state that is
modelled from radiation hydrodynamics calculations (Larson 1969; Masunaga & Inutsuka 2000) and is described as
"
P = c2s ρ 1 +



ρ
ρcri

2/3 #
.

(7)

Here cs is the sound speed of the initial cloud and we set
ρcri = 5 × 105 ρc , where ρc is the central density of the initial
cloud. These settings are almost the same as in Matsushita
et al. (2017) and Machida & Hosokawa (2020), in which the
protostellar outflow in the massive star formation process was
investigated. The MHD equations are solved using a finitedifference method that is second-order accurate in time and
space.
To ensure coverage of the diverse scales associated with
the prestellar cloud core (∼ 103 − 105 au) and circumstellar
disk (∼ 1 − 100 au), these equations are solved on a nested
grid (Matsumoto & Hanawa 2003; Machida et al. 2005a,b).
We prepare 13 different sized grids and represent the grid
number by the index L with a range L = 1 − 13. Each grid
has different grid size and cell width, but the same number
of cells (i, j, k) = (64, 64, 32), in which mirror symmetry
across the midplane z = 0 is enforced. A finer grid L = l is
placed within a coarser grid L = l − 1 (for a schematic view
see Fig. 1 of Matsumoto & Hanawa 2003). The grid size and
cell width are halved with each increment of the grid level.
The grid size and cell width of the first level (L = 1) are
1.85 × 106 au and 2.95 × 104 au, respectively, while those for
the finest level (L = 13) are 460 au and 7.2 au, respectively.
The initial molecular (or prestellar) cloud core is immersed
in the L = 5 grid, outside which a uniform lower density
medium is imposed as stated earlier. Note that the large area
outside the prestellar cloud core (L = 1 − 4) is utilized in order to suppress artificial reflection of Alfvén waves (Machida
& Hosokawa 2013). The calculation starts with five levels of
the grid (L = 1 − 5) and a finer grid is automatically generated so as to resolve the Jeans wavelength with at least 16
cells. We simulate the core evolution up to t ∼ 240 kyr, corresponding to a central protostellar mass (inside the sink cell)
of M ≈ 6.5 M . We impose a sink cell to accelerate the calculation, in which the sink threshold density ≈ 1011 cm−3
and sink accretion radius rsink = 10 au are adopted. Our
study focuses primarily on two instances in the evolutionary period, when the protostar mass is M = 5.7 M and
6.5 M , respectively.
We note that our model does not include radiative feedback
from the massive protostar. While this is a limitation in the
modeling, our objective in this paper is to fit the highly complex magnetic field line pattern to an observed polarization
pattern at scales of ∼ 100 − 300 au from the central protostar. In this respect our study is an important step forward.
2.2. Synthetic Polarization Maps

In order to simulate synthetic polarization maps, we use the
POLARIS code (Reissl et al. 2016), which solves the threedimensional radiative transfer problem
dS
= −R̂(α) K̂ R̂(α)−1 S + J
(8)
dl
for all Stokes parameters contained in the Stokes four-vector
>
S = [I, Q, U, V ] (for I, Q, U and V representing the total
intensity, the two states of linear polarization, and the circular
polarization, respectively). Here, R̂(α) is the rotation matrix,
K̂ is the Muller matrix that describes extinction, absorption
and scattering, and J is the energy transfer contribution due
to emission. We refer the reader to the POLARIS software
manual for further details. We model the density, temperature, velocity and magnetic field profiles directly from the
MHD simulations. Additionally, we assume that the dust
grains are nonspherical (oblate) with a grain size following a
power-law distribution (Mathis et al. 1977), with a minimum
size amin = 0.005 µm and a maximum size amax = 2 µm.
The dust-to-gas mass ratio is 0.01 and the grain alignment is
taken to follow the alignment mechanism of Davis & Greenstein (1951). The settings of the POLARIS code implementation are similar to that used by Bino & Basu (2021) to model
the polarization segments of the prestellar core FeSt 1–457
(Kandori et al. 2017). We adopt as a radiation source a protostar positioned at the center of the simulation grid with radius R = 0.9 R and temperature T = 4000 K. Although
the central high-mass object in Source I may be hotter, little
is known about its actual temperature, and we note that our
main goal here is to model the polarization directions rather
than the polarization intensity.
3. Results

3.1. MHD Output
In Figure 1, we show the density of the core along the
x = 0 midplane, overlaid with the directional velocity field
vectors in three instances in its evolutionary period. Furthermore, in Figure 2 the three-dimensional renderings of
the magnetic field are also given about the disk’s surface.
In the simulation, the outflow is driven by the rotationallysupported disk. We can confirm the whole region of the outflow in the left panel of Figure 1. The total size of the outflow
at this epoch is about 900 au. Then, the outflow extends up
to ∼ 6 × 106 au by the end of the simulation. In Figure 1,
the central yellow region corresponds to the rotationallysupported disk that is enclosed by the pseudodisk colored in
orange and purple. The rotationally-supported disk gradually grows and has a radius of ∼ 150 au when the protostellar
mass reaches 6.5M (right panel of Fig. 1). The middle and
right panel of Figure 1 indicate that the outflow is mainly
driven by the region near the outer edge of the rotationallysupported disk, as is also seen in a recent ALMA observation (Alves et al. 2017). The left panel of Figure 2 indicates
that the configuration of the magnetic field lines is composed
of two components. The magnetic field lines are strongly
twisted within the outflow, while they have a poloidal configuration outside the outflow (compare left panels of Fig. 1 and
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Figure 1. The number density taken along x = 0 overlaid with the velocity vectors resulting from the MHD simulation. From left to right the panels are
representative of evolutionary stages at which the central mass is 0.2 M , 4.1 M , and 5.7 M , respectively. These represent a fraction of cloud mass in the
central protostar of 0.5%, 10%, and 14%, respectively.

925 au

M=0.20Mo
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Figure 2. Three-dimensional renderings of the magnetic field lines in our MHD simulation. The lines are shown originating from the surface of the disk, which
is an isodensity surface of n = 3 × 1010 cm−3 shown in red. From left to right the panels are representative of evolutionary stages at which the central mass is
M = 0.2 M , 4.1 M , and 5.7 M , respectively.

Fig. 2). The middle and right panels of Figure 2 show how
the configuration of the magnetic-field lines near the protostar and disk changes as the disk grows in size. For the magnetic field lines within the outflow plotted in Figure 2, the
degree of torsion in the middle and right panels is less than
that in the left panel. The middle and right panels of Figure
2 illustrate only the magnetic field lines around the outflow
launching region, where the toroidal component is roughly
comparable to the poloidal component (e.g., Konigl & Pudritz 2000). In addition, the configuration of the magnetic
field lines in the right panel of Figure 2 is similar to that in
the middle panel, while the global torsion, which is produced
by the rotation of the large-sized disk, can be seen near the
upper and lower boundary of the grid in the right panel. As a
result, the configuration of the magnetic field lines within the
outflow at a particular distance scale will change gradually
with time.

3.2. POLARIS Output
Our radiative transfer simulations are run for three instances in the core’s evolution when the central object has
mass 4.1 M , 5.7 M , and 6.5 M , respectively. The simulations are run at a series of declination angles tilted in the
direction of the observer. Given independent observational
evidence that the disk is seen nearly edge-on (Hirota et al.
2020), we restrict our parameter space to declination angles
θ in the range of 0◦ to 25◦ . By comparing the length scales
in the observation to that of our MHD simulations, we find
that level L = 12 is best suited to model the data. POLARIS
outputs the polarization segments that result from the integrated scattering and emission properties of the dust grains,
where the local emission is perpendicular to the local magnetic field. In order to better gauge the direction of the magnetic field, we have rotated the vectors by 90◦ so that they
represent the inferred integrated magnetic field direction.
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3.3. ALMA Data

Hirota et al. (2020) estimated the magnetic field strength in
the outflow lobe of Source I to be approximately 30 mG using
the Davis-Chandrasekhar-Fermi method and suggested that
the configuration is either toroidal or poloidal depending on
how the polarization vectors are oriented relative to the magnetic field. Here we further probe the magnetic field structure and provide insight as to how the polarization vectors
may be oriented with respect to the local magnetic field. The
polarization segments of the POLARIS output are compared
with the observed polarization directions measured from the
J = 2 − 1 line of SiO (see Fig. 5 and table 1 of Hirota et al.
2020). In order to assess the alignment quantitatively, we
compute the mean residual angle that the polarization vector
makes with the z-axis. That is, in both the POLARIS simulations and the ALMA observation, the quantity 0 ≤ φ ≤ π/2
is defined as the offset angle made between the polarization
vector and the z-axis. Furthermore, the quantity ∆φ̂ is the
absolute residual between the mean of the offset angles from
the ALMA observation and the POLARIS simulation. That
is,
(L)
∆φ̂(L) = φ̂A − φ̂P ,
(9)
where φ̂ is the mean offset angle given by
NP
1 X
φi ,
φ̂ =
NP i

(10)

in which NP is the total number of polarization vectors. In
equation (9), the superscript (L) is taken to refer to the nested
grid level in the MHD/POLARIS simulation and the subscripts A and P represent the mean offset angle taken for the
ALMA observation and the POLARIS output, respectively.
By default, POLARIS will output polarization based on grain
alignment perpendicular to the local magnetic field, and so in
order to assess the alignment mechanism in the ALMA observation, separate calculations are performed assuming both
perpendicular and parallel alignment. The output with the
smallest value for ∆φ̂ can be selected as the most plausible
model.
We illustrate the output polarization vectors from the simulation and their comparison with the observed SiO polarization in Figure 3. Here, we show the model at an evolutionary
stage with central object mass M = 6.5M for four different
declination angles. Note that we rotate the outflow axis of the
system by 51◦ in the plane of the sky such that it matches the
orientation in RA and declination coordinates presented by
Hirota et al. (2020). However, we also run the horizontal coordinate from left to right, in a mirror image of that presented
in Hirota et al. (2020), since they had the negative offsets to
the right and positive offsets to the left. In the top left panel
of Figure 3 (θ = 0◦ ) we include a solid and a dashed line to
represent the direction of the disk midplane and the outflow
axis, respectively. The bold black vectors in Figure 3 are the
measured SiO polarization segments of Hirota et al. (2020).
The colors represent the fractional polarization estimated by

POLARIS. However we do not expect observations to reflect
these values as our simulation assumes perfect alignment efficiency and there are many unknowns about the dust emissivity.
The results of our calculation on the mean residual angle
for the different evolutionary stages, each viewed at multiple declination angles, is shown in Figure 4. We fit the observed polarization vectors considering both possibilities of
them being parallel (tagged [ // ]) or perpendicular (tagged
[⊥]) to the local magnetic field. Our results show that the
most plausible model (minimum residual ∆φ̂) is the one at
evolutionary stage of M = 6.5M viewed at θ = 15◦ and in
which the observed vectors are parallel to the local magnetic
field.
In Figure 5 we show snapshots of the synthetic polarization vectors viewed at θ = 15◦ at three instances in time. We
represent these temporal snapshots in terms of the central object mass. We note that the size of the disk increases as time
increases, and the fraction of polarization is weaker along the
disk midplane and stronger along the outflow axis.
The performance assessments are given graphically in Figure 6 where the left panel represents a positional heat map
for the residuals made between the simulation and ALMA
observations and the left panel summarizes these residuals in
a histogram. We note that in these comparisons, no actual fit
is performed. That is, there is no form of regression or optimization between the simulation and the observations, but
rather just a mere comparison and overlay. The MHD and
POLARIS simulations are run completely independent from
the ALMA data. As such, we are not concerned with the
lack of normality in the distribution of residuals. These performance metrics are used for the sole purpose of assessing
the accuracy and representation of our simulations in making
inference on the observational data.
The left panel of Figure 7 is a three-dimensional rendering
of the magnetic field lines at the evolutionary stage M =
6.5 M at L = 12 and tilted 15◦ towards the observer. The
rendering illustrates the highly twisted nature of the magnetic
field within the outflow zone. The strength of the field is
interpreted by a black-red-yellow color gradient, with black
being the weakest.
The right panel of Figure 7 shows the strength of the
azimuthally-averaged total magnetic field strength in the
(r, z) plane. The total field strength and the corresponding
number density in the outflow region are B ∼ 10 mG and
nH2 ∼ 104 − 105 cm−3 (see right panel of Fig.1), respectively. Thus, even without anisotropic radiative pumping
from a central source, all the conditions required for the
GK effect to arise are fulfilled. Specifically, given the values of the collisional and Einstein A coefficients of the SiO
(J = 2 − 1) rotational transition1 (Schöier et al. 2005),
the collisional and radiative transition rates are comparable.
Additionally, assuming that the dipole moment of SiO is
comparable to the nuclear magneton, the Zeeman splitting is
1

https://home.strw.leidenuniv.nl/ moldata/SiO.html.
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Figure 3. The polarization segments of the ALMA data (bold vectors) overlaid with the simulated synthetic polarization maps from POLARIS. The simulated
polarization segments (thin black lines) have been rotated by 90◦ so as to be aligned parallel to the local magnetic field. The colors denote the fractional
polarization, with values given in the color bar. The figures are given for the time instance when M = 6.5 M at L = 12. The declination angle θ is tilted
toward the observer. In the top left panel (θ = 0◦ ), we include a solid and dashed line to represent the disk midplane and outflow axis, respectively.

∼ 2 − 3 orders of magnitude greater than the collisional and
radiative transition rates.
4. Discussion

The process of high-mass star formation remains elusive
because massive YSOs are relatively distant, deeply embedded, and rare because of their rapid evolution (see e.g., Motte
et al. 2018, for a recent review). Despite their rapid formation
timescales and strong radiation feedback, a growing amount
of observations suggest that high-mass star formation is analogous to a scaled-up version of low-mass star formation.
Here we have employed a scaled-up version of a low-mass
MHD model of core collapse. Our model is post-processed

to fit the Source I data, and we have not picked model parameters specifically to fit the object. We make a comparison
of observed polarization vectors with synthetic polarization
segments from multiple time snapshots of the model.
4.1. Mass of the Central Object
The highly embedded Source I is actually the nearest example of ongoing high-mass star formation. The central
object is obscured and is surrounded by gas in a flattened
morphology of size ∼ 100 au seen in mm continuum emission. SiO maser emissions suggest rotational motion consistent with a nearly edge-on protostellar disk (Reid et al. 2007;
Ginsburg et al. 2018), and the rotation curves of various
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tion vectors are parallel to the local magnetic field. This helps
to resolve an ambiguity about the polarization direction.
Previous studies of the GK effect in protostellar outflows
via the CO (J = 2 − 1) transition (Girart et al. 1999; Greaves
et al. 2001) have also concluded that the spectral line polarization is parallel to the magnetic field. In such situations,
the degeneracy between the line polarization being parallel
or perpendicular to the magnetic field, can be broken if the
angle of the polarization
S vectors with the polar axis is in the
range [35.3◦ , 54.7◦ ] [125.3◦ , 144.7◦ ] (see Fig. 5a from
Kylafis (1983) for theoretical calculations assuming a onedimensional velocity field along the polar axis).
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Figure 4. Model performance given in terms of the mean residual made
between the synthetic polarization segments from the simulation with the
observed polarization vectors from ALMA. The metrics are assessed at three
instances under different alignment assumptions. Labels tagged [ // ] assume
parallel alignment between magnetic field and polarization vectors, whereas
labels tagged [⊥] assume perpendicular alignment.

molecular lines suggests that the mass of the central object
is ∼ 5 − 8 M (Kim et al. 2008; Plambeck & Wright 2016).
Using H2 O and NaCl emission lines, Ginsburg et al. (2018)
inferred an even higher mass of ∼ 15 M . Such a mass is
consistent with an idea that Source I and the nearby Becklin–Neugebauer object, along with a third object, Source x,
are recoiling from one another after the dynamical decay of
a multiple star system. However, the outflow from Source
I does not appear to be bowed; the outflow moving with
respect to a surrounding medium is expected to be swept
back due to ram pressure (Plambeck et al. 2009; Hirota et al.
2017). Here we do not include any external directional ram
pressure, so our model is more consistent with an isolated
star forming event, as implied by the lack of an observed bow
shock structure.

4.2. Magnetic Field and Polarization Vectors
Our results demonstrate that an approximately toroidal
magnetic field morphology of the outflow zone provides a
reasonable fit to the observed SiO polarization pattern in
Source I in the outflow zone that is located ∼ 100 − 300
au in projected distance from the source. Similarly, Lee
et al. (2018) inferred from their observations of the HH
211 protostellar jet that the magnetic field at a distance of
∼ 350 − 460 au is mainly toroidal. These studies are consistent with theories of launching mechanisms such as the diskwind model (Pudritz et al. 2007) and X-wind model (Shu
et al. 2000) that suggest that the magnetic fields at a distance
much greater than the wind/outflow launching radius should
be mainly toroidal in order to confine and collimate the flow.
In our modeling, the magnetic axis is aligned with the outflow axis, and we are free to tilt this axis when making the
synthetic polarization map. We find that a good fit is obtained
when the axis is rotated 15◦ toward the observer. Our model
then suggests that the observed SiO line emission polariza-

4.3. Radiation Feedback
We do not include radiative feedback from the protostar in
our model, which can be crucial in some phases of massive
star formation. We run our model up until the central mass
reaches 6.5M , but the main radiative feedback effect is expected to occur at a later stage. Kuiper et al. (2016, see also
Kuiper et al. (2010, 2015)) studied the interaction of outflows
and radiative feedback using radiation hydrodynamic simulations and found that the effect of radiation pressure on the
outflow becomes significant when the central object mass is
M & 20 − 30 M . At such times the radiation pressure
becomes comparable to gravity in the near-circumstellar environment and contributes significantly to the outflow from
the central region. In their modeling, Kuiper et al. (2016) impose an outflow from the central sink cell at a fixed fraction
of the calculated inward mass accretion rate. Future radiation
magnetohydrodynamic simulations can better constrain this
important issue of the interaction between radiation pressure
and the magnetically-driven outflow.
4.4. Dust-to-gas Ratio
We have assumed a constant dust-to-gas mass ratio in our
simulation. This is generally thought to be a good assumption for the prestellar phase, but in the protostellar phase that
contains a protostar, disk, and outflow, it is possible to develop a decoupling of dust and gas in some regions, leading
to variable dust-to-gas ratios. Vorobyov et al. (2018, 2019)
and Vorobyov & Elbakyan (2019) have shown that significant
variations in the dust-to-gas ratio can occur in a protostellar
disk. Three-dimensional simulations of the protostellar phase
including a magnetic field by Lebreuilly et al. (2020, see also
Tsukamoto et al. (2021)) show that significant variations can
occur along the direction of the outflow axis, with a dust depletion in the outflow zone. Such variations of dust-to-gas
ratio can affect the ionization state and resistivity and therefore the magnetic field morphology and the emergent polarization properties. The polarization can be affected by the
different weightings of different layers along the line of sight
if the dust-to-gas ratio varies across layers. These effects of
varying dust-to-gas ratio can be explored in a future study.
5. Summary

In this study we showed that synthetic polarization maps of
the highly twisted magnetic field configuration of an outflow
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Figure 7. Left: A three-dimensional rendering of the magnetic field lines for M = 6.5 M and L = 12 tilted at θ = 15◦ toward the observer. Areas of
increasing magnetic field strength go from black to red. Right: Azimuthally-averaged magnetic field strength (in µG) for M = 6.5 M at L = 12.
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zone in an MHD model can reasonably explain observations
of the high-mass star-forming region Orion Source I. The
observations of polarized line emission in SiO show a large
scale order in the polarization directions, but they are neither
parallel nor perpendicular to the outflow axis. Our simulated
synthetic maps were used to interpret the SiO line polarization map and led to a better understanding of the morphology
and structure of the magnetic field in the outflow region.
Our models show a good fit to the line polarization map of
Source I for a protostellar core with central object of mass 6.5
M and its surrounding disk and outflow that are tilted at an
angle 15◦ towards the observer. We found that the observed
SiO line polarization is most likely parallel to the ambient
magnetic field, thereby resolving an ambiguity about its direction.
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