
DRAFT VERSION MARCH 29, 2023
Typeset using LATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

Insights on the Sun birth environment in the context of star-cluster formation in hub-filament systems

DORIS ARZOUMANIAN,1 SOTA ARAKAWA,2 MASATO I.N. KOBAYASHI,1 KAZUNARI IWASAKI,1 KOHEI FUKUDA,3, 4 SHOJI MORI,5

YUTAKA HIRAI,6, 5 MASANOBU KUNITOMO,7 M. S. NANDA KUMAR,8 AND EIICHIRO KOKUBO1

1National Astronomical Observatory of Japan, Osawa 2-21-1, Mitaka, Tokyo 181-8588, Japan
2Japan Agency for Marine-Earth Science and Technology, 3173-25, Showa-machi, Kanazawa-ku, Yokohama, 236-0001, Japan

3Forefront Research Center, Osaka University, 1-1 Machikaneyama-cho, Toyonaka, Osaka 560-0043, Japan
4Department of Earth and Space Science, Osaka University, 1-1 Machikaneyama-cho, Toyonaka, Osaka 560-0043, Japan

5Astronomical Institute, Tohoku University, 6-3 Aoba, Aramaki, Aoba-ku, Sendai, Miyagi 980-8578, Japan
6Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Notre Dame, 225 Nieuwland Science Hall, Notre Dame, IN 46556, USA

7Department of Physics, Kurume University, 67 Asahimachi, Kurume, Fukuoka 830-0011, Japan
8Instituto de Astrofı́sica e Ciências do Espaço, Universidade do Porto, CAUP, Rua das Estrelas, 4150-762 Porto, Portugal

(Accepted by ApJL)

ABSTRACT

Cylindrical molecular filaments are observed to be the main sites of Sun-like star formation, while massive
stars form in dense hubs, at the junction of multiple filaments. The role of hub-filament configurations has not
been discussed yet in relation to the birth environment of the solar system and to infer the origin of isotopic ratios
of Short-Lived Radionuclides (SLR, such as 26Al) of Calcium-Aluminum-rich Inclusions (CAIs) observed in
meteorites. In this work, we present simple analytical estimates of the impact of stellar feedback on the young
solar system forming along a filament of a hub-filament system. We find that the host filament can shield the
young solar system from the stellar feedback, both during the formation and evolution of stars (stellar outflow,
wind, and radiation) and at the end of their life (supernovae). We show that the young solar system formed along
a dense filament can be enriched with supernova ejecta (e.g., 26Al) during the formation timescale of CAIs. We
also propose that the streamers recently observed around protostars may be channeling the SLR-rich material
onto the young solar system. We conclude that considering hub-filament configurations as the birth environment
of the Sun is important when deriving theoretical models explaining the observed properties of the solar system.

Keywords: Star formation — Molecular filaments — Stellar feedback — Meteorites — Planetary systems

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental question related to our existence
is that of the origin of our planet Earth and its environment
favorable for the emergence of life. This question is also
linked to the quest for life on other planets and the issue of
how remarkable or unremarkable is our presence in the Uni-
verse. The origin of life on Earth is deeply connected to the
formation process of the host star.

The solar system is now about 4.6 Gyr old and the birth en-
vironment of the Sun has long since been dissipated. Thanks
to observational studies describing the composition of primi-
tive components in meteorites (found on earth or in space), it
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is possible, in combination with extrapolations and theoreti-
cal models, to infer how, when, and the environment where
the Sun and its planets were formed (e.g., Dauphas & Chaus-
sidon 2011; Nittler & Ciesla 2016). The oldest of these prim-
itive condensates are the Calcium-Aluminum-rich Inclusions
(CAIs) believed to be formed in the protoplanetary disk dur-
ing the earliest evolutionary time of the solar system (e.g.,
Amelin et al. 2002). Isotopic studies of CAIs found in me-
teorites show the presence of several Short-Lived Radionu-
clides (SLRs) such as the 26Al, which provide constraints
on the formation timescales and processes of the CAIs and
on the amount and timescale of newly injected material as a
result of feedback from neighbouring high-mass stars (e.g.,
Scott 2007; Adams 2010; Boss 2012). To understand the ori-
gin of these observations of the solar system properties it is
essential to characterise the molecular cloud structure where
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the Sun formed and understand the impact of feedback from
neighboring stars on the young solar system.

Star formation has traditionally been presented as taking
place in spherical 3D clouds of dust and mostly molecu-
lar gas (e.g., Bergin & Tafalla 2007). These clouds frag-
ment into prestellar cores, the seeds of future stars (e.g.,
Ward-Thompson et al. 1994, 1999). These gravitationally
bound prestellar cores collapse into a stellar embryo, a proto-
star, which evolve through accretion (going through different
phases from Class 0 to III) reaching the pre-main sequence
phase with a star surrounded by a circumstellar disk (e.g.,
Andre et al. 2000).

Recent star formation studies described the detailed den-
sity distribution of star forming molecular clouds (e.g., André
et al. 2014, for a review). It is now widely accepted that
molecular clouds are filamentary, and that dense molecular
filaments are the main sites of low- to intermediate-mass star
formation (see the recent review by Pineda et al. 2022), while
high-mass stars are preferentially formed in hubs formed by
the junctions of multiple filaments (Kumar et al. 2020, 2022).
In this star formation context, filaments are elongated (high
aspect ratio) cylindrical molecular gas structures and hubs are
high density (low aspect ratio) compact clump-like structures
where two or more filaments merge (Myers 2009).

To study the formation and evolution of stars and their
planetary systems it is thus crucial to take into account the
dense, non-uniform, and filamentary strutcure of the host
molecular cloud. In particular the impact of stellar feed-
back on the surrounding cloud and young stars might be
highly affected by these hub-filament configurations where
star-clusters are observed to be forming. The aim of this pa-
per is thus to discuss the role of hub-filament systems in the
understanding of the origin of the properties of Sun-like stars
and their planetary systems, in particular our solar system.
To do that we first give a brief overview on the observational
constraints of the abundance of SLRs in CAIs in the solar
system and the theoretical understanding of their formation
processes and sites (Section 2). We then describe the current
understanding of the star formation process (Section 3). By
combining the understanding presented in the previous sec-
tions, we discuss the impact of feedback from massive stars
on Sun-like stars forming along the filaments (Section 4) and
the role of the hub-filament configuration in shielding the
protosolar system from the destructive effect of stellar feed-
back while providing the required amount of newly injected
material onto the protosolar system that would explain the
observations (Section 5). We summarize and conclude the
paper in Section 6.

2. OVERVIEW OF SLR STUDIES AND OPEN
QUESTIONS

2.1. Formation sites and processes of SLRs

In this study, we define SLRs as radioactive nuclides
that were present in the early solar system but now extin-
guished. Their existence is recorded in meteorites as ex-
cesses of the daughter isotopes. There are three types of
sources for the SLRs in the early solar system: (i) SLRs
in the parental molecular cloud (i.e., “inheritance”), (ii) pro-
duction of SLRs via irradiation of high-energy cosmic rays
around the young Sun, and (iii) injection of SLR-rich materi-
als from nearby massive stars, e.g., Wolf-Rayet (WR) winds
and core-collapse supernovae. Below, we briefly summarize
the current understanding of the three type of sources, which
in combination are required to explain the observed SLR con-
tent of the early solar system.

2.1.1. SLRs enrichment in the parental molecular cloud

The first source for SLRs in the early solar system is the
background level before its formation. Two terms for the
background level of SLRs are usually considered: the galac-
tic background and the self-enrichment within the parental
molecular cloud. The galactic background is the amount
of SLRs in the interstellar medium that forms the parental
molecular cloud. The contribution of the galactic background
for the amount of SLRs in the early solar system can be es-
timated from a simple theoretical model called the galactic
chemical evolution model (see Section 2 of Huss et al. 2009).
We note, however, that the initial abundance of 26Al in the so-
lar system is orders of magnitude higher than that predicted
by the galactic background (e.g., Huss et al. 2009).

To solve this discrepancy, several scenarios have been pro-
posed. The self-enrichment within the parental molecular
cloud by sequential star formation and death of massive
stars would provide a considerable amount of SLRs (e.g.,
Gounelle & Meynet 2012). Fujimoto et al. (2018) also pro-
posed an alternative scenario that SLRs in giant molecular
clouds originate from ejecta of massive stars that will subse-
quently be incorporated into existing or newborn clouds (see
also Young 2014).

Although these scenarios proposing that SLRs originated
from sequential star formation (e.g., Gounelle & Meynet
2012; Fujimoto et al. 2018) can explain the abundance of
SLRs recorded in normal CAIs, these scenarios would have
difficulty in reproducing the coexistence of 26Al-poor un-
usual CAIs and 26Al-rich normal CAIs (see Section 2.2).

2.1.2. Irradiation of high-energy cosmic rays.

The second source for SLRs in the early solar system is
the production of SLRs via irradiation of high-energy cosmic
rays. When the cosmic ray energy is sufficiently large (e.g.,
& 107 eV for production of 26Al; Gaches et al. 2020), inter-
action with atomic nuclei produces smaller fragments includ-
ing some SLRs. It is widely accepted that 10Be was produced
via irradiation of high-energy cosmic rays because it can-
not be synthesized by thermonuclear reactions inside mas-
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sive stars (e.g., Lugaro et al. 2018). There are two possible
sources for high-energy cosmic rays: solar cosmic ray irra-
diation in the circumstellar disk (e.g., Jacquet 2019; Fukuda
et al. 2021) and galactic cosmic ray irradiation possibly in
the parental molecular cloud (e.g., Desch et al. 2004; Dun-
ham et al. 2022).

Recently, Gaches et al. (2020) proposed a local mecha-
nism to enrich 26Al via solar cosmic ray irradiation. We note,
however, that this model requires a low mass accretion rate
through the circumstellar disk to reproduce the initial ratio of
(26Al/27Al), while high mass accretion rates are often ob-
served (e.g., Hartmann et al. 2016) during the expected for-
mation epoch of CAI.

2.1.3. Direct injection of SLR-rich materials to the Sun’s
prestellar core/protoplanetary disk

The third source for SLRs in the early solar system is the
direct injection of SLR-rich materials from nearby evolved
massive stars. In active star-forming regions, several mas-
sive stars could be formed. As the lifetime of massive stars
is short (< 10 Myr for stars with a mass larger than 20 M�),
direct injection from nearby evolved massive stars into new-
born Sun-like stars would be possible in the parental molecu-
lar cloud. There are two candidates for the origin of SLR-rich
materials: Wolf-Rayet (WR) winds and core-collapse super-
novae (SNe).

It is thought that the initial abundance of 60Fe is the key
to unveiling the source of SLRs. This is because 60Fe is
barely produced by energetic-particle irradiation around the
young Sun (e.g., Lee et al. 1998), and the abundance ratio
of 60Fe and 26Al significantly differs among stellar sources.
Recent measurements of the initial 60Fe abundances in chon-
drules and chondritic troilites support the lower initial abun-
dances of 60Fe in the early solar system (60Fe/56Fe . 10−8;
Tang & Dauphas 2015; Trappitsch et al. 2018; Kodolányi
et al. 2022a,b), although several studies reported higher ini-
tial abundances (60Fe/56Fe & 10−7; e.g., Mishra et al. 2016;
Telus et al. 2018).

If the initial 60Fe/56Fe ratio is 60Fe/56Fe ∼ 10−8 or less,
no supernova injection of 60Fe-rich material is required (e.g.,
Huss et al. 2009). In this case, WR winds are one of the lead-
ing candidates for the source of SLRs as they are enriched in
26Al but depleted in 60Fe (e.g., Dwarkadas et al. 2017). SNe
with fallback could also explain the low abundance of 60Fe

(e.g., Takigawa et al. 2008; Huss et al. 2009). We note, how-
ever, the presence of multiple uncertainties in the production
of 60Fe in core-collapse SN models that depend on, e.g., the
uncertain 59Fe60Fe cross section and the assumed reaction
rate (e.g., Jones et al. 2019).

The progenitor mass of a plausible SN (or a WR star) that
affected the early solar system is still poorly constrained.
Huss et al. (2009) proposed that a SN with mixing-fallback
could reproduce the initial abundances of SLRs when the

progenitor mass is in the range of 20–60 M� (see also Taki-
gawa et al. 2008). However, their mass estimate is based
on the assumption of higher initial 60Fe/56Fe ratio in classi-
cal literature (60Fe/56Fe & 10−7; Tachibana & Huss 2003),
and the mass range for the plausible progenitor should be up-
dated. Sieverding et al. (2020) proposed that a low-mass pro-
genitor (11.8 M�) of the SN would also be suitable to resolve
the overproduction problem of 60Fe. The minimum stellar
mass for evolving into WR stars is approximately 30 M�, al-
though that depends on the stellar metallicity and the rotation
velocity (e.g., Georgy et al. 2012).

The timing of injection is also under debate. One of the
plausible scenario is the direct injection onto the prestel-
lar core (e.g., Cameron & Truran 1977; Gritschneder et al.
2012), and another scenario is injection to the circumstel-
lar disk (e.g., Clayton 1977; Ouellette et al. 2010). Fukai &
Arakawa (2021) argued that injection of SN materials onto
the circumstellar disk could be reasonable when the varia-
tion of stable Cr isotope ratio recorded in bulk carbonaceous
chondrites are inherited from the disk-scale spatial hetero-
geneity. Note that we cannot rule out the other scenario that
direct injection onto the prestellar core caused the spatial het-
erogeneity recorded in Cr isotope ratio.

2.2. CAIs, the first condensates formed within the early
solar system

CAIs are the oldest dust particles condensed in the so-
lar protoplanetary disk 4.567 billion years ago (e.g., Amelin
et al. 2002; Connelly et al. 2012). The presence of 26Al in the
early solar system is supported by the excess of its daughter
product, 26Mg, in meteorites. Both Al and Mg are abundant
in CAIs, and their isotopic abundances can be determined
precisely. The initial ratio of 26Al/27Al at the timing of
CAI formation, (26Al/27Al)initial, is approximately 5×10−5

(e.g., MacPherson et al. 2012).
Most of the primitive (i.e., unmelted) CAIs are enriched in

26Al (e.g., MacPherson et al. 2012); however, some unusual
CAIs show a very low initial abundance of 26Al. One of
those unusual CAIs are platy hibonite crystals (PLACs), and
they are regarded as the oldest CAIs because of their high
condensation temperature and large nucleosynthetic anoma-
lies (e.g., Kööp et al. 2016). CAIs with fractionation and
unidentified nuclear effects (FUN CAIs) have also low and
varied initial abundance of 26Al, thought to be formed prior
to normal CAIs (e.g., Park et al. 2017). The coexistence of
26Al-rich (normal) CAIs and 26Al-poor CAIs (PLACs and
FUN CAIs) is regarded as the evidence of the direct injec-
tion of 26Al-rich materials onto the early solar system at the
epoch of CAI formation (e.g., Sahijpal & Goswami 1998;
Holst et al. 2013). Since the duration of CAI formation is a
few 105 years or less (e.g., Connelly et al. 2012), the injec-
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tion event should have occurred in the first few 105 years of
the solar system formation (Arakawa & Kokubo 2022).

Although normal CAIs are uniformly enriched in 26Al, the
abundance of 26Al in FUN CAIs is significantly varied. Park
et al. (2017) reported that most FUN CAIs show the ini-
tial isotopic ratio for individual CAIs, (26Al/27Al)0, in the
range from 5 × 10−8 to 5 × 10−5. The abundance of 26Al

in PLACs is significantly low; (26Al/27Al)0 � 1 × 10−5

and it is frequently undetectable (e.g., Kööp et al. 2016). We
can interpret these observed variations of 26Al abundances as
the consequence of the timescale and the injection processes
of 26Al-rich materials and CAI formation. PLACs might be
formed prior to the injection of 26Al-rich materials, FUN
CAIs would be formed during the injection and mixing of
solar and extrasolar materials, and normal CAIs are formed
after injection and mixing (cf. Krot 2019).

2.3. Open questions

As presented in Sections 2.1 and 2.2, because of the co-
existence of 26Al-rich and 26Al-poor CAIs, we favor the in-
jection of SLR-rich materials through a SN event/WR wind
from a nearby evolved massive star.

Several studies, however, pointed out the difficulty of such
a scenario due to the survivability of the pre-solar system to
the impact of the SN shock. For example, Kinoshita et al.
(2021) found that nearby SNe would disrupt the molecular
prestellar cores instead of triggering the collapse of these
cores into protostars (as suggested by, e.g., Gritschneder et al.
2012) when the shock is too strong. At a more evolved stage,
Close & Pittard (2017) show that a circumstellar disk might
be disrupted unless the disk is close to edge-on with respect
to the SN expansion direction, while the cross section for
enrichment of SLR-rich materials would be too small to re-
produce the initial value of the solar system when the disk is
close to edge-on.

All previous works, however, study the impact of stel-
lar feedback on a pre-Sun (prestellar core stage) or proto-
Sun (with a circumstellar disk) surrounded by a low density
(∼ 102 cm−3) environment. Recent observations have shown
that the bulk of star formation takes place along dense molec-
ular filaments (see Section 3), which could play a significant
role in shielding the star forming core from the stellar feed-
back and modifying the supply process of SLR-rich materials
to the pre-solar system. Below, we elaborate on the link be-
tween the filamentary structure of molecular clouds and the
impact of the environment on the properties of the solar sys-
tem in formation.

3. OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT UNDERSTANDING
OF THE STAR FORMATION PROCESS

3.1. Star formation from molecular filament fragmentation

For a long time, the Galactic interstellar medium (ISM)
has been known to be filamentary (Schneider & Elmegreen
1979). It is only recently, however, that the ubiquity of fila-
ments in the cold ISM have been revealed (e.g., André et al.
2010; Molinari et al. 2010). In molecular clouds, the de-
tailed analyses of the radial density profile of molecular fila-
ments show that filaments are characterized by Plummer-like
density distribution, with a flat inner width of ∼0.1 pc and
a power-law density distribution at large radii with a power-
law exponent∼2 (Arzoumanian et al. 2011, 2019; Palmeirim
et al. 2013; André et al. 2022). These filaments span a wide
range in central column density and mass per unit length
(Mline). Filaments with Mline > Mline,crit are thermally
supercritical and unstable against gravitational fragmentation
and star formation. Here,Mline,crit = 2c2s/G ∼ 16 M� pc−1

is the critical value of isothermal unmagnatized cylinders (cf.
Inutsuka & Miyama 1997), where cs ∼ 0.2 km s−1 is the
isothermal sound speed for cold molecular gas at Tgas ∼
10 K. Star forming supercritical filaments are also observed
to be in rough virial balance with Mline ∼ Mline,vir >

Mline,crit (Arzoumanian et al. 2013) and

Mline = ΣfilWfil, (1)

where Σfil and Wfil are the filament surface density and
width, respectively, and

Mline,vir = 2σ2
tot/G, (2)

where σtot is the total (thermal + turbulent) velocity disper-
sion.

A large fraction of prestellar cores and protostars are in-
deed observed along supercritical virialzed filaments and the
mass distribution of these cores, the prestellar core mass
function (CMF), has a shape similar to the initial mass func-
tion (IMF) of stars shifted by ∼ 30% to larger masses (e.g.,
André et al. 2010; Könyves et al. 2015, 2020). Moreover,
recent studies proposed that the typical mass of the cores
formed along a given filament is set by the filament line mass
(André et al. 2019; Shimajiri et al. 2019) and it corresponds
to the critical Bonnor-Ebert mass (Bonnor 1956) at the local
filament surface density and effective temperature, with

MBE,eff ∼
1.3σ4

tot

G2 Σfil
. (3)

A detailed analysis of the filament properties has shown
the wide range of filament mass per unit length suggesting
that the shape of the CMF, and by extension that of the stel-
lar IMF, may be partly inherited from the filament line mass
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function (FLMF) where higher-mass cores form in higher-
line mass filaments (André et al. 2019; Pineda et al. 2022).
For example, a 1 M� sun-like star would result from the col-
lapse and evolution of a Mpre ∼ 3 M� presetellar core (for
an efficiency of ∼ 30%). Such a core would form along a
0.1 pc-wide supercritical filament with a line mass of

Mfil−Sun
line ∼ 90 M� pc−1

(
Mpre

3 M�

)(
Wfil

0.1 pc

)−1

(4)

derived by combining Eqs. 1, 2 and 3. This filament line mass
corresponds to a peak column density of ∼ 4 × 1022 cm−2

and a density of Σfil/Wfil∼ 105 cm−3 (assuming the fila-
ment on the plane-of-the-sky and the line-of-sight length is
equal to the filament width Wfil).

3.2. Role of hub-filament systems in star-cluster formation

Molecular filaments are not isolated objects, but are ob-
served to form networks with multiple junctions. The inter-
section between two or more filaments are referred to as hubs
(cf. Myers 2009). The system of hubs and the surround-
ing filaments are usually termed as a hub-filament system
(HFS). These HFSs have been suggested to be particularly
favorable for the formation of star clusters and massive stars
thanks to inflows of matter along the filaments, traced by
the observed velocity gradients, that increase the mass of the
hubs where massive stars can form (e.g, Peretto et al. 2013,
2014; Williams et al. 2018; Chen et al. 2019). A statistical
study of the environment of the massive luminous sources in
the Milky-Way shows that all high-mass stars preferentially
form in the dense hubs of hub-filament systems (Kumar et al.
2020). A recent detailed analysis of the structure of the hub
in the Mon R2 HFS reveals a new view of the hub as a net-
work of high-density filaments, as opposed to its previous
description of massive clump (Kumar et al. 2022). In these
hubs, only stars located in the filament network can bene-
fit from longitudinal flows of gas to become massive, which
may explain the reason for the formation of many low-mass
stars in cluster centres, and the possibility for the young stel-
lar systems to be effectively shielded from the (destructive)
feedback of nearby massive stars.

Thus, the HFS configuration can explain the following
features of star cluster formation (cf. Kumar et al. 2020):
(a) low- and intermediate-mass stars form first and slowly
(∼ 106 yr) along the filaments, (b) massive stars form later,
after the formation of the hub, and their formation is faster
than the lower mass stars (∼ 105 yr), (c) the massive star
feedback is dissipated through the inter-filamentary medium,
(d) the initial mass function of stars is the combination of the
stars continuously formed along the filaments with all mas-
sive stars formed in the hub resulting in (e) mass segregated
clusters and (f) an age spread of the stars within bound clus-
ters.

3.3. Streamers and accretion from core to disk

Another important consideration in the formation of star
and planetary systems is the assembly, origin, and compo-
sition of the dense gas material that will eventually form
the star and the protoplanetary disk. As mentioned above,
the first step of the formation of solar type stars has been
identified as a starless phase, where a gravitationally bound
prestellar core (Ward-Thompson et al. 1994; Alves et al.
2001; Caselli et al. 2002) forms from filament fragmentation.
Such prestellar cores were believed to encompass the matter
reservoir out of which a single star or a small stellar system
forms (with a ∼ 30% efficiency for the mass conversion, cf.
Sect. 3.1, André et al. 2014). However, recently, this picture
is being challenged with new observations showing streamer-
like elongated structures connected to protostellar systems,
while extending outside of the core envelope scale (> 0.1 pc,
see a recent review by Pineda et al. 2022). Velocity gradients
are observed along these streamers compatible with mod-
els of free fall motions, suggesting matter flows feeding the
young star and its disk. Mean infall rates of∼ 10−6 M� yr−1

per streamer have been inferred from molecular line observa-
tions (Pineda et al. 2020; Thieme et al. 2022; Valdivia-Mena
et al. 2022). In addition, these streamers are observed to be
composed of carbon rich species, which are expected to be
depleted onto dust grains in prestellar cores. The detection
of such molecules in the streamers suggest the replenishment
of the cores with chemically fresh gas and dust from out-
side of the core envelope. Such streamers are observed to-
wards protostars at different evolutionary stages from Class
0 to Class III, suggesting the long duration of matter infall
that may change the final mass of the system as well as its
composition.

Such streamer-like structures are also produced in numer-
ical simulations (Kuffmeier et al. 2020, 2021) and suggested
to result from the capture of cloudlets and their stretching due
to the gravity of the protostar (Hanawa et al. 2022). While
the formation and evolution process of streamers are yet to
be studied, these recent results raise new questions regarding
the origin of the material available to form the star, its pro-
toplanetary disk, and planets, as well as the timescales of the
different evolutionary stages of stellar system formation.

4. IMPACT OF STELLAR FEEDBACK ON PLANETARY
SYSTEM FORMATION

Stellar feedback from massive stars (M? > 8 M�) is be-
lieved to have an important impact on the properties of the
surrounding ISM contributing to its chemical enrichment in
new elements and the injection of momentum and ionising
photons. Stellar feedback can be divided into “early and
long lasting” (during the formation and evolution of the star:
HII regions from stellar wind, radiation, and outflows) and
“late and fast” (Wolf-Rayet winds and supernovae events)
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Figure 1. Schematic figure summarizing the importance of hub-filament systems (HFS) in the understanding of the impact of stellar feedback
on the surrounding matter and the formation of stellar systems. (a) Formation of a HFS through the merging of multiple filaments forming low-
to intermediate-mass stars (Sections 3.1 and 3.2). (b) High-mass star formation in the dense hub. The feedback from massive stars during their
formation and evolution (outflow and wind) compresses the dense filaments (see Zavagno et al. 2020) and flow away into the ISM through the
inter-filamentary diffuse medium forming bipolar shaped HII regions (Section 4.1). (c) At the end of their lives high-mass stars go through a
Wolf-Rayet phase followed, for some of them, by a supernova explosion (Section 4.2). During these later stages of high-mass star evolution,
SLRs (such as 26Al) present in the Wolf-Rayet winds and supernova ejecta (Section 2) are injected into the filament and the cores embedded in
them. These cores are additionally supplied with SLR rich gas and dust by streamers throughout the different protostellar evolutionary phases
(Section 3.3) until the formation of planetary systems (d). (a) and (b) are adapted from Kumar et al. (2020).
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phenomena (see Figure 1). In the following we discuss the
impact of these two types of feedback on sun-like star forma-
tion, especially we suggest the survival of hub-filament sys-
tems to the impact of HII regions (Section 4.1) and the role of
the filaments in shielding the forming planetary system from
the impact of supernova shock compression (Section 4.2).

4.1. HII regions

HII regions are ionized hot bubbles generated by stellar
winds, ionizing radiation, and outflows of massive stars. The-
oretical works have studied the effect of expanding HII re-
gions (stellar winds, photoionization, and photodissociation)
on the ambient molecular cloud and on the quenching of star
formation (e.g., Hosokawa & Inutsuka 2006; Walch et al.
2012; Dale et al. 2013; Krumholz et al. 2014; Kim et al.
2018). For example, for a spherical non-magnetized molec-
ular gas of density ∼ 102 cm−3 around a massive star of
& 20 M� about ∼ 3 × 104 M� is photodissociated within
5 Myr (Inutsuka et al. 2015). These calculations, however, do
not include the non-spherical hub-filament like geometry of
the molecular cloud around the massive star (cf., Section 3.2
and Figure 1). These dense filamentary structures should sig-
nificantly affect the actual expansion of the HII region as well
as its impact on the surrounding cloud and its star formation
process (e.g., Arthur et al. 2011).

Observations towards HII regions often show dense ma-
terial inside (pillar-like structures pointing towards the ion-
izing stars) and at the edge of the bubbles, at distances of
∼ 0.2−0.5 pc of the bubble center (Kumar et al. 2020). There
are examples of bipolar HII regions (e.g., Deharveng et al.
2015; Samal et al. 2018) possibly associated to evolved hub-
filament systems where the ionizing pressure and radiation
from the high-mass stars formed in the hub escape through
the inter-filamentary gaps, while the dense filaments continue
forming stars (Kumar et al. 2020, 2022). These observations
suggest the high survival rate of dense structures within and
at the edge of expanding HII regions. Therefore future theo-
retical studies should investigate the effect of HII regions in
more realistic three dimensional magnetohydrodynamic sim-
ulations to assess the quenching of star formation due to early
stellar feedback.

In the following we thus assume that star-forming fila-
ments survive the early stellar feedback from massive stars
formed in hub-filament systems and consider the pre-sun to
be embedded in a filament with a line mass of∼ 90 M� pc−1

(see Section 3.1) and the filament to be tangential to the ex-
panding shell (Figure 1).

4.2. Supernovae

At the end of their lives, after the generation of the HII
regions, high-mass stars will impact their surroundings with
their WR winds and supernova explosions. In the context of

the origin of the SLRs in the solar system, both WR winds
and supernova events are relevant, with the latter having the
most destructive impact. We note, however, that not all mas-
sive stars explode in supernova, but some become black holes
(see, e.g., Sukhbold et al. 2016).

As discussed in the previous sections, instead of the direct
injection onto the Sun’s prestellar core / portoplanetary disk,
the SLR-rich material may be injected onto the filament that
hosts the proto-Sun and subsequently accreted, e.g., along
streamers (cf., Section 3.3 and Figure 1c), onto the protostel-
lar system. Such transfer of matter may be at the origin of
the observed isotope variation and explain the coexistence of
normal CAI and FUN CAI/PLAC. The key questions are (1)
whether the filament can survive during the supernova feed-
back shielding the embedded solar nebula and (2) whether
the required amount of 26Al is channeled onto the solar neb-
ula to explain the observations.

As a first step, one can estimate the typical destruction
timescale of a single filament experiencing a blast wave of
a supernova at the right angle (see Figure 1c). Klein et al.
(1994) analytically investigate the interaction between a blast
wave and an overdense cloud to estimate the typical cloud
destruction timescale due to the Kelvin-Helmholtz instabil-
ity and Rayleigh-Taylor instability. They also perform two-
dimensional adiabatic and isothermal simulations and derive
the typical cloud destruction timescale as (Klein et al. 1994):

tcc =
χ1/2a0

vb
, (5)

where χ = ncloud/nintercloud is the density ratio of the cloud
and the inter-cloud medium, a0 is the radius of a spherical
cloud, and vb is the blast wave velocity in the cloud rest-
frame.

Nakamura et al. (2006) extended this study by performing
two-dimensional and three-dimensional hydrodynamics sim-
ulations to investigate the destruction of spherical and cylin-
drical clouds with power-law density profiles smoothly con-
nected to the inter-cloud medium as

ncloud(r) = nintercloud +
ncloud,0 − nintercloud

1 + (r/a0)p
. (6)

Here ncloud,0 is the density at the cloud center and nintercloud

is the density of the cloud at r >> a0, with r the radial
distance. They varied the density profile index p and χ and
found that the cloud destruction timescale is more affected by
p rather than χ or the geometry of the cloud (either spherical
or cylindrical). For p = 2, which corresponds to the observed
Plummer-like filament density profile (see Section 3.1),

tdest ' 12 tcc. (7)

We hereafter replace ncloud,0 by nfil,0, nintercloud by
ninterfil, and a0 by the filament inner radius Rfil = Wfil/2.
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As shown in Section 3.1, we employ nfil,0 ' 105 cm−3 as
the typical volume density of a filament that would form sun-
like stars and Rfil = 0.05 pc as the typical filament radius. In
a hub-filament configuration, the medium surrounding such
a filament is presumably a part of an HII region created by
the feedback from the pre-supernova stage massive stars in
the hub (see Fig. 1b), thus ninterfil ∼ nHii ' 10 cm−3 (Ken-
nicutt 1984). Consequently χ ∼ 104. Given an explosion
energy of 1051 erg and vb ∼ 200 km s−1 at the end of the
Sedov-Taylor phase (Thornton et al. 1998; Kim & Ostriker
2015) for ninterfil ' 10 cm−3, we can estimate the filament
destruction timescale tdest,fil by combining Eqs. 5 and 7 as

tdest,fil ∼ 0.3 Myr
( χ

104

)1/2
(

Rfil

0.05 pc

)( vb

200 km s−1

)−1

.

(8)
Eq. 8 gives an estimate of the filament destruction timescale
when the shock compression is orthogonal to the filament
long axis. Other configurations of the filament orientation
will result in larger tdest,fil values. In addition, hub-filament
systems are observed to be magnetized. Magnetic fields play
a role in preventing the growth of the Kelvin-Helmholtz in-
stability reducing the destructive impact of the shock on the
filament. Taking into account radiative cooling in the dense
post-shock filament during the shock compression would
also contribute in increasing the destruction timescale. We
thus suggest that tdest,fil ∼ 0.3 Myr is an estimate of the min-
imum filament survival time and that tdest,fil would be larger
if other processes (e.g., magnetic field) and other configura-
tions are considered. Thus a star forming filament may sur-
vive a SN blast for > 0.3 Myr while the SN ejecta is injected
in the filament and onto the star forming systems (Figure 1c).

5. SLR-RICH MATERIAL SUPPLY ONTO THE YOUNG
SOLAR SYSTEM EMBEDDED IN A MOLECULAR

FILAMENT

In Section 4 we described the important role that the
molecular filament plays in protecting the embedded solar
protoplanetary disk from the destructive feedback effect from
nearby massive stars. Here we evaluate whether a solar sys-
tem embedded in a filament may receive the required amount
of ejecta from the feedback from a nearby massive star. To do
that we first estimate the initial mass of 26Al in the solar neb-
ula at the time of normal CAI formation. For simplicity, we
consider the situation where the 26Al-rich materials are ini-
tially injected and mixed in the filament that host the proto-
Sun system, and subsequently channeled to and mixed in the
solar protoplanetary disk. Second, the amount of SLRs that
reach the early solar system needs to be estimated. This latter
amount, however, is uncertain, highly debated, and depends
strongly on the mass of the progenitor, the stellar evolution
models (i.e., including or not magnetic fields and rotation),

the nucleosynthesis models, and whether or not the massive
star explodes in an SN (e.g., Sukhbold et al. 2016). In the
following, we consider the case where the source of 26Al is a
25 M� progenitor that explodes in an SN1. We then show that
a similar amount of 26Al can be produced by the WR winds
of a 60 M� star that does not explode in an SN. A more ex-
tensive parameter study of progenitor masses and origin of
SLRs will be presented in a follow-up work.

5.1. Initial mass of 26Al in the solar protoplanetary disk at
the timing of normal CAI formation

The initial mass of 26Al in the protoplanetary disk,MPPD
26Al ,

is given by the following equation:

MPPD
26Al 'MPPD (MAl/MH)solar (M26Al/MAl)initial, (9)

where MPPD is the mass of the solar protoplanetary
disk, (MAl/MH)solar is the solar abundance of 27Al, and
(M26Al/MAl)initial is the isotopic ratio of 26Al at the tim-
ing of normal CAI formation. Assuming that MPPD ∼
10−1M�, log (MAl/MH)solar = −5.57 (Asplund et al.
2021), and (M26Al/MAl)initial = 5 × 10−5 (MacPherson
et al. 2012), we can perform an order-of-magnitude estimate
for MPPD

26Al , and we obtain MPPD
26Al ∼ 10−11M�.

We here assume MPPD ∼ 10−1M�, which corresponds
to the theoretically estimated total mass of the solar nebula at
the end of the class 0 stage (cf. e.g., Tsukamoto et al. 2022,
for a recent review). We acknowledge, however, the large
uncertainty on this assumed value and foresee future param-
eter studies exploring possible ranges of MPPD for different
models and at various evolutionary stages.

5.2. Total amount of SLR-rich material reaching the solar
protoplanetary disk

Here we discuss the total mass of materials, MSN-to-PPD
tot ,

that is provided by the supernova ejecta and needs to be ac-
creted onto the solar protoplanetary disk to explain the abun-
dance of 26Al observed in the solar system.

A supernova produces 26Al and the yield,MSN
26Al, is a func-

tion of the progenitor mass, M?. Portegies Zwart (2019) pro-
vided a simple fitting formula,

log(MSN
26Al/M�) = 2.43 log (M?/M�)− 7.23 . (10)

The concentration of 26Al in the supernova ejecta,
C= MSN

26Al/Mejecta, is approximately given by C '
MSN

26Al/M? because the mass of the remnant is negligibly
smaller than that of the ejecta, Mejecta. Thus we can rewrite

1 We note that according to some models not all stars in the 22–25M� range
explode in SNe (e.g., Sukhbold et al. 2016).
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Eq. 10 as

log(C) ' log(MSN
26Al/M?) = 1.43 log (M?/M�)− 7.23 ,

(11)
to estimateC as a function ofM?. As the 26Al-poor CAIs are
nearly free from 26Al (see Section 2.2), we can assume that
almost all 26Al in the protoplanetary disk is provided by an
injection event from a nearby supernova. We can, therefore,
estimate the total amount of SN material reaching the PPD,
MSN-to-PPD

tot , as

MSN-to-PPD
tot 'MPPD

26Al /C. (12)

For a progenitor mass of M? = 25 M�, Eqs. 11 and 12 give
C = 5.9 × 10−6 and MSN-to-PPD

tot ' 2 × 10−6 M�. This
corresponds to the expected amount of supernova ejecta ac-
creted onto the solar protoplanetary disk with the required
amount of 26Al to be compatible with the observations.

We note that 26Al is also produced by WR winds. Accord-
ing to Equation A.4 of Portegies Zwart (2019), however, the
26Al yield of a 25 M� star is negligible compared to that of
the SN. In this case, we can thus ignore the contribution of
WR winds regarding the total production/ejection of 26Al for
a 25 M� star.

The above derived MSN-to-PPD
tot value, can also be used to

get insights on the still debated (M60Fe/MFe)initial isotopic
ratio at the time of CAI formation (cf. Section 2.1.3). For
that we calculate the yield of 60Fe for a progenitor mass
of 25 M� using the relation provided by Portegies Zwart
(2019), see their Eq. B.5. For a solar abundance of 56Fe of
(MFe/MH)solar ∼ 3.2 × 10−5 (e.g., Gounelle 2015), we
found (M60Fe/MFe)initial ∼ 8 × 10−7. This value seems
to be consistent with the old estimates suggesting a high
abundance (e.g., Mishra et al. 2016; Telus et al. 2018), and
inconsistent with the most recent lower abundance estimates
(e.g., Kodolányi et al. 2022a) as mentioned in Section 2.1.3.
We however note multiple caveats in this estimated initial
(60Fe/56Fe) isotope abundance ratio, which 1) assumes that
all the 26Al is injected from a SN (and no contribution from
WR winds) or there is no pre-existing 60Fe in the molecular
core, 2) depends on the choice of the progenitor mass, and 3)
the detailed SN explosion model.

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, the source of SLRs in the
early solar system is still under debate. Accumulation of
materials provided from WR winds may also be reason-
able, especially, based on recent measurements of lower
values of the initial abundances of 60Fe, which could be ex-
plained without the need of invoking a nearby SN explosion
(cf. Section 2.1.3 for references). For the WR wind enrich-
ment scenario, stars initially more massive than 40 M� or
60 M� may be needed. For example, according to Equa-
tion A.4 of Portegies Zwart (2019), the WR winds of an

M? = 60 M� star may carry MWR
26Al ∼ 2 × 10−4 M� of

26Al. Such high-mass stars lose a large fraction of their
initial mass due to winds and may not explode in an SN.
According to stellar evolution models, About 90% of the
initial 60 M� is lost in winds (Vuissoz et al. 2004; Sukhbold
et al. 2016). Thus, the concentration of 26Al in the WR wind
ejecta is CWR = MWR

26Al/(0.9M?) ∼ 4 × 10−6. Conse-
quently, the total amount of WR material reaching the PPD
is MWR-to-PPD

tot ' MPPD
26Al /C

WR ∼ 2.5× 10−6 M�. This is
comparable to MSN-to-PPD

tot for a 25 M� progenitor.

In the following section, we evaluate whether the neces-
sary ejecta mass M ejecta-to-PPD

tot ∼ 10−6 M� with SLR-rich
material reach the PPD within the timescale of CAI forma-
tion, and propose that the SLR-rich material is channeled by
streamers within the filament onto the proto-Sun system.

5.3. Mass accretion from the filament onto the proto-Sun
system

The SLR-rich ejecta first encounters the filament, is mixed
with the filament gas and then flows onto the solar protoplan-
etary disk. Recent observations have shown the presence of
streamers providing fresh material from the filament to the
young stellar system (see Section 3.3 and Figure 1). These
streamers may also channel the SLR-rich ejecta onto the so-
lar protoplanetary disk and contribute to increasing the cross
section of the region that intercepts the ejecta. This cross sec-
tion may thus not be limited solely to the prestellar core or
PPD scales as assumed in earlier studies, but could be set by
the filament properties, such as the filament length and width.
The total mass of ejecta intercepted by the filament is

M ejecta-to-fil
tot = Mejecta

Sfil

4π d2
, (13)

with Sfil the filament cross section and d the distance from
the massive star. The filament cross section is Sfil = wfil lfil,
where wfil and lfil are the extent across and along the cylin-
drical filament, respectively. Figure 2 shows the parameter
space of the distance of the exploding star vs. the fraction
of ejecta mass, M ejecta-to-fil

tot /Mejecta, intercepted by the fil-
ament for three conservative estimates of the cross section.
The ejecta mass intercepted by the filament M ejecta-to-fil

tot ,
for Mejecta ∼ 25–60 M�, conservative cross sections, and
d . 10 pc, is > 10−4 M�, more than two orders of mag-
nitude larger than the required captured mass by the PPD,
M ejecta-to-PPD

tot ∼ 10−6 M� (cf. Section 5.2).
Various aspects can affect, however, the ejecta mass con-

taining 26Al intercepted by the filament and transferred to
the PPD. Considering thatM ejecta-to-fil

tot is channeled through
streamers onto the solar protoplanetary disk, the duration of
the accretion along the streamers, tstreamer, to provide the
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Figure 2. Fraction of ejecta mass, Mejecta-to-fil
tot /Mejecta, inter-

cepted by the filament against the distance of the filament from the
exploding star. The three curves correspond to three estimates of
the filament cross section, Sfil = wfil lfil for lfil = wfil, 2wfil, and
3wfil, where lfil is the longitudinal extent and wfil = Wfil = 0.1 pc
the radial extent (cf. Section 3.1).

required amount of 26Al can be written as

tstreamer =
M ejecta-to-PPD

tot

w Ṁstreamer

, (14)

where Ṁstreamer ∼ 10−6 M� yr−1 is the observed mass ac-
cretion rate along the streamers (see Section 3.3). The w fac-
tor in Eq. 14, conceptually combines various aspects that af-
fect the total mass accretion rate onto the Sun protostellar
system, such as 1) the mass fraction of SLR-rich ejecta in
a given streamer, 2) the total number of streamers accreting
onto the solar protoplanetary disk, and 3) the mass fraction
of SLR-rich ejecta injected onto the core and the disk, but
not channeled by streamers. As the duration of CAI forma-
tion is a few 105 years or less (see Section 2.2), injection
of 26Al-rich materials through the streamer should be com-
pleted within the timescale of 0.1 Myr. Also, as estimated
in Section 4.2, a Sun-like star forming filament may survive
the SN blast for > 0.3 Myr, which would provide sufficient
time for the SN ejecta to be channeled onto the solar proto-
planetary disk and for the CAI to form in the disk within the
timescale of tstreamer < 0.1 Myrs. Hence, for a timescale of
0.1 Myr and M ejecta-to-PPD

tot ∼ 10−6 M� (cf. Section 5.2),
w ∼ 10−5 is a plausible value to reproduce the observa-
tions. Assuming all the ejecta mass intercepted by the fila-
ment M ejecta-to-PPD

tot = M ejecta-to-fil
tot ∼ 10−4 M� (for con-

servative cross sections and distances between the filament
and the massive star) is transferred to the PPD in 0.1 Myr,
w ∼ 10−3, which however results in an amount larger than
that required to explain the observations.

Dedicated numerical simulations are needed to describe
the interactions between the stellar feedback (WR winds

and/or SNe) and the host filament, as well as the diffusion
processes and timescale for the SLR-rich ejecta to travel from
the filament, to the streamers and onto the young solar system
protostellar disk.

6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we discuss the importance of the hub-filament
configuration where sun-like stars and massive stars form in
the understanding of the observed abundances of SLRs, es-
pecially 26Al, in the CAIs of the solar system.

As summarized in Fig. 1, low- to intermediate-mass stars
form along dense molecular filaments, which may merge to
form a hub-filament system with a dense hub at the junction
of multiple filaments (a). These hubs provide the large mass
and the high density required for the formation of high-mass
stars. The feedback from these high-mass stars during their
formation and main sequence phase drives HII bubbles that
open holes in the dense hub and escape in the ISM sweep-
ing up the dust and gas around the dense filaments connected
to the hub (b). At an advance evolutionary stage the HII re-
gions erode the tip of the filaments close to the hub detach-
ing the filaments from the hub. These dense filaments, such
as a ∼ 90 M� pc−1 filament hosting pre- and proto-Suns,
are not destroyed but compressed by the expanding bubble.
This compression enhances the density contrast between the
filament and the ambient inter-filamentary medium and en-
rich the filament with the ejecta from the winds from mas-
sive stars. At the end of its life, the most massive star formed
in the hub, after a WR wind phase explodes in a supernova
(c). A Sun-like star forming filament with a line mass of
∼ 90 M� pc−1 and density of∼ 105 cm−3 (Section 3.1) may
survive the SN shock for > 0.3 Myr (Section 4.2) and be en-
riched by the ejecta from the SN containing SLRs such as
26Al. The SN ejecta is channeled onto the young solar sys-
tem enriching the CAIs forming in the disk with SLRs within
0.1 Myr (Section 5). These SLR-enriched gas and dust may
be channeled along the filament from distances larger than
the core size and the protoplanetary disk size, as recent obser-
vations revealed (Section 3.3). Such streamers have been ob-
served at different protostellar evolutionary stages suggesting
their possible role in providing material with varying amount
of SLRs during the entire evolution of the protostellar system
and the formation of planetray systems (d).

Overall, we suggest that a proto-Sun forming in a super-
critical filament next to a hub hosting massive stars can sur-
vive both the early HII region feedback from massive stars
and the later violent feedback from a SN (preceded by a short
WR phase), which will provide the required amount of 26Al
to explain the observations. This scenario may have multi-
ple important implications in our understanding of the forma-
tion, evolution, and properties of stellar systems. For exam-
ple, the host filament may play an important role in shielding
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the young solar system from the far-ultraviolet radiation from
OB stars that would photoevaporate the protostellar disk af-
fecting its final size, which would have a direct impact on
planet formation within the disk (e.g., Adams et al. 2004).
Mass segregated star cluster formation in hub-filament con-
figurations may also affect the dynamical evolution of the
stellar cluster and its impact on the truncation of the disk size
of the stellar systems (e.g., Kobayashi & Ida 2001; Bhandare
et al. 2016) formed along the filaments. We thus conclude
that considering hub-filament configurations as the birth en-
vironment of the Sun is important when discussing interpre-
tations of the observed properties of the solar system, e.g.,
isotope ratio, disk size, number of stars of the host cluster.

To assess the reliability of our scenario, dedicated mag-
netohydrodynamical numerical simulations are required to
quantitatively constrain the impact of HII region, WR winds,
and SN feedback on the surrounding filaments and the
distruction timescales of the star-forming filaments. Nu-

merical simulations are also desirable to estimate diffusion
timescales of the SLR-rich material from the filaments to the
streamers to the protostellar disk. We also anticipate future
observations to better describe the properties of the stream-
ers as well as theoretical studies to understand the origin of
these streamers and their impact on the mass accretion on
young stellar systems.
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