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ABSTRACT

What is the nature of a star forming clump? Observations reveal these to be chaotic environments being modified and influenced

by many physical processes. However, numerical simulations often define these initial star forming clumps to be idealised

objects. In this paper, we define and analyse 109 star forming clumps extracted from our previous low-mass star cluster sim-

ulations. To define a clump, we identify all the gas in a simulation that ever becomes bound to or accreted onto a star, then

follow the gas backwards in time until it decreases to a critical density. This gas, and its neighbouring gas, is defined as our star

forming clump. Our clumps span a mass range of 0.15 . M/M⊙ . 10.2, while the density range within each clump spans 2–4

orders of magnitude. The gas density distribution is not smooth, indicating that it is highly structured. The clumps are turbulent,

with no coherent rotation. Independent of the initial magnetic field strength of the parent cloud, all clumps yield a similar range

of field strengths. The clump magnetic field is ordered, but not reflective of the initial field geometry of the parent cloud. In

general, most clump properties have a slight trend with clump mass but are independent of (or only very weakly dependent on)

the properties of the parent cloud. We conclude that stars are born from a wide variety of environments and there is not a single

universal star forming clump.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Star forming regions are messy and chaotic environments, with

structures on many scales. While the entire region is typically

referred to as a cloud, dense regions embedded within the cloud

are clumps, while the very dense regions in the clumps are

cores (Bergin & Tafalla 2007); there is general agreement of

the three terms, although there is ambiguity amongst the spe-

cific definitions and divisions between the levels. Cores are the

smallest of the three levels, and are the immediate precursor

to star formation. These regions are often small and somewhat

spherical (e.g., Myers et al. 1983, 1991; Jijina et al. 1999), and

often approximated as Bonnor-Ebert spheres (Ebert 1955; Bonnor

1956). There has been considerable effort measuring the masses

of these cores to define a Core Mass Function (CMF) and to

relate it to the Initial Mass Function (IMF), both numerically and

observationally (e.g., Klessen 2001; Tilley & Pudritz 2004, 2007;

Alves et al. 2007; Nutter & Ward-Thompson 2007; Padoan et al.

2007; Chabrier & Hennebelle 2010; Schmidt et al. 2010;

Marsh et al. 2016; Sokol et al. 2019; Ntormousi & Hennebelle

2019; Könyves et al. 2020; Ladjelate et al. 2020; Pelkonen et al.

2021; Takemura et al. 2021; Pouteau et al. 2022; Padoan et al.

2023).

To understand star formation, is it enough to simply understand

⋆ jhw5@st-andrews.ac.uk

the properties of the core (technically a pre-stellar core since the star

itself has yet to form)? The core collapse model of McKee & Tan

(2002, 2003) suggests that this core itself consists of the entire mass

reservoir required to form the star. The competitive accretion model

of Zinnecker (1982) and Bonnell et al. (2001a,b) suggests that a sig-

nificant fraction of the stellar mass comes from outside of the core,

and is accreted through gravitational processes. The inertial-inflow

model of Padoan et al. (2020) also suggests that a significant frac-

tion of the stellar mass comes from outside of the core, however, the

infall is through turbulent-generated structures rather than gravity.

The latter two models clearly suggest that knowledge of the core is

not enough to predict its evolution and possible collapse into a star.

Nonetheless, there have been numerous numerical studies to

investigate star formation originating from a core, using either

an initial core of uniform density or centrally condensed as an

(e.g.) supercritical Bonnor-Ebert sphere. Given the idealised

initial core of (typically) low-mass, high resolution simulations

have been performed to provide invaluable information on star

formation, the resulting objects, the physical and numerical pro-

cesses. For example, simulations initialised from idealised initial

conditions have greatly expanded our knowledge on radiation

hydrodynamics (e.g., Tomida et al. 2010, 2013; Bate 2011),

ideal magnetic fields (e.g., Bate et al. 2014), non-ideal magnetic

fields (e.g., Tsukamoto et al. 2015b,a, 2017; Wurster et al. 2016,

2018a,b,c, 2019, 2021, 2022; Marchand et al. 2018; Vaytet et al.

2018), magneto-turbulence (e.g., Tsukamoto & Machida 2013;
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Joos et al. 2013; Wurster & Lewis 2020a,b), angular momen-

tum transport (e.g., Wurster et al. 2018b, 2021; Misugi et al.

2019; Marchand et al. 2019, 2020), disc formation (e.g.,

Machida et al. 2010; Machida & Matsumoto 2011; Machida et al.

2016; Inutsuka et al. 2010; Wurster et al. 2016, 2018b, 2019;

Wurster & Bate 2019; Wurster et al. 2021; Wurster & Lewis 2020a;

Tomida et al. 2017), outflows (e.g., Machida et al. 2008; Machida

2014, 2021; Wurster et al. 2018a, 2021, 2022; Higuchi et al. 2019),

dust evolution (e.g., Bate & Lorén-Aguilar 2017; Tsukamoto et al.

2021a,b; Lebreuilly et al. 2023; Bate 2022), artificial resistivity

(e.g., Wurster et al. 2017), and sink particles (e.g., Machida et al.

2014).

One important conclusion from studying isolated star forma-

tion initialised from idealised initial conditions concerns the mag-

netic braking catastrophe: rotationally supported discs did not form

in simulations that included strong, ideal magnetic fields (e.g.,

Allen et al. 2003; Mellon & Li 2008). Several solutions to this catas-

trophe were suggested with the robust solution being the inclusion of

the non-ideal magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) term of the Hall effect

(e.g., Tsukamoto et al. 2015b; Wurster et al. 2016, 2021); this solu-

tion held even when the initial cores included subsonic turbulence

Wurster & Lewis (2020a,b). However, when larger, more massive,

and more chaotic systems were simulated, it became clear that the

magnetic braking catastrophe was a result of the idealised initial con-

ditions (e.g., Seifried et al. 2013; Wurster et al. 2019).

Despite the above advances, and in part due to the solution of

the magnetic braking catastrophe, how realistic are isolated star for-

mation simulations given that a star forming core is not an isolated

object (assuming the competitive accretion or inertial inflow models

best describes star formation)? To better understand star formation

and the resulting star that will form from a core, knowledge of its

progenitor clump is required. This is a necessary yet ambiguous step

since ‘clump’ is not a well-defined object.

There have been several simulations that attempt to define a pro-

genitor clump, or at least determine where the gas comes from that is

ultimately accreted onto a star (e.g., Lewis et al. 2015; Lewis & Bate

2017; Pelkonen et al. 2021; Arroyo-Chávez & Vázquez-Semadeni

2022; Collins et al. 2022).

Arroyo-Chávez & Vázquez-Semadeni (2022) identified clumps at

a given time, then they traced those particles backwards in time for a

set length of time. Moving backwards in time, the clumps expanded

from ∼1 to several pc, and the density decreased by ∼2 orders of

magnitude; when they constructed a box around the selected parti-

cles, up to 75 per cent of the particles in the box did not ultimately

end up in their clump.

The goal of Pelkonen et al. (2021) was to investigate the CMF,

thus they focused on the cores just prior to the birth of a star. Most of

their cores had masses that were less than the final mass of the sink

particles that they spawned, indicating that the stars accreted mate-

rial from sources other than just their progenitor core. To determine

the extent from which stars accreted their material, they identified all

the tracer particles that ended in a given star and traced them back

to the beginning of the simulation1. The spheres containing 95 per

cent of these particles ranged in size from a few to several thousand

au, which was ∼1-1000 times larger than the radius of their defined

cores. These conclusions, and the conclusions form other numeri-

cal studies, suggest that even once a core is formed, knowledge of it

1 This is a turbulence-in-a-box simulation, and ‘beginning’ is define to occur

once the stirring is turned off and gravity is turned on.

is not enough to predict how it will evolve or the properties of the

resulting star.

In this study, we use the low-mass star cluster simulations of

Wurster et al. (2019, herein WBP2019) to extract regions of gas that

will ultimately form or influence a star. Given that these will be ex-

tended regions, we will refer to them as clumps rather that cores;

this means that we will not be able to comment on the CMF. We

will set criteria for how far back in time we trace the gas rather

than pre-selecting a length of time or a fixed time in the simula-

tion. We also construct non-regular boundaries, rather than a sphere

or a box. The simulation in WBP2019 used the smoothed particle

hydrodynamics (SPH) method, thus we track the motion of the ex-

act Lagrangian particles that influence star formation and evolution

rather than requiring tracer particles; if not treated carefully, errors

can compound on tracer particles so that they cease to accurately

trace the flow (Pelkonen et al. 2021). Our low-mass star clusters are

much less massive than the studies of (e.g.) Pelkonen et al. (2021)

and Arroyo-Chávez & Vázquez-Semadeni (2022), thus we naturally

yield smaller clumps but at much higher numerical resolution.

Our ultimate goal is to construct initial star-forming clumps that

are low-mass as in simulations of isolated star formation but struc-

tured as in cluster simulations. These clumps can then themselves

be studied (as below) and used as initial conditions for future sim-

ulations of isolated star formation. The latter is performed in our

companion paper, Wurster & Rowan (submitted; herein Paper II),

where we evolve several of these clumps to determine how closely

their evolution agrees with the gas in the cluster simulations them-

selves. Our long-term aim is to repeat the study of Paper II but at the

numerical resolutions similar to current simulations in the literature

of isolated star formation in order to perform a detailed investiga-

tion into star formation and all the related processes in a realistic

environment at a high resolution.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we sum-

marise the star cluster simulations of Wurster et al. (2019). In Sec-

tion 3 we discuss our extraction method by which we generate our

initial conditions. In Section 4 we analyse the extracted initial star

forming clumps, and discuss the caveats in Section 5. We conclude

in Section 6.

2 LOW-MASS STAR CLUSTERS

This study uses the data from WBP2019, which we define as the

parent simulation or parent cloud. We will briefly summarise the

relevant information from that paper, but we refer the reader to that

paper for the details.

In that study, using the equations of self-gravitating radiation

magnetohydrodynamics, we modelled the evolution of a 50 M⊙

cloud using the radiation smoothed particle non-ideal magnetohy-

drodynamics code SPHNG (Benz 1990). The initial cloud was a

sphere of radius r = 0.1875 pc and uniform density ρ = 1.22 ×
10

−19 g cm−3, and was embedded in a warm medium that had a

density 30 times lower. The cloud had a temperature of 8.8 K at

the centre, which increased to 13 K at the edge. The cloud was

seeded with an initial turbulent velocity field following the method

of Ostriker et al. (2001) and Bate et al. (2003); the rms Mach num-

ber was M = 4.8, which was set so that the initial kinetic energy

was equal to the initial potential energy2. There was no bulk rota-

2 Note that the initial Mach number was incorrectly given in WBP2019;

that value was copied from Bate et al. (2003) where the initial cloud was

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2023)
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Name µ0 B0 [10−5G] Nstars Nmergers

N03 3 6.48 10 0

N05 5 3.89 17 0

N10 10 1.94 8 0

N20 20 0.972 10 1

Hyd ∞ 0 19 0

I03 3 6.48 11 1

I05 5 3.89 11 1

I10 10 1.94 7 0

I20 20 0.972 11 2

Table 1. Summary of the models from WBP2019. The model names are as in

that paper, where models starting with N employ non-ideal MHD and models

starting with I employ ideal MHD. The second and third columns give the

simulations’ initial magnetic field strength in terms of the critical mass-to-

flux ratio and in physical units, respectively. The fourth column gives the

number of stars (sinks) at 1.45tff, and the fifth column gives the number of

mergers of star particles; the number of initial clumps in this study is the sum

of the final two columns.

tion. Finally, the cloud and medium where threaded with a uniform

magnetic field of B = −B0ẑ.

Sink particles (Bate et al. 1995) with an accretion radius of racc =

0.5 au were employed to represent individual stars; sinks were per-

mitted to merge if they came within 27 R⊙ of one another. We used

5 × 10
6 equal mass SPH particles in the sphere for a mass reso-

lution of mparticle = 10
−5 M⊙ per particle. We used the M4 cubic

spline kernel, thus the properties of particle a were calculated using

all neighbours b within 2h, where h is the smoothing length.

The aim of that study was to investigate the effect of the magnetic

field strength and of ideal and non-ideal magnetic fields on the evo-

lution of the a low-mass cluster. WBP2019 included nine models as

summarised in Table 1, and we use the same model names here. The

models were evolved for at least 1.45 tff = 276 kyr, where tff is the

free-fall time, and in this study, we use only the data up to this time;

the final column in Table 1 list the number of sink particles in each

cloud at 1.45 tff. Sink masses ranged from 0.01 - 3 M⊙, however,

the small number of sinks prevented a determination and analysis of

the IMF or an investigation into the CMF. The majority of the stars

formed multiple systems, where we tracked systems up to order four

(as in Bate 2018).

All models formed discs, including discs around single and mul-

tiple stars, and sometimes circumsystem discs where the compo-

nent stars had their own circumstellar discs. Given the ubiquity

of discs, even in models with initially strong ideal magnetic field

strengths, we concluded that there was no magnetic braking catas-

trophe. In agreement with Seifried et al. (2013), we concluded that

the magnetic breaking catastrophe that appeared in simulations of

isolated star formation (e.g., Allen et al. 2003; Price & Bate 2007;

Mellon & Li 2008; Hennebelle & Fromang 2008; Li et al. 2011) due

to unrealistic initial conditions. This is hence the motivation for this

study, where we aim to understand realistic initial star forming con-

ditions. Although our discs were resolved in WBP2019, they were

still at low resolution so only crude bulk properties could be de-

termined. Moreover, there were no first core outflows, however, in

Wurster et al. (2022), we confirmed that this was a result of resolu-

tion and not environment.

isothermal at 10 K and did not include an initial temperature gradient as in

WBP2019.

3 GENERATING INITIAL STAR FORMING CLUMPS

Our first goal is to generate an initial star forming clump using the

data in WBP2019. We will define a clump to be comprised of all

the gas that is ultimately accreted onto a star (i.e., sink particle),

is associated with the star (e.g., in a disc), or is initially casually

connected to the aforementioned gas. The first step is to extract this

gas to define the clump (Sections 3.1 and 3.2), and the second step

is to add a background medium (Section 3.3) so that the clumps can

be numerically evolved in Paper II and future studies.

3.1 Extracting star forming gas

To extract the initial clump, we compile a list of SPH particles that

are associated with each sink throughout its entire evolution. While

we can track the movement of every particle through its unique ID

number, SPHNG unfortunately does not record the IDs of particles

that are accreted onto sinks; therefore, we need to make some as-

sumptions about which particles are added to the list. This also gen-

eralises our process to other SPH codes.

The steps to create our list is outlined below, and is naturally the

same for all sinks; particles may appear on multiple lists, but given

the number of higher order systems that form, this is to be expected.

1. At the final time tfinal, identity a sink particle.

2. Add to the list every gas particle that is within rmin.

3. Add to the list every bound gas particle within rmax that has a den-

sity of ρ > ρmin and has an eccentricity of e < emax.

4. Define the final clump mass, Mfinal
clump, to be the mass of all the gas

particles on the list plus the sink particle mass.

5. Analyse sequential dump files, moving backwards in time. For each

dump, perform the following actions:

(a) Repeat steps 2 & 3, adding new particles to the list as required.

(b) Determine the current clump mass, Mclump, which is the mass of

all the particles on the updated list plus the sink’s current mass.

(c) While Mclump < Mfinal
clump, add gas particles to the list by select-

ing the nearest particles not already on the list; this is required to

ensure we account for all the accreted particles.

6. Repeat step 5 until a dump file is reached where the sink does not

exist. On this dump, perform the following actions:

(a) Identify the gas particle that becomes the sink; in SPHNG, the

progenitor gas particle will have the same ID as the sink particle

it becomes.

(b) Create a ‘pseudo-sink’, which is a group of gas particles that has

the same mass as the sink on the next dump (i.e., on the first dump

when the sink exists) and is centred on the progenitor gas particle.

(c) Calculate the bulk velocity of the pseudo-sink.

(d) Add all of these particles in the pseudo-sink to the list since, until

now, they have most likely been part of the sink particle itself.

7. Repeat step 5 one final time, using the mass and velocity of the

pseudo-sink in place of the mass and velocity of an actual sink. This

is the complete list of particles.

8. Track these particles backwards through time until the maximum

density drops below a given extraction density, ρext. The initial con-

ditions for the sink particle is finally defined as the particles on the

list in this dump file.

We define this list of particles to comprise the associated clump.

We define the time of the dump file in step 8 to be the extraction

time.

For the data in WBP2019, we define the final time to be tfinal =

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2023)
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1.45tff = 276 kyr, and set rmin = 50 au, rmax = 1000 au, ρmin =

10
−18 g cm−3, emax = 0.5, and ρext = 10

−16 g cm−3. The isother-

mal collapse phase of star formation last until ρmax ≈ 10
−13 g cm−3

and the evolutionary dependence of the maximum magnetic field

strength on density changes at ρmax ≈ 10
−15 g cm−3 (see fig. 2 of

Wurster et al. 2018a); therefore, any value of ρext smaller than these

would be reasonable. We empirically selected the above value to en-

sure that the clumps were not too large and that they would form at

least one star within a reasonable length of time. Tests show that the

results are relatively insensitive to rmax due to the boundness criteria.

3.2 Augmenting the star forming gas

The particles in the associated clump as identified in Section 3.1 rep-

resent the particles that will ultimately become the star or become

associated with (e.g., bound to) it. We now modify this list for nu-

merical stability and so that the final clump is a true representation

of the extracted region in the parent cloud.

First, we remove particles that are too distant and quasi-isolated

from the bulk of the associated list; these particles will likely not rea-

sonably contribute to the evolution of the clump, and if they do, their

evolution may be artificially influenced by the background gas that

will be added in the next section. We remove these distant particles

by making a new list that initially contains the densest gas particle

from the original list and all particles within 250 au. We then expand

this new list by adding all old-list particles within 2h of a new-list

member3; we continue this process iteratively until we have found

all old-list particles that are connected to the new list in this manner.

We discard the remaining old-list particles that are not on the new

list. In most clumps, this is a small percentage of particles and are

the particles that have come in from very far away.

In some clumps where the associated gas is spread out, this pro-

cess can discard the majority of the particles, which will yield

clumps that are not representative of the associated gas. To prevent

this, we enforce that at least 90 per cent of the associated gas parti-

cles must be retained, where 90 per cent was empirically chosen. To

achieve this, if no particles are added to the new list but this threshold

it not reached, we perform a single search and add particles within

4h of any new-list members. After this search, we revert to 2h, but

we repeat this process as needed until 90 per cent of the associated

gas is on the new list. See Section 5.2 for additional discussion re-

garding this threshold.

Second, we loop though all particles, and add all particles that are

within 4h of a particle on our new list. Without this step, the gas

density in the clump will be lower than its counterpart in the parent

cloud since there is no guarantee that all the neighbours of a particle

in the associated clump will also be in the associated clump; recall

that the density of SPH particle a is calculated using all of its neigh-

bours b (for a review, see Price 2012). We select a value of 4h to

ensure accurate boundaries, and that the properties of the associated

particles near the edge of the cloud are accurately calculated. While

this adds gas that will not be associated with the final system, it is

required to provide the proper initial properties of the gas particles

that is on the associated list.

This new group is our initial star forming clump, which we define

as the augmented clump or simply clump.

3 If the parent simulation uses a kernel other than the cubic spline, then the

value of 2h must be modified to agree with the employed kernel.

3.3 Generating background medium

Given that we evolved magnetic fields in the parent simulations

and do so in Paper II, we require boundary conditions. We use

the ‘sphere-in-box’ setup4 of our previous simulations (including

WBP2019) as motivation for the current background.

We calculate the average magnetic field, density, and thermal en-

ergy of the boundary particles, where we identify the boundary par-

ticles of the clump to be those with less than 30 neighbours. Given

that we use the M4 cubic-spline kernel, particles should have ∼58

neighbours, and we have confirmed that this is true for the parti-

cles away from the boundary. We then add background particles on

a cubic lattice5 with a density of 30 times lower than the average

of the boundary particles. The background particles are given the

magnetic field of the average of the boundary, and a thermal en-

ergy 30 times higher than the average so that, on average, we have

pressure equilibrium at the boundary. The background has a dimen-

sion of {2Lx, 2Ly, 2Lz}, where {Lx, Ly, Lz} is the dimension of the

smallest cuboid we can generate to encompass the clump, with the

centre-of-mass of the clump at the centre of the box. Finally, we re-

move all background particles that come within h of the clump to

minimise mixing. The entire domain is periodic.

This background medium is excluded in all analysis in the re-

minder of this paper.

3.4 Development notes

3.4.1 Multiplicity

The design of the above algorithm is based upon an assumption that

a star forms and lives in isolation. This is clearly not true, and the

majority of the stars in WBP2019 are in multiple systems. However,

how to deal with multiplicity is non-trivial. One option would be to

use the stellar system mass at every dump rather than the mass of

the single star. While this would be reasonable for a tight binary, it

could lead to issues for wide systems. A second option would be

to use the above method, but merge the associated lists of stars that

are bound at any point in time. Using either of these methods would

yield fewer unique clumps since they would be based upon systems

and not single stars; fewer cores, however, is not detrimentally to

this study and its successors. Tests have shown that the latter option

yields very massive clumps that are a large fraction of the parent

cloud, and these massive clumps defeat the goal of this study to cre-

ate low-mass clumps.

In this study, we chose the above parameters and algorithms as a

compromise to identify the gas associated with each single star while

promoting the extraction of low-mass clumps. These clumps will be

analysed in Section 4, while a future study may investigate how the

various choices of parameters and algorithms affect the clumps.

3.4.2 Sink mergers

Sinks are permitted to merge in WBP2019. When this occurred, sink

A was given the centre-of-mass and -momentum of the pair while

the sink B was numerically killed. For sink B, we begin the process

4 The ‘sphere-in-box’ is a cold, dense sphere of gas embedded in a box of

warm, low-density gas where the two media are in pressure equilibrium. The

box is periodic and has a size four times the sphere’s radius.
5 This lattice was chosen for ease.
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Figure 1. The mass of each clump from each parent cloud. Not all clouds

contain clumps that span the full range of 0.15 . M/M⊙. 10.2, demon-

strating the varied nature of each parent simulation.

of creating its clump beginning with the final dump in which it ex-

isted as an individual star. Therefore, step 1 begins at t < tfinal. We

then proceed as described.

We take no special actions with respect to sink A. Although the

gas in sink B is not explicitly accounted for in the list of sink A, we

find that nearly all of the augmented gas that resides in clump of sink

B also resides in the clump of sink A. Therefore, explicit actions are

unnecessary.

3.5 Definitions

For simplicity and clarity, we re-state the important definitions here

that we will use throughout the paper.

• Parent simulation or parent cloud: The simulations presented in

WBP2019.

• Associated clump: The complete list of SPH particles that will ulti-

mately accrete onto the sink, come within rmin of the sink, or become

bound to the sink; see Section 3.1 for construction.

• Augmented clump or clump: The final list of SPH particles that

includes the associated particles plus all their neighbours, as con-

structed in Section 3.2

• Extraction time: The time at which the maximum density in the

associated clump decreases to ρ < ρext, defining the initial location

of the associated clump.

• Massive clump: An augmented clump with M > 5 M⊙.

• Diffuse clump: A clump with a ratio of associated gas mass to total

gas mass of . 2 per cent.

4 RESULTS

By analysing every sink that formed in WBP2019, we extracted 109

clumps, of which 19 are from Hyd and have no magnetic properties.

There have been five sink mergers, therefore the extraction of five

clumps began at t < tfinal, and another five clumps accounted for

the merger through the generation of the augmented list. There are

16 clumps that required temporarily expanding the search radius to

ensure that 90 per cent of the associated gas was retained for the

augmented clump. These descriptions of special clumps are not mu-

tually exclusive, and, with the exception of the magnetic field, we do

not distinguish between them and the remainder of the clumps.

Fig. 1 shows the mass of each clump that was extracted from each

parent simulation, and Fig. 2 shows a histogram of the (augmented)

clump masses. There is an approximate Gaussian distribution of

clump masses when considering all 109 clumps, although there is

 0

 2

 4

 6
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 10

 12

 14

 16

 0.1  1  10

N

Mass [Msun]

Figure 2. Histogram of the clump masses. The range is larger than the typical

range in the literature for the initial cores of isolated star formation models.

The most massive clumps are ∼10-20 per cent of the total mass of the parent

cloud.

a second local maximum at high clump mass. Clumps exist in the

range from 0.15 to 10.2 M⊙, which is a larger range than than the

typical range in the literature of 1-5 M⊙ for the initial core in isolated

star formation models6. Most parent simulations yield clumps that

span the majority of the mass range; however, I05 and N05 yield

no high-mass clumps, and N03 yields only a single clump below

∼3 M⊙. Hyd yields seven massive clumps that have a high overlap

of constituent gas (as per visual inspection); this is a larger number

of massive clumps (relatively and absolutely) than in the magnetised

simulations, suggesting that magnetic fields regulate the gas flow

and that more distant gas is less likely to affect the evolution of a

stellar system.

The average ratio of associated-to-augmented clump mass is

0.18 ± 0.10, where the uncertainty represent one standard devia-

tion; see Fig. 3. This is slightly lower than the ratio identified in

Arroyo-Chávez & Vázquez-Semadeni (2022). There is no explicit

trend in ratio with augmented clump mass, however, this plot shows

that we are required to add a reasonable amount of gas to all clumps

to properly map the initial density distribution and account for rea-

sonable boundaries (see Section 3.2). There are a few clumps where

. 2 per cent of the clump mass is from the associated gas, indicat-

ing that this gas has travelled a considerable distance; these diffuse

clumps tend to be from the hydrodynamic parent simulation or MHD

simulations with weak magnetic fields, providing further evidence

of how strong magnetic fields constrain the flow of the gas. The dis-

tinction between massive and low-mass clumps at M ≈ 5 M⊙ is

somewhat arbitrary from this histogram (Fig. 2), but is more evident

when excluding the diffuse clumps; see Fig. 3.

The final mass of the sink particle used to generate the clump

has 0.87 ± 0.13 of the mass in the associated clump, which is

in reasonable agreement with isolated star formation models (e.g.,

Wurster et al. 2016); note, however, that this ratio decreases to

0.16 ± 0.09 when comparing the final sink mass to the augmented

clump mass. Therefore, unsurprisingly, the augmented gas may be

required to properly model the evolution of the associated gas, but it

does not end up accreting onto the star itself. We again remind the

reader that our extraction process, and hence these ratios, originates

6 This is the common initial mass range as used in the studies listed in the

Introduction.
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Figure 3. Ratio of the associated to augmented clump masses. There is no

trend with mass or initial magnetic field strength of the parent clouds. The

average ratio is 0.18± 0.10.

with a single sink and does not account for multiplicity, which is

prevalent at the end of WBP2019.

Fig. 4 shows four example clumps extracted from N05 compared

to the parent simulation at extraction time. All of our augmented

clumps are shown in Fig. A1. Each clump has already undergone

considerable evolution since the beginning of the parent simulation

and is well-structured. There is a variety of clumps in our suite,

ranging in size and amount of structure. The large clumps from the

hydrodynamic cloud appear turbulent with random density fluctu-

ations, while the clumps from strongly magnetised clouds already

have filamentary structures and coherent flows. Thus, there is di-

versity of clumps from both within a parent cloud and amongst the

parent clouds. This reinforces that idealised initial conditions, such

as uniform density or supercritical Bonner-Ebert spheres7 are poor

initial cores, even if they are turbulent. Given the extent and structure

of example clouds, it is clear that our clumps may contain cores, but

themselves are not cores. Given the extent of the clump and its fila-

mentary structure, this suggests that gravity alone will not be respon-

sible for star formation/evolution and suggests the inertial-inflow

model (Padoan et al. 2020) is valid for low-mass star formation as

well.

Each parent simulation contains at least two massive clumps since

each simulation has one or two star-forming hubs with many stars.

Thus, the gas is associated with several stars (both young and old as

discussed above), leading to a massive clump for each star. There-

fore, many of the massive clumps contain the same gas particles –

both associated and augmented gas, particularly Hyd. The excep-

tions are I05 and N05 which have no massive clumps. Rather than

forming one or two massive hubs, these simulations formed many

smaller hubs of only a few stars each. The smaller hubs and lower

multiplicity yield less associated gas with each star and hence less

total mass. Similarly, all star formation in N03 occurred in two hubs

(except the young star that formed at ∼255 kyr), hence all but the

youngest star yields a clump with M > 3 M⊙.

Therefore, since star formation proceeds in (large and small) hubs,

many of these clumps better represent the progenitor to systems

rather than to individual stars. This is reinforced when we look at the

overlap in the gas between various clumps. For example, at 1.45tff,

7 These are the common initial density profiles as used in the studies listed

in the Introduction.

there is a tight binary in N05 that is part of a quadruple system.

The two clumps originating from the binary have augmented masses

of 1.81 and 1.61 M⊙, respectively. There is 1.60 M⊙ that is com-

mon to both clumps, which is 88.5 and 99.2 per cent, respectively.

This suggests that the more massive clump may reproduce the bi-

nary system. The other two stars in this quadruple system have re-

cently been captured, thus including them in constructing a common

clump would have created an excessively large clump that is counter

to our goal and possibly even unnecessary to reproducing the bi-

nary; see Paper II for further discussion. Therefore, multiplicity is

typically and implicitly accounted for in our method. We explicitly

note that this conclusion is valid only when considering the aug-

mented clumps; for the associated clumps, the per cent overlap of

our example pair decreases to 34.7 and 73.0, respectively.

Given the highly structured clumps, we do not attempt to fit 1D

profiles, given how much information will be lost. However, this

may be the focus of a future study.

4.1 Extraction and evolution times

The clump extraction time is shown in the top panel Fig. 5. Clumps

are extracted throughout the parent simulations, reflective of the

on-going star formation. There is a general trend that more mas-

sive clumps are extracted earlier in the parent simulation, starting

at ∼155 kyr ≈ 0.84 tff. Clumps are typically extracted ∼20 kyr be-

fore the stars forms, although in some cases, this can be upwards of

∼80 kyr, as shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 5. In general, this is

independent of the initial magnetic field strength of the parent cloud

or the inclusion of non-ideal MHD.

The early-forming massive clumps quickly form stars. This is

reasonable since these first-born stars have a long time in the par-

ent simulation to interact with gas and other stars to build up their

associated clump. However, there are some late forming stars that

also originate from massive clumps; these stars also have a longer

time between clump extraction and star formation (e.g., I20 and the

diffuse clumps). These stars are members of higher-order systems,

thus the associated gas was already in the system for a considerable

length of time due to longer-lived companions. Although only the

gas currently in the system would be associated with the younger

star, it would have likely travelled from a great distance due to the

companions; a greater amount of augmented gas would hence be re-

quired. Indeed, these stars from massive clumps that form late have

lower ratios of associated-to-augmented clump masses than the early

forming massive clumps. This confirms that these stars interacted

primarily with the gas already in the system whereas the older com-

panion stars interacted with additional gas throughout their lifetime

prior to forming the higher-order system.

Given multiplicity at the final time, if we instead consider the dif-

ference between the extraction time and the formation of the first

star in the system (as determined at the final time), we find that the

difference in time typically decreases to ∼20 kyr. However, there are

some clumps that are extracted after the first star in the system has

formed. These systems typically become bound late, and the early

evolution of the gas is somewhat independent of one another. There-

fore, the trend remains that clumps are typically extracted ∼20 kyr,

while notable outliers exist.

4.2 Clump properties

Given that our parent simulation employs a Lagrangian method, all

properties (expect size) are mass-weighted values.
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Figure 4. Average gas density for four example clumps (top) and their parent cloud of N05 at extraction time (bottom). Clump masses are listed in the top row;

the cloud (bottom row) has a mass of 50 M⊙ . The boxes in bottom row correspond to the regions that were extracted, and are the same size as the reference boxes

in the top row. We use average gas density rather than column density since there is not a consistent column depth between panels. There is not a one-to-one

visual correspondence between the two rows since the bottom row includes additional gas in the y-direction used to calculate the average density but not used

in the extraction; i.e., projection effects. Clearly, initial clumps are already evolved, and cannot be represented by the conventional initial conditions of uniform

or centrally-condensed spheres.

4.2.1 Sizes and shapes

Unlike the typical cores used for isolated star formation mod-

els, our augmented clumps are irregular shape (c.f., Fig. 4). To

characterise their shape, we use the ellipse fitting algorithm from

Wurster & Bonnell (2023), which is based upon Rocha et al. (2002).

Fig. 6 shows the length of the semi-major axis and the ratios of the

three axes.

More massive clouds have larger semi-major axes (top). The par-

ent cloud has an initial radius of r0 = 0.1875 pc, thus the most

massive clumps have semi-major axes of ∼0.3-0.6r0. These mas-

sive clumps also tend to be more spherical, with the ratio of the axes

1 . ri/rj . 1.5. Most of these clouds are extracted at an early time

before a well-defined filamentary network has formed (most notable

in N20 and Hyd as shown in Fig. A1), therefore, the initial gas is

somewhat isotropically located within the parent cloud. The lower

mass clumps tend to be more triaxial, therefore, the gas has already

evolved to form filaments along which gas can easily flow. Given

that these lower mass clumps are not strongly elongated suggests

that the initial gas is not all contained in the filaments, and much

gas has yet to accrete onto the filaments. Therefore, well-defined fil-

aments alone do not contain the entire reservoir of gas for a star.

The shape does not depend on the initial magnetisation of the parent

cloud.

Recall that to generate these clumps, we tested all particles within

rmax = 1000 au = 0.0048 pc; therefore, in all cases, the gas has

flowed in from distances much greater than this. Given the discs at

the end of the parent simulations (see fig. B1 of WBP2019), the

bound structures appear to be rbound . 200 au, therefore, rmax =

1000 au is a very liberal parameter. In the literature, many simu-

lations of isolated star formation are initialised with ∼1 M⊙ cores

of radius 0.013-0.04 pc (e.g., Joos et al. 2013; Tomida et al. 2013;

Tsukamoto et al. 2015b; Wurster et al. 2016, 2018a; Marchand et al.

2020), which is reasonably consistent with the range of our ∼1 M⊙

clumps.

4.2.2 Gas density

As shown in Fig. 4, the extracted clumps are structured with a

range of densities. Fig. 7 shows the log-averaged density8 of each

clump and the range encompassing 95.4 per cent of the densi-

ties9. The range of densities within a clump is & 2 dex, which is

larger than the typical spread of a factor of ∼20 in a supercritical

Bonnor-Ebert sphere. The range is bounded on the upper end by

ρext = 10
−16 g cm−3; although the initial density of the parent cloud

is ρ = 1.22× 10
−19 g cm−3, the gas has evolved such the some of

the extracted gas has decreased below this value, leading to no hard

lower limit.

The clump is extracted when the densest particle has a density of

ρ . 10
−16 g cm−3, however, the log-average gas density is ∼1.5-

2 dex lower. As clump mass increases, there is a general shift to

lower average gas densities. This is reasonable given that there is

8 i.e., ρ̄ = 10(
∑

N

i
log ρi)/N

9 The range is centred on the median, not the mean, to highlight any asym-

metries about the mean.
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Figure 5. Top: The time in the parent simulation that each clump was ex-

tracted; the horizontal line at 276 kyr represents the end of the parent simu-

lations. Bottom: The time after extraction that the sink formed in the parent

simulation. There is a general tend that more massive clumps are extracted at

earlier times than lower mass clumps. The majority of the clumps evolve for

∼20 kyr before forming a sink.

only a small region in each clump of high density gas near the ex-

traction threshold (recall Fig. 4) and the rest is more disperse; for

less massive clumps, this denser region would comprise a relatively

larger fraction of the total cloud, increasing the log-average value.

Fig. 7 suggests that the mean and median gas density are similar

in most clumps (compare the symbol to the midpoint of the range);

however, several clumps, such as the low-mass clumps in I03, have

strongly skewed distributions with more high-density gas than low-

density gas. These are reasonably centrally-condensed clumps with

very little diffuse gas surrounding the dense region. These skewed

distributions are highlighted in Fig. 8, which shows the normalised

gas density distribution for each clump from each parent simula-

tion. There is no consistent gas density distribution. All distributions

are generally uni-modal, however, the peak of the distribution can

be near the median density or skewed to higher or lower densities.

In general, higher-mass clumps have distributions skewed to lower

densities while the lower-mass clumps have distributions skewed to

higher densities. Again, this is reflective of relative quantity of sur-

rounding disperse gas. The deviations from a smooth curve reflect

the substructures that have formed away from the region that will

likely collapse to for the star. This demonstrates the chaotic and var-

ied nature of star forming regions.

For reference, the bottom right panel of Fig. 8 shows the density

distribution of a 1 M⊙ supercritical Bonnor-Ebert sphere with a con-

centration parameter of ξ = 7.45. This centrally-condensed sphere

yields a smooth density distribution that is bi-modal, with local max-

ima at both extremes of density within the sphere. This distribution

is opposite that of the extracted clumps, where the single maximum

is located away from the extremes. This reinforces that we have ex-

tracted clumps and not cores. Furthermore, the gas distributions of

our clumps do not include any structures that reflect the density dis-

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

r a
 [

pc
]

I03
I05

I10
I20

N03
N05

N10
N20

Hyd

 1

 1.2

 1.4

 1.6

 1.8

 2

 2.2

 2.4

 2.6

r a
/r

b

 1

 1.2

 1.4

 1.6

 1.8

 2

 2.2

 2.4

 2.6

r a
/r

c

 1

 1.2

 1.4

 1.6

 1.8

 2

 2.2

 2.4

 2.6

0.1 1 10

r b
/r

c

Mass [Msun]

Figure 6. Top: The semi-major axis of the best-fit ellipse that characterises

the clump. Remaining panels: ratio of the axes, where ra > rb > rc. Nat-

urally, more massive clumps are larger, with maximum semi-major axis ra

being slightly more than half the initial radius of the parent cloud.

tribution of a Bonnor-Ebert sphere; this suggest that either a core

has yet to form in our clump, or that a Bonnor-Ebert sphere is a poor

representation of a star forming clumps. To distinguish between the

two options, we would need to extract the clumps at several times

closer to the epoch of star formation, but that is beyond the scope

of this work. Therefore, although Bonnor-Ebert spheres are a more

reasonable initial condition then a sphere of uniform density, they

poorly represent a realistic star forming clump.

4.2.3 Temperature

The average gas temperature does not vary much amongst the

clumps, with 6 . 〈T 〉 /K . 9, as shown in Fig. 9. This is

slightly cooler than the initial parent cloud, which was initialised
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Figure 7. The log-averaged gas density for each clump (symbols), where the

bars bracket 95.4 per cent of the densities centred on the mean. The horizon-

tal line represents the initial uniform density of the parent cloud. There is a

weak trend of decreasing average density with increasing clump mass.

with 8.8 . T/K . 13, indicating that majority of the gas has al-

ready begun to cool and condense by extraction time; this is is con-

firmed by the filamentary structures as in Fig. 4 even at this early

time. Some of the low-density gas outside of the filaments, however,

has been heated, leading to the highly skewed distribution. How-

ever, this ‘hot’ gas is still only a small fraction of total gas mass

of the clumps, and its absolute temperature is still cool. Therefore,

the initial star forming clump is a cold object that can be cautiously

represented as isothermal.

4.2.4 Turbulence

Star forming regions are observed to be turbulent (e.g., Larson 1981;

Dubinski et al. 1995; Heyer & Brunt 2004; Mac Low & Klessen

2004). Historically, Larson’s relationship between mass and veloc-

ity dispersion has yielded at tight empirical correlation, and hence

an excellent diagnostic for numerical simulations. However, recent

observations have called into question the validity of Larson’s Laws,

suggesting that observational biases may have contributed to the re-

lationship; see discussion and references in Traficante et al. (2018).

Nonetheless, as a diagnostic, we plot the three dimensional velocity

dispersion in the top panel of Fig. 10, including the empirical line of

best fit from Larson (1981). We find reasonable agreement to Lar-

son’s line. This might not be unreasonable given that all our clumps

represent the same early evolutionary phase and were extracted from

very similar parent simulations.

The rms Mach number is another indication of the level of turbu-

lence in clumps; see middle panel of Fig. 10. Every clump is super-

sonic, with more massive clumps having higher Mach numbers. The

Mach number of the clump does not necessarily reflect the global

Mach number of the parent cloud at extraction time, as shown in

Fig. 11. The initial Mach number of the parent clouds is 4.8, which

decays over the first 100-200 kyr before increasing again, primarily

due to the increased motion of the gas as cores form, interact, and

evolve. Some of the more massive clumps extracted at earlier times

have Mach numbers higher than the parent cloud at extraction time;

this is a result of the gas at the edge of the parent cloud having low

a Mach number (causing a decrease in the rms value) but not being

included in these massive clumps. Most of the low-mass clumps ex-

tracted later have Mach numbers well below that of the parent cloud,

showing how the turbulence has decayed as it cascades to smaller
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Figure 8. The normalised gas density distribution of each clump. The
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bution, demonstrating the varied nature of star forming regions. The bottom

right panel is the normalised gas distribution of a supercritical Bonnor-Ebert

sphere.

scales. Therefore, the rms Mach number of the clumps reflects the

scale of the turbulence and the level to which it decayed.

While this general trend (lower-mass cores have lower rms Mach

numbers) is similar to that in Pelkonen et al. (2021), their clumps are

generally smaller and have lower Mach numbers for clumps of sim-

ilar mass. Their initial rms Mach number is higher than ours, how-
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bars bracket 95.4 per cent of the temperatures centred on the mean. The hor-

izontal lines represent the bounds of the initial temperature of the parent

cloud. The gas is still cold, with the distribution skewed to lower tempera-

tures.

ever, their simulation has evolved much longer before their cores

were extracted, permitting additional time for their turbulence to de-

cay. Therefore, a clump’s Mach number is likely dependent on the

length of time the simulations are permitted to evolve before clump

extraction.

The initial Mach number of the parent cloud was chosen

such that the potential and kinetic energy balance one another

(i.e., Ekin/ |Epot| = 1). At extraction, the clumps have ratios

of Ekin/ |Epot| < 3 with the majority of the clumps having

Ekin/ |Epot| . 1, as shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 10. This is

approximately independent of mass, although the massive clumps

have ratios less than one. Therefore, at extraction time, the major-

ity of our clumps are already undergoing gravitational collapse; this

conclusion is based upon a global value of the clump, although it

is possible that only the dense regions themselves are undergoing

collapse. The clumps with M & 2 M⊙ and Ekin/ |Epot| > 1 are

the diffuse clumps that may require additional time for the turbu-

lence to decay to the level where star formation can occur. However,

these plots suggest that stars can form from even low-mass, turbulent

clumps, contradicting the results of Lewis & Bate (2018).

Star forming clumps have been observed to have a bulk rotation

(e.g., Goodman et al. 1993; Caselli et al. 2002). The observed ranges

of the ratio of rotational to gravitational energy, βr = Erot/ |Epot|,
varies between studies, with the extremes yielding a range of

10
−4 < βr < 1.4; Goodman et al. (1993) found typical values of

βr ∼ 0.02. Calculating the rotational energy in our clumps is a chal-

lenge since there is no obvious centre of rotation. Therefore, the rest

of this paragraph must be taken with caution. When we calculate the

rotational energy about the densest region10, we find a typical range

of 0.13 < βr < 1.3, with typical values of βr ∼ 0.4. These values

lie near the upper end of the observed range, but might be artificially

high since our rotational energy is degenerate with turbulent energy.

4.2.5 Magnetic field strength

In simulations of isolated star formation, uniform magnetic fields

of constant strength are typically employed (see the studies listed in

10 We use the density-weighted centre of mass of all the particles within 2h
of the densest gas particle.
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Figure 10. Our star forming clumps are turbulent. Top: The three dimen-

sional velocity dispersion for each clump. The line represent the empirical

line of best fit from Larson (1981), such that σ [km s−1] = 0.42M0.20 M⊙.

Our clumps have reasonable agreement with the observed relationship. Mid-

dle: The rms Mach number of each clump. The initial Mach number of the

parent cloud is 4.8. Every clump is supersonic, with more massive clumps

having higher Mach numbers. Botton: The ratios of kinetic to gravitational

potential. The ratio in the parent cloud is 1. The majority of the clumps has

a ratio less than one, suggesting that it may already be undergoing gravita-

tional collapse.

the Introduction). This permits a simple selection of the initial mass-

to-flux ratio and enforcement of ∇ · B0 = 0. Although there are

options to initialise clumps with an hourglass magnetic field (e.g.,

Ewertowski & Basu 2013; Bino et al. 2022), these are equally ar-

tificial if the density profile is not consistent with one that would

have caused the hourglass structure. Neither case is indicative of our

clumps.

Fig. 12 shows the average gas density and average magnetic field

strength for four example clumps from N05 overlaid with magnetic

field unit vectors. At extraction time, there is already a distribution

of strengths and geometries, where the magnetic field tends to be

perpendicular to the dense filaments and parallel to the less dense fil-

aments, in agreement with observations (e.g., Goldsmith et al. 2008;

Soler et al. 2013, 2018; Planck Collaboration et al. 2016a,b).

For a quantitative analysis, Fig. 13 shows the log-averaged mag-

netic field strength of each clump and the range encompassing 95.4
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Figure 11. The evolution of the rms Mach number of the parent clouds (lines)

along with the rms Mach number of the clumps at extraction time (symbols).

The turbulence in the low-mass clumps has decayed such their Mach number

is well below that of the parent cloud.

per cent of the field strengths. In all clumps, the average magnetic

field strength has increased from the initial strength of the parent

cloud, with greater increases in clumps from clouds with initially

weaker field strengths. There is a slight trend to lower averages for

more massive clumps, but this is reasonable since we expect the aug-

mented gas (in general) to have lower densities than the associated

gas and hence lower field strengths. The initial strengths in the lit-

erature typically span a larger range than in our clumps, but those

strengths are based upon low mass-to-flux ratios, thus dependent on

the size and mass of the idealised clump.

When collectively analysing all the clumps from each parent

cloud, there is a weak trend that parents clouds of lower initial field

strengths yield clumps with lower average field strengths; the clumps

in I05 and N05 break this trend. This decrease of average clump

strength from I20 to I03 (or N20 to N03) spans less than the factor

of ∼7 that spanned the initial parent clouds. This suggests that the

clumps have only a weak dependence on the field strength of the

larger environment (in this case, the parent cloud). When consider-

ing the range of averages for clumps from each parent cloud, the

maximum average from all clouds is similar, whereas the minimum

average is higher for clouds with initially stronger field strengths.

The latter suggests that the parent clouds impose a floor on the mag-

netic field strength.

Independent of parent cloud, the clump magnetic field strengths

span a common range of 6 × 10
−5 . 〈Bclump〉 /G . 4 ×

10
−4 (in reasonable agreement with, e.g., Crutcher et al. 2010;

Eswaraiah et al. 2021; Kwon et al. 2022). This analysis of the av-

erage magnetic field strength suggests that, in star forming clumps,

there is only a weak dependence on the initial field strength of the

parent cloud.

Fig. 14 shows the normalised distribution of magnetic field

strengths for each clump. Like the gas distributions (Fig. 8), there

is no consistent magnetic field strength distribution. All distribu-

tions are generally uni-modal and span at least an order of mag-

nitude in strength. The peak of the distribution can be near the me-

dian strength or skewed to higher strengths; there is greater skewing

for lower mass clumps. Nearly all distributions have some gas with

strengths less than the initial field strength, but this is reasonable

given that some of the gas in the clump has a lower density than

the parent cloud’s initial density and there it a general correlation

between density and magnetic field strength (e.g., Bate et al. 2014;

Tsukamoto et al. 2015a; Wurster et al. 2018a). Unlike the gas dis-

tribution, these curves tend to be smoother, suggesting there is still

some ordering of the magnetic field (see also Section 4.2.6).

It is often useful to characterise a clump in terms of the

normalised mass-to-flux ratio for an understanding of the rela-

tive importance of the magnetic field and gravity. However, the

ratio is geometry-dependent (e.g., Mouschovias & Spitzer 1976;

Nakano & Nakamura 1978; Mestel 1999; Tritsis et al. 2015), and

is non-trivial to calculate in our structured clumps; furthermore, a

global value likely does not represent the relative importance in the

first region to collapse since the clump includes all the gas that ulti-

mate interacts with the star over its lifetime. Instead, Fig. 15 shows

the ratio of magnetic-to-gravitational potential energy; this is still

a global quantity so might not well-represent the first region to col-

lapse, but it is not geometry-dependent. Our suite includes both grav-

itationally dominated and magnetically dominated clumps, however,

the majority of the clumps are gravitationally dominated, indicating

that they are undergoing or about to undergo collapse. Lower mass

clumps are either gravitationally or magnetically dominated, while

higher mass clumps tend to be gravitationally dominated, with no

clump with M & 2 M⊙ being magnetically dominated.

There is no clear trend between the ratio of magnetic to gravita-

tional energies and time, with ∼70 per cent of the clumps (both grav-

itationally and magnetically dominated) forming their sinks within

25 kyr of the extraction time (where the sink formation time was also

extracted from the parent simulation). This suggests that the mag-

netically dominated clouds either have a mechanism to quickly dif-

fuse the magnetic field to permit gravitational collapse, or the global

value is not representative of the small region that will first undergo

collapse.

The ratio has little dependence on the inclusion of non-ideal

MHD, indicating that, at the times and scales that the clumps are

extracted, the non-ideal processes have played a minimal role. This

agrees with the conclusion in WBP2019 that non-ideal effects are

primarily important on small scales.

4.2.6 Magnetic field orientation

As shown in Fig. 12, there is a range of magnetic field orientations in

each clump. In our examples, it is clear that the field has little mem-

ory of the initial orientation, which was anti-aligned with the z-axis.

This is most obvious in the background media which is reflective

of the boundaries of the clumps. To determine how much the field

has evolved from its initial anti-alignment, Fig. 16 shows the aver-

age cosine of the angle between the magnetic field vector and the

z-axis11. In the parent simulations, cos θ = −1. The spread of an-

gles in each clump and an average away from cos θ ≈ −1 suggests

that the magnetic field is already twisted, as already demonstrated

in Fig. 12. This suggests that turbulent or partially turbulent initial

11 We analyse the value of cos θ since analysing θ itself yields a bias to-

wards the field being perpendicular to the z-axis.
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Figure 13. The log-averaged magnetic field strength for each clump (sym-

bols), where the bars bracket 95.4 per cent of the field strengths centred on

the mean. The horizontal lines represent the field strengths of the initial par-

ent cloud. All clumps have stronger average field strengths than their parent

cloud. There is a smaller range between the average clump strengths than

between the parent cloud strengths, suggesting a reduced dependence on the

properties of the parent cloud.

magnetic fields as in Gerrard et al. (2019) might yield more realistic

initial conditions.

In several low-mass clumps, the magnetic field has flipped ori-

entation with respect to the z-axis, yielding 〈cos θ〉 > 0 (see also

the right-most panel in Fig. 12); these clumps form later in the par-

ent simulations, after the magnetic field has already been twisted and

affected by the older stars (bottom panel of Fig. 16). Therefore, most

clumps retain only a slight memory of the primordial magnetic field,

although the initial field geometry has been completely washed out

for some late-forming clumps.

For a better analysis of the spread of angles, Fig. 17 shows the

normalised distribution of the angles. For nearly every clump, the

distribution of cos θ covers the entire range of possible values, al-

though, in most clumps, there is a preference for lower values. Un-

like the density or magnetic field strength, most of these distributions

are not strongly peaked; moreover, some clumps have weakly bi-

modal distributions, which might indicate the presence of high- and

low-density filaments (e.g., Goldsmith et al. 2008; Soler et al. 2013,

2018; Planck Collaboration et al. 2016a,b). There are a few clumps

in N03, I05, N05, I10, and N10 that have strongly peaked distribu-

tions near cos θ ∼ −1; these are not early-forming clumps, thus

we cannot be sure if these clumps have actually retained a memory

of the initial magnetic field, or if the field has evolved such that its

configuration again matches the primordial field.

Therefore, the magnetic field in a star forming clump is twisted

with a complex geometry. There is no consistency of orientation or

geometry between clumps, even those that are spatially and tempo-

rally correlated from the same parent simulation. This is consistent

with observations of Taurus, where three nearby clumps have differ-

ent magnetic field strengths and orientations (Eswaraiah et al. 2021).

A more useful analysis would be to compare the magnetic field

vector with the angular momentum vector, since misalignment hin-

ders the transport of angular momentum. However, as discussed in

Section 4.2.4, determining the point about which there is coherent

rotation is challenging, if such a point even exists. Assuming the

origin is near the densest particle (see footnote 10), the average an-

gle is 〈cos θ〉 ≈ 0 with 95.4 per cent of the gas spanning nearly the

entire permitted range of cos θ ∈ {−1, 1}. This represents a ran-

dom distribution, suggesting either no preferred alignment between

the magnetic field and the local angular momentum vectors, or, more

likely, that the clump has yet to form a coherent rotation.
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Figure 14. The normalised magnetic field strength distribution for each

clump. The colours represent mass ranges of the clumps. The vertical lines

represent the initial magnetic field strength of the parent cloud. The distribu-

tions tend to be skewed to higher strengths for lower mass clumps. There is

no clear trend in the distributions amongst the varying initial field strengths

(i.e., comparing the rows), although there is consistently very little gas in the

clumps with field strengths lower than the initial strength.

5 DISCUSSION

5.1 Caveats

Although we present star forming clumps in this paper, their dis-

tribution of masses and radii are consistent with the star forming

cores used in the literature to model the formation of an isolated

star or a binary system. Therefore, our clumps are better poised as

more realistic initial conditions for such simulations. However, we

acknowledge a few caveats regarding our above results.

All nine parent clouds were only 50 M⊙ and had the same ini-

tial conditions, except for the magnetic field strength and the inclu-

sion/exclusion of non-ideal MHD. The relatively low mass and high

density of the cloud promoted the formation of low-mass stars (at

tfinal, the most massive star was 2.23 M⊙) and the dense environ-
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Figure 15. The ratio of magnetic to gravitational potential energy. Most

clumps are gravitationally dominated, including all clumps with M & 2 M⊙,

indicating that there is not enough magnetic support to prevent star forma-

tion. Only I20 has no magnetically dominated clumps.
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Figure 16. The average angle between the magnetic field and the z-axis

(symbols), where the bars bracket 68.2 per cent of the angles centred on

the mean; the bars cover a lower spread than the previous figures, otherwise

they would extend throughout most of the range. The parent clouds were

seeded with cos θ = −1. The clumps contain only a weak memory of the

field from the parent simulation, although in some late-forming clumps, this

memory has been completely removed (i.e., those late-forming clumps with

〈cos θ〉 > 0.)

ment promoted the formation of multiple systems. Therefore, our

clumps will have a bias to reproduce a similar stellar mass range and

multiplicity.

Next, we are unsure how much the clumps retain of a memory

of the cloud’s initial conditions. Although ratios of Ekin/ |Epot| . 1

seem reasonable, is our range of Mach numbers (c.f. middle panel of

Fig. 10)? Our clumps are all supersonic, while Pelkonen et al. (2021)

obtained both super- and sub-sonic cores. Although we found a cor-
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Figure 17. The normalised distribution of angle between the magnetic field

and the z-axis for each clump; the angle of the parent clouds was cos θ =
−1. The colours represent mass ranges of the clumps. A few models have

f > 3 near cos θ ≈ −1, but we truncate the vertical axis for clarity of the

distribution at smaller f . Most distributions cover the entire permitted range

of angles, indicating an evolved and twisted magnetic field structure.

relation between Mach number and clump mass, will this relation-

ship change if the parent cloud was seeded with a higher or lower

Mach number or if the cloud evolved longer before extraction time?

Given the minimal impact of changing the magnetic field strength

and processes, it is possible that changes to the initial Mach number

may also have a minimal impact on the clump, but this is specula-

tion.

Ideally, to determine the impact of the properties of the initial par-

ent cloud, we would perform additional cluster simulations varying

the initial mass, density, mach number, etc.... However, each simu-

lation in WBP2019 took up to 1.5 yr of wall time12 and ∼10
6 CPU

12 Closer to 2 yr when accounting for time spen in the queue and mainte-

nance time of the cluster.

hours, thus is it not practical to perform additional parent simula-

tions at this time, particularly with greater masses. In the future, as

computers improve, then we may be able to perform a more com-

prehensive suite of parent simulations to determine how dependent

the clump properties are on the parent cloud.

Within our current study, defining later tfinal (when possible) or

lower ρext yield larger clumps. The former permits the star to interact

with more gas during its longer lifetime, thus increasing the mass of

the associated clump. The latter requires the gas to be extracted at an

earlier time when the associated gas is more disperse; this requires

more augmented gas than compared to higher values of ρext. In the

current study, tfinal was chosen to be the maximum possible time

consistent amongst our suite of parent simulations, thus we cannot

choose a larger value. As discussed in Section 3.1, any extraction

density with ρext .ρmax ≈ 10
−15 g cm−3 should be valid. We tested

multiple values, and ultimately chose ρext = 10
−16 g cm−3 since

this is high enough to guarantee star formation but not so high as to

seed the clump with a first hydrostatic core, and not so low as to form

massive clumps that would require considerable computational ex-

pense to evolve (as in our planned follow-up studies). Additionally,

the average gas density in the clump (Fig. 7) is reasonable compared

to simulations of isolated star formation.

While we acknowledge that there are caveats and free parameters

associated with this study, the clumps presented here are nonetheless

more realistic than those cores commonly used in the literature for

studies of isolated star formation.

5.2 Diffuse clumps

In Section 3.2, we enforced that 90 per cent of the associated par-

ticles must be retained in the final clump. This was to ensure that

the majority of the gas that would interact with a star existed in its

clump. In most clumps, this threshold was automatically reached by

our neighbour search. However, for progenitor sinks in some higher-

order systems, our neighbour search found only a small fraction of

the associated particles. In these clumps, much of the gas was likely

associated with another star in the system for most of its life, but then

became associated with the progenitor late in the simulation; there-

fore, although associated with the star, much of this gas likely played

no role in the star’s actual formation or early evolution. Since this

gas likely came in from far away, it requires a considerable amount

of augmented gas (assuming the 90 per cent threshold is retained),

leading to the low fraction of associated-to-augmented gas mass.

Although this associated gas technically meets our criteria, should

it be included in the augmented clump if is not identified at extrac-

tion time through our neighbour search? If we include this gas, then

the clump will represent a near-complete reservoir of gas, but form a

massive, diffuse clump. If we exclude it, then a low-mass clump will

be extracted, but it will not represent a complete reservoir, and there

is even no guarantee that it will be representative of the star-forming

gas.

Fig. 18 shows a histogram of the augmented clump masses,

extracted without the 90 per cent threshold. Clearly, the massive

clumps (M & 5 M⊙) are unaffected by this criteria. However, the

diffuse clumps (2 . M /M⊙. 5) are removed by excluding this

criteria; there remain a few clumps in this mass range (mainly from

I20), but they are not diffuse. The majority of these diffuse clumps

that have been removed are from Hyd and N20.

These former diffuse clumps (i.e., the low-mass clumps formed

from the progenitors of diffuse clumps but with the 90 per cent

threshold excluded) do not satisfy the trends as discussed in Sec-

tion 4. Indeed, they become even more notable outliers in many of
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Figure 18. Histogram of the clump masses, where we have excluded the

requirement that 90 per cent of the associated gas must be in the final clump

(blue hatched). For reference, we have included the mass distribution of the

fully augmented clumps as in Fig. 2. Comparing the two distributions shows

that removing the threshold removes several diffuse clumps (notably from

Hyd and N20) and increases the number of low-mass clumps.

our trends. They are still extracted at an early time and there is still

∼80 kyr between extraction time and the formation of their progen-

itor sink. They are larger than other clumps of similar mass, sug-

gesting that our neighbour search is finding the associated gas that

exists in the filaments; therefore, much of this gas still comes in from

far away, albeit not as far as in the full diffuse clump. As discussed

above with the non-diffuse clumps, gas is continually accreting on

to the filaments, thus extracting a filamentary structure alone repre-

sents an incomplete reservoir. Moreover, since this extracted gas is

filamentary, it has higher velocity dispersions, rms Mach numbers,

and ratios Ekin/ |Epot| and Emag/ |Epot| than other clumps of similar

masses.

Therefore, with these progenitors, we have the choice of creat-

ing diffuse clumps that include a near-complete reservoir but may

better represent a different progenitor star, or lower-mass but incom-

plete reservoirs that do not follow the general trends of the remain-

ing clumps. The former option yields unrepresentative clumps that

are too massive to reasonable re-simulate. The latter option yields

clumps with larger-than-expect sizes and long time between extrac-

tion and sink formation, which suggests that these clumps do not

well-represent the star-forming gas of their progenitors. Therefore,

we conclude that both diffuse and former diffuse clumps are not rep-

resentative of their progenitor’s star forming gas, and should be ex-

cluded in future studies and analyses.

6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we created initial star forming clumps by selecting and

extracting gaseous regions from the low-mass star cluster simula-

tions of Wurster et al. (2019); that numerical study employed the

smoothed particle magnetohydrodynamics method. For each star

(i.e., sink particle) that formed in each of the nine simulations, we

identified all the gas particles that either accreted onto the star or

were bound to the star; we did this for the entire lifetime of the

star. We then tracked this gas backwards in time to before the star

formed and to when the maximum density of this gas dropped be-

low ρmax . 10
−16 g cm−3. We finally augmented this gas with the

neighbouring gas to obtain a true representation of the star form-

ing clump. From WBP2019, we extracted 109 clumps that spanned

a mass range of 0.15 . M/M⊙. 10.2; 19 clumps were from a

purely hydrodynamical simulation thus had no magnetic properties.

In this paper, we analysed these resulting clumps at the time they

were extracted from the parent simulation, while in Paper II we will

re-simulate several of these clumps to compare the evolution of the

clump in isolation compared to that in the original cluster environ-

ment. Our main conclusions are as follows:

(i) More massive clumps are more spherical while smaller clumps are

more triaxial. When massive clumps are extracted at early times, the

gas is approximately isotropically located within the parent cloud.

When the smaller clumps are extracted at later times, much, but not

all, of the gas that will interact with the progenitor star is in the

filaments. Therefore, well-defined filaments alone do not contain the

entire reservoir of gas for a star.

(ii) The gas density in the clumps typically spans a range of 2–4 orders

of magnitude, with 95.4 per cent of the gas spanning & 2 orders of

magnitude; this range is much larger than that of a typical Bonnor-

Ebert sphere or (obviously) a sphere of uniform density. There is

no common density distribution amongst the clumps. The gas dis-

tributions are not smooth, demonstrating that the clumps are highly

structured at extraction time, although they tend to be smoother for

smaller clumps.

(iii) The extracted star forming clumps are turbulent with velocity dis-

persions that follows Larson’s law. The rms Mach number of the

clump increases with clump mass, and is generally lower than the

Mach number of the parent cloud at extraction time for the lower-

mass clumps. At extraction time, the clumps are purely turbulent,

with no coherent rotation.

(iv) All clumps have a similar range of magnetic field strengths. There

is a slight trend that clumps extracted from parent clouds with

stronger initial magnetic field strengths themselves have stronger

magnetic fields; however, this difference is smaller than the initial

difference amongst the parent clouds, indicating that the clumps lose

some memory of their larger environment. There is no consistent dis-

tribution of magnetic field strengths, although the distributions are

generally smooth, uni-modal, and span an order of magnitude. This

suggest that there is some coherent ordering of the magnetic field at

extraction time.

(v) The clumps contain very little memory of the initial magnetic field

geometry; there is a broad distribution of angles between the ex-

tracted magnetic field and the parent’s initial magnetic field within

each clump, where the distributions cover all possible angles. There

is generally no well-defined peak in the distribution. Although the

field may be ordered, is it not reflective of the initial field order.

Throughout our analysis, we find that the properties of the ex-

tracted clumps are independent (or only weakly dependent) on the

initial magnetic field strength of the parent cloud; moreover, the

properties are independent of whether or not the parent cloud was

evolved using non-ideal MHD. Most properties have a slight trend

with clump mass, which is reasonable given that the more massive

clumps contain a wider distribution of gas and considerable quan-

tities of low-density gas. This low-density gas both broadens and

skews the distributions and modifies the average values compared to

small, compact clumps. Given that any trend is weak, we conclude

that stars are born from a wide variety of environments and there is

not a single universal star forming clump.
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Arroyo-Chávez G., Vázquez-Semadeni E., 2022, ApJ, 925, 78

Bate M. R., 2011, MNRAS, 417, 2036

Bate M. R., 2018, MNRAS, 475, 5618

Bate M. R., 2022, MNRAS, 514, 2145

Bate M. R., Lorén-Aguilar P., 2017, MNRAS, 465, 1089

Bate M. R., Bonnell I. A., Price N. M., 1995, MNRAS, 277, 362

Bate M. R., Bonnell I. A., Bromm V., 2003, MNRAS, 339, 577

Bate M. R., Tricco T. S., Price D. J., 2014, MNRAS, 437, 77

Benz W., 1990, in Buchler J. R., ed., Numerical Modelling of Nonlinear Stel-

lar Pulsations Problems and Prospects. Kluwer, Dordrecht, p. 269

Bergin E. A., Tafalla M., 2007, ARA&A, 45, 339

Bino G., Basu S., Sharkawi M., Das I., 2022, New A, 90, 101667

Bonnell I. A., Bate M. R., Clarke C. J., Pringle J. E., 2001a, MNRAS,

323, 785

Bonnell I. A., Clarke C. J., Bate M. R., Pringle J. E., 2001b, MNRAS,

324, 573

Bonnor W. B., 1956, MNRAS, 116, 351

Caselli P., Benson P. J., Myers P. C., Tafalla M., 2002, ApJ, 572, 238

Chabrier G., Hennebelle P., 2010, ApJ, 725, L79

Collins D. C., Le D., Jimenez Vela L. L., 2022, MNRAS,

Crutcher R. M., Wandelt B., Heiles C., Falgarone E., Troland T. H., 2010,

ApJ, 725, 466

Dubinski J., Narayan R., Phillips T. G., 1995, ApJ, 448, 226

Ebert R., 1955, ZAp, 36, 222

Eswaraiah C., et al., 2021, ApJ, 912, L27

Ewertowski B., Basu S., 2013, ApJ, 767, 33

Gerrard I. A., Federrath C., Kuruwita R., 2019, MNRAS, 485, 5532

Goldsmith P. F., Heyer M., Narayanan G., Snell R., Li D., Brunt C., 2008,

ApJ, 680, 428

Goodman A. A., Benson P. J., Fuller G. A., Myers P. C., 1993, ApJ, 406, 528

Hennebelle P., Fromang S., 2008, A&A, 477, 9

Heyer M. H., Brunt C. M., 2004, ApJ, 615, L45

Higuchi K., Machida M. N., Susa H., 2019, MNRAS, 486, 3741

Inutsuka S.-i., Machida M. N., Matsumoto T., 2010, ApJ, 718, L58

Jijina J., Myers P. C., Adams F. C., 1999,

The Astrophysical Journal Supplement Series, 125, 161

Joos M., Hennebelle P., Ciardi A., Fromang S., 2013, A&A, 554, A17

Klessen R. S., 2001, ApJ, 556, 837
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APPENDIX A: ALL CLUMPS

Fig. A1 shows all 109 clumps extracted from all nine simulations

in WBP2019. From each parent cloud, there are at least a few very

similar clumps due to stellar multiplicity. These clumps generally

contain a high fraction of mutual gas, and the more massive clumps

often contain nearly all the gas of similar, less massive clumps. De-

spite their similarities, however, no two clumps are identical, even if

they have the same extraction time.
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Figure A1. Average gas density in the xz-plane of all the augmented clumps. From left to right, clumps are ordered from earliest to latest extraction time. The

clumps are shown at two different scales to highlight the large (top) and small (bottom) clumps. From a given parent cloud, there are many similar clumps due

to the hierarchal nature of the stellar systems at tfinal.
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