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ABSTRACT

Dense cores, the progenitors of stars, are in sub-pc scale and fragmented from pc-scale clumps. How-

ever, it is still unclear that how strongly the fragmentation process is affected by the properties of the

host clumps, and how these properties influence the core distribution observed in recent millimeter

(mm) and sub-mm observations. To systematically investigate this relation, we employed MHD sim-

ulations of convergent flows to generate a large sample of clumps and analyzed their properties using

various techniques. Alignment parameters were used to quantify core distribution, while energy terms

were calculated to assess the influence of gravity, magnetic fields, and turbulence. We found the core

distribution only exhibiting weak correlations between alignment parameters and clump properties.

For an individual clump, turbulence is believed to significantly contribute to these features by induc-

ing non-homologous collapse and ongoing fragmentation. Nevertheless, for the entire population, more

compact core distributions are observed due to the dominance of gravity. Overall, these factors suggest

that clump properties are not sufficient to accurately determine core distribution.

1. INTRODUCTION

Observations in millimeter (mm) and sub-mm wave-

length have revealed the existence of dense, gravitation-

ally bound cores at sub-parsec scales, which are the pre-

cursors of stars and are embedded within structures such

as filaments and clumps at ∼ 1 pc scale. The forma-

tion of these cores from their host clumps is a process

known as fragmentation. While gravity plays a crucial

role, turbulence, magnetic fields, and stellar feedback

from nearby high-mass stars are also believed to influ-

ence this process (see review by Pineda et al. 2023).

To study clump fragmentation, observations of star-

forming regions are conducted to investigate the rela-

tionship between cores and their host clumps. For exam-

ple, the ASHES survey observed 39 infrared dark clouds

(IRDCs) at early stages of high-mass star formation

(Sanhueza et al. 2019; Morii et al. 2023). Their analysis

revealed that core separation, a characteristic outcome

of fragmentation, can be well described by thermal Jeans

fragmentation (Morii et al. 2024). Similar results have

been reported in other studies of IRDCs (Beuther et al.

2015, 2018a, 2021; Palau et al. 2018; Liu et al. 2019; Lu

et al. 2020; Ishihara et al. 2024). However, turbulent

fragmentation is thought to be dominant in low-mass

star formation regions (Ishihara et al. 2025). When con-

sidering the role of magnetic fields, Palau et al. (2021)

investigated 18 massive dense cores and found a positive

correlation between the number of cores at sub-pc scales

and the mass-to-flux ratio. In contrast, the 20 high-mass

star-forming regions studied by the CORE program did

not exhibit these correlations but found comparable im-

portance between turbulent and magnetic energy, sug-

gesting the influence of clump evolution (Beuther et al.

2024). These diverse findings highlight the complexity

of the fragmentation process.

The effects of the competition between different en-

ergy components can also be manifested in core distri-

bution. Observations by Tang et al. (2019) proposed a

classification scheme for core distributions, identifying

three distinct patterns: no fragmentation, aligned frag-

mentation, and clustered fragmentation. Aligned frag-

mentation occurs when cores are distributed along a

predominant direction under magnetic field dominance,

while clustered fragmentation indicates a random distri-

bution of cores without a preferred direction, which can

occur when turbulence is significant. No fragmentation

suggests that only a single core is present, possibly due

to gravity dominating other forces. This classification

of core distribution has been adopted by Chung et al.

(2022, 2023), who reported consistent results regarding

energy dominance. However, as these studies are limited

to small samples, the universality of this trend remains

an open question.

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

09
52

9v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.G

A
] 

 1
0 

D
ec

 2
02

5

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8336-2837
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9751-4603
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0675-276X
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.09529v1


2 Wei-An Chen et al.

In this work, we extend the discussion of the relation-

ship between clump properties and core distributions

by utilizing magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) simulations.

This approach enables us to obtain a large, unbiased

sample of clumps and conduct a systematic analysis. Re-

cent studies of star formation have shown that high-mass

star-forming regions often form within compressed re-

gions generated by shocks from expanding bubbles (e.g.,

HI shells, HII regions, ionized region, etc.). The super-

sonic nature of these shocks can lead to density enhance-

ments, which can trigger gravitational instability. Vari-

ous factors, including gravity, turbulence, and magnetic

fields, shape the subsequent evolution of cloud collapse,

core formation, and star formation (see review by Pineda

et al. 2023). Therefore, to model this process, we employ

convergent flow simulation, which involve the collision of

two supersonic gas flows. As clumps and cores form from

the resulting sheet-like structure, we can trace their evo-

lution and properties. We then use various techniques

to derive clump properties and quantify core distribu-

tion. Additionally, we estimate energy-related parame-

ters to assess their influence. These analyses allow us to

explore the correlations between core distribution and

clump properties.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 intro-

duces the numerical setup and describes the initial con-

ditions of the convergent flow. Section 3 presents the

simulation results, providing an overview of the sheet-

like structure. In Section 4, we describe the process

used to extract star-forming clumps and analyze their

properties in our simulations. The evolution of these

parameters is also discussed. Subsequently, we emulate

ALMA observations towards these clumps and quantify

the core distributions in Section 5. Sections 6 and 7

discuss the correlations between clump properties and

core distributions, as well as the caveats of this study.

Finally, Section 8 summarizes our findings.

2. NUMERICAL METHODS AND SIMULATION

All numerical simulations presented in this work were

conducted using the GAMER code1 (GPU-Accelerated

Magnetohydrodynamics Adaptive Mesh Refinement;

Zhang et al. 2018; Schive et al. 2018). GAMER

is a well-established framework that employs adap-

tive mesh refinement (AMR) for high-resolution simu-

lations. For solving the ideal MHD equations, we uti-

lizes the MUSCL-Hancock scheme (see review by Toro

2009). This scheme is used with the piecewise parabolic

method (Woodward & Colella 1984) for data reconstruc-

1 https://github.com/gamer-project/gamer

tion and the Harten-Lax-van Leer discontinuities solver

(Miyoshi & Kusano 2005) for resolving Riemann prob-

lems at cell interfaces. Self-gravity calculations are im-

plemented within GAMER. The gravitational potential

on the coarsest level (root level) is obtained using the

fast Fourier transform method from the FFTW library

(Frigo & Johnson 2005). In refined regions with higher

resolution, the gravitational potential is solved indepen-

dently on each level by employing the successive over-

relaxation method (Press 2007). Finally, to maintain

a divergence-free magnetic field throughout the simu-

lation, GAMER utilizes the constraint transport (CT)

method (Evans & Hawley 1988; Gardiner & Stone 2008).

This method operates on the magnetic fluxes at cell in-

terfaces and is not affected by our sink particle imple-

mentation (see below), as only gas properties are re-

moved from the grid during accretion, while the mag-

netic field itself is conserved and continues to be evolved

by the CT scheme.

To overcome the limitations of AMR in capturing the

dynamics of collapsing structures, we incorporated sink

particles into GAMER. These numerical proxies for col-

lapsed objects allow simulations to progress beyond the

resolution limit suggested by Truelove’s criterion (Tru-

elove et al. 1997): λJ ≥ 4∆x, where λJ is the local Jeans

length and ∆x is the cell size. The implementation of

sink particle formation follows the criteria established by

Federrath et al. (2010). When the density of a cell at the

highest AMR level surpasses a critical threshold (ρsink),

determined using Truelove’s criterion, a series of tests

are conducted to assess the suitability for sink particle

creation. These tests ensure the cell resides in a local

minimum of gravitational potential and the collapsing

structure is gravitationally bound with converging in-

flowing gas (see Federrath et al. 2010 for more details).

An additional criterion, based on Equation 5 of Clarke

et al. (2017), is also included to prevent excessive sink

particle formation. If all criteria are met, a sink par-

ticle is created at the cell center and begins accreting

gas within the accretion radius (racc = 4∆xmin) as de-

scribed in Federrath et al. (2010). For particle evolution,

we employed the Triangular-Shaped-Cloud (TSC; Hock-

ney & Eastwood 1988) scheme for data interpolation,

while the Kick-Drift-Kick (Hockney & Eastwood 1988)

scheme was used to track particle motion (implementa-

tion details are provided in Schive et al. 2018). In the

context of this study, sink particles are treated as nu-

merical proxies that represent the location and onset of

star formation. While the criteria for their creation are

physically motivated to identify irreversibly collapsing

gas, they should not be considered fully realistic proto-

stars, as our simulations do not include crucial physics

https://github.com/gamer-project/gamer
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such as stellar feedback, which we discuss further in Sec-

tion 7.

To solve the full set of MHD equations, an equation of

state (EOS) is needed to determine the gas pressure. In

this work, we employ a barotropic EOS to model the gas

evolution across diverse density regimes. This approach

provides a computationally efficient approximation of

the complex thermodynamics in star-forming regions.

At the lower densities typical of clumps (ρ < ρad), the

gas is optically thin and can efficiently radiate away heat

from compression, remaining nearly isothermal. How-

ever, as a region collapses to form a protostar (ρ > ρad),

it eventually becomes optically thick to its own cooling

radiation, which traps thermal energy and causes the

temperature to rise adiabatically.

Our EOS is formulated to capture this physical tran-

sition from an isothermal to an adiabatic state. Mathe-

matically, the gas temperature T is related to density ρ

as follows:

T (ρ) = T0(1 + (
ρ

ρad
)γ−1), (1)

where T0 is the initial temperature, ρad = 10−14 g cm−3

is the transition density, which is a canonical choice that

represents the approximate density at which the gas be-

comes optically thick (Masunaga et al. 1998; Masunaga

& Inutsuka 2000), and γ = 5/3 is the adiabatic index.

The gas pressure P is then given by:

P = ρc2s, (2)

where cs is the sound speed at temperature T (ρ).

2.1. Initial Condition

In this work, we employ a convergent flow configura-

tion to form clumps and cores in our simulations. The

simulation domain was established with dimensions of

4.86 pc × 4.86 pc × 60 pc, where the long axis aligned
with the z-axis represents the direction of gas flow. Pe-

riodic boundary conditions were applied in the x- and

y-directions, while a diode boundary condition was used

in the z-direction to simulate a large-scale inflow of tur-

bulent gas. For gravity, periodic boundary conditions

were implemented in all directions. An overview of the

simulation domain is shown in Figure 1. This simu-

lation effectively replicates the formation of cold and

dense regions within molecular clouds. These regions

can arise from the shock compression of gas driven by

expanding bubbles or supersonic turbulence (see review

by Pineda et al. 2023). The inhomogeneity of the mate-

rial and the presence of the shock can trigger instabilities

that convert the flow’s kinetic energy into turbulent en-

ergy, leading to the development of self-sustained and

self-consistent turbulence within the sheet-like struc-

ture. Additionally, the continuous inflow of gas from

the large-scale flow supplies mass for the structure’s for-

mation and evolution.

For the initial parameters, the gas number density was

set to n0 = 135 cm−3, the initial temperature was set to

T0 = 10 K, and the initial flow velocity was set to v0 =

1.5 km s−1, converging towards z = 30 pc (see Figure 1).

With these parameters and molecular weight µ = 2.3,

the simulations show that a mass of approximately 2×
103 M⊙ accumulates within a central cubic volume of

(4.86 pc)3 after 2 Myr.

To seed the initial inhomogeneity into the gas den-

sity, Burgers turbulence was imposed on v0 with an en-

ergy power spectrum ∝ k−4, and was generated by fol-

lowing the procedure described in Lomax et al. (2015).

This turbulence was further scaled to a Mach number of

M = 2, and to mitigate any bias from a single turbu-

lence realization, five different random seeds were em-

ployed. The introduced velocity dispersion (∼ 0.4 km

s−1) is smaller than v0, so turbulence in the interface,

which most affects the evolution and formation of the

clumps and cores, is driven by the convergent flow self-

consistently.

The magnetic field was initialized as B =

(0, B0 sin θB , B0 cos θB), where B0 represents the initial

field strength with a value of 5 µG, resulting an Alfvén

velocity = 0.62 km s−1 and mass-to-flux ratio = 3.08 for

the initial density of the gas within a cubic volume of

(4.86 pc)3. The angle of the magnetic field with respect

to the z-axis, inclined toward the y-axis (θB) was var-

ied across three values: 0◦, 15◦, and 30◦ (see Figure 1).

As shown in previous studies, different inclination an-

gles can significantly alter structure evolution. For ex-

ample, a highly inclined magnetic field can introduce

strong magnetic pressure, suppressing the formation of

dense structures (Iwasaki et al. 2019; Iwasaki & Tomida

2022). In total, we have 15 models, the summary of

these parameters and nomenclature for each model can

be found in Table 1.

The initial AMR grid consisted of a 48 × 48 × 592

cells, resulting in a base cell size of (0.101 pc)3. The

simulation was capable of refining regions as needed to

meet Truelove’s criterion, which we used a minimum res-

olution of 8 cells per Jeans length to prevent artificial

fragmentation. The maximum refinement level was set

to 7, yielding a minimum cell size of ∆xmin = 163 AU.

This resolution is significantly smaller than the typical

size of 0.1 pc for dense cores, enabling the simulation to

resolve fragmentation down to this scale. To summarize

the key resolution and density parameters, our method-

ology ensures a self-consistent physical framework. Our

maximum resolution (∆xmin) corresponds to a maxi-

mum resolvable density of = 1.7 × 10−17 g cm−3. Our
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60.0 pc

4.86 pc

4.86 pc

Figure 1. Overview of the initial setup for the convergent flow simulation. The values of the simulation parameters are listed
in Table 1.

sink formation threshold is set to ρsink = 2.7 × 10−16

g cm−3. This value ensures that sink particles are cre-

ated only in regions that have become numerically un-

resolved. Both of these densities are significantly lower

than the adiabatic transition density of ρad = 10−14 g

cm−3, confirming that the fragmentation processes we

analyze occur entirely within the physically appropri-

ate isothermal regime. The choice of barotropic EOS

(Equation 1) is then made in anticipation of higher res-

olution and zoom-in simulations in the future, where gas

is expected to collapse to densities where the adiabatic

portion of the EOS becomes important.

Finally, to assess the stability of the simulated struc-

tures, we estimated the Jeans length using the initial

temperature T0. At the initial density n0, the Jeans

length was approximately 1.13 pc.

3. EVOLUTION OF THE SHEET-LIKE

STRUCTURE

The two convergent flows collide at z = 30 pc, form-

ing a sheet-like structure confined by the ram pressure.

Turbulence within the pre-collision gas introduces inho-

mogeneities into the sheet structure, leading to insta-

bilities at the collision interface (Heitsch et al. 2008).

These instabilities subsequently give rise to substruc-

tures, which can serve as seeds for their development

once gravity becomes dominant (Padoan & Nordlund

1999; Inoue & Fukui 2013; Matsumoto et al. 2015; Bal-

four et al. 2015, 2017; Inoue et al. 2018). In Figure 2,

we show the evolution of sheet-like structures projected

along the z-direction for models sharing the same tur-

bulence seed (i.e., S1) and from 1.6 to 2.4 Myr after the

Table 1. The initial values for the simulation of convergent flow.

Parameter Value Nomenclature

n0 135 cm−3 –

T0 10 K –

µ 2.3 –

v0 1.5 km s−1 –

M 2 –

Num. of turbulence seed 5 S1∼5

B0 5 µG –

θB 0◦, 15◦, 30◦ T0, T15, T30

AMR refinement levels 7 –

∆xmin 163 AU –

ρsink 2.7× 10−16 g cm−3 –

racc 4 ∆xmin –

ρad 10−14 g cm−3 –

γ 5/3 –

start of simulations 2. Yellow dots represent the loca-

tions of sink particles.

From the morphology, the structures at 1.6 Myr in

models T15S1 and T30S1 appear similar (the second

and third rows of Figure 2). On the other hand, the

dissimilarity with model T0S1 highlight the importance

of the inclined magnetic field. The inclined field intro-

duces a perpendicular component relative to the gas flow

(parallel to the sheet-like structure), facilitating the ac-

cretion of gas from the sheet to the gravity-dominated

structures initially induced by the instability. As the

2 Unless otherwise stated, all times in this work are relative to the
start of the simulation.
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sheets evolve, gas can flow along magnetic field lines

more easily, allowing for the formation of more promi-

nent filaments as the sheet evolves (Type-C filament for-

mation in Abe et al. 2021). This can be seen in mod-

els T15S1 and T30S1, in which we observe numerous

thin and small filaments (striations) aligned along the

y-direction, connecting to thicker and larger filaments.

Next, to assess the evolution of the sheet structure and

difference introduced by the inclined magnetic fields, we

focus on the region 29.2 pc < z < 30.8 pc, which en-

compasses the compressed layer. Figure 3 illustrates

the evolution of total mass inside this sheet region over

time for models T0S1 (red), T15S1 (green), and T30S1

(blue). The dashed lines represent the growth of gas

mass, the solid lines are after including the mass of sink

particles, and the black-dotted lines represent the case of

uniform gas density without gravitational acceleration.

The solid lines in Figure 3 overlap perfectly, demonstrat-

ing that the presence of inclined magnetic fields does not

significantly influence the convergent flow motion due to

its super-Alfvénic nature. Moreover, the growth rates of

the solid lines are faster than the black-dotted line, sug-

gesting that the gravity of the sheet has started pulling

gas into the structure. However, the dashed lines repre-

senting the gas mass show clear differences among the

models. For models with higher θB , a larger portion

of the gas mass remains within the sheet, while only a

smaller portion is converted into sink particles. This

shows that some mechanism is suppressing the forma-

tion of sink particles in these models.

This mechanism can origin from the perpendicular

component of the magnetic field, which is compressed

and amplified by the ram pressure, and it plays a crucial

role in suppressing the formation of local dense struc-

tures (Price & Bate 2008; Commerçon et al. 2011; Hen-

nebelle & Inutsuka 2019). For example, it delays the

first sink particle formation for models with higher θB
(1.54 Myr, 1.59 Myr, and 1.67 Myr for models T0S1,

T15S1, and T30S1, respectively).

To investigate the compression of the field, we present

the cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of the

mass-weighted ratio between each component of the field

and its magnitude (|Bi/B|) within the sheet region at

1.6 Myr in Figure 4. For model T0S1 (dotted lines), the

z-component (blue), which is parallel to the flows, ap-

pears slightly dominant. In contrast, for models T15S1

(dashed lines) and T30S1 (solid lines), the y-component

(the perpendicular component, shown in green) is clearly

dominant, reflecting the influence of the initial inclined

field. As the sheet continues to be compressed by the

ram pressure, the y-component for models T15S1 and

T30S1 is further amplified, resulting in a shift of the

CDF towards higher values (although the evolution is

not shown here). This indicates that the actual incli-

nation angle of the field within the sheet is increasing,

deviating from its initial θB .

To provide an overview of the evolution of gas den-

sity and magnetic field strength within the sheet region,

Figure 5 illustrates the 2D kernel density estimation

(KDE) of the relationship between these two quantities.

The black dashed line represents the relation B ∝ n2/3,

which is predicted for a spherical cloud collapsing un-

der flux-freezing conditions (Mestel 1966) and is consis-

tent with observational findings using the Zeeman ef-

fect (Crutcher et al. 2010). The black dot-dashed line

represents the relation B ∝ n1/2, which occurs when

the field is inclined to a cylindrical or filamentary cloud

(Mouschovias & Spitzer 1976). From the figure, it is ev-

ident that both magnetic field strength and gas density

increase over time, and the high-density tails generally

follow the predicted power-law relations. However, at

1.6 Myr, model T30S1 (blue) exhibits a higher propor-

tion of cells with stronger magnetic fields and almost no

cells with gas densities exceeding 106 cm−3. It is only at

later times (as shown in the right panel of Figure 5) that

the high-density tail of model T30S1 becomes compara-

ble to the other two models. This clearly demonstrates

that the growth of dense structures is delayed in models

with higher θB . Furthermore, the distribution of field

strengths in model T30S1 remains narrower and peaks

at higher values compared to the other two models, in-

dicating that the field is strongly compressed.

These findings collectively suggest that the magnetic

field for models with higher θB has a larger impact on

the evolution of the sheet and its substructures. While

a full quantitative analysis of the angle distribution be-

tween the magnetic field and gas flows and how they

influence the structure formation is beyond the scope

of this fragmentation-focused study, this mechanism is

well discussed by other simulations (Iwasaki et al. 2019;

Iwasaki & Tomida 2022).

4. STAR-FORMING CLUMP PROPERTIES

In this study, we aim to investigate the relationships

between clump properties and core distribution, as well

as their evolution over time. To achieve this, in this sec-

tion, we outline the methodologies used to derive clump

properties. Subsequently, we provide an overview of

their evolution.

4.1. Clump Identification

Inspection of Figure 2 reveals that sink particles pref-

erentially form within filamentary structures. This find-

ing aligns with observation studies, which have shown
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Figure 2. Evolution of column density of the sheet-like structures projected along the z-direction for models with the same
turbulence seed (i.e., S1). The panels, arranged from top to bottom, correspond to models T0S1, T15S1, and T30S1, representing
increasing magnetic field inclinations. The progression from left to right depicts the evolution of column density from 1.6 to 2.4
Myr after the start of simulations. Yellow dots indicate the locations of sink particles.
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Figure 3. Evolution of sheet mass for models T0S1 (red),
T15S1 (green), and T30S1 (blue). The dashed lines repre-
sent the growth of gas mass within the region 29.2 pc < z <
30.8 pc. The solid lines are after including the mass of sink
particles, while the black-dotted lines represent the theoreti-
cal mass growth for uniform gas inflow without gravitational
acceleration.

that the role of filaments as mass reservoirs that pro-

mote star formation by feeding material into gravity-

dominated substructures (André et al. 2014; Gómez &

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass-weighted |Bi/B|

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

CD
F
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|Bz/B|
T0S1
T15S1
T30S1

Figure 4. CDFs of the mass-weighted ratio between each
component of the magnetic field and its magnitude (|Bi/B|)
within the sheet region at 1.6 Myr.

Vázquez-Semadeni 2014; Rawat et al. 2024; Williams

et al. 2018; Kumar et al. 2020, and review by Pineda

et al. 2023).

These substructures, referred to as “clumps” with typ-

ical sizes of approximately 1 pc, represent an intermedi-

ate stage in the gas transportation process before being
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Figure 5. Relationship between magnetic field strength and gas density within the sheet region for models T0S1 (red), T15S1
(green), and T30S1 (blue), shown using 2D kernel density estimation (KDE). The panels are arranged from left to right,
representing the relations at 1.6 Myr, 2.0 Myr, and 2.4 Myr, respectively. The black dashed lines indicate the relation B ∝ n2/3,
while the black dot-dashed lines represent B ∝ n1/2. The black dotted lines mark the initial field strength B0 = 5 µG.

accreted by even smaller and denser structures. To iden-

tify clumps in our simulations, we analyzed snapshots

spanning from 1.6 Myr to 2.4 Myr with an interval of

0.2 Myr for model T30. For models T0 and T15, the

analysis was extend to time range from 1.4 Myr to 2.4

Myr 3. This timeframe was chosen considering the for-

mation of the first sink particle, which occurs earlier

in models T0 and T15. Also, We did not extend the

simulations beyond 2.4 Myr, as the absence of stellar

feedback in these models would not accurately reflect

realistic star-forming environments.

Firstly, we emulated coarse-resolution observations by

convolving the column density maps with a 2D Gaus-

sian kernel with a FWHM of ∼ 0.4 pc. This kernel

size corresponds to the beam size of the ATLASGAL

survey (Schuller et al. 2009) and this process effectively

smoothed out fine structures, leaving only the large-scale

features.

Next, to identify individual clumps, we employed the

dendrogram technique (Rosolowsky et al. 2008) imple-

mented within the astrodendro Python package (Ro-
bitaille et al. 2019). The dendrogram parameters were

set as follows: min value4 ∼ 5.7× 1021 cm−2 (the mini-

mum value to define structures). This value is consistent

with the high-density filaments identified by Planck Col-

laboration et al. (2016), which have a column density of

∼ 1021.7 cm−2. min delta ∼ 5.7× 1020 cm−2 (the mini-

mum height of a structure), and min npix equal to half

the beam area (the minimum pixel number for struc-

tures). The beam area was estimated based on the 2D

Gaussian kernel used for convolution. After identifica-

tion, the peak positions, which are insensitive to the

3 For model T0S3, the snapshot at 1.4 Myr was excluded from the
analysis due to the inability to identify clumps using our criteria.

4 In order to successfully identify clumps for model T0S3,
min value was adjusted to 90% of the original value for the map
at 1.6 Myr. For those maps at 1.4 Myr, 80% was used

exact dendrogram parameters, of the clumps were used

to determine their locations.

Within this identification process, we accounted for

the periodic boundary conditions in the x- and y-

directions. Figure 6 provides an example of the iden-

tified clump structures on the column density map for

model T30S1 at 1.6 Myr. In total, there are 484 clumps

identified across all models and used snapshots.

2 0 2 4 6
x (pc)

2

0

2

4

6

y 
(p

c)

3 × 1021

4 × 1021

6 × 1021

Co
lu

m
n 

de
ns

ity
 (c

m
2 )

0
1

2

3

Figure 6. One example of the identified clumps within the
convoluted column density map. The blue contours outline
the structures identified by the dendrogram, while blue dots
mark the peak locations. The red horizontal and vertical
lines indicate the boundaries of the simulation domain on
the x-y plane. Notably, the additional boxes surrounding
the central one are copies included to account for the periodic
nature of the simulation during the dendrogram calculation.

4.2. Evolutionary Sequences

To discuss the evolution, we first propose a systematic

and reliable methodology for linking clumps identified in

Section 4.1 across different simulation snapshots.

For clumps observed at two successive simulation

snapshots, denoted as t1 (e.g., 1.6 Myr) and t2 (e.g., 1.8
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Myr), we first define a radiusRdrift = 0.5 pc. This radius

accounts for the potential movement of the clump’s posi-

tion on the x-y plane over time. Next, for clumps identi-

fied at t2, we search within Rdrift for potential ancestors

at t1. If only one clump is found within this radius, the

two clumps are considered connected in time. However,

if multiple t1 clumps are identified for a given t2 clump,

we calculate the metric Mcl(t1)/r1,2 for each t1 clump.

Here, Mcl(t1) is the clump mass derived in Section 4.3

for the t1 clump, and r1,2 is the distance between the t1
and t2 clumps on the x-y plane. The t1 clump with the

highest value of this metric is considered connected to

the t2 clump. The remaining t1 clumps are assumed to

have merged with other t1 clumps and evolved into the

t2 clump.

Clumps identified at t1 that do not have a correspond-

ing clump at t2 are considered potential candidates for

dispersal at later times. Conversely, clumps observed at

t2 without a counterpart at t1 are likely newly formed

clumps that emerged between the two snapshots. Note

that even if a t1 clump does not have a direct counter-

part at t2, it may still have merged with another clump.

This is particularly likely if the host clump is elongated

and the t1 clump (the merger) is located near one end

of the host clump. However, given the large number of

simulated clumps, the impact of such mergers on our

analysis is expected to be minimal. In the subsequent

analysis, we focus exclusively on clumps that have been

successfully linked across different simulation snapshots

using this procedure.

These “evolutionary sequences” represent the trace-

able evolution of clumps over time. Clumps that were

not linked across snapshots are not included in our anal-

ysis due to their potentially transient nature.

Furthermore, to facilitate direct comparisons of these

sequences, we define the clump age for each clump as

follows:

tiage = ticlump − tsink, (3)

where ticlump is the snapshot time at which ith clump is

identified, and tsink is the time at which the first sink

particle is formed in that sequence. For clumps with

tiage < 0, the clump was identified prior to the formation

of the first sink particle. Conversely, for clumps with

tiage > 0, the sink particle has already formed, indicating

the potential for local collapse. In total, we identified 37,

49, and 30 evolutionary sequences for models T0, T15,

and T30, respectively.

4.3. Clump Mass and Size

To characterize clump properties, we first used mass,

size, and density, which are commonly employed pa-

rameters. Instead of estimating these properties from

2D images, we transferred the AMR grid surrounding

the clump region to a uniform grid with a resolution of

∼ 1000 AU. A sphere with radius (Rs) of 0.5 pc was

then defined and centered on the clump’s position. To

determine the 3D clump positions, we first used the 2D

ones identified in Section 4.1 for the x and y coordi-

nates. Subsequently, for each clump, the z-coordinate

was determined by locating the cell with the highest gas

density along the z-axis at the corresponding x and y

coordinates.

The clump mass (Mcl) was then defined as the total

gas mass within Rs. Using a 3D grid helps to avoid

biases introduced by foreground and background gas in

column density maps and mitigates issues arising from

fitting arbitrary clump shapes with a single Gaussian.

Next, the clump radius (Rcl) was defined as the radius

of a concentric sphere containing half of the total clump

mass Mcl.

The evolution of Mcl and Rcl is shown in Figure 7.

The upper panel demonstrates a clear trend of increasing

clump mass over time for all three models. Notably, the

models with higher θB (T15 and T30) tend to be more

massive, which may be attributed to the perpendicular

component of the magnetic field within the sheet-like

structure, facilitating accretion onto the clumps (Sec-

tion 3). The mean clump masses are 58, 62 and 66 M⊙
for models T0, T15 and T30. In contrast, the bottom

panel shows that clump sizes remain relatively constant,

with mean values of Rcl = 0.32, 0.33 and 0.34 pc for the

three models. This intriguing constancy, which occurs

despite the ongoing increase in clump mass, can be un-

derstood as a fact that the half-mass radius is a metric

that is inherently insensitive to the specific shape of the

density profile; as we note, a significant steepening of a

power-law density profile from a power-law index chang-

ing from -1 to -2 results in only a modest (< 30%) change

in the half-mass radius. Overall, the combination of in-

creasing mass and stable radius indicates that the mean

clump density is increasing over time.

4.4. Clump Geometry

The large-scale geometry of a clump is a fundamen-

tal observable that may influence how it subsequently

fragments. It is plausible that a highly elongated clump

would fragment into an aligned pattern of cores (Clarke

et al. 2016, 2017, 2020; Heigl et al. 2016, 2018; Seifried

& Walch 2015; Hanawa et al. 2017, 2019), while a more

centrally condensed clump might promote a clustered

distribution. To test this hypothesis, it is necessary

to characterize the clump geometries. To characterize

these properties, we employed the R1 and R2 parame-

ters. These parameters quantify the degree of elongation
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Figure 7. Evolution of clump mass (Mcl) and radius (Rcl).
Different colors represent the model of origin (red for T0,
green for T15, and blue for T30). The vertical black dashed
line indicates the time at which the first sink particle forms
(tage = 0). Note that the sequences without any sink parti-
cles are excluded.

(higher R1) and central condensation (higher R2) of a

given structure. The two values for each clump were

obtained based on the unsmoothed column density in-

side a radius of 0.5 pc centered on clump’s position and

calculated using the RJ-plots Python library (Clarke

et al. 2022).

While investigating the evolution of these parameters

(not shown here), we did not observe a clear evolu-

tionary trend. The mean values of R1 are 0.07, 0.09,

and 0.08 for models T0, T15, and T30. However, in-

dividual values can fluctuate significantly, increasing or

decreasing by 0.1 or even reaching 0.2 in some cases.

This dynamic behavior of R1 suggests that clumps

can evolve into various shapes, including elongated and

quasi-circular configurations. Notably, the values of R2

were predominantly close to zero, with mean values of

0.07, 0.09, and 0.07 for the three models. This indicates

that these clumps are not strongly centrally condensed.

In fact, they typically exhibit multiple cores and clumpy

structures within the regions, resulting in moderately

positive R2 values (Clarke et al. 2022).

4.5. Filament or Hub

In Figure 2, we find that stars (sink particles) prefer-

entially form within filamentary structures or hub sys-

tems, where multiple filaments converge. To distinguish

between clumps residing in filaments or hub systems and

how these structures influence the core distribution, we

utilize the filament surface density (SN ), a metric in-

troduced by Clarke et al. (2020). The filament surface

density is defined as:

SN,j =

N∑
i

e−r2min,ij/2σ
2
N , (4)

where rmin,ij represents the shortest distance from the

jth pixel to ith filament, and σN is a bandwidth parame-

ter. For a pixel located at the junction of filaments, SN,j

is typically an integer value, representing the number of

filaments connected to the clump. However, non-integer

values may still occur if nearby filaments do not directly

connect to the clump.

To identify filaments within the convoluted column

density map, we employed DisPerSE (Sousbie 2011).

DisPerSE was configured with a persistence threshold

of 5.7 × 1020 cm−2. During the filament identification

process, two filament spines were merged if they met at

an angle less than 70◦. This approach aimed to cap-

ture the continuity of filament structures. However, for

points where more than two filaments converged, an ad-

ditional criterion was applied: only if one of the fila-

ments was shorter than 100 pixels were the two spines

merged. This step helped to suppress the excessively

identification of short filament segments in complex sys-

tems. Finally, any remaining filament segments shorter

than 100 pixels were excluded. These processes resulted

in the identification of “filament skeletons”.

In the calculation of SN , we set σN to 0.17 pc, which

is the standard deviation of the Gaussian kernel used

in Section 4.1. With the previously determined filament

skeletons, this approach enabled us to generate SN maps

centered on each identified clump. To quantify the com-

plexity within the central region of each clump, we deter-

mined the maximum SN value within a radius of 0.5 pc

centered on the clump’s position. The maximum value,

denoted as Smax
N , represents the highest level of filament

complexity observed within the central clump region.

The mean and median values of Smax
N are 2.5 and

3.0, respectively, for all models, indicating a preference

for clump formation in hub-like structures, consistent

with observational findings (Myers 2009; André et al.

2014; Gómez & Vázquez-Semadeni 2014; Rawat et al.

2024; Williams et al. 2018; Kumar et al. 2020; Seshadri

et al. 2024, and review by Pineda et al. 2023). When

examining the evolution of Smax
N (not shown here), it

did not reveal a clear trend due to its discrete nature.

However, when examining the distributions separated by

tage = 0, we observed a distinct pattern: for models with
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lower θB , as the structures evolve, there is an increasing

proportion of clumps found in hubs (Smax
N ≥ 3, i.e., at

least three filaments connecting to the clump). To deter-

mine whether two distributions are statistically similar,

we employed the two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS)

test (Hodges 1958). For models T0 and T15, the KS test

revealed statistically significant difference between the

distributions before and after tage = 0 (KS statistic =

0.26 and 0.36, p-value = 0.02 and < 0.01, respectively).

These results suggest that hub-like configurations are

becoming increasingly prevalent. In contrast, the two

distributions for model T30 showed no significant differ-

ence (KS statistics = 0.18, p-value = 0.56), suggesting

that the enhanced magnetic fields may be contributing

to the preservation of large-scale structures.

4.6. Energy Terms

To investigate the interplay of gravity, magnetic fields,

and turbulence, we calculated these energies for our sim-

ulated clumps. Similar to the calculation of clump mass

and size in Section 4.3, we directly utilized the 3D grid

data to ensure more accurate estimations of these ener-

gies.

For the gravitational energy (EG), we focused solely

on the self-gravity inside Rs, considering the mass dis-

tribution within the sphere and neglecting the gravita-

tional potential arising from the surrounding gas. How-

ever, for a more accurate representation of self-gravity,

we included the mass of sink particles within the sphere,

as these particles contributed to the gravitational force

affecting the gas motion. Following GAMER’s scheme

(Section 2), we employed the TSC method to dis-

tribute the particle mass to neighboring uniform grid

cells (Hockney & Eastwood 1988). The self-gravitational

energy of the structure can then be calculated using the

following equation:

EG =

Ns∑
i=1

md
iΦs,i, (5)

where Ns is the number of cells inside Rs, md
i is the

mass of the ith cell after the redistribution of particle

mass (note that md
i = mi for cells far from any particle,

where mi is the gas mass), and Φs,i is the gravitational

potential at the ith cell. Φs,i is given by:

Φs,i = −
Ns∑
j ̸=i

Gmd
j

|ri − rj |
, (6)

where ri is the position vector of the ith cell, and G is

the gravitational constant. To enhance computational

efficiency in calculating Φs,i (complexity of O(N2)), we

employed the pytreegrav Python package, which imple-

ments the Barnes-Hut algorithm with an opening angle

of 0.7, to accelerate the calculation 5.

To calculate the kinetic, magnetic, and thermal ener-

gies, we focused on the volume term inside Rs. These

energies are expressed as follows:

EK =
1

2

Ns∑
i=1

mi|vi − vc|2, (7)

EB =
1

8π

Ns∑
i=1

|Bi|2(δx)3, (8)

Eth =
3

2

Ns∑
i=1

Pi(δx)
3, (9)

where vi represents the gas velocity at the ith cell, vc

is the center-of-mass (COM) velocity for the materials

inside Rs, |Bi| is the magnitude of the cell-centered mag-

netic field, Pi is the thermal gas pressure at the i-th cell

(obtained from Equation 2), and (δx)3 is the volume of

each uniform cell.

Next, we estimated the turbulent energy. We note

that the turbulent motion is typically characterized as

continuous, non-monotonic, and non-thermal gas mo-

tion that contributes to the total gas kinetic energy.

Therefore, directly calculating the standard deviation

of the gas velocity will inevitably include contributions

from gravity-induced ordered motion. To address this,

we employed a “moving box” technique to measure lo-

cal turbulent motion. This method involves defining a

smaller sphere with a radius (Rtur = 0.05 pc) centered

on the ith cell. We then calculated the local COM ve-

locity (vc,i) for materials inside Rtur to represent the

ordered gas motion within the local region. The turbu-

lent energy can then be determined by:

Etur =
1

2

Ns∑
i=1

miv
2
tur,i, (10)

where vtur,i = |vi − vc,i| is the local turbulent veloc-

ity and represents the velocity perturbation of the ith

cell relative to vc,i. It is important to note that this

definition of turbulent velocity is scale-dependent and

only used to capture non-ordered gas motions below

that scale. Consequently, increasing Rtur will capture

stronger non-ordered velocities at larger scales. Further-

more, the choice of Rtur here is motivated by its prox-

imity to the core size, its sufficient resolution within our

5 For more information on the accuracy compared to a brute-force
approach, please refer to the pytreegrav documentation: https:
//pytreegrav.readthedocs.io/en/latest/index.html.

https://pytreegrav.readthedocs.io/en/latest/index.html
https://pytreegrav.readthedocs.io/en/latest/index.html
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uniform grid (with a cell size of ∼ 1000 AU), and its

representation of 10% of Rs.

Additionally, to characterize the turbulent properties

within Rs, we defined the turbulence Mach number

(Mtur), as follows:

Mtur =

∑Ns

i=1 miMtur,i∑Ns

i=1 mi

, (11)

where Mtur,i = vtur,i/cs,i is the turbulent Mach num-

ber for the ith cell, calculated using the correspond-

ing temperature to determine the sound speed (cs,i).

Furthermore, we also calculated the Alfvén velocity

(vA,i = |Bi|/
√
4πρi, ρi is the gas mass density) and

Alfvén Mach number (MA) inside Rs as:

MA =

∑Ns

i=1 miMA,i∑Ns

i=1 mi

, (12)

where MA,i = vtur,i/vA,i is the ratio of the turbulent

velocity to the Alfvén velocity for the ith cell.

Figure 8 shows the evolution of the absolute values of

each energy term, while Figure 9 illustrates the evolu-

tion of the ratio of each energy term to EG. Note that as

Eth and |Eth/EG| are significantly smaller, they are not

shown for clarity. We observe that all energy terms are

growing as clumps evolve. From the ratios, it is evident

that gravity dominates most clumps, and its relative im-

portance increases over time. A detailed decomposition

of the gravitational energy contributions, presented in

Appendix C, reveals that this increase in dominance is

primarily driven by the gas accretion into the clumps,

rather than by gas redistribution or core clustering.

Specifically, the right panel of Figure 9 shows that

|Etur/EG| generally remains ∼ 0.1 when tage < 0, in-

dicating that turbulence grows alongside gravity prior

to the formation of star. However, gravity becomes in-

creasingly dominant after tage = 0. Significant differ-

ence between models can be found in |EB/EG| (middle

panel): models with higher θB exhibit larger |EB/EG|
values throughout their evolution compared to models

with lower θB . This is expected due to the stronger field

in these models ( Section 3).

The evolution of Mtur and MA for each model is

shown in Figure 10. Both Mach numbers exhibit an

increasing trend for all models, indicating that turbu-

lence is growing in all simulations. For Mtur, all mod-

els show a similar trend in values, regardless of their θB .

This similarity may result from the fact that all clumps

are dominated by gravity, and turbulence grows along-

side gravity. On the other hand, inspection of MA in

the bottom panel reveals that clumps in model T0 have

trans- to super-Alfvénic turbulence (MA ≳ 1). This

is likely due to the weaker magnetic field dominance in

this model. When the magnetic field plays a more signif-

icant role (models T15 and T30), MA is less than one,

indicating sub-Alfvénic turbulence.

5. QUANTIFYING CORE DISTRIBUTION

Observations of clumps have revealed the presence of

substructures with sizes of ∼ 0.1 pc and densities > 105

cm−3. These substructures, referred to as “cores”, are

the products of fragmentation within the host clump and

serve as the progenitors of stars. High-resolution ob-

servations with ALMA have provided valuable insights

into the properties of dense cores, also enabling discus-

sions about the fragmentation mechanisms that produce

these cores (Beuther et al. 2018a; Sanhueza et al. 2019;

Beuther et al. 2021; Avison et al. 2023; Traficante et al.

2023; Morii et al. 2023; Xu et al. 2024; Wells et al. 2024).

Therefore, to enable comparison with ALMA obser-

vations, we simulated interferometric observations using

synthetic images and subsequently identified and quan-

tified the distribution of cores within these images.

5.1. Simulating ALMA Observation

We first performed radiative transfer calculations us-

ing RADMC-3D (Dullemond et al. 2012) to obtain a

dust emission map at a wavelength of 1.3 mm, corre-

sponding to ALMA Band 6 observations. The calcu-

lations were performed along the z-axis, focusing on a

domain of approximately 4.86 pc × 4.86 pc × 1.62 pc

centered at (2.43, 2.43, 30.0) pc. We adopted the follow-

ing assumptions for the radiative transfer calculations:

a gas-to-dust mass ratio of 100, using gas temperatures

for dust, and a dust opacity law from Ossenkopf & Hen-

ning (1994) with a value of opacity = 1.993 cm2 g−1

at 1.3 mm. This dust opacity law is suitable for a dust

population without ices and an MRN dust size distri-

bution, particularly in environments with gas densities

below 106 cm−3.

Once we identified clumps in Section 4.1, we extracted

sub-regions of size 2.43 pc × 2.43 pc (corresponding to

1′.86 × 1′.86 at a distance of 4.5 kpc) centered on the

clump position from the 1.3 mm map to isolate individ-

ual clumps. This sub-region size was chosen to capture

the pc-scale clump structure, consistent with the spatial

scales probed by ALMA surveys (e.g., ASHES). The re-

sulting pixel size of 490 AU (or 0”.11) is smaller than the

typical beam size of ∼ 1”, minimizing potential artifacts

in the synthetic images.

To obtain the synthetic images, these sub-region 1.3

mm maps were used as the skymodel for the simalma

task in CASA version 6.6.0.20 (McMullin et al. 2007).

Observation configurations were selected assuming a dis-

tance of 4.5 kpc to the clumps. This included combining
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Figure 8. Evolution of gravitational energy (EG) kinetic (EK), magnetic (EB) and turbulent (Etur). Different colors represent
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indicates the time at which the first sink particle forms (tage = 0). Note that the sequences without any sink particles are
excluded.

the main 12 m array, the C43-2 configuration, and the

ACA. A PWV value of 0.75 was set, and mosaic observa-

tions with an angular size of 35”×35” and an integration

time of 25 seconds per pointing were simulated. These

settings resulted in 10 and 3 pointing mosaics for the 12

m array and ACA configurations, respectively, with cor-

responding observation times of 16.7 and 107 minutes.

In the simalma task, the threshold parameter de-

termines the flux level at which the cleaning process is

terminated. This threshold varies from map to map. To

select the optimal threshold value, we chose the value

that resulted in the distribution of values on the flat-

tened residual map resembling a Gaussian distribution.

This was verified using the one-sample Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test, which assesses the difference between the
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observed distribution and a theoretical Gaussian distri-

bution.

The resultant images have an angular resolution of

1”.52 × 1”.23 and have 1024 × 1024 pixels.The average

noise level is ∼ 0.10 mJy beam−1. All the synthetic

images shown in this work are before the primary beam

correction, and a few examples are shown in the first

and third columns of Figure 11. These images will be

used for identifying cores in Section 5.2.

5.2. Alignment Parameters

Recently, Chen et al. (2025) proposed “alignment pa-

rameters” (generally referred to as AL) to quantify the

degree of core alignment. By considering only the po-

sitions and fluxes of cores, these parameters provide a

robust and objective measure that aligns well with vi-

sual inspection.

We first employed the dendrogram technique to iden-

tify cores within the synthetic images obtained in Sec-

tion 5.1. The dendrogram parameters were set as fol-

lows: min value = 3σn, min delta = 1σn, and min npix

= one beam area. Here, σn represents the noise level in

the corresponding image. A “leaf” within the dendro-

gram represents a structure that lacks any substructure.

In this study, we define these leaf structures as cores. To

ensure consistency with other parameters derived in Sec-

tion 4, we considered only cores within a circular region

of radius 0.5 pc centered on the clump position. Fig-

ure 11 displays a few examples of the identified cores

(red contours) and the corresponding column density

maps for clumps at 1.6 Myr.

Considering all clumps across the evolutionary se-

quence, the median number of identified cores is 6, 5,

and 4 for models T0, T15, and T30. As the magnetic

field strength increases with higher θB , this trend sug-

gests that fragmentation is suppressed in models T15

and T30, consistent with the findings in Section 3. Fur-

thermore, we can bin the sample in time. Figure 12

shows the evolution of the number of identified cores for

each time bin in each model. The color gradient tran-

sitions from red to blue and shifts towards the right,

indicating an increase in the number of cores over time.

This supports the conclusion that fragmentation is an

ongoing process.

Next, to quantify the core distribution in each clump,

we employed the alignment parameter (AL) from Chen

et al. (2025). The goal of this metric is to intuitively dis-

tinguish a thin, “string-like” arrangement of cores from

a more dispersed “cluster”. It achieves this by measur-

ing the typical separation between cores in units of the

entire distribution’s thickness. Conceptually, the algo-

rithm uses Principal Component Analysis to determine

the shortest axis (minor axis) of the core group. For

a highly aligned distribution, this “thickness” is very

small, so the core-to-core separations are large in com-

parison, yielding a high AL value. For a clustered dis-

tribution, the thickness is large and more comparable to

the internal separations, yielding a low AL value. The

full mathematical details, including unweighted (AL,uw)

and flux-weighted (AL,w) versions, can be found in Chen

et al. (2025) and were implemented using the Python

package from Chen (2024). Additionally, a threshold of

3.3 can be effectively used as a two-label classification

tool to separate the sample into two distinct groups. For

each model, the sample, after excluding clumps with

only one or two cores, was binned again in time. Ta-

ble 2 presents the range of tage, the number of clumps,

the mean and median values of AL, and the fraction of

clumps classified as clustered (fclustered) for each time

bin. Figure 13 shows the CDFs of AL for each time bin

and each model.

Unlike the trend observed in the number of identified

cores (Figure 12), there is no clear monotonic evolution



14 Wei-An Chen et al.

25

0

25

 ('
')

AL, uw = 2.9 AL, w = 2.4

0.2 pc
T0S1

0.2 pc

AL, uw = 2.5 AL, w = 2.6

25

0

25

 ('
')

AL, uw = 4.1 AL, w = 5.3

T15S1

AL, uw = 13.8 AL, w = 10.5

25 0 25
 ('')

25

0

25

 ('
')

AL, uw = 35.6 AL, w = 37.9

T30S1

25 0 25
 ('')

25 0 25
 ('')

AL, uw = 6.1 AL, w = 9.3

25 0 25
 ('')

0.0 0.2 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.5 1.01021 1022 1023 1021 1022 1023

Figure 11. Examples of identified cores (red contours) overlaid on synthetic images (first and third columns) and their
corresponding column density maps (second and fourth columns). The synthetic images are in units of mJy beam−1 and
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Figure 12. CDFs of identified core number using dendrogram. For each model, the data are binned in equal time interval. The
CDFs are color-coded by the time of the bin center. The left, middle and right panels correspond to models T0, T15, and T30.

in AL across all models. Only models T15 and T30 exhibit a tentative trend towards lower AL values over
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Table 2. Statistical results of AL for each time bin and each model.

AL,uw AL,w

Model tage range (Myr) Clump num. Mean Median fclustered (%) Mean Median fclustered (%)

T0 < -0.50 9 3.9 3.4 44.4 4.6 3.3 44.4

- -0.50 - 0.00 53 4.5 3.1 54.7 5.1 3.5 49.1

- 0.00 - 0.50 37 4.6 3.5 43.2 5.2 3.7 29.7

- > 0.50 19 3.7 2.6 63.2 4.1 2.9 52.6

T15 < -0.50 10 4.5 3.0 60.0 5.1 3.6 50.0

- -0.50 - 0.00 80 9.7 6.2 30.0 10.5 6.4 18.8

- 0.00 - 0.50 55 6.8 3.9 34.5 8.2 5.2 29.1

- > 0.50 24 5.6 4.0 41.7 6.5 4.3 33.3

T30 < -0.50 26 9.8 6.8 11.5 10.7 7.4 7.7

- -0.50 - 0.00 49 9.3 3.8 36.7 10.3 5.9 20.4

- 0.00 - 0.50 20 6.7 4.2 30.0 7.4 5.0 20.0

- > 0.50 1 2.3 2.3 100.0 2.3 2.3 100.0

Note— Clumps with only one or two clumps are excluded.
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Figure 13. CDFs of AL,uw and AL,w for for each time bin and each model. The figure configuration is the same as Figure 12.
The upper and lower panels display the CDFs for AL,uw and AL,w, respectively. The vertical black-dashed line indicates AL =
3.3.

time. This trend is evident in the decreasing mean, me-

dian, and increasing fclustered values in Table 2. More

specifically, for AL,uw, when comparing the distributions

of clumps in the intervals 0.00 Myr < tage < 0.50 Myr

and tage < -0.50 Myr, the two-sample KS test reveals

KS statistics of 0.14, 0.23, and 0.33, with p-values of

0.99, 0.40, and 0.07 for models T0, T15, and T30, re-

spectively. These results indicate that the distributions

at different time intervals become more statistically dis-

similar for models with higher θB . A similar trend is

also observed for AL,w, suggesting a gradual increase in

core clustering, which is consistent with the recent find-

ings by ALMAGAL survey (Wallace et al. 2025). More

discussion about core clustering can be found in Sec-

tion 6.4.

Additionally, the overall shape of the CDFs for mod-

els T15 and T30 suggests a higher prevalence of high

AL values compared to model T0. This difference in

the AL distributions between the models, especially at

early times, is a direct consequence of the initial mag-
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netic field geometry. In the high-θB models, the strong,

sheet-parallel magnetic field channels accreting gas into

coherent filaments (Section 3). The subsequent grav-

itational fragmentation of these well-defined filaments

naturally produces cores in an aligned pattern, leading

to higher AL values. This strong guiding mechanism is

absent in the T0 model, where fragmentation is more

isotropic from the beginning. As we will discuss in Sec-

tion 6.4, this initial, magnetically-imprinted alignment

is subsequently disrupted by gravitational evolution and

the growth of turbulence, causing the distributions to

become more clustered over time.

Finally, to assess the dynamic behavior of AL,uw,

we measured its variability. For any three consecu-

tive clumps within an evolutionary sequence identified

in Section 4.2, we quantified the variability using the

metric:

VAL =
(AL(t2)−AL(t1))(AL(t3)−AL(t2))

(AL(t1)AL(t2)AL(t3))2/3
, (13)

where t1, t2, and t3 represent consecutive timeframes

within the evolutionary sequence. Only sequences with

at least three timeframes were considered, and sequences

with more than three timeframes yielded multiple VAL

values. A positive value of VAL indicates a monotonic

increase or decrease in AL over the three timeframes.

Conversely, a negative value of VAL indicates a decrease

or increase in AL from t1 to t2, followed by an inverse

change from t2 to t3. The magnitude represents the

degree of variability.

The CDFs of VAL using AL,uw for each model are

shown in Figure 14. The fraction of negative VAL val-

ues (f(VAL < 0)) is also displayed for each model. We

observed that all models have f(VAL < 0) ≳ 0.5, indi-

cating that AL,uw frequently experiences unpredictable
changes during evolution. Additionally, models with

higher θB exhibit a longer tail towards more negative

values in the VAL distribution, suggesting that AL,uw is

undergoing more dramatic changes in these cases. This

is because their initially aligned, high-AL configurations

are inherently fragile and more susceptible to disruption

by the chaotic gravitational and turbulent processes as

the clump evolves towards a more clustered state, which

will be further discussed in Section 6.4. Similar behavior

is observed for AL,w.

Equation 13 can also be applied to the core number

to investigate the evolution variability of the core num-

ber (Vcore), which all models reveal f(Vcore < 0) ≲ 0.5.

This result confirms that the core population does not

evolve monotonically. When correlating Vcore with VAL,

we find no significant correlation (all models show a

Kendall’s τ < 0.15, see Section 6 for the test details).
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Figure 14. CDFs of VAL (Equation 13) for each model.
Different colors represent the model of origin (red for T0,
green for T15, and blue for T30). VAL is a metric used to
measure the variability of AL,uw over time. The fraction of
negative VAL values (f(VAL < 0)) is displayed and colored
by model.

These results demonstrate that the complex, unpre-

dictable evolution of AL is not driven simply by the net

change in core number. Instead, the evolution of AL

is also influenced by the specific interactions between

cores. Figure 15 provides a direct visual illustration of

these dynamics. The figure shows identified cores on the

synthetic images of the same clump at three sequential

times (each separated by 0.2 Myr). These snapshots

capture the very mechanisms controlling AL and show-

ing clear examples of core merging, core migration, and

ongoing fragmentation occurring simultaneously. These

processes continuously alter the relative positions and

spatial configuration of the cores in a way that is not

captured by the total core count alone.

In conclusion, we employed AL to quantify core distri-

bution. Our results indicate that while there is no clear

monotonic evolutionary trend for individual clumps,

there is an overall tentative tendency towards lower AL

values compared to the distribution at earlier stages

when considering the entire population. Additionally,

models with higher θB tend to exhibit higher AL at an

earlier stage but are also more unstable.

Overall, these findings suggest that core distribution

exhibits noticeable time-dependent and “dynamic” be-

havior. This raises the question of whether there is a

relationship between the instantaneous measurement of

core distribution and large-scale clump properties. Sec-

tion 6.4 will discuss potential mechanisms driving this

dynamic behavior.

6. CORE DISTRIBUTION AND CLUMP

PROPERTIES

The primary objective of this study is to investigate

the potential correlations between core distribution us-
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Figure 15. Evolution of core distributions and AL. Each row tracks the evolution of a single clump (from left to right) with
a time interval of 0.2 Myr between panels. Red contours, overlaid on the synthetic images, identify the cores found by the
dendrogram. The corresponding AL value is noted in each panel (see Section 5.2).

ing alignment parameters (AL,uw and AL,w) and the

clump properties derived in Sections 4 and 5.

Since observation data can’t distinguish the initial

conditions under which clumps form, we analyzed all
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identified clumps for these correlations. In total, 450

clumps were included in the analysis. After exclud-

ing clumps with only one or two cores, we retained 404

clumps for statistical testing. To measure the strength

of correlations, we employed Kendall’s rank correlation,

a non-parametric statistical measure of association be-

tween two datasets (Kendall 1938). Given the sufficient

number of data points, we considered a Kendall’s τ value

with an absolute value greater than 0.6 as “strong”, be-

tween 0.3 and 0.6 as “moderate”, and less than 0.3 as

“weak”.

As this section focuses on the overall correlations be-

tween AL and clump properties, an analysis of the differ-

ences between clumps with distinct fragmentation pat-

terns is presented in Appendix A.

6.1. Correlations with Observables

In the work of Chen et al. (2025), the authors applied

AL to ASHES sample and reported weak correlations

with the identified core number and clump density, and

no correlations with Mcl, Rcl, R1, and R2. However,

due to the limited sample size and lack of information

about the magnetic field, conclusive statements regard-

ing these correlations could not be drawn. In this work,

the larger sample size should allow us to derive more

robust statistical relations and explore the underlying

mechanisms.

We first analyze the correlations between AL and

clump properties from Sections 4.3 to 4.5. Additionally,

the core number derived in Section 5.2 is also included

here. The relations are presented in Figure 16, with

AL,uw represented in orange and AL,w in green. For

correlations with p-values less than 0.05, indicating a

significant association, the statistical results and a fitted

linear function are shown to visualize the relationship.

Among these clump properties, only the core number,

as identified in Section 5.2, exhibits a moderate correla-

tion with both AL,uw and AL,w, with absolute τ values

of ∼ 0.4. This correlation is expected, as a smaller num-

ber of cores increases the likelihood of an aligned core

configuration, as discussed in Chen et al. (2025). The re-

maining correlations between alignment parameters and

clump properties are all significant but weak.

Interestingly, we observe a weak negative correlation

with Mcl. This tentative trend suggests that more mas-

sive clumps may tend to have lower AL values, implying

a more clustered core configuration. Considering the

lack of correlation with Rcl and the observed trend with

Mcl, these findings likely contribute to the weak corre-

lations with clump density also reported by Chen et al.

(2025).

Regarding the correlations with R1 and R2, both are

found to be weak, suggesting that neither the elonga-

tion nor central condensation of a clump significantly

influences core distribution. However, a tentative trend

suggests that circular clumps (with lower R1) may ex-

hibit more clustered core configurations. A similar and

weaker trend is also seen with flatter clumps (with

R2 ∼ 0).

Finally, the negative correlation with Smax
N suggests

that high AL values or aligned cores are more likely to be

associated with filamentary structures (Smax
N = 1 ∼ 2)

than with hubs (Smax
N ≥ 3). While this is expected from

filament fragmentation (Clarke et al. 2016, 2017, 2020),

it is important to note that high AL values can still

be found in hubs, indicating that considering only local

filamentary structures is insufficient to fully explain core

distribution.

In summary, the weak and no correlations found here

are consistent with the results from Chen et al. (2025)

using ASHES sample. Therefore, these findings suggest

that the instantaneous core alignment is not strongly de-

termined by factors such as clump mass, elongation, or

the environment in which the clump is formed (filament

or hub).

6.2. Correlations with Energy Ratios and Turbulence

In this section, we investigate the correlations between

core distribution and energy-related parameters derived

in Section 4.6. These comparisons enable us to explore

how gravity, magnetic fields, and turbulence influence

core distribution.

The results are shown in Figure 17, with the same

panel configuration as Figure 16. Notably, a positive

and significant correlation was observed with |EB/EG|,
seemingly aligning with previous observational findings

and representing one of the strongest correlations ob-

served in this analysis (excluding the correlation with

core number). This suggests that a more aligned core

configuration is more likely to be found in environments

with significant magnetic energy (|EB/EG| ≳ 0.1).

However, in this regime, there are still several clumps

with AL < 3.3, indicating a clustered configuration is

still populated.

Additionally, for clumps with only one or two cores

(manually assigned AL = -1 and -2, and they are

excluded from the correlation test), a distribution at

higher values of |EB/EG| was observed compared to

other data points. Using the two-sample KS test, the

distributions of AL < 0 and AL > 0 were compared.

For both AL,uw and AL,w, the KS test yielded a statistic

of 0.3 and p-values of 0.09 and 0.07, respectively, sug-

gesting a possible difference between the distributions.
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Figure 16. Relationships between AL,uw (orange) and AL,w (green) with identified core number obtained from Section 5.2 and
clump properties derived in Sections 4.3 to 4.5. The Kendall’s τ and corresponding p-value are displayed for the correlations
with p-value < 0.05 and a linear function is fitted to visualize the trend. The vertical dashed line indicates AL = 3.3. Note that
clumps with only one or two cores are assigned AL values of -1 and -2, respectively, and are excluded from the correlation test.
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Figure 17. Relationships between AL,uw (orange) and AL,w (green) with clump properties derived in Section 4.6. The Kendall’s
τ and corresponding p-value are displayed for the correlations with p-value < 0.05 and a linear function is fitted to visualize the
trend. The vertical dashed line indicates AL = 3.3. Note that clumps with only one or two cores are assigned AL values of -1
and -2, respectively, and are excluded from the correlation test.

This shows that high |EB/EG| environments can also suppress fragmentation, which is consistent with other
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studies (Commerçon et al. 2011; Tan et al. 2013; Hanawa

et al. 2017; Beuther et al. 2018b).

Interestingly, only the correlation with |Etur/EG| was
found to be insignificant, even the less fragmented

clumps were distributing at the similar range. This sug-

gests that small-scale turbulence plays a similar role in

the energy balance of clumps regardless of their core

distribution (no, aligned or clustered fragmentation).

Therefore, small-scale turbulence has little effect on

maintaining core alignment.

Finally, significant but weak correlations are observed

between AL and Mtur. Notably, highly turbulent

clumps are exclusively found to have clustered core dis-

tributions. In contrast, aligned core configurations are

only observed in clumps with trans-sonic turbulence.

This trend is further supported by the analysis of MA,

which considers the influence of the magnetic field. The

results indicate that super-Alfvénic clumps tend to ex-

hibit more clustered core configurations.

6.3. Direct View on AL Evolution

Thus far, we have only discussed the behavior and cor-

relations of AL using the entire sample and interpreted

its statistical properties. To gain a different perspective

on its dynamic feature, we now utilize the energy terms

derived in Section 4.6 and examine how the energetically

similar clumps and their AL evolve over time.

To achieve this, we first selected clumps with −0.3

Myr < tage < −0.2 Myr from all models. We then

extracted the corresponding values of EG, EK , EB ,

and Etur for these clumps and normalized each term

to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.

Next, we applied the Density-Based Spatial Clustering

of Applications with Noise (DBSCAN) algorithm (Ester

et al. 1996; Schubert et al. 2017) from the scikit-learn

Python package to these normalized energy terms. DB-

SCAN is a clustering algorithm that groups data points

based on their density distribution in parameter space.

We used eps = 0.3 and min samples = 1 for the DB-

SCAN parameters. Finally, DBSCAN identified 11

clumps that met the above criteria. The energy ranges

for these clumps in real space are: 1044.6−44.8 erg for

|EG|, 1044.2−44.4 erg for EK , 1043.8−44.4 erg for EB , and

1043.4−43.6 erg for Etur.

Figure 18 presents the evolution of AL,uw for these

11 clumps. The two vertical dotted lines mark the

time interval during which they were sampled, and the

dashed horizontal line indicates the threshold of AL,uw

= 3.3. Despite sharing similar energetic properties,

these clumps exhibit significant variation in their core

distribution: five are aligned (AL,uw > 3.3), three are

clustered (0 < AL,uw < 3.3), and the remaining three are

less fragmented (AL,uw < 0). This reinforces the reliabil-

ity of the weak correlations found in Section 6.2 and sup-

ports the conclusion that clump properties alone can’t

fully determine core distribution (Section 6.4). Fur-

thermore, different clumps exhibit diverse evolutionary

paths: some show minimal variation, while others ex-

perience drastic changes in AL,uw. A similar trend was

observed when using AL,w for these 11 clumps, high-

lighting that even when clumps are energetically similar

at a specific time, their “current” properties are not suf-

ficient to predict their core distribution.
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Figure 18. Evolution of AL,uw for the 11 clumps sampled
in Section 6.3. Each colored line represents the evolutionary
path of a single clump. The two vertical dotted lines mark
the time interval during which the clumps were sampled, and
the dashed horizontal line indicates the threshold of AL,uw

= 3.3.

6.4. Chaotic and Dynamic Nature

The lack of strong correlations between alignment pa-

rameters and clump properties observed in Sections 6.1

and 6.2 suggests a “chaotic” nature in core distribution,

consistent with the findings of Chen et al. (2025) us-

ing observation data. Furthermore, the absence of a

simple monotonic evolution in alignment parameters in

Section 5.2, along with the highly varying core distribu-

tions observed for energetically similar clumps in Sec-

tion 6.3, indicates a time-dependent and “dynamic” na-

ture of core formation as clumps evolve. These features

suggest that instantaneous measurements of core distri-

butions may not always accurately reflect the underlying

clump properties.

Turbulence, due to its chaotic nature, may contribute

to the lack of correlation. The bottom right panel of

Figure 9 shows that, unlike other energy components,

Etur is co-evolving with gravity before the formation

of stars. With the supersonic nature of clumps after

sink particle formation (Figure 10), it suggests that tur-

bulence plays a significant role in the system. Firstly,
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turbulence can introduce non-linear density perturba-

tions in the gas, which may serve as seeds for new

structure formation. While the clump is globally col-

lapsing, any density enhancements caused by turbulence

would have an even shorter collapse timescale than the

background medium, suggesting that ongoing fragmen-

tation is possible within our evolutionary sequences (see

Vázquez-Semadeni et al. 2019 for the discussion of non-

homologous collapse). This conclusion is consistent with

the trend of increasing core numbers shown in Figure 12

and is more evident by observing the second and third

row of Figure 15. Since alignment parameters, which

measure the (weighted) instantaneous core separation,

are used to trace the core distribution, the formation

of new cores can significantly alter these values, leading

to both chaotic and dynamic features. This mechanism

of turbulence-induced fragmentation within a globally

collapsing clump has direct implications for the likeli-

hood of fragmentation and the resulting core masses.

By constantly generating local density enhancements,

turbulence makes fragmentation an efficient and ongo-

ing process rather than a single, monolithic event. This

could naturally lead to the formation of a population

of cores with a spectrum of masses, consistent with the

idea of turbulent fragmentation (Mac Low & Klessen

2004; Ishihara et al. 2025). While a full analysis of the

core mass function and its evolution is beyond the scope

of this paper, which focuses on the core spatial distri-

bution, the physical process we identify provides a clear

framework for understanding these outcomes.

Secondly, turbulence is stochastic in nature. This sen-

sitivity of star-forming regions to turbulence is also dis-

cussed in Jaffa et al. (2022), where different turbulence

realizations with statistically identical initial conditions

were implemented in star cluster simulations and found

to yield ∼ 50% differences in star number and star for-

mation efficiency, highlighting the chaotic nature of star

formation.

Moreover, the evolution of clumps and cores also plays

a role in core distribution, as shown in Section 5.2.

While the overall AL values exhibit dynamic evolution

for individual clumps, there is a tentative trend towards

decreasing values when considering the entire popula-

tion. This suggests that core distributions generally be-

come more clustered as they evolve, a trend that can be

explained by two concurrent physical processes. First, as

the system is gravity-dominated, the formed cores mi-

grate towards the clump’s potential minimum or even

merge with each other, causing an initially aligned pat-

tern to evolve into a more compact cluster dynamically

(e.g., the fourth row of Figure 15). Second, the ongoing

turbulence-induced fragmentation we describe can cre-

ate new cores at later times (e.g., the second and third

row of Figure 15). The stochastic nature of this process

and the growing turbulence strength mean these new

cores are unlikely to follow the initial alignment, further

decreasing the measured AL value. The combination

of gravitational migration and continuous, disordered

fragmentation provides a theoretical basis for the ob-

served trend towards more clustered core configurations

in more evolved clumps. Observations of star-forming

clumps at different evolutionary stages have indeed re-

vealed this trend, with more evolved clumps exhibiting

shorter core separations and more compact core distri-

butions (Beuther et al. 2018a, 2021; Traficante et al.

2023; Xu et al. 2024; Ishihara et al. 2024; Wallace et al.

2025).

These results also rule out the possibility that the lack

of strong correlations in Chen et al. (2025) is due to the

missing key clump properties. Our findings suggest that

properly characterizing turbulence and tracing the evo-

lution of clumps and cores is crucial for understanding

core distribution. While models with higher θB can pro-

duce clumps with high AL values, the combined effects

of turbulence and gravitational evolution can obscure

the correlation between clump properties and core dis-

tribution.

7. CAVEATS

The simulations presented in this work did not con-

sider stellar feedback, which is a crucial mechanism af-

fecting gas dynamic in high-mass star formation regions

and can potentially influence the later fragmentation

process (Krumholz et al. 2007). However, even when

only considering clumps before the formation of sink

particles or with tage < 0 (as shown in the Appendix B),

the correlations found in Figure 16 and Figure 17 per-

sist and remain weak. This suggests that our analysis

remains valid for including the clumps after tage = 0.

Furthermore, the parameter space explored in our sim-

ulations is still relatively narrow, resulting in clumps

with similar properties (e.g., masses varying by only a

factor of two). Additionally, the clumps in our simu-

lations are typically low-mass, with masses ≲ 102M⊙.

This could be due to the definition of clump mass in

Section 4.3, where we only consider the gas mass within

a sphere of radius 0.5 pc. These values are not directly

comparable to the IRDCs investigated in the ASHES

survey, which typically have masses of ∼ 102−4M⊙ (San-

hueza et al. 2019; Morii et al. 2023). This difference

is primarily attributed to the chosen initial parameters

(i.e., n0 and v0) for the convergent flows. Increasing

these values to enhance the accretion rate of the sheet-

like structure could lead to the formation of higher-mass
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clumps. However, this would significantly require more

computational resources due to the increasing number

of cells with high refinement levels, limiting our abil-

ity to obtain a sufficient number of turbulence realiza-

tions for statistical analysis. And with higher mass, the

clumps could collapse faster, resulting in a shorter pre-

feedback phase. This raises further concerns regarding

the exclusion of stellar feedback in our simulations. Re-

garding the magnetic field, we only considered a single

value for B0 in this study. However, it remains unclear

whether a stronger magnetic field, ideally capable of fur-

ther suppressing turbulence and sustaining large-scale

structures, could preserve or suppress the aligned core

configuration. In addition to these points, our study was

also limited to a single type of initial turbulence ( Burg-

ers turbulence). A systematic investigation into how

different turbulence modes (e.g., solenoidal vs. com-

pressive) or power spectra influence the fragmentation

process and its predictability would be a valuable future

study, though it is beyond the computational scope of

the current work. To avoid potential biases arising from

the limited parameter space, which may lead to similar

fragmentation processes, future studies should explore a

wider range of initial conditions.

Our analysis of the energy budget in Section 4.6 fo-

cuses on the internal gravitational, kinetic, and mag-

netic energies of the clumps. It does not explicitly quan-

tify the impact of the external gravitational field from

the larger-scale environment in which the clumps are

embedded. The anisotropic tidal forces within a filamen-

tary network can significantly deform and shear a col-

lapsing clump on a timescale comparable to its free-fall

time (Ganguly et al. 2024). This tidal influence could

directly affect the fragmentation process. While a de-

tailed analysis of the tidal field is beyond the scope of

this study, we acknowledge that it is an important phys-

ical mechanism that warrants dedicated investigation in

future work.

Finally, in the simulations, we adopted a time inter-

val of 0.2 Myr for dumping snapshots, which was sub-

sequently used to analyze the evolutionary sequence.

Given the chaotic and dynamic nature of core distribu-

tion observed in our analysis, tracing the motion of indi-

vidual cores can provide valuable insights into their evo-

lution. Using the typical values of Mtur, which ranges

from 1 to 3 (upper panel of Figure 10), we can estimate

that the gas displacement within the clump, which is

∼ 0.05− 0.1 pc for a time interval of 0.2 Myr. This dis-

placement is comparable to the size of the cores (check

Figure 11). The issue arises, as the core distribution

becomes more clustered and compact, cores may be too

close to each other or merge, making it challenging to

track their individual motions. While this study pri-

marily focused on statistical properties and their corre-

lations with clump-scale properties, future work could

delve deeper into tracing the motion of individual cores

by choosing a smaller time interval between snapshots.

8. CONCLUSION

In this study, we investigated the correlation between

core distribution in star-forming regions and the prop-

erties of their host clumps. We employed simulations of

convergent flows with three magnetic field inclinations

(θB) and five turbulence realizations.

Convergent flows generated sheet-like structures,

which subsequently underwent turbulent instability and

formed massive clumps. To mimic observational stud-

ies, we smoothed the structures and used dendrograms

to identify star-forming clumps. Various techniques

were then applied to estimate clump properties (e.g.,

mass, size, energy, etc.), and radiative transfer simula-

tions were used to generate synthetic images that mimic

ALMA observations. Cores were identified within these

synthetic images, and “alignment parameters (AL)”

were used to quantify core distribution.

The evolution of these properties with respect to dif-

ferent θB was discussed, and correlations between align-

ment parameters were also investigated. By applying a

consistent and physically-motivated analysis framework

to our large sample of simulated clumps, we can sum-

marize our investigation as follows. The major findings

of this study are:

1. In Section 3, we demonstrate that an inclined mag-

netic field introduces a perpendicular component

relative to the gas flows. As the sheet evolves

and accretes mass, this component is subsequently

compressed and amplified, influencing the evolu-

tion of substructures. Furthermore, this compo-

nent can also facilitate accretion onto the substruc-

tures, contributing to the formation of filamentary

structures.

2. For the clump properties, only mass (Section 4.3),

energy-related parameters and turbulence (Sec-

tion 4.6) exhibited a clear evolutionary trend.

Specifically, clumps generally became more mas-

sive, gravity-dominated, and more turbulent over

time.

3. The core distribution, as quantified by AL,uw and

AL,w in Section 5.2, does not exhibit a monotonic

trend but rather a “dynamic” evolution. While

examining all clumps in the simulations, we ob-

served a tentative trend towards lower AL, sug-
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gesting that clumps become more clustered at later

stages.

4. Our analysis revealed weak correlations between

core distribution, as quantified by alignment pa-

rameters, and clump properties (Sections 6.1 and

6.2). This suggests a “chaotic” nature in core

distribution, consistent with the findings of Chen

et al. (2025).

5. Turbulence is believed to contribute to the

“chaotic and dynamic” behavior by stochastically

introducing density perturbations that can lead

to ongoing fragmentation and statistically scatter-

ing in core distribution. Additionally, as clumps

evolve, cores can gravitationally migrate or merge,

further influencing core distribution.

6. We conclude that instantaneous, large-scale prop-

erties of clumps are not sufficient to reliably de-

termine the spatial distribution of their cores.

Clumps with similar energetic properties can ex-

hibit diverse core distribution and evolutionary

paths (Section 6.3).
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APPENDIX

A. COMPARISONS BETWEEN CLUMPS SHOWING DIFFERENT FRAGMENTATION STATUS

Figures 19 and 20 show the comparison of CDFs between clumps classified as aligned (AL > 3.3) and clustered (AL

≤ 3.3) (Note that clumps with AL < 0 are excluded). The two-sample KS test was used to assess the differences

between the distributions. For parameters that exhibited only weak correlations in Sections 6.1 and 6.2, the difference

between the aligned and clustered groups is clearer and more significant (with KS statistics ∼ 0.4) when using the

threshold of AL = 3.3. This is observed for Mcl, R1, |Eth/EG|, Mtur, and MA.

Similarly, we can split the sample by AL = 0 and examine the difference between less fragmented and well fragmented

clumps. While the detailed results are not shown here, we note that in addition to the parameters that showed
significant differences when using AL = 3.3 (as mentioned above), the correlation for |EB/EG| also becomes more

pronounced when using this threshold.

These results seemingly suggest that clustered/aligned core configurations and well/less fragmented clumps exhibit

distinct large-scale properties. However, it is important to note that the observed differences when using the threshold

of AL = 3.3 may be influenced by overall evolutionary trends. As discussed in Section 5.2, AL tends to decrease over

time, and some parameters, such as Mcl (Section 4.3), also exhibit evolutionary trends. Consequently, the differences

observed here could be partially attributed to these evolutionary effects. This is supported by the fact that the

differences are primarily driven by extreme values, as seen in the tails of the distributions.

B. CORRELATIONS FOR CLUMPS BEFORE THE FORMATION OF SINK PARTICLE

Figure 21 and 22 present the results of similar correlation analyses conducted in Sections 6.1 and 6.2, but only

focusing on clumps identified before the formation of sink particles (i.e., clumps with tage < 0). In this case, there are

263 clumps for AL and 227 clumps after excluding AL < 0. Overall, we find that the correlations persist and remain

weak, suggesting that the inclusion of more evolved clumps in our simulations, despite the absence of stellar feedback,

would not significantly alter the results.
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Figure 21. Same as Figure 16, but only consider clumps with tage < 0.
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Figure 22. Same as Figure 17, but only consider clumps with tage < 0.

C. DECOMPOSITION OF GRAVITATIONAL ENERGY EVOLUTION

In Section 4.6, we note that the gravitational energy (|EG|) is always dominant during clump evolution. To disen-

tangle the physical processes driving this feature, we perform a differential analysis on clumps between two adjacent

snapshots, t1 and t2 (where t2 > t1), chosen such that no new sink particles form in the interval.
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We start with the clump at t2 and recalculate its gravitational energy four separate times. In each test, we revert a

single component of the clump to its state at t1, keeping all other components at their t2 values. The magnitude of

the change in EG relative to its original t2 value reveals the importance of that component. The four cases are:

1. The total gas mass in the clump is reset to its t1 value, but the t2 gas density profile and all t2 sink properties

(masses and locations) are used.

2. The mass of each sink particle is reset to its t1 value, but the t2 gas properties and t2 sink locations are used.

3. The gas density profile is reset to its t1 shape, but the t2 total gas mass and all t2 sink properties are used.

4. The spatial locations of the sink particles are reset to their t1 positions, but the t2 gas properties and t2 sink

masses are used.

We must note that these components are dynamically coupled in the simulation. This decomposition is a diagnostic

tool intended only to estimate the relative importance of each effect.

We applied this analysis to 22 clumps that fulfill the condition (e.g., no new particle forming between snapshots).

The results, shown in Figure 23, clearly indicate that Case 2 (green) results in the most significant change compared

to the original gravitational energy. The contributions from large-scale gas accretion (Case 1, red), gas redistribution

(Case 3, blue), and sink clustering (Case 4, black) are all comparatively minor.
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0.4
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Figure 23. CDFs of the fractional change in gravitational energy ((EG,case − EG,original)/EG,original, where EG,original is the
original gravitational energy for the clump at t2) for the four test cases described in Appendix C. The lines correspond to Case
1 (red), Case 2 (green), Case 3 (blue), and Case 4 (black).

Given that our simulations do not include feedback and the accreted gas will eventually go into sink particles, we

conclude that the increase in the dominance of gravity is primarily driven by gas accretion on to the clump, rather

than by the internal clustering of cores or the large-scale redistribution of gas within the clump.
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Gómez, G. C., & Vázquez-Semadeni, E. 2014, ApJ, 791,

124, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/791/2/124
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