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ABSTRACT

Polarization data from high mass star formation regions {V¢2/e8, Orion
BN/KL) are used to derive statistical properties of the plahsky projected magnetic
field. Structure function and auto-correlation functioa aalculated for observations
with various resolutions from the BIMA and SMA interferoreeg, covering a range in
physical scales from- 70 mpc to~ 2.1 mpc. Results for the magnetic field turbulent
dispersion, its turbulent to mean field strength ratio aredléinge-scale polarization
angle correlation length are presented as a function of flysipal scale at the star
formation sites. Power law scaling relations emerge foresofrthese physical quan-
tities. The turbulent to mean field strength ratio is foundbéoclose to constant over
the sampled observing range, with a hint of a decrease tosvaatler scales, indicat-
ing that the role of magnetic field and turbulence is evolwinth physical scale. A
statistical method is proposed to separate large and soad sorrelations from an
initial ensemble of polarization segments. This also léadsdefinition of a turbulent
polarization angle correlation length.

Subject headings. ISM: clouds — ISM: magnetic fields, polarization, turbulene-
ISM: individual (W51 e2/e8, Orion BN/KL) — Methods: stairsl
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1. Introduction

Giant molecular clouds - the sites of star formation - aredalded by magnetic fields. The
exact role of the magnetic field, the nature of turbulencetaed interplay are still a matter of
debate in the literature. Evidence for a weak magnetic felgér-Alfvénic turbulence) has been
presented in e.g. Crutcher ef al. (2009); Padoan| et al. j2@0%reas support in favor of a strong
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magnetic field (sub-Alfvénic turbulence) controlling ttegrhation and evolution of the molecular
cloud is discussed in e.g. Lietal. (2009). Accurate measargs of the magnetic field strength
are a key in distinguishing between these two theories.

Different techniques have been employed to measure theetiadield intensity and struc-
ture on various scales. The Zeeman effect provides the ardwik method of directly measuring
magnetic field strengths along the line of sight in a molecalaud. Generally, it has to rely
on strong enough line intensities and also high spectralugsn in order to detect the splitting
of spectral lines| (Goodman et al. 1989; Crutcher 1999; i Crutcher 2008; Crutcher etlal.
2009). Polarization of dust thermal emission at infrared sumbmillimeter wavelengths provides
another method to study magnetic field properties (e.gddbiland et al. 2000). The dust grains
are thought to be aligned with their shorter axis paralleh® magnetic field lines, therefore the
emitted light appears to be polarized perpendicular to #ld fines (Goldreich & Kylafis 1981,
1982; Draine & Weingartner 1996, 1997; Lazarian 2000). Rk torques are likely to be respon-
sible for the dust alignment (Cho & Lazarian 2005; Lazariakl@&ang 2007). Complementary to
Zeeman splitting, dust polarization measurements aramgdhbe plane of sky projected magnetic
field direction. However, in order to derive the actual mdgnield strength perpendicular to the
line of sight, additional assumptions are needed, as e.¢gheicommonly used Chandrasekhar-
Fermi (CF) method (Chandrasekhar & Fermi 1953) or in itsataons (e.g., Houde et al. 2004;
Curran & Chrysostomou 2007).

When applying any of these CF methods, the dispersion in #resared plane of sky polar-
ization is a key parameter. Most studies up to now relied oragmatic field dispersion measured
about a large scale mean field (elg., Chrysostomou et al'; 1294t al.| 2001, 2002; Tang et/al.
2009a) or a model field (e.g., Girart et al. 2006; Rao et al920@s noted in_Hildebrand et al.
(2009), in dense clouds the magnetic field structure mightheecombined result from a va-
riety of effects, such as differential rotation, gravitetdl collapse and expanding HIl regions.
Consequently, a globally derived dispersion might not céflee true contribution from magne-
tohydrodynamic waves and/or turbulence. The recent worKilnebrand et al. (2009) develops
a method based on a dispersion function about local meanetiadields. Besides providing a
measure for the turbulent dispersion, the method also gimesccurate estimate of the turbulent
to mean magnetic field strength ratio. Furthermore, the ateth independent of any large scale
field model. Hildebrand et al. (2009) discuss applicati@nhée Orion, M17 and DR21 molecular
clouds, observed with the Hertz polarimeter at the Caltedin8llimeter Observatory (CSO) with
a resolution of 20.

Dust polarization observations have been carried out ovange of scales: from the large
scale cloud envelope (e.g., Schleuning 1998; Lai et al. ptadollapsing cores (e.q., Girart et al.
2006; Tang et al. 2009b). The goal of this paper is to applyextednd the method developed in
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Hildebrand et al. (2009) across a range of scales in the semnfoamation regions.

The paper is organized as follows: Sectidn 2 gives a briefnrsary of the W51 e2/e8 and
Orion BN/KL high mass star formation sites with the resuétkevant for our analysis. Section
defines the structure function and the auto-correlatiorctfon with some physical quantities
resulting from the statistical analysis. The results aes@nted in sectidd 4 with a discussion in
sectiorL 5. Summary and conclusion are given in setfion 6.

2. Data Set and Source Descriptions

The presented data were obtained with the BIMA and SMA ieterheters at wavelengths
where the polarization of dust thermal emission is tracelde detailed descriptions of the data
analysis and images are given.in Lai et al. (2001) for W51&®@/i#h BIMA, Tang et al. (2009b)
for W51 e2/e8 with the SMA, Rao etlal. (1998) for Orion BN/KLtWwiBIMA and|Tang et al.
(2010) for Orion BN/KL with the SMA. Relevant observationmhbers are given in Tablé 1. The
re-constructed features depend on the range of uv sampiithgvaighting. Nevertheless, these
data currently provide the highest angular resolutiénirfformation on the morphology of the
magnetic field in the plane of sky obtained with the emitteldpoed light in those star formation
sites. They are thus complementary to the earlier analyiissmgle dish data in Hildebrand et/ al.
(2009) and references therein. This study is part of therpragn the SMH(HO, Moran and Lo
2004) to study the structure of the magnetic field at highiapegsolutions.

2.1. W51e2/e8

W51 e2/e8 are some of the strongest mm/submm continuumesour¢he W51 region. Lo-
cated at a distance of 7 kpc (Genzel et al. 1981)sZEquivalent to~ 0.03 pc. At a scale of 5 pc,
measured at 850n with a resolutiord ~ 15" with SCUBA on JCMT |(Chrysostomou et/al. 2002;
Matthews et al. 2009), the polarization across the moleaitaid appears to be little organized
and not uniform. However, the 3bfh data, obtained with Hertz on the Caltech Submillimeter
Observatory (CSO) show a well-ordered field (Dotson et @l(20A comparison of the Hertz and
SCUBA data is given in Vaillancourt & Matthewis (2008a). Btitle e2 and e8 core are unresolved
by Hertz and SCUBA. Lai et al. (2001) reported a higher ang@solution (3) polarization map
at 1.3 mm obtained with BIMA, which resolved out large-scgtleictures. In contrast to the larger

1 The Submillimeter Array is a joint project between the Sisithian Astrophysical Observatory and the Academia
Sinica Institute of Astronomy and Astrophysics, and is fedily the Smithsonian Institution and the Academia Sinica.
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scale polarization map, the polarization appears to be onuiferm across the envelope at a scale
of 0.5 pc, enclosing the sources e2 and e8. In the highestarrgsolution map obtained with the
SMA at 870u:m with # =~ 0”7, the polarization patterns appear to be pinched in e2 awdpals-
sibly in e8 (Tang et al. 2009b). In the following, where nopksitly written in full, W51 always
refers to W51 e2/e8.

2.2. Orion BN/KL

The Orion Molecular Cloud (OMC-1) is one of the closest masstar formation sites. At a
distance of 480 pc¢ (Genzel et al. 1981},id equal to 2.3 mpc. Source BN/KL is located near the
strongest mm continuum emission, where the star formatiocgss is active. Based on single dish
polarization measurements obtained with SHARP on the Calakcourt et al. (2008b) reported
polarization maps observed at 350 and 459in the OMC-1 ridge. The revealed magnetic fields
appear to be uniform across the dust ridge with effectivanoletric beam sizes of 13t both
350 and 45Q:m. Similar uniform polarization maps have been reportedat;im by/Schleuning
(1998) and at 85(im by|Vallée & Fiege!(2007) witl# ~ 15’. Observed with BIMA at 1.3 mm
and 3 mm withd of 3”4 and 7,/Rao et al.|(1998) reported that the polarization appeactbdnge
abruptly in the south of the mm continuum peak. With the hggtagular resolution achieved
with the SMA at 870um, 6 ~ 1”, the polarization is consistent with the BIMA detections &
mm and 3 mm, but the field appears to vary smoothly across tive eore (Tang et al. 2010). In
the following, where not explicitly written in full, Orionla&ays refers to Orion BN/KL.

3. Method

This section summarizes how the statistical quantitieslarered from the polarization data.

3.1. Structure Function

The polarization position angléA) structure function (of second ordeg is a measure of the
mean square deviation in the plane of sky projected magfietet directiong as a function of
scale size. Following the recent work by Hildebrand et @09, we adopt their definition for the

2 Assuming the polarization emission to be perpendiculanéomagnetic field, the statistics derived from Bfe
equally apply to the magnetic field.
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magnetic field dispersioi¢, which is the square root of the structure function:

1/2
B 1 N(l) )
< APA(ly) >Y?= N |k<%<:|m (4i(ri) = 5(ry)) ; 1)

whereg; = PA; at positionr; = (x,y;) andrij; = \/(x —X;)?+(yi —y;)? in each source reference frame
with coordinates,y;). < ... > denotes the averaging process over the entire polarizatagn
with respect taij; for each binning intervdl. N(ly) is the number of pairs d?As with a separation
in between the bink andly;. All variables are plane of sky projected quantities.

As derived in Hildebrand et al. (2009), assuming the magrfatid B to be composed of a
smoothly varying large-scale mean fi@gland a statistically independent turbulent comporgnt
the structure function in the range< I < d can be written as:

< AP?(li) >toe B>+ P12+ (1), (2

whered is the turbulent field correlation length adds the typical scale for variations By. o (lx)
are the binned error bars resulting from propagating thiwiithgial measurement uncertaintidsis
interpreted as the scale-independent turbulent field diggeandmly is the linear dispersion term
(with slopem) from the large-scale fielB,. All three contributions, being statistically indepentien
are added in quadrature. This is basically a first order Tagtpansion of the structure function
in the domain where the turbulent field compondgyt, is a small perturbation of a large-scale
field B which is smooth on the scale df Further following Hildebrand et al. (2009), the ratio
between the turbulent and mean magnetic field strength caalbelated by evaluating explicitly
the dispersion in the field directions under the assumptdrssnall perturbations, which results
in:

<B2>Y2

Bo 2-p2

3)

3.2. Auto-Correation Function

The polarization angle correlation function measureselemblance or self similarity (corre-
lation with itself) of the projected polarization struatlon average as a function of separation. Ad-
ditionally, it leads to a definition of a characteristic p@ation angle correlation length. Whereas
the ratio in equatiori{3) relies on the assumption that tepatsion function can be written as a
first order Taylor expansion on the smallest scales, the @ut@lation function with its weighted
moments (e.g. correlation length in equatibh (5)) is indel@at of such assumptions. In princi-
ple, this provides an independent cross-check (see sé&&flynvhich can probe the assumptions
in sectior 3.1L. Furthermore, higher resolution data withalfor an even more detailed modeling



—6—

of the field structure without relying on a fit. We calculate tilane of sky projected polarization
angle correlation functiod as:

1 N(lk)
Nig. 2= @)

<rij<lka
= <o@r)-o(r+1) > (4)

where the notation is identical to the one in equatidn (1)rber to make proper use of the auto-
correlation function, one has to assume homogeneous Botarbulence, i.e.< C(lx) > must
depend only on the separations This requiresy; to be rotationally invariant. Whereas this is
naturally the case for the structure function, which ineslonly the square of the difference of the
PA, the producti(r;) - ¢;(r;) for the auto-correlation function depends on the refezdrame and
the definition of the range of theA. The transformatiom; — &, ¢; — £ — A¢;; expresses all the
correlation products with respect to the same positionef(@ 0), whereA¢;; = |¢; —¢j|. Since

0 < Agij <90, imposing zero correlation for perpendiculs fixes¢ = 90°. This definition also
ensures the correlation coefficients to be in the range leetveero and onePAs parallel) when
normalized with¢?2.

<C()> =

Each observedA will be the result of a superposition of a large-scapg) @nd a turbulent
contribution §¢). Consequently, the correlation function as written inaan (4) contains both
contributions mixed. In order to characterize the larga@lespolarization the turbulent part needs
to be separated. Appendix A gives the details of how to dexilarge-scale correlation function,
< Co(ly) >, from an ensemble of measured position anglesssumingy = ¢g +d .

The characteristic large-scale polarization angle catiat length)q is then calculated by
integrating the weighted large-scale polarization angleetation function:

_ J < @o(r) - do(r +1id >r -l dli

J < o(r) - do(r +1i) > dly
where the integration extends over the entire binning rambes is again a plane of sky projected
guantity. In the case of a uniform polarization, with BAs being parallel and aligned with a
single direction, all the correlation coefficients will beey independent of scale. The large-scale
correlation length\q is then in the middle of the largest and smallest scale, Isecallithe scales
are equally weighted (identical correlation) in this case.

o %)

We note that the correlation length, being an integratedwaidhted measure, is less sensitive
to irregularities and incompleteness in the data set (ssmusision in section 5.1). In analogy to
equation[(b), a turbulent polarization angle correlatiength \; can be estimated, once large-
scale and turbulent contributions are separated (AppehdiR method to calculate the turbulent
magnetic field correlation length, based on a generalizatfdhe dispersion function, is derived
iniHoude et al.|(2009).
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4. Results

Dispersion function and large-scale auto-correlatiorcfiom together with turbulent corre-
lation function are presented in Figure 1 and 2 for W51 e2feB@rion BN/KL. For both high
mass star formation regions, the polarization data from Bl{®ao et al| 1998; Lai et al. 2001)
and the SMA|(Tang et al. 2009b, 2010) are analyzed followawisn[3. Tabléll summarizes the
observations and our findings. The binning interViale set to integers of the synthesized beams.
For elliptical beams, resulting from a non-unifouw-coverage, the geometrical mean is adopted.
Within each binning intervak, dispersion and auto-correlation are evaluatediferr;j < ly.;. Cor-
related data points below the synthesized beam resolutoreenoved. OnlyAs with a polarized
flux of more than 3,,, the rms noise of the polarized intensity, are includedoisrof individual
PAs are typically in the range of"80 10°. The binned error bars(;(l¢) in equation[(R)) in the
Figured 1 and]2 are then determined by propagating the cheiVerrors through the equatiofs$ (1)
and [4). For the dispersion function they are typically ab0°5 or less for the smallest scales.
This is due to the sample variance factor from the large numwitdata points{ 100 or more pairs
of PAs). They grow to a few degrees at the largest scales. Fittinthé turbulent dispersionis
based on a least square fit of equatidn (2). The small binrred leairs are neglected here, which
is justified by the possible larger biases as it is discugssddtion 5.11.

4.1. W51e2/e8

The statistical analysis for W51 e2/e8 was performed withdldata sets: BIMA (Lai et al.
2001) at 1.3 mm with a resolution of’2, covering the large-scale structure over0’, and
SMA at 87Qum with a resolution of 07, separately resolving the regions e2 and e8 over alfout 4
(Tang et al. 2009b). All dispersion functions (structunedtions of second order) show an increase
over at least the first two bins (Figure 1, left panels). Thigdascale BIMA measurement reveals
a gentle increase in dispersion with a hint of a plateau alatlyest scales (Figuté 1, left bottom
panel). This is very similar to the results in Hildebrandle{2009), obtained with a 2Qresolution
in M17, DR21 Main and OMC-1. The higher resolution SMA obsgions show a steeper slope
over the first two bins, with a dispersion at the smallestexcaf about 40and 55, compared to
about 10 in the BIMA observation. Whereas increase at smaller s@ldsendency of a plateau
at larger scales are still observed, the higher resolutisewvations show more irregularities. This
is particularly the case for W51 e8.

FollowinglHildebrand et al. (2009) the turbulent field disgienb, as defined in equatiohl(2),
is obtained from the zero intercept of the fit at scale= 0. lheorto stay in the linear regime,
the first three bins from the BIMA data and only the first twosbfrom the SMA data are used.



-8—

(red solid lines in Figurg]1, left panels). The resultingtuent dispersions around the mean local
magnetic field range from 6° to ~ 54°, with corresponding turbulent to mean field strength ratios
from 0.1 to 0.9 (equation{3)). Higher resolution obsemvagireveal larger values.

The large-scale polarization angle correlation functionthe BIMA observation shows a
smooth curve as expected from the dispersion (Figlre lommotight panel, solid line): a small
dispersion at small scales translates into a close caoelat these scales. At the BIMA largest
scales, tracing the large-scale polarization variatitims,auto-correlation decreases accordingly.
The SMA observations of both e2 and e8 show correlationseashiortest scales which are fol-
lowed by a rather sharp drop and a plateau-like extensiors ddain reflects the corresponding
features in the dispersion functions. Both cores show angkgg peak in the auto-correlation
function at larger scales, probably tracing symmetry festun the hourglass-like pinched field
morphology. Calculating the characteristic polarizateogle correlation length over the maxi-
mum scale range, as introduced in equatidn (5), we fXigd 230 mpc for the BIMA observation
and o = 73 mpc and 63 mpc for e2 and e8, respectively. Due to thewelkasmall field of view
sampled in our observations, the values\g@possibly represent lower limtis This can then also
explain why the correlation does not fully vanish at the éstgscales.

The same panels in Figuré 1 also show the small-scale cioredaseparated by the method
described in Appendix A. It is apparent that the turbulemtedation function, after an initial sharp
drop, is still showing features similar to the large-scalection< C, >. This is a consequence of
the weighting scheme outlined in Appendix A, where even atger scale small dispersion values
can be accounted for a turbulent correlation with a certagbgbility. Limiting the turbulent
correlation to within the first few bins yields between 25 and 45 mpc.

4.2. Orion BN/KL

Four data sets with very different resolutions were analyaeOrion BN/KL: BIMA observa-
tions at 3 mm and 1.3 mm with a resolution dfahd 3'4 (Rao et al. 1998), and SMA observations
at 87Qum from a combined compact with subcompact, and a compactexténded configuration
with resulting synthesized beams di®@and 0’9 (Tang et al. 2010). The general tendencies found
for W51 e2/e8 - increase at smaller scales and plateau-fitension with some irregularities at

3 Additionally, some information on the largest scales migatabsent due to the missing zero-spacing in the
interferometric observations. However, most of the obsons used here contain information from short baselines
with lengths comparable to a few antenna diameters, andeotiarge-scale structures are apparent in the polasizati
maps. Correlations on even larger scales - also given theredod trend of decreasing correlation coefficients with
larger scales - are therefore likely to add only negligiblys.
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larger scales for the dispersion function and their analedeatures in the auto-correlation func-
tion - are still present in Orion BN/KL (Figuid 2). Howevelready the lower resolution BIMA
observations, in particular at 1.3 mm, show larger irregtids than the high resolution W51 e2/e8
data. Since they are probing different physical scaleseattinresponding source distances (W51
being 14 times further away than Orion), these larger ifagies might simply be due to different
morphologies and structures in the magnetic fields. In aésathe three lowest bins, showing a
close to linear increase in dispersion, were again used fior fihe turbulent dispersiob. Values

in the range of- 13 up to~ 33 for the highest resolution are found (Table 1). The corradpw
turbulent to mean field strength ratios are around 0.2 foBtiMA and ~0.4 for the SMA obser-
vations. Thus, over about an eight times increase in liressolution, dispersion and turbulent field
contribution increase by about a factor of three and twqeetvely.

All the auto-correlation functions have in common a rathearp drop over the first three or
four bins (Figurd R right panels). With successively higresolutions, this drop occurs within
shorter scale ranges: within about’2thd 10 for the BIMA observations, ané 8’ and less than
5” for the SMA observations. In all cases the auto-correldtimation regains after this first drop,
either with a smooth slope (BIMA 3 mm, Figure 2, bottom righhpl) or with several peaks. The
characteristic large-scale polarization angle correfakength, equatiori {5), turns out to be in the
range of~ 66 mpc to~ 15 mpc, which is a change of about a factor of four.

The turbulent correlation function again shows a sharp dnggr the first few bins. No sat-
isfactory function was found for the BIMA 1.3 mm observatidris is likely due to the incom-
pleteness of the statistics (only few polarization segsjamhich the method in Appendix A relies
upon. \; derived from the first few bins is between 36 and 9 mpc.

5. Discussion
5.1. Validity and Robustness of Approach

Since the high resolution observations are revealing saffezehces and likely probe a dif-
ferent magnetic field regime (sectibn 5.4), we re-assess ther validity of our approach when
deriving the turbulent dispersion and turbulent to mean fsttength from equation|(2). In order
to stay well within the linear range, the derivation in Hitdend et al./(2009) assumes |, < d.
Whereas the turbulent magnetic field correlation lergtha fundamental limit related to the tur-
bulence dissipation scale and the ambipolar diffusionedcathe upper limitd, the typical length
scale for variations in the large-scale mean figdddepends on the magnetic field under consid-
eration. For the field threading a molecular cloud (envelogevill be on the order of 100 mpc
or more (e.g. envelope in W51 e2/e8). In the case of a coltgpsire, the remaining large-scale
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field is of the size of the core diameter, which is around 50 fop&V51 e2 (Tang et al. 2009b).
It becomes clear that the allowable interndak Iy < d shrinks with higher resolution. Neverthe-
less, in such a cascading picture, a previously small setedomponent becomes the large-scale
mean field component at the next higher resolution. Thikssttlsfies the assumptions as long as
the resolution is not too high. It should be further stresbed the method in_Hildebrand et al.
(2009) is entirely independent of a mean field modeling, beeaf the restrictioh < d. Some
values of the derived turbulent polarization angle cotietalength)\; (Appendix A) are compa-
rable to the smallest measured scales or even larger. Bhneraf ~ § < Iy is, strictly speaking,
not valid everywhere. Should the correlation length indeedf the order of 10 mpc, some of our
observations are already resolving this scale. In suche-ceeferring to curve E in Figure 1 in
Hildebrand et al. (2009) - the turbulence contribution t® dspersion is probably underestimated
because the fitting is done in a range where the turbulenceilmation has not yet reached its
maximum. The derived turbulent to mean magnetic field strerggios are then lower limits. We
note that the highest resolution SMA observation in OriagyFe[2 top left panel ~ 2.1 mpc) is
close to but not yet resolving the ambipolar diffusion s¢afe ~ 1 mpc from Li & Houde (2008);
Lazarian et al. (2004)).

In order to probe the robustness of the approach, a threséstids introduced PAs with a
continuum intensity above a certain limit are excluded fittv analysis. In the original work by
Hildebrand et al. (2009) only data with a magnetic field oigation on large scales are analyzed.
Our data set additionally contains data where the magneliti§ organized on smaller scales. This
is for example the case for the hourglass-like pinched fiakeklin the collapsing core of W51 e2
where the central pinched field lines correlate with thergjest emission (Tang et/al. 2009b). This
threshold test addresses a possible concern whether thareias toward the strongest emission
data. For Orion no relevant change in the dispersion fungsdound until discarding- 50% of
the data £ 70% cut in intensity). In particular, the turbulent dispensderived from the fit shows
a scatter within only~ +£2°-3°, therefore not altering the original results and proofirgnttto be
quite robust. This is verified for all the Orion data sets. tker excluding more than 50% of the
data distorts the dispersion function, producing unrédidits and turbulent dispersion values. The
same results hold for W51 as observed with BIMA. The highsol#ion observations of W51 e2
and e8 however are found to be a little less robust. For bodmd28 a decrease ef-7° in the
turbulent dispersion is found when excluding up to 30% ofda&. Excluding more than 30% of
the data leads to unreasonable results. In the case of psiollpcore (like e2 and possibly e8),
gravity pulls in the magnetic field lines and presumably@fend dominates turbulence on some
scales, bending the field lines on the shortest scales yps$sdre than what turbulence would
do. Removing the strongest intensity data — which are in¢h&e closest to the center of the
collapsing core — is likely to reduce a possible gravity icelll bias on the shortest scales. The
observed decrease in the turbulent dispersion possibbctefthis. In the subsequent Figlie 3,
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these values are shown with a down-arrgyiQidicating this possible bias.

Additionally, the dependence on the bin size has been chedRecreasing the bin size by
about 30%-50% of the synthesized beam leaves most of thiksrg@sactically unchanged, with a
typical ~ 1° to 2° down shift in the turbulent dispersion. This results frora tlenser sampling at
the shortest scales which then extends the linear part difipersion function toward a slightly
shorter scale. This in turn leads to a slightly lower valughef intercept at scale= 0. Whereas
oversampling shows little effect, under-sampling with actwas large synthesized beam signifi-
cantly biases the analysis toward larger dispersion vallieis can be understood from the steep
slope over the first few bins. Averaging over large scales thereases the dispersion value. An
exception to this conclusion are again W51 e2 and e8. Ovgigagrby a factor of two reduces
the turbulent dispersion te 15°. This is possibly due to the same reason as described abiove fo
the threshold test: Grouping the few values with a largeettspn in a separate bin will lead to a
much lower dispersion for the remaining ones in another ®mon, from the BIMA 1.3mm data,
shows noticeable effects when the bin size is changed by Xty to 20%. This is possibly due
to the rather irregular dispersion function.

In summary, the tests described above demonstrate than#igsas gives generally robust
results with a small scatter. The possible exception is W5arad €8, which might be biased
toward too large dispersion values. In the remaining sestithe discussion will be based on the
original values, with a reminder of the possible bias whereessary.

The polarization angle correlation functienC(ly) >, being mathematically related to the
structure function viaA¢?(ly) ~ 2(< C(0) > — < C(ly) >), reflects the above discussed features
analogously. We remark that, although this mathematicaheoction exists, the presented auto-
correlation functions< C(ly) > and< Cy(lx) >, are calculated directly from thHeAs which provides
thus an independent consistency test. Mathematical@alatid direct calculation are verified to
lead indeed to the same results foC(ly) >.

For the large-scale correlation functienCy(ly) >, after separating the small scale turbulence
contribution (appendix A), an immediate verification is possible any more. No reference in the
literature was found allowing a direct comparison here wither observations. Technically, the
relative errors for the auto-correlation function are derahan for the dispersion function (less
than 1% compared to about 1 to a few percent), as a result @rtbepropagation of the sum of
products compared to the sum of differences.

Finally, we propose here to use the resulting large-scdbrigation angle correlation length
Ao @s a quantitative measure for the typical scedé variation in the ordered polarization structure.
The derived values (Table 1) match reasonably well with tieva quoted empirical values which
are estimated from the polarization maps. Our results ae ffased on the dispersion function
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within § < Iy < A\g. Having a statistical measure fdithrough the auto-correlation lengtly then
also verifies the regime where the method based on the dispdnction (section_3]1) can be
applied. Since\q is an integrated and weighted measure, threshold test ansiza show only
negligible changes. In the course of the tests describedealbwersampling and under-sampling
by a factor of two give variations iRy of less than 10% for all observations.

5.2. Comparison with Previous Results

Generally, the dispersion functions derived from the presbservation set for both W51
e2/e8 and Orion BN/KL are less smooth than those derived famer resolution single dish
observations (Hildebrand et/al. 2009; Kitby 2009). We sfaeuhat these irregularities are tracing
underlying changes and structures in the magnetic field hodogy which become more manifest
only at higher resolutiord], but are smoothed out at lower resolution. The previowgelascale
(lower resolution) single dish observations show poldidrapatterns which extend to such radii
where the magnetic field straightens out as the gravitdtioflaence is weak (e.g. OMC-1 in
Schleuning|(1998) with the Kuiper Airborne Observatory @)at 10Q:m with a resolution of
~ 35" and in Houde et all (2004) with the Hertz polarimeter at CS@ wi-20" at 35Q:m). M17
SW, observed over & 6 x 6 field with the KAO shows an overall orderly field configuration
with a hint of being pulled into the cloud core by gravitagbrcollapse|(Dotson 1996). At the
smallest separations, the average change in polarizatamound 10. The sample of 12 Galactic
clouds observed with the KAO shows mostly organized larg¢esitelds (Dotson et al. 2000). No
dispersion functions were derived for this sample.

Signs of a collapsing cloud in the center, with otherwise tigagtraightened field lines, are
observed for DR21 Main (Kirby 2009). A smooth dispersiondtion is found with a dispersion
of ~ 1 in the lowest bin and a linear increase~a25° over the next three bins. The one case
in which we observe an equally smooth dispersion is W51 eksewith BIMA. Similarly to
DR21 Main, this observation is tracing the large-scale f&ﬂdelop@ , but without yet revealing
a collapsing core (Lai et al. 2001). The lowest bin disperssagain around 0 then linearly
increasing over the next four bins to about 3Gigure[l bottom left panel). The single dish
(DR21 Main with CSO, spatial resolution 0.2 pc) and interferometer (W51 with BIMA, spatial
resolution~ 0.1 pc) seem to be revealing comparable structures and disperues around T0
here. Such dispersion values then lead to a turbulent to rinddrstrength ratio of 0.1 to 0.15.

4 The smaller scale field structures are likely to be beamtetlbecause of averaging in the plane of sky, but not
along the line of sight. In the opposite case, higher angelsolution data, e.g with the SMA, would not be able to
reveal coherent structures on smaller scales.
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These numbers are also consistent with the values repartemtly in Hildebrand et al. (2009)
for OMC-1 and M17. Our remaining data are directly probing tiollapsing cores with clearly
pinched magnetic field lines for W51 (see Figure 6 in Tang.€P8l09b)) and a wrapped toroidal-
like structure in Orion/(Tang et al. 2010). For this differ@mysical regime - although previous
observations exist (Girart et/al. 2006) - no analysis basea dispersion function was performed
which would allow a comparison. A turbulent to magnetic gyematio of ~ 0.02 (turbulent to
magnetic field strength ratie 0.14) is derived by Girart et al. (2006) based on a remainingmea
dispersion after fitting a parabolic function to the field piaology.

A further major difference between our data set (except Wil BIMA) and the above cited
previous works is the steeper slope (secfion 5.3, Table &) the first two or three bins. The
dispersion increases typically by 2 30° or even more, compared to 10° in the above cited
cases. The values at the first bins are already arouh@d®280° whereas the other cases show
numbers around X0or less. The corresponding turbulent to mean field streragtbs are then in
the range of- 0.2 to 0.54.

Different methods, also aiming at constraining the turbute mean field ratio but not going
through a structure function, have been explored by sewerdlors. Based on an averaga
dispersiond¢ < 13°, a turbulent to magnetic field energy ratio has been estunatd.ai et al.
(2002) for NGC 2024 FIR 5 in the Orion B Giant Molecular cloutiheir energy ratio (<0.14)
corresponds to a turbulent to mean field strength ratio <OR7e ratio of mass-to-fluxv /®,
is evaluated in_Troland & Crutcher (2008) for a set of 34 dddud cores { 0.01 pc) from OH
Zeeman observations with the Arecibo telescope. Theirageeratio of turbulent to magnetic
energy is~2, the turbulent to mean field ratio therefore about 1.4. éfdhtese data, in combination
with GBT observations of the cloud envelope { pc), were then used to provide support for a
super-Alfvénic (weak magnetic field) turbulence model (Cher et al. 2009). Average dispersion
values (not dispersion functions) around a mean magnetat dieection were also derived in
Myers & Goodman (1991) from optical polarimetry and in Nodlal. (2009) from submillimeter
polarization. In the latter work the authors found a turbtil® mean field ratio in the range
between 2.0 (intermediate field) and 0.52 (strong field) catibfe with their observations.

5.3. Comparison with Numerical Simulations

The turbulent to magnetic field energy ratio is also inveggd through numerical simula-
tions. | Ostriker et al. (2001) analyzed the time evolutiomimodel cloud simulation with three
different magnetic field strengths (strong, medium and wiesé with 3 = c2/By/(47p) = 0.01,
0.1 and 1, respectively), but an identical initial turbuleelocity field. The perturbed mag-
netic field energy reaches a maximum at about 0.1 - 0.2 timegAttvénic crossing where it
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accounts for about 20 - 50% of the total turbulent energyetkinenergy and perturbed magnetic
energy together). In their projected snapshot only thengtiiteld model By = 14 4G) leaves
significantly correlated ordered polarization segmenth wiperturbed to mean magnetic energy
Burb = 6B?/B3 =~ 0.27. This corresponds to a turbulent to mean field strengib oétabout 0.52.
Although this is comparable to the numbers of our higherltggm observations around collaps-
ing cores, it is not obvious to match their snapshot in timawion within our sequence of low
and high resolution data.

On the other hand, recent simulation results with supecsamil super-Alfvénic turbulence,
in combination with simulated Zeeman measurements, fingd < 1 for cores with a radius-
0.2-0.8 pc (Lunttila et all 2009). This seems to be in favor of thédtlgnt to magnetic energy
ratios observed in Troland & Crutcher (2008), who found agrages., ~ 2 for comparable core
sizes and source distances. These findings support a staatfon theory with super-Alfvénic
turbulence.

Related to3,,n, PA structure functions (of second ordefy?, are analyzed in Falceta-Gongalves et al.
(2008) with the goal of discriminating between sub/supeisand sub/super-Alfvénic models. In-
dependent of the magnetic field orientation with respedhédine of sight, sub-Alfvénic models
tend to have a power law index~ 0.5, A¢?(lx) ~ |2, whereas super-Alfvénic models show a
flatter slope withoe ~ 0.3. For the set of our observations,(derived from the first two bins for
W51 and three bins for Orion, Taklé 1) is in the range of 0.3.® RAlthough this is closer to
sub-Alfvénic models, the rather steep slopes in our stradtinctions followed by a plateau make
a direct comparison with the smoother structure functionBalceta-Goncalves et/al. (2008) not
obvious.

In summary, numerical simulations provide results for tmbtlent to magnetic field energy
ratio and the slope of the polarization structure functiond series of different models. Some
are in agreement with our findings. For a detailed compayiiom difficulty lies in matching
observational resolution and star formation stage witimtbeel time evolution in the simulation.

5.4. Dependence on Physical Scale

The angular resolutions obtained from the BIMA and SMA otsatons vary by about a fac-
tor of ten, spanning a range in physical scales at the soistandes from- 70 mpc to~ 2.1 mpc
(Table[1). As discussed in sectilon 4, the resulting disparkinctions (and auto-correlation func-
tions) show some common tendencies but differ in their tetaiharacteristics and numbers. Here,
we address the question whether the subsequently higlauties observations reveal a depen-
dence on physical scale. This question is also motivatetiéplbserved polarization maps where
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an envelope on the largest scales (BIMA, Lai etlal. (20019l taro collapsing cores with a possi-
ble hourglass-like magnetic field morphology on the smafleales (SMA, Figure 6 in Tang et al.
(2009b)) are found in the case of W51 e2/e8. For Orion, theshwesolution BIMA data and the
highest resolution SMA data again reveal very different nedig field structures. Consequently,
we argue that these polarization observations are indesdadngy different regimes in the star for-
mation process. The fact that increasingly higher resmhstistill reveal detectable local coherent
structures, very likely means that large-scale structaresmooth enough for the local structures
to be distinguishable. This must hold true for both along aobss the line of sight, because
otherwise features would be washed out.

Figure[3, top panel, shows the tendencies for the turbutentdan field strength ratio as a
function of the physical scales, as derived from the Figliraad 2. As relevant physical scale the
synthesized beam resolution is assumed. In addition to INABANd SMA data set, the lower
resolution data from Hildebrand et al. (2009) for Orion, OR#hd M17 are also added. Over the
observed scale range (70 mpc to~ 2.1 mpc), the turbulent to mean field strength ratio increases
with smaller scale by about a factor of ten.

Further investigating this apparent dependence on pHysiake in the top panel in Figure 3,
we discuss a possible beam resolution effect. Houde et@D9)2 in an expansion on the work
in Hildebrand et al.|(2009), considered the signal integnaaspect in their analysis. They find
that the turbulent component of the dispersion functiorcateszerop?(0), is then the square of
the turbulent to large-scale magnetic field strength diviolethe number of independent turbulent
cellsN probed by the observatiorb?(0) =< B? > /BZ-1/N. As further derivedN is directly
a function of the beam size and can be writterNas %, whereod is the turbulent field
correlation lengthA’ is the effective depth of the molecular cloud along the lihgight andw
is the beam radius. The equation fdrin [Houde et al.|(2009) is derived assuming a (circular)
Gaussian beam and Gaussian turbulent auto-correlati@tidas. For a given source, the smaller
the beam size, the smalllrwill be, and the biggeb will be if the ratio < B2 >/2 /B, remains
constant, or if at least/4/N grows faster tharc B? >/? /B, decreases. Different beam sizes can
therefore mimic a trend in the turbulent to mean field ratibe Top panel in Figurel 3 apparently
confirms this expectation. In the following we aim at revisthe top panel in Figurig 3 by taking
into account the beam resolution effect, in order to revkalnet change in the turbulence to
mean field strength ratio over scale. Starting from equg#ddn in\Houde et al. (2009), the scale
independent term describes the intercept at scale zercein Figure 2. This is equivalent to
our dispersion at scale zero, but with an additional factmtaining the beam integration effect.
We, therefore, rewrite the turbulent to mean magnetic fiatbras: < BZ >/2 /By = v/N/v/2. <
Ag? > 12 where< A¢? > /2 is the turbulent dispersion derived from our fitting resiritsigure[1
and2.A’ is approximated with the size of the most extended detettedtsre, which is roughly
the size of the maps in the SMA and BIMA observatiof(sr 16 mpc) is adopted from Houde et al.
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(2009) for Orion. The beam radiW is derived from the synthesized beams of our SMA and
BIMA observations. The estimated number of turbulent dslisted in Tablé 1. Figurgl 3, middle
panel, shows the resulting beam corrected turbulent to meggnetic field strength ratios. After
correction, both Orion and W51 show a close to constant atéy scale, with a slight trend of
a decreasing ratio toward smaller scales. Whereas thes fatid®Orion are in the range between
0.30 and 0.44, the ratios for W51 (0.7 to 1.27) are around dgfogpartition limit of turbulent and
magnetic field strength. This might be an indication thatrtile of turbulence and magnetic field
changes over scale. In the case of W51, there is possibIysiticn from a turbulence dominated
to a magnetic field dominated scenario.

Taking into account the beam integration modifies the péctinst presented in the top panel.
Differences in measured valuesofA¢? >,1=/§ can result from a combination of a beam integration
effect and a variable turbulent to mean field ratio. Both dbations can vary in their significance
with scale. Correcting for the beam integration effect eds¢he net change over scale in the turbu-
lent to mean field ratio. The beam correctien{/N) is of importance for lower resolution (larger
beam) observations, but becomes less important for higfssdution observations approaching
the turbulent cell size. Intuitively, one might expect ablent to mean field strength ratio which
decreases with smaller scale as the turbulence dissipatade is approached. The observed trend
seems to be in support of this, revealing the beginning ofggtstiecrease in the ratio. An even
higher resolution observation at the mpc scale or smallghtithen reveal a breakpoint (turn over)
in the scaling. On the other hand, the panels in Figlre 3 asplaly a ratio. It is still possible that
the turbulent field strength increases with smaller scaleaba slower rate than the mean field
strength. A power lawx 17, is fit to the Orion and W51 data. Tallle 2 summarizes the refoit
both the uncorrected and the beam corrected scalings.

We finally remark that there is some uncertainty left in therheorrection due to our approx-
imation forA’. Should the detected cores have structures along the Isigldfwhich significantly
differ from the detected extension across the plane of slieynumber of turbulent celld could
vary. Underestimatindy by a factor of two would change the ratio §§2. In order to align Orion
and W51 N would need to be underestimated or overestimated, regpctoy about a factor of
four. Similarly, a correlation length twice as large as in Orion would reduce the ratios for W51
to approximately the ones found for Orion. However, remrajnincertainties in bothh’ andd do
not change the slope of the scaling, unless they significamtly with resolution. Thus, within
these uncertainties Orion and W51 both show indicationsddaease in the turbulent to mean
field strength ratio over scale, but with a difference in scecific ratios possibly reflecting the
source environment.

The scaling of the large-scale polarization angle coraidength)\, shows a close to straight
line (Figurel3, bottom panel), with only a small differenatween W51 and Orion\, decreases
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by about a factor of fifteen over the sampled physical sc&Mesremark that the presented values
for \o are possibly lower limits, because of the relatively sma&lds of view sampled in our
observations. Sinc#y is a normalized measure, equatidh (5), beam integrati@ctsfare likely
to cancel out, unless they additionally depend on the dpstadel,. The turbulent correlation
length )\ is presumably independent of scale. This is not fully vedifi®mm our data set (Figure
[3, bottom panel). In some cases this is due to incompletalembe statistics, which then do not
allow to set a reliable cut off criteria. Additionally, a t&in beam integration effect is probably
left in D(A¢k=1), equation[(B), which leads to broader or narrower turbegedistributions. This
again affects the cut off criteria through\, (Appendix A). For comparison, a turbulent magnetic
field correlation length ofc 16 mpc is derived in Houde etlal. (2009) for OMC-1.

6. Summary and Conclusion

A set of interferometric polarization observations witlsgkitions in the range betweefi 7
and 0”7 (~70 mpc to~ 2.1 mpc) is analyzed to derive statistical properties of me#ig field
and turbulence from large to small scales during the standtion process. Our data set covers
structures from the large-scale cloud envelope to the psiltgy cores. The highest resolution data
are close to the expected ambipolar diffusion scald (mpc). We apply and expand the method
developed recently in Hildebrand et al. (2009). The mainltssre:

1. The turbulent field dispersion shows a steeper slope agdrlgalues at the shortest scales
with increasing resolution. Accordingly, the resultinghulent to mean magnetic field
strength ratio increases with smaller scale over the ergirge in physical resolution. This
is without taking into account a beam integration asped, iann agreement with earlier
theoretical expectations.

2. The sequence of low and high resolution observations woesnly zoom in onto the same
magnetic field structure, but it is probing different morfdges and different stages in the
star formation process. This is also supported by the @alaon maps. When taking into
account a beam integration aspect, both Orion and W51 shémgea o constant turbulent to
mean field strength ratio over scale, with a slight trend oéerélasing ratio toward smaller
scales. Whereas the ratios for Orion are in the range bet@&&nhand 0.44, the ratios for
W51 (0.7 to 1.27) are around the equipartition limit of tudmt and magnetic field strength.
This might be an indication that the role of turbulence andmedic field changes over scale.
In the case of W51, there is possibly a transition from a tiefoce dominated to a magnetic
field dominated scenario. Our observation set therefor@ @igvides information for the
time and spatial evolution of these quantities during the fstrmation process.
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3. Based on the polarization angle correlation function aatteristic large-scale correlation
length)\q is defined. This can be used as a quantitative criterion to@#fe scale over which
the mean polarization structure varies;, decreases with higher resolution. Additionally,
starting from an ensemble of measured polarization posargles, a method is proposed to
separate statistically large-scale from turbulent cbotrons. This leads to a definition of a
turbulent correlation length;.

The authors wish to thank the referees, Roger H. Hildebrsfattin Houde and John E.
Vaillancourt for their comments and explanations whichvided important further insight.

A. Polarization Angle Correlation Function

An observed position angRA; = ¢; is the superposition of a large-scale polarization stmectu
and a smaller scale turbulent component. Consequentlyrelaton length directly derived from
a measured ensemblegfcontains both small scale and large-scale correlationsanitx order to
calculate a large-scale (mean) polarization angle cdioeléength separately, one needs to isolate
the mean contributiomn;, and the turbulent contributiody;. In general, this will not be possible
for a single or only a feWPAs, unless one makes very specific assumptions as, e.g. augiferm
magnetic field direction. However, it is, as outlined in tbdwing, possible to separate the two
contributions in a statistical way.

Splitting eachPA, into a large-scale and turbulent paft,= ¢io + d¢;, the correlation product
for a scalek is written as

D bt~ o bio+2D dio-0pi+ > d¢i- 5, (6)

where the mixed correlations - d¢; and ¢ - d¢; are set identical when evaluated within the
same scale range. The summation extends Rverr; < l.1 Wherer;; = /(X —X;)2+(yi —Y;)?
with coordinatesx, y;) for the position angle;. The normalization factors are omitted here, and
reintroduced later (therefore the sign’). Since observationally only; is accessible and we wish

to isolate) _ ¢io - ¢jo, We replacepio = ¢; — d¢; in the mixed correlation, which leads to:
D bodio~ Y Gi-dj=2) -6+ > ddi-00;. 7)

In order to further proceed, the turbulent contributiaihneeds to be quantified. Although
d¢; is not directly observable for an individual position angjeits distributionD(d¢) can be con-
structed. Atthe smallest observable sdedel, the difference in two position angleS¢;; = ¢ — ¢,
is mostly reflecting the difference in their turbulent camtions. This is similar to the turbulent
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dispersion value which is derived by extrapolating fromghwallest scales to the intercept at scale
k=0 (sectiori. 31 and Hildebrand et al. (2009)), with the défee thatA¢;; can be positive or
negative. The turbulent distributidi(d¢) can then be constructed as

: 1/2 D(A¢k=l) (8)

1
DOO=5 5T

where the distribution oA ¢y-, is evaluated from the derived differences in position asglethe
smallest scal& = 1, and the factor A2 results from assigning half of the difference as turbulent
contribution to each of the twBAs. The additional factdn/ < A¢? >iﬁ down-weights the mea-
sured differences at scake= 1 to the limiting scal&k = 0, based on the result from the fit for the
turbulent dispersion function (sectibn3.1).

Typically, the turbulence distributio®(d¢) is expected to be Gaussian around zero. This
further means that for a large enough, statistically cotepgample, the second term on the right
hand side of equatiof](7) will vanish due to the symmetrDgd). In order to verify this, the
mixed term,> ¢; - 0¢;, is calculated by randomly choosingya; value fromD(0¢). Except for
the smallest scale, there are fewer correlation produets sample value&p; in D(d¢), and the
mixed term will therefore typically not converge to zero.ig statistical sampling limitation can be
overcome by repeating the calculation and averaging thtseJypically, for 100 runs or more the
results converge and then really probe the statistical tetepess of the turbulence distribution.
Figure[4 illustrates this for the case of W51 observed withBI D(d¢), top left panel, is very
close to a Gaussian distribution around zgre40.9°). The resulting mixed termy  ¢; - 6¢;, the
separation between the dotted and dashed line in the toppaglel, is close to zero.

It remains to evaluate the third term on the right hand sidejogtion[(V)) ~ d¢i - d¢;, which is
the small scale turbulent correlation. Whereas the mixed &xtends over all scales, because itis
a correction term due to a local turbulent fluctuation witly passible position angle in each scale
range, the turbulent correlation is expected to extend avaratially limited area, characterized
by the turbulent correlation length. In Houde et al. (20083 s taken into account by assuming
a Gaussian window function where the width is the turbulemtetation length. In their further
analysis the correlation length is then a fitting paramekégre, we are directly making use of
the turbulence statistical distribution to set a cut off @ale for the correlation termy_ d¢; - ;.

As in the case ob ¢ - ¢j, the relevant quantity for the correlation is the differena = |6¢; —
d¢;|, between a pair of turbulence fluctuationg andd¢;. The distribution ofA can again be
constructed by calculating differences between two rangaimsen values from the distribution
D(6¢). D(A) is shown for W51 (BIMA) in Figuré 4, middle left panel, withrasulting mean
difference in turbulence fluctuations, ~ 3.8°. We are adoptingia as a cut off measure. This
means thab¢; - d¢; is counted as a correlation pair for a a certain s&afethe difference in the
correspondingy; - ¢ pair, A¢ = |¢i — ¢;|, is smaller thanua. Otherwise the correlation i - ¢;
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is considered to be dominated by the large-scale magndtic fdternatively, the cut off criteria
can be refined by calculating the probability function$ being of turbulent origin: to that
purpose, the normalized distributions®{A) andD(A¢) are weighted against each other, Figure
4, bottom left panel. (When working with the normalized digitions, the weighting factors (see
below) are not yet taken into account.) Comparing the distion D(A) with the distribution
D(Ag) provides thus a tool to separate small and large-scalgibotibns. Both theua cut off
and the more sophisticated weighting with the probabilitydtion lead to very similar results. We
therefore adopt the simpler criteria withy in the following. AlthoughD(A) is only known in

a statistical way, with the same, used for each correlation pair, this average value canbstill
used to check against the measured difference in eachatmorepaire; - ¢;. Technically, we thus
evaluate:

0¢i- 00 = di- ¢j if A¢ < pin 9)

When adding the two correlation parts in equation {)¢i - ¢; and_d¢i - 0¢j, a proper nor-
malization needs to be introduced. A factoi(l4 + Nsx) with Ns counting the correlation pairs
satisfying equatior {9), normalizes the sum to one. Theelarale correlation functior; Cy >,
for each scald& can then be written as

1
< Co>= N+ N (;@ -] +;5¢i ‘5¢j> (10)

with the condition in equation [9).

The isolated turbulent correlation/Ms - > d¢i - 0¢;, is shown in Figurgl4, middle right panel.
A weighting factorNs x /N is taken into account to directly compare its statisticghgicance with
< C > in the right upper most panel (weighting factdg/N, = 1). This additional weighting
provides a spatial filter similar to assuming a Gaussian aintlinction (Houde et al. 2009). It
acts like a probability, for each scake that a measured\¢ < ua contributes to the turbulent
correlation. We note that this is also valid when adopting phobability function as a cut off
criteria, as mentioned above.

The bottom right panel in Figufd 4 shows the final large-scaleelation function< Co >
by combining the upper two panels with the proper normabrafrom equation[(10). Although
the turbulent correlation shows a relatively sharp de&aasr the smallest scales, its overall
correction to< C > (dashed line) is small. This is due to the small statisticadiicance (in terms
of number counts) of the isolated turbulence differencd®\s Adding up the various correlation
factors with their statistical weight is one possible cleoitts most immediate advantage is that it
gives directly the correct normalization.

Finally, we note that the characteristic large-scale pzdéion angle correlation lengthyg, is
thus virtually unchanged compared to when it is directlygkited from the measured ensemble
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of ¢;. From the middle panel, additionally, a turbulent polatizzaangle correlation lengthy, can
be estimated in an analog manner.
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W51 e2 (SMA 0.87mm)
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Fig. 1.—Left Panels: Dispersion (square root of second order stradtinction), binned to multiple integers of
the resolution of each observation for W51 e2/e8. The asdigcale for each bin is obtained from averaging all
the scales within a bin, which is very close to the synthestzeam in the first bin and close to the center for all
the following bins. Correlated data points below the sysithed beam resolution are removed. Error bars are very
small at the smallest scales due to the sample variance fgatge number of data points), and grow for the larger
scales. The red line is the fitting result including the fivgd br three bins following equatiohl(2), where the turbulent
dispersiorbis found from the interception of the fit at scale=0. Right&anlarge-scale polarization angle correlation
function< Co > (solid line) binned to multiple integers of the resolutidreach observation. The weighted integral of
the curve measures the characteristic large-scale patianizangle correlation lengtky. The number of data points
(pairs of PAs) within each bin is displayedd) with the axis on the right hand side of each panel. The sameeu

of data points are also used for calculating the structunetfon, except where correlated data points are removed.
Binned values are connected with straight segments foaliguidance only. The dashed line shows the turbulent
polarization angle correlation function, separated byntie¢hod described in Appendix A. The dotted line is the raw
auto-correlation functior: C >, directly derived from a measured ensembl@a$ without separating large and small
scales. At the distance of W52-(7 kpc), 1’ corresponds te- 30 mpca: 6190 AU.
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Orion (SMA 0.87mm, comp+ext)

80 1 400
=)
S oo 8
~ 60 1 v 3
- o
v 40 1 5 200 2
- o
c 5] —
9 ° 2
o 20 . Qo E
@ 3 2
el
0 0
0 5 10 15 15
scale [arcsec]
Orion (SMA 0.87mm, comp+sub)
80 1 5 500
—_ o
D
[0} A [%)
k=) > 0. 400
S0 | o 0.8 00 =
h/\ - o
g S 06 300 £
< J E o
v 40 9] ‘G
c 5 04 200 2
K] o 7]
$ 20 S E
5] 1 2 o
2 S 02 N oo o el 100 32
5 = e o .
0 0 D0 =g
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
scale [arcsec] scale [arcsec]
Orion (BIMA 1.3mm)
80 1 50
g "
kel 5o 40 g
o 60 ¢ 08 5
h,\ c 2
e £ 06 30 &
v 40 © 2
= o
5 g 04 20 o
2 20 ) =
5 2
=3 2 0.2 10 2
2
0 0 0
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40
scale [arcsec] scale [arcsec]
Orion (BIMA 3mm)
80 : T T 1 ; ; ; ; ; 500
=
& & g
~ 60 1 Y ©
= - o
¥ 40 1 s 05 3
= o
c S =
S ° 8
o 20 : o) g
2 3 2
o
0 : : : : : 0
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 60
scale [arcsec] scale [arcsec]

Fig. 2.— Identical to Figurel1, but for Orion BN/KL. No sa@sftory solution was found for Orion
(BIMA 1.3mm). The correlation shown is the raw polarizatemgle correlation functior: C >.
At the distance of Orion~ 480 pc), I corresponds te- 2.3 mpc~ 470 AU.
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NO BEAM INTEGRATION CORRECTION

1< ambipolar diffusion scale equipartition: turbulence — magnetic field energy
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Fig. 3.—Top panel: turbulent to mean field strength ratid? >%/2 /B, from various observations as a function
of physical scale, as derived from the Figlile 1 lahd 2. As eglephysical scale the achieved resolution (synthesized
beam) at the source distance is assigned. Added to the BIMIASMA data set are DR2%), M17 (O) and Orion

(+) from[Hildebrand et al! (2009). The down arrows for W51 e8 aBdnark the values after correcting for a possible
gravity induced bias~ —7°) as discussed in sectibn b.1. The middle panel shows the satine but taking into
account a beam integration correction as described inosd8fd. Resulting power law fitsx(17) in both panels
are shown separately for the original W51 data (blue, dashell Orion (red, dot-dashed line) and the entire data
set (black solid line, only top and bottom panel). The indease summarized in Tablé 2. For illustration shown
is also the expected ambipolar diffusion scale~at mpc from/Li & Houde |(2008) (dashed vertical line) and the
turbulent - magnetic field strength equipartition line (dashed line). Bottom panel: large-scale polarizatiorleng
correlation length)g, as a function of physical scale, together with the turbiupetarization angle correlation lengths
(diamonds)
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Fig. 4.—lllustration of the analysis of the polarization angle ebation function for W51, BIMA. Top left panel:
the turbulence distributioP(d¢), equation[(B), with mean ~ 0.9. The resulting correction to the raw auto-correlation
< C > - ideally identical to zero for a Gaussian turbulence disition around zero - is shown in the top right panel
with the dotted line. The dashed line showg > calculated directly from the measured position angiesMiddle

left panel: the distribution of differences between twabtuence valuesP(A), derived by random sampling two
values from the distribution in the upper left panel. Thgé&mumber counts results from oversampling (calculating
more difference pairs than combinationsIfd¢)). This also ensures a smooth distribution with a mean aging

to ua ~ 3.8 (dashed line), which is used as a cut off criteria for théulent polarization angle correlation function
(middle right panel). A statistical weight (number counssyipplied (see appendix). The large-scale auto-coroglati
< Co > (bottom right panel, solid line) is obtained by addirgC > and the turbulent correlation with the proper
normalization from equatio (10). The dashed line showsnagaC > for comparison. The only small correction
from the turbulent correlation results from its small sttial weight compared to the full distribution of diffexas

in PAs which is used fok C >. Bottom left panel: the normalized distributionsD{A) (blue line) andD(A¢) (red
line) which are used to derive the probability function (i@ashed line) as an alternative to the cut off criteria & th
middle left panel.
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Table 1. Observation Summary and Results from the Statigticalysis

Observation Analysis
2172 2_1/2
instrument A 0 0 d ref b <B‘T§ m a Ao At N <<B‘B§ )
N
(mm) (") (mpc)  (mpc) (deg) (ded) (mpc)  (mpc)
(1) (2 (3) 4 (5) (6) ] (8) 9 (10 11y (@12 (13)
w51
BIMA 1.3 2.3 69 300 | 6.4 0.08 2 1.1 230 45 192 1.22
SMA - e2 0.87 0.7 21 60 1l 27% 0.36 35 1.3 73 25 & 0.70
SMA - e8 0.87 0.7 21 60 1l 5490 0.89 10 0.3 63 30 & 1.27
Orion
BIMA 3 7.0 16.1 69 11} 14.6 0.18 3 1.6 66 36 6 0.44
BIMA 1.3 3.4 7.8 69 1] 12.9 0.16 10 3.2 46 - 4 0.30
SMA?2 0.87 2.8 6.4 23 \ 24.7 0.32 7 1.3 35 10 1 0.33
SMAP 0.87 0.9 2.1 23 \Y 33.1 0.45 10 0.7 15 9 1 0.43

Note. — All statistical quantities are obtained from theufgg 1 anf@ with the method described in sedfion 3.
(Wobserving wavelength

@synthesized beam resolution, also used as the separatietween the bink; for elliptical beams the geometrical mean is adopted, gdoe Orion
BIMA 3mm where the semi-major axis is used because of its etigtical beam

()synthesized beam in physical scale at source distance

“scale of variation in the large-scale polarization strrestempirically estimated from polarization maps by visnapection
O)references: (I) Lai et al. (2001), (1) Tang ef al. (2009bi)) Rao et al. (1998), (IV) Tang et al. (2010)

®turbulent magnetic field dispersion

(Mturbulent to mean field strength ratio

®)slope over the first two bins (W51) or three bins (Orion) indigpersion functionc Ag?2 >1/2

©)power law index of the second order structure functiand¢? >~ |, over the first two bins (W51) or three hins (Orion)
(19plane of sky projected large-scale polarization angleatation length

(Dplane of sky projected turbulent polarization angle caitieh length, derived from the method in Appendix A
(12number of turbulent cells contained within telescope beam

(13%turbulent to mean field ratio corrected for beam integrasfiact

acompact and subcompact observation combined

bcompact and extended observation combined

Cpossibly influenced by gravity, with a bias 6f-7 deg (sectiof 5]1)

dbased on approximating’ (effective depth of the molecular cloud along the line ohgjgvith the size of emission which is roughly the size of the
maps in the SMA and BIMA observations. The turbulent coti@falengthd is adopted from Houde etlal. (2009).
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Table 2. Power Law Indiceg for Scaling Relations

parameter ‘ W51 Oriéh combined

< B? >%2 /By (uncorrected) | -1.51  -0.43 -0.33
(< B? >/2 /By)y (beam corrected) 0.17  0.07 —
Ao 1.02 0.76 0.75

Note. — All power law indicegy are derived by fitting the relation
x |17 as a function of physical scale(Figure[3). Separate fits are
performed to subsets (W51, Orion) and the entire data set.

dincludes Orion from_Hildebrand etlal. (2009) fer B? >/ /By
(uncorrected and beam corrected)

bW51 and Orion combined. Orion, M17 and DR21 from
Hildebrand et al.(2009) are included farB? >1/2 /B, (uncorrected).
No joint fit is attempted with the beam corrected data.s fit from
the combined SMA and BIMA data, analyzed in the work here.
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