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ABSTRACT

We present polarimetric observations of the Keyhole Nebula in the Carina Nebula
Complex carried out using the Stratospheric Observatory for Infrared Astronomy. The
Keyhole Nebula located to the west of η Carinae is believed to be disturbed by the stellar
winds from the star. We observed the Keyhole Nebula at 89 µm wavelength with the
HAWC+ instrument. The observations cover the entire Keyhole Nebula spanning 8′ by
5′ with central position RA = 10:44:43 and Dec = -59:38:04. The typical uncertainty
of polarization measurement is less than 0.5% in the region with intensity above 5,500
MJy sr−1. The polarization has a mean of 2.4% with a standard deviation of 1.6% in the
region above this intensity, similar to values in other high–mass star–forming regions.
The magnetic field orientation in the bar–shaped structure is similar to the large–scale
magnetic field orientation. On the other hand, the magnetic field direction in the loop
is not aligned with the large–scale magnetic fields but has tight alignment with the loop
itself. Analysis of the magnetic field angles and the gas turbulence suggests that the
field strength is ∼70 µG in the loop. A simple comparison of the magnetic field tension
to the ram pressure of η Carinae’s stellar wind suggests that the magnetic fields in the
Keyhole Nebula are not strong enough to maintain the current structure against the
impact of the stellar wind, and that the role of the magnetic field in resisiting stellar
feedback in the Keyhole Nebula is limited.

Keywords: molecular clouds (1072); photodissociation region(1223); Polarimetry
(1278); Far infrared astronomy(529)

1. INTRODUCTION

High-mass star formation is a fundamental process that drives galaxy evolution and the evolution of
the interstellar medium (ISM). Recent observations using SOFIA, Herschel, and radio observatories
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toward massive star-forming regions - Orion and M17, for example - have highlighted the complex
physical processes in these regions (e.g., Langer et al. 2014; Pabst et al. 2017; Seo et al. 2019).
However, magnetic fields, which may play a critical role in the evolution of molecular clouds and
triggered star formation (e.g., Henney et al. 2009; Mackey & Lim 2011), have been only sparsely
observed. Magnetic fields are incompletely understood since most of these are at large distances
from us. In particular, the role of magnetic fields in extreme star–forming regions, which are the
closest local analogs of the active star–forming/starburst period in disk galaxies, has been even less-
probed than nearby low-mass star-forming regions. Understanding the role of magnetic fields in an
extreme star-forming region would provide a critical window to probe how magnetic fields regulate
the ISM life cycle in galaxies during starburst periods.

Only in a handful of high–mass star–forming regions – e.g., Orion, DR21, IC1396, and the Eagle
Nebula - has the magnetic field been thoroughly observed. The data show that magnetic fields in
such regions are typically ordered (perpendicular or parallel) to the morphologies of bright-rimmed
clouds, bars, pillars, or cometary globules (e.g., Neha et al. 2016; Ching et al. 2017, 2018; Pattle
et al. 2018; Soam et al. 2018). However, existing observations also show a more complex structure
than those in low-mass star-forming regions. For example, in the pillars of the Eagle Nebula, the
magnetic field is aligned along the pillars while surrounding magnetic fields are perpendicular to the
pillars, which is the opposite trend to what is observed in low-mass star-forming regions (Pattle et al.
2018). Pattle et al. (2018) suggested that this may be a result of the interaction of the ionization
shock with the dense gas. Observations of massive star-forming regions demonstrate that magnetic
fields can be altered by the effect of stellar feedback on molecular clouds (e.g., Ferland 2009; Pattle
et al. 2018; Eswaraiah et al. 2020). However, the role of magnetic fields in resisting stellar feedback
was not investigated, leaving an incomplete picture of the evolution of such regions.

Observations to date are relatively limited in terms of drawing a full picture of the magnetic field
evolution in high-mass star-forming regions, as they either cover only small high–mass star-forming
regions, where effects of feedback are limited, or extremely large star–forming regions at relatively
low spatial resolution (e.g., 30 Doradus at a spatial resolution of 1.1 pc to 5 pc, Gordon et al.
2018). Details of physical processes, particularly on a scale <0.3 pc (a typical globule size) related
to magnetic fields in extreme environments (e.g., X-ray dominated regions, violent outbursts, etc.),
are still mostly unknown.

Theoretical studies have shown that stellar feedback may alter the orientation and strength of the
magnetic field, affecting subsequent star formation and destruction of molecular clouds (e.g., Henney
et al. 2009; Mackey & Lim 2011). While these studies have shown the evolution of the magnetic field
in irradiated globules, they consider only moderate radiative heating, while other types of feedback
such as stellar winds, X-rays, and radiation pressure, are neglected. Therefore, a necessary next step
is to investigate whether or not these theories can be extended to extreme star-forming regions (e.g.,
30 Doradus or the Carina Nebula Complex).

The Keyhole Nebula in the Carina Nebula Complex (CNC) is an excellent testbed in which to
study magnetic field evolution in a cloud under the influence of extreme stellar feedback. The CNC
is the most energetic star–forming region in our Milky Way, having 70 O-type stars (Smith 2006). It
is also frequently compared to 30 Doradus, an extreme star–forming region in the Large Magellanic
Cloud. Within the CNC star–forming region, the Keyhole Nebula is only 1.3 pc (2′ at a distance of
2.3 kpc) away from η Carinae, and is one of the molecular clouds most severely affected by outbursts
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and X-rays. For example, there is a loop, which may have been formed by the powerful bipolar winds
from η Carinae that deformed the surrounding material (Smith 2002). A high-resolution Hubble
image reveals detailed structures within the loop showing bundles of filaments and their orientations
(Smith et al. 2010). It would be highly significant to see whether or not the magnetic field is parallel
to the loop, as is the case for coronal loops and low-density molecular filaments. The Keyhole Nebula
is the best region in which to probe how the magnetic field evolves during the deformation of a
molecular cloud by stellar winds at a high spatial resolution (specifically the 0.09 pc at λ = 89 µm
that can be obtained with HAWC+ polarimeter). The properties of the magnetic field (strength
and orientation) in the Keyhole Nebula will serve as strong constraints on hydrodynamics modeling
and on understanding the destruction of molecular clouds and triggered star formation in extreme
star-forming regions.

The goal of this study is to investigate in detail the effect of the magnetic fields on the ISM and
cloud evolution under conditions of strong stellar feedback. We found that the magnetic fields have a
strong alignment relative to the local structures shaped by the stellar winds so may be being dragged
along with the flowing gas. However, in the loop of the Keyhole Nebula, we found that the pressure
exerted by the magnetic field tension appears to be negligible compared to the ram pressure of the
stellar wind, suggesting that the magnetic fields play only a modest role in maintaining the loop and
acting against stellar feedback.

We elaborate our observations and data reduction technique that we have employed in §2. In §3,
we describe structures in the Keyhole Nebula and magnetic field vectors obtained from polarization
observation using SOFIA HAWC+, and analyze the magnetic field orientation to the gas structures.
In §4, we estimate the magnetic field strength in the loop, compare it to the ram pressure of stellar
winds produced by η Carinae, and discuss the role of the magnetic field in the context of stellar
feedback. Finally, we summarize our results and discussions in §5.

2. OBSERVATIONS AND DATA REDUCTION

We observed the Keyhole Nebula and η Carinae using the HAWC+ instrument on board the
Stratospheric Observatory For Infrared Astronomy (SOFIA, Young et al. 2012) as a part of the
Guest Observer Cycle 7 campaign (Proposal ID 07 0081, PI: C. D. Dowell). HAWC+ (Harper et al.
2018) was configured to observe at Band C (λC = 89 µm).

The Keyhole Nebula is a relatively large structure spanning 15 arcminutes (10 pc at 2.3 kpc dis-
tance), which cannot be covered in a single Band C field of view. In consequence, tiled observation
areas were determined using the Hubble Hα observation (Smith et al. 2010) and the HI 21 cm map
(Rebolledo et al. 2017). These two observations were used to determine the area to be observed
because they show the structures in the Keyhole Nebula most clearly. The observations were made
over four flights in July 2018. We used the dithered Nod-Match-Chop mode, which is the standard
polarization observation mode for HAWC+. The chop throw (350′′ – 500′′) and direction (within
35◦ of north-south) were chosen for each tile to avoid bright emission in the chop reference beam.
Observations of η Carinae and the Homunculus Nebula were made at 53 µm during the same flight
series, and the results will be reported in a separate paper.

The data processing started with the Level 3 products from the DCS pipeline versions 2.3.1 and
2.4.0. Approximately half of the data were affected by a systematic coordinate error of ∼ 33′′,
and for each of the two halves the coordinates were adjusted to align with the 70 µm image from
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Figure 1. Dust continuum image at 89 µm wavelength obtained using the SOFIA HAWC+ instrument
(top) and the Hα map of the Keyhole Nebula taken by Hubble in colored image (bottom). The projected
magnetic field vectors are overlaid on the Hα image in bright green. The length of a vector with 10%
polarization is indicated at the top right of the bottom panel. Over 2000 vectors were obtained originally in
this region, but displaying them all would make the image overly crowded, so in this figure, we only show
quarter of the vectors to provide a clearer view of the magnetic field. Linear artifacts are seen extending
from the exceptionally bright source η Carinae in both intensity images.
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Herschel/PACS1 (Pilbratt et al. 2010; Poglitsch et al. 2010) within 3′′. The emission in the vicinity of
the Keyhole Nebula extends well beyond the ∼ 8′ chop throw; despite the care in the chop settings,
some observations were clearly affected by emission in the reference beam. To lessen the effects
from the reference beam emission, we excluded from each dither position the pixels for which the
average emission in the reference beams was greater than 3,300 MJy/sr in the PACS 70 µm image.
In some cases, the potential holes in the combined image caused by excluding data were filled in with
observations having a different chop setting.

The modified Level 3 data were combined with the standard gaussian– and uncertainty–weighted
interpolation in the pipeline, resulting in an angular resolution of 8.4′′ FWHM (0.09 pc at 2.3 kpc
distance). We applied outlier rejection to the Stokes I, Q, and U images based on redundant obser-
vations (Chuss et al. 2019). Based on a χ2 test (Santos et al. 2019), we increased the uncertainties
in the output images by ∼25% .

The main data products were the fractional polarization (P), position angle (PA), and their un-
certainties (σP , σPA). The final intensity maps of the Keyhole Nebula and η Carinae are shown in
Figure 1 along with the projected magnetic field vectors. The projected magnetic field vectors are
derived by rotating the polarization vectors by 90◦. This is based on the FIR emission of dust grains
being polarized parallel to the major axis of dust grains, and the assumption that the major axis of
dust grains is aligned at 90◦ to the magnetic field direction due to the radiative torque (e.g., Draine
& Fraisse 2009). The typical statistical polarization uncertainty is less than 0.5% for the region with
Stokes I above 5,500 MJy sr−1.

3. RESULTS

3.1. Structures in Keyhole Nebula

We show the Keyhole Nebula at different continuum wavelengths and emission lines in Figures 1
& 2 to describe the structural features in the region. Figure 1 shows the Keyhole Nebula seen in
the 89 µm Band of the SOFIA HAWC+ instrument, which traces relatively warm dust. The Hα
image obtained using Hubble (Smith et al. 2010), which traces ionized hydrogen, is included in both
figures. The Hα brightness is proportional to the emission measure; it thus highlights the dense
ionization front in this image. The Hα image has roughly two orders of magnitude better angular
resolution than that of HAWC+ 89 µm Band, so it delivers a more detailed view of the region. In
Figure 2, we also show the HI 21 cm image (Rebolledo et al. 2017). The HI 21 cm emission traces
neutral atomic hydrogen and generally indicates the spatial distribution of the warm and cold neutral
media whereas 12CO 1−0 traces cold, dense molecular gas. We use an image of 12CO 1−0 in Cox
& Bronfman (1995). The CO image in Cox & Bronfman (1995) is the most sensitive CO image
toward the Keyhole Nebula, being more sensitive than Mopra CO map (Rebolledo et al. 2016) for
this particular region. Below we elaborate overall structures in the Keyhole Nebula visible in the
Hα, CO, and 89 µm images.

With three different observations in Figures 1, 2, and CO images in Cox & Bronfman (1995), we
found that the Keyhole Nebula may be representative of an atypical phase of the ISM. The entire
Keyhole Nebula appears in absorption in HI 21 cm (the region within the orange contour in Figure 2),

1 For this paper, we used the 70 µm image generated from observation IDs 1342211615 and 1342211616, downloaded
from the Herschel Science Archive (version SPG v14.2.0, JSMAP product, with 2016 July creation date). Herschel
is an ESA space observatory with science instruments provided by European-led Principal Investigator consortia and
with important participation from NASA.
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Figure 2. Hα image of the Keyhole Nebula with the structures on which this study focuses indicated in
green (top) and HI 21 cm image (bottom). MSR denotes a multiple structure region since those regions have
multiple structures along the line of sight. Clumps 4 and 5 are the largest globulettes in the CNC. The orange
contour indicates 0 K km s−1 level in HI 21 cm. The region inside the orange contour has negative intensity
indicating hydrogen gas in the Keyhole Nebula absorbs the background continuum emission originating from
the Tr 16 HII region.
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and the majority of the region has no significant 12CO 1−0 emission (<2 K km s−1) except the dark
clouds and globulettes (small globules) shown in the Hα image (also see Cox & Bronfman 1995). This
indicates that the Keyhole Nebula does not have a significant amount of dense and cold molecular gas,
but there is a large amount of cold atomic hydrogen gas seen against the radio continuum emission
background produced by the HII region (Brooks et al. 2001; Rebolledo et al. 2021) This suggests
that the Keyhole nebula may be either primarily an atomic cloud, a CO-dark molecular cloud or a
molecular cloud transitioning to an atomic cloud. Brooks et al. (2000) observed this region in H2

1−0 (S1) line and reported no significant emission in the Keyhole Nebula except toward the dark
clouds and the globulettes. Roccatagliata et al. (2013) showed that the dust temperature is around
40 K, suggesting again that the Keyhole Nebula is more likely an atomic than a molecular cloud.
This can be further confirmed or shown otherwise with [C ii] observations (e.g., Langer et al. 2014),
which are planned for a Cycle 9 SOFIA Guest Observer program.

This study is focused on two structures: the bar and the loop. While the Keyhole Nebula consists
of highly complicated structures and there are many more structures than these two, we use these
two structures to probe the role of the magnetic field in resisting stellar feedback. We also probe
additional four regions involving dark spots near the bar and the loop in the Hα images (Figure 2).
The dark spots arise due to foreground clouds to the HII region. We probe the four regions to see if
the foreground clouds modify polarization emission from the bar and the loop.

The bar is the filamentary structure indicated by the solid blue line in Figure 2. The loop is
indicated by the bright green line in the same figure. The bar and the loop can be seen in the 89 µm
dust continuum, Hα, and HI 21 cm images but not in 12CO 1−0.

The four regions having dark spots near the bar and the loop are indicated by the green circles
(MSR1, MSR2, MSR3, and MSR4 where MSR denotes multiple structure region). In particular,
MSR2, MSR3, and MSR4 appear as very dark against the bright Hα background coming from the
HII region of Trumpler 16 (Tr 16), while MSR1 is slightly darker than the background continuum,
suggesting that the cloud in MSR1 may be inside the Tr 16 HII region while the other regions may
include cold clouds at the nearside boundary of the Tr 16 HII region. However, the cloud in MSR1
may not be at the same distance as the bar and the loop that is interacting with η Carinae, since the
photodissociation region of the cloud is brighter at its west surface, which faces the Trumpler 14 (Tr
14) cluster rather than η Carinae. Also, the centroid velocity of 12CO 1−0 in MSR1 is -18 km s−1

(denoted A1 in Cox & Bronfman 1995), while the centroid velocities of the HI 21 cm line of the bar
and the loop are about -30 km s−1 (Rebolledo et al. 2017). Within MSR2 and MSR3, there is also
12CO 1−0 emission These regions are indicated as A2 & 1, and 2, respectively, in Cox & Bronfman
(1995), suggesting that there are foreground molecular clouds to MSR2 and MSR3. MSR4 does not
have any noticeable CO emission, which suggests there may be a foreground atomic or CO-dark
cloud. To the south of MSR4, there is also a dark silhouette in the Hα image which is the tip of a
larger cloud extending South East part of the Tr 16 region (Smith et al. 2010).

In the 89 µm dust continuum, MSR1 and MSR2 have exceptionally bright 89 µm emission, indi-
cating that there are warm dust grains efficiently heated by the radiation from high-mass stars and
that the clouds in MSR1 and MSR2 may be relatively denser than the clouds in MSR3 and MSR4.
Indeed, the clouds in MSR1 and MSR2 have bright 12CO 1−0 emission (>30 K km s−1), suggesting
that they are relatively dense molecular clouds (Cox & Bronfman 1995). On the other hand, MSR3
and MSR4 do not correlate with any significant emission in 89 µm, but show similar 89 µm intensity
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to that of the bar. This suggests either that the clouds in MSR3 and MSR4 may be in a different
radiation environment to those in MSR1 and MSR2, or that the column density of the clouds may be
not high enough to add significant dust continuum at 89 µm to the emission from the other structures
along the line of sight, the bar. Resolving such details requires further observations and is beyond
the scope of the current study.

There are two relatively-large globulettes (C4 and C5) in the Keyhole Nebula region, which are
designated as Clumps 4 and 5 in Cox & Bronfman (1995) and Brooks et al. (2000). They appear
as dark structures in Hα and are relatively bright in 89 µm, 12CO 1−0, PAH emission, and H2 1−0
S(1) (Cox & Bronfman 1995; Brooks et al. 2000). This suggests that they are dense and heated by
radiation. However, the bright rim of Clump 4 faces south where there are a few OB stars and the
bright rim of Clump 5 faces west toward Tr 14, suggesting that they may not be near to η Carinae,
the loop, and the bar of the Keyhole Nebula.

3.2. Polarization and Magnetic Fields

The magnetic field vectors are overlaid on the Hα image in Figure 1, and Figure 3 shows a map
and histogram of the polarization degree. The mean polarization degree in the region is 2.4 % with
a standard deviation of 1.6 %. These values are similar to those in OMC-1 and M17 (Vaillancourt
& Matthews 2012; Zeng et al. 2013), which have relatively weaker star-formation activity and stellar
feedback than the CNC.

We estimated polarization degree in the bar, the loop, and the four MSRs (green circles in Figure
2). The polarization degree in the loop is 3.4 % with a standard deviation of 2.1 %, while the degree
in the bar is 2.6 % with a standard deviation of 0.81 %. The maximum polarization degree in the
loop is 13.7 % at the West side of the loop, while the maximum degree in the bar is 4.7 %. Within the
scope of this study, it is hard to say what causes such difference in the polarization degree between
the two structures, but our measurements suggest that the dust grains in the loop may be more
tightly coupled to the magnetic fields there compared to the the dust grains in the bar.

The four MSRs have an average polarization degree of 1.3 % with standard deviation less than 1
%, except MSR3 that has a mean value of 2.1 % and a standard deviation of 0.5 %. These values are
significantly lower than those of the loop and the bar. We also found that two globulettes, C4 and
C5 have polarization degree in the range of 0.2 – 1.5%, which is even lower than polarization degree
in the MSRs. These results agree with previous studies showing that denser regions tend to have a
lower polarization degree compared to more diffuse regions (e.g., Planck Collaboration et al. 2015).

The top panel of Figure 4 shows the angle distribution of the entire set of magnetic field vectors
measured in the Keyhole Nebula. The angle of each vector is measured clockwise from East in
Galactic coordinates. The distribution of magnetic field angles has an interesting form, with a quite
sharp peak between 50 and 60 degrees, and a second, much broader component, centered near 90
degrees. In the BLASTPol observations of the Carina Nebula Complex (Shariff et al. 2019), the
large-scale magnetic fields crossing the Keyhole Nebula have angles around 60 degrees, which is near
the sharp peak in the figure. However, the vectors with angles from 100 degrees to 180 degrees, which
includes roughly 35% of the total number of vectors, appear to deviate from the large-scale magnetic
fields in the region, suggesting that the magnetic fields may have been locally disturbed.

To further investigate whether or not the magnetic fields are related to the local structures, we
analyze magnetic field angles in the structures defined in Figure 2. The middle panel of Figure 4
shows the angle distribution of each structure. The analysis of magnetic fields in the bar is done using
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Figure 3. Polarization degree image (top) and distributions of polarization degree (bottom) in the Keyhole
Nebula. The polarization degree is estimated for vectors in regions of intensity above 5,500 MJy sr−1.

the vectors only within the green rectangle in Figure 2, although the bar is a factor of 2 larger than
the longer side of the box as indicated by the blue thick line in the figure. We made this restriction
to minimize the contamination by the foreground clouds found in the lower portion of the bar when
analyzing the structure of the magnetic field. For the loop, we analyze the vectors within an angular
distance of 5′′ of the thick green line in Figure 2. This is half of the thickness of the loop, and avoids
the MSR1 and MSR2 that include foreground clouds. For the four MSRs, we analyze the vectors
within the green circles.

The angle distribution in the bar has a peaked distribution with median value of 48 degrees and a
standard deviation of 15 degrees. The median angle is similar to the angle of the large–scale magnetic
field in the Tr 16 region (Shariff et al. 2019), suggesting that the magnetic field in the bar is aligned
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Figure 4. Distributions of the angles of the magnetic fields in the regions of intensity above 5,500 MJy/sr
(top) and toward the six regions defined in Figure 2 (2nd and 3rd panels), and the magnetic field orientations
with respect to the long-axis of the bar and to the tangent of the loop (bottom). The angle of the magnetic
field vector is measured clockwise from East in Galactic coordinates. Different structures have been plotted
using different colors as noted at the top-right of each panel. In the bottom panel, the directions of the
magnetic fields within the green rectangle in Figure 2 (blue histogram) are compared to the direction of the
heavy blue line in that Figure representing the orientation of the bar. For the loop, we used vectors within
a distance of 10′′ from the solid green line, and we estimated the magnetic field orientations with respect to
the tangent of the nearest point on the loop.
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with the large-scale structure. The magnetic field in the vicinity of the bar is closely aligned with its
major axis, mostly within ≤20 degrees (bottom panel of Figure 4).

A general finding in polarization studies toward star–forming regions is that the long-axis of fila-
mentary structures is aligned with the local magnetic field direction for low column density clouds
(AV ≤3 mag, Sugitani et al. 2011; Palmeirim et al. 2013; Franco & Alves 2015; Santos et al. 2016;
Soler 2019). Considering the fact that the Keyhole Nebula may be either a CO-dark molecular cloud
or a HI cloud, the extinction is expected to be modest (e.g., AV < 5, Bohlin et al. 1978; Tang et al.
2016). While we do not have direct measurement of AV , it can be estimated from the hydrogen
column density (e.g., Güver & Özel 2009). Preibisch et al. (2012) estimated the hydrogen column
density in the CNC using dust continuum maps seen by Herschel. The column density toward the
Keyhole Nebula ranges from 1 × 1021 cm−2 to 8 × 1021 cm−2, which corresponds to Av = 0.5 −
4. Thus, the alignment of magnetic field direction with the long axis of the bar and the large-scale
magnetic fields seems to agree with the general findings in other studies.

The direction of the magnetic field in the loop spans a wide range, from 0 degrees to 180 degrees,
and is almost uniformly distributed. This indicates that the magnetic field in the loop does not
follow the large-scale magnetic field. While the angle distribution is almost uniform, the magnetic
field angles are not randomly distributed but are aligned with the structure of the loop itself (bottom
panel of Figure 4).

We have investigated the angle difference between the local tangent to the loop and the magnetic
field orientation, and find that half of the vectors are aligned with the loop to within 25 degrees. This
may appear as a slightly weaker alignment compared to that in the bar. However, the slightly loose
alignment is due in part because the thick green line in Figure 2 represents the global morphology
of the loop, which may consist of an ensemble of small-scale features. These include, for example,
intertwined filaments that make wavy deviations from the global morphology of the loop. When
considered closely, the magnetic fields are more tightly correlated with the filaments than with the
global curvature of the loop. We conclude that on a larger scale, the magnetic field is well aligned
with the loop.

The orientation of the magnetic field between the bar and the loop (the fan region) is unique. The
field in this fan region is neither aligned with the loop nor with the bar but rather shows a fan shape
starting from the bar and extending to the loop. While this does not prove that the loop formation
is induced by the η Carinae’s stellar wind, the magnetic field orientation agrees with the direction
of the gas flow of the stellar wind, similar to the trend that has been often observed in low-density
regions in other star-forming regions (e.g., striations in Taurus, Palmeirim et al. 2013). This agrees
with a scenario that the magnetic field has been disturbed by the stellar wind.

The magnetic field in MSR1, MSR2, and MSR3 does not show any abrupt disconnection in the
orientation angle from those in the loop and the bar. MSR1 and MSR2 contain bright sources in the 89
µm image (Figure 1) where we obtained polarization, but the magnetic fields smoothly connect from
the loop and the fan regions to MSR1 and MSR2 without any sudden distortion in field orientation.
This suggests either that the polarization in the loop and the fan dominate the polarization along
the line of sight or that the magnetic field direction in the foreground clouds happens to be in a
similar direction to the background structures. Resolving the two possibilities is beyond the scope of
this study since it is practically impossible to do analysis separately on each structure using the dust
continuum. The dark cloud in MRS3 is in front of the bar and is not a bright source in the 89 µm
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image. The image shows that the field orientation of the bar seems to be continuous across MSR3;
thus, the magnetic field orientation in MSR3 could be primarily contributed by the bar. However,
we have excluded MSR3 from the polarization analysis of the bar to avoid possible confusion.

The magnetic field in MSR4 is almost perpendicular to the long-axis of the bar and is not aligned
with the field in the neighboring region. The polarization in MSR4 may be dominated by the
foreground cloud and unrelated to the bar, different than for the other three MSRs.

4. DISCUSSION

The Keyhole Nebula is a unique opportunity to probe the role of the magnetic field in a cloud
strongly affected by stellar feedback. Smith (2002) suggested that the Keyhole Nebula was previously
a filamentary cloud nearby η Carinae and that the stellar wind or outflow originating from η Carinae
pushed a part of the Keyhole Nebula, forming the loop in the middle of the filamentary structure.
That the magnetic field is well-aligned with the bar and the loop, and that the magnetic field between
the bar and the loop is in a fan shape, suggests that the magnetic fields may have been deformed
together with the gas during the loop formation.

The important question is whether the magnetic field plays an important role in the process, or
whether it is frozen in the gas and dragged along by the gas during the loop formation. To address
this question, we carry out a simple calculation comparing the magnetic field tension with the ram
pressure of stellar wind/outflow from η Carinae.

The ram pressure of the stellar wind/outflow can be written as

Pram = ρwv
2
w, (1)

where Pram is the ram pressure, ρw is the gas volume density of the wind at the loop, and vw is the
wind velocity at the loop. The wind velocity has been estimated in multiple studies (e.g., Smith 2002;
Davidson et al. 2018), using optical and UV emission line profiles. While the exact wind speed is still
uncertain, estimates of the terminal wind speed range from 300 km s−1 to 1000 km s−1. We assume
that the wind speed at the Keyhole Nebula is the same as the terminal speed because the Keyhole
Nebula is sufficiently distant from η Carinae that the stellar wind is able to reach the terminal speed.
The gas volume density was not determined in these studies since it cannot be estimated using the
optical and UV lines that were used to estimate the velocity. Oberst et al. (2011) estimated the
density of the Tr 16 HII region using ISM models, finding np = 20 cm−3. We use this density as
a lower limit to the wind density since the HII region density is the ambient density in the Tr 16
region. With these values and assumptions, the ram pressure is ∼3 × 10−8 dyne if we take vw = 300
km s−1, and ∼3 × 10−7 dyne if we take vw = 1000 km s−1.

The magnetic tension is

ftension =
B2

0

Rc

, (2)

where ftension is the force per unit volume exerted by the magnetic tension, B0 is the magnetic field
strength, and Rc is the radius of curvature of the field. The magnetic field tension is the force per
unit volume, while the ram pressure is the force per unit area. To make a comparison, we obtain
the force per unit area from the magnetic tension by multiplying the force per unit volume by a
characteristic dimension of the loop; thus Ptension = ftension × l, where l is the thickness of the loop.
From the Hα image, we estimate the radius curvature as 0.6 pc, and the loop thickness as 0.08 pc.

Copyright 2021. All rights reserved.



The magnetic field strength cannot be directly estimated from the polarization since the polarization
is a result of multiple physical processes, including density fluctuations, turbulence, and coupling of
the magnetic fields to gas and to dust grains. Skalidis & Tassis (2020) suggested that the magnetic
field strength may be estimated as B0 =

√
2πρδv/

√
δθ, where ρ is gas density, δv is the gas rms

velocity, and δθ is the polarization angle dispersion, using several assumptions which are often adopted
for a turbulent ISM. Oberst et al. (2011) estimated the gas density in the Keyhole Nebula through
detailed PDR modeling. The gas density in the loop is roughly nH = 1000 cm−3. We estimate
the gas rms velocity from the width of the HI 21 cm line (Rebolledo et al. 2017). The Keyhole
Nebula feature appears as an absorption line at -30 km s−1 with rms velocity width of 3 km s−1.
The dispersion of the magnetic field angle is estimated within 5′′ radius along the thick green line
in Figure 2. We found that the local dispersion stays within ∼0.15 radians. Using these values, we
estimate a magnetic field strength of ∼70 µG, which is of the same order as those found in the other
star-forming regions (e.g., Koch et al. 2012, 2018; Soam et al. 2019).

Combining the above estimates, we calculate the pressure exerted by the magnetic field tension
to be ∼4 × 10−10 dyne. This is at least two orders of magnitude smaller than the ram pressure
produced by the stellar wind from η Carinae. This suggests that the magnetic field in the Keyhole
Nebula is not strong enough to stop or maintain the structure against the impact of the stellar wind.
The well-aligned magnetic fields in the loop may simply be a result of the tight coupling of magnetic
field to the gas during the formation of the loop by the stellar wind.

5. SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have presented the dust continuum map at 89 µm and the projected magnetic
field orientation in the Keyhole Nebula region in the Carina Nebula Complex (CNC). We investigated
the physical properties of the magnetic field in the Keyhole Nebula to understand the role of the
magnetic field in a region influenced by strong stellar feedback. The main results are the following.

1. SOFIA HAWC+ has successfully observed the Keyhole Nebula and η Carinae in the CNC with
polarization uncertainty less than 0.5%. The degree of polarization in the Keyhole Nebula has a
mean value of 2.4% with a standard deviation of 1.6%. These values are similar to other high–mass
star–forming regions such as OMC-1 and M17, which are much weaker in terms of star formation
activity and stellar feedback than the CNC. This may indicate that the degree of polarization is not
sensitive to the strength of stellar feedback.

2. The magnetic field orientation in the bar structure in the CNC is almost identical to that of the
large-scale magnetic field, while that of the loop does not show any correlation with the large–scale
magnetic field. We found that the orientation of the magnetic field in the region between the bar
and the loop exhibits a fan shape starting from the bar and extending to the loop. This agrees with
the picture in which the loop has formed due η Carinae’s stellar wind and that the magnetic field in
the loop and the area between the loop and the bar has been highly perturbed and systematically
deformed along with structure of the gas.

3. The magnetic field orientation in the regions with foreground clouds forms a continuous connec-
tion to those in their background structures, the loop, and the bar. This suggests that the polarized
field is likely dominated by that in the bar and the loop while the field is less ordered in the cold and
dense foreground clouds.
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Finally, comparing the ram pressure of the η Carinae’s stellar wind to the pressure exerted by the
magnetic field tension, we concluded that the magnetic field in the Keyhole Nebula is not strong
enough to maintain the current structure against the impact of the stellar wind from η Carinae.
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