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ABSTRACT

Context. Late-type stars interact with their close-in planets tigiotheir coronal magnetic fields.

Aims. We introduce a theory for the interaction between the stafid planetary fields focussing on the processes that esteagnetic
energy in the stellar coronae.

Methods. We consider the energy dissipated by the reconnection leettie stellar and planetary magnetic fields as well as thdéma
available by the modulation of the magnetic helicity of tleanal field produced by the orbital motion of the planet. \Akneate the
powers released by both processes in the case of axisymraettinon-axisymmetric, linear and non-linear force-fremnal fields
finding that they scale 333/38’2)63R§v,, whereBy is the mean stellar surface fiel, the planetary field at the poleR, the radius of
the planet, ang, the relative velocity between the stellar and the plandialgs.

Results. A chromospheric hot spot or a flaring activity phased to thétakmotion of the planet are found only when the stellarfiel
is axisymmetric. In the case of a non-axisymmetric field tiime modulation of the energy release is multiperiodic el loe easily
confused with the intrinsic stellar variability. We applyrdheory to the systems with some reported evidence ofba@et magnetic
interaction finding a dissipated power at least one orderagnitude smaller than that emitted by the chromospherispats. The
phase lags between the planets and the hot spots are repddaliour models in all the cases exceptddknd.

Conclusions. The chromospheric hot spots rotating in phase with the pdarannot be explained by the energy dissipation produced
by the interaction between stellar and planetary fields asidered by our models and require &elient mechanism.

Key words. stars: planetary systems — stars: activity — stars: |gie-ty stars: magnetic fields — stars: individual (HD 179949,
HD 189733,v Andromedaer Bootis)

1. Introduction masses) and close-in (orbital semimajor axis 0.02 AU) campa

] ] ] ] ) ion is expected to induce a much largdieet than in the cases
Close-in planets interact with their host stars througbgidnd of HD 179949 ory And. A possible explanation could be the
magnetic fields. Here we focus on the interaction between W@ak magnetic field of the star, as indicated by its remagkabl
coronal field of a late-type star and a planet orbiting witsn o |evel of activity, that makes the interaction undetétgan
outer coronal._Shkolnik et al. (2005 2008) presented ewerbpite of the supposed'y Strong p|anetary field.
of a chromospheric hot spot that moves in phase with the or- Considering a sample of stars with planets
bit of the planet rather than with the stellar rotation perio  [c3nto Martins et al. (2011) did not find anyfigirence in ’
the cases of HD 179949 andAndromedae. The hot spot wasihe mean level of their chromospheric emission in compariso
not present in all the observing seasons and its maximum g, 4 sample of late-type stars without detected planefsiew
ibility was shifted with respect to the planet inferior cong- [Gonzalez [(2011) claims that planet-hosting stars are, en th
tion. The non-steadiness of the phenomenon was confirmed al§erage, slightly less active than stars without planets. A
by!Poppenhaeger et al. (2011) who did not detect any evideqgeiquing result was recently obtained by Hartman_(2018pw
for star-planet magnetic interaction (hereafter SPMI) whe-  ¢,,nq 4 correlation between the chromospheric emission and
observingu And in 2009. The night-to-night variation of theie gyrface gravity of the planet in a sample of stars hostiig
chromospheric emission pf some stars _w|th hints of SPMI aBupiters.
pears to be correlated with the raﬂmp sini/Por of the pro- The search for an SPMI signature in the X-ray coronal emis-
jected mass of the planet to the orbital period. Th_|s ratie Caion led to a controversy. Kashyap et al. (2008) found treasst
be assumed as a measure of the planetary magnetic mome%/ﬁp{ close-in (orbital semi-major axia < 0.15 AU) massive
extrapolating the correlation observed in the Solar Sydtem lanets have an X-ray flux 2 times higher than stars with
tween the magnetic moment and_the spin angular momentﬁ{gtam planetsg > 1.5 AU) and Schatf |(2010) found a cor-
of the magnetized bodies (Shkolnik etial. 2008). Therefthve, o -ion " hetween X-ray luminosity and the mass of the exo-
proposed correlation suggests that stellar activity ISS&WW . nots - uggesting that it could be used to infer the velati
a(fec’t>ed _by the f_|eld of_a close-by pl_a_net. However, Miller et ntensity of the planetary magnetic field if the excess eyerg
(2012) did not find evidence of activity phased with the ptang,, ¢ rejeased by the reconnection between the stellar field an
in the case of WASP-18 whose massiv (= 104 Jupiter the planetary field. However, Poppenhaeger etlal. (2010) and
Poppenhaeger & Schmitt (2011), investigating a compleate sa
Send gprint requests toA. F. Lanza ple of planet-hosting stars within 30 pc, did not find any eta¥
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tion between stellar activity and orbital semimajor axiplamet first step in this direction has been the work by Lanza (200%) w
mass that cannot be traced back to selectitects. found that the power dissipated by magnetic reconnectitimeat
Another possibility concerns a flaring coronal activity modboundary surface between the planetary magnetospheréand t
ulated by the orbital motion of the planet, as recently setgge stellar coronal field is of the order of 0w, i.e., insdficient by
in the case of HD 189733 hy Pillitteri etlal. (2011). Finallye at least three orders of magnitude, but the interaction ti¢h
possibility that SPMI manifests itself in the starspotwttiob- planetary field may trigger the dissipation of the magnetic e
served in the photosphere has been also considered and is eligy over a much larger volume by decreasing the helicithef t
cussed in detail by Lanza (2011). coronal field (see Sedi] 2 for details). In the present paper,
Several models have been proposed to account for the pesplore this mechanism in more detail considering the miagne
sible signatures of SPMI._Preusse et al. (2006)land Kopp etfiix tube of the stellar coronal field that interacts with thegne-
(2011) considered the impact on the chromosphere of Alfvéssphere of the planet and provide analytic formulae torest
waves excited by the orbital motion of the planet. Such wavése dissipated power together with some illustrative ajapions
can reach the surface of the star because the planet is docdtethe systems that have shown some evidence of SPMI. Note
within the region where the Alfven velocity is larger thareththat most of our considerations can be extended to the case of
speed of the stellar wind so a magnetic perturbation can maslese binary systems with a stellar (see, €.9.. Adams|e0al.;2
back to the star instead of being blown away by the wind as h&setman et al. 2011; Strassmeier etlal. 2011) or a brown dwarf
pens in the case of Jupiter or Saturn in the Solar System sisegondary component (e.q.,_Lenz etial. 2010), althoughirere
they are located in the region of the heliosphere where thee scshall address only the case of close-in planets.
wind is super-alfvenic. These models can account for theg@ha
lag between the planet and a chromospheric hot spot by assym-
ing that the spot is due to the dissipation of the waves whefe | "€ model
they impact onto the chromosphere, but it is verfjiclillt to ac- 2 1. A magnetostatic coronal model
count for the power radiated by the hot spots that is of therrd o
of ~ 10?° W (Shkolnik et al 2005) because the wave energy e need a mod_el of the corona of th_e host star to test the !s;ahdl
not focussed onto the star. Other models have addresseat thé@f our assumptions on the energetics of the star-planetaicie
terpretation of the phase lag (Mclvor etlal._2006; Lahza Booton. Assuming that the coronal plasma is in hydrostatidlésu
or the mechanism of chromospheric heating (¢.g., Gu & Suzdiim under the action of the pressure gradient, the graaity,
2009). the Lorentz force, we have:
The problem of the energy budget of the interaction has _
been considered in numerical simulations, starting froenpiio- VP+pVO+JxB=0, (1)
neering work by Ip et al! (2004) who, however, adopted carongherep is the plasma pressurejts density,® the total poten-
magnetic fields and relative orbital velocity of the plantt tial (gravitational plus centrifugal® = B3 the magnetic field,
appear to be too large by about one order of magnitude thahh §the unit vector in the direction of the magnetic field, and
in the cases of HD 179949. The sophisticated MHD simulg-the current density. The centrifugal potential can be retgte
tions of Cohen et al. (2009, 2011a,b) are much more realistie our case, provided that the star has a rotation period of at
Specifically, Cohen et al. (2011b) simulated the magneti-enleast~ 10 days and a radius and mass comparable with those of
ronment around HD 189733, a K dwarf hosting a hot Jupitahe Sun. Therefored ~ GM/r, whereG is the gravitation con-
approximating the large-scale variation of the radial n&ign stant,M the mass of the star, amcthe distance from its centre.
field of the star at the photosphere as derivec_by Fares etie thermal conduction is high along magnetic field lines and
(2010). They found that the power released by the star-plaseongly inhibited in the orthogonal direction (cf., e.cRriest
magnetic interaction is $ficient to account for the flaring activ-[1984), thus we assume that the temperaiuig constant along
ity detected by Pillitteri et al. (2011) or the chromosphétot magnetic field lines, i.eqT/ds = 0. The dot product of Eq[{1)
spots observed by Shkolnik et al. (2005) in similar systems. by the unit vectosgives:
More recently, Vidotto et al! (2012) have simulated the time
variations of the magnetized wind af Bootis by extrapo- _ 9P +p6£(f -9 =0. (2)
lating the radial photospheric field of the star as mapped by ds or
Catala et al.[(2007), Donati et/al. (2()_08), and Fares gtﬁDS[)Z_ Sincedr = (7 - §ds this becomes:
at different phases of the stellar activity cycle. The interaction
of a strongly magnetized pre-main-sequence star with @&clos dp , 00 0 3
in massive planet has been simulated by Vidotto etal. (2009, r “Por ~ )

20102). They also derived the power released by magnetic {i¥%t can be integrated along a given magnetic field line by con
connection between the stellar and planetary fields, thaldco 9 9ag 9 4

reach~ 5 x 10'° W for a planet orbiting at a distance of-710 sidering the ideal gas law to elimingte= fip/RT, whereyi'is

stellar radii, and estimated the expected radio emissioreftul the mean molecular weight of the coronal plashithe gas con-

the dfect of the strong stellar field on the migration of the plane?.tam’ and’ the temperature along the given field line. Thus, the

Other relevant work includes the potential magnetic ﬁel\(/]arlanon of the pressure along a field line is:

model developed by Adams et al. (2011) to describe the mag- R R

netic interaction of the components of close pre-main-saqa  P(") = Po exp[— (H_)( - —)] (4)

binary stars. A variant of the model has been applied to descr

the interaction between the coronal field of a host star aad twhereR is the radius at base of the corona, that we assume to

magnetized outflow of its close-in evaporating planet (Adantoincide with the radius of the star, aity = (RTR)/(GiM)

2011). the pressure scale height at the base of the corona. For the Su
In spite of these works, a general theory of the SPMI capaljle= 0.6 andHg = 5.1 x 10’T m, with T in MK. The variation

of accounting for the required irradiated power is stilldexg. A of the density can be derived from the ideal gas law and has the

r
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same radial dependence of the pressure along a given field lvelocity between the reconnecting magnetic field lines, e
Note, however, thak, po, and the base densijty vary in general planetary and the stellar fields, and we have assumed that an
from one field line to the other. We shall apply this simple mlod effective surfacerR?, is available for the interaction of the re-

in Sect[3.1 to justify the assumptions of our energy diggipa connecting field lines.

model. The power dissipated in the reconnection process has been
estimated by Lanza (2009) to be of the order ot’IW in the

case of a stellar dipolar potential field, i.e., ifiszient by~ 3
orders of magnitude. In Se¢fl 3, we shall see that consiglerin
The orbital motion of the planet inside the stellar corona- prforce-free magnetic fields we can increase that power bytabou
duces a continuous reconnection between the coronal magn&vo orders of magnitude in the most extreme cases. Thidllis sti
field lines and the planetary field linés. Lanza (2009) smithiés  insuficient to account for the power irradiated by the chromo-
phenomenon and estimated the power dissipated in therstefigheric hot spots. Therefore, we shall consider anothehasec
corona. We briefly recall the main assumptions and the esulsm that can release greater powers by extracting enesgy fr

of that investigation that are useful for the present stiy.as- a larger coronal volume, not only from that taking part intée
sume that the planet is on a circular orbit located on the eq@@nnection. This mechanism is connected with the role of-mag
torial plane of the star. The surface of the planetary magneﬂe'[ic helicity in stellar coronae that we shall briefly déserin
sphere, where its field lines interact with those of the caftorthe next Section.

field, is assumed to be a sphere of radiis As a matter of
fact, the magnetospheric boundary can be elongated in the
rection of the orbital motion of the planet (cf., e.g., Cole¢mal.
2011b). However, we specialize our theory to the case when e assume that the Lorentz force is dominating over all the
orbital velocity of the planet is much smaller than the Ative other forces in the region of the stellar corona where a elose
velocity in the stellar corona. Therefore, the magnetidf@in- in planetis located. This is valid provided that the ratibaeen
figuration can be regarded as magnetostatic and the bouatlarthe plasma pressure and the magnetic preggure2up/B? is

the magnetosphere is nearly spherical because it is definednuch smaller than the unity in the considered coronal domain
the balance between the magnetic pressure of the cororthl f@ we shall show in Se¢t._8.1. With this assumption, the force
and the pressure of the planetary field assumed to be a dipfilee approximation can be applied to describe the cororldl fie
Assuming that the magnetic pressure of the coronal tlg,) i. e,

at the boundary of the magnetosphere is in equilibrium viith t

2.2. Power dissipated by magnetic reconnection

éib The role of magnetic helicity in stellar coronae

pressure of the planetary fieB}h(rm), we have: VxB=aB, ©)
5 ) where the force-free parameteris constant along each field
Bp(rm) = B(rm), (5) line, as immediately follows from the curl of the defining equ

wherern, is the position vector of a generic point on the boungr g jinear force-free field). When it is constant for ak theld

ary of the magnetosphere. The planetary field can be assumefifog the field is said to be a linear force-free field. We assu

be that of a dipole, so that its variation with the distandeom 4t the orbital motion of the planet and the associatechpas

the centre of the planetis: flow do not significantly perturb the stellar field configueati
AN which is determined by the boundary conditions set at the bas

By = BpO(_) , (6) of the corona on the stellar surface. If those boundary condi
Ry tions evolve on a timescale much longer than the Alfven trave

whereByo is the field at the poles of the planet aRglits radius. time across the corona, the field can be assumed to be at each

instant in a magnetostatic configuration as described bydq.
AL th_e bc_)undary of the ’.“aQ”etOSphefe’ we have Rm and, Of course, the force-free approximation is not valid at tted-s
considering Eq[{5), we find:

lar photosphere, where the pressure of the plasma is cobipara
B(ry) |2 or greater than the magnetic pressure, but we can assume that
Rn=Ry [B_p] , (7) ourlow-beta approximation is valid starting from the bakthe
po

corona that we assume for simplicity to coincide with thé-ste
whereB(rp) is the intensity of the ambient coronal field at th

éar surface because the photospheric and chromosphese pre
positionr, of the planet. Since the radius of the magnetosph Srorti: Zﬁgl)etEZtlgtntes f?uri 21l;f[::n;ssm;IItehretf;?:”g;ecga:gwas ;r]:(;h; frt]ae
is generally small in comparison with the lengthscale ofi-va y
ation of B in the outer stellar corona, we neglect the variatio

Rlanetary magnetosphere are topologically separate becha
of B across the magnetosphere and consider its intensity at m%”e‘ary magnetic field is potential close to the surfacthef
location of the planety,.

planet. Therefore, a stationary magnetic field line tharectin-
The power released by the magnetic reconnection at

tﬂ%CtS the planetary field with the stellar coronal field wchdste
boundary of the planetary magnetosphere can be estimated g.zero value ofr that is in general incompatible with the pres-

ence of electric currents flowing through the stellar cordna

;ion (9). In generalg will vary from one field line to the other

P - EBZ(r YRV = other words, the field lines of the planetary field must be con-
rec = V'eclu P rel = fined within the planetary magnetosphere and interact wai¢gh t
s stellar field lines only on the boundary of the magnetosphere
= Yrec— REB*3(rp) B2V, (8) i i
= ?’recluR;Z) p)Bpo Vrels where a time-dependent reconnection occurs. A large-foale

system interconnecting the stellar and planetary fieldslawa
whereu is the magnetic permeability of the plasmas §ec < 1  beta regime is possible only when the stellar coronal fieltsis
an dficiency factor that depends on the angle between the intsimed to be potential as in the models_of Adams (2011) and
acting magnetic field lines (e. g.,_Priest 2003}, the relative |Adams et al.|(2011).
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If the magnetic field is confined to some closed voluvhe threshold, that depends on the boundary conditions, the mag
i.e., its field lines do not cross the bound&f V, it is possible netic configuration may become unstable and erupts progucin
to define a conserved quantity in ideal MHD called magnet& coronal mass ejection (hereafter CME) that takes away most

helicity H: of the accumulated helicity allowing the remaining field étax
to a quasi-potential state (cf._Zhang et al. 2006; Zhang &IFly
H= f A-BdyV, (10) 12008] Miller et al. 2009).
\%

The processes that dissipate the excess magnetic energy and
ad to the linear force-free minimum energy state are detsf
e scope of the theory described above. In general, thewav
he generation of hydromagnetic instabilities amdhe forma-
Vfon of localized currents under the action of photospheric

tions or the emergence of new magnetic flux (e.g., Priest et al
2005; | Browning et al.[ 2008). Since the timescale for attain-
ing that minimum energy state is of particular relevanceuo o

odel, we briefly refer to the work of Browning et al. (2008)

0 suggest that the non-linear developments of ideal ntagne

hydrodynamic instabilities are the best candidates fodthsi-
b'ation of the excess energy in confined structures. Themdaso
‘choosing ideal rather than resistive instabilities is tay the

H is a topological measure of the twisting of the magnetic fie
lines and of their degree of cross linkage (cf.__Berger & Fiel
1984; Demoulin et al. 2006, for more details). The conser
tion of the helicity means that, if the magnetic Reynolds bam
is very large, so that the filision of the field is negligible in
comparison with the inductionfiects, the value oH does not
change vs. time whatever the plasma motions inside the wlu
V. Moreover, the minimum energy state allowed in the case o
finite helicity is a linear force-free field (Woltjer 1958pstead

of a potential field which would represent the absolute min
mum that can be reached only when the helicity is zero (d., e

Prielsl 1984'_dCh|' 3|)' the finite resistivity brod former have sfiiciently short timescales in the highly conduct-
n a non-ideal plasma, the finite resistivity produces a ylecg, o o onal plasma to be relevant to flares or coronal heating

of the field. Wit.h a con\{ersion of t.he magnetic energy into'theﬁ'heir 3D numerical simulations of the non-linear evolutimi
mal and kinetic energies. Experiments with laboratory P@s , yiny instability in a magnetic flux tube show that the field is
and theoretical considerations have shown that the vaniati e toward the minimum energy state while its relative he
the magnetic helicity during the relaxation to the minimuma e licity is conserved with a characteristic time scale corapé
Hith the Alfven transit time from one base of the flux tube te th
. other. This compares well with the observations of solaeflar
Cshowing that most of the energy released in the impulsive@ha
is dissipated over timescales of the order of-1000 s in flux

whereB = V x A is the magnetic field and its vector potential. sﬁ

conservation and the final relaxed state is a linear foreefeld
with the same amount of helicity as the initial field (Tayl®74, tubes having lengths ranging from™1@ 1¢f m, i.e., their relax-

1986). z%tLon occurs on timescales comparable with the Alfven ttans

The general results recalled above can be applied (0 a Sigiye 50ng the field lines since the typical Alfven velocitythe
lar corona if we account for thefiierences between a Iaboratorysmar corona is of the order of 46n s

plasma and a coronal plasma. Firstly, the coronal field lares
not confined by a magnetic surface, i.e., a surface over vithich
normal component of the field vanishes. They cross the surf
of the star so that the magnetic helicity is no longer a gange
variant quantity, i.e., it varies by adding the gradient geaeric ) L i .
scalar functiory to the vectorA leading to the gaugetransforma-We shall consider the variation of the relative helicity guoed
tion A — A + Vy. To overcome this diiculty, Berger & Field !oy the orbital motion of the planet across the cqronal fleld_of
(1984) and Bergér[ (1985) defined a relative magnetic helicifS host star and estimate the energy made available for diss
that is independent of the gauge assumed for the vectortiterPation by this process. The application of the above thesry i
and is conserved in ideal MHD. In a finite domain, the miniconsiderably simplified when the timescalefor the helicity
mum energy field having a given relative helicity is againna li variation is conS|d.erquy I(_)nger than the Alfven traveleitq

ear force-free field (cf. Sect. Il of Bergér 1985). The satorflond the magnetic field lines from the star to the planet. On
difference between a laboratory plasma and a coronal plasmi'fs 0ther hand, the timesctie for the relaxation to the mini-
that the coronal field can extend to the infinity. In this case t MUM energy state under the constraint of helicity consienvat
minimum energy state is actually reached by driving the ttwi§a" be assumed to be comparable wit(cf. the final paragraph

of the field lines to the infinity which dilutes the magnetic he®f SectL2.B). Therefore, we can assume that the coronalisield
licity density until the final state is virtually indistingghable a/ways close to the minimum energy state determined by its in
from the potential field corresponding to the boundary condit@ntaneous relative helicity. These hypotheses allow stitly
tions applied at the coronal base (cf., elg., Vekstein|&3a3: the gvoluu_on of the c_oronallﬂeld as a sequence of magnéiosta
Zhang et all 2006, and references therein). However, asteffonfigurations to which a simple model for the energy dissipa
corona consists also of closed magnetic structures thatoare 110N can be applied (see Se¢fs]2.5 2.6).

fined by overlying open fields, as in the case of a magneticarca

with an helmet streamer on its top. In those closed strusture

the accumulation of magnetic energy due to the shearing n#&>. Connection between helicity and magnetic energy

tions of the photospheric footpoints of the field lines isane

panied by a relaxation produced by the dissipation of magnethe relative helicity of a coronal magnetic field configu-
energy localized in thin current sheets. The minimum energgtion can be computed following the method described in
state of each confined structure is predicted to be a lineaefo Berger & Field (1984). Specifically, we consider a magnetic
free field satisfying the constraint of relative helicitynsgrva- flux tube connecting the surface of the star with the magneto-
tion (seel_Dixon et al. 1989, for details). However, if the amip  sphere of the planet (cf. Figl 1). Its bases Bifeon the surface

of helicity accumulated in a confined structure exceedstaicer andF, on the magnetospheric boundary. Using the formulation

%4. Assumptions on the characteristic timescales
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of Demoulin et al. [(2006), its relative magnetic helicityndae variation of the surface terms is confinedRg because we as-

written as: sume that the stellar coronal field is not perturbed outdide t
planetary magnetosphere by the motion of the planet. Thésgi
Hg = f(A+ Ap) - (B-Bp)dV, (11)
Vi d_E — @ (% d_®) + d—z (17)
whereV; is the volume of the magnetic flux tub@,= Vx Athe dt  2u \ dt — dt dt’

magnetic field A its vector potentialB, = V x A, the potential
magnetic field having the same normal componerB @i the
boundary ofV;, and A, its vector potential (see AppendiX A).
We adopt the so-called Coulomb gauge, i%:,A = 0 andV -
Ap = 0. Applying vector calculus identities and Gauss’ theore
Eq. (I1) can be recast as:

where(a) is assumed to be independent of the time because
constant along each magnetic field line so that its mean vslue
set by the boundary conditionsi{ on the stellar surface that is
not perturbed by the planet. For the sake of simplicity, we-co
rBute the variations dd andX by assuming that the surfa€e is
fixed (see, e.gl,_Smirnov_1964, for the neglected termsyA\As

. andy are completely determined by the normal component of
Hr = f A-BdV+ 9€ (AX Ap—yAp) -1 dS, (12)  the magnetic field, that does not change versus the time (see

Vi S Sect[2.6), their time derivatives vanish. Therefore weshav

whereS; is the closed surface bounding the volume fi the

unit outward normal t&;, andy the scalar potential dBy, i.e., ae = — | [(vxB)x Ap]-AdS=
Bp = le dt F,
The connection between the magnetic energy and the relative
helicity can be derived by considering that(Ax B) = B - (V x = f (Ao B)va—(Ap-V)Bi| ds, (18)
A)—A-(VxB) = B2—a(A-B), where we have applied the force- F2
free conditionV x B = B to the field of the flux tube. Sinc@ \yhere we have made use & = v x B in the Coulomb gauge

varies only across the field lines, the variationafcross the flux gndy, andB, are the normal components of the velocity and the

tube section is limited, i.eqmin < @ < amax, With the minimum - magnetic field orF,. Similarly, the variation of the surface term
and maximum values close to each other if the cross sectior;ig;

sufficiently small. The magnetic ener@yof the flux tube is: = 1d

2 — = —— | (AxB)-ndS=
EzfE _—— a(A-B)dV+ifv-(AxB)dV= dt Z#dtfa
szl'l 2/" Vf Vf

2/J 1
1 1 . =5 {(vxB)xB+ AXx[Vx(vxB)]}-ndS, (19)
% a(A-B) dV+2—9§(A>< B) - hdS,(13) IR,
Vi H s where we have made use of the induction equation of ideal MHD
where the second equality follows by the application of Gausand of% = v x B. The contribution ofdz/dt to the energy
theorem. Applying the mean-value theorem to the first itggr,,5riation is therefore of the order oB?F,/2u. Considering a

we find: maximum cross section of the flux tube equal to the crossmecti
(@) 1 . of the planetary magnetosphere, if&;,= 7R2,, the contribution
E=— A-BdV+ — Ax B)-ndS = P
u 2 Sf( ) to the power is:
(@) 1 . X «
= —LHr+ — A, — Ax Ay + AxB]-ndS,(14) = ~ —B2R2v. 2
2 R 5 Sf[<a>(w p p) ]-hdS(14) o REV. (20)

where the mean valuemin < (@) < amax and we have made This is comparable with the energy released by the recoiumect
use of Eq.[(IR) to transform the first integral on the r.h.dsThbhetween the stellar and planetary magnetic fields on thedoun
expression generalizes Eq. (17).of Berger (1985) to the cagg of the planetary magnetosphere (cf. Eq. 8), as discussed
of a non-linear force-free field. Since the magnetic fielddas Sect[Z.D.

the flux tube occupies a finite volume and is confined by the Considering this estimate of the magnitudelgfdt, we see
closed surfacsy, its minimum energy state is the linear forcethat when 2e)(Ay-B) > B? the terms containing the derivatives
free field satisfying the boundary conditions and the camstr of the magnetic helicity and @ dominate over the derivative of
set by the conservation of the relative helicity. If the giaion ¥ in Eq. (I7) and we can write:

of the excess magnetic energy is fast in comparison withéhe h

licity variation, we can assume that the field is always ciose dE _ (@) (dHr d© 21)
such a minimum energy state. A variation of the relativedigli dt 2y | dt dt )’

or of the boundary conditions that changes the surfacer’mitegN i . .

in the r.h.s. of EqL{14) then produces a variation of thegyef Note that Eq.[(21) provides a lower limit for the dissipateser
the field. The contribution of the surface integral to thergge Pecause it was obtained in the hypothesis that the field @yslw

can be written in terms of the two quantities: close to the minimum energy state corresponding to itsivelat
helicity. If the field has a larger excess energy, i.e., ihia hon-
O = SE (WA, — Ax Ap) - hdS, and (15) linear force-free state far from the minimum energy stédtenta
s greater energy can be released.
1
¥ = — @ (AxB)-ndS (16) - ) -
2u Js, 2.6. Variation of the magnetic helicity and energy

We focus on the féects produced by the orbital motion of theThe relative magnetic helicity varies according to thedaH
planet that changes the boundary conditions on the Basehe ing formula derived by applying the induction equation cfadl
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Fig. 1. A sketch of the star-planet system with indicatiorMgf the volume interior to the star, ai,, the volume occupied by the
planetary magnetosphere assumed to be spherical. Two fies are plotted and in the upper driethe cross sections; andF;
where the tube intersects the stellar surface and the mzgpietre are labelled, respectively. The blue arrows itglite relative
orbital velocityv and its normal component, at the intersections of the two flux tubes with the magnetesphThe dashed line
insideVy, separates the region | wherg< 0, i.e., is oppositely directed with respect to the outwasthmal to the base of the flux
tube, from the region Il wherg, > 0.

MHD to the definition of relative helicity (see_Berger & Field Sy, is a closed surface and occupies a limited volume of the

1984 Vekstein et al. 1993): corona. For the sake of simplicity, we have assumed it to have

dH a spherical shape. The magnetic field is tanger8tdecause

IR 56[(Ap' B)vn - (Ap . v) Bn] ds. (22) it separates the coronal field from the planetary field and the
dt s pressure of the latter forbids the penetration of the forimier

whereS is the boundary of the domain occupied by the field ari#€ Planetary magnetosphere. Since the radiuois small in -
Vv, and B,, the normal components of the plasma floand of comparison with the lengthscale across which the cororldl fie
the magnetic field on S, and A, the vector potential of the Varies, we can assume that the local field at a generic poon
potential magnetic field with the same normal componer asiS Bm = B + B’, whereB is the unperturbed field of the corona
on S; the unit normal is taken positive in the direction outwarg@Ssumed uniform) an8’ a local perturbation that makes the
the volume occupied by the field. Ioc_al field tangent to th_e magnetospher_e, B fs =0, Wh_ere _
The emergence of the magnetic flux from the convectidt iS the normal t&y,. Since the magnetic energy is steadily dis-
zone of the star and the velocity fields at the base of the eorciiPated by reconnection on the boundary of the magnetospher
produce a continuous variation of the relative helicityt tten be  the energy of the fiel®, is minimized. The minimum energy of
associated with the energy dissipation responsible foctme- the field By, compatible with the prescribed boundary condition
nal heating and the storage of excess energy to be deliveredsiobtained wher’ is a potential field, i.e.B” = VZ, where the
CMESs. These processes are independent of the presence oP@igntial satisfies Laplace equatioft¢ = 0 andB’ decreases
planet and contribute to the unperturbed energy budgeteof #i§ Z€ro at the infinity since theffects of the magnetosphere are
stellar corona. Here we focus on the processes related to @fe@lized. The solutions of Laplace equation that vanisthat
planet. In the framework of our hypotheses, they are relagedinfinity are propolrt|0nal to Ar and its d_erlvat|ves with respect to
the magnetic and the velocity fields on the interfSggbetween the spatial coordinates, wherés the distance from the centre of
the planetary magnetosphere and the coronal field. Thecsurfi€ planet. Given the complete symmetry of a spherical magne
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tosphere, only the constant vec®rcan appear in the solutionbecausBm, = —Bn, - is = 0 on the boundary of the magneto-
and, considering the linearity of both Laplace equationted sphere. Sincd and A, can be considered uniform d,, on
boundary conditions; must involveB linearly. The only scalar account of Eqs[(25) and{R7), we obtain:

that can be formed frorB and the derivatives of/t is the scalar gE @ 3

productB - V(1/r) (cf. the mathematically analogous case of the= _ _ @/ 9§ 2[(As-B) = (A.-)B - 1) v. dS

potential flow of an ideal incompressible fluid around a splaér dt 2u Jg, 2 [( prB) = (Ap- ) )] nds+

body moving through the fluid, e.g., Landau & Lifshitz 1959). (@) 3
Therefore, we seekin the form: e Z[(r x Bp) - B]vh dS. (29)
2
{=C-V (}) =—(C-t 12 (23) The second integral on the r.h.s. can be neglected in cosgpari
r r to the first one becauge x By| ~ RnByp is much smaller than
whereC is a constant vector that is chosen to satisfy the bourldiol that is of the order 0&B,, wherea is the semimajor axis of
ary condition on the spher§y, i.e., B’ - f = —B - f. Since the planetary orbit. _
Br = d/0r, we immediately findC = —(R},/2)B yielding: To compute the first integral, we adopt a Cartesian reference
frame with thez’axis along the relative orbital velocity between
1 B.7 RS o4 the planet and the stellar fieldand thex axis chosen so that
¢= E( ' r)r—z. (24) the vectorB lies in thexz plane. Moreover, we choose the base

F, of the connecting flux tube to coincide with the hemisphere

of Sy, wherev, has a constant, say, negative, sign (cf. Elg. 1).
-3 Performing the integration over that hemisphere, we find:

B =Vi=2 (—) [B-3(B-1)f]. (25)

2\Ry dE

The variation of the magnetic energy of the coronal field prodt -

duced by the perturbatidd’ is (see AppendixB): wherevy is the relative velocity between the planet and the stel-
3 ) T lar coronal field. When the stellar field is axisymmetric, ¢inbit
AE = —@VmB = —;'ﬁBPOB’ (26)  of the planet is circular and lying in the equatorial planetef
star, the vector potentidl, = A,z (cf. AppendiXA) and Eq[(30)
whereVy, = (4n/3)R3, is the volume of the magnetospheR, simplifies to:
the radius of the planeByo the field intensity at the pole of the
planet, andB the intensity of the coronal field at the location ofd_E _ (@) R Vel Ap - B) (31)
the planet. Considering a magnetic loop that is crossed &y tllt 8u rell B B
planetary magnetosphere, its energy will change\Byover a
timescalercross= 2R/ Vrel, Wherevg is the relative velocity be-
tween the planet and the field. Therefore, the power dissipa
is: P = |AE|/7eross = (1/2)(n/u)R2B?Viel, i.€., it is the same Two kinds of interaction occur on the boundary of the planeta
as the power dissipated by magnetic reconnection at the magagnetospherg,, from the point of view of the helicity varia-
netospheric boundary fare. = 1/2 (cf. Eq.[8). As we saw in tion. Specifically, a coronal flux tube whose field lines totiud
Sect[Z.2, itis insflicient for our purposes, thus we proceed witinagnetosphere in the domain where< 0, i.e., on the left of
evaluating the energy released by the magnetic helicitptran. the dashed line insid€y, in Fig.[d, will experience an increase
The potential magnetic fielBpny, satisfying the same bound-of its relative helicity which reduces the amount of magnige
ary condition ofBr,, on Sy, can be found with a similar argument.energy, thus opposing dissipation. This helicity increzsetrig-
We consider its vector potentidlym = Ap + Ay, whereAg is the  ger a CME with an associated flare if the helicity previously a
vector potential of the unperturbed potential filg that de- cumulated is close to the threshold for the loss of equilitorof
pends on the boundary conditions at the stellar surfacefgndthe field configuration (cf., e.g., Zhang eflal. 2006). On tien
is its local perturbation. The local perturbation of thegudial hand, a flux tube whose field lines touch the magnetosphere in
field B, = V x A, can be derived by the same argument appligte region where;, > 0 (i.e., on the right of the dashed line in
above to findB’ yielding By, = (1/2)(r/Rm)3[Bp — (Bp - P)T]. Eig.[]]) Wi]l experience a decrease of the relative magnedic h
The corresponding vector potential in the Coulomb gauge is: licity leading to an increase of the magnetic free energyamnd
enhancement of its dissipation. In the case of a coronal ésop
, 1f(r - sketched in Fid.]1, the helicity increase and decrease itwtbe
Ap = 2 (@) (rx Bp). (27) legs compensate for each other because the magnetic field re-
covers the initial unperturbed configuration after the pgesof
As in Sect[2.b, we consider a magnetic flux tube connectiag tihe planet through the top of the loop. The only néeet is a
surface of the star with the magnetospheric bound@yand modulation of the magnetic energy dissipation that is aiti
indicate byF its base orSy, (cf. Fig.[). The rate of change of reduced and then increased by the passage of the planetgry ma
the magnetic energy of the flux tube produced by the vari@ionnetosphere across the coronal field lines. The total energyet
the relative helicity and of the surface tefncan be computed of the corona is notféected by this process, thus the X-ray lumi-

The perturbation of the magnetic field is:

1(r

T Rvel( Ay B) + 7B~ Bl (30

t2. 7. Application to the star-planet interaction

by Egs. [21),[(22), and (18) and is: nosity of the star is notfeected when averaged along one orbital
dE (@) period of the planet. Note, however, that the increase athel
— = [(Amp' Bm) Vi — (Amp : v) an] ds = ity produced in the first part of the modulation, i.e., in thexfl
dt 2u Jr, tubes for whichv, < 0, may trigger a CME or a flare when a
A , , previous accumulation of helicity has brought the magrestic
T ‘, [(AP +Ay) (B+B )] Vo dS, (28) figuration close to the threshold for instability. This manfsm
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may in principle explain the modulation of the flaring adivi fields pose formidable mathematical problems. Therefoee, w
suggested by Pillitteri et al. (2011) in the case of HD 189733 shall limit ourselves to the simple configurations introeld oy

These predictions are valid only if the timescale for theow & Lou!(1990) and then consider an extension of our results
energy dissipatiornr is remarkably shorter than the timescal¢éo the more general configurations introduced| by Flyer et al.
for the helicity variation induced by the planetary motiam,, (2004).
tr < ty, otherwise the ects of the helicity increase and de-
crease would be averaged to zero along the timesgaad no
significant energy dissipation could be observed. Moreafer
tr > ty, the phase lag between the planet and the chromosphgiiet, we consider a linear force-free field as introduced by
hot spot should continuously vary because of the statistiGr- [Chandrasekhar & Kendall (1957). The dependence of thevecto
acter of the energy dissipation that implies a range of delayotentialA, on the distancefrom the star is given by Eq$.(A.4)
between the perturbation induced by the planet and the gnesgd [A.7) in AppendiXA. It varies ag (R)™ wheren > 1 is
release. the order of the field multipole ang is the radius of the star.

In our treatment, we have considered only the velocity fielincer/R ~ 7 — 10 in the case of close-in planets, the leading
arising from the orbital motion of the planet across the nedign term is that corresponding to the dipole, i 1, and we can
field of the stellar corona. However, other velocity fieldsymaneglect the terms of order> 1 because their relative contribu-
potentially be relevant for the variation of the magnetitidie tions to the energy dissipation rate are of the order (f/R)~2".
ity, e. g., those associated with the reconnection of theneiég) With these assumptions and approximations, we can estimate
field lines or the evaporation of the planetary atmosphehe. Tthe order of magnitude of the dissipated power by considerin
reconnected field lines must leave the region where recennfst simplicity only the termA,, - B at the location of the planet
tion has occurred and this produces a flow that is nearly grtha, = (r, 6, ¢) in Egs. [30) and{31); we find (cf. AppendiXes A
onal to the incoming flow, i.e., the flow carrying the oppositendC):
field lines into the reconnection region. Its speed is of ttteep
of the local Alfven speed, but in our case it is nearly tandgent (Ap - B)r, =
the magnetospheric boundary with a small component outward 1qg % 3 ) . )
from it because the magnetic pressure of the planetary fted h 7 (—) 9(q) {B3 sir? 0 - B1Bosin 2 cosg — £) +
the penetration of the reconnected field lines into the magne d
sphere. Therefore, this velocity field will leadg < 0 produc- + B? [sin2(¢ — &) +cog Hcos(p — f)]}, (32)
ing an increase of helicity. The same is true for the evapmrat . _ _ . .
flow of the planetary atmosphere that has been observed ia soif€r€Bo is the intensity of the axisymmetric component of the
systems, notably HD 209458 and HD 189733, and is thou ggnetic f'el_d (i.e., the m_ode with = 0) at the poles of_the star,
to be induced by the strong irradiation by the close host s %the_ intensity of the r_adlal componentofthe _non-amsym:netr
(e. 9./ Lecavelier des Etangs etlal. 2004: Ehrenreich eo@g2 '€!d (i.e., the mode witm = 1) on the equatorial plané & 3)

: : he longitudé, a the force-free parametey = [o|R, q = |a]r,
Linsky et al.[ 2010). The speed of the evaporation flow at Rt X i ; X
limit of the magnetospheric boundary is still uncertaint bu and the functiorg(q) has been defined in Eqg. (2) in Sect. 3 of

reasonable estimate is a few tens of km, s.e., significantly Lhanza (2009)%.':% completene;s,Avve prvidg the e)r:presg'i;lor;]S
smaller than the orbital velocity of the planet (Adams 2011) the magnetic field components in Appenidix C together with tha

conclusion, the main contribution to the modulation of thegm of g(a). . - .
netic helicity comes from the orbital motion. Assuming that the planetary orbit is on the equatorial plane

(6 = n/2) and is circular with a radius the expression o4, B)
simplifies to:

2.9. Linear force-free fields

2.8. Magnetic field configurations considered for the 3

computation of the energy dissipation rate (Ao B)y, = % oR2 (%) 9(9) [Bg " B% SinA(¢ — é—‘)], (33)
To compute the amplitude of the modulation of the energy dis- d
sipation rate by means of Eq§.(30) afd](31), we now assuMiBereq = |aja.
a spherical polar reference frame with coordinateg, ¢), the The squared intensity of the stellar magnetic fiBlct the
origin at the centre of the star and the polar axis along eitast distance of the planet is given by (cf. Appendix C):
rotation axis. Our reference frame rotates with the staleyular 1(q
velocity Q with respect to a distant observer. B2(rp) = = (_g) {[g'(q)]2 + [g(q)]z} [Bﬁ + B2 sir’(¢ - g)] ¥

To obtain quantitative predictions from our model, we need 4\q

to specify the configuration of the stellar magnetic fielchdar % 4
force-free fields obey an Helmoltz equation and can be egpes + (—) [0(Q)]%B3 cog(¢ - &). (34)
analytically both in the axisymmetric and non-axisymmnetri q
cases allowing us to study the role of axisymmetry on the SPMlhe magnetospheric radi&, follows by substituting Eq[(34)
Their main limitation is that they consist of a set of infinitis- into Eq. [7). We immediately see thB, is not constant when
joint subdomains each of which is confined between two coB; # 0, but is modulated by the terms é@s— &) and siff(¢ — &),
centric spherical surfaces. In other words, we must réstric i.e., it has a time frequency of 2(- Q), wherew is the orbital
consideration to a field between the surface of the star ameé safrequency of the planet.
magnetic surface at a radiug as inlLanzal (2009). This field Egs. [38) and[{]7) provide the basic ingredients to compute
cannot extend to the infinity which leads to a severe reitrict the energy dissipation rate from Eds.](30) and (31). It ifulse
imposed on the topology of the coronal field. Neverthelass, o consider separately the cases of an axisymmetric cofiefdl
view of their mathematical simplicity and the possibilifiteeat- and that of a non-axisymmetric field to point out th&elience
ing non-axisymmetric configurations, we shall considerdétad in the frequency of the modulation of the magnetic dissgrati
linear force-free fields. On the other hand, non-lineardefree rate.
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2.9.1. Axisymmetric linear force-free field time dependence of the signal with frequencies {X2), (2w —

3Q), 2w, 2w — 4Q, 2w — 5Q, and 2v + Q for a distant observer.
Mrhus, the modulation of the chromospheric emission with the

orbital frequency is no longer the dominant periodicityislinay

lead to a confused situation in which it is virtually impds#sito

disentangle the SPMI signal from the intrinsic variabilégpd
Vrel-(35)  the rotational modulation of the chromospheric emissiquici

of an active star (see also the study by Cranmer & Saar|2007).

This expression has the same dependencB,piBo, Byo, and This can explain why in several cases there has been no egden
Vel Of the energy dissipation rate produced by the reconnecti@hSPMI, even in those systems that have shown a modulation
between the coronal and the planetary fields (cf. $edt. Piy. of the chromospheric emission with the orbital period in som

plitude of the modulation of the energy dissipation rateiasrg
by Eq. [31) becomes:

Phei = o4 ¢ "ReBiBia 0 fo(a (19 @)° + [o(@)?)

1
3

ratio between the two powers is: seasons, such as HD 179949,0knd. Considering the Sun as a
template, we see that the large scale magnetic field is adse t

Pret 9 (0o 9(9) 36 axisymmetric during the minima of the eleven-year cycleilevh

Pec  8yec\ a ) [g(@]2 + [0(@)]2’ (36) it shows a deviation from axisymmetry during the other pkase

of the cycle when large active regions or complexes of agtivi
whereq = |aja is the non-dimensional orbital radius of theare present on the surface.
planet. In the distance range where close-in planets a@dlysu  The prediction that the modulation of the SPMI signal be-
found, i.e.,q/qo ~ 7 - 10, the factor containing the functian comes practically indistinguishable from intrinsic stelctiv-
and its derivative is of the order of the unity. Therefore &m- jty variations when the photospheric field has a sizable non-
ergy released by the reconnection is generally greaterttiean axjsymmetric component can be tested by applying Zeeman
energy released by the helicity dissipation and the dev&af poppler Imaging techniques along the lines of the studies by

the surface terra in Eq. (17) cannot be neglected. e.g./ Moutou et al.[(2007) and Fares €t/al. (2010).
The chromospheric emission corresponding to the energy re-

lease occurring in the corona is localized at the footprofts

the flux tube that at each given time experiences a recommect?.10. Non-linear fields
or a decrease of its helicity (cf. Seci. 2.6). Therefore,stadit . . . . .
observer will see a modulation of the chromospheric emissi{f' wefyvlof the h:.gh.mather;wancal complexny_off nlz)_n-llnefa|rcf9-
with the orbital period of the planet since the amplitudetef t ree fields, we limit ourselves to some.speu ic kinds of amisy
modulation is independent of the orbital or rotation phgsesn metric fields that can be expressed as:

the axisymmetry of the field, and the visibility of the foadtgs

is modulated by the motion of the planet along its orbit. Thig _ BO_R2 |:1'6_A’|> _ 6_A@+ EQ(A)(}, (37)
model prediction corresponds to the observations of the-chr  rsing |r 66  or R '

mospheric hot spots in HD 179949 andAnd as reported by S _

Shkolnik et al. [(2005, 2008). The phase lag between the fongihereBo sets the radial field intensity at the North poldr, 6)
tude of the planet and the chromospheric footprints of the flis the flux function, andQ = Q(A) a scalar function that has a
tube interacting with the planetary field has been discubsed different functional form according to the specifically consate

Lanza (2008) and we refer to that study for more details. family of fields. Note that bott® andQ are non-dimensional in
our definition. The families of fields consideredlby Low & L'ou

_ o _ (1990) have a separable flux function of the form:
2.9.2. Non-axisymmetric linear force-free field

When |By| is comparable or larger thaiBol, the situation is AT, 6) = (r/R™"f(X), (38)

more involved. The power dissipated in the interaction when ) - ) )

in the case of an axisymmetric field, but it depends expyiciti 9T, andf is given by the dierential equation:

the time becauseA - B), 2B,A,; — BxAx, andRy, are modu-

lated by the terms sfilp — £) and cod(¢ — &) (cf. Eqs.['_'_f’[EB, (L= XA F"(X) + n(n+ 1)f(X) + A2 (1+ })[f(x)]lJrZ/n =0, (39)

and[34). In other wordsRec and Py are modulated with the n

frequency 2¢ — Q), i.e., twice the synodic frequency. From a

rigorous point of view, the magnetospheric radRysis a func- that is solved in {1, 1] subject to the boundary conditions

tion of B2 which introduces contributions from the higher harf(-1) = (1) = 0 with 2% as an eigenvalue. The scalar func-

monics, i.e., 4 — Q), 6(w — Q), etc., into the modulation of tion Qin this case is given by:

the energy dissipation rates. For simplicity, we assumethea

fundamental frequency, i.e., @ Q), dominates the variation Q(A) = 1AM/, (40)

of Rn, leading to the same frequency for the modulatio®f

andPpe. Moreover, one should consider that the visibility of thevhile the force-free parametaeris:

chromospheric footprints in the case of a non-axisymmétid

is modulated by the rotation of the star which adds a furthar< 1dQ An+1/r\1 1

acteristic frequency, i.€2, and its harmonics to our variations® = Rga " R n (ﬁ) RICYLE (41)

Typically, the first two harmonics, i.e.2and 32 should be

considered. We shall consider fields with & n < 1 because they have the
The combination of the modulation 8. andPy with the slowest decay with the distance (cf. EEq] 38) and look for so-

frequency 2¢ — Q) and the modulation of the visibility of the lutions of the boundary value problem fé(x) that satisfy the

footprints with the frequenc{2 and its harmonics produces aconditionsf(-x) = f(x) in [-1,1] and f’(0) = 0O, following the
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method described hy Wolfson (1995). The magnetic field corRer a typical relative distance of the close-in planetd’] ~

ponents are: 7 — 10 andn ~ 0.1 the energy released by the helicity modula-
B, = —Bo(r/R)"™2f'(x) tion is~ 4 — 5 times larger than that produced by the reconnec-
' 0 ’ tion between the magnetic fields of the star and the planét. Th
By = nBo(r/R)‘(“J’Z)@ (42) implies _tha_t Eq.[(21) is approximately \(alid for the consé:d_e _
sing magnetic fields and can be used to estimate the energy dissipa

—m+2y [F(X)] 1+1/n tion rate neglecting the contribution of the time derivatdf the
ABo(r/R) sing surface ternk.
The potential magnetic field with the same normal component, ' 1€ footpoints of the field line connecting the stellar scefa
B, = —Bof’(X) on the surface of the star is discussed in Sect, th the planet are located at colatitudgsndr —6y, symmetric
p g/lth respect to the equator. The value dgffollows from the

of Wolfsonl (1995). We consider only the component of it : - ; :
vector potential with the slowest decay with the distancenfr consttz_mcy ok along each field line and is the solution of the
gauation:

the star, i.e., that corresponding to the dipole component

cause it dominates over the higher order multipoles given t _ -n

the multipole of ordek decays gerR)‘k. Therefrc))re, wge find hf(COSHO) = (/R (47)

Ap = (3/4)BoR(r/R)2sind¢ and assuming the planet in thesince on the equatorial plane where the planet is locit@)i=

equatorial plane: 1. The azimuthal angl&¢ between the footpoints and the planet
3 r\-3 is given by Eq. (8) of Wolfson| (1995) that we reproduce here:

(- B)y, = SBRQAN () - (43)

1 COSHg [f(x)]l/n
To compute the energy dissipation rate from Eq] (31), we cof? = n f 1-2) dx (48)
sider the magnetospheric radius as given by Hg. (7) and asum 0
that the flux tube connecting the stellar surface with thenideu Another class of axisymmetric force-free fields of the kind
ary of the planetary magnetosphere has a nearly uniforneforepecified by Eq[{37) has been proposed by Flyer et al. (2004).

Bs

free parameter, i.e{@) ~ «, thus obtaining: They have:
_2r n 2R4/3R2/302( 12, 2\-1/3 r\-(nsy3 2
Phel = @m(a’R) BO BpO Rs(ﬂ +N%) " Ve (ﬁ) .(44) [Q(A)]Z — rylAkJrl’ (49)

Since« is constant along magnetic field lines and is given

Eq. [@1), we recast this equation as: k\)Oherey is a parameter (constant for a given field configuration)

andk an odd positive integer which ensures that the r.h.s. of this
27an+ 1/1284/382/3 JEICNEY r\-(n+11/3 4 equation is positive definite independent of the sign of the fl
16y n 0 PO Rﬁ( N Vel (_) {45)  functionA. The force-free equation is solved subject to dipole-
like boundary conditions, i.eA(R, §) = sir? 6, |[VA| — 0 asr —

These equations are valid provided thgh, - B) = aABy is . ‘andA(r, 6 = 0 andr) = 0. With those boundary conditions,
uniform over the surface of the planetary magnetosphere (g

Blutions to the force-free equation are found numeriaatl
Sect[2.). Since the relative variation@B, in the meridional ¢, 5 5 (see| Flyer et all 3004)_ Fields with> 9 are ng

dir>ection increases with decreasimg=q. (43) is valid only when gigic it to treat numerically owing to the steep gradient@of
nz 0.1. For smaller values af the energy dissipation rate is ré- A jnteresting property of these fields is the possibility of
duced by afac'.[cns anZR‘“’ wherer is the distance of the _planetan approximate asymptotic representation in the iR > 1
andRm the radius of its magnetos_ph_ere_, as can be derlved_ frw means of the Low & Lou’s fields (c§ 2.5 of |Flyer et al.
Eqg. [29). Therefore, the energy dissipation rate does netgi 2004). Fork = 5, the representation by a field with= 1/2

forn — 0, but tends to a finite limit because the eigenvalyg remarkably accurate, while fér = 7 andk = 9, the corre-
2 . . . . 3y - - 3
A — 1in the same limit. The maximum value of the energynonding fields witm = 1/3 andn = 1/4, respectively, give less

dissipation is obtained from Eq.(45) for~ 0.1. . ood representations in the rang®& ~ 7— 10 of interest for our
The magnetic field configurations corresponding to oy, 4el.

model have been studied in detail by Wolfsan (1995). When

the value o decreases, the projections of the field lines on the

meridional plane form taller and taller loops. In the limit> 0, 3. Results

the field lines become radially directed and an infinitely ttr-

rent sheet is formed on the equatorial plane. Such a confignra 3.1. Coronal parameters and timescales

cannot support a confined corona because the hot plasma is

to escape along the radial field lines. For the existence oha ¢

fined corona, as indicated by the X-ray observations of lan

hosting stars, we should limit to valuesf- 0.1. In this case,

the total energy of the field is well below the so-called Alil,

i.e., the minimum energy for the opening of all the field lifas

the assumed boundary conditions (see Sect. 4 in Wolfson, 1995 iy axis of the orbit, the rati/R, and the relative veloc-

for more deta_lls), and the pressure of the plgsma c_annoUp_a)dity Vel between the planet émd the steilar coronal field

aloss of co_nfmement of the corona by opening up its fleld.llnes 'Ir'ehe magnetic fields of the host stars can be me.asured Us-
Th_e ratio of the powerreleased by the heh(_:lty modulatlonﬁgg Zeeman Doppler Imaging techniques. For the F-type stars

that dissipated by the magnetic reconnection is: HD 179949 And, andr Boo, we assumB(; — 10 G which is

Pt 27 1 n+1 A2 r\n-1 the maximum radial field observedinBoo close to the visible
= 16 ( ) ’ (46) pole {Catala et al. 2007; Donati et al. 2008; Fares et al. [2009

Phel =

W‘e shall consider the systems for which some evidence of SPMI
has been reported, notably HD 179949And, r Boo, and
#D 189733. The stellar and planetary parameters adoptadtin o
computations are reported in Table 1 where we list from tfie le
to the right, the name of the system, the surface magnetit fiel
ensity, the rotation period of the star, the orbital pdrithe

R
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For the K-type star HD 189733, we assuBge= 40 G, as mea- Table 1. Stellar and planetary parameters
sured by Moutou et al.| (2007) and Fares etlal. (2010), the star

being remarkably more active than the other targets. The rot Name Bob Pt Pow a a/R Vel
tion periods of HD 179949, And, and HD 189733 are taken G @ @ (AY) (kms?)
from |Shkolnik et al. [(2008), Poppenhaeger et al. (2011), and HD179949 10 70 3.09 0.045 7.72 88.4

Henry & Winn (2008), respectively. Catala ef al. (2007) fdun HD189733 40 11.9 222 0.031 856 1254
thatr Boo has a remarkableftiérential rotation£ 20 percent) vAnd 10 95 462 0059 1016 714
with a mean rotation period practically synchronized while t 7 Boo 10 39 331 0046 738 22.8
orbital motion of its planet. We assume a rotation period.6f 3
days that corresponds to the high-latitude rotation pedadax-
imize the relative velocity between the coronal field anddhe in Sect.[2]l to compute the densjiyr) with a base electron
bital motion of the planet. densityne = 10 m=3, By = 10 G,T = 1 MK, anda/R as
The X-ray coronal emissions of six planet hosting statisted in Tabldll, we findy ~ 10° s for HD 179949 and Boo;
within 30 pc of the Sun have been fitted/by Poppenhaegeriet gl. ~ 2.2 x 10% s for v And; andty ~ 400 s for HD 189733
(2010) with a two-temperature model giving a cool componebécauseB, = 40 G in that case. Note that the orbital veloc-
with a temperature of about 1 MK that dominates the emissi@g of HD 189733 exceeds the isothermal sound speed for a
measure. Only two stars show a comparable contribution &onzoronal temperaturg 10° K that can produce a hydrodynamic
hotter componentwitfi ~ 4—-5MK. For HD 179949, Saar et al. bow shock in front of the planetary magnetosphere according
(2008) find a coronal temperature ranging frem0.45 and to|Vidotto et al. (2010H, 2011). The shock is weak because the
~ 11 MK with the lower temperature component having aMach number is- 1.1 — 1.2 so the magnetic field compression
emission measure 3 times larger than that of the higher temis negligible for our purposes (see, e§5.2.3 of | Vidotto et all.
perature component. i And,[Poppenhaeger et al. (2011) fin2010a, for the Bect of a strong perpendicular shock on the mag-
a corona with a mean temperature~08 MK. netic field). Moreover, in the assumed low-beta environnoént
We apply the coronal model of Se€f. 2.1 to estimate thRe stellar corona, the formation of a perpendicular shaek r
plasmagg at the distance of the planets and the timescales ch@tires that the relative orbital velocity of the planet eed®the
acteristic of our systems in order to justify our approache T f5st Alfven speed, i.e.N28Y2cs, wherecs is the isothermal
variation of the magnetic field strength with the radial @igte goynd speed, that is not verified in our case.
is comparable with that of a dipole field or is slower for oultie | conclusion, the requirements on the timescales characte
configurations.(Lanza 2009), thus we assuBi§ = Bo(r/R)™. " izing the processes considered in our model are generaiy sa
Indicating with5o the value of the parameter at the base of thfaq provided that the temperature along the coronal fielesli
corona, we find: that touch the planetary magnetosphere i MK or lower, as
2up(r) r R required by the previous considerations on the confinemient o

BZ—(r) = Bo (—)6 exp[— (5) (1 - —)} , (50) the stellar corona.

R Ho r
where Eq.[(#) has been applied. Assuming an electron density, | . i ,
Neo = 10** m3 and a magnetic field of 10 G at the base of th%’x' Linear force-free fields

corona, we fingy = 0.007,0.014 0.027 forT = 1,2,4 MK, We compute the energy dissipation rates for the systemscsons
respectively. Considering a star with the same mass and gfed in Secf_3]1. Considering first an axisymmetric linesrd-
dius of the Sun, and a planetary distamg® = 10, we find free magnetic field, we estimate the energy dissipatiors fate
thatp(r) = 10,022 138 for T = 1,2,4 MK, respectively. and Py from Eq. [8) and Eq[(35), respectively, and compare
Therefore, we see that in a magnetostatic model the high tefile phase lag between the planet and the chromosphericdtot sp
perature component of a stellar coroffaX 2 — 3 MK) cannot  computed by the method of Lanza (2008) with the observations
extend up to the distance of the planet because ieje> 1. Since we are interested in finding the maximum released power
In other words, the hot component of the corona is confined infye increase the value of as much as possible becaudg,
loops with a height of a few stellar radii, while the loopsend- g¢g)es aqél/3q‘7/3 that is|a|*3 sinceqo = |e|R andq = |ala.

ing up to the distance of the planet have a plasma temperatij&yever, a limitation on is imposed by the requirement that
not exceeding + 2 MK. _ _ the semimajor axis of the planetary orbibe smaller than the
The other crucial assumption of our model is that thgnit radiusr, = a./lal whereg(g) has its first zero and the

timescale for the helicity variation is substantially longer than fie|q jines close back onto the star. This implies in our cases
the relaxation timég, that in turn is a few times the Alfven tran-|,| < 0.5R 1.

sit time ty along the magnetic field lines. The timescaleis
the time that the orbiting planet takes to travel across@uit® ;o
equal to the diameter of its magnetosphere, ive5 2Rn/Vrel,
wherevy is listed in Tablé1L for our systems. Assuming a typ
cal magnetospheric radius5 x 10° m, we findty of the order
of 10* s or longer for our systems. On the other hand, neglectig
the curvature of the field lines, the Alfven transit time ipeagx-
imately given by:

B(r) =

To compute the radius of the magnetosphere, for the non-
nsiting planets of HD 179949,And, andr Boo, we assume
a radiusR, = 8.6 x 10’ m, i.e., 12 Jupiter radii, while for
‘he transiting planet of HD 189733 we have a measured radius
= 8.08x 10’ m. The intensity of the planetary magnetic field
the poles is not known. Here, we adopt a field as strong as pos
sible, i.e.,B, = 100 G, which is about seven times the Jupiter’s
field, becausé e and Ppe Scale ast){f and we aim at maxi-

N ai (51) mizing the energy dissipation rate. Such extreme fields @ann
AT R Va(r)’ be excluded in the framework of the dynamo models proposed

by|Christensen et al. (2009) and Reiners & Christensen {2010

whereva(r) = B(r)/ yup(r) is the Alfven velocity at the dis- provided that the internal heat flux of the planet, which oalst
tancer. Assuming thaB(r) = By(r/R)~3 and adopting the model the strength of the field, is fiiciently high. Since the dissipated
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The dissipated powers listed in Table 2 can be compared with
rrrrrrr T T T e the observations of HD 179949 andAnd that give powers of
] ~ 1070 and~ (2-3)x10*° W, respectivelyl(Shkolnik et &l. 2005),
i.e., about two orders of magnitude larger tiitag and one order
of magnitude larger thaR,¢. as predicted by our model. Since

the dissipated power scalesB$°BZ’, to getPec of the order of

4 10%° W, we should hav®, ~ 30-50 G, which is indeed the case
for HD 189733 which is therefore the system with the highest
predicted &ect. The reason why there have been no conclusive
observations of SPMI for this system may be its complex mag-
netic field topology with a predominance of non-axisymnuetri
components (cfl_Moutou et al. 2007; Fares et al. 2010) which
lead to a complicated time dependence of the dissipatedrpowe
(cf. Sect[Z.9R). However, the possibility of a flaring ity

1 modulated with the orbit of the planet in HD 189733 may indi-
cate a remarkable SPMI in this system.

Note thatPre < Prec in all of our linear force-free mod-
els. This indicates that the neglect of the surface téifdt in
Eq. (1), rigorously speaking, is not justified. The conttibn
of this term, however, is of the same order of magnitude of the
power dissipated by the reconnection of the planetary ailldst
fields, thus its inclusion is not expected to change our aencl
sions.

An important constraint on the magnetic field model is pro-
vided by the lag between the planet and the phase of maximum
visibility of the chromospheric hot spat. Shkolnik et al0(%)
found that the maximum chromospheric emission falls at @has
PRI S A T N [N TN T T NN ST N N B ~0.7—0.8inthecaseOfHD179949andatph’aﬁ5inthe

0 2 4 6 8 case ofv And, where phase 0 corresponds to the inferior con-
/R junction of the planet. In the case pBoo, Walker et al. [(2008)

found a phase of maximum activity around.7 - 0.8, while for

Fig. 2. Meridional section of the linear force-free magnetic fiel4p 189733 Shkolnik et all (2008) suggest a possible enhance-

corresponding to the parameters assumed for HD 179949njant of the intra-night chromospheric variability with aaske

Table[2. Note the rope of azimuthal flux symmetric with re$pefag of ~ 0.8. These values correspond to angles & — 120°

to the equator and the position of the planet indicated by ther HD 179949,r Boo, and HD 189733, and of 18Q in the

filled dot on the equatorial plane € 0). The field line connect- case ofv And. The A¢ values derived from our models with

ing the planet to the stellar surface is outside the flux ropgew |o| = 0.5R are at the upper bounds of those ranges for the first

the field lines of the rope close onto themselves withoutme@c  three stars, but are incompatible with the lag observedAnd.

the stellar surface. For this star, we cannot increaa¢ beyond (2R™2, otherwise it
becomes impossible to reproduce the observed phase lag. As a
consequence of the smalle4, we have a remarkable reduction

power scales aBE{f, adopting a field of 15 G, close to the valueof the dissipated powers.

of Jupiter, will reduce the estimated powers by a factor &f7.

We choose the parametbg/co defining the functiorg(d) 3 3. Non-linear force-free fields
to maximize the energy dissipation rate. The parametersiof o
field models are reported in Talblk 2 together with the eneigry dHere we limit ourselves to the axisymmetric fields discudsed
sipation rates. We list from the left to the right, the naméhaf Wolfson {1995). A meridional section of the magnetic fiettel
system, the intensity of the stellar fieR) (see Sec{_3l1 for a in the case of HD 179949 is plotted in Fig. 3 for= 0.5. The
justification of the chosen values), the intensity of theuassd eigenvalue corresponding to= 0.5 is 12 = 0.82343. Note that
planetary fieldByo, the force-free parameter, the parameter this case gives also a good approximation to the more complex
bo/co, the footpoint colatitudéy of the field line connecting the non-linear field of Flyer et al.| (2004) witk = 5 in the radial
planet with the surface of the star, the phase Aggbetween range of interest for star-planet interaction. In TdHle 3list
the footpoints of this line and the planet, the dissipatedgro from the left to the right, the name of the system, the cald#t
Phel s given by Eql(35), and the dissipated po®gk as given 6y of the footpoint of the field line joining the stellar surfagih
by Eq. [8). A meridional section of the magnetic field in théhe planet as given by Eq. (47), the azimuthal argloetween
case of HD 179949 is plotted in Figl 2. The field has a promtke footpoint and the planet as given by Eq](48), and theggner
nent azimuthal flux rope symmetric with respect to the equatdissipation rate®ye and Py as derived from Eq[({45) and](8),
rial plane whose field lines are detached from the stelldasar respectively, withB; = 10 G in all the cases with the exception
This kind of configuration is discussed lin_Lanza (2009). Notf HD 189733 for whiclBy = 40 G. The planetary field strength
that the planet is located outside the flux rope, thus it is-maByo = 100 G in all the cases to maximize the energy dissipation
netically connected with the stellar surface and can indbee rate as in the case of linear force-free fields. AssunBpg =
formation of a chromospheric hot spot by releasing energy 15 G — a much more realistic value in view of the models of
the connecting flux tube. Reiners & Christensen_(2010) for planets with ages of at leas
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Table 2. Linear axisymmetric force-free fields

Name Bo BpO || bo/co o Ag Phel Prec
G ©G ®Y (deg) (deg) (WBW) (10°W)
HD 179949 10 100 0.5 -03 40.0 129.23 0.09 0.61
HD 189733 40 100 05 -04 20.0 110.99 0.68 3.10
v And 10 100 0.2 -11 325 177.1 0.05 0.01
7 Boo 10 100 05 -05 320 120.0 0.05 0.10

ratio Phei/ Prec ranges from 2.8 to 3.5. However= 0.25 gives a
Y I T ' better agreement with the observed phase lags, becauséhia al
casesA¢ ranges between 6B and 697 with 6y between 58
and 607. We can decreaseup to, sayn = 0.1, because for this
value the variation ofrB, across the planetary magnetosphere
reaches~ 60 percent making our formula only roughly valid.
However, even in this extreme ca$®g increases by a factor of
ST T 4.4 with respect to the case with= 0.5 and this is in the best
case only marginally compatible with the observations.

We conclude that the non-linear force-free field of Wolfson
(1995) cannot account for the dissipated powers observedrin
systems, even for extreme values of the planetary magnedtic fi
For HD 1799497 Boo, and HD 189733, it can account for the

] phase lag between the planet and the chromospheric hotfspot i
x ok _ - e — - n = 0.25, but in the case af And the predicted lag is too small.
™ An insuficient dissipated power is expected also in the case of
the more general non-linear models|of Flyer et al. (2004) be-
cause the Low & Lou models give a fairly good approximation
to them in the radial range considered for the star-plartetaa-
tion.

-5t - 4, Discussion and conclusions

We have introduced an approximate model to compute the en-
ergy dissipated in the interaction between the magnetiad iél
a star and a close-in planet. Our model assumes that thalorbit
velocity of the planet is much smaller than the Alfven speed i
AP VTR N T the stellar corona and that the coronal field perturbed bynitre
0 2 4 6 8 tion of the planet relaxes to its minimum energy state within
x/R a timescale comparable with the Alfven transit time along th
coronal field lines. With these assumptions, we can treatthe
Fig. 3. Meridional section of the non-linear force-free magnetitition of the field as a sequence of magnetostatic configursati
field of Wolfson (1995) witm = 0.5 for the case of HD 179949. and estimate the energy variations under the constrainthba
The filled dot indicates the close-in planet assumed to béen total magnetic helicity of the field is conserved.
equatorial plane of the staz £ 0) that is marked by the dashed We have estimated the power dissipated by magnetic recon-

line. nection as well as that released by the modulation of thelfield
licity associated with the orbital motion of the planet. Tater
Table 3. Non-linear axisymmetric force-free field for= 0.5 process can operate also when the planetary field is very smal
even absent because what is needed is a relative velocitgbet
Name s Ad Pral Prec the planet and the coronal field of the star. If the planetad fi
(deg) (deg) @ABW) (10°W) Bpo = 0, we can assume that the radius of the planetary magneto-
HD 179949 40.13 53.99 1.23 0.44 sphere corresponds to the radius of the planetRg~ R, and
HD 189733 38.66 54.51 1.04 0.39 i itutimey/32/3 i 2
A a8 oy 0am oA apply, e.g., Eq[{45) simply substituti}/*B;"R} with B*R?.

When a planetary dipolar field is present, we find that the
dissipated power scales B3B/ B2’ with By the surface field
of the star. This is a general result, independent of theifipec
_ ; chanism responsible for the magnetic energy dissipgtion
are reduced by a factor of 3.7. The variati:)n ?gé];vsgrgggvé&éged that the dissipated power is proportional to the atdl
the planetary magnetosphere does not exceed 5 percenttie alf@9netic energy, that scales and the surface of the plane-
cases, thus our assumption of a constant coronal field oeer tary magnetosphere, that scales3gé °B2°Re. This scaling law
volume of the planetary magnetosphere is well justified. may be used to infer the relative planetary field strengthyab
Forn = 0.25 (1> = 1.01203),Py is a factor of 24 larger, directly observable, from the measurement of the power @f th
but is still insuficient to account for the observations, while th&PMI in a sample of stars, as suggested by Scharf (2010).

7 Boo 40.78 53.75 0.38 0.13

1 - 2 Gyrs, and the field observed in Jupite
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An important conclusion of our model is that, while the remade available by the relative motion of the planet, as ddriv
connection of the stellar and planetary fields releases dirn adrom the flux of the Poynting vectr *E x B across the base
tional power in the corona that can lead to an excess X-ray-em'rRS of an interconnecting flux tube, wheke = —v x B is the

sion, this is not the case for the energy released by the-heligectric field andv the relative velocity, isP =~ p R2B2 V.

ity variation that produces a modulation of the dissipatin For a relative velocitw = 10 — 105 m st a planetar ﬁ‘ield
the energy already available for the coronal heating omitari B =10G. anda rad%s_of the plart 7)’( 10$m we gbtain
Since the power released by the reconnection is generally &rf;];ximur;w available power ofplol;lg; _1021 W thE’it could be

the order of 187 — 10'® W, this can explain the recent result& :
of [Canto Martins et al.[(2011) or those [of Poppenhaegerlet &nough to account for the hot spots observed by Shkolnik et al

(2010) that suggest at the most a marginal correlation cftitle (200_5). We ihall explore this possibility in more detail ifoeth-
lar X-ray emission with the mass and the inverse orbital sent®M!Ng WOrK.
major axis of the planet. On the other hand, a modulationef tIA .

| flaring activity with the orbit of the planet. as sa ged cknow_ledgementsThe aut_hor is grateful to an anonymous Referee for a care-
Coropq . g y . - p ! g ful reading of the manuscript and valuable comments, andrt&EDShkolnik
by!Pillitteri et al. (2011), is predicted by our model. Cormtiag for several interesting discussions on star-planet intems. Discussions
the correlation found by Hartman (2010), the range spangedvgth Prof. M. Deleuil, Dr. C. Moutou, Dr. A. S. Bonomo, Dr. l.aBano,

the stellar chromospheric emission versus the planetafgcg Dr- A- Maggio, a”g Dr. R. Fares are also gratefully aﬂ‘;@?g‘ﬂﬂ Reseafcg
: : : . . 0N active stars and exoplanets at INAF-Catania Astrop servatory an
gravity covers approxmately one order of magthde' TDI-S aThe Dept. of Physics and Astronomy of the University of Catare funded by

pears to be too large to be accounted for by the energy releaggyr (ministero dellIstruzione, Universita e Ricersa
by the interactions considered in our model and require$-a di
ferent explanation.
The time modulation of the chromospheric or X-ray emisReferences
sion prgdlcted by our model has a smg_le frequency, equaIAtQamsy F.C. 2011, ApJ, 730, 27
the orbital frequency of the planet, only if the stellar matin  agams, F. C., Cai, M. J., Galli, D., Lizano, S., & Shu, F. H. 20ApJ, 743, 175
field is predominantly axisymmetric, as expected when the sBerger, M. A. 1984, Geophysical and Astrophysical Fluid Byrics, 30, 79
is close to the minimum of its activity cycle by analogy wittet Berger, M. A. 1985, ApJS, 59, 433

Sun. When the stellar field has a non-axisymmetric compon%ﬁfge“ M. A., & Field, G. B. 1984, Journal of Fluid Mechani@g7, 133

; ; . ing, P. K., Gerrard, C., Hood, A. W., Kevis, R., & van diémden, R. A. M.

comparable or larger than the axisymmetric one, the moidulat Ozvég'ggA&A 485e rr8a3r7 ° evis van fencen

becomes multiperiodic with frequencies coming from the €onganto Martins, B. L., Das Chagas, M. L., Alves, S., et al. 208A, 530, A73

bination of the orbital and stellar rotation frequencied #meir Catala, C., Donati, J.-F., Shkolnik, E., Bohlender, D., &e#ian, E. 2007,

harmonics, which makes the modulation virtually indistiis- ChM':'jRAslv(ﬁ”: ng 1961 Hvdrod _ 4 il
H H H Fa H H anaraseknar, . s yaroaynamic an yaromagne L]

abl(? f.rom;he INNSIC actvity ﬂ#CtuﬁtlonS ththpf St:’_ir.lﬂ'm;'g f International Series of Monographs on Physics, Oxford: reidon;

explain why in some seasons the chromospheric signatuneof t app i

SPMI has not been observed in stars that had previously shoawandrasekhar, S., & Kendall, P. C. 1957, ApJ, 126, 457

some evidence of modulation with the orbital period. Cohen, O., Drake, J. J., Kashyap, V. L., et al. 2009, ApJ, 88,

Models of the SPMI based on stellar linear force-free field%"z‘;g' O astyap. V. L., Drake, J. J., Sokolov, |. ., & GasbT. 1. 2011a,
allow us to treat both the case of axisymmetric and NORynen 0., Kashyap, V. L., Drake, J. J., et al. 2011b, ApJ, 623
axisymmetric fields with an analytical description. Howewlee Christensen, U. R., Holzwarth, V., & Reiners, A. 2009, Najw57, 167
power released, even assuming the extreme values allowedd@nmer, S. R., & Saar, S. H. 2007, arXiv:astrggi92530
the free parameters, is indigient by at least one order of mag—gg(rgr?“'A'”*MP-'g:r“frv EM i Bgrr?:;{ "é AR- zgosr'ofﬂi-nphfizig AGA 225
nitude. This is related to the existence of an upper bounthfor A M Bergen B A T g, 7149, e
force—free_ parameter because thg field must extend at least Ugionati, J.-F., Moutou, C., Farés, R., et al. 2008, MNRAS, 38.79
to the radius of the planetary orbit. On the other hand, soch c Ehrenreich, D., Lecavelier Des Etangs, A., Hebrard, Ga).e2008, A&A, 483,
figurations can be useful to describe the final state of a cedfin_ 933 _
magpnetic structure, when its excess magnetic energy has bg&®> E" Bgﬂgﬁ:' ‘J]E m%g g o Z: gggg' mgﬁg"iﬁe’
dissipated and the field has reached the minimum allowed @}, ) 1., & Antonsen, T. M. 1985, Comments Plasma PhystrCBusion, 9,
ergy compatible with the conservation of the relative maigne 111
helicity. Such closed field configurations have been comeitle Flyer, N., Fornberg, B., Thomas, S., & Low, B. C. 2004, ApJ 60210
by, e.g.l LanZa (2010) when discussing the evolution of oba-r Ge;”&i‘?,fb}’"753[)°°§' P.S., Salter, D. M., Garmire, G. P., &eieijde, M. R.
tion of stars with hot Jupiters. __ Gonzalez, G. 2011, MNRAS, 416, L80
_ Non-linear force-free fields in general do not have limitagu, P.-G., & Suzuki, T. K. 2009, ApJ, 705, 1189
tions on the value of the force-free parametetHowever, the Hartman, J. D. 2010, ApJ, 717, L138
classes of fields that we have considered provide dissipatee Her\‘/\'/y'f- l\éV & VAV'”Q d NJ- 23026/831’ i3§' ggz 53
ers that are still instlicient by at least one order of magnitude tef; - VD e g e S H. 2908 Ap). 687, 1330
account for the observations, although they can accourthér kopp, A., Schilp, S., & Preusse, S. 2011, ApJ, 729, 116
phase lag between the planet and the hot spot, with the égneptandau, L. D., & Lifshitz, E. M. 1959, Course of theoreticatysics, vol. 6,
of v And. Therefore, our results cast doubts on a straightfadwar Fluid Mechanics§ 10, Problem 2, Oxford: Pergamon Press
association of the observed chromospheric hot spots wétbith tzg;g 2' E 3888* ﬁiﬁ' ggg* §é83
biting planets, requiring an alternative mechanism toaixgthe | ,,,5' A* F 2010, AgA. 512, A77
phenomenon. Indeed, the numerical simulatioris of Cohel etianza, A. F. 2011, Ap&Ss, 336, 303
(2011b), including also the kinetic energy of the plasmag$law Lecavelier des Etangs, A., Vidal-Madjar, A., McConnellCJ, & Hébrard, G.
the system, are more promising and could be more appropriat@004, A&A, 418, L1 . .
than the present idealized models to explain the ObsematioLecaveller Des Etangs, A., Sirothia, S. K., Gopal-Krish&aZarka, P. 2011,

; . ; A&A, 533, A50
In those numerical models, there are magnetic l00ps iIMErcQenz, L. ., Reiners, A., Kiirster, M. 2010, arXiv:1012.072

necting the star with the planet. Therefore, the maximumgyowLinsky, J. L., Yang, H., France, K., et al. 2010, ApJ, 717,129

14


http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0702530
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.1720

A. F. Lanza: Close-in planets and magnetic activity

Low, B. C., & Lou, Y. Q. 1990, ApJ, 352, 343 . 2”[” 0 -
Mclvor, T., Jardine, M?, & Holzwgrth, V. 2006, MNRAS, 367, L1 b = R fo o RE(R0.0)Yon(6.9)sin6 d6 dy. (a-2)
Miller, B. P., Gallo, E., Wright, J. T., & Dupree, A. K. 2012,p4, in press, L

arXiv-1206.0746 where the normalization factor
Miller, K., Fornberg, B., Flyer, N., & Low, B. C. 2009, ApJ, 69720 (n+1) (n+m!
Moutou, C., Donati, J.-F., Savalle, R., et al. 2007, A&A, 4831 Nom = =47 G n—m) (A-3)
Pillitteri, 1., Gunther, H. M., Wolk, S. J., Kashyap, V. 1& Cohen, O. 2011, ApJ, ’

741,118 The connection between the scalar potentiél 6, ) and the vector potential

Poppenhaeger, K., Robrade, J., & Schmitt, J. H. M. M. 2010AAB15, A98 A can be derived as follows. In the representation of Chae#lresl [(1961), a
Poppenhaeger, K., Lenz, L. F., Reiners, A., Schmitt, J. HVM & Shkolnik, E. potential field has only a poloidal component, i.e., it canvbiéten as:B, = V x
2011, A&A, 528, AS8 {V x [®(r, 6, $)]}, wherer'is the unit vector in the radial direction addr, 6, ¢) a
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Preusse, S., Kopp, A., Buchner, J., & Motschmann, U. 20@\ A60, 317 potential satisfying? - A, = 0 is:

Priest, E. R. 1984, Solar Magnetohydrodynamics, Geopfysid Astrophysics
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Shkolnik, E., Bohlender, D. A., Walker, G. A. H., Collier Caron, A. 2008, _1 _19 (o0 __1 9o
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Taylor, J. B. 1986, Reviews of Modern Physics, 58, 741 sin6 96 90)  sir?g o
Vekstein, G. E., Priest, E. R., & Steele, C. D. C. 1993, ApJ,4B1 5
Vidotto, A. A, Fares, R., Jardine, M., et al. 2012, MNRASpi@ss is the angular part of the Laplacian operator, ¥&.= 4 2 (rzﬁ) - L. Since

Vidotto, A. A., Opher, M., Jatenco-Pereira, V., & Gombosil. 2009, ApJ, 703, - the field B, is potential,v2y = 0. From this equation and the first of EG.(A.5),

1734 o o0 o . .
) . . it is easy to see that = 5. The same expression immediately verifies also the

Vld%tg, 1A26§ Opher, M., Jatenco-Pereira, V., & Gombosi,IT2010a, ApJ, second and the third relartionships.S); hence we find:

Vidotto, A. A., Jardine, M., & Helling, C. 2010b, ApJ, 722, 68

Vidotto, A. A., Jardine, M., & Helling, C. 2011, MNRAS, 41146 O(r,6,¢) = fw(r’,e, g)dr =

Walker, G. A. H., Croll, B., Matthews, J. M., et al. 2008, A&A82, 691 - n

Winn, J. N., Fabrycky, D., Albrecht, S., & Johnson, J. A. 204pJ, 718, L145 _ 1 e 0 ry\—-n

Wolfson, R. 1995, ApJ, 443, 810 = - Z n Z RlanmYnm(®. ¢) + bamYnm(0, ¢)] (ﬁ) , (A7)

Wolijer, L. 1958, Proceedings of the National Academy okSce, 44, 489 n=1=m=0

Zhang, M., & Flyer, N. 2008, ApJ, 683, 1160 whereanm and b,m are determined by the normal component of the magnetic

Zhang, M., Flyer, N., & Low, B. C. 2006, ApJ, 644, 575 field at the surface of the star according to EQS_YA.2). Bystitiing Eq. [AT)

into Eq. [A4), we derive the components of the vector piaém,. Note that
when the field is axisymmetri@)(d¢ = 0), Ap has only the azimuthal compo-
. . . nent, i. e., it is everywhere parallel to the orbital velpaft the planet assumed
Appendlx A: The vector pOtentlaI ofa potentlal to move on an equatorial and circular orbit.

magnetic field

The application of Eq[{31) requires the determination efitbctor potentialp Appendix B: Perturbation of the energy of the
for a given distribution of the normal component of the maigrigeld B, on the

surface of the star. We consider a spherical polar coomlisigtem(, 6, ¢) with coronal field
the origin at the barycentre of the star and the polar axisgatbe rotation axis
of the star. The surface of the star is a sphere of raius

The normal component of the magnetic field at the surfa8(R, 9, ¢) and
is equal to the radial component of the potential magnetld 8 = Vy, i.e.,
(0y/0r)r = Br(R 6, ¢). The general expression of the scalar potential of the field 1 2
By exterior to the star is: o= 2u f/ B dV,

The presence of the planetary magnetosphere producesugbagicin of the en-
ergy of the coronal field. If the planet were absent, the tetargy of the field
would be:

(B.1)

) n . . .
_ e r\~(+1) whereB is the coronal field and&/ the volume exterior to the star. When the

v(r.0,9) = Z Z[aannm(O, 9) + ban¥an(0. )] (Fz) ’ (A1) planet is present, the coronal fieldBg, = B + B’, whereB’ = V/ and the po-

n=1m=0 tential is given by Eq.[[24). Therefore, the energy of the coronad fielcomes:
where anm and byy, are the numerical cdécients of the expansion of the
scalar potential in terms of the spherica_l harmonic fumgios,(6,¢) = E; = 1 Ban dv, (B.2)
PT(cosf) cos(ng) and YO (6, ¢) = PM(cosh) sin(mp), andPM are Legendre as- 2u Jvr
sociated polynomials of degreeand azimuthal ordem with 0 < m < n. The . .
term corresponding to = 0 is absent in the development because the magnetifiereV’ is the'voluzme szthe corona exterior to the star and the plepenag-
field has no monopoles. If the field is interior to the sphenadiusR, Eq. [AJ) ngtosphere,. SincBy, = B + %B B+ B =B+ (B2 +B)-B'+B-B' =
is still valid provided that the radial dependence of the ponent of the orden ~ B“+(B+B")-V{+B-V{ =B+ B -V/+B-V{ =B+ V- ({Bm)+V-({B),
is changed as (R)". we can apply Gauss’ theorem to find:

Thanks to the orthogonality properties of the sphericairtwanics, we can

immediately derive the cdiécientsamn andbnm from a surface integration of the g, = i (f B2dV + 95 £(Bm - 1) dS + 56
v/ SaUSm

(B - ) dS), (B.3)
radial field component, i.e.: SaUSm

1 20 o o ) whereS; is the surface of the star aigy, the surface of the magnetosphere. The
am = N— fo fo RB (R, 6, 4)Yym(6, ¢) siné do dg, potentialZ = (1/2)(B - F)(R3,/r?) is negligible on the surface of the star, while
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on the boundary of the magnetosph8kg- i = 0. Therefore, the middle integral
vanishes and in the third integral only the integration d&ygremains, yielding:

E; = 82 dv - —Rm56 (B-£)?dS, (B.4)
2/1
where the minus sign in front of the second integral comes fitee orientation
of the normal toSy,, i.e., i = —f. Adopting a reference frame with theakis
along the relative velocity between the planet and the coronal field, and the
xz plane containing the vectds, as specified in the text, we can perform the
integration and find:
1 2
E; = B dv -
2u

whereVpy, = (47r/3)R§1 is the volume of the magnetosphere. Since the radius of
the magnetosphere is given by Hd. (7), we recast this equasio

1
E; = 82 dv - — RnggB (B.6)

2u
whereR,; is the radius of the planet arig)o the planetary field at the pole. Finally,
the available energy fierence between the coronal field configurations with and
without the planet is:

1 2
= VmB?, B.5
4u ®3)

3
AE=E; - Ep= —@va2 - —gRngoB, (B.7)

where we made use & =V’ U Vp,, with Vi, the volume of the magnetosphere,
and the energy of the coronal field in that volume when thegtléabsent is
fvm(Bz/Zy) dV = VinB2/2u, provided thatB can be assumed uniform over the

volumeVp,.

Appendix C: Linear force-free field and vector
potential of the corresponding potential field

The components of the linear force-free field of ordet 1 as introduced by
Chandrasekhar & Kendall (1957) can be written as (see Appéildor the
adopted reference frame):

B = (‘E’) 9(a) [Bo cosd + By sing cosfp — £)].,

19, -
By = _EE{Q (@) [Bosing — By cosd cosg — £)] +
+ g(q)Blsin(¢—§)}
By = — O[g(q)Bosm€+ B1g'(0) sin@ — &)+

- Blg(Q) cosgcosg - &)], (€1

whereBy is the intensity of the axisymmetric mode of the field, i.battwith

m = 0, at the poles an®; is the intensity of the radial component of the non-
axisymmetric mode wittm = 1 at the longitude. Note that the axisymmetric
field has a zero radial component on the equatorial planeubecthe field is
similar to that of a dipole; the dimensionless radial distsg = |a|r anddp =
||R, while the functiong is defined as:

gZ1(a) _ [boJ-3/2(0) + CoJs/2(a)] v/
t0Z1(0o) ~ [bod-3/2(qo) + CoJz/2(co)] Vo~

whereZ; is defined by Eq. (10) af Chandrasekhar & Kendall (1957)rfos
1, J_3,2 and J3;2 are Bessel functions of the first kind of ordeB/2 and 32,
respectively, and)y andcy are codicients determined by the field at the base
of the corona (se¢_Lanza 2009, for more details); the funaio= dg/dqis
the first derivative of.. When comparing the present expression of the magnetic
field with that of Chandrasekhar & Kendall (1957), note timathie second line
of their Eq. (13) there is a typo, thus the correct argumetiteif radial derivative
is [rZn(ar)].

The components of the vector potential of the potential retigtfield hav-
ing the same radial component of the force-free field at thitase, computed
with the method introduced in AppendiX A, are:

Apr =0,
2
Ay = —:—ZLRBlsin(qﬁ—f)(%) ,

9(q) = (C.2)

2
Aoy = :—ZLR[Bosine—Blcosecos@—f)](q—;) . (C.3)
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