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Dynamo processes are ubiquitous in astrophysical systems. In relativistic astrophysical systems,
such as accretion disks around black holes or neutron stars, they may critically affect the launching of
winds and jets that can power electromagnetic emission. Dynamo processes are governed by several
microscopic parameters, one of them being magnetic helicity. As a conserved quantity in nonresistive
plasmas, magnetic helicity is transported across the system. One important implication of helicity
conservation is, that in the absence of helicity fluxes some mean-field dynamos can be quenched,
potentially affecting the large-scale evolution of the magnetic field. One of the major challenges
in computing magnetic helicity is the need to fix a meaningful electromagnetic gauge. We here
present a fully covariant formulation of magnetic helicity transport in general-relativistic plasmas
based on the concept of relative helicity by Berger & Field and Finn & Antonsen. This formulation
is separately invariant under gauge-transformation of the Maxwell and Einstein equations. As an
application of this new formalism we present the first analysis of magnetic helicity transport in the
merger of two neutron stars. We demonstrate the presence of global helicity fluxes into the outer
layers of the stellar merger remnant, which may impact subsequent large-scale dynamo amplification
in these regions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Astrophysical dynamos are important for a variety of
systems, including stars [1], accretion disks [2], planets
[3] and galaxies [4]. Dynamos can operate on different
scales, causing turbulent magnetic field amplification on
small (microscopic scales) to mean-field processes in large
scale shear flows [5, 6]. In relativistic systems, turbulent
dynamo amplification may aid the launching of jets and
outflows from neutron stars [7–12] and black hole accre-
tion disks [13–15].

While the details of these individual processes are com-
plicated and will depend on the specific dynamo mecha-
nism operating, several of them including the αΩ-dynamo
[16] potentially active in neutron star mergers [8], are af-
fected by a magnetic field invariant, magnetic helicity.
Magnetic helicity is a topological invariant of the

plasma [17]. In simple terms, it quantifies the amount
of magnetic field line linkage in a given volume. A high
degree of helicity implies very intricately intertwined
field geometries. While helicity can be dissipated by
resistivity, in nonresistive plasmas (such as in many
relativistic systems) it is a globally conserved quantity.
In other words, any magnetic field amplification or rear-
rangement will be subject to the constraints imposed by
the initial helicity content in a given volume. Prominent
examples of this concern the relaxation of a given field
into its lowest energy configuration [18], which can
affect large scale structures of the field. In addition,
Refs. [16, 19] (see also Ref. [20]) have argued that some
dynamo actions may be quenched in the presence of
finite helicity, such that the field may not be able to
rearrange itself into large scale structures. This effect
of α−quenching can particularly affect αΩ-dynamos,
though other dynamo models [21] potentially active in
accretion disks [15] are intrinsically non-helical.

A potential way to circumvent the limitations of a fixed
helicity inside a given volume are helicity fluxes, which
allow helicity to be transported in and out of this volume.
Since many of the (relativistic) systems, we are interested
in, feature complicated large scale flow structures, it is
conceivable that such a situation may not be uncommon.
With a wealth of numerical simulations available nowa-
days, this question can in principle be answered.
In practice, a major obstacle in computing helicity

fluxes is the gauge dependence of any local helicity mea-
surement [22]. Put differently, while the global value of
the helicity over a volume enclosing all magnetic field
lines of the system is well defined and gauge invariant,
the value of its contributions throughout the volume is
gauge dependent.
Addressing this problem is not straightforward. One

possibility is to relax the helicity definition to mean the
linkage with respect to a single field line, which can be
more easily computed [23]. Previous numerical studies
have commonly considered a fixed gauge, which may be
appropriate given special geometries of the problem [24].
For a general flow, as we plan to consider, such an ap-
proach may not always be feasible. Apart from uncertain-
ties in quantifying transport, helicity conservation may
also be affected by artificial dissipation of the numerical
scheme [25].
Leveraging advances in solar dynamo physics [26], in

this work we formulate a general-relativistic version of
gauge-invariant magnetic helicity transport in arbitrary
spacetimes. This formulation relies on a clean separation
of field lines enclosed in a subvolume from those leaving
this volume in a formulation first developed by Berger &
Field [22] and Finn & Antonsen [27].
Our paper is structured as follows: In Sec. II, we

present a summary of the general idea of helicity and
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its transport, which we then mathematically formulate
in Sec. III. In Sec. IV, we demonstrate how this formu-
lation can be applied to a neutron star merger simulation.
Throughout this work, we use geometric units, G = c =
1, and Heaviside-Lorentz units for the electromagnetic
fields. We further use Greek indices (µ, ν, α, . . . ) to in-
dicate indices running from 0 to 3, and Latin indices
(i, j, k, . . . ) to represent spatial indices from 1 to 3.

II. BASIC PICTURE

Magnetic helicity is a measurement of magnetic flux
tube linkage, including terms of “self-helicity” and “mu-
tual helicity”. The self-helicity quantifies how magnetic
field lines are twisted and writhed with respect to itself,
while the mutual helicity accounts for crossings of differ-
ent field lines [28]. Magnetic helicity can be defined in
terms of a helicity density,

H = A ·B , (1)

whereA is the magnetic vector potential, andB = ∇×A
is the magnetic field. While H can be computed every-
where in the domain, due to the gauge degree of freedom
of the magnetic vector potential, A → A+∇Λ, the local
helicity density H is fundamentally not gauge invariant.
At the same time, the global helicity,

H =

∫
V

d3xH =

∫
V

d3xA ·B , (2)

is gauge invariant, provided that the volume V encloses
all magnetic field lines, i.e.,

H ′ = H +

∫
V

d3x∇Λ ·B = H −
∮
∂V

dS s · ΛB, (3)

where the last term vanishes if B is fully enclosed in the
volume V . Here s is the unit normal pointing inward to
the boundary ∂V .

However, in realistic situations one might be interested
in a more local measure, i.e., the amount of helicity in the
vicinity of a black hole rather than of the entire accre-
tion disk. The helicity concept above can be generalized
to the case, where one separates magnetic field lines en-
tirely contained inside a volume V from those leaving it
through the boundary. Since from a measurement in V
alone one cannot say anything about these “open” field
lines, asking about linkage numbers for magnetic field
lines entirely contained in a volume is meaningful within
the helicity framework introduced above.

This concept of relative helicity goes back to Berger
& Field [22] and Finn & Antonsen [27]. Schematically,
the situation we are after is shown in Fig. 1. Here we
can see the background field BR, which consists solely
of field lines leaving the volume V in question, separated
from those entirely contained in it B − BR. Following

FIG. 1. A sketch showing the concept of reference fields. Mag-
netic fields shown as orange field lines are completely confined
within the volume boundary, and thus can be used to calcu-
late gauge-independent relative helicity. In contrast, red field
lines are crossing the boundary and can be subtracted out
by introducing the reference field BR corresponding to these
field lines.

Ref. [22], the background field can be constructed as a
potential flow, satisfying

BR = −∇ψR , (4)

∇2ψR = 0 , (5)

such that,

s ·B|∂V = s ·BR|∂V = − ∂ψR

∂s

∣∣∣∣
∂V

, (6)

which ensures that the reference fields (red lines in Fig. 1)
match the outgoing magnetic field lines on the bound-
ary ∂V of the volume V . Given the background mag-
netic field, one can uniquely define an associated mag-
netic vector potential AR, such that BR = ∇×AR and
∇ · AR = 0. Equipped with this split into background
and foreground fields, the relative helicity density is de-
fined as [22, 27],

h = (A+AR) · (B −BR) . (7)

Following Refs. [22, 27], we can express the relative
helicity as,

H =

∫
V

d3xh =

∫
V

d3x (A+AR) · (B −BR). (8)

It can be shown that Eq. (8) defined in this way is
gauge-invariant and retains its usual meaning [22, 27].
Computing this term in practice is rather involved.

First one needs to compute the background field, which
will be the solution to a three-dimensional elliptic equa-
tion with the boundary conditions given by Eq. (6). This
is rather unwieldy in practice, especially if one wanted to
do it for many subdomains of a numerical simulation.
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Relative magnetic helicity is also not additive, meaning
that it has to be recomputed separately for every volume
V under considerations [29].

Computing the full relative helicity integral (8) is, how-
ever, not the only way to track helicity. It can be shown
that the original helicity expression gives rise to a con-
servation law,

∂H
∂t

+∇ · (E ×A− ΦB) = −2E ·B , (9)

where Φ is the scalar potential, and the RHS vanishes for
a nonresistive plasma, for which E = −v×B. While the
above transport equation is not locally gauge invariant,
we can take a similar approach and re-formulate the rel-
ative helicity as a transport problem (relative to a given
volume V ) [26],

∂H

∂t
= −2

∫
V

d3xE ·B

−
∮
∂V

dS s · [(A+AR)× (E −ER)]. (10)

Due to the inclusion of the background field, this ex-
pression fundamentally maintains gauge invariance (see
Appendix B).

While the above expression does at first glance seem-
ingly not simplify our problem, it turns out that after
substantial algebraic manipulation in the case of an ideal
(nonresistive) plasma one can recast this expression as
[26],

∂HS

∂t
= 2

∮
∂V

dS ζBn, (11)

where ζ is the lamellar part (i.e. the part with zero nor-
mal component of the curl of the surface gradient) of the
electric field, which can be calculated by solving a surface
elliptic partial differential equation on the boundary ∂V
of the enclosing volume,

∇2
Sζ = −∇S ·ES . (12)

We denote the induced two-dimensional operators and
fields on the boundary with a subscript S. In particu-
lar, for a spherical volume ζ is uniquely determined by
the solution of Eq. (12). Remarkably, this equation only
depends on the ideal electric field, not on the vector po-
tential, A, making it suitable also for most numerical
codes that only evolve B [30]. It should not come as a
surprise that this expression must involve a surface ellip-
tic equation, since the reference magnetic field approach
in essence counts the number of open magnetic field lines,
which is a global problem on the boundary.

In the remainder of this work, we will generalize this
approach [26] to general-relativity in arbitrary space-
times. We will show that when carefully defining the
relevant electric and magnetic fields within a 3+1 decom-
position of spacetime, we can retain the the simplicity
character of Eqs. (11) and (12).

III. GENERAL-RELATIVISTIC HELICITY
TRANSPORT

In this section, we want to derive a general-relativistic
expression for gauge-invariant magnetic helicity trans-
port. Before we do so, we will briefly review the covariant
form of the Maxwell equations, as well as decomposition
of spacetime useful for our purposes.

A. General-relativistic electrodynamics

Covariant electrodynamics can be formulated in terms
of a covariant vector potential Aµ, which gives rise to a
field strength tensor,

Fµν = ∇µAν −∇νAµ , (13)

where ∇µ denotes the covariant derivative relative to the
four-dimensional spacetime metric gµν . It will turn out
to be convenient to further introduce the dual of the field
strength tensor,

∗Fαβ = 1
2ε

αβµνFµν , (14)

(15)

where εαβµν = − 1√
−g
ϵαβµν is the four-dimensional Levi-

Civita tensor, and ϵαβµν is the permutation symbol. The
corresponding covariant Levi-Civita tensor is εαβµν =√
−gϵαβµν .
The evolution equations for the field strength tensor

are given by the covariant form of the Maxwell equations,

∇βF
αβ = J α , (16)

∇β
∗Fαβ = 0 , (17)

where J α is the electric current.

We can now define a helicity current [31],

Hµ = Aν
∗Fµν . (18)

Using the Maxwell equations (16), it follows that,

∇µHµ = ∗FαβFαβ , (19)

which is the covariant generalization of the helicity trans-
port equation (9).

The energy evolution of the electromagnetic field can
be associated with an energy momentum tensor,

Tµν
EM = FµαF ν

α − gµνFαβF
αβ , (20)

which satisfies [32],

∇µT
νµ
EM = −FµνJµ . (21)
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1. 3+1 decomposition of spacetime

In order to make a connection to the formulation
in terms of electric and magnetic fields discussed in
Sec. II, we need to introduce a normal observer, nµ =
(−α, 0, 0, 0), whose worldline trajectory will provide a
time direction. Here α is the lapse function. We do so
using the conventional 3+1 decomposition of spacetime
[33], where the metric is expressed as,

gµνdx
µdxν = −

(
α2 − βiβ

i
)
dt2 + 2βidx

idt+ γijdx
idxj ,
(22)

with spatial metric γµν = gµν+nµnν , n
ν = (1/α,−βi/α),

and βi being the coordinate shift.
Within this coordinate choice, we can split the covari-

ant vector potential Aµ and electric current Jµ into,

Aµ = Φnµ +Aµ , (23)

Jµ = qnµ + Jµ , (24)

where Φ is the scalar potential, Aµ the vector potential,
q the electric charge density, and Jµ the electric current
on the three dimensional hypersurface induced by nµ.

Using this split, we can introduce electric, Eµ, and
magnetic, Bµ, fields via [32],

Eµ = nνF
µν = αF 0µ , (25)

Bµ = nν
∗Fµν = α ∗F 0µ . (26)

One can show that,

Bi = εijk∂jAk , (27)

where εµνκ = nαε
µνκα is the three-dimensional Levi-

Civita tensor. This establishes consistency between the
3+1 formulation of electrodynamics and those in flat
spacetimes.

We can similarly decompose the field strength tensor
into [32],

Fαβ = nαEβ − nβEα − εαβµνBµnν , (28)
∗Fαβ = −nαBβ +Bαnβ − εαβµνEµnν . (29)

Within the 3+1 split, the Maxwell equations take the
familiar form,

DiE
i = q, (30)

DiB
i = 0, (31)

∂t(
√
γEi)− ϵijk∂jB̃k = −√

γJ i, (32)

∂t(
√
γBi) + ϵijk∂jDk = 0. (33)

Here Dix
i = 1√

γ ∂i(
√
γxi) is the three-dimensional covari-

ant derivative with respect to γij . Finally, we have intro-
duced effective expressions for the electric and magnetic
fields that enter the flux terms in the above expressions,

Di = αEi + εijkβjBk, (34)

B̃i = αBi − εijkβjEk. (35)

When using such definitions, it can be shown that the
Maxwell equations take a form closest to their flat space-
time counterparts [34].

2. Surface Helicity Transport

With the formalism for covariant electrodynamics in
place, we are now in a position to formulate relative he-
licity transport within the 3+1 language. Following our
discussion in Sec. II, we need to define a reference mag-
netic field, Bi

R = −DiψR, for a suitable scalar potential
ψR, where

−DiDiψR = DiB
i
R = 0, siB

i|S = siB
i
R|∂V ,(36)

DiA
i
R = 0, siA

i
R|∂V = 0 , (37)

with a corresponding vector potential, Aµ
R = Aµ

R, such
that Bi

R = εijk∂j (AR)k, and vanishing scalar potential
ΦR = 0. The presence of relativity does almost not affect
these equations, except through the necessity of using
three-dimensional covariant derivatives, Di in order to
preserve the constraint condition (31).
In relativity, we cannot express the helicity density

in terms of the magnetic field, but need the full field
strength tensor. We therefore define the corresponding
field strength tensor of the background field as

Fµν
R = ∇µAν

R −∇νAµ
R . (38)

Using these definitions, we propose to generalize the he-
licity density (8) to a relativistic relative helicity current,
hµ in the following way

hµ = (Aν +ARν)(
∗Fµν − ∗FR

µν) . (39)

For easier comparison with their non-relativistic ex-
pressions, we now expand this expression into the normal
electric and magnetic fields,

h0 =
1

α
(Aj +ARj)(B

j −Bj
R), (40)

hi = Φ(Bi −Bi
R)−

1

α
εijk(Aj +ARj)(Dk −DRk).(41)

We point out that although hµ in Eq. (39) may appear
to be a regular vector field, it is only well defined relative
to a given volume V , on the boundary ∂V of which we
have calibrated the background field.
Next, we want to compute the corresponding transport

equation for the relative helicity current hµ. We now
compute the four-covariant divergence of hµ,

∂µ(α
√
γhµ) = −2

√
γ(DiB

i −DRiB
i
R) . (42)

which conceptually takes the same form as (19).
Based on this equation, we can now generalize the def-

inition of relative helicity to the relativistic context,

H = α
√
γh0 , (43)

H =

∫
V

d3xH =

∫
V

d3x
√
γ(Aj +ARj)(B

j −Bj
R) .

(44)
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Combining this definition with the transport equation
(42), we find

∂tH = −2

∫
V

d3x
√
γ(DiB

i −DRiB
i
R)

−
∮
∂V

dSi
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)(Dk −DRk) ,(45)

which is a direct generalization of the main transport
equation (10) of Ref. [26].

In the last stage of obtaining the final form of the trans-
port equation, we want to convert Eq. (45) into an equa-
tion resembling the surface Laplace problem (11). The
main obstacle is to remove the direct appearance of the
vector potential.

Following Ref. [26], we perform two decompositions
with respect to the potential field DRi. Below we only
outline the decompositions and corresponding boundary
conditions, with details given in Appendix A. We first
split the electric field into a solenoidal part, Σi

R, and an
irrotational part, DiΛR, using a Helmholtz decomposi-
tion [26], i.e.,

Di
R = Σi

R +DiΛR, (46)

with boundary constraints listed below

DiΣ
i
R = 0, siΣ

i
R|∂V = 0, (47)

DiDiΛR = DiD
i
R, ΛR|∂V = constant, (48)

so that ΣR is uniquely determined and the irrotational
part has no contribution to the helicity transport. In this
case, Eq. (45) can be written as

∂tH = −2

∫
V

d3x
√
γDiB

i

−
∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)(Dk − ΣRk).(49)

This expression contains two parts, ∂tH = ∂tHV +∂tHS ,
namely the volume change in helicity due to dissipation

∂tHV = −2

∫
V

d3x
√
γDiB

i = −2

∫
V

d3xα
√
γEiB

i ,

(50)

which vanishes for an ideal plasma, as well as the surface
transport term,

∂tHS = −
∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)(Dk − ΣRk) .

(51)

In turbulent systems, helicity will be produced on re-
sistive scales due to the volume term, whereas on larger
scales transport will take over. The volume term is gauge
invariant and can be linked to magnetic current helicity
[35]. The transport part is gauge dependent, and it is
the latter we want to analyze here.

Following Ref. [26], we then decompose D and ΣR

using the Helmholtz-Hodge theorem into a normal part
τ ŝ, a solenoidal part ŝ×∂S ∂χ

∂t , and a lamellar component
(i.e. have vanishing normal component of surface curl)
∂Sζ with surface covariant derivative operator defined as
∂Si = ∂i − sis

j∂j [26],

Di = τsi − εijks
j∂kS

∂χ
∂t − ∂Siζ, (52)

ΣRi = τRsi − εijks
j∂kS

∂χR

∂t − ∂SiζR. (53)

The three components for D (and similarly for ΣR) can
be calculated from [26],

τ = siDi, (54)

∂2S∂tχ = −siεijk∂Sj(Dk − τsk), (55)

∂2Sζ = −∂Si(D
i − τsi). (56)

Substituting these expressions into Eq. (49) and after
some algebra (see Appendix C), we find

∂tHS =

∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)∂k(ζ − ζR)

= 2

∮
∂V

dS
√
γ(ζ − ζR)Bn , (57)

where Bn = siB
i is the magnetic field component nor-

mal to the surface ∂V . Refs. [26] and [36] showed that
for simple geometries (including spherical surfaces we
consider in this work), ζR is a constant on the bound-
ary. Thus, the term

∮
∂V

dS
√
γBnζR vanishes due to

solenoidal constraint on the magnetic field. The surface
helicity transport is simply

∂tHS = 2

∮
∂V

dS
√
γζBn, (58)

where ζ can be solved by the surface Laplacian Eq. (56).
This is the main equation for transport of relativistic
gauge-invariant helicity through a given closed surface.

B. Ideal magnetohydrodynamics limit

We now consider the case of a nonresistive, ideal
plasma with a fluid four-velocity uµ. Within the 3+1
split, we can define an induced three-velocity, vi, on the
hypersurface, which satisfies

ũi ≡ ui

u0
= αvi − βi , (59)

where we call ũi the advection velocity. In ideal magne-
tohydrodynamics, the electric field is given as

Ei =− εijkvjBk , (60)

Di =− εijkũjBk . (61)
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We can further split the advection velocity into a part
perpendicular to the magnetic field ũ⊥, and a part par-
allel to the field ũ∥. Then we can rewrite Eq. (61) into

Di = −εijkũ⊥jBk , (62)

where the perpendicular component can be calculated
from

ũ⊥j = ũj −
ũiB

i

BkBk
Bj , (63)

We can further decompose the electric field into an
emerging (em) term Di

em (representing the transport of
linked flux across the surface) and a shearing (sh) term
Di

sh (representing the twisting and tangling of footpoints
by motions in the surface). These two terms depends on
the normal and tangent components of the fluid advec-
tion velocity ũ⊥j , respectively. Therefore, we have

Di
em = −εijkũ⊥nj(Bnk +BSk) = −εijkũ⊥njBSk , (64)

Di
sh = −εijkũ⊥Sj(Bnk +BSk) , (65)

where ũ⊥j and Bk are separated into

ũ⊥nj = ũ⊥is
isj ũ⊥Sj = ũ⊥j − ũ⊥nj , (66)

Bnk = Bis
isk BSk = Bk −Bnk , (67)

Combining Eqs. (64) and (65) with Eq. (56), we obtain
the equations for the corresponding lamellar part ζem and
ζsh

∂2Sζem = ∂Siε
ijkũ⊥njBSk , (68)

∂2Sζsh = ∂Siε
ijkũ⊥SjBnk , (69)

Note that εijkũ⊥SjBSk in Eq. (65) is discarded since that
the surface divergence has no components along the unit
normal direction. Combining Eqs. (68) and (69) into the
surface transport Eq. (58), we obtain the final surface
transport equation for magnetic helicity

∂tHS = 2

∮
∂V

dS
√
γ (ζem + ζsh)Bn , (70)

and each term can be calculated separately in a gauge
invariant way.

IV. GENERAL-RELATIVISTIC HELICITY
TRANSPORT IN NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

Having derived a gauge-invariant formulation of rel-
ativistic relative helicity transport, we now want to
demonstrate how these expressions can be used as a di-
agnostic tool in numerical simulations. While the formu-
lation we present is generic and can be applied to any

simulation of turbulence, black hole accretion or other
relativistic system, as a test problem we focus on neutron
star mergers [37, 38]. These feature complex (non-steady
state) flow structures [39], small [12, 40] and large-scale
[8, 41] magnetic dynamo amplification, and present an
ideal test bed to investigate global flows of magnetic he-
licity.
We begin by formulating the discrete problem of helic-

ity transport on a coordinate sphere, before we apply it
to a neutron star merger simulation.

A. Helicity transport through spherical surfaces

In simulations, it is convenient to extract data on co-
ordinate spheres, either because the simulations are al-
ready using spherical coordinate, or because infrastruc-
ture readily exists to monitor winds and outflows on
spheres. Furthermore, the transport equations we aim to
solve require the existence of a Laplace operator, which
is trivially fulfilled on such a smooth surface.
In spherical polar coordinates the surface divergence

operator can be written as

∂Sif
i =

1

r sin θ

[
∂

∂θ
(sin θfθ) +

∂fϕ
∂ϕ

]
, (71)

whereas the Laplace operator takes the following form

∂2Sζ =
1

r2

[
∂

sin θ∂θ

(
sin θ

∂ζ

∂θ

)
+

1

sin2 θ

∂2ζ

∂ϕ2

]
. (72)

Here θ is the longitudinal and ϕ is azimuthal coordinate.
We adopt a second-order finite difference method to

discretize these surface operator in spherical polar coor-
dinates. Introducing grid coordinates (i, j) on the nu-
merical lattice, we can write

∂Sif
i =

1

r

(
f i+1,j
θ − f i−1,j

θ

2∆θ
+ cot θi,jf i,jθ

)

+
1

r sin θi,j
f i,j+1
ϕ − f i,j−1

ϕ

2∆ϕ
, (73)

∂2Sζ =
1

r2

(
ζi+1,j − 2ζi,j + ζi−1,j

∆θ2
+ cot θi,j

ζi+1,j − ζi−1,j

2∆θ

)
+

1

r2 sin2 θi,j
ζi,j+1 − 2ζi,j + ζi,j−1

∆ϕ2
, (74)

where ∆ϕ and ∆θ are the discrete spacings of the numer-
ical grid.
We then numerically solve Eqs. (68) and (69). For this

first test, we use 236× 116 points, which makes a direct
inversion of the resulting linear problem easily possible.
In higher-resolution simulations with finer scale helicity
structures, one would have to use higher angular resolu-
tions. The helicity fluxes then straightforwardly follow
from (70).



7

FIG. 2. Evolution of the magnetic helicity density throughout an equal mass neutron star merger in the orbital plane. The
four rows show the time evolution of rest mass density ρb, comoving magnetic field strength

√
b2, normalized helicity density

AiB
i/B, and cross helicity hb0, respectively. Dashed white circles mark the different spheres for which we compute the relative

helicity. From outside in, red contour lines denote rest-mass density levels of nsat, 2nsat, 3nsat, respectively, where nsat is the
nuclear saturation density. All times, t, are stated relative to the time tmer of merger.
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FIG. 3. Same as Fig. 2, but in the meridional plane.

B. Helicity transport in neutron star mergers

We here present a first demonstration of the helicity
transport framework in a binary neutron star merger.
To this end, we have numerically evolved an equal mass
binary neutron star system through merger using full nu-
merical relativity to capture the spacetime and magne-
tohydrodynamics of the system. A detailed discussion of
the numerical setup can be found in Appendix D.

The magnetic field evolution in a neutron star merger
has been studied extensively (see,e.g., [37] for a review).
Rather than giving a full account of the merger and post-
merger dynamics, we only give a brief summary and defer
to dedicated studies in the literature [7, 42–44], since our
main focus is on helicity transport.

Starting out with a mixed poloidal and toroidal field in
each initial neutron star, we evolve the system through
merger. Due to the disruption dynamics, the field is
stretched leading to large toroidal fields in the remnant
[43], which likely dominate over the pre-merger topology
[45]. This is because strong turbulent dynamo amplifica-
tion during merger will likely source the bulk of the mag-
netic field strength [12, 40, 46]. After merger, this field
produced largely at the interface of the two merging stars
will redistribute itself following large scale flow patterns
in the remnant [39]. During all these processes, helicity
will be conserved except on smallest scales where nu-

merical resistivity can act. This implies that the merger
remnant should contain large scale helicity currents. In
the following, we aim to provide a first demonstration of
this.

Our simulations have insufficient numerical resolution
to fully capture the magnetic field amplification dynamics
described above. At the same time, large scale stretching,
winding and braking dynamics [47] are fully captured, as
are flow structures since these happen on macroscopic
scales. This means that while our value of helicity will
be off (since it is produced at the resistive scale), the bulk
transport flows should be meaningful.

In order to track how helicity evolves throughout the
merger, we introduce a set of nested spheres centered on
the origin of the domain. Since we consider and equal
mass merger (see Appendix D for details) this is where
the center of mass of the remnant will be. We then com-
pute helicity fluxes through these concentric shells (see
left column of Fig. 4).

We present the results of these simulations in Fig.
2. We can see that the magnetic field after merger
shows turbulent structures in both the star and the disk.
At the same time we also show the gauge-dependent
magnetic helicity density H normalized to the back-
ground field strength B. We can see that in the mixed
poloidal/toroidal field geometry, we start with a net he-
licity density inside the two stars. This helicity is then
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FIG. 4. Left column: Cumulative (time-integrated) inflow of magnetic helicity, cross helicity, and electromagnetic energy over
spherical surfaces of radius r/M⊙ = 1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 15, respectively. Right column: relative differences of the curves on the left by
subtracting between inflows of adjacent surfaces.

transported through merger. Finally we can see that
both the stellar remnant and the disk have substantial
turbulent helicity patches. However, due to the gauge
dependence of this quantity, it is difficult to interpret
the precise meaning of these patches. Using our gauge-
invariant transport formulation, we will provide a more
detailed discussion later in this Section, see also Fig. 4.
As an additional diagnostic quantity, we also track the
magnetic cross helicity [31]. Cross-helicity is defined via

Hµ
c = hT b

µ , (75)

∇µHµ
c = Tbµ∇µs , (76)

where bµ = (Bµ +Bνuνu
µ) /(−nκuκ) is the comoving

magnetic field, hT is the specific enthalpy, s being the
entropy ber baryon and T being the temperature. Cross-
helicity measures the amount of linkage of fluid stream-
lines with magnetic field lines [20].

We can see that the merger produces substantial cross-
helicity throughout the remnant and disk with similar
turbulent patches as we found for the magnetic helicity

density (see also Fig. 3). Since the cross-helicity density
does not suffer from gauge ambiguities, we will loosely use
it as a reference quantity to contrast it with the magnetic
helicity evolution.
From Eq. (76) we can see that cross-helicity is con-

served for isentropic flows, and along fluid stream lines
with constant entropy. In the merger, entropy is mainly
produced during the collision with the flow patterns in
the remnant being largely isentropic [39, 48]. It is there-
fore meaningful to additionally consider transport of vol-
ume cross-helicity, Hc, through the remnant

∂tHc = ∂t

∫
V

dx3
√
γαH0

c ≈ −
∮
∂V

dS si
√
γαhT b

i . (77)

This expression parallels that of surface magnetic helic-
ity transport (70), but without the need for an elliptic
equation.
We are now in a position to demonstrate the helic-

ity transport framework presented in this paper. To
this end, we calculate the magnetic helicity and cross
helicity fluxes on surfaces of constant radius r/M⊙ =
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[1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 15] from the origin (see Fig. 4). We can see
that during merger the helicity begins to move through-
out the remnant. We can best see this when compar-
ing the fluxes through consecutive shells (right column,
Fig. 4). We first see that there is a net outflow of he-
licity from the center. This is consistent with regions of
high temperature (and entropy) rearranging into a torus
shape after being initial produced at the collision inter-
face [39]. Consequently, both cross helicity and mag-
netic helicity feature a strong inflow into these regions
(green curves) and outflow from the inner regions (or-
ange curves). The inflow/outflow of helicity also corre-
lates with an outflow/inflow of electromagnetic energy,
EEM into these regions. Most importantly, we see a clear
outflow of helicity into the outer regions of the remnant
neutron star, which may affect the presence of large scale
αΩ−dynamos in that region [8, 41].

Overall, this leads to regions of oppositely signed he-
licity inside the merger remnant. This behavior does not
seem apparent in the gauge dependent magnetic helicity
density H, underlining the importance of gauge-invariant
transport analysis.

V. DISCUSSION

Magnetic helicity is an essential quantity of magneto-
hydrodynamic flows and dynamos. For nonresistive plas-
mas present in many relativistic astrophysical systems it
is conserved. As a topological invariant, it can affect the
formation of large scale magnetic fields [20], as well as
the feasibility of some mean-field dynamo models [16].

Magnetic helicity follows a continuity-type transport
equation, but its interpretation is complicated by an ap-
parent lack of gauge invariance. In essence, helicity is
only meaningfully defined as a global integral over linked
field lines solely confined in a given volume. The need to
measure helicity in arbitrary patches of a given system
therefore requires separating field lines contained in that
volume, from field lines leaving it.

By generalizing the concepts of relative helicity by
Berger & Field [22] and Finn & Antonsen [27] to the
relativistic context, we have provided such a formula-
tion that is gauge-invariant under electromagnetic and
general-relativistic gauge transformations. In doing so,
we have adopted the approach of Ref. [26] proposed for
solar plasmas to formulate the transport fluxes as a two-
dimensional elliptic problem. These depend only on the
fluid velocity and local magnetic field, making the suit-
able for a broad variety of general-relativistic magneto-
hydrodynamics (GRMHD) codes that do not evolve the
magnetic vector potential [30].

We have then applied this formulation to a neutron
star merger, showing that after merger radial zones of dif-
ferent helicity form, which are associated with global cur-
rents redistributing small scale turbulent fields through-
out the remnant.

It has recently been suggested that the outer layers

of the hypermassive neutron star remnant are subject
to strong magnetic field amplification from large-scale
αΩ−dynamos [8]. These could affect break out of the
magnetic field from the star and subsequent jet and wind
launching [8–10, 41]. Since the αΩ−dynamo is subject
to quenching depending on the local helicity value, it
is imperative to understand the helicity background on
which it is operating on. Our results indicate that global
helicity currents are present, leading to an inflow of net
helicity into these regions.

While our application to neutron star mergers has so
far been mainly a proof-of-concept, we expect our for-
mulation of helicity transport to be especially relevant
for high resolution global simulations of dynamo action
in neutron star mergers and black hole accretion disks.
We plan to carry out such studies and analysis in future
work.
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Appendix A: Decomposition of the reference field

The Helmholtz decomposition theorem (see Ref. [26]
for an extensive discussion) guarantees that any finite, in-
tegrable, and continuously differentiable vector function
defined in a simply connected volume can be uniquely de-
composed into a solenoidal component (i.e. a curl of vec-
tor function) plus an irrotational component (i.e. a gra-
dient of scalar). Performing such a decomposition with
respect to the vector field DR results in Eq. (46) with
boundary conditions Eqs. (47) and (48). Thus, Eq. (45)
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turns into

∫
V

d3x
∂

∂t
(α

√
γh0)

= −2

∫
V

d3x
√
γDiB

i + 2

∫
V

d3x
√
γ(ΣRi +DiΛR)B

i
R

−
∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)(Dk − ΣRk −DkΛR)(A1)

The second term on the RHS of Eq. (A1) is

∫
V

d3x
√
γ(ΣRi +DiΛR)B

i
R

= −
∫
V

d3x
√
γΣRiDiψR +

∫
V

d3x
√
γDiΛRB

i
R

=

∫
V

d3x
√
γ
[
ψRDiΣRi −Di(ψRΣRi)

]
+

∫
V

d3x
√
γ
[
Di(ΛRB

i
R)− ΛRDiB

i
R

]
=

∮
∂V

dS
√
γsi(ψRΣ

i
R − ΛRB

i
R)

= ΛR|S
∫
V

d3x
√
γDiB

i
R = 0. (A2)

where we use the boundary conditions in Eqs. (36), (47),
and (48). We can also show that the third term
on the RHS of Eq. (A1) can be simplified as∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)(Dk − ΣRk), since DkΛR ∝

sk due to its constancy on the boundary and the anti-
symmetric feature of εijksisk. After this decomposition,
we reach Eq. (49)

Appendix B: Gauge invariance of relative helicity
transport

Next we show the gauge invariance of Eq. (49). We
add a guage transformation to the vector potential

Aj → Aj + ∂jΛ (B1)

The first term on the RHS of Eq. (49), which repre-
sent the magnetic helicity inside the probing volume, are
automatically gauge-invariant. The second term, which
is the surface transport (∂HS

∂t ), can also be shown to be
gauge-invariant. For simplicity, we still use Dk − DRk

rather than Dk − ΣRk to verify the gauge invariance.

∂H ′
S

∂t
=

∂HS

∂t
−
∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk∂jΛ(Dk −DRk)

=
∂HS

∂t
−
∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk∂j [Λ(Dk −DRk)]

+

∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijkΛ∂j(Dk −DRk)

=
∂HS

∂t
+

∫
V

d3x ϵijk∂i∂j [Λ(Dk −DRk)]

−
∮
∂V

dS siΛ∂t
[√
γ(Bi −Bi

R)
]

=
∂HS

∂t
(B2)

where we use Eq. (36) and antisymmetry of three-
dimensional Levi-Civita tensor.

Appendix C: Helmholtz-Hodge surface
decomposition

The Helmholtz-Hodge decomposition [49] asserts that
any finite, square integrable vector function on a C2 sur-
face, which is satisfied in our problem as spherical surface,
can be separated into a normal part plus a surface part,
which is further splitted into a solenoidal component and
a lamallar (i.e. whose surface curl resides in the tangent
space of the surface) component. The decomposition is
presented in Eqs. (52) and (53) with the three compo-
nents determined by Eqs. (54)-(56). Below we show a
proof of Eq. (57)
First, we calculate a relation between the solenoidal

parts χ and χR. Using the definition of χ in Eq. (55), we
find

∂2S∂tχ = −siεijk∂Sj(Dk − τsk)

= −siεijk(∂j − sjs
l∂l)(Dk − τsk)

= −siεijk∂jDk + siε
ijk∂j(τsk)

= si
1
√
γ
∂t(

√
γBi) + εijksisk∂jτ + τsiε

ijk∂jsk

=
1
√
γ
∂t(

√
γsiB

i), (C1)

where we use the fact that the normal vector, si, is irro-
tational.
Similarly, for χR we have

∂2S∂tχR =
1
√
γ
∂t(

√
γsiB

i
R). (C2)

Combining the two equation together and using the
boundary condition Eq. (36), we conclude that

∂2S

(
∂χP

∂t
− ∂χ

∂t

)
= 0 (C3)
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which means

∂χ

∂t
≡ ∂χP

∂t
+ C (C4)

on boundary S, where C is a constant.
We now substitute the decomposition of Eq. (52) and

(53) into the surface helicity transport term in Eq. (57)
and find

∂HS

∂t
= −

∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)(Dk − ΣRk)

= −
∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)(τ − τR)sk

+

∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)×

εklms
l(∂m − smsn∂

n)

(
∂χ

∂t
− ∂χR

∂t

)
+

∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)(∂k − sksl∂

l)(ζ − ζR)

=

∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(Aj +ARj)∂k(ζ − ζR) (C5)

The first term on the right-hand-side of the second equa-
tion vanishes due to antisymmetric εijksisk, and the sec-
ond term also vanishes bacause Eq. (C4) ensures that the
surface divergence operator ∂m − smsn∂

n produces zero
when acting on a surface constant object. Further, we
can show

∂HS

∂t
= −

∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk(ζ − ζR)∂k(Aj +ARj)

+

∮
∂V

dS si
√
γεijk∂k[(Aj +ARj)(ζ − ζR)]

=

∮
∂V

dS
√
γ(ζ − ζR)si(B

i +Bi
R)

−
∫
V

d3x
√
γεijk∂i∂k[(Aj +ARj)(ζ − ζR)]

= 2

∮
∂V

dS
√
γsiB

i(ζ − ζR) (C6)

where we use the boundary condition Eq. (36) in the last
equation.

Appendix D: Numerical relativity simulations

We numerically solve the coupled Einstein-GRMHD
system to evolve the dynamical merger phase of a
binary neutron star system. We do so by evolving the
spacetime dynamics using the Z4c formulation of the
Einstein equations [50, 51] in moving puncture gauge
[52]. Furthermore, we solve the GRMHD equations
in dynamical spacetimes [53] using a vector potential
formulation in Lorenz gauge [54, 55]. This allows us to
have direct access to the vector potential and to compute
local quantities like the gauge-dependent helicity density,
H.
We solve the above system using the
Frankfurt/IllinoisGRMHD (FIL) code [56, 57].
FIL utilizes the EinsteinToolkit infrastructure [58],
and implements fourth order unlimited finite-difference
for the spacetime [59], as well as conservative finite
difference for the GRMHD sector following the ECHO
scheme [60]. The initial data for the binary system
is chosen to be an equal mass binary with a total
mass of M = 2.7M⊙ using the DD2 equation of state
[61]. The initial data is computed using the spectral
Kadath[62]/FUKA[63] framework. Our simulations use a
nested domain with 8 refinement levels (see Ref. [64]
for details), and a finest resolution of ∆x = 260m. The
magnetic field geometry is initialized as a mixed poloidal-
toroidal field, with Aϕ = A0

ϕ max (p− 0.04 pmax)
2
,

Az = A0
z max (p− 0.04 pmax)

2
, where p is the fluid

pressure and pmax its maximum value inside each star.
We choose the overall normalization such that we start
out with a maximum of Bmax = 1015 G inside the star,
as well as a ratio of A0

z/A
0
ϕ = 0.05 of initial toroidal to

poloidal field.
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