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Abstract

The concept of electromotive field appears in various applications in space and
astrophysical plasmas. A review is given on the electromotive field highlighting our
current understanding of the theoretical picture and the spacecraft observations in
interplanetary space. The electromotive field is a key concept to successfully close
the set of turbulent magnetohydrodynamic equations and also to construct a more
complete picture of space plasma turbulence. Applications to astrophysical cases
(Earth magnetosphere, heliospheric shocks, interstellar medium, and relativistic
jets) are also briefly introduced, as well.

Keywords Electromotive field - Dynamo mechanism - Turbulence - Astrophysical
plasmas

1 Introduction

Various space and astrophysical bodies are known to exhibit large-scale magnetic
fields from the planetary scale to the stellar and interstellar scale, and further to
the galactic scale. The dynamo mechanism is considered as the likely candidate to
explain the origin of the large-scale magnetic field, generating coherent structures
out of small-scale turbulent motions. The generated large-scale field in turn develops
into turbulence by nonlinearities in the fluid and plasma.

The question is addressed here, “What determines the evolution of space and astro-
physical plasmas into construction of the large-scale magnetic field by the dynamo
mechanism or into destruction of the large-scale field into turbulence?” The con-
cept of the electromotive field (abbreviated hereafter as EMF, often referred to as the
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electromotive field in the literatures) is the key concept to answer the question. The
EMF formulates the magnetic field evolution as the competition between the construc-
tion effect by the dynamo mechanism and the destruction effect by plasma turbulence.
The EMF is regarded as one of the electric field realizations in electrically conducting
fluids or plasmas. Since the EMF is defined as the cross product between the fluctuat-
ing flow velocity and the fluctuating magnetic field, one can evaluate the EMF without
directly measuring the electric field.

The EMF is the key concept in the mean-field dynamo model in which the large-
scale magnetic field is generated by amplifying small-scale magnetic fields in tur-
bulent fluid motions. The original idea of the dynamo mechanism was developed by
Elsasser in the 1950s (Elsasser 1956) and Steenbeck, Krause, and Rédler in the 1960s
(Steenbeck et al. 1966). Later on, the concept was further elaborated and disseminated
by Roberts and Stix (1971), Moffatt (1974, 1978), Parker (1979), Krause and Rédler
(1980), and Roberts and Soward (1992).

Examples of the large-scale magnetic field presumably caused by the dynamo mech-
anism can be found in the solar system such as the Earth (Glatzmaier and Roberts 1998;
Glatzmaier 2002; Roberts and Glatzmaier 2000; Kono and Roberts 2002), the planets
(except for Venus and Mars) (Jones 2011), Ganymede (Jupiter satellite) (Schubert et al.
1996; Sarson et al. 1997), and the Sun (Charbonneau 2010, 2014; Brandenburg 2018).
Extrasolar magnetic fields can be found at the stars (e.g., pre main sequence starts,
low-mass stars, solar-like stars) (Berdyugina 2005; Brun and Browning 2017), and in
the galactic and extragalactic space (Vainshtein and Ruzmaikin 1971; Kronberg 1994;
Widrow 2002; Beck et al. 2020).

Our understanding of the dynamo mechanism is being deepened and broadened
with the help of numerical simulations solving the fundamental equations directly as
well as analytic treatment and modeling (Brandenburg 2018). Recent theoretical stud-
ies by Yokoi (2018a) and Yokoi and Tobias (2021) suggest that the EMF can substan-
tially be influenced by the density variation, and the EMF is locally enhanced such as
in the shock-front region. The density enhancement leads to even a fast magnetic recon-
nection. Motivated by the pioneering works by Marsch and Tu (1992, 1993), recent
precursor studies using the Helios data in the solar wind show that the EMF is excited
during the passage of magnetic cloud or interplanetary shocks (Bourdin et al. 2018;
Narita and Voros 2018; Hofer and Bourdin 2019).

This article is an update of the recent review by Narita (2021), extending the review
on the following points: (1) theoretical picture of the EMF, (2) new insights from rein-
terpretation of the earlier observations and new observations, and (3) EMF in astro-
physical systems. The concept of EMF can be implemented in the spacecraft data to
construct a more complete picture of the turbulent fluctuations in space. It is believed
that the research field of EMF is one of the likely candidates of breakthrough in space
and astrophysical plasma physics.
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2 Theoretical picture
2.1 Asimplified view

The EMF is constructed as the statistically averaged vector product between the fluctu-
ating flow velocity 6U and the fluctuating magnetic field 6B as

£ =(5U x 5B). ¢))

In our notation, the flow velocity U and the magnetic field B are decomposed into
the mean-field (or large-scale field) denoted by a subscript null and a fluctuating-
field part (or small-scale field) denoted by delta in front of the field

U=U,+ésU )

B =B, + 6B. 3)

The large-scale field represents a smooth field, and its fluctuation is assumed to van-
ish. Also, the large-scale (or mean value) of the fluctuation field vanishes in this pic-
ture. It is obvious in Eq. (1) that a linearly polarized quasi-monochromatic Alfvén
wave in the MHD picture cannot excite the EMF, as the quasi-monochromatic
Alfvén wave has either a phase-synchronized oscillation between the fluid motion
and the wave magnetic field (when propagating anti-parallel to the mean magnetic
field) or a phase-anti-synchronized oscillation when propagating parallel to the
mean field. The EMF has the units of electric field such as V m~!. For example,
typical values in the solar wind are a velocity fluctuation of about 1 km s~! and a
magnetic field fluctuation of about 1 nT. The EMF is of the order of 1 mV km™",

The EMF in the form of Eq. (1) is smoothly derived by applying the field decompo-
sition (Eqgs. 2 and 3) to the induction equation

0By, =V x (Uy X By) + V X (6U x 6B) + nV°B,,. )

Here, 5 is the magnetic diffusivity, which is related to the conductivity o through
(4go)~!. The first term on the right hand side in Eq. (4) represents the frozen-in
large-scale magnetic field, the second term the curl of EMF, and the third term the
diffusion of large-scale field. The EMF can act both as constructive to the large-scale
field (e.g., amplification of large-scale field by fluctuations such as in the dynamo
mechanism) and as destructive (e.g., scattering or disturbance of large-scale field by
fluctuations such as in plasma turbulence)

In the simplified mean-field electrodynamics, it is assumed that the EMF depends
on the large-scale magnetic field and it spatial derivative (the curl operator) in the form
of

E=aB,+ pV X B, 3)

where the transport coefficient @ denotes the growth or damping (depending on the
sign) of the large-scale magnetic field and g the turbulent diffusivity. It is illustrative
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that if the both transport coefficients & and f are regarded as constant, the induction
equation (Eq. 4) becomes

0,By =V X (Uy X By) + aV X By + (f + n)V*B,,. (6)

That is, the alpha term in the EMF (Eq. 5) gives the possibility of an exponential
growth of the large-scale magnetic field (if @ is a positive constant), and the beta
term enhances the diffusion of the large-scale magnetic field by turbulent diffusion
(or scattering). It is useful to note that the Ansatz form of EMF (Eq. 5) can analyti-
cally be derived when treating interacting and colliding Alfvén waves (Namikawa
and Hamabata. 1982b).

Evaluation of the transport coefficients needs the knowledge on the individual tur-
bulence realizations, that is, the statistical properties and geometric configuration of the
small-scale turbulent fields determine if the large-scale field grows or damps. Histori-
cally speaking, the following form of the transport coefficients was introduced in the
1960s (Steenbeck et al. 1966; Krause and Ridler 1980)

a=-— %T«sv (VX 8U)) 7

p=37(5U - 3U). ®)

Here, a proper time scale z (turbulence correlation time) needs to be assessed in
addition such as the eddy turnover time. Equation (7) indicates that the helical sense
(or the field-rotation sense) of the fluid motion drives the dynamo action, and Eq.
(8) indicates that the turbulent fluctuation is a source of effective diffusion (turbu-
lent diffusion) to the large-scale magnetic field. (Namikawa and Hamabata. 1982b)
analytically obtained the transport coefficients for interacting Alfvén waves, and
the alpha coefficient is proportional to the residual helicity (difference between the
kinetic helicity and the current helicity).

The EMF completes the set of second-order fluctuation quantities such as energy
and helicity densities (hereafter, we omit “densities” for brevity). The EMF is
directly accessible by computing the cross product of the fluctuating flow velocity
and the fluctuating magnetic field. From the experimental point of view, one may
construct the covariance matrix R, (or cross spectral density matrix in the Fourier
domain) using the flow velocity and the magnetic field, and the EMF appears as off-
diagonal elements of the following matrix:

(8U,6B,) (5U,6B,) (5U,8B.)
R, =| (5U,6B,) (U,5B,) (5U,3B.) |. )
(5U.5B,) (5U.6B,) (5U.5B.)

The x component of the EMF is, for example, evaluated as the difference between
the y—z element and its transposed element of the matrix

&, =(6U,6B,) — (6B,6U,). (10)
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It is worth mentioning that the trace of the covariance matrix, tr(R,) represents the

(averaged) cross helicity &, of the fluctuations

hes =(6U,0B,) +(6U,6B,) + (6U,6B,), an

which is an invariant of ideal magnetohydrodynamics when integrated over a proper
volume.

The transport coefficients such as « and f are expected to depend on the second-
order fluctuation quantities such as the energy and helicity. For example, the a coef-
ficient in Eq. (7) is proportional to the kinetic helicity

hin = (6U - (V x 6U)), (12)
and the g coefficient in Eq. (8) is proportional to the flow kinetic energy
exin = (6U - 6U). (13)

The build-up of large-scale magnetic field in a helical flow is demonstrated using
a semi-analytic and numerical study of magnetohydrodynamic turbulence. In
the context of the turbulence inverse cascade (structure formation), Pouquet et al.
(1976) showed that the difference between the kinetic helicity and the current
helicity (referred to as the residual helicity) essentially contributes to the dynamo
mechanism.

In the Fourier domain, since the nabla operator is simply replaced by the
wavevector as V — ik, the kinetic helicity is evaluated from the off-diagonal ele-
ments of the spectral matrix for the flow velocity R,,,. The full spectral matrix R,
determine the off-diagonal elements of the matrix R, in the simplified model. The
cross helicity A, (trace of R;), the current helicity A, = (6B - (V X 6B)) (off-diag-
onal elements of the magnetic field spectral matrix R,, in the Fourier domain), the
magnetic helicity h,,,, = (6A - 6B) (also off-diagonal elements of R, in the Fou-
rier domain when the vector potential is obtained from the magnetic field by the
uncurling procedure), and the magnetic energy e,;, = (6B - 6B) (trace of the matrix
R,,) are irrelevant in the simplified view of dynamo mechanism described by Egs.
(5)—(8). Magnetic helicity, for example, describes the three-dimensional topologi-
cal properties of magnetic field lines (Berger and Field 1984; Berger 1999). Heli-
cal structures also play an important role in fluid dynamics (Moffatt 2014). Efforts
have been put to construct a more comprehensive picture of the EMF (i.e., depend-
ence of the electromotive field on the large-scale fields and turbulence properties) by
extending the simplified model in various ways.

2.2 Alfvén wave model

Analytic properties of the EMF have extensively studied in the 1980s for counter-
propagating Alfvén waves in the incompressible collisionless plasma with zero cross
helicity (Namikawa and Hamabata 1982a; Namikawa and Hamabata. 1982b). The
alpha term in the EMF is derived as
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£ = aB,, (14)

and, moreover, the alpha coefficient is determined by the difference between the
kinetic helicity and the current helicity in the integration over the wavenumbers

sin(2V tk)

Wik (15

a= _/ dk (ilkin - Ecrt)
0

Here, the helicities with the tilde symbol are the Fourier-transformed quantities
defined as for example

hyin = /0 dk By, (16)

In a current-free helical flow with the following helicity spectrum:

- exp(—2k/kgy)

Py =My 17
kin kin,0 (k/k0)2 ( )
hen =0, (18)
the alpha coefficient can analytically be evaluated as
hy Vakot
o= kin,0 A0 (19)

T4V, 1+ (Vakgt 22

If the kinetic helicity peaks on a larger scale such that a condition of V,kyt < 1 (i.e.,
ky is sufficiently small) holds, the expression of the alpha coefficient restores that of
the simplified view except for the difference in the factor 1/3

1
a= _thint’ (20)
where the kinetic helicity is approximated as hy;, =~ fy;, k.

The beta effect is introduced by expanding the mean magnetic field to the first
order of spatial derivative as (Moffatt 1978; Namikawa and Hamabata. 1982b)

X, V,2
By, =) x.0,By, @1)
k
=x0,B,; + y0,B; +z0.B,. (22)

The EMF by collecting the alpha and beta effects is
E=aB,— PV XBy— p,6B X (6B - V)B,,. (23)

The field-aligned EMF excited by the Alfvén waves can be of the order of several
kV in space, and is a candidate mechanism of auroral electron acceleration during
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the geomagnetic substorms (Namikawa and Hamabata 1982a; Namikawa and Hama-
bata. 1982b; Namikawa et al. 1982). The interacting Alfvén waves may form stand-
ing Alfvén waves such as in the Earth magnetic field, and it was shown that the
alpha effect can be generated by the standing Alfvén waves if the initial wave fields
have non-zero helicity (Namikawa and Hamabata 1988).

The EMF in a collisionless non-uniform plasma is presumed to depend not only
on the mean magnetic field and its spatial gradient, but also on the velocity shear
and the density gradient as (Namikawa and Hamabata 1982a; Hamabata et al. 1982)

BiVy Uy + BV L Ugy + BBy X (V X By)+ (24)
1Vypo +12Bo(Uy - Vip +13V 1 py.

On the other hand, no impact of the Hall current is expected on the EMF in the
Alfvén wave model (Hamabata et al. 1982).

It is also worth mentioning that the ponderomotive force arises from the wave
pressure through the Reynolds and Maxwell stress

1
Fopn=V- <—5B§B - 5U5U>. (25)
HoP

Like the EMF, in the case of zero cross helicity, the ponderomotive force generated
by the Alfvén waves (propagating along the mean magnetic field) is fully determined
by the energy and helicity spectra. Moreover, it is possible to express the pondero-
motive force as a function of the mean magnetic field and mean velocity. The pon-
deromotive force acts in the perpendicular direction to the mean field (Namikawa
and Hamabata 1983). For example, the simplest form of ponderomotive force gener-
ated by parallel-propagating waves is

pon

= —%ﬁ“—’{iBO/VAﬁ XVIb-Vb-B)+bxV[b-V(b-Uyl}, (26)

where

gt [ a1 e
0 K

are the coefficients associated with the helical flow sense for the parallel-propagat-
ing waves for the plus sign (at positive frequencies) and the anti-parallel-propagat-
ing waves for the minus sign (at negative frequencies). More extended expressions
of the Ponderomotive force are presented in Namikawa and Hamabata (1983) and
Hamabata and Namikawa (1988). The contribution of the current helicity to the
alpha effect was also analytically derived by Seehafer (1994).

The transport coefficients a and f are evaluated in a variety of turbulence setups
by Rédler and Rheinhardt (2007). For homogeneous isotropic turbulence, the coeffi-
cients are evaluated explicitly using the Green function, and are obtained in a simple
way as
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a=— LU - (VX 6U)) = ——(5B - (V x 5B)) (28)
3 PoMo
i =%<5U2>T. (29)

2.3 Cross-helicity dynamo model

While the picture of the alpha effect is becoming well established and regularly
observed in simulations, the dynamo mechanism beyond the alpha effect may possi-
bly exist. For instance, a three-dimensional helical flow motion is not expected in the
inner region of accretion disks. Numerical simulations still demonstrate the exist-
ence of dynamo action despite the fact that the alpha effect is forbidden in the accre-
tion disks for the symmetry argument reason (Hawley et al. 1995; Lesur and Ogilvie
2008). Moreover, nonlinear effects quench the alpha dynamo before the large-scale
magnetic field reaches a significant amplitude (Kulsrud and Anderson 1992; Gruz-
inov and Diamond 1994). The gradients of flow velocity and higher-order structure
of the large-scale magnetic field are likely candidates for a more complete picture of
dynamo action.

The EMF may be extended to include the large-scale flow effect through first-
order derivative. By doing so, the symmetry is restored between the magnetic field
and the flow velocity in the EMF formulation. The concept of large-scale flow
effect on the EMF was originally proposed in study of reversed field pinch (Yoshi-
zawa 1990). The concept is further being extended to establishing the cross-helic-
ity dynamo (Yokoi and Balarac 2011; Yokoi 2013). The EMF in the cross-helicity
dynamo is formulated as

€ =aB, -V XB,+yV xU,. (30)

The first term with the coefficient a represents the amplification of the large-scale
magnetic field by the combination of the helical flow motion with the helicity cur-
rent structure (cf. alpha dynamo mechanism). The second term with the coefficient
p represents the scattering of the large-scale field by turbulent fluctuations. Again,
the f term yields #V2B, in the induction equation for the large-scale field, which is
interpreted as the turbulent diffusion. The third term with the coefficient y represents
the amplification of the large-scale magnetic field by the non-zero cross-helicity
effect. Note that the coefficient gamma in Eq. (30) is different from that used in the
Alfvén wave model. With the cross-helicity model (Eq. 30), the induction equation
for the large-scale field reads

0By =V x (Uyx By) +V X (aBy +yV X Uy)

+ (B +n)V°B,,. S

The coefficient y is modeled in the same fashion as the coefficients a and f
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y =37(6U - 5B) (32)

when simplified, e.g., in Bourdin et al. (2018). The coefficient values are expected
to be of the order of C, = O(107%), C; = O(10~") and C, = O(10~") (Yokoi 2013).

The cross-helicity dynamo model is successful in reproducing the time-series
profile (or the wave form) of the EMF measured by the Helios spacecraft in the solar
wind (Bourdin et al. 2018). In contrast, the test for the alpha effect in the EMF (i.e.,
test for the proportionality between the EMF and the large-scale magnetic field)
without the beta or gamma term fails against the solar wind data (Marsch and Tu
1992). The scaling analysis using the Helios data indicates that the alpha, beta, and
gamma effects all contribute to the EMF at the same order (Bourdin et al. 2018).
Under which condition the alpha or gamma effect will dominate remains an open
question.

2.4 Effects of higher orders
2.4.1 Rotating body and magnetic shear

Consideration of rotating body and magnetic shear introduces various kinds of new
terms in the EMF (Urpin 2002; Rédler et al. 2003; Rédler and Stepanov 2006; Squire
and Bhattacharjee 2015). The zeroth-order terms are proportional to the large-scale
magnetic field, and the extended version includes the vectorial coupling of the mag-
netic field with the rotation of the body and the vortical motion of the flow such
as Q X B, (rotational coupling) @ X B, (vortical coupling) and the component-wise
coupling among the magnetic field, the rotation, and the vorticity (6 possible com-
binations). Here Q is the angular velocity of a rotating body, and ® = V X U is the
vorticity of the large-scale flow. The first-order terms include the spatial derivative
of the large-scale field, such as the current density j, the shear of the large-scale
field VB, and the coupling with the rotation Q, and the vorticity @

The magnetic shear (first-order derivative of large-scale field) enters the beta effect

in various ways (Réddler and Stepanov 2006; Squire and Bhattacharjee 2015)
(.(:be[a = - ﬂlv X BO - ﬂzD . (V X Bo) - ﬂSQIOt X (V XB())

- ﬂ4Qv0r X (VX BO) - ﬂSQrot : (VBO)(S) (34)

~ B6Q - (VBy)" = p;eD - (VB,)Y,
where D and (VB,)® are the symmetric part of the velocity shear tensor VU, and
the magnetic field shear VB, respectively. The coupling of the vorticity with the
large-scale magnetic shear is analytically derived by Urpin (1999, 2002) for a gen-
eral turbulent flow.

By considering a mean vortical motion, Urpin (1999) and Rogachevskii and
Kleeorin (2003) proposed a contribution of the vorticity to the EMF. The vorticity
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effect is characterized by the term @ X J)), and this was successfully confirmed in
the framework of the second-order correlation approximation by Riidiger and Kiiker
(2016).

2.4.2 Hall effect

The Hall effect appears when the ions and the electrons move differently in the
short-wavelength regime, causing an additional current and the associated electric
field as

_1
éen

E= J X B. (35)
The Hall term was expected to not contribute to the EMF in the case of isotropic
forcing to turbulence in a uniform large-scale magnetic field on the basis of anti-
symmetric properties of the velocity tensor in the wavevector domain (Gimblett and
Allan 1976). However, direct numerical simulations of Hall-MHD show that the
Hall current can strongly enhance or suppress generation of large-scale magnetic
field energy, depending on the spatial scales compared to the system size (Mininni
et al. 2003). Direct numerical simulations also show that the Hall current has the
dual energy transfer character around the Hall scale (ion scale), providing both for-
ward energy cascade to smaller scales and inverse energy cascade to larger scales
(Mininni et al. 2007). In plasma physics sense, the Hall current can compete against
non-fluid, non-Hall current such as the diamagnetic current (Narita et al. 2020).

2.4.3 Nonlinear effect

The nonlinearity of the EMF with respect to the large-scale magnetic field is pro-
posed by considering third-order nonlinearity representing the (magnetic) pondero-
motive force V(B?) and the current helicity J - B

£=6,VXB+6,(VB*) x B+ 6,(V xB - B)B. (36)

Equation (36) was proposed for a weak-field, axisymmetric turbulence case (Roberts
and Stix 1971; Gimblett and Allan 1976) The transport coefficients 6,, 5,, and 6 are
expected to depend on the fluid properties. the spectrum of the turbulence, and the
strength of the large-scale field.

2.5 Level of model simplification

Various EMF models described above can be characterized by different level of sim-
plication. It is possible to distinguish those models from the simplified one to the
elaborated ones in a systematic fashion by introducing the criterion as below. Under
a proper decomposition between the mean (large-scale, resolved scale) and fluctuat-
ing (small-scale, unresolved scale) components, any closure formulation leads to a
similar functional dependence on the mean fields from the fundamental equations.
On the other hand, the expressions of the turbulent transport coefficients, such as «,
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p, etc., can be fairly different depending on the closure scheme adopted. The sim-
plest EMF expression (Eq. 5) with the transport coefficient expression (Eqs. 7 and 8)
is obtained with the quasi-linear or the first-order smoothing approximation (FOSA)
on the assumption of a low magnetic Reynolds number and neglecting the inhomo-
geneous mean velocity effect.

It should be noted here that the low magnetic Reynolds number is rather unlikely
in space and astrophysical plasmas due to the large spatial scale and the collisionless
or nearly collisionless property associated with the low density.

If we relax the assumption of low magnetic Reynolds number, and start consider-
ing the role of Lorentz force on the momentum equation, the current helicity con-
tribution enters the a expression as A, = (6B - (V X 6B)) as in Eq. (28). The cross-
helicity contribution enters the EMF expression as Eq. (30) with the relaxation of
neglect of the inhomogeneous mean velocity effect.

3 Electromotive fields in space plasmas
3.1 Order of magnitude

In the observational sense, the evaluation of the EMF is straightforward when the
magnetic field data and the flow velocity data available with the caveat that the con-
struction of the large-scale fields (magnetic field and flow velocity) is not unique
but there are different choices such as the local averaging, the smoothing, and the
low-pass filtering. The EMF is expressed in units of electric field. The choice of mV
km™' is convenient when expressing the magnetic field in nT and the flow velocity
in km s~!in the branch of space plasma physics. The magnetic field has a fluctuation
amplitude of about 1-10 nT in the solar wind, and the flow velocity about 1-10 km
s~!, indicating that the typical amplitude of EMF is of the order of 1-100 mV km™".

Empirically speaking, the quiet solar wind has an EMF of about 10 mV km™!,
and the active solar wind with interplanetary shocks, coronal mass ejections, coro-
tating interaction regions, and magnetic clouds reaches an EMF amplitude of about
1000 mV km~" or higher. Figure 1 displays the histogram of the EMF amplitudes
(the peak values) during the interplanetary shock crossings observed by Helios-1
and Helios-2 in the inner heliosphere (Hofer and Bourdin 2019). The distribution
has a maximum between 100 and 1000 mV km~!, and extends to an amplitude up to

Fig. 1 Histogram of EMF Shock crossing statistics
magnitude values during the © 120
interplanetary shock cross- S 100
ings observed by Helios-1 and PS 80
Helios-2 in the inner heliosphere % 60
using the data in Hofer and N
Bourdin (2019) é 40
20
zZ 0 . ;
102 10° 10* 10°

€ [mV km™]
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about 20,000 mV km™. Moreover, Hofer and Bourdin (2019) showed that the peak
values of the EMF radially decays at larger distances from the Sun approximately by
a power law as 7~3/% (here, r denotes the distance from the Sun) and suggested that
the EMF is a useful indicator to detect interplanetary shocks.

3.2 Turbulent behavior

The EMF in space plasmas has a character of turbulent and random fluctuations.
Marsch and Tu (1992, 1993) determined the frequency spectra of the EMF in the
spacecraft frame when the Helios-1 spacecraft was located at a distance of about
0.53 astronomical units (between the Mercury orbit and the Venus orbit). The spec-
trum of the N component magnitude of the EMF (out-of-ecliptic, northward to the
solar rotation axis, and perpendicular to the radial direction from the Sun) is shown
in Fig. 2. The electromotive field oscillates the sign randomly in the turbulent solar
wind, and the spectrum has a power-law curve with an index of about —5/3, like
the power spectra for the magnetic field and the flow velocity in the turbulent solar
wind.

The analyzed solar wind interval shows Alfvénic fluctuations with highly cor-
related variations between the magnetic field and the flow velocity. The flow speed
was about 637 km s~!. The frequency spectrum may be regarded as nearly stream-
wise wavenumber spectrum when Taylor’s frozen-in flow hypothesis is used. The
EMF vanishes in the purely Alfvénic fluctuations, since the fluctuating flow velocity
is either positively or negatively correlated to the fluctuating magnetic field. The
overall power-law spectral formation is indicative of some turbulent cascade mecha-
nism operating in the EMF. On the other hand, the EMF profile is different during
the times of shock or transient crossings, which is discussed in the subsection of
transport coefficients.

3.3 Test for the mean-field dynamo model

Having the magnetic field data and the flow velocity data, one may test for the mean-
field dynamo model against the solar wind observations in various ways. Histori-
cally, Marsch and Tu (1992) performed the pioneering work with the Helios data,

Fig.2 Spacecraft-frame Electromotive field spectrum
frequency spectrum of the — 108 UL AL B LR AL BRI
out-of-ecliptic component (the TN 107k ]
N component) of EMF using T

the Helios-1 data in 1980 at T 105k 4
0.53 astronomical units to the E

Sun. Spectral data are obtained > 1 0°F 7
by Marsch and Tu (1992). The E otk Igs % ]
magnitude of the EMF N com- oZ 3

ponent is plotted here 10 el vl i

107 107 1073 1072
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and examined the validity of the simplified alpha-term formula £ « aB,,. against
the Helios-2 observation of fast solar wind around 0.29 AU on April 15-19, 1976
(hourly averaged data). Figure 3 displays a scatter plot of the EMF as a function of
the three components (in the RTN coordinate system) of the mean magnetic field
and the magnitude of the field. (the R component pointing radially away from the
Sun, the N component pointing to the solar-ecliptic northward direction, and the T
component completing the orthogonality and pointing to the azimuthal and west-
ward direction). The alpha effect test shows no clear proportionality between the
large-scale magnetic field and the EMF in the turbulent solar wind. Variation of the
electromotive field is large, while the large-scale magnetic field does not vary much.

The proportionality test is revisited using a different analysis technique and a dif-
ferent Helios data set from that studied by Marsch and Tu (1992). The EMF is evalu-
ated for a Helios-2 magnetic cloud crossing interval interval on April 17-20, 1978 at
a distance of about 0.53 astronomical units to the Sun with a time resolution down
to 40 s (Narita and Voros 2018). The EMF is again compared both component-wise
and magnitude-wise with the large-scale magnetic field (Fig. 4). Again, the scatter
plot does not exhibit a clear proportionality between the EMF and the large-scale
magnetic field. The R component is dominating the large-scale magnetic field (also
representative of the magnitude panel), and the EMF varies over 4 orders of magni-
tude (in the range between 0.1 mV km™' and 1000 mV km™"). The T and N compo-
nents show nearly random distributions.

The lesson from the EMF studies by Marsch and Tu (1992) and Narita and Voros
(2018) is that there is no clear correlation with the large-scale magnetic field, indi-
cating that the diffusion term (beta effect), the cross-helicity term, and higher-order
terms may as well play an important role. Or the transport coefficient alpha can-
not be regarded as nearly constant in the observational studies. Perhaps the propor-
tionality can be better resolved in the Fourier domain, as the spatial derivative is
replaced by the wavevectors, and further by the frequencies when employing Tay-
lor’s hypothesis.

Fig.3 EMF evaluated in the

R component

T component

component-wise and magnitude - 100 ) T ~— 100
fashions as a function to the IE S0} 4 IE 50 : &
large-scale magnetic field. The =~ X +
. e > (0] 3 0 o+
Helios-2 magnetic field and € A E +
ion data at a distance of 0.29 — =50 “’:ﬂ — =50 e
astronomical units from the Sun 5 —100 R 5 —100 Ls
(April 15-19 1976) are used -50 0 50 -50 0 50
here (Marsch and Tu 1992). The Br [nT] Br [nT]
measured time interval repre-
sents a high-speed solar wind N component magnitude
with a speed of 733 km s~ =~ 100 - < 100 ¥
e
E 50 . _g E:+
> 0 E > 50 .
E _5o A £
) — +ﬁ+ + N
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Fig.4 EMF evaluated in the R component T component
same fashion as that in Fig. 3 - 10! -
for a Helios-2 time interval on IE 10° IE
April 17-20, 1978 at a helio- ~x q10? X
centric distance of about 0.53 E 10" E
astronomical units (Narita and — 10° —
Vorss 2018) S 107" 5
107" 10° 10" 102 107" 10° 10" 10?
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It should be noted here that there are different methods to decompose the
observed field into the mean field and the fluctuation field. Local ensemble averag-
ing (Marsch and Tu 1992; Narita and Voros 2018) and moving Gaussian convolu-
tion (Bourdin et al. 2018) are used in the observational studies so far. Truncation (or
band-passing) in the frequency domain into the low-frequency part as the mean field
and the high-frequency part as the fluctuation part is also a competitive candidate of
the field decomposition. The band-pass method strictly cuts the mixture between the
low-frequency part and high-frequency part, but unlikely to Large Eddy Simulations
(LES), the characteristic scale or frequency for the truncation is not known a priori
and needs to be given by hand in the data analysis. The question remains open as to
how much the EMF varies for these different field decomposition methods.

3.4 Transport coefficients

Another approach of testing for the mean-field dynamo model against the space
plasma data is to evaluate the transport coefficients by the data inversion technique
(Narita and Voros 2018) or the reconstruction procedure (Bourdin et al. 2018).

In the data inversion approach, by limiting the analysis to the alpha and beta
terms and treating the transport coefficients (alpha and beta) as independent from
the large-scale field, one may derive the analytic estimators to evaluate the alpha and
beta coefficients directly from the data (Narita and Voros 2018; Narita 2021). The
coefficients are then plotted as a function of the fluctuating flow velocity (Fig. 5 left
panels) and the fluctuating magnetic field (Fig. 5 right panels). Interestingly, even
though the level of data scattering is rather high, there is a weak indication or ten-
dency that the transport coefficients depends on the fluctuating fields, such that the
alpha and beta coefficients are larger at higher fluctuation amplitudes. This tendency
appears both at the fluctuating flow velocity and the fluctuating magnetic field.

In the reconstruction procedure approach, a vortical flow motion is modeled and
the analysis is extended to the transport coefficients of alpha, beta, and gamma for
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Fig.5 Transport coefficients
(alpha and beta) evaluated as
functions of the fluctuating flow
velocity (left panels) and the
fluctuating magnetic field (right
panels); figure from Narita
(2021)

10° 10" 102 10° 107" 10° 10" 10?
u [km s7'] b [nT]

the cross-helicity effect (Bourdin et al. 2018). The EMF is evaluated as a time-series
by directly computing from the fluctuating flow velocity data and the fluctuating
magnetic field data (Fig. 6 data curve in black indicated by “observation) and com-
pared with the reconstruction using the mean-field dynamo model (the cross-helicity
dynamo model) using the large-scale fields and the vortex model (Fig. 6 data curve
in gray indicated by “mean-field model”). The method is applied to the same shock
crossing event as analyzed by Narita and Voros (2018). The reconstruction of the
EMF using the mean-field model gives a reasonable and qualitative fitting to the
observation. The both methods highlight the EMF enhancing just at the shock cross-
ing at about 1900 UT on April 18, 1978. The reconstruction method also gives the
result that the gamma term (cross-helicity effect) reaches the same order of magni-
tude as the alpha term. While the picture of the mean-field dynamo might appear
to fail in the proportionality tests in the turbulent solar wind (Figs. 3 and 4), Bour-
din et al. (2018) successfully demonstrates that the mean-field model (even includ-
ing the cross-helicity effect) can reasonably explain the observed EMF. Under what
condition, the mean-field model works remains a question or motivation to further
studies.

3.5 Magnetospheric dipolarization fronts

When the magnetic field in the magnetotail of Earth’s magnetosphere reconnects,
this may lead to a subsequent reconfiguration of the global field structure. More

Fig.6 EMF determined directly Helios—2 1978
from the fluctuation data (the 10* T T T
flow velocity and the magnetic o observation
field, denoted by “observa- € 103
. X
tion”) and that reconstructed S
using the cross-helicity dynamo £ 2
model (denoted by “mean-field t 10 mean—field model
model”). Adapted from the w .
study by Bourdin et al. (2018) 10 —
18—A8r 18—A8r 19—Apr
12:0 18:0 00:0

@ Springer



1 Page 16 of 23 Reviews of Modern Plasma Physics (2025) 9:1

precisely, the dipolar nature of the inner magnetosphere close to the Earth becomes
then more dipolar. We call such events a dipolarization front and it can be observed
with in-situ measurements from satellite observatories like ESA’s Cluster or NASA’s
MMS. Typically, we find dipolarization fronts from the reconnection point inwards
to the inner magnetosphere.

Figure 7 shows one typical example of a dipolarization front observed by the
Cluster instruments in the magnetic field component B, that is mostly parallel to
the magnetic moment of Earth, as well as the radial proton velocity u, of the mag-
notespheric bulk plasma flow. A positive B, means that the magnetic field is roughly
aligned with the pre-existing dipolar field component, so that this front enhances the
magnetic dipole moment, as expected. A positive u, means the bulk plasma flow,
which the protons follow, is toward the planet. This is consistent with a plasma out-
flow stream from a reconnection site located further out in the magnetotail of Earth.

The EMF shown in the upper panel of Fig. 7 clearly features a significant peak,
where the EMF rises from a background level of below 0.5 V/Mm by one order of
magnitude to about 5 V/km. In other cases, we sometimes see electromotive-force
peaks of about 10 — 20 V/km. Once the main peak passes the spacecraft, we see that
for a time of about 3 days, the level of the EMF remains significantly enhanced; see
smoothed black solid line in the upper panel of Fig. 7.

The reason why we plot the u, and B, components here is that the mean-field
EMF formulation consists partly of the cross product of the fluctuations of these
quantities: ou, X 6B,. Still, we learn here that these are not the only important com-
ponents, as the main peak consists with a peak in B,, but the second peak that occurs
about 12 hours later with over 3 V/km is caused neither by strong oscillations in B,
nor in u,. Future investigations of similar events using the mean-field formulation of
the EMF will reveal more details on its generating mechanisms.

3.6 Interplanetary shock fronts

Coronal mass ejections (CMEs) are ejected form the Sun into the inner heliosphere
and it is expected that these faster supersonic flows run into a slower but also super-
sonic background solar wind. Due to the so-called snow-plow effect, significant
shock fronts develop and travel large distances in the solar system, even beyond
Jupiter orbit. Observatories like ESA’s SolarOrbiter or NASA’s Parker Solar Probe
are targeting to observe such interplanetary CMEs (iCME's).

Recent in-situ observations of an iCME allow us to use both, the plasma bulk
flow velocity and the magnetic field vector, to compute the EMF for the first time in
high resolution. Previously, we used lower resolution data from Helios to evaluate
statistical samples of iCMEs (Hofer and Bourdin 2019).

In Fig. 8, we analyze now SolarOrbiter measurements of 3 November 2021
around 1800 UT, while an iCME shock front passes over the spacecraft. Again,
we see how the EMF makes a significant jump over one order of magnitude at
the time of the shock-front arrival; see top panel in Fig. 8. To visualize the gen-
eral trends, we average all resulting signals over 300 s. We see a sharp rise of the
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Fig.7 EMF (top panel) during a dipolarization front, observed onboard of Cluster in the inner magneto-
sphere of Earth. The planets’s center is located in the positive x direction from this in-situ observation,
where x is similar to the radial direction. The plasma bulk velocity (middle panel) is denoted as u here
and the high-resolution data are visible as gray background lines, which the green solid line shows a
smoothing over 300 s. The magnetic field component B, (bottom panel) is roughly perpendicular to the
ecliptic

total solar-wind bulk velocity at the shock front; see middle panel of Fig. 8. The
radial component u, is mostly similar to the absolute value of u and is therefore
omitted here.

The EMF remains strongly enhanced for about 12 h after the shock-front
arrival. The return to the pre-event values can be as late as 2 days after the
shock front. We think the EMF may play an important role in the deceleration
and decay of iCMEs—or their lack of. The prediction of iCME arrival times at
earth orbit might be improved with a better understanding of the impact of the
enhanced EMF on the iCME drag forces (Amerstorfer et al. 2018).
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Fig.8 EMF during an interplanetary shock front in the solar wind (top panel), observed 3 November
2021 around 18:00 UT onboard of SolarOrbiter in the inner heliosphere. The tangential and normal com-
ponents of the solar-wind velocity vector (middle panel), u; and uy, are smoothed over 300 s, while the
absolute value of u is scaled down by a factor of 5 for better visibility. The absolute value of the magnetic
field B (bottom panel) is shown at the same scale as the tangential and radial components, B; and B,

4 Outlook
4.1 Interplanetary space

The EMF has largely been overlooked in space and astrophysical plasma studies,
while it is a key concept to describe the magnetic field generation (dynamo mecha-
nism) and the turbulent fields in the plasma. The theory of EMF is still in the grow-
ing phase. Being the cross product between the flow velocity and the magnetic
field, the EMF is one of the second-order magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) quantities
according to the definition, but there is a possibility of renormalizing the field down
to the first-order quantity (as a function of the magnetic field or the flow velocity)
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for the closure of the set of turbulent MHD equations. How the closure is realized is
one of the urgent tasks for the space and astrophysical plasma communities.

The EMF is observable in near-Earth space (interplanetary space). The EMF is
non-zero even in the quiet solar wind, and becomes enhanced when a transient event
such as an interplanetary shock is passing by the spacecraft. The EMF magnitude
varies from the order of mV km™! (quiet solar wind) to 1000 mV km~! (transient).

The EMF shows both random oscillations around the zero value and systematic
behaviors when the field is enhanced at the shock crossing. For the random fluctua-
tion parts, the power spectral analysis indicates that the EMF motion is reminiscent
of plasma turbulence characterized by a power-law spectrum with an index of —5/3.
For the systematic trends, not only the alpha and beta effects but also the cross-
helicity effect (the gamma term) plays an important role to successfully reproduce
the observed EMF profile.

4.2 Astrophysical plasmas

Different types of EMF generation may operate in astrophysical systems. Applica-
tions are highlighted at the interstellar medium with density and temperature gradi-
ents as well as the relativistic jets driven by the rotating black holes.

4.2.1 Interstellar medium

Cross-field diffusion may lead to the non-turbulent EMF generation in interstellar
space. The currents are carried by diffusing motion of electrons, and the excitation
of the EMF (given as a curl of the EMF) is assessed as a vector product between the
gradient of the ion temperature 7; and that of the electron density n, (Lazarian 1992)

4kg
VXE = VT; X Vn,. 37)
mwen,
Here, kz denotes the Boltzmann constant, and e electric charge. Application of the
cross-field diffusion scenario to the interstellar medium indicates a magnetic field of
about 3 x 107'7 G on a time scale of 10° years. While a field strength of 10~!7 may
sound like a weak field, but it is sufficient to serve as a seed field in the galaxy for
further dynamo mechanisms (Rees 1987; Lazarian 1992).

4.2.2 Relativistic jets

EMFs are expected to play a crucial role in the relativistic jet formation (highly col-
limated outflow) by extracting the rotation energy of the black holes such as in the
active galactic nuclei, the microquasars, and the gamma-ray bursts. Various energy
conversion mechanisms have been proposed to explain the relativistic jets: the elec-
tromagnetic extraction of the rotational energy of the central black hole (Blandford
and Znajek 1977), the electromagnetic extraction of the rotational energy of an
accretion flow around the black hole (Lovelace 1976), and the thermal outflow from
the accretion flow (Paczynski 1990). By regarding the electromagnetic field energy

@ Springer



1 Page 20 of 23 Reviews of Modern Plasma Physics (2025) 9:1

density dominates the black hole, the general-relativistic treatment of the Blandford-
Znajek process yields the result that the EMF (including the permittivity) is excited
in the radial direction to the central black hole (using the rotation in the azimuthal
direction and the poloidal magnetic field) around of the rotating black hole (the
ergosphere of Kerr black holes). The EMF is stronger (in terms of the energy den-
sity) than the magnetic field, and drives the current in the poloidal direction across
the magnetic field, which in turn generates the magnetic field component in the azi-
muthal direction, serving as the collimation mechanism of the jets (Toma and Taka-
hara 2014).
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