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ABSTRACT

Magnetars have inferred polar field strengths in excess of the Schwinger limit, where nonlinear electromagnetic effects

can be significant. Their internal fields may be even stronger, suggesting that Maxwellian characterisations of hydro-

magnetic structure may require revision. A generalised Grad-Shafranov equation, describing static and axisymmetric

fluid stars with mixed poloidal-toroidal fields, is introduced and subsequently solved in a perturbative scheme to cal-

culate quadrupolar deformations. In the Born-Infeld theory, we show that the toroidal field has a maximum strength

set by the scale parameter, b, implying an upper limit to the stellar prolateness, |ϵmax| ∼ 10−5
(
b/1016 G

)2
, that is

independent of field specifics. Observations of magnetar phenomena that are interpreted as evidence for ellipticity,

such as precession, can thus implicitly constrain post-Maxwellian parameters in a way that complements terrestrial

experiments. Toroidal ceilings also have implications for dynamo theory and gravitational waves, which we revisit

together with field evolution in crusts abiding by beyond-Maxwell physics.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The magnetar class of neutron star possess extremely strong magnetic fields. Their near-surface field strengths inferred from

spindown (Olausen & Kaspi 2014), cyclotron line (Tiengo et al. 2013), and X-ray spectral (Güver, Özel & Göğüş 2008)

features categorically exceed the Schwinger (1951) value (BQED ≈ 4.41 × 1013 G), where quantum-electrodynamic (QED)

processes acquire non-negligible cross sections (see Lai 2001, for a review). Evidence for such processes, most notably vacuum

birefringence, has been recently identified in polarimetric measurements from pulsed components in the magnetar 4U 0142+61

(Taverna et al. 2022) and other highly-magnetised sources, such as RX J1856.5–3754 (Mignani et al. 2017; Taverna & Turolla

2024). Magnetothermal (e.g., Dehman et al. 2023) and hydromagnetic (e.g., Ciolfi & Rezzolla 2013) modelling further suggests

that core and/or crustal fields may locally exceed surface values by factors of at least a few, especially if there is a dominant

toroidal component hidden within as inferred from X-ray (Makishima et al. 2014) and radio (Desvignes et al. 2024) observations.

Understanding the impact of nonlinear electrodynamics (NLED) on magnetar structure, both internal and magnetospheric,

may thus be important to accurately interpret multiwavelength data.

One typically expands the nonlinear Lagrangian out to post-Maxwellian (PM) or post-post-Maxwellian (PPM) order, in direct

analogy with post-Newtonian expansions, to simplify calculations as the equations become more mathematically involved due

to added nonlinearities (e.g., Denisova et al. 2004). Analyses of magnetar phenomena accounting for NLED effects have been

performed using these expansions, including that related to: augmentations of the Poynting flux (and hence spindown) due

to effective changes of the vacuum permeability (Denisov et al. 2016; Ripoche & Heyl 2019), magnetospheric structure (Pétri

2015; Li, Yang & Wang 2020), and gravitational-wave (GW) emission from stars with purely toroidal fields (Pereira, Coelho

& de Lima 2018). Thus far however, no studies explicitly tackling the NLED-adjusted equations of hydromagnetic equilibrium

have been carried out at either PM or exact levels. The goal of this work is to fill this gap. We construct and perturbatively

solve a ‘generalised Grad-Shafranov’ equation applying to stationary and axisymmetric plasmas, where the toroidal field can

be implicitly expressed in terms of an arbitrary function of the poloidal flux.

Allowing for mixed fields reveals that the toroidal field is quantitatively capped by the PM parameter(s) because the current

density is bounded. The toroidal ceiling persists when using the full nonlinear Lagrangian, at least in the case of the Born &
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Infeld (1934) (BI) theory which forms our primary focus. This result, which seems to have gone unnoticed thus far, has the

immediate implication that toroidally-dominated configurations cannot exist in the interior of magnetars unless the BI scale

parameter, b, is sufficiently large. Using the non-barotropic approximation introduced by Mastrano et al. (2011) and Akgün

et al. (2013), we calculate the deformation induced by mixed fields in the interior and show there is a maximum prolateness

set by the scale parameter. We thus argue that the GW detectability of deformed magnetars is more pessimistic in NLED.

Another consequence of toroidal capping is that models of magnetar phenomena stipulating strong toroidal fields can be used

to implicitly constrain NLED parameters, at least if the surface field is known. For example, fits to gamma-ray burst (GRB)

afterglows (e.g., Lasky & Glampedakis 2016; Suvorov & Kokkotas 2020) or long period X-ray modulations (e.g., Makishima

et al. 2014) often favour toroidally-dominated configurations. These constraints can complement those coming from terrestrial

experiments, such as the Polarizzazione del Vuoto con LASer (PVLAS; Ejlli et al. 2020) and Large Hadron Collider (LHC;

Ellis, Mavromatos & You 2017). We argue, for instance, that a prolateness of ∼ 10−3 mandates that the BI scale parameter

b ≳ 1017 G; a factor ∼ 3 tighter than the bound obtained by Akmansoy & Medeiros (2018) using hydrogen ionisation data.

We take the opportunity to also revisit magnetar evolution in NLED more generally, such as regards Hall-Ohm diffusion in

the crust due to a generalised Ampére’s law. It is shown that because the electric current is effectively reduced in a manner

proportional to the PM parameter(s), ultra-strong crustal fields may decay at a slower rate than the Maxwell case, with

implications for cooling and field longevity. Adjustments to the magnetic stress-energy tensor may also influence the rate and

geometry of failure events in the crust (Perna & Pons 2011; Lander & Gourgouliatos 2019; Kojima 2024).

This work is organised as follows. We review the ingredients of magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) including a general electro-

magnetic Lagrangian in Section 2, with equations for static and axisymmetric interiors written in a ‘Grad-Shafranov’ form

(Sec. 2.1), focussing on the BI (Sec. 2.2) and general PM (Sec. 2.3) cases. Perturbative solutions for the vacuum exterior are

then constructed (Sec. 3.1) as a step towards the interior problem (Sec. 3.2). The quadrupolar ellipticity is calculated in Sec. 4,

with implications for the GW luminosity of magnetars explored in Sec. 4.1. Various models for phenomena that invoke strong

toroidal fields are then revisited in NLED in Section 5, with discussion and avenues for extensions provided in Section 6.

2 MAGNETOHYDRODYNAMICS WITH NONLINEAR ELECTRODYNAMICS

In the classical description of magnetised fluids, the electrodynamic sector is derived by varying the Maxwell density, LM =

− 1
4
FµνF

µν ≡ −F 2, where F is the Faraday tensor1. In a general theory, the Lagrangian can depend on not only F 2 but

also its electromagnetic dual, −G2 ≡ − 1
4
(⋆F )µν F

µν , and one can work with L(F 2, G2). However, we consider cases with

Lagrangian functions independent of G, writing L(F 2). This is because (i) G appears at higher orders (relative to F ) in

BI theory (see Sec. 2.2), (ii) G vanishes identically in the ideal MHD limit where the electric field, E, is zero, and more

generally (iii) in keeping with (non-ideal) MHD assumptions we have E ∼ (v/c)B ≪ B for bulk plasma velocity v, and hence

G2 = E ·B ≪ F 2 = (B2 −E2)/2, where B is the magnetic field expressed in terms of orthonormal tetrad components.

In NLED MHD with a single fluid, the current density, J , is found through the generalised Ampére law in the limit where

high-frequency plasma excitations are ignored (e.g., Pereira, Coelho & de Lima 2018),

−∇×
[
L′(F 2)B

]
=

4π

c
J , (1)

where the prime denotes differentiation with respect to argument. The Lorentz force takes its usual form but with the modified

current (1) (e.g., Boillat 1970; Kim 2000; Li, Yang & Wang 2020),

fmag ≡ 1

c
J ×B = −

∇×
[
L′(F 2)B

]
×B

4π
. (2)

Using the generalised force (2), the equations of motion for a magnetised fluid can be written at any desired level of complexity.

2.1 Static, axisymmetric equilibria

We restrict our attention to axisymmetric, static, and ideal fluids, so that the force-balance equations simplify considerably

(the latter are relaxed in Sec. 5). Given that NLED corrections are most likely to apply, if at all, to magnetar environments,

rotational deformations are expected to be small except perhaps in the first year of life as the huge magnetic field spins

down the star rapidly: the observed Galactic magnetars have spin periods on the order of several seconds (Olausen & Kaspi

2014). This justifies the choice v = 0, at least for mature objects, even if it is strictly-speaking inconsistent to model mixed

poloidal-toroidal magnetic fields in the absence of meridional flows (Colaiuda et al. 2008; Suvorov & Glampedakis 2023).

With these restrictions and using expression (2), the equations of motion read

∇p+ ρ∇Φ = fmag, (3)

1 The reader is cautioned that some authors use F or F 2 to denote FµνFµν directly (e.g., Ripoche & Heyl 2019) while others, including

us here, incorporate the factor 1/4. One can, in general, also include the current term in the action.
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Magnetars in nonlinear electrodynamics 3

for mass density ρ, pressure p, and gravitational potential Φ, related via the Poisson equation,

∇2Φ = 4πGρ, (4)

where G is Newton’s constant. The system is closed via an equation of state (EOS; see Sec. 3.3). Other forces can be easily

included within equation (3), such as those associated with crustal elasticity (see Sec. 5.4). To proceed, we note that the

solenoidal nature of B allows us to write (e.g., Haskell et al. 2008; Mastrano et al. 2011; Akgün et al. 2013)

B = ∇ψ(r, θ)×∇ϕ+ T (r, θ)∇ϕ, (5)

where ψ is the poloidal flux function, T is a toroidal component, and we use spherical coordinates {r, θ, ϕ}. Expanding out (3)

we can write two equations, from the polar (r, θ) and azimuthal (ϕ) components, involving the functions ψ and T given some

L. These equations take the remarkably simple form (cf. Li, Yang & Wang 2020)

∇p+ ρ∇Φ =
∇ψ

4πr2 sin2 θ

[
∆̃ψ +

I(ψ)I ′(ψ)

L′(F 2)

]
, (6)

and

I(ψ) = −L′(F 2)T (r, θ), (7)

where we introduce a generalised Grad-Shafranov (GGS) operator2,

∆̃ =
∂

∂r

[
L′(F 2)

∂

∂r

]
+

sin θ

r2
∂

∂θ

[
L′(F 2)

sin θ

∂

∂θ

]
. (8)

Equation (7) can be inverted to deduce T for any given Lagrangian function L using the fact that

F 2 ≡ 1

2
B ·B =

∇ψ · ∇ψ + T 2

2r2 sin2 θ
. (9)

Clearly in the linear (Maxwell) limit, the toroidal function is identifiable exactly as a function of the poloidal flux, though in

general it will be augmented by other terms which are complicated functions of r and θ. At least in the BI or post-Maxwellian

theories, expression (7) can be inverted analytically (see Secs. 2.2 and 2.3, respectively).

As in the Maxwell case, some (arbitrary) choice for I must be made. A physically-motivated option in the spirit of the ‘twisted

torus’ models is set by demanding that the toroidal field be confined to the neutral curves of the poloidal field (Braithwaite

& Spruit 2004, 2006). This can be ensured by taking I(ψ) ∝ (|ψ| − ψc)
σ for |ψ| > ψc and zero elsewhere, where ψc and σ are

positive constants (e.g., Ciolfi et al. 2009; Urbán et al. 2023). Physically, ψc corresponds to the value of |ψ| defining the last

poloidal field line closing within the star. We take σ = 2 as in Mastrano et al. (2011) and thereby set

I(ψ) = i0 (|ψ| − ψc)
2 Θ(|ψ| − ψc) , (10)

where Θ is the Heaviside function and i0 is some constant defining the relative strengths of the poloidal and toroidal sectors.

One is now tasked with solving the non-linear, elliptic equation (6) together with (4) given some EOS and boundary

conditions. In general, the gravitational potential must match to some multipole expansion at the surface, defined by the

vanishing of the (hydromagnetic) pressure, p = 0. The magnetic field should therefore match to some force-free exterior where

the right-hand side of (6) vanishes. Unfortunately, in the general NLED case, the electrovacuum equations cannot be solved

analytically even without currents (i0 = 0). Deducing the boundary conditions therefore requires a numerical or perturbative

approach. The latter construction, together with (approximate) solutions to equation (6) more generally, are deferred to Sec. 3.

2.2 Born-Infeld theory

Thus far we have treated the function L as general. In practice, one must select a theory in order to make numerical estimates.

A number of theories have been motivated in the literature from QED or otherwise (see Bandos et al. 2020, and references

therein), though we concentrate primarily on BI theory and post-Maxwellian ones more generally.

The BI theory has the simple, closed form Lagrangian (Born & Infeld 1934)

LBI(F
2) = −b2

√
1 +

2F 2

b2
+ b2, (11)

for scale parameter b, introduced to temper the singular behaviour of the classical electron self-energy. Born & Infeld (1934)

anticipated b ≈ 0.7c4m2
e/e

3 ≈ 4 × 1015 G, though larger values are required by modern experiments (e.g., Ejlli et al. 2020).

In fact, we will argue that even b ≳ 1016 G places severe restrictions on the hydromagnetic structure of magnetar interiors

(see Sec. 3.2). Based on this, there is the tantalising prospect of constraining the BI parameter by comparing theoretical

expectations with observed values of the more extreme magnetar phenomena; this topic is covered in Secs. 4.1 and 5.

2 Note that this is actually the negative of the usual GS operator in the Maxwell limit where L′(F 2) = −1 (e.g., Mastrano et al. 2011).
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Figure 1. Comparison between the (normalised) BI function (11), at either exact (dotted, black), post-Maxwellian (solid, blue), or post-

post-Maxwellian (solid, red) orders (12), as compared to the Maxwell case (dashed, black).

Figure 1 compares the Maxwell Lagrangian (b→ ∞) to the exact BI function (11) and its PM and PPM expansions, which

can be read off from

LBI(F
2) = −F 2 +

F 4

2b2
− F 6

2b4
+O(F 8). (12)

We see that the PM and PPM expansions work remarkably well even up to B ∼ b, and more importantly the latter at least

provides a conservative estimate for NLED impact around such values (compare red and dotted curves).

The BI Lagrangian is sufficiently simple that expression (7) for the toroidal field can be inverted analytically, leading to

T (r, θ) =
I(ψ)

√
b2r4 sin2 θ + r2∇ψ · ∇ψ

r
√
b2r2 sin2 θ − I(ψ)2

. (13)

The formula (13) has important implications for the magnetic fields pertaining to magnetars, as it imposes the bound

I(ψ)2 < b2r2 sin2 θ, (14)

else the toroidal field diverges and subsequently becomes imaginary. Requiring that the toroidal flux function I(ψ) not exceed

some maximum value (14), and also tend to zero around the poles and origin, implies a range of viable energy partitions (i.e.,

limits on |i0|) for a given poloidal geometry, set by ψ; see Sec. 3.2. One may physically interpret inequality (14) by noticing

that regularising the classical electron self-energy must set a maximum current, and hence maximum toroidal strength. In the

toroidally-dominated limit, the right-hand side of (7) behaves as ∼ T/
√

1 + T 2/b2r2 sin2 θ ⩽ br sin θ, which cannot match I(ψ)

beyond some cutoff. A similar conclusion should hold in non-axisymmetry using a general Helmholtz decomposition for B.

2.3 Parameterised post-Maxwellian theory

Rather than working with some specific theory, one can introduce a set of free parameters so as to consider a theory-agnostic

range of corrections in the form

L(F 2) = −F 2 + αPMF
4 + αPPMF

6 +O(F 8), (15)

for some hierarchy of parameters αPM, αPPM, ..., with units of Gauss−2, Gauss−4, and so on. These coefficients can be read

off from Maclaurin expansions for any given theory.

At leading order, one can also invert expression (7) analytically using the cubic root formula. A critical feature of the solution

is that there is similarly a square root term in the denominator of T as in the BI case (13), which behaves as

TPM(r, θ) ∝
[
αPMr

4 csc2 θI(ψ)2 − 4

27

(
r2 − αPM csc2 θ∇ψ · ∇ψ

)3]−1/2

. (16)

The above implies a maximum limit to the toroidal field strength for a different reason than for the BI case, namely that

L′(F 2) can tend to zero. Of course, higher-order counterterms or non-polynomial turnovers could neutralise this feature.

MNRAS 000, 1–16 (?)
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3 HYDROMAGNETIC STRUCTURE

We are now in a position to tackle one of the main goals of this work: to estimate the impact of structural changes to magnetar

interiors due to strong magnetic fields in NLED.

3.1 Force-free poloidal fields

We begin with a simplified version of the problem, where the left-hand side of (6) is ignored together with currents, viz.

0 = ∆̃ψ. (17)

A necessary step towards approaching the fluid problem involves solving for a force-free configuration via equation (17), as

the latter defines matching conditions at the stellar surface. Although the field in the interior of the star may be considerably

larger and full Lagrangians should be used, the surface field in Galactic magnetars is sufficiently small such that the PM or

PPM terms within (15) should reasonably encapsulate the dynamics (again unless the theory has non-polynomial turnovers).

For the remainder of this paper, we express the spherical radius r in units of the stellar radius R⋆ (so that r is dimensionless).

In general, a complication of cases with αPM ̸= 0 is that the usual decomposition into multipolar components cannot be

carried out because the angular symmetry is broken. To make progress, we follow the method described by Ciolfi et al. (2009)

and Suvorov & Glampedakis (2023) which involves projecting onto a Legendre basis. Consider the expansion,

ψ(r, θ) = − sin θ

ℓmax∑
ℓ=1

fℓ(r)
dPℓ(cos θ)

dθ
, (18)

for radial functions fℓ(r) to be solved for. Making use of the orthogonality relations∫ π

0

dθ
dPℓ(cos θ)

dθ

dPℓ′(cos θ)

dθ
sin θ =

2ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

2ℓ+ 1
δℓℓ′ , (19)

one may project equation (17) into harmonics by multiplying by Legendre polynomials and then integrating over θ. In this

way we reduce the problem to a (coupled) set of ℓmax ordinary differential equations for the functions fℓ(r).

While this could be carried out for some arbitrary ℓmax, we assume that the dipole component is dominant. Equation (17)

then decomposes into a single ordinary differential equation for f1(r). Regrettably, the resulting equation does not appear to

admit any closed-form solutions owing to the high degree of nonlinearity. If, however, we further adopt the ansatz

f1(r) = f1,0(r) + αPMf1,1(r) + α2
PMf1,2(r) + . . . , (20)

and expand out equation (17) by reading off the coefficients of αkPM for each k, a series solution can be found. Note that the

Maxwell contribution takes the well-known form f1,0 = Bp/2r for polar field strength Bp (twice that of the equatorial value).

Expanding out terms to successive orders, we find the solution

f1(r) =
Bp
2

(
1

r
+
αPM

30

B2
p

r7
+

43α2
PM

3000

B4
p

r13

)
+O(α3

PM, αPPM, . . .), (21)

the leading-order piece of which has been reported before (e.g., Ripoche & Heyl 2019). It is possible to obtain the full PM

series solution (20), with f1,k(r) ∝ B2k+1
p r−6k−1. For a general ℓ-pole, we instead find the scaling fℓ,k(r) ∝ r−6k−ℓ.

Expression (21) demonstrates, as expected, that PM effects die off rapidly with radius relative to Maxwellian ones. At the

stellar surface, the dimensionless, relative magnitude of the terms can be simply read off as

f1,1(1)

f0,1(1)
=

1

30
B2
pαPM, (22)

which is ≪ 1 even for B2
pαPM ∼ 1. Note if (22) were of order unity this would signal the breakdown of our perturbative

approach, either at the level of the radial expansion (20) or the action (15). The former can at least be quantified easily by

examining the ratio f1,2(1)/f1,1(1) =
43
100

αPMB
2
p. For BI theory, we report here the PPM solution

ψBI,PPM(r, θ) =
Bp
2

(
1

r
+

1

60r7
B2
p

b2
+

31

84000r13
B4
p

b4
− 5479

7056000r19
B6
p

b6

)
, (23)

which will be useful for constructing internal fields in Sec. 3.2. For the Galactic magnetar SGR 1806–20 with Bp ≈ 4× 1015 G

(Olausen & Kaspi 2014), we see from expressions (22) and (23) that the size of relative corrections are small with αPM ∼
5× 10−33 G−2 if b ∼ 1016 G. Strictly speaking, the PPM corrections are no stronger than the PM ones for Bp ≲ 0.7b.

We close this section with some remarks on normalisation. Although we have and continue to use the symbol Bp to refer

to the polar field strength, it is not really so in NLED. This can be seen by substituting r = 1 into expressions (21) or (23),

revealing an increase to the polar cap strength. Although we could tune the respective coefficients between the Maxwell and

NLED cases to match (for instance) the values ψ(1, π/2), this would instead mean mismatching the asymptotics (i.e. the

value of lim
r→∞

rψ). Such an issue is familiar in studies of general-relativistic extensions of hydromagnetic structure (Rezzolla &

Ahmedov 2004; Pétri 2015). We thus refer to Bp as the polar strength in either case, to be interpreted as the polar dipole

moment divided by the cube of the stellar radius, as measured by an observer at infinity.

MNRAS 000, 1–16 (?)
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3.2 Internal fields

In a self-consistent approach, equation (3) must be solved for the fluid and magnetic variables simultaneously. For barotropic

fluids (where ∇p×∇ρ = 0), we follow Roxburgh (1966) by dividing both sides by the density and taking the curl, leading to

0 = ∇×
{

∇ψ
ρr2 sin2 θ

[
∆̃ψ +

I(ψ)I ′(ψ)

L′(F 2)

]}
, (24)

which can be used to solve for the poloidal flux function if the density is known. The density will not, in general, be spherically

symmetric unless the field is force-free, which makes finding solutions difficult even in the Maxwell case (see, e.g., Haskell et al.

2008). Even in a magnetar, however, the magnetic energy density is expected to be small relative to that of the hydrostatics,

with equipartition defined by the virial limit Bvirial ≈ 1.4 × 1018(M⋆/1.4M⊙)(R⋆/10 km)−2 G for stellar mass M⋆. Thus, so

long as the internal field B ≪ Bvirial, a perturbative approach can be reliably used, where the magnetic field is superimposed

on a spherical background. Writing X → X + δX for fluid variables X, the perturbed version of equation (6) reads

∇δp+ δρ∇Φ+ ρ∇δΦ =
∇ψ

4πr2 sin2 θ

[
∆̃ψ +

I(ψ)I ′(ψ)

L′(F 2)

]
, (25)

which we henceforth simplify further by taking the Cowling approximation (δΦ = 0). Such an approximation is expected to

lead to a factor ≲ 2 underestimate for the mass quadrupole moment of the star (Yoshida 2013); see Sec. 4.

The system (25) can be closed by postulating an EOS relating the perturbed pressure and density, which need not necessarily

match that of the background. A further simplification can be made through the non-barotropic approach devised by Mastrano

et al. (2011), where δp and δρ are instead treated as independent with the magnetic flux, ψ, being prescribed by hand to close

the system. Following these authors, a field configuration is chosen such that: (i) the poloidal component is continuous with

an external dipole field (i.e., expression 21), (ii) the current density vanishes on the surface, and (iii) the toroidal field resides

within the neutral curves. The third of these requirements is automatically fufilled by our earlier choice (10).

In general, as the poloidal field has two components while the current is azimuthal at the surface, we require a functional

form of ψ involving at least three parameters to be fixed. Following Akgün et al. (2013), we choose a polynomial of the form

ψ(r, θ) ≡ f(r) sin2 θ =
Bp
2

(
a2r

2 + a4r
4 + a6r

6 + dr8
)
sin2 θ, (26)

where the minimum power (r2) is chosen so that the current is everywhere finite. The extra constant d ≡ a8 can be kept to

explore a wider range of equilibria. In order to consistently match with an external field (23) (or any other), we further write

each (dimensionless) constant as a series in inverse powers of b, such as a2 = a20+a21B
2
p/b

2+a22B
4
p/b

4+a23B
6
p/b

6, and equate

coefficients at each order. We remark at this point that equation (25) is solved in subsequent sections with the full nonlinear

Lagrangian LBI (as we may have B ≳ b for r ≪ 1), even though we match to the perturbative solution at the magnetospheric

boundary (where B ≲ 0.7b; cf. Fig. 1). Imposing conditions (i) and (ii) described above, we find the lengthy expression

f(r) =
Bp
2

{[
35

8
− d0 +

(
143
480

− d1
)
B2
p

b2
+

(
10013
672000

− d2
)
B4
p

b4
−

(
126017
2257920

+ d3
)
B6
p

b6

]
r2

−

[
21

4
− 3d0 +

(
39
80

− 3d1
)
B2
p

b2
+

(
589

22400
− 3d2

)
B4
p

b4
−

(
5479
53760

+ 3d3
)
B6
p

b6

]
r4

+

[
15

8
− 3d0 +

(
33
160

− 3d1
)
B2
p

b2
+

(
527

44800
− 3d2

)
B4
p

b4
−

(
126017
2688000

+ 3d3
)
B6
p

b6

]
r6

+

(
d0 +

d1B
2
p

b2
+
d2B

4
p

b4
+
d3B

6
p

b6

)
r8
}
,

(27)

which agrees with that found by Akgün et al. (2013) as b→ ∞ for arbitrary d0 (their A5).

Poloidal field lines for the flux function (26) are shown in Figure 2 at increasing orders in the expansion parameter b [from

top-left to bottom-right, O(b0, b2, b4, b6), as indicated in the figure legends]. We fix Bp = 0.7b, d0 = 0, and di = −1 for

i = 1, 2, 3. The colour scale depicts the magnitude of the poloidal field relative to the equatorial value Beq = 7b/20, while the

toroidal region (whose magnitude depends on the unspecified parameter i0) resides in the grey, shaded region. We see that

the field matches continuously with respect to a (BI-augmented) dipole field at each order, while the core structure and field-

strength maximum change somewhat between panels. The largest such change is with respect to the leading-order corrections,

as expected, with the core field strength increasing by a factor ∼ 1.5 between the Maxwell and O(b6) cases. One feature of note

is the widening of the toroidal domain in the BI cases compared to the Maxwell one. While this effect can be suppressed by

tuning di in principle, it is a consequence of the increased flux: ψ > ψc in a larger volume. This implies that a given toroidal

energy in the BI case corresponds to a locally weaker field since the volume increases.

Although the above configurations are in some sense arbitrary because they have not been derived from the true equations of

motion (24), they are qualitatively similar to cases which are. This is demonstrated in Appendix A showing the ‘true’ solution

for a constant-density star, where the leading-order (b2) corrections lead to a similar increase in Bmax and toroidal widening.
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Figure 2. Poloidal field lines associated with expression (27) at successive orders in the BI parameter b, as per plot legends (increasing

in PM order from top-left to bottom-right). The colour scale depicts the poloidal field strength (redder shades indicating greater |Bpol|)
relative to the equatorial value, Beq, for fixed Beq = 7b/20, d0 = 0, and di = −1 for i = 1, 2, 3. The red annulus marks the location of a

hypothetical crust, 0.9 ⩽ r ⩽ 1. At the outer boundary, the field matches continuously to the perturbative PPM solution (23).

3.3 Background hydrostatics

In the non-magnetic limit, suppose the spherical star is in hydrostatic equilibrium. For simplicity, we consider a background

density profile akin to the Tolman VII solution,

ρ = ρc(1− r2), (28)

for central density ρc = 15M⋆/(8πR
3
⋆). The gravitational acceleration, found from the Poisson equation (4), reads

dΦ

dr
=
GM⋆

2R2
⋆
r(5− 3r2), (29)

from which we reverse-engineer the EOS from the Euler equation (3) with B = 0 as

p(ρ) = pc
ρ2 (ρ+ ρc)

2ρ3c
, (30)
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Bp=10
14G

Maxwell

BI

0.001 0.010 0.100 1
0.01

0.10

1

10

100

1000

Magnetic energy partition (Λ)

E
ll
ip
ti
ci
ty

|1
08


ϵ|

Figure 3. Quadrupolar ellipticity (34) as a function of the magnetic energy partition Λ (35) for the Maxwell (dashed, black) and BI (solid,

red) magnetic configurations (27) for Bp = 1014 G. For either theory, the ellipticity vanishes at Λ = Λc ≈ 0.351, with poloidally-dominated

(Λ > Λc) and toroidally-dominated (Λ < Λc) configurations corresponding to oblate (ϵ > 0) and prolate (ϵ < 0) stars, respectively. The
minimum partition, such that the BI toroidal function (13) is real, is Λmin ≈ 2.5× 10−4.

where pc = 15GM2
⋆/(16πR

2
⋆) is the central pressure. While not motivated by any particular physical considerations, the

Tolman VII profile matches reasonably well to realistic EOS and having an analytic profile simplifies subsequent calculations

considerably; see, for instance, Suvorov & Glampedakis (2023) and references therein for a discussion.

4 QUADRUPOLAR ELLIPTICITY

Equipped with the hydrostatic relations of Sec. 3.3, we turn to solving the perturbation problem (25). In fact, we do not need

to solve this equation in its entirety as our primary interest relates to GWs, where only the density enters into the Newtonian

mass quadrupole moment, Q = ϵI0 for ellipticity ϵ and moment of inertia I0, defining the GW strain (Thorne 1980). Taking

the curl of equation (25) gives a simple relation, at least in the Cowling approximation, for δρ which equation can be integrated

up to an arbitrary function of radius which does not contribute to the ellipticity (Mastrano, Lasky & Melatos 2013),

∂δρ

∂θ
= − r

R⋆

dr

dΦ
(∇× fmag) |ϕ. (31)

We define the ellipticity, ϵ, according to (Mastrano et al. 2011)

ϵ =
Izz − Ixx

I0
, (32)

where Ijk are the components of the moment-of-inertia tensor

Ijk = R5
⋆

∫
V

dV (ρ+ δρ)
(
r2δjk − xjxk

)
. (33)

We therefore have, in axial symmetry,

ϵ =
πR5

⋆

I0

∫ 1

0

dr

∫ π

0

dθδρ(r, θ)r4 sin θ(1− 3 cos2 θ). (34)

To compare with previous work, we introduce the poloidal-to-total magnetic energy ratio,

Λ =

∫
V
dVB2

p/8π∫
V
dVB2/8π

, (35)

which is a function of the parameter i0 introduced in expression (10). The ratio Λ is also a function of Bp in general, as the

problem is no longer scale-invariant in NLED. In practice, we define a grid of i0 values for a given ψ, integrate expression (34)

after finding δρ for each i0, and then infer the overall ellipticity profile as a function of the energy partition Λ. Note that Λ = 1

corresponds to a purely poloidal field while Λ ≪ 1 is toroidally-dominated. Since the toroidal (poloidal) field generally leads

to prolate (oblate) distortions, the limitation (14) implies a minimum Λ, Λmin, and a maximum prolateness of order (b≫ Bp)

ϵprolatemax ≈ −6× 10−6(b/1016 G)2 (M⋆/1.4M⊙)
−2 (R⋆/10 km)4 , (36)
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Figure 4. Similar to Fig. 3 except for Bp = 1015 G and different values for the free parameters di (see plot legends). The critical energy

ratio for the BI case is ΛBI,c ≈ 0.258, with Λ < ΛBI,c corresponding to prolate stars. We have Λmin ≈ 2.5×10−2 for the case with di = −1

(red) and Λmin ≈ 3.3× 10−2 for di = 0 (blue). The latter curves overlap throughout most of the domain.

as explored in more detail below. Note that results are not very sensitive to the choice of σ made in (10).

Fixing M⋆ = 1.4M⊙ and R⋆ = 10 km, results with di = 0 are shown in Figure 3 for Bp = 1014 G and b = 1016 G. The

dashed curve shows the Maxwell result, which is in excellent agreement with that found by Mastrano, Lasky & Melatos (2013).

The ellipticity drops sharply at Λ = Λc ≈ 0.351, below which the star is prolate (ϵ < 0) rather than oblate (ϵ > 0) as the

toroidal field begins to dominate the deformation. For Λ ≳ 10−2, the BI (solid) and Maxwell curves overlap, expected as

Bp = 10−2b. However, at extreme partitions where the toroidal component houses > 99% of the total magnetic energy, the

classical ellipticity exceeds that of the BI prediction. This occurs because, although the field maximum increases relative to the

Maxwell case (see Fig. 2), the overall deformation is reduced as |L′
BI(F

2)| < |L′
Max(F

2)| = 1 and I(ψ) ∝ L′(F 2) (expression 7).

A second important feature visible in Fig. 3 concerns minimum values of Λ. In the Maxwell case, this parameter can be

arbitrarily3 negative, suggesting that magnetar ellipticites could, in principle, be very large. In BI theory, because the toroidal

field is limited by condition (14), there is a maximum toroidal energy which depends on the characteristic strength Bp. For

Bp = 1014 G we find Λmin ≈ 2.5× 10−4, which limits the maximum magnitude of the ellipticity to |ϵmax| ≈ 5.7× 10−6, which

has implications for GW detectability (Sec. 4.1) and other phenomena (Sec. 5). Note the curve almost plateaus for Λ ≲ 10−3.

Figure 4 shows instead a case with Bp = 1015 G, where the field is strong enough throughout the star such that the NLED

impact is more evident across the whole range of energy partitions. For comparison, we also show ellipticites for a case where the

di are not zero (red curve), demonstrating that the results are visually indistinguishable. For this value of Bp, the quadrupole

moment is smaller than in the Maxwell case by ≈ 3% for a purely poloidal field (Λ = 1). This occurs again because the

Lagrangian function L′(F 2) entering the GGS operator is smaller in magnitude, though the relative decrease is not negligible

like in the case of Bp = 1014 G (Fig. 3). The partition for which the poloidal oblateness and toroidal prolateness balance reads

Λc ≈ 0.258. Such a shift reflects the fact that the poloidal energy in the core increases relative to the Maxwell case (Fig. 2).

Because the local, poloidal field approaches b, the toroidal sector is much more restricted in this case, with Λmin ≳ 10−2

depending on the choice for the di. Larger, negative values of the di effectively increase the toroidal volume (see Fig. 2) which

means that, for a given energy, the maximum I(ψ) attained there is lower, and hence a smaller value of Λmin is permitted.

Either way, such minima strongly limit the ellipticity range, with the maximum prolateness being a factor few smaller than the

purely-poloidal oblateness. If we were to increase Bp further, progressively smaller values for i0 would be demanded to prevent

T (r, θ) becoming imaginary, with only oblate stars being permitted for Bp ≳ 2× 1015 G (see Sec. 4.1).

3 In practice, there is a limiting partition strength set by stability; Akgün et al. (2013) argue Btor,max ≲ 1017 G×
(
Bp/1015 G

)1/2
in the

Maxwell case. When considering leading-order QED effects, Rau & Wasserman (2021) find that magnetosonic-like instabilities, associated

with Landau quantisation of fermions, can operate on ∼ ms timescales for super-Schwinger fields, complicating the picture.
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Table 1. Comparison of quadrupole-related quantities for deformed magnetars in the BI theory, together with the distance corresponding

to unit SNR for GW-detectability with either DECIGO or ET using expression (38), for a given field strength Bp assuming the maximum
deformation |ϵ| = max{|ϵpol|, |ϵtor|}. We fix b = 1016 G, di = 0, M⋆ = 1.4M⊙, R⋆ = 10 km, fi = 10 Hz, and ff = 1 Hz.

Bp (G) Λmin ϵpol(Λ = 1) ϵtor(Λ = Λmin) DDECIGO(SNR = 1) (kpc) DET(SNR = 1) (kpc) SNR
(

Maxwell
NLED

)
1014 2.51× 10−4 3.65× 10−8 −5.64× 10−6 86.6 21.8 14.0
5× 1014 7.76× 10−3 9.07× 10−7 −4.77× 10−6 14.7 3.69 13.1

1015 3.29× 10−2 3.55× 10−6 −2.13× 10−6 5.45 1.37 15.3

2× 1015 9.96× 10−2 1.32× 10−5 7.49× 10−6 10.1 2.55 8.6
4× 1015 2.86× 10−1 4.35× 10−5 3.78× 10−5 16.7 4.20 5.4

4.1 Gravitational-wave detectability

The GW-detectability of a magnetar depends primarily on its polar field strength, birth period, and internal geometry as the

surface field together with the ellipticity control the spindown rate. For a biaxial star, the GW frequency is twice the spin

frequency, fGW = 2f , and ϵ features directly in the expression for the characteristic GW strain (e.g., Aasi et al. 2014)

h0 =
16π2G

c4
I0|ϵ|f2

D
, (37)

for source distance D. A maximum value for |ϵ| due to the toroidal limitation (14) implies a maximum GW signal-to-noise

ratio (SNR) for a given initial f , D, and so on. Under the optimistic assumption of optimal matched-filtering, the SNR, for an

object that is tracked for a time τ where fGW(τ) = ff/2 but initially f = fi/2, reads (e.g., Dall’Osso, Shore & Stella 2009)

SNR = 2

[∫ ff

fi

df
|h̃(f)|2

Sn(f)
,

]1/2

(38)

where |h̃(f)|2 ≈ 1
2
h2[f(t)]/|ḟGW| in the stationary-phase approximation and Sn is the noise spectral density of the detector.

Although often applied from a birth frequency of ∼ 1 kHz, using only the strain (37) in expression (38) is not really

appropriate in that case because the signal may be contaminated by GWs from the non-axisymmetric core collapse and quasi-

normal ringing. Supposing instead the star is tracked from a magnetar-like frequency fi = 10 Hz until ff = 1 Hz (corresponding

to ≳ 4 yr of spindown for Bp ≈ 4× 1015 G), we estimate the distance such that the SNR (38) equals one using the noise curves

from figure 2 of Yagi (2013). The best-suited detector for this band is the planned DECi-hertz Interferometer GW Observatory

(DECIGO) for which we estimate Sn ≈ 10−49(f/1 Hz)2 Hz−1 around f ≳ 1 Hz by fitting data from Yagi (2013). In this band,

the Einstein Telescope (ET) sensitivty is instead Sn ≈ 1.1×10−43(f/1 Hz)−4 Hz−1. Note the different scalings with frequency:

DECIGO (ET) improves (worsens) in sensitivty as fi → ff . We compute the SNR assuming spindown appropriate for an

orthogonal rotator, so that ḟ ∝ Kdf
3 +KGWf

5 for dipolar and GW contributions with appropriate constants K (Dall’Osso,

Shore & Stella 2009). Note that we ignore NLED augmentations to spindown, which are weak unless B ∼ b; see Sec. 5.2.

For canonical values M⋆ = 1.4M⊙ and R⋆ = 10 km, the results are shown in the fifth and sixth columns of Table 4.1 for

DECIGO and ET, respectively. For reference, we also list the minimum permitted Λ such that (14) is respected, together

with the ellipticities calculated from equation (34) in either the maximally-toroidal or purely poloidal states, and the relative

SNR between Maxwell and NLED cases for Λmin ⩽ Λ ⩽ 1. Note in particular that once Bp ≳ 0.2b = 2 × 1015 G, restriction

(14) becomes so severe that the star can only be oblate. A consequence of this is a turnover in the distance formula, so that

adolescent magnetars with Bp ≳ 1015 G may be more difficult to detect than previously estimated. Still, detections out to the

Magellanic clouds are feasible with DECIGO: for typical strengths Bp ∼ few× 1014 G, the detection horizon is ≲ 50 kpc.

5 IMPLICATIONS FOR MAGNETAR PHENOMENA

We turn to exploring some ways in which the constructions and estimates made in previous sections may manifest in astrophys-

ical observations involving magnetars. These include that relevant for crustal field evolution (Sec. 5.1), spindown (Sec. 5.2),

GRB phenomena (Sec. 5.3), overstraining events and flares (Sec. 5.4), and (anti)-glitches (Sec. 5.5).

5.1 Hall-Ohm evolution

How does the magnetic field in the crust of a neutron star evolve in NLED? The physical picture we adopt is the standard

one involving a stationary lattice of ions strewn with mobile electrons whose motion gradually advects the field lines, while the

finite conductivity of the material leads to Ohmic dissipation. The evolution of the core field will also be affected by changes

to the effective current (1), though the topic of core evolution (a lá ambipolar diffusion) even for the Maxwell case is not fully

agreed upon (e.g., Passamonti et al. 2017; Gusakov, Kantor & Ofengeim 2017). As the Lorentz force has the same functional
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form in BI-MHD (2), the particle momentum equations remain the same and it is only the Maxwell sector that differs. In

considering non-ideal evolution, the electric field should strictly-speaking be restored within the Lagrangian function, viz.

F 2 = 1
2
(B2 − E2), and perhaps the dual G2 ̸= 0. However, as discussed in Sec. 2, we operate within the MHD regime such

that E ∼ (v/c)B ≪ B and hence these contributions are negligible except in cases with unphysically large couplings.

To derive an equation for the crustal field evolution, we note that the NLED Faraday equation persists in the usual Maxwell

form (e.g., Boillat 1970; Kim 2000; Pereira, Coelho & de Lima 2018),

∂B

∂t
= −c∇×E. (39)

Using Ohm’s law4,

E = J/σ0 + J ×B/neec, (40)

where we make use of the definition J = −neev, and taking its curl leads to the familiar induction equation from (39)

∂B

∂t
= −∇×

(
cJ

σ0
+

J ×B

nee

)
. (41)

In the above we have introduced the electrical conductivity parallel to the magnetic field, σ0, and electron number density ne.

In a strongly-magnetised medium, the conductivity effectively bifurcates into components which are parallel and orthogonal

to B; this is treated consistently in the non-quantising limit as above through the Hall term (see Urpin & Yakovlev 1980).

Quantum effects complicate the picture significantly, as σ0 can change by factors of ∼ 10 due to Shubnikov-de-Haas oscillations

(Rau & Wasserman 2023). A strong magnetic field may also influence the background EOS: effects involving spin polarisation

and Landau quantisation can adjust the bulk properties of the star, with an overall stiffening for |B| ≫ BQED (Cardall, Prakash

& Lattimer 2001). A magnetic stratification could also lead to battery-like effects implicitly ignored in equation (41).

Incorporating the NLED Ampére law (1), we arrive at the generalised Hall-MHD induction equation

0 =
∂B

∂t
−∇×

{
c2∇×

[
L′( 1

2
B2)B

]
4πσ0

+
c∇×

[
L′( 1

2
B2)B

]
×B

4πnee

}
. (42)

One sees from equation (42) that the Hall and Ohm timescales should increase relative to their Maxwellian counterparts by a

factor ∼
√

1 +B2/b2. This implies that ultra-strong fields in magnetars may be preserved for longer, though the effects are

minimal unless B2 ≳ b2. An interesting aspect of (42) is that, even in the absence of the Hall term, multipolar components

should decay in unison to some degree due to the nonlinear coupling. In the Maxwell case, the decay of Ohmic modes are

decoupled meaning that one may expect the dipole field to be dominant at late times as it decays slowest.

We provide a simple, worked example for field evolution using the ‘volume-averaged’ scheme introduced by Aguilera, Pons

& Miralles (2008), where spatial dependencies are washed out by treating B as a scalar and replacing ∇ → 1/L̃ for system

length-scale L̃. For a crust-confined dipole, we expect L̃ ∼ 0.1R⋆. In this scheme, equation (42) becomes

0 = Ḃ(t) +
c

4πL̃2

√
1 + B(t)2

b2

[
cB(t)

σ0
+
B(t)2

nee

]
, (43)

which can be easily solved subject to the initial condition B(0) = B0 for initial (volume-averaged) field strength B0.

Figure 5 shows solutions to equation (43) for B0 = b (left) and B0 = 2b (right) where we prescribe some representative

parameters relevant for the inner crust, viz. ne = 1036 cm−3 and σ0 = 1024 s−1. For contrast, we show both the BI (solid,

red) and Maxwellian (dashed, black) tracks. As expected, the BI field is always larger than the Maxwellian one for t > 0,

though the effects are small unless B ≳ b. After a kyr of evolution we find, for example, BBI/BMax ≈ 1.14 for B0 = 2b. At

times t ≳ 102 kyr the curves are indistinguishable as B(t) ≪ b by this point irrespective of the initial field. The temporary

preservation of a strong field, as depicted in Fig. 5, could influence the stellar evolutionary track in a few ways.

Because magnetic decay is stalled, Joule heating is reduced in kind by a factor ∼ L′(F 2) implying that highly-magnetised

objects should appear colder. This may help to explain why the class of ‘ultra-long period’ objects (ULPs) appear to be both

cold and magnetar-like, assuming they are isolated neutron stars (cf. de Ruiter et al. 2024, for a critical discussion). These

sources were seen to pulse in the radio band, in a way that is phenomenologically similar to pulsars, and yet were invisible to

follow-up X-ray searches (e.g., Hurley-Walker et al. 2022). If they did indeed house polar field-strengths of order ≳ 1016 G, as

would fit with spindown bounds and pair-production thresholds (as for GLEAM-X J162759.5–523504.3; Suvorov & Melatos

2023), alleviating tensions with thermal limits — which pose a challenge for the magnetar interpretation — becomes easier.

4 Since the particle momentum equations are the same as in Maxwellian MHD, this law can be ‘derived’ using the standard arguments given
by Goldreich & Reisenegger (1992); see equation (13) therein, where we drop chemical terms assuming fluid motions occur instantaneously

relative to magnetic evolution timescales. Thermoelectric terms and those accounting for electron inertia are similarly dropped.
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Figure 5. Solutions to equation (43), describing the volume-averaged field evolution as a function of time in BI theory (solid curves)

relative to the Maxwell case (dashed), subject to the initial condition B0 = b = 1016 G (left) or B0 = 2× 1016 G (right).

5.2 Spindown

Maintaining a stronger polar-field strength also implies that the star should spin-down faster than in the Maxwellian case,

where the spindown rate of an inclined rotator in vacuum reads (e.g., Manchester & Taylor 1977)

Ṗ (t) = 4π2Bp(t)
2 sin2 χ(t)R6

⋆

6I0P (t)c3
, (44)

for spin period P and magnetic inclination angle χ. In NLED, the Poynting flux, S, is augmented by a factor which is related

to the effective increase of the surface dipole, as per the perturbative solution (21) (Denisov et al. 2016). We have

S =
1

4π
E ×H = −L

′(F 2)

4π
E ×B, (45)

which can be integrated given some magnetospheric solution to deduce the adjusted spindown rate. Such a calculation was

carried out by Ripoche & Heyl (2019) in the perturbative, PM framework finding an effective increase in the radiated power

at the surface of the star in the form (see equations 2.22 and 3.10 therein)

LPM

LMax
≈ 1 +

12

5
αPMB

2
p. (46)

For the BI theory, αPM = 1/2b2 and hence for Bp = 0.5b spindown may be enhanced by ≈ 30%. However, care should be taken

since the PM expansion becomes an increasingly poor approximation as the field grows: a counterterm ∼ B4
p/b

4 at PPM order

will reduce the NLED contribution. Nevertheless, for Bp ≲ 0.5b we anticipate a BI-adjusted spindown law of the form

Ṗ (t) ≈ 4π2Bp(t)
2 sin2 χ(t)R6

⋆

6I0P (t)c3

[
1 +

6

5

Bp(t)
2

b2

]
, (47)

which, combined with decay-stalling, could steepen the light curves of millisecond magnetars. Corrections to such a formula

accounting for magnetospheric drag were studied by Pétri (2015), who found the result sin2 χ→ k1 + k2 sin
2 χ for k1,2 ≈ 1.

5.3 Gamma-ray bursts and dynamos

In a neutron-star binary coalescence event where the constituents are not too heavy, a third, more extreme neutron star may

be born. Due to (orbital) angular momentum conservation, such a remnant is expected to be rapidly rotating with a high

degree of differential rotation that can excite dynamo activity (e.g., Kiuchi et al. 2024).

A hotly debated topic in the GRB literature concerns whether or not magnetar remnants are capable of launching a relativistic

jet that can drill through the polar baryon pollution (see Ciolfi 2020, for a review). Numerical simulations of mergers that leave

a magnetar tend to find that magnetic field strengths approaching equipartition are needed to a launch a relativistic jet (if

indeed a jet can be launched). However, if the toroidal field is capped due to condition (14), this could set an effective bottleneck

for both the hoop stress collimating the jet (‘magnetic tower’) and dynamo activity: the feedback cycle of poloidal-toroidal

amplification halts as the toroidal field approaches the ceiling. If a magnetar were to be confirmed as a central engine in a

merger-driven GRB (e.g. via pulsed emissions), the jet Lorentz factor may be used to implicitly set a lower bound on the BI

critical field via the requirement b ≳ Bϕ. The unavailability of strong magnetic pressures may also reduce the collapse time of

a supra- or hypermassive object (Suvorov & Glampedakis 2022).
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Figure 6. Dimensionless ratios of BI-to-Maxwell stresses (48) in the rθ (left) and θθ − ϕϕ (right) directions within a ‘crust’ for the field

(27), with redder shades indicating a greater ratio R. The classical polar strength is fixed as Bp = b/2.

There is tentative evidence for |ϵ| ≫ 10−6 from GRB afterglow data: Lasky & Glampedakis (2016) found that values of

|ϵ| ∼ 10−3 are consistent with some X-ray lightcurves (such as GRB 090510; see also Suvorov & Kokkotas 2020). Because

of (36), such an ellipticity can only be sourced by the poloidal field or non-magnetic mechanisms unless b ≳ 1017 G (see

Tab. 4.1). Such values are competitive with terrestrial experiments (Akmansoy & Medeiros 2018). An oblate ϵ ∼ 10−3 requires

Bp ≈ few × 1016 G, where NLED effects should be significant. More importantly, a poloidally-sourced ellipticity implies that

dipolar spindown likely dominates over GW losses even for spin frequencies approaching breakup so that the braking index

should not exceed n ∼ 3 unless b≫ Bp, where Bp could be large in a remnant.

5.4 Crustal failures

A popular theory for outburst triggers in magnetars relates to crustal failures. The basic picture is that once some critical

stress threshold is met, a plastic deformation is initiated together with local magnetic relaxation such that field lines, anchored

to the crust, are twisted (e.g., Li, Levin & Beloborodov 2016). One of the key model ingredients is how elastic stresses compare

to magnetic ones (Lander & Gourgouliatos 2019). A crude comparison can be made by simply comparing the magnitudes of

the magnetic stress-tensor components between the Maxwell and NLED cases. To that end, consider the ratio (for each i, j)

R(i, j) =
L(F 2)δij − L′(F 2)BiBj

BiBj − 1
2
B2δij

. (48)

We calculate R for various tensorial components using the configurations detailed in Sec. 3.2, ignoring complications about

the character of Lagrangian displacements induced by magnetic stresses (see Kojima 2024).

Two of the components identified as important by Kojima (2024) for the failure problem, namely those in the rθ (left) and

θθ − ϕϕ (right) directions, are shown in Figure 6 for Bp = 0.5b. Attention has been restricted to the ‘crust’ 0.9 ⩽ r ⩽ 1 and,

for simplicity, only poloidal stresses are shown (i0 = 0). The ratios span the range 0.87 ≲ R ≲ 1.08 with the lower and upper

limits reached near polar (θ ≈ 0, π) and equatorial (θ ≈ π/2) colatitudes, respectively, at the base of the crust (r ≈ 0.9). The

fact that R exceeds unity near the equator implies one may expect more frequent failures there relative to the Maxwell case,

with the reverse applying near the poles, since the elastic stress should counterbalance the electromagnetic stress. This is likely

to skew the anticipated waiting time distribution for flares to later times, as Hall drift tends to tangle field lines near the pole

and hence build stresses there (see figure 2 in Perna & Pons 2011). This will be investigated in future work.
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5.5 Magnetic (anti)-glitches

As first described by Ioka (2001), rapid changes to the quadrupolar ellipticity of a magnetar may bring about glitch-like activity.

By angular momentum conservation, a sudden reequilibriation ϵi → ϵf would lead to a fractional change in f of order

δf

f
≈ 2

3
(ϵi − ϵf) . (49)

While this model was discussed by Garcia & Ranea-Sandoval (2015) in the context of the anti-glitch seen in 1E 2259+586, a

positive glitch is also possible if ϵi > ϵf (Mastrano, Suvorov & Melatos 2015). In the latter case, a dynamical decay (growth)

in the poloidal (toroidal) sector could be expected. Such a rapid rearrangement would likely be accompanied by high-energy

activity; for instance, crustal yielding could lead to a local relaxation in the magnetic field and hence a small change in ϵ.

In the BI theory, maximum values for the toroidal ellipticity also imply an upper limit to the size of a magnetically-induced

glitch. For SGR 1935+2154 with Bp ≈ 4×1014 G, results from Tab. 4.1 indicate a maximum shift of ≈ 5×10−6 for b = 1016 G.

Using equation (49), this implies a maximum glitch magnitude of δf ≈ (b/1016 G)2 µHz for P = 3.25 s. This is about half the

size of the large glitch seen in this object prior to the release of a fast radio burst in 2020 October (δf ≈ 1.8+0.7
−0.5 µHz; Younes

et al. 2023) suggesting a floor b ⩾
√
2× 1016 G, assuming magnetic rearrangement was responsible for the burst and glitch.

6 DISCUSSION

In this work, we explore the impact of NLED on magnetar structure. After reviewing MHD basics (Sec. 2) coupled to some

beyond-Maxwell theory (though focussing on BI; Sec. 2.2), we solve for the leading-order dipole corrections to the force-free

field in vacuum using a perturbative approach, finding expression (21) at the PM level in an arbitrary theory. The method

introduced by Mastrano et al. (2011) is then used to match a non-linear interior field to a PPM vacuum (see Fig. 2). We then

compute the magnetically-induced biaxiality, quantified through the quadrupolar ellipticity (34), which leads to the emission

of GWs as the star rotates. We find that the GW amplitude is generally reduced in NLED owing primarily to restrictions on

the toroidal field set by the azimuthal equation of motion (7), which implies a maximum prolateness (36). Such a maximum

may be in tension with observations of long-period magnetar X-ray modulations made by Makishima et al. (2014) and others

if interpreted as free precession, or GRB afterglow data, as both seem to require |ϵ| ≳ 10−4, unless b ≳ 1017 G. Even so, with

DECIGO the prospects for detecting GWs from adolescent, Galactic magnetars are not overly pessimistic (see Tab. 4.1).

We also explore how limitations on the toroidal partition together with the effective augmentation of the near-surface field

impacts on magnetar phenomena. For example, we find that because the current is effectively reduced in NLED via the

generalised Ampére law (1), the effective Ohmic and Hall timescales are reduced slightly for super-Schwinger fields (see Fig. 5).

This may help to explain the coldness and longevity of strong fields in the mysterious class of ULPs, assuming (a subset of

them) are isolated magnetars (Hurley-Walker et al. 2022; Suvorov & Melatos 2023; de Ruiter et al. 2024), especially since

spindown is also accelerated for strong fields (see equation 47). A thorough investigation of Hall-Ohm (and magnetothermal

more generally) evolution in NLED, including crustal plasticity (Sec. 5.4), is reserved for future work.

Several extensions of this study are natural. One path involves the inclusion of general-relativistic effects, which may have

interesting interplays with NLED as the energy density T tt becomes large (Rezzolla & Ahmedov 2004; Pétri 2015). It has been

argued, for instance, that the Blandford-Znajek process is less effective in NLED (Li & Wang 2020), which could influence the

properties of relativistic jets relevant for GRBs (Sec. 5.3). Explicit solutions to the GGS equation, either for non-barotropic or

barotropic stars (compare the calculations in Secs. 3.2 and Appendix A), could also be useful to study the stability of internal

fields along the lines discussed by Rau & Wasserman (2021) for the core or Rau & Wasserman (2023) for the crust. It would

also be worth tackling the magnetosphere problem in more detail. Using the methodology introduced by Urbán et al. (2023)

and Stefanou, Urbán & Pons (2023), the force-free NLED structure of the magnetosphere could be solved for, including the

possibility of rotation (‘NLED pulsar equation’). The structure of coronal loops, for example, relating magnetic topology to

flare properties and hotspots may differ because the effective twist is modulated by L′(F 2), as per equation (7).

Finally, it is important to note we do not discuss superconductivity/fluidity in this paper, though an understanding of such

phenomena is probably crucial for accurately modelling the stellar interior; it is unclear what role NLED may play in this case.
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Figure A1. Similar to Fig. 2, though for solutions to equation (A1) in the Maxwell (left) and BI (right; order b2) cases for Bp = 2b/3.
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APPENDIX A: HYDROMAGNETIC EQUILIBRIA FOR CONSTANT-DENSITY STARS

Although the magnetic fields constructed in Sec. 3.2 abide by a number of physically-motivated conditions, they do not arise as

solutions to the equations of motion (24). To see how they compare with cases that do solve the generalised Roxburgh (1966)

equation, we consider the simple case of constant-density stars with dipolar, poloidal fields.

For constant ρ and I(ψ) = 0, equation (24) becomes

0 = ∇×
(

∇ψ∆̃ψ
r2 sin2 θ

)
= ∇

(
∆̃ψ

r2 sin2 θ

)
×∇ψ,

(A1)

where

∆̃ψ =
∂

∂r

[
L′

(
∇ψ · ∇ψ
2r2 sin2 θ

)
∂ψ

∂r

]
+

sin θ

r2
∂

∂θ

[
L′ ( ∇ψ·∇ψ

2r2 sin2 θ

)
sin θ

∂ψ

∂θ

]
. (A2)

It is clear that the set of magnetostatic equilibria in this case (and barotropic cases more generally) are restricted because the

field must now satisfy equation (A1); see Glampedakis & Lasky (2016) for a discussion on the severity of this constraint.

As before, the nonlinearity embedded within L prevents a multipolar decomposition. We use the orthogonality relation (19)

to project the dipole equation for a function f(r) introduced via ψ(r, θ) = f(r) sin2 θ. This equation can be solved by imposing

regularity at the center and matching to the external field (23), truncated to order b2 here for simplicity. The Maxwell solution,

which matches the analytic result from Appendix A of Haskell et al. (2008) up to sign, is depicted in the left panel of Figure A1.

Fixing Bp = 2b/3, the solution at order b2 is shown in the right panel. Overall, the same qualitative features observed in Fig. 2

persist: (i) the field is locally stronger near the origin (by a factor ∼ 1.5), and (ii) the region where ψ > ψc effectively widens

(where a toroidal field, if present, resides in the twisted-torus framework via expression 10).
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