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ABSTRACT

We study the ffects of diferent descriptions of the solar surface convection on terei
frequencies of p-modes. 1-D evolution calculations of thel Sun and 3-D hydrodynamic
and magnetohydrodynamic simulations of the current saréae performed. These calcula-
tions rely on realistic physics. Averaged stratificatiohshe 3-D simulations are introduced
in the 1-D solar evolution or in the structure models. Theefgequencies obtained are com-
pared to those of 1-D models relying on the usual phenomgiedmf convection and to
observations of the MDI instrument aboard SoHO. We alsostigate how the magnetic ac-
tivity could change the eigenfrequencies and the solausadissuming that, 3 Mm below the
surface, the upgoing plasma advects a 1.2 kG horizontal field

All models and observed eigenfrequencies are fairly cladevib3 mHz. Above 3 mHz
the eigenfrequencies of the phenomenological convectiodefs areabovethe observed
eigenfrequencies. The frequencies of the models basedeoB-h simulations are slightly
belowthe observed frequencies. Their maximum deviatios & uHz at 3 mHz but drops
below 1uHz at 4 mHz. Replacing the hydrodynamic by the magnetohydrachic simula-
tion increases the eigenfrequencies. The shift is neddidgiblow 2.2 mHz and then increases
linearly with frequency to reach 1.7 uHz at 4 mHz. The impact of the simulated activity is
a 14 milliarcsecond shrinking of the solar layers near thecapdepth unity.

Key words: Physical data and processes: surface convection and naguoévity. Sun:
helioseismology, radius.

1 INTRODUCTION deeper into the interior. Finally, the magnetic activitsosgly af-

. fects those regions.
Modelling the few megameters below the surface of solae-stprs g

requires to take account of a very rich and complicated jgisysi Both helio- and asteroseismological observations have @i
(Nordlund et al.[(2009)). The stellar medium goes from agiljc out the weaknesses in the understanding of the surfacee Buth's
thick and fully ionized to optically thin and neutral. Thisgessi- case, the absolute frequencies that are observed are syis@iy
tates a sophisticated equation of state and forbids thefike dif- below those that are computed from models (Turck-Chieze et a
fusion approximation for photons as in stellar interioraeTvave- (1997); Rabello-Soares (2008); but see Rosenthal et a89)).9
length dependent radiative transfer equation must be askeldedi- The diference has been identified as related to surféieets and
rectly instead|(Nordlund (1982)). Large scale physicalcpsses  consequently dubbed the surface term. Addressing thecsudam
also contribute to the complexity of the region : the radad &ati- in the solar case is not only interesting with respect torqaigsics
tudinal rotation profiles change right below the surfaces(Bet al. but is also important for other low mass stars where modeifiden
(1999)] Corbard & Thompsbh (2002)), the convection is ertly cation is more dficult than in the Sun.

turbulent and becomes sonic near the visible surface, tbos ¢ Following the work of Rosenthal etlal. (1999) (hereafter R99

pressibility efects and turbulent pressure cannot be neglected aspow with a discussion of magneticfects, we intend to compare
various solar models and their absolute p-mode frequentiese
1-D models are computed with the same 1-D stellar evolutiatec

* E-mail: It p@yahoo.com They only difer with respect to the treatment of surface convec-
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tion andor surface activity. Two of them are buildt using tradi-
tional phenomenologies: the mixing length theory (BohrteNse
(1958)) and the more sophisticated full spectrum of tunibcee
model (Canuto et all (1996)). Numerical simulation havdioed
the limits of the phenomenological models in addressingstire
face convection| (Ludwig et al. (2002); Ludwig et al. (2008})e
other models rely on 1-D horizontal and time averages of 3D s
ulations of surface convection. Some of these models usaypur
hydrodynamic 3-D simulations while others rely on magngtoh
drodynamic 3-D simulations.

In the following we first describe how the 1-D solar models are
buildt (§2). We address the 3-D hydrodynamic surface simulations
(§2:2), give the main inputs to our secular evolution cdieq) and
describe the calibration proces2(3). In§3 we compare the abso-
lute frequencies of our models to the observed ones. We dicsisf
on the hydrodynamicféects considering the frequencies about the
minimum of the activity cycle§3.1). Then we address the impact
of magnetic field on the absolute frequencies and on the photo
spheric radius§3.2). We discuss our results and concludgZh

2 BUILDING THE SOLAR MODELS

We treat the surface convection using 3-D (magneto)hydranhyc
simulations or the customary 1-D phenomenologies. Both ap-
proaches provide us with the average vertical structuréefup-
per solar convection zone. For 3-D simulations, the meatifstr
cation includes fects of the interaction between radiative transfer
and convective motions, turbulent pressure and the magfielt.
These fects are directly or indirectly included as boundary con-
ditions to the 1-D solar structure. In order to estimatertimepact,
1-D solar models are also buildt in the frameworks of the Lsua
phenomenologies of surface convection: the mixing lengéorty
and the full spectrum of turbulence phenomenology. In thievie

ing, we first describe the 3-D simulations then turn to the 4elr
secular models and to how 3-[¥ects are incorporated into them.

2.1 Surface convection simulations

We use the Stagger magnetohydrodynamic dode (Stein & Nualdlu
(1998)] Beeck et al. (2012)). Stagger is a 'box in the stqétyode.
Our simulation domain is 600& 6000 km horizontally and ex-
tends from~940 km above the Rosseland optical depibss = 1

to ~2900 km belowrr.ss = 1 corresponds to -69 km on the geo-
metrical scale of the 3-D domain. The equations of compbéssi
magnetohydrodynamics are solved explicitly for a few hadrso-
lar surface time and over 22@ells. The mesh resolution in both
horizontal directions is constant at 25 km but varies in theiwal
direction to catch the rapid variation in the physical ctiodis. Be-
ing as low as about 7 km near optical depth unity and the uyideyrl
superadiabatic region it is as high as 33 km at the lower baynd
of the domain. Performing solar surface hydrodynamic satiohs
Robinson et al! (2003) have shown that the average supbeditia
gradient and turbulent pressure (both important quastite the
structure calculation of the upper convection zone) areyneale-
pendent of the horizontal extent of the box when varied fr@&s0L
km to 5400 km. This result was reached for a 2800 km depth, com-
parable to ours, but fewer grid points and much coarser siziés
than in our calculations. We are therefore confident thattineent
domain extension and mesh refinement af@cant for the pur-
pose of the calculations (See also Stein & Nordlund (1998)afo
discussion on resolution).

The gravity field is assumed constant at lcgg.437 through-
out the domain. The density and the specific internal enefglyeo
plasma entering the domain from the lower edge are adjusted t
2.2310°g.cm 3 and 987 102ergg! respectively in order to ob-
tain a time averagedfective temperature of 5772 K. At the solar
surface the medium goes from optically thick to opticallintand
from almost fully ionized to almost completely neutral. Czan-
not avoid a sophisticated microphysics to describe thegens.
We have adapted the OPAL 2005 equation of state to Stagder wit
the solar surface composition prescription of Asplund 2(2009)
(hereafter A09): the hydrogen and metal mass fraction agee
tively X=0.7381 and Z£0.0134. The contribution to heating and
cooling due to radiation is accounted for by solving the atide
transfer equation at each time-step during the simulationga
rays passing through all points at the optical surface. Ve aus
Feautier-like|(Feautrier (1964)) long-characteristitvepand con-
sider eight inclined directions plus the vertical for thegaWe
also account for non-greyffects by sorting out wavelengths into
twelve opacity bins (Nordlund (1982); Skartlien (2000)y@aling
to their relative strength and to spectral region, thenisglthe
radiative transfer equation assuming an appropriate geespac-
ity and a collective (integrated) source function for eagh Bhe
monochromatic continuous and line opacities come from an up
dated version of the Uppsala opacity package (Trampedaah, et
in prep.; Gustafsson etlal. (1975); Plez, priv. comm.) aretaye
bin opacities are computed according to the method desthige
Collet et al. (201/1). The monochromatic source functiores as-
sumed to be purely thermal (i.e. equal to the Planck fungtibhe
opacities used to form the binning and solve the transfeakme
based on the solar composition derived by A09.

We performed two solar convection simulations : a purely hy-
drodynamic one and a magnetohydrodynamic one. Both models a
started from a previously hydrodynamic simulation relyorgthe
MHD equation of state (hereafter EoS). Thus the changesen th
thermal average structure or any quantity related to theuyrs
of the convection stem from theftérences between the MHD and
the OPAL EoS (see Trampedach €t al. (2006) for a comparison of
the two Eo0S). The simulations are first run over 6000 s of solar
surface time. Then 24 snapshots are stored every 5 minugs ov
the next 2 hours of solar time. The temporal and spatial gesra
are computed from these last snapshots. As we are inteliagtesl
average structure of the solar upper layers we have to etisare
these models are thermally and statistically relaxed.

i) Mass and energy fluxe§Vhile the mass fluxes at the up-
per boundary are negligible the average incoming mass fltheat
lower boundary is 2 101g.cm2.s7L. Its difference to the average
outgoing mass flux is about4104g.cm2.s71. Throughout the box
the upgoingdowngoing mass flux flierence is always less than
103g.cm2.s7! and there is no mass redistribution along the sim-
ulation time. At a given (snapshot) moment the lower boupdar
energy flux difers by up to 44% from the nearly constant upper ra-
diative flux. However this dierence shows no temporal trend and
on average the incoming and outgoing fluxe®ediby less than 5%.

i) Temperature and pressure profitdsigure[1 shows the evo-
lution of the maximum of the fluctuations in temperature @ns
ered over the whole simulation box. Actually this maximuma}s
occurs within 300 km aroundg.ss = 1. It does not evolve with
time. Figurdl also shows that, at any depth, the averagedmtail
temperature averaged over 1 hour or more remains within 2 per
cent of the average horizontal temperature over the wholelak
tion duration. This illustrates that the temperature ayesdecome
nearly independent of the integration time after 1 hour tdissur-
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Figure 1. Solid line: time evolution of the maximum of the absoluteuel
of c(w, vy), the correlation between velocities in both horizontaédiions.
Dotted line: time evolution of the maximum of the absolutéugaof the
temperature fluctuation with respect to the average teriperaDashed
line : time evolution of the maximum of the absolute value leé tifer-
ence between the temperature averaged until that time artértiperature
averaged over the whole simulation duration.

face time. The behavior of the pressure is comparable twthhe
temperature.

iii) Velocities the maximum velocity throughout the box is re-
markably constant around 14 ksn'. The maximums are always
located in the superadiabatic layer betweggs = 1 and 250 km
below. The correlation cdgcient between velocities along hori-

zontal axes is cyvy) = % where the bars denote horizon-

tal and time averages and ths denote the standard deviations e.g.

so(vy) = \/v_i—v_xz. Robinson et al.| (2003) simulations suggest
c(vx, vy) is actually the slowest quantity to converge statisticall
Figure[d show that it falls steeply during the first 30 minutess
below 0.03 at any depth after 40 minutes of simulation andicen
ues to decrease as time elapses.

The convergence of quantities such as temperature, pesssur
convective velocities is crucial to us. We aim at using therages
of these quantities directly in the 1-D models or to rely oenthto
compute the thermal superadiabatic gradient and the embptes-
sure: we use the average of temperature vs. gas pressuierrela
to derive the thermal gradient dip@inPf. In the following this
gradient is dubbed the hydrodynamic gradi®atp or magneto-
hydrodynamicVyyp gradient owing to its calculation from the two
different sets of 3-D simulations. Note that the turbulent presis
computed according to the approximate formula,R p(v_§ -9
wherep and v, respectively denote density and vertical velocity. In
the solar interior this approximationftirs by less than 15% from
the exact turbulent pressure.

In the magnetohydrodynamic simulation a 1.2 kG uniform,
untwisted, horizontal field is advected into the computstiado-
main by inflows at the lower boundary. In the outflows the aiti
derivative of all the field components vanishes. The turnowvee
from 2.9 Mm is about 1 hour, so the calculation was relaxed fér
turnover times before data started to be collected. Theemtive
flows produce a hierarchy of serpentine loops with smallason

1 All the derivatives of this work are obtained thanks to thel IBe-
riv.pro routine that performs a numericalfféirentiation using a 3 points
Lagrangian interpolation.
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Figure 2. Upper panel : average temperature profile vs depth of the hy-
drodynamic simulation (Solid line) and the magnetohydradyic model
(Dotted line). Lower panel : relative variation of the aggaemperature
profile between the hydrodynamic simulation and the madnyetmdy-
namic simulation.

riding piggy back on the larger one. Such simulations hawee pr
duced bipolar flux emergence and magnetic field distribstibat
agree well with observations (Stein & Nordlurd (2012)). iBes
the presence of a magnetic field, the magnetohydrodynamig- si
lation relies on exactly the same physical inputs and patermas
the purely hydrodynamic one and is started from the samilinit
state. Its 24 snapshots are used to estimate the same gsaasit

in the hydrodynamic simulation plus the distribution of tinag-
netic field. For optical depths larger thag,ss = 1071, the physi-

cal quantities described above are wealffeeted by the magnetic
field, the most significant changes occuring only within 0.5aM
of the visible surface. For instance the average temperatafile
changes by at most 3% atrress ~ 4 With respect to purely hydro-
dynamic simulations (see Figurke 2). The rms of turbulertaigies

are an exception: they are decreased )% all the way down the
simulation bottom. From the energy density point of view ¢fas
pressure is always much larger than the turbulent prestharejax-
imum ratio being at 14% in the superadiabatic region. In thm
magnetic pressure only represeat85% of the turbulent pressure
throughout the superadiabatic region. We remark that #ases to

be true deeper down or above the visible surface where the mag
netic pressure dominates a vanishing turbulent pressimallyFwve
mention that the ratio of the rms of the horizontal magnegtdfi
over p*3 (with p the average density) does not depend on depth.
This is a characteristic feature of relaxed magnetohydradhic
simulations. Atrgess = 1 (0 = 2.1107g.cm®) the rms of the hori-
zontal and vertical magnetic fields are respective|y-240 G and

B, = 140 G. Figuré B displays the emerging continuum intensities
from the last snapshots of the hydrodynamic and magnetobyelr
namic runs. In agreement with simulations exhibiting simgur-
face fields |(Stein et all (2011)), the field intensity considehas

no significant &ect on the shape of the convective cells. However
bright points appear in the downflows of magnetohydrodyeami
simulated surface and the maximum to minimum ratio of enmgrgi
intensity increases.

2.2 Solar secular evolution

We use a modified version (Piau et al. (2011)) of the hydriastat
one-dimensional CESAM code (Marel (1997); Morel & Lebreton
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Figure 3. Upper panel : continuum emerging intensity of the last shaps
of the hydrodynamic simulation. The range is 0.65 to 1.4 tleeage emerg-
ing intensity. Lower panel : continuum emerging intensityhe last snap-

shot of the magnetohydrodynamic simulation. The range6S @ 2.0 the

average emerging intensity.

m». CESAM’s calculations of the stellar interior redp the
usual ingredients of evolution codes:

The equation of state and opacities are the OPAL2005
(Rogers et al.| (1996); Rogers & Nayfohov (2002)) ones for the
|Asplund et al.[(2009) (A09) metal repartition. Below logT3.75

ger 3-D calculations. However for the purpose of comparisord-
els relying on the usual 1-D convection prescriptions andoat
spheres are also computed.

Surface and 1-D convection phenomenologies

The mixing length theoE/ (hereafter MLT) and the phe-
nomenology 0 . (1996) (hereafter CGM) have been
used for surface convection energy transfer and atmosptare
culation. As stressed by Montalban et al. (2004) it is neamys®
use the same phenomenology in the atmosphere and the iinterio
Therefore we consider fierent atmosphere grids depending on the
underlying convection prescription. The approach is tmeesas in

ml) where the reader can find all the detailhe@f t
implementation.

Both MLT and CGM atmosphere grid models were computed
with the 1-D Atlas12 code atmosphere structure c@stel
m». Atlas12 calculates the non-grey atmosphereiftedion.

In both sets of atmosphere models, the current solar surtango-
sition of AQ9 is considered and the convection characteilistgth
scale is (®bH, IL(TQJ)G)). The atmosphere thermal gra-
dientV, = dInT/dInP is computed following the usual equation
Va = Viag * #‘05 , Viag being the radiative diusive gradient, and
f(tros9 the function relating #ective temperature, optical depth
and temperature:*T= %Tgﬁ.f(mosg. The outer boundary conditions
to the internal structure in temperature and pressure &em tat
the Rosseland optical depth 20. In order to obtain a smoeth th
mal gradient transition between the atmosphere and theédntbe
thermal gradient is linearly interpolated with respectrigss be-
tween its atmosphere valig and its interior valuév;: so that for

20 < Tross < 1 We considel = xV; + (1 - X)V, with x = Best,

Surface and 3-D convection simulations

Owing to their calculations, we dub the thermal gradients
coming from the 3-D simulations tHeydrodynamicandmagneto-
hydrodynamiayradients Vyyp and Vyup respectively. These gra-
dients are computed from the temperature and gas pressthe of
3-D simulations. In 1-D calculations, the turbulent pressgra-
dient is only accounted for in the equation of hydrostaticieq
librium. Vuyp is obtained by horizontal and time averages of 3-
D surface simulations including no magnetic field. Once wesha
ensured that this gradient is an average quantity releeargdiar
evolution from ZAMS to the actual Sun (s¢g.1) we introduce it
in the stellar structure equations. We do not expect thabate
ing for the changes of surface conditions throughout sdktoty
would greatly improve the results of this work. First thebamges
are moderate: the radius and ttféeetive temperature increase by
~ 10% and~ 140K respectively from the solar ZAMS until to-
day. More importantly theféects we investigate concern only the
surface layers, they are not related to details of the inmactsire
resulting from the evolution of the Sun. Our results§Bid con-
firm that this is indeed the case. The average 3-D thermalegrad

we use the_Ferguson et al. (2005) opacities for the same metalis introduced straightforwardly by considering that theperature

repartition.

The composition changes. The nuclear reaction rates are
adapted from the NACRE compilati MQQQ})eT
nuclear network is restricted to the reactions relevanhérmain
sequence evolution : proton-proton chains and CNO cyatesd}
dition to the nuclear reactions the gravitational settbfglements

optical depth relation |§— = VHYDT d® (with T the temperature,

r the radius and, P the gas pressure) between the Rosseland op
cal depths 10" and 16. For tress between 18 and 16 we base
the thermal gradient on a linear interpolation with optidapth
betWeenVHYD and Veom: V = XVuyp + (1 - X)VCGM with x =
11024—%55 andVcgu the gradient computed in the phenomenology of

is accounted for following the prescriptions|of Profitt & Miud

). It results in the usual abundance decrease in th®-pho
sphere helium and metals mass fractions from the zero age mai
sequence (hereafter ZAMS) to the actual age.

Canuto et dl.[(1996). We compute thatratss = 10° (= 330 km

below the surface) the relativeftérence betweeR,yp and the

The outer convection and atmosphere are handled inaless tra2 The detailed prescription of the MLT we use is given in theeaqtix of
ditional manner, as we introduce prescriptions coming ftag- [Piau et al.[(2005), it is very similar to that[of Bohm-Viter{d®58).

© 2013 RAS, MNRASO00, [IHI2
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adiabatic gradienV,q is about 15 percent (but much larger above
as can be seen from Figurke 4). Thus most of the superadiafatic
fects are expected above this depth. At the same time thsitican
between the dynamical description of the temperature gradind
the CGM description is shallow enough to enable us to adhest t
solar radius at solar age which is essential for the purpbseiro
work (see§2.3). The model buildt that way is called Solhyd. To
investigate the surface magnetiteets on evolution we also build
a model called Solmhd similar to Solhyd but whétgp is used
instead ofVyp. Solhyd is calibrated following the procedure de-
scribed in the next section.

2.3 Calibration and models surface properties

We consider that for the current Sun R 6.9566 16°%m, L, =
3.846 1G%ergs™ and a metal to hydrogen mass fractiopXZ =

2.0[

15F i .

Gradients
o
T
|

102
Rosseland optical depth

Figure 4. Thermal and adiabatic gradients in the superadiabatiadaye

1.811072. In order to obtain these quantities in the models after 4.6 solar models as a function of the Rosseland optical deptid &ue: av-

Gyr of evolution, we adjust their initial ZX, helium fraction and
convective characteristic length scale. The chosen cureatius
obviously is a crucial parameter as of the calculation oéefge-
guencies. There arefirent definitions possible of it. What we
consider here as the solar radius is the radius of the |layaffeat
tive temperature. Then R= 6.9566 16°%m is the value recom-
mended by Haberreiter etlgl. (2008). It lies 330km below tira-c
monly used value R = 6.9599 13%m (Allen (1976)) and nearly
corresponds to the seismic solar radius computed from fesiod
whereas the Aller (1976) radius agrees with the positiohefrt-
flexion point to the intensity profile at solar limb. The cadibion is
achieved to better than 10in radius, luminosity and ZX. It is im-
portant to achieve such a high accuracy for the radius. Teergbd
relative shifts of an eigenfrequeneybetween the solar maximum
and minimum activity are the order afs/v = 10™*. The eigenfre-
guency of a mode of radial order n depends on the stellar sadiu
following v, ~ n(2f0RO &L, with ¢ the sound speed. Thus radii
calibrated to much better thanfGare necessary to make sure that
the diferences calculated are not related tedences in the cali-
bration radii. The solar model named Solmlt is based on th& ML
We obtainawt = 2.45 for it. This rather large value is required
to achieve the actual solar radius because of thedgw = 0.5

in the atmosphere. Also considering.r = 0.5 in the atmosphere
Samadi et al.l (2006) foundyr = 2.51. For the model Solcgm,
based on the CGM phenomenology, we hayey = 0.785.

For a model relying on the 3-D surface simulations, it is also
possible to adjust the final radius, luminosity and compmsitit
the same time provided the transition between the hydradima
thermal profile and the phenomenological one is not perfdrate
too large an optical (or equivalently geometrical) deptk. men-
tioned at the end of the preceding section, the average 3vD te
perature gradient is used downg,ss = 10°. Below Tress = 10°
we rely on the CGM phenomenology. A linear interpolationés-p
formed between the two descriptions at intermediate ddigaths
(cf. §2.2). Doing so, almost all of the superadiabatic conveatin
gion is treated according to our 3-D prescriptions (see Ifeigl).

A smaller part of the superadiabatic region is still handigtth the
CGM. Itis significant enough so that we keep #isient leverage
on the deep convection zone specific entropy thankgty and
therefore on the solar model radius. This is how Solhyd iklbui

It is worth spending a few words on a model where the su-
peradiabatic convection completely relies on 3-D simafegi If
we perform the transition between the 3-D thermal gradiedtthe
phenomenological CGM one betweggss= 10° andrress = 4 16°

© 2013 RAS, MNRASD00, [TH12

erage thermal gradient from 3-D simulations, dotted liherial gradient

from the MLT phenomenology, dot-dashed line: thermal gratifrom the

CGM phenomenology, dashed line: adiabatic gradient.
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Figureb. Solid line : relative variation between averaged Rossetguatity

and Rosseland opacity of averaged density and temperataréiaction of
depth. Dashed line : relative variation between averdgeatliabatic index
andI'; adiabatic index of averaged density and temperature actidorof
depth. Note the dlierent scales for the Rosseland opacity and the adiabatic
exponent.

(near the lower boundary of the 3-D simulation box) the fiadius
becomes nearly insensitive &a@gm. In such afull 3-D convection
model changingcgm from its solar calibration value 0.785 to 7.85
decreases the radius by3@ only. As a comparison, in the mod-
els exclusively based on phenomenologies, the dependeneyg o
is much larger : an increase afby 1 from the calibrated values
reduces the radius by 6.3 and 8.5 percent in MLT and CGM models
respectively. Unsurprisingly the radius of the full 3-D gention
model departs from the solar radius at solar age.4t1s3% above
the actual solar radius. Considering thaiy has no calibration
effect on the model such a final radius is fairly close to the solar
radius. Yet the dference is enough to shift the eigenfrequencies
by more than 10:Hz for modes of low# and radial order 15 to
30 thus masking the possible improvements brought by théeimp
mentation of 3-D #ects.

Even though the thermal gradient and turbulent pressure ac-
counted for in 1-D are estimated from 3-D simulations theeedi:
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mensional fects the 1-D cannot reproduce. As illustrated on Fig-
ure[§ the average subphotospheric opacity is significabtlyathe
opacity corresponding to the average temperature andtygé¢sse
R99;[Nordlund et al!(2009)). This stems from the opacityfersy
dependence on temperature whenibhs are its main contributor

: namelyx « T The horizontally averaged opacity being larger
in 3-D than in 1-D the subphotospheric temperature will igda
for the same total flux. The dimensiondfexts are to a lesser ex-
tent seen on EoS quantities such as the first adiabatic indalso
shown on Figurgl5. To take into account such 3ffeetsdirectly
we patched to 1-D solar structures the pressure, densitgnd
Brunt-Vaissala frequency average vertical profilesmr8-D sim-
ulations. The procedure is similar to that adopted by R99iand
repeated for purely hydrodynamic and magnetohydrodynairrie
ulations in the models we called Solpatchs.

Tabl€l sums up the properties of the models we address in

the remainder of this work. Col. 1 gives the model name, Col.
2 gives the convective thermal gradient used along solaluevo
tion, Col. 3 indicates if the 3-Dffects are accounted for directly
(in the way mentioned just above), Col. 4 and 5 indicate respe
tively if turbulent pressure and magnetic fields are takea at-
count. Col. 6 gives the ffierences between the radius of the model
at T = 5777K and R (our reference solar radius assumed to be
here R = 6.9566 18°%m). Col. 7 gives the dierences between
the radius of the model akqss = 1 and R. The models are cali-
brated in luminosity, radius, and/X to better than 1. However

as Solmhd, Solpatch2, Solpatch3 and Solpatch4 have beedntoui
explore the impact of the surface activity on the eigenfezgies
and the radius their radii are not calibrated with a siminuaacy.

All the models have almost identical helium surface masdifras
ranging from ¥=0.2349 to 0.2352, and also almost identical extent
of the convection zone with radii of the base of the convectione
ranging from 0.7248 to 0.7249.RLet us finish this section with
some important remarks on the models :

i) The near surface stratifications computed in 3-D are more
extended than those in 1-D with the MLT or the CGM phenomenol-
ogy. This is due to the larger subphotosperic temperatecpsined
in 3-D than in 1-D atmosphere models to produce the sdiiee-e
tive temperature (See R99 for a discussion of tlfisat) and to an
additional lift provided by the turbulent pressure suppohus the
Solpatchl model is not buildt from Solhyd directly but fronsa
lar model evolved with the same outer convection presaripés
Solhyd and whose photospheric radius is 115 km smaller tbhan o
calibration value. This procedure allowed us to adjust \agu-
rately the Solpatchl radius model to the solar radius. lp&ohl
the outer pressure, densily, and Brunt-Vaissala frequency ver-
tical profiles are horizontal and time average of the purgigrb-
dynamic simulations down to our deepest layer of the 3-D &ydr
dynamic simulation at E 2.225 10K, p = 2.657 10°g.cm and
Tross = 1.88 10. Therefore the 3-Dfeects are directly accounted
for instead of being introduced indirectly throuhyp as in Sol-
hyd. We stress that this patch procedure only concerns tlae so
age model, and not the solar evolution from ZAMS. The Solg&tc
model is buildt exactly as Solpatchl but from a structurdvea
with the MLT to a final radius 115 km smaller than Solmit.

i) The procedure to build Solpatch2 and Solpatch4 is simila
to that for Solpatchl except that the averaged surfacecaépro-
files from the magnetohydrodynamic simulations were usstad
of the purely hydrodynamic profiles. These averages aradenesl
down to our deepest layer of 3-D magnetohydrodynamic sitiaula
at T = 222510K, p = 2.64710%g.cm™3 and tress = 1.87 10
Both Solpatchl and Solpatch2 result from the same evolatjon

sequence based &hyyp. However for Solpatchl the patch at solar
age is buildt from the hydrodynamic simulation whereas fol- S
patch?2 it is buildt from the magnetohydrodynamic one. Soip2
accounts for the magnetidfects around the actual solar surface but
not for their feedback on the deeper structure during thar sslo-
lution. On the contrary for Solpatch4, the structure is takem

a solar evolution model evolved wityp and the patch at solar
age is made from the magnetohydrodynamic simulation. There
Solpatch4 accounts for both the magnetieets on the current so-
lar structure and during the solar evolution.

iii) The only difference between Solmhd and Solhyd are the
thermal gradient and turbulent pressure. The purpose ofil®bls
to show the secular impact of magnetism on radius in the gbnte
of this work. Therefore Solmhd is not forced to solar radiuscdar
age by performing a calibration.

iv) Regarding the (purely) hydrodynamic modelling our ap-
proach resembles the approach of R99 and it is interestingrto
pare them. For instance both studies investigate how thegeha
from MLT models to patched modelgfects the dferences be-
tween the predicted and the observed eigenfrequencieseTile
ferences stem from the incorrect modelling of the outer ayer
structure of the Sun, what is referred to as the moffeces. They
also stem from the complex coupling of the modes with thearadi
tive and convective fields, what is referred to as the moffatts.
Contrary to R99 we don't investigate both model and modal ef-
fects but only the modelfgects. Moreover our study is extended to
models R99 did not address: the CGM model of convection (Sol-
cgm) and the models based on realistic thermal gradienthy&o
Solmhd). Finally, R99 based most of their work on envelop&-mo
els whereas we calculate the oscillations from models oinale
solar structure. For this series of reasons, the presedy &wcom-
plementary to the study of R99.

3 RESULTS

We compute the eigenfrequencies of the
ous models wusing the adipls package (made pub-
licly available by J.  Christensen-Dalsgaard  from
http://users-phys.au.dk/jcd/adipack.n/). Wave prop-
agation is assumed adiabatic. We compare our theoretical
frequencies to the Michelson Doppler Imager (MDI) obseorat
described by Schou (1998). The data have been retrieved from
http://quake.stanford.edu/ schou/anavw72z/. We con-

sider two sets of data: Smax, the first set, starts on August 27
2001 and Smin, the second set, starts on December 12th 2008.
Each set lasts 72 days. Smax is representative of solar maxim
activity and Smin of solar minimum activity. For every motleére

are~ 150 modes for which we also have observational data. The
orders go from 7 to 27, the angular degrees from 0 to 10 and the

frequencies from from:1500 to~4300uHz.

previ-

3.1 Dynamical and phenomenological models

Figured® anf]7 show theftrences between model and observed
frequencies. As is customary theffdrences have been scaled by
Qn the ratio of the mode mass by the mode mass of the radial mode
of same order. As the models we compare mainffedin their sur-

face layers, and we only compare lower degree modes, thedscal
frequency diferences are expected to be predominantly functions
of frequency.
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Table 1. Main properties of the models.

7

Name V — type along evolution Temperature Turbulent  Magnetic -f277— Ro(km)  Ry=1 — Ry(km)
and density pressure field
Solmit VLT No 3 - D effects No No -58510! -33110
Solecgm VeaMm No 3- D effects No No 65101 -3311¢
Solhyd VHyD No 3 - D effects Yes No &0101 -26410
Solmhd VMHD No 3 - D effects Yes Yes 211G 71816
Solpatchl VHYD 3 - Deffects Yes No -391101 -2.071¢
Solpatch2 VHyD 3 - Deffects Yes Yes -6.0710 -3.011¢
Solpatch3 VMLt 3 - Deffects Yes No -1.8710 -3.891¢
Solpatch4 VMHD 3 - Deffects Yes Yes -34910 -5771¢
5
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Figure 6. Differences between models and observed eigenfrequencies asFigure 7. Differences between models and observed eigenfrequencies as a

a function of the observed eigenfrequencies. model Solmlt.c : model
Solcgm.a : model Solhyd. The average errobar on observed frequeiscies
~ 0.06Hz which is smaller than the symbol sizes.

Figure[® shows thefects of changes in the treatment of ther-
mal gradient and the turbulent pressure in the superadalesti
gion. The modelled eigenfrequencies agree with the obSenga
up to ~ 3000uHz. Then they become larger than the observed
ones with discrepancies increasing towards higher frezjasnAt
~ 4000uHz the MLT convection model and the CGM model ex-
hibit frequencies about/Hz larger than the observed ones and the
frequencies of the model based Bpyp differ from the observed
ones by about 8Hz. These results suggest that thifetiences be-
tween observed and theoretical frequencies are not due to-an
correct calculation of the average thermal gradient. Samd Sol-
cgm exhibit quite dierent gradients (see Figuide 4) but have similar
eigenfrequencies. In spite of a gradient probably clos¢héaeal
one than Solmlt or Solcgm, the Solhyd model has eigenfrezieen
that are not in better agreement with the observations.stggests
that the ability of a model to predict the correct eigenfieagies is
not only related to its ability to reproduce the correct agerther-
mal gradient and the turbulent pressure. Figdre 6 and Fityuie
R99 compare the fferences between the eigenfrequencies of mod-
els based on the MLT and observed eigenfrequencies. Both plo
show that the predictions agree with observations at logueacy
and become increasingly too large above a certain threshblkel
thresholds dfer. When focusing on the lo#& p-modes of Figure

function of the observed eigenfrequencies.model Solpatchlx : model
Solpatch2. The Solpatchl model is compared to the Smin feegprencies
set representing the solar minimum whereas the Solpatchizin®com-
pared to the Smax eigenfrequencies set representing drensakimum.

frequency range. Namely, at 30081z and 400Q« Hz R99 report
discrepancies of 5uHz and~ 124 Hz respectively whereas we
report discrepancies of 1 Hz and~ 5u Hz respectively. We do
not know the origin of this improvement.

Figure[T compares models Solpatchl and Solpatch2 show-
ing the improvement brought by direct patchs of the 3-D simu-
lations average structure. Solpatchl and Solpatch2 arpa@uth
to the Smin and Smax set of data respectively. These modgls fr
guencies predictions are less thapt& below the observations
at ~ 3000uHz. This is their largest departure from the observed
frequencies. At higher frequency theffdrence decreases below
1uHz. This results stresses the importance of accountinghfer t
3-D nature of surface convection and not only for the cortleet-
mal gradients and turbulent pressure when it comes to e#tigna
the solafstellar absolute oscillation frequencies. If here again we
want to compare our results with R99, Figlite 7 will obviousdy-
respond to Figure 6 of these authors. The models that are st
in both cases are made of patchs of 3-D simulations averages.
estingly, the diferences computed with the observed eigenfrequen-
cies have similar shapes. For frequencies below000uHz we
compute eigenfrequencies smaller than the observed oribsawi
maximum diference ot~ 3uHz. Similarly, for frequencies below
~ 3500uHz, R99 compute eigenfrequencies smaller than the ob-

1 of R99 (corresponding to the modes we compute) we note that served ones. The maximumfidirence they compute is larger than

our MLT model is in agreement with the observations over gdar

© 2013 RAS, MNRASD00, [TH12

in our work: ~ 4uHz. Above ~ 3500uHz the eigenfrequencies
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of the R99 work become larger than the observed ones. Using ou
numerical tools we were unfortunately unable to determgwilia-

tion frequencies towards the larger frequencies, but itdardrom
FigurelT that a similar trend as in R99 is expected.

Let us now review three possible causes of the remaining dif-
ferences between the eigenfrequencies of the patched sn8dkl
patchl and Solpatch2 and the observations: the assumptide o
buildt the solar evolution models, the solar radius thabissidered
and, the uncertainties on the physics of the modes.

First, how are our results sensitive to the hypotheses on the
surface convection adopted in the solar evolution modeig@ré&
shows that the type of convection chosen to perform theguast
lar evolution has a small impact on the seismic surface térineo
present day Sun. The models Solpatchl and Solpatch3 conesp
to patches of the same averaged atmosphere structure fetedi
solar interior structures. These structures correspospertively
to solar evolution models usifgyyp andVy,r. Yet Solpatchl and
Solpatch3 frequency fierences are AHz at most. As mentioned
in §2.2 this suggests that using a series of convection modédé to
low the varying surface conditions along the main sequeramddv
probably make little dference for eigenfrequencies—at least in the
solar case. Figufd 8 also estimates how the eigenfrequecttiage
provided the surface magnetic activity is accounted foirguthe
solar evolution. In the Solpatch4 case, the evolution (&a% .
The eigenfrequencies of this model are almost identicdldsé of
Solpatch2 model whose evolution usgs,p.

The models eigenfrequencies depend on the current global pa
rameters adopted and especially the radius. How would ayehain
the calibration radiusfeect the calculated eigenfrequencies? This
is an interesting question firstly in the perspective of rasteis-
mic investigations in other solar-type stars for which thdius
is known with much less precision. Secondly because thesvalu
of the solar radius is not completely settled. For the soféece
tive temperature layer, Brown & Christensen-Dalsgaar®$) @s-
timate R, = 6.9551 13°%m but it could be up te- 300 km larger
with R, = 6.9578 13%m (Antia (1998)). Our calibration value
stands inbetween at,R= 6.9566 16°%m but we also computed
the eigenfrequencies of a model calibrated on a radius $hz00
km larger (and is therefore almost calibrated on[the Alle3v6)
radius). This model was buildt in the same manner as Solpatch
with the only diference of its radius. We found that its eigen-
frequencies are changed by:Rz at most with respect to Sol-
patchl. Above 2500Hz the frequency shift induced by photo-
spheric radius change is almost constant while it is ndgidielow
2000uHz.

Last but not least, the physics of the modes in the outerayer
is an obvious possible culprit of the observatjpnsdictions dif-
ferences remaining in Figufé 7. Our work however suggests th
this contribution is not the major one. Indeed R99 tried tprag-
imate the modal ffects whereas we completely ignore them and
nevertheless our calculations show a better agreemeng tbter-
vations. Thus we tend to think that a large part of the linggdif-
ference between models and observations does not oridgioate
the modal &ects but from other physical processes to be included
in the model fects: the rotation, the large scale convective and
meridional flows, the role of the magnetic field that is presen
in the quiet Sun.

3.2 Adctivity impact

In our magnetohydrodynamic run the induction equation ieexb
throughout all the domain and simulation duration. Thermpkagn-

1.0[

Av (uHz)

-1.0L[

2000

3000
v(uHz)
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Figure 8. Differences between models eigenfrequencies as a function of
their eigenfrequenciesa: model Solpatchl minus model Solpatch3 fre-
guenciesx : model Solpatch2 minus model Solpatch4 frequencies.

tering the simulation box from below carries a 1.2 kG hortabn
magnetic field. This configuration is inspired from Baldntalk
(2009) as their helioseismic analysis suggests that thélmmag-
netic field at 0996 R, (i.e. 3000 km below the surface) is about 1.2
kG at maximum solar activity. The simulated magnetic field ha
an impact on both the absolute radius of the Sun and its seismi
properties.

Let us first examine the activity impact on the radius. In the
following the relative MHDHYD variation considered igx/x =
(XmMHD — XHyp)/Xnyp for any quantity x. Figur€]9 illustrates the
Lagrangian relative radius variatiaipr/r (i.e. the relative radius
variation throughout layers corresponding to the same roass
ordinate) between the purely hydrodynamic 3-D (Solpatcri]
the magnetohydrodynamic 3-D simulations (Solpatch2). fidze
dius variation is most significant in the 900km region extend-
ing above the solar photosphere. Here we are, however, only ¢
cerned in the solar interior. For the solar interior the caction
is most significant with,,r/r ~ —2 10 at the surface and within
the first 200 km below it. The shrinking clearly correspondsat
sharp drop in the turbulent pressure support. The turbpiesisure
gradient also changes deeper than 200 km, yet in those yimderl
regions the ratio of turbulent pressure gradient to gasspresggra-
dient becomes negligible and so are tlfeets of its change (see
also Eqgs. 12 and 15 of Trampedach etlal. (2006)). For thi®oreas
we have drawn in Figuilg 9 the relative variation of the veittar-
bulent pressure gradient when the magnetic field is accduote
((VPMHD _ypHYDY /v RHYDY multiplied by the ratio of turbulent pres-
sure gradient to gas pressure gradiati®{'®/VPI"). The Figure
also shows the impact of magnetism on sound speed. Righathene
the surface the sound speedrcreases the order of 1%. In order
to keep the same ordinate axis scale for all the quantitiesision
Figure[®, the turbulent pressure gradient and the soundispee
ations have been scaled by 51@nd -2 1073 respectively. The
correlation between the variation of turbulent pressuppstt and
radius and the anti-correlation between the variation dfulent
pressure support and sound speed are striking. Higlire #&ghe
relative variations of pressure, density, sound spgeaintlv = E—Sl
I'; being the first adiabatic index. Deeper than 1000 km belgw R
the changes in any of these quantities become rapidly rielglig
Between 1000 and 200 km below Rressure and density increase
altogether which results in a nearly constant sound spegd. &#i-
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nally from 200 km below R up to the surfacesdncreases because
of pressure increase and constant density and in spite afaated
first adiabatic indeX';. v exhibits a sharp drop.

Before moving to the seismidfects let us comment on the
impact of activity on the observed radius. A stellar radiusyrbe
defined in many ways. We have considered the solar calibredio
dius to be the radius of thdfective temperature layer but we report
on the changes in both this radius and the radius ofrfgg = 1
Iayerﬁ in Table1. From the model Solpatchl to Solpatch2 we com-
pute that the shells affective temperature angkess= 1 go down
by respectively 5.7 km and 9.4 km. As Solpatchl and Solpaich2
obtained from the same evolutionary sequence, we theregire
mate that the immediatdfect of the magnetic activity on the struc-
ture is to decrease the radius by 8 milliarcseconds (hereafas)
at the dfective temperature layer and 14 masrgdss = 1. Note
that the éective temperature layer lies Bt.ss # 0.55 in the pho-
tosphere and that consequently we predict that the radhiestica
increases with depth in the visible part of the atmosphehne.fre-
dicted radius changes will beffitult to detect because they remain
smaller than the constant fluctuations of depth induced byawm
tive overshooting or p-modes oscillations: the order of 80fkr
the dfective temperature layer. If the immediateet of surface
magnetism is to decrease the radius we compute that itsaseful
fect is on the contrary to increase it in agreement with otianks
(Lydon & Sofia (1995); Macdonald & Mullan (2010)). There is no
contradiction in this. Solmhd has a much larger radius thahy@l
because of a slightly larger specific entropy of its deep ection
zone. The dference stems froiyyp andVyup: when we perform
the downward integration of these thermal gradients sgftiom
the same surface conditions @5777 K andp = 2.5g.cm ) we
end up on an adiabat that4s 1.96 10ergK~t.g* higher in spe-
cific entropy in the magnetohydrodynamic case than in thelpur
hydrodynamic case. Magnetic fields impede convective metio
(see§2.7) and eventually convection becomes lefiient. Ac-
tually Solhyd and Solmhd deep convection zone specific pigso
differ only by As = 7.90 1FergK1.g™! because as mentioned in
§2.2 their thermal gradients exclusively rely &puyp and Vyup
only downtress = 10°. The time required for the solar luminos-
ity to change the specific entropy from the Solhyd value to the
Solmhd value isssfcz Tdm/L, ~ 3500 yr where the integration
is made over the convection zone with T the temperature, and d
the mass increment. Therefore the duration of a cycle is neh
short for the change in the outer gradient fizet the thermal struc-
ture deeper down and eventually increase the radius.

—4x107°F

-3x107°F : 1

-2x107°F

—1x107°F

Scaled 6,x/x

1><10_5£‘“‘\““\““\““\““E
0.9985 0.9990 0.9995 1.0000

R/R,

Figure 9. Relative Lagrangian variatior&,x/X = (XMHD — XHYD)/XHYD @S
a function of radius between models Solpatchl and Solpagbi line:
radius variation, dashed line: sound speed variation tir®$0-3, dotted

line: turbulent pressure variation times 54UPHYD /vPHID.
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Figure 10. Relative Lagrangian variatiofinX/X = (XMHD — XHYD )/XHYD @S
a function of radius between models Solpatchl and Solpa@bi line:
v, dotted line: density, dashed line: pressure, dot-dasheddound speed.

low ~ 2200uHz and actually they can predict no variation be-
low ~ 1800uHz as this is the cutfb frequency at the base of our

The frequencies of solar p-modes are observed to change withhydrodynamifmagnetohydrodynamic simulations. Small eigenfre-

phase of the solar activity cycle. From minimum to maximum so
lar activity|Chaplin et al.. (2007) and Rabello-Soares ()d@dort
frequency increases of 0.3 to Qu4Hz around 300QuHz. Figure
[IT shows the dierences between 1928 modes of the Smin and
Smax datasets. The observed frequencies ranges fromuH25
to 4644uHz, the radial order from 0 to 27, and the degree from
0 to 298. In this data sample the activity related shifts éase
with frequency to reachuHz at 4000uHz. We drawn in overplot
the eigenfrequency flerences between models Solpatchdn)
and Solpatch214,,). Note that the modal magnetidfects are
not included in our theoretical p-modes calculation, thangfes

in eigenfrequencies only results from the changes in the siga
face structure. The models predict no frequency variatiogs

3 In the 3-D models we computg.ssas the average of optical depths over
the 248 cells of similar geometrical depth

© 2013 RAS, MNRASD00, [TH12

qguency changes the order of80Hz are seen in the data at low
frequency. Magnetic activity feects extending deep in the con-
vection zone could explain them (Mullan et gl. (2008)). Adov
~ 2200uHz, the activity related frequency shift increases nearly
linearly up to~ 4000uHz : the slope is 1€ uHz/uHz. The am-
plitude of the observed frequency shift is about two thirfieuar
predictions. At 300@Hz the average shift from the data we use
is 0.51uHz in the 3000+ 50uHz bin while our calculation gives
0.75uHz. Given the spread in the observed frequency shifts the
models predictions are actually compatible with the uppere
lope of them. At frequencies higher than4000szB the difer-

4 We are here able to evaluate the impact of activity for fregies higher
than ~ 4000uHz whereas in§3.J we could not perform the direct com-
parison to the observed frequencies above this value. Es@mnes that for
the low order mode$ < 10 whose frequency we can compute we have no
corresponding MDI data above4300uHz.
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Figure 11. o: frequency shift between models Solpatchl and Solpatch2 as
a function of frequency. Solid line: frequency shift comgifrom Equa-
tion[D and cut- frequency from Equatiopl 3, Dashed line: frequency shift
computed from Equatidnl 1 and cufEdrequency from Equatiofl] 2. Dotted
line: frequency shift computed from the Equatﬁﬁﬁ%.i term. Grey crosses:
observed frequency shifts for p-modes. The average emorb&equency
shifts Q06uHz is shown at the lower right part of the plot.
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Figure 12. Left hand ordinate axis: cutffrequency from equationl 1 vs
radius (solid line). cut-fb frequency estimate from equati@h 2 vs radius
(dashed line). Right hand ordinate axis: turbulent presguadient to gas
pressure gradient ratio vs radius (dotted line). All thegitgl quantities of
this Figure are related to the Solpatchl model.

ence reaches a maximum ofiBz at~ 4800uHz and then shows
a slight decline.

Christensen-Dalsgaard & Thompsaon (1997) have related the

changes in their surface models properties to the varstbitheir
eigenfrequencies through

Re 12
%z(ﬁ (1 (:)1/2[6”1r P _g(l_ ) ldmr]_

+f (1- Vc) 1/25ml’dr f( Vc) 1/2
0

with 6v/v the relative frequency varlatlonLi the cut-df frequency,
P the pressure, r the radiug,tbe sound speed, and= I';/Cs. 6
stands for the Lagrangian variations of the physical qtiastand
R. for the cut-df radius. Using this equation we will now outline
some interesting features in our models. The dotted linégare
[T shows that we expect no visible eigenfrequency changés if

@)

only term taken into account in Equatibh 1%’,. This could be
anticipated as witrffr"—r = 1.710°° at most in the interior (Figure
[@), the radius variations are tiny. We find that the Iarged‘af/iaxn
of the cut-df radius occurs for, = 5000uHz and i |s =510°.
These results suggests ttia¢ frequency variations are not related
to variations of the radius of the acoustic cavity but areatet to
changes inside the acoustic cavithanges in pressure and

The dashed line in FiguteTL1 shows the eigenfrequencies vari
ations calculated from Equatién 1 provided the cfitfeequency
ve is computed using the pressure scale heighaslis frequently
done:

Cs
27TVC ~ Z_Hp (2)
The shape of the line is directly related to the shapé@%hnd%
seen on Figure10. In particular the change of sign in theigtes
eigenfrequency variation at about 28a8z is related to the marked
drop in ‘ST—“ that can be seen atd®98 R, in Figure[10. Figuré12
shows that the cutibfrequency computed from Equatibh 2 nearly
is 2800uHz at Q9998 R,.

Using the pressure scale height in ctit-frequency cal-
culation actually is an approximation. The correct formida
cut-of frequency is based on H the density scale height
(Deubner & Gough (1984)):

dH
4?y? = L )

4H2 ®
The solid line in Figurél1 shows the eigenfrequencies tiaria
calculated from Equatidd 1 using this cut-frequency. In this case
there is no sign change in the eigenfrequency variation ipre-
ceding case. There are two reasons for this. First, as shoWwig+
ure[12 the cut-fi frequency computed from Equatibh 3 becomes
zero on the [M996 0.9998] R, interval. Consequently, the eigen-
frequency variations are less sensitive to @gﬂeand more sensitive
to 5’"P changes than when the Equat[dn 2 is used for the ffut-o
frequency. Second, the acoustic cavity is smaller tha8d® R, at
any frequency whereas it clearly extends aba@@05 R, when the
Equatior 2 is used for cutfofrequency. Figure1 shows that the
calculation based on the correct cffoequency is in better agree-
ment with the observations (or the direct calculation ofatéwns)
than the calculation based on the approximated @utrequency.

In the context of activity related shifts one should not usepres-
sure scale height to calculate an approximate dufrequency be-
cause it strongly diers from the exact cutfbfrequency (Figure
[I2). There is an interesting consequence to this as, prwite
EquatiorB is used for cutfiofrequency calculation, the eigenfre-
guencies variations become mostly sensitive to pressanmeges.

4 CONCLUSION

We have addressed thifects of surface convection and magnetism
modelling on the solar models p-modes frequencies and iagii
used a 1-D code to follow the evolution of the whole Sun from
ZAMS until now and a 3-D code to simulate its current magneto-
convection over 4 Mm around the surfaceflBient prescriptions
for the surface convection were adapted to the stellar &eolu
code: the MLT, the CGM phenomenology, and averaged stratifi-
cations from our 3-D simulations. In our magnetic simulatians

a 1.2 kG horizontal field is carried by the incoming fluid at the
lower boundary of the domain. This configuration mimics th2 1
kG toroidal field suggested by the seismic analysis of Baléhal.
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(2009) at 996R, and for maximum activity. We compared the and down to ®7R, (Lefebvre et al.[(2005)). Obviously these vari-
eigenfrequencies of the models to recent observations Houta ations could alsoféect the visible radius. However the surface ac-
150 eigenfrequencies. We also discussed the changes irdletbde tivity affects the atmosphere relative stratification and this is per-

radius with activity. Our results are as follows: haps less sensitive to the physics of the deeper regions #re
Convection hydrodynamics and seismology optical depth point of view our simulations suggest that ithe
For any of the adopted surface convection the models pre- dius contraction with activity should increase with depth the

dict the solar p-modes eigenfrequencies withinHz up to ~ 10! < Tress < 1 range. For instance, we predict that the dis-

3000uHz. The situation changes above that value: both the MLT tance between the layer &t.ss ~ 0.55 (T=5777 K) and the one
and the CGM phenomenologies show comparable trends to over-at Tross = 1 increases from 20 km with no activity to 24 km with
estimate the eigenfrequencies. The CGM phenomenologyde®sv  activity: that is a 6 mas dierence.

a slightly better agreement with the observations becasssuk Activity and seismology

peradiabatic region is very narrow and the superadiabatieiry We computed the changes in eigenfrequencies when the mag-
intense. Because of that, the turbulent pressure of the C@Nem netic activity is accounted for and compared them to tfffedinces
expands the acoustic cavity which leads to frequenciesights} observed between activity maximum and minimum. Our caifcula
better agreement with the observations than in the MLT ddge- tions reproduce the order of magnitude and frequency depeed

ever the CGM phenomenology thermal gradient is much latgert  of frequency changes along the Hale activity cycle. No vianeis
what is suggested by the 3-D calculations while the MLT sager predicted below 2200Hz. From this point on, the shift increases
abatic gradient is comparable to them. When the subsurfege t  almost linearly to reach.TuHz at 4000uHz. The frequency in-
mal gradient is adapted from the averaged 3-D calculatioms a crease is not related to a change in the size of the acousfiy ca
the turbulent pressure is accounted for, the predictediénecjes but mostly to a thermal pressure increase in & R) layer starting
are higher than those of the models relying on the MLT or the right below the solar surface at,R- 6.5966 10 km. The observed
CGM. The situation only improves if the surface layers puess frequency shifts are spread and our calculations correspearly

density and first adiabatic index are directly taken from dle to the upper envelope of the observations. There might beralev
eraged 3-D computations. This is in good agreement withehe r reasons to the slight overestimation of frequency shifte Jimu-
sults of Rosenthal et al. (1999) who performed similar paté&ut, lated incoming magnetic field may be too strong. Secondlyglide
in addition to this previous work, it also outlines that aasting not explore the impact of the poloidal component of the mégne
for the correct outer structure in the context of 1-D solaslev field which would be introduced as a vertical component ofithe
tion does not produce better results than the usual phermlossen  coming field in our geometry. In other words our incoming field
gies. In the so-called patched models the computed eiggrére configuration is perhaps too simple. Thirdly, the models we u

cies remain very close to and slighthglowthe observed ones in  for frequency variations are 1-D, we do as if the toroidaldfiat
the frequency domain above 300Biz. The improvement brought  0.996R, had the same intensity whatever the latitude. Fourthly, all
by these patched models weakly depends on the outer camvecti the rotation &ects such as the meridional flow are ignored and the
model (phenomenological or based on simulations) used to pe simulation box is too small for the mesogranular or supengle

form the preceding solar evolution to obtain the deeperr sttac- scales to be accounted for. Finally, by comparing the purgdiro-
ture. The hydrodynamic models that are patched do not acémun  dynamic model to the magnetohydrodynamic one we completely
magnetic activity. Accounting for it even at the moderateelef ignore the magnetic field®cts at the cycle minimum which leads

solar minimum would increase the eigenfrequencies andawepr ~ to an overestimated minimum to maximum contrast. It is dleat
further the agreement with observations. For the patchedetap a lot more investigations need to be done.

the mean pressure, mean first adiabatic index, mean demsity a 3-D simulations of solar surface convection have been known
mean energy are not related by the equation of state. Becduse for some time to diminish the seismic surface term. This work
their non-linear relationships the average of the localeslis not shows that above 22Q0Hz the magnetic activity has a potential
equal to the equation of state values of the means. For the sam impact of the order of a AHz on the eigenfrequencies. This is the
reason, the average opacity is not the opacity computed finem order of the observed shifts along solar cycle. This is aigodr-

average temperature and density. der of the dfferences between the observed frequencies and those
Activity and radius computed from 3-D simulations without any magnetic fieldugh
For a given solar interior structure, when the surface agee further eforts in explaining the solar surface term should now take
patched from the magnetohydrodynamic simulation instdateo into account theféects magnetic activity even in moderately active

hydrodynamic one thefiect is a 17 105 Lagrangian radius rela-  stars such as our Sun.

tive decrease at the surface and directly below. This cporads to

a~ 12 km shrinking of the mass layers at surface but only tréesla

into a~ 6 _km shrinking_of the fective temperature layer (er 10 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

km shrinking of the optical depth layer &a{,ss = 1). The diterence

stems from the Lagrangian relative variations of tempeeasnd We thank the anonymous referee for significantly contritmitio
density near the surface (that are considerably largeriat0->, the improvement of this work.

seel Christensen-Dalsgaard & Thompson (1997)). They induace
opacity increase at a given mass coordinate which attendlage
Lagrangian radius decrease. The radius of a layer at a gpen o

cal depth is related to both its geometrical depth and to plaeity REFERENCES
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