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ABSTRACT

The magnetic field may distort neutron stars (NSs), but its effect has not yet been robustly tested through gravitational-wave observa-
tions due to the absence of a fast-rotating Galactic magnetar. The investigation of parts of gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) can potentially
shed light on the magnetically induced distortion since their central objects may be millisecond magnetars. In this paper we propose
a method for estimating the distortions of these possible magnetars under the GRB magnetar scenario. According to the case study of
GRB 070521, we find a relation between the effective magnetically induced ellipticity, εB,eff , and the effective dipole magnetic field
strength on NS surfaces, Beff , namely εB,eff ∼ 10−3(Beff/1015G)2. Furthermore, we constrain the internal magnetic field structure of the
magnetar to be Beff ∼ 0.02 < Bt > and Beff ∼ 0.1Bt, where < Bt > is the volume-averaged internal toroidal field. This constraint can
be used as the initial condition in modeling the structure of NS magnetospheres. Finally, the possibility of testing the method shown
in this paper through gravitational-wave observations is discussed.
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1. Introduction

Rapidly rotating, distorted neutron stars (NSs) are potential
gravitational-wave sources (e.g., Makishima et al. 2014, 2016).
Many authors have considered the influence of the anisotropic
pressure of the internal magnetic fields in NSs, especially that
of the internal toroidal magnetic field (Ostriker & Gunn 1969;
Bonazzola & Gourgoulhon 1996; Konno, Obata, & Kojima
2000; Ioka 2001; Palomba 2001; Cutler 2002; Ioka & Sasaki
2004; Stella et al. 2005; Tomimura & Eriguchi 2005; Haskell et
al. 2008; Dall’Osso, Shore, & Stella 2009; Mastrano et al. 2011).
However, the gravitational radiation generated by distorted NSs
has not been detected, even in the Milky Way (Aasi et al. 2014;
Abbott et al. 2017a; Gao, Cao, & Zhang 2017). The reason may
be that Galactic NSs do not simultaneously maintain strong mag-
netic fields (> 1014 G) and fast spins (in LIGO’s range), which
are needed to produce strong gravitational radiation. Based on
the observations of soft gamma repeaters and anomalous X-ray
pulsars, the surface magnetic dipole field strengths of Galactic
magnetars are ∼ 1014 − 1015 G (see Rea & Esposito 2011 for a
review), but spin periods of these magnetars are usually longer
than 1 s due to the effective braking by magnetic dipole radia-
tion. Accretion may accelerate NSs, but it will in turn result in
the decay of the magnetic field (e.g., Beloborodov & Li 2016;
Li et al. 2016; Gao et al. 2019), so the magnetic field strengths
of millisecond pulsars are usually weaker than those of normal
pulsars (Manchester et al. 2005).

To test the effect of magnetically induced distortion through
the gravitational-wave channel, fast-rotating, strongly magne-
tized NSs (i.e., millisecond magnetars) are needed. Using the dy-
namo theory, Duncan & Thompson (1992) showed that nascent

NSs with millisecond periods can generate internal magnetic
fields of up to 1016G as long as these NSs experience a phase
of neutrino-driven turbulent convection1. So the key issue is
what event can provide such a turbulent condition and reveal
the existence of the millisecond magnetar. We note that since
gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) originate from massive star collapses
(Woosley 1993; Paczyński 1998; Galama et al. 1998; Mac-
Fadyen & Woosley 1999; Hjorth et al. 2003; Stanek et al. 2003)
or NS binary mergers (Paczynski 1986; Goodman, Dar, & Nussi-
nov 1987; Eichler et al. 1989; Abbott et al. 2017b), the catastro-
phes of GRB progenitors may provide the condition for forming
millisecond magnetars, that is to say, GRB prompt emissions and
afterglows are potential events powered by nascent millisecond
magnetars (Usov 1992, 1994; Dai & Lu 1998a,b; Kluzniak &
Ruderman 1998; Zhang & Mészáros 2001; Dai et al. 2006; Yu et
al. 2010; Rowlinson et al. 2010; Metzger et al. 2011; Rowlinson
et al. 2013; Beniamini & Giannios 2017; Du 2020).

It is currently difficult to directly detect gravitational radia-
tion from a millisecond magnetar in a GRB (Abbott et al. 2019),
and thus an indirect way is needed. Under the GRB magne-
tar scenario, some GRB X-ray afterglows (i.e., X-ray plateaus)
are powered by magnetar winds, and the time evolutions of the
fluxes of these GRB X-ray afterglows are related to the spin-
downs of these magnetars (the former must track the later; e.g.,
Yu et al. 2010; Rowlinson et al. 2010, 2013). During the coevo-
lution, the braking torques exerted by gravitational radiation will
affect magnetar spin-downs as well as the evolution of the X-ray

1 An alternative “powerful contender” is the fossil field scenario (Fer-
rario & Wickramasinghe 2006, 2008; see Turolla et al. 2015 for a re-
view).
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afterglows. Therefore, information regarding gravitational radi-
ation may be extracted from these afterglows through their flux
evolutions. Lasky & Glampedakis (2016) constrained the ellip-
ticity of GRB magnetars under this framework, but the degen-
eracy among relevant parameters is not eliminated and the el-
lipticity is constrained through an inequation. Furthermore, Su-
vorov & Kokkotas (2020) proposed that the ellipticity can be es-
timated according to the quasi-periodic oscillation in some X-ray
afterglows since distortions of magnetars will induce free preces-
sions, but Swift’s X-Ray Telescope does not have sufficient time
resolution.

In this paper we present an improved method for estimat-
ing the magnetically induced distortion under two assumptions:
(i) GRB X-ray plateaus correspond to energy releases of mag-
netar winds solely behind GRB jets (Du 2020; Hou et al. 2021)
rather than being the result of magnetar winds being injected into
GRB jets (Dai & Lu 1998b; Zhang & Mészáros 2001), and (ii)
the gravitational radiation of magnetars is mainly stimulated by
magnetically induced distortions with constant ellipticities (the
evolution of the magnetic field in a short duration is neglected).
The merit of this method is that once the gravitational radiation
from a GRB central magnetar is detected, the results obtained
from the gravitational-wave channel and the electromagnetic-
wave channel can be double-checked.

The remaining part of this work is organized as follows. We
show our method for estimating the magnetically induced ellip-
ticity under the GRB magnetar scenario in Sect. 2. We present a
case study of a Swift GRB sample, GRB 070521, in Sect. 3. The
summary and discussion are given in Sect. 4.

2. The method

Many factors can lead to the distortion of NSs and the further
emission of gravitational waves. For example, starquakes, accre-
tion, and fast spinning can distort NSs since mountains or os-
cillations may be produced (Kokkotas & Schmidt 1999; Gittins
2021). In this paper we only consider the gravitational radiation
generated by the magnetically induced distortion for the follow-
ing reasons. (1) Starquakes need time to accumulate stress in NS
crusts, but nascent NSs are very hot, such that the stars (even
fluid bodies) have considerable plasticity in the ∼ 103s after
their births. Therefore, the accumulation will be restrained. (2)
The magnetar winds from millisecond magnetars can put strong
pressure on the possible fallback-accretion matter, and hence the
fallback accretion will be prevented (Piro & Ott 2011). (3) Grav-
itational waves emitted by oscillating NSs due to their fast spins
are not detected, even in Milky Way (Abbott et al. 2020, 2021).

The gravitational radiation produced by the magnetically in-
duced distortion depends on the magnetic inclination and wobble
angle (e.g., Cutler & Jones 2001; Maggiore 2008; Mastrano et al.
2011). Since these angles cannot be determined, nor can the real-
istic magnetically induced distortion, we introduce an effective
magnetically induced ellipticity, εB,eff , such that the luminosity
of gravitational radiation is (e.g., Peters & Mathews 1963; Mag-
giore 2008)

Lgw(t) =
32GI2ε2

B,eff
Ω(t)6

5c5 , (1)

where the other parameters are the gravity constant, G, moment
of inertia, I, speed of light, c, and angular velocity, Ω(t). Sim-
ilarly, we use an effective dipole magnetic field strength on the
NS surface, Beff , to include the deviation from the realistic mag-
netic field. The power of spin-down wind is then (e.g., Landau

& Lifshitz 1979; Shapiro & Teukolsky 1983)

Lem(t) =
B2

eff
R6Ω(t)4

6c3 , (2)

where R is the equatorial radius.
The general spin-down evolution can be obtained by solving

the equation IΩΩ̇ = −Lem − Lgw. The solution is (Ho 2016; in
which the γe in the logarithmic term is missing)

t =

[
γe

2β2 ln
(
β + γeΩ(t)2

γeΩ(t)2

)
−

1
2βΩ(t)2

] ∣∣∣∣∣Ω0

Ω

, (3)

where

β =
B2

eff
R6

6Ic3 , (4)

γe =
32GIε2

B,eff

5c5 , (5)

and Ω0 ≡ Ω(t = 0) (similarly hereinafter). For comparison, two
different situations – in which the initial spin-down evolution is
dominated by gravitational radiation (thicker lines) and the ini-
tial evolution is dominated by magnetic dipole radiation (thinner
lines) – are shown in Fig. 1. To see the difference between the

100 101 102 103 104 105
1046

1047

1048

1049

1050

 

 

 Lem

 Lgw

Lu
m

in
os

ity
 (e

rg
 s

-1
)

t (s)

Fig. 1: Time evolution of Lem and Lgw. The thicker lines corre-
spond to the parameters εB,eff = 2 × 10−3, Beff = 2 × 1014 G,
I = 3 × 1045 g · cm2, and Ω0 = 6280 rad · s−1. The thinner lines
correspond to the same parameters as those of the thicker lines,
except εB,eff = 5 × 10−4.

two situations more clearly, it is convenient to consider two ex-
treme cases (Usov 1992; Dai & Lu 1998b; Zhang & Mészáros
2001; Lasky & Glampedakis 2016). First, when the gravitational
radiation dominates the spin-down (i.e., IΩΩ̇ ≈ −Lgw), accord-
ing to Eqs. (1) and (2), the power of the spin-down wind is

Lem(t) = Lem,0

(
1 +

t
τgw

)−1

, (6)
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where

τgw =
5c5

128GIε2
B,eff

Ω4
0

. (7)

Second, when the magnetic dipole radiation dominates the spin-
down (i.e., IΩΩ̇ ≈ −Lem), according to Eq. (2), the power of the
spin-down wind is

Lem(t) = Lem,0

(
1 +

t
τem

)−2

, (8)

where

τem =
3c3I

B2
eff

R6Ω2
0

. (9)

If the evolution of the GRB X-ray flux tracks that of the
magnetar spin-down, that is, the decay index of the segment
following the GRB X-ray plateau is the same as that of the
spin-down luminosity, one can easily determine which energy-
loss mechanism dominates the spin-down for the given extreme
GRB sample according to the decay index: ∼ −1 corresponds
to gravitational-radiation domination (see Eq. 6) and ∼ −2 cor-
responds to magnetic-dipole-radiation domination (see Eq. 8).
So, the distortion can be constrained through Eqs. (1) and (2).
For example, if the brake is initially dominated by gravitational
radiation, there is (see also Lasky & Glampedakis 2016)

εB,eff >

 5B2
eff

R6c2

192GI2Ω2
0

1/2

. (10)

Indeed, the coevolution between the GRB X-ray flux and the
magnetar spin-down power is the basic requirement as long as
the "internal plateaus" (Troja et al. 2007; Lyons et al. 2010;
Rowlinson et al. 2010) can be explained under the GRB mag-
netar scenario (Du 2020). However, Eq. (10) is not sufficient to
constrain εB,eff since the parameters on the right side of this equa-
tion, Beff , R, Ω0, and I, are uncertain. The unknown parameters
should be replaced by observable quantities.

We note that, under the magnetic-dipole-radiation-
dominated case, two conditions should be satisfied (Du et
al. 2019). (a) The luminosity of the GRB X-ray afterglow
powered by the spin-down wind, Lx(t), should be smaller than
the spin-down power itself, that is,

Lx(t) = ηLem(t), (11)

where η ∈ (0, 1) is the efficiency with which the magnetic en-
ergy is converted into X-ray emission. (b) The total energy of the
GRB X-ray afterglow powered by the spin-down wind should be
smaller than the rotational energy of the central magnetar, that
is,∫ τem

0
Lx(t)dt =

1
2
ηIΩ2

0. (12)

We note that η is a constant since Lx(t) is approximatively a con-
stant during the plateau segment (as is Lem(t) in t � τem); this
is just what the coevolution demands. Combining Eqs. (8), (11),
and (12), one has

Ω0 =

(
2L̄xτem

ηI

)1/2

, (13)

where L̄x = 1
2ηLem,0 is the average luminosity of the X-ray

plateau. Combining Eqs. (9) and (13), one has

Beff =

(
3ηc3I2

2L̄xR6τ2
em

)1/2

. (14)

On the other hand, the power of gravitational radiation de-
cays faster than that of the magnetic dipole radiation (see Eqs. (1)
and (2)). When the spin-down is initially dominated by gravita-
tional radiation, there will be a moment, τ∗, when the spin-down
dominated by gravitational radiation will transform into the case
of magnetic-dipole-radiation domination (Zhang & Mészáros
2001; Lasky & Glampedakis 2016). This gives

τ∗ =
τem

τgw

(
τem − 2τgw

)
. (15)

From Eq. (15), τem can be read as

τem = τgw +

√
τ2

gw + τ∗τgw. (16)

The extreme sample of this case is that the decay index of the
X-ray light curve changes as 0 →∼ −1 →∼ −2 (see Eqs. (6)
and (8)). If there is such a sample, one can obtain τgw and τ∗
through data fitting and get τem through Eq. (16). Then εB,eff can
be directly connected to observable quantities via Eqs. (13) and
(14). Dividing Eq. (9) by Eq. (7), we get

εB,eff =

 5τemB2
eff

R6c2

384τgwGI2Ω2
0

1/2

. (17)

Substituting Eqs. (13) and (14) into Eq. (17), we get

εB,eff =

√
5Ic

2Gτgw

ηc2

16τemL̄x
. (18)

Therefore, the uncertain parameters on the right side of Eq. (10)
can be connected to observable quantities, except η and I.

Previous work (Du et al. 2019) has shown that η ∈∼ (0.01, 1),
but the efficiency still cannot be determined. Here, we empha-
size again that if the X-ray plateau is powered by the magnetar
wind, there must be a coevolution between the X-ray flux and the
spin-down luminosity. This demands that magnetic energy in the
spin-down wind be almost totally released in X-ray emission and
the energy of the magnetar wind solely be dissipated and not in-
jected into the GRB jet, regardless of the dissipation mechanism
(e.g., Usov 1994; Drenkhahn & Spruit 2002; Lyubarsky 2010;
Zhang & Yan 2011; Beniamini & Giannios 2017; Lazarian et al.
2019). This is because if the spin-down energy is injected into
the jet, its dissipation will be modulated by the jet and the co-
evolution will be broken (Du 2020). Therefore, we adopt the sce-
nario in which GRB X-ray plateau emissions originate from the
direct energy dissipation in the Poynting-flux-dominated mag-
netar winds rather than dissipation through injecting magnetar
winds into GRB jets (assumption (i) shown in the introduction).
According to assumption (i), the magnetic energy in the mag-
netar wind mainly transforms into X-ray emission to power the
X-ray plateau; the remaining part changes into the kinetic energy
of the wind and further transforms into X-ray emission to power
an X-ray bump through the interaction between the accelerated
wind and the GRB jet (see Fig. 1 in Du 2020). GRB 070110
(Troja et al. 2007) fits this model exactly. For GRB 070110, η
can be estimated as

η =
Eplateau

Ebump + Eplateau
≈ 0.9, (19)
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where Ebump is the total energy of the X-ray bump and Eplateau is
the total energy of the X-ray plateau.

For simplicity, we adopted η = 0.9 for all the chosen GRB
samples in this paper since the efficiency mainly depends on the
energy dissipation mechanism (this is also the requirement of
the GRB magnetar scenario, according to which most energy in
magnetar winds should be released to power X-ray plateaus).
Once I is known, εB,eff can be estimated through Eqs. (16) and
(18). At present, the equation of state of NSs is still uncertain, as
are the R and I of an NS with known mass. However, observa-
tions have provided substantial information that allows us to es-
timate appropriate values for these two parameters such that the
result given by Eqs. (16) and (18) maintains rationality. Observa-
tions confirm that GRB/type-Ic supernova associations (Galama
et al. 1998; Hjorth et al. 2003; Stanek et al. 2003) indicate that
long GRBs (duration > 2s) originate from massive star collapses.
According to the mass distribution of Galactic pulsars (see Özel
& Freire 2016 for a review), the mass of the millisecond mag-
netar associated with a long GRB could be ∼ 1.4M�. The direct
measurement of NS masses (Demorest et al. 2010; Antoniadis et
al. 2013; Cromartie et al. 2020) and the observational and theo-
retical studies of binary NS mergers (Abbott et al. 2017b; Mar-
galit & Metzger 2017; Annala et al. 2018; Hajela et al. 2021)
show that the rotational inertia and equatorial radius of a mil-
lisecond NS with mass ∼ 1.4 M� could be I ∼ 3 × 1045 g · cm2

and R ∼ 15 km (Cipolletta et al. 2015; Riahi et al. 2019), respec-
tively.

3. A case study

The GRB samples that match the expectation shown in Sect.
2 are rare (especially with known redshift). According to Swift
data (Evans et al. 2007, 2009), we find three samples (see Fig.
2). We adopted the following function to fit the data (e.g., Yu et
al. 2010):

Flux = F
[(

t
τgw

)ωα1

+

(
t
τgw

)ωα2

+

(
τ∗
τgw

)ωα2
(

t
τ∗

)ωα3
]−1/ω

. (20)

We note that F is only the observed average flux of the plateau
as long as the plateau is absolutely horizontal (i.e., α1 = 0).
During the fitting, we changed the smooth factor, ω (usually an
integer is adopted), to let F get close to the average flux of the
plateau (i.e., F and tgw must match each other well). Therefore,
all the parameters can be constrained. The fitting result is shown
in Table 1.

From the three samples, GRB 070521 was selected (a long
GRB with duration T90 ≈ 37.9s; Palmer et al. 2007) to estimate
εB,eff since only the redshift of this GRB is known (z = 2.087;
Konno, Obata, & Kojima 2000). Through Table 1, we averaged
the unabsorbed X-ray flux (the intergalactic extinction is consid-
ered) of GRB 070521 in 364s and get F̄lux(GRB 070521) ≈ 3.1×
10−10erg cm−2 s−1. Under the Λ cold dark matter model with
parameters that the Hubble constant H0 ≈ 70km Mpc−1 s−1,
the energy fraction of matter Ωm ≈ 0.3, and the energy frac-
tion contributed by vacuum ΩΛ ≈ 0.7 (Planck Collaboration et
al. 2016), we get L̄x(GRB 070521) ≈ 4.3 × 1048erg s−1. Ac-
cording to Eqs. (16) and (18) and Table 1, εB,eff(GRB 070521) ∼
4×10−3. Furthermore, according to Eqs. (14) and (16) and Table
1, Beff(GRB 070521) ∼ 1 × 1015G.

Fig. 2: Fitting results of three GRB X-ray afterglows.

Cutler (2002) predicted that the ellipticity, εt, induced by the
internal toroidal field, Bt, satisfies (the minus is hidden)

εt =

 1.6 × 10−6
(
<Bt>
1015G

)
Bt < Bcl

1.6 × 10−6
(
<B2

t >

1030G2

)
Bt > Bcl

, (21)

where < · · · > means volume-averaged over the NS interior,
and Bcl is the critical field. Therefore, if the two conclusions are
compatible, considering the stability of the magnetic field struc-
ture (Beff/Bt should not be too small), εB,eff ∼ 10−3

(
Beff

1015G

)2
(i.e.,

Bcl < 1015G, Beff ∼ 0.02 < Bt >). We note that Bt in the interior
of the star is usually much larger than that of the exterior of the
star; there may be Beff ∼ 0.1Bt near the magnetar outer crust.
This is consistent with the requirement in modeling anomalous
X-ray pulsars/soft gamma repeaters (Thompson & Duncan 1993,
1995) that the toroidal fields can be up to 1016 G in the outer
crusts of magnetars.
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Table 1: Fitting result (the numbers in brackets are standard errors).

Sample ω F (ergs−1cm2) α1 α2 α3 τgw(s) τ∗(s)
GRB 060807 4 2.1 × 10−11 -0.12(0.03) 1.07(0.12) 1.96(0.14) 4188(349) 24251(9273)
GRB 070420 4 9.4 × 10−11 0.16(0.04) 1.15(0.06) 2.03 (0.14) 2095(168) 48271(11959)
GRB 070521 4 2.3 × 10−10 -0.09(0.11) 0.83(0.06) 1.98(0.09) 364(67) 11091(1399)

To test the above result, gravitational-wave observation is es-
sential. It is beneficial to estimate the detectability of this kind
of gravitational-wave signal. Since the rotational periods of GRB
magnetars are usually close to the limit of Keplerian rotation, the
frequency of the gravitational wave is fgw ∼ 2kHz. Therefore,
the amplitude can be estimated as (see, e.g., Maggiore 2008)

h =
4π2G

c4

I f 2
gw

Dl
εB,eff

≈ 5 × 10−23
( εB,eff

4 × 10−3

) ( I
3 × 1045g cm2

)
×

(
1Mpc

Dl

) (
fgw

2kHz

)2

, (22)

where Dl is the luminosity distance and G is the gravity constant.
The sensitivity limits for advanced LIGO and the Einstein Tele-
scope at 2kHz are ∼ 1.3× 10−23 and ∼ 1.0× 10−24 (e.g., Punturo
et al. 2010), respectively. This kind of gravitational-wave signal
can be detected in several megaparsecs. We note that the signal-
to-noise ratio of the periodic signal can be enhanced by folding
the data around the period; the gravitational wave is expected
to be detected at a greater distance (using the typical duration
of the X-ray plateau, tgw, as the standard, the multiple factor is
√
τgw ∼ 30).

4. Summary and discussion

In this paper we aim to investigate how strongly an NS can be
distorted by a magnetic field. We propose a method for esti-
mating magnetically induced distortions of NSs through GRB
X-ray plateaus under the GRB magnetar scenario. If the dis-
tortion is strong enough, the corresponding gravitational radia-
tion can dominate the initial NS spin-down and affect the time
evolution of the NS electromagnetic radiation (i.e., the decay
index of the X-ray flux may change as ∼ 0 →∼ 1 →∼ 2).
Therefore, the ellipticity may be connected to some measur-
able and inferred parameters. According to the case study of
GRB 070521, we find that εB,eff ∼ 10−4( Beff

1014G )2. Comparing
this with previous well-accepted theoretical results, for exam-
ple, εB ∼ 10−4( Bt

1016G )2 (Cutler 2002), our result shows that there
should be Beff ∼ 0.02 < Bt > and Beff ∼ 0.1Bt near the magne-
tar outer crust if the two results are compatible. This deduction
could be used as the initial internal magnetic field structure to
model the external magnetosphere of an NS.

A large toroidal field (∼ 1016G) may induce a certain insta-
bility for the given magnetic configuration (Akgün et al 2013),
but the appearance of such a strong toroidal field seems to be
inevitable (Ciolfi & Rezzolla 2013). Due to the observation
of Galactic magnetars (Rea & Esposito 2011) and the model-
independent constraint on the magnetic field for the GRB mag-
netar scenario (Du et al. 2019), we tend to believe Beff ≤∼ 1015G.
This leads to a disparity between Beff and < Bt > under the GRB
magnetar scenario. The reason may be that the asymmetrical

collapses and explosions of long GRB progenitors (e.g., GRB
070521) induce extra torques, which results in differential rota-
tions between the interiors and exteriors of proto-NSs to amplify
the internal toroidal fields. In the future, several supermassive
star collapses and rare binary NS mergers in ∼ 100Mpc (Abbott
et al. 2017c) may provide opportunities to test the results shown
in this paper.
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