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ABSTRACT

We solve for waves in a polytropic, stratified plasmas with a spatially varying background magnetic
field that points along a horizontal z-direction, and with gravity that is directed along the vertical z-
direction. Force balance determines the magnitude of the background magnetic field, B? ~ 2!, where
n is the polytropic index. Using numerical and asymptotic methods, we deduce an explicit dispersion
relation for fast pressure-driven waves: Q2 ~ K (2m + n) [1 + (1/Ma)?(4 — 27 + cos? § — 3 cos* ) /4].
Here, 2 is the frequency, K the wavenumber, 6 the angle the wave-vector makes with the background
magnetic field, My the Alfvénic Mach number, and m an integer representing the eigenstate. We
discuss roles of such an explicit formula in asteroseismology.

Keywords: magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) — Sun: waves — Sun: magnetic fields — stars: waves —

stars: magnetic fields

1. INTRODUCTION

The strengths of magnetic fields buried below the sur-
face of stars are not known, though they are vital for
improved understanding of the magnetic behaviour of
stars. This challenge has impeded progress in under-
standing stellar magnetism and the evolution of mag-
netized stellar interiors. To estimate the magnetic field
strength, linear asteroseismology is a promising tech-
nique (Aerts et al. 2010). The key idea is to calculate the
dispersion relations of surface waves taking into account
the presence of subsurface magnetic fields. Then inver-
sion techniques are used, leveraging the observed power
spectrum of oscillations, to infer the subsurface magnetic
field. Thus, simple analytical dispersion relations are
insightful, but obtaining such relations remains a chal-
lenge. This challenge also impacts the development of
nonlinear asteroseismology (Guo 2020; Van Beeck et al.
2021, 2023), which requires linear dispersion relations to
evaluate mode resonances. Consequently, the progress
in magnetoseismology has been slow.

Observational studies report travel-time perturbations
of acoustic waves to be a critical signature of strong mag-
netic fields in the stellar interior (Schunker et al. 2005;
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Tlonidis et al. 2011). Numerical simulations of asteroseis-
mic waves also suggest the possibility of detecting sub-
surface fields, before they emerge on the surface (Singh
et al. 2014, 2015, 2016, 2020; Das et al. 2020; Das 2022).
To bolster such findings, a thorough understanding of
the impact of magnetic fields on asteroseismic waves
is essential (Nye & Thomas 1976; Adam 1977; Thomas
1983; Campos 1983; Cally 2007; Campos & Marta 2015;
Tripathi & Mitra 2022).

Waves in an unmagnetized polytropic atmosphere
were exactly solved analytically by Lamb (1911) who
derived the relation

@ (D1 K
2K 2+202

n
= — 1
m—|—2, (1)

where (2 is the frequency, K the wavenumber, n the poly-
tropic index, v the adiabatic index, and m the eigen-
state index, with m = 0,1,2,.... This advancement
led to a series of newer and significant understanding
of hydrodynamic waves. Under fast-wave approxima-
tion, Q?/K > 1, the leading-order dispersion relation
becomes

Q2 ~ K (2m+n). (2)

A similar closed-form analytical expression for waves
in a magnetized polytrope, as of yet, is unknown. Earlier
attempts (e.g., Gough & Thompson 1990; Spruit & Bog-
dan 1992; Cally & Bogdan 1993; Bogdan & Cally 1997;
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Cally & Bogdan 1997) have ended with deriving, analyt-
ically, approximate integral expression in certain pertur-
bative limits and then solving them numerically. Hence,
they leave out the critical step of obtaining a straight-
forward analytical understanding of the effect of mag-
netic fields on linear asteroseismic waves. For example,
Spruit & Bogdan (1992) consider a plane-parallel poly-
tropic atmosphere threaded by a vertical magnetic field
that is uniform throughout the whole domain. They
perturbatively derive integrals for changes in wave fre-
quency and then solve the integrals numerically. Cally
& Bogdan (1993) pursue the model of Spruit & Bogdan
(1992), but with a different perturbative approach. The
effect of horizontal fields on waves is studied by sev-
eral authors (e.g., Nye & Thomas 1976; Adam 1977;
Thomas 1983; Campos 1983; Cally 2007; Campos &
Marta 2015; Tripathi & Mitra 2022), but in simple and
unrealistic isothermal atmosphere, which has very dif-
ferent properties of waves than in a more realistic poly-
tropic atmosphere. Notably, Gough & Thompson (1990)
treat a global problem (in spherical coordinates); there,
the computation of eigenfrequencies requires evaluation
of integral expressions using numerical methods [e.g.,
Egs. (4.11)—(4.13) in Gough & Thompson (1990)]. A
closed-form analytical formula is currently unavailable.
The limitations of purely numerical approach and lack
of a closed-form expression were succinctly expressed by
Bogdan & Cally (1997):

“Ideally, we would wish to proceed by writing
down an equation analogous to Lamb’s for-
mula for the magnetized polytrope. Unfortu-
nately, this approach is not feasible and for
the most part one must instead be content
with a numerically derived visual compari-
son of how the allowed oscillation frequen-
cies depend upon the choice of the horizontal
wavenumber k.”

Analytic dispersion relations are also essential for de-
veloping wave turbulence theory in the presence of both
gravity and magnetic fields. In wave turbulence the-
ory, calculations of mode resonances require simple, ex-
plicit dispersion relations that accurately capture the
magnetic effect on observed linear waves. We note that
the Lamb’s dispersion relation (2), Q ~ VK, is sim-
ilar to that of surface gravity waves in oceans (Has-
selmann 1962). However, there is a critical difference:
The surface gravity waves do not couple via three-
wave resonance, thus requiring a weaker four-wave cou-
pling (Nazarenko & Lukaschuk 2016). The Lamb waves,
on the other hand, can couple via three-wave resonance,
because there are infinitely many such waves (eigen-

states) at a given wavenumber, unlike only one pair of
surface gravity waves at a given wavenumber. Thus,
the infinitely many Lamb waves at a given wavenum-
ber have distinct wave frequencies, which allow the sum
of three frequencies at three wavenumbers to become
null. While a wave turbulence theory for surface gravity
waves has been well established, it is yet to be developed
for the asteroseismic waves, whose dispersion relation
in fully analytic form is a basic requirement for such a
theory. The value that an analytic dispersion relation
offers in resonant-coupling theory cannot be overstated
when magnetic fields make the wave dispersion relation
anisotropic and complicated. Motivated by these rea-
sons, we seek here an accurate and simple formulae for
the effect of magnetic fields on the Lamb waves.

Introducing magnetic fields, aligned orthogonal to
a vertical gravity in Fig. 1, we find, as did Bogdan
& Cally (1997), that the linearized magnetohydrody-
namic (MHD) equations are too cumbersome to obtain
a closed-form expression for the dispersion relation, even
with the fast-wave approximation, Q?/K >> 1. Here, we
overcome this difficulty by using both numerical simu-
lations and extensive use of Mathematica, followed by
a variant of the Jeffereys—Wentzel-Kramers—Brillouin
(JWKB) approximation we devise to deduce

2(4 — 2y +cos?§ — 3cost 0)
4 )

3)

in the limit Q?/K > 1, withm = 0,1,2,.... The param-

eter € is the inverse of the Alfvénic Mach number, and 6

is the angle the wave vector makes with the background

magnetic field. Equation (3) is the principal result of

this paper.

This paper is organized in the following way. In § 2, we
describe our model and present the linearized compress-
ible MHD equations. Such equations are then numeri-
cally solved in § 3. To obtain analytical understanding
of the numerical results, the linearized equations are re-
duced to a wave equation in § 4. The normal-form wave
equation is then perturbatively solved using a variant of
the JWKB theory we construct; analytical understand-
ing is gained in § 5. With astrophysical implications and
roles of our results, we conclude in § 6.

0% ~ K (2m +n) 145

2. SYSTEM SETUP AND LINEARIZED
PERTURBATION EQUATIONS

To study waves in a magnetized, stratified medium, we
consider the ideal three-dimensional compressible mag-
netohydrodynamic (MHD) equations (Chandrasekhar
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Figure 1. An inhomogeneous magnetic field Bo(z), ori-
ented orthogonal to a constant vertical gravity g, is consid-
ered where the wave is allowed to propagate in an arbitrary
direction, shown with K, making an angle § with By. The
gradient in the colormap of the box schematically represents
increasing functions with depth z of the magnetic field, fluid
density, pressure, and sound speed.

1961)
dhp+ V- (pU) =0, (4a)
ploU+ (U -V)U]l=-VP+pg+JxB, (4b)
0B =V x (U x B), (4c)
% — 2& )

Dt ¢ Dt

where p, U, P, and B represent the density, the
velocity, the pressure, and the magnetic field, respec-
tively. The current density is J = V x B/pug, where
1o represents the magnetic permeability of the vacuum.
The magnetic field is additionally constrained to be
divergence-less

V.-B=0. (5)

We consider a local Cartesian domain where the equilib-
rium density po and pressure P, satisfy the polytropic
relation

PO ~ p(1)+1/na (6)

where n is the polytropic index of the gaseous atmo-
sphere. In an unmagnetized atmosphere, the force bal-
ance gives 9, Py(z) = po(z)g, where g = gé,, with ¢ as
the constant acceleration due to gravity along the ver-
tical z-axis, as depicted in Fig. 1. The force balance
requires

po(z) ~ 2" Py(z) ~ 2"t (7)

2.1. Background magnetic field and sound speed

We introduce an inhomogeneous background magnetic
field, B = By(z)é,. The force-balance relation with the
Lorentz force, (V x B/ug) x B, then becomes

1
9.Py = pog — —0.B5. 8
0 = Pog 210 0 (8)
The solution

Bj(z) ~ 2" (9)
also satisfies Eq. (7). The plasma S is then a constant

throughout the domain
/6 _ Pgas _ 2NOP)O
N Pmagnetic Bg .

The sound speed (¢) may now be deduced from Eq. (8),
using Py = ¢2pg /7y, where 7 is the adiabatic index of the
gas

(10)

(11)

The solution to Eq. (11) is ¢2=c3z, where c2 is a constant

given by
9

2= .
(n+1)(1+57)
It is useful to express S~ ' in terms of the Alfvénic Mach
number M, which is the ratio of the the sound speed
to the Alfvén speed,
S BS po vy

R St 13
topo YPo 2 2M3 13)

(12)

using which the sound speed becomes
2 Y97
¢ = . 14
(0 + D+ M2 .

2.2. Linearized perturbation equations

We now linearize the MHD equations around the back-
ground profiles [pg, 0, By, Py], introduced in Egs. (7) and
(9). Such a linearization yields evolution equations for
infinitismal perturbations [p, u, b, D] as

Op=—(u-V)po—po(V - w), (15a)
Oy, = ~ 28 | 2050 (15b)
Po Hopo
5 Bo(8sb, — O,bs
oy, = — 2P Bo(Osby = Oyba) (15¢)
Po Hopo
_ 8.p  pg . Bo(Oub. — d.by) — b,0.B
&guzz——p—i—@—l- 0( ) 07
Po Po Hopo
(15d)
Oiby = —Bo(dyily + 0.70.) — 1.0, Bo, (15¢)
Oiby = —Bod, iy, (15f)
db, = — B0y, (15g)
op=—(u-V)Py—cpo(V - ). (15h)
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We shall use
x=V-u (16)

in the rest of the article, where helpful.
Equations (15a)—(15h) can be simplified to derive a
set of fewer (closed) equations

afﬁr = Cz&m%‘*’ gamam (173')
2
~ ~ ~ C ~ ~ ~
3t2uy = CQ&?}X + gayuz + W (aacacuy + ayX - aa:yux) s
A
(17b)

1 } — 9Oyuy

M3 (1+M,?/2)
YA+ MP)gx | A
(1+Mz%/2) MR

02, = c*0,X — g0ty |1+

(axxaz + az% - a:czﬁx) .
(17¢)

We note that the appearance of M3 in Eq. (17c) in cer-
tain terms may seem non-trivial at first sight; however,
upon inspection, we understand them as terms emerging
from the effect of the Lorentz force on the background
states, via terms like 0,c?(z2) and (9, Py)/pn, while pro-
cessing Eqs. (15a)—(15h). Admittedly, Eqgs. (17a)—(17c)
are somewhat challenging to proceed with clarity. Thus,
we now non-dimensionalize the equations to make them
reasonably transparent.

2.3. Non-dimensionalized linear equations

We define L as the characteristic length scale over
which the sound speed varies (and, for that matter,
pressure, density, and temperature also vary) appre-
ciably. Then we find that the characteristic sound
speed in an unmagnetized polytrope is, using Eq. (14),
cr, = \/v9L/(n+1). Using L and L/cy, as the dimen-
sional length and time units, we non-dimensionalize all
variables henceforth, starting with the sound speed

2 Z

c
CP=5=—->5— 18

i 1+yMi%/2 (18)
where the lowercase dimensional variables (¢ and z)
are cast as uppercase non-dimensional variables (C' and
Z). Thus we replace all the dimensional variables in
Egs. (17a)—(17¢) using

(x,y,2) = (LX,LY,LZ), (19a)
z

R S — 19b

T M2 (19b)

0 = For, (19¢)

where the uppercase characters X,Y, and T represent
non-dimensional variables.

We analyze perturbations by Fourier-transforming in
the (z,y)-plane, viz.,

U (Z) = / dK xdKydQ i, exp [i(Kx X + KyY + QT)],

(20)
where the uppercase characters represent non-
dimensional quantities, e.g., K = (Kx,Ky) is the
non-dimensional wavevector in the (z,y)-plane, and
Q is the nondimensional frequency. Fourier analyzing
Egs. (17a)-(17c) and representing M, by ¢ henceforth,
we write

{W] - {(”+1)(1+762/2)} .

iKxZ ~7 U= =X
(21a)
021 +~€%/2) K3
s 2K ~ X | A
[~ Kx] ”’”J’{ iKyZ Ky |
— 1)(1 2/2
vz

(21b)

2
|:iKX{m6/2+62 <1+ Zaz)” i,
¥ n+1
¢ [HALEACR g,  [SEOEC H AR,

¥ n+1

(. Zdzx 9
= <X+ n+1>(1+e ).

(21¢)

Equations (21a)—(21c) are general, without any approx-
imation, and host all three families of MHD waves: the
fast and slow magnetoacoustic waves, and the Alfvén
waves. The Alfvén wave dispersion relation is repro-
duced by substituting Ky = 0 and Kx = K in
Eq. (21b), which renders it to: either %, = 0 (the trivial
solution), or O? = e2K2Z/(1 + ~v€?). This is indeed the
dispersion relation of the Alfvén waves, which is con-
firmed by writing Q? = K?v%, where v = B2 /(uopo)
is the squared Alfvén speed. This squared Alfvén speed
is determined from Eq. (13) to be vPy/(poM3). Rec-
ognizing that vPy/po is the squared sound speed, given
in Eq. (18) [derived from Eq. (11)], the squared Alfvén
speed is v3 = €2Z/(1 + ve?).

3. EXACT NUMERICAL SOLUTION

We obtain fully converged numerical solution to
Egs. (21a)—(21c) by employing the spectral “Dedalus”
framework (Burns et al. 2020). Referring to the Dedalus
methods paper (Burns et al. 2020) for more details,
we briefly outline the numerical procedures employed
in Dedalus for eigenvalue problems. At each horizontal
wavenumber (Kx, Ky ), the state variables—the three
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Figure 2. Q?(Kx, Ky) for hydrodynamic and magnetized
polytropes. The two plotted surfaces are visually indifferen-
tiable because the difference (AQ?) between them is much
smaller than Q?; see Fig. 3. The parameters used are e = 0.1,
m = 20, n = 2.5, and v = 5/3. For variations in these pa-
rameters, the surface plot of Q%(Kx, Ky) remains the same
qualitatively.

components of velocity—are expanded in the Cheby-
shev polynomials along the inhomogeneous z-axis. Be-
cause of the background inhomogeneity, different Cheby-
shev coefficients couple, creating a dense linear operator.
Sparsification is provided by a change of basis from the
Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind to those of the
second kind. To impose boundary conditions and keep
the matrix sparse, Dirichlet preconditioning is applied.
Efficient solution of the resulting matrices is then found
by passing the matrices £ and M in the eigenvalue (o)
problem, LX = ocMJX, to the “scipy” linear algebra
packages. For a given spectral resolution along the in-
homogeneous z-axis, we solve for all the eigenvalues of
the matrices. Such a non-targeted, general solution pro-
duces a complete eigenspectrum and eigenmodes, corre-
sponding to all families of linear MHD waves: the (fast)
pressure-driven, (slow) gravity-driven modes, and the
Alfvén modes. We focus on the high-frequency modes to
assess the effect of magnetic fields on such fast pressure-
driven waves.

For the boundary condition, at the lower boundary
z = L,, we require u, = 0. At the upper boundary, z =
0, where the atmosphere ceases, we enforce, following
Lamb (1911),

Dp
— =0 22
oy (22
which implies
D ~ ~
2=P —pox = 0= 2"T1y. (23)

Dt

iy,
1/ ',l

ittty
1T,
I8, iy,
ORI T ]
1l _::,,'.,'g,",',l':’:”:,:,:,:’,”;":’l'l"',',',l""""' 0.3
77
R ey
WISIIRRR / 0.2
SRS :
e ““‘f:‘@‘~‘~
X X . 2
\ 0.1 A@2
0.0
RS
XSS
Wit \ N
e 2\ v,'.,':,",' —0.1

Figure 3. AQ? = Q? — Qﬁydro is plotted for a magnetized
polytrope, with € = 0.1, m = 20, n = 2.5, and v = 5/3. This
surface plot shows the difference between the two surface
plots in Fig. 2.

We first validate that, in the absence of the magnetic
field, our solver successfully reproduces two branches of
Lamb’s exact analytical dispersion relation [Eq. (1)]. We
identify the pressure-driven modes by comparing their
eigenfrequencies with those predicted by Lamb’s solu-
tion. We then impose a very weak background magnetic
field and systematically increase its strength, and track
changes to the eigenfrequencies. A case of such mag-
netic modification of pressure-driven waves is shown in
Fig. 2. Although, in Fig. 2, we display two surface plots
of O?(Kx, Ky)—one for the hydrodynamic and other
for the magnetized polytrope—the two plots are visu-
ally indistinguishable. The difference between the two
surface plots is shown in Fig. 3. For Ky = 0, AQ? is
negative, and for Kx = 0, AQ? is positive and relatively
large. We also note a minor decrease in positive value
of AQ? in going from Kx ~ 0 to Kx = 0.

It turns out that AQ? is related to the hydrodynamic
squared-frequency Qﬁydro; and AQ?/ Qﬁydm is almost en-
tirely independent of the wavevector magnitude (Fig. 4).
Only angular dependence is observed.

The extremely low wavenumbers in Fig. 4 correspond
to very large scale waves that cannot be captured in a
finite box in numerical calculation. To capture lower
wavenumbers, we significantly extend the domain size
along the vertical z-axis, which allow us to obtain fully
converged numerical results for other wavenumbers.

4. REDUCTION TO WAVE EQUATION

To analytically determine the dispersion relation, we
solve the set of equations (21a)—(21c) perturbatively in
the limit of a weak magnetic field, i.e., e < 1. By setting
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Figure 4. Relative difference of squared-frequency de-
pends on the wavevector propagation angle (spanned by the
black circle), but the relative difference is insensitive to the
wavevector magnitude. The parameters chosen are ¢ = 0.1,
m =20, n =25, and v =5/3.

€ = 0, we recover the Lamb’s equations for the unmagne-
tized polytrope (Lamb 1911). The Lamb’s equations re-
duce to a second-order differential equation for y. With
the same goal, we proceed in the following manner. We
rewrite Eqgs. (21a)—(21c) as

My Mip Mg Ug ha(X)
Moy Mao Mos Uy | = hy(X) o (24)
M3y Mszy Msz3 U, h.(%,0zX)

where the matrix elements M;; are independent of Z-
derivatives, and are functions of Kx, Ky, ), n,v, €, and
Z only (for their complete expressions, see Appendix A).
In arriving at Eq. (24), we have replaced 9z, in the
first term on the left-hand side of Eq. (21c) with its
exact expression obtained by differentiating Eq. (21a)
with respect to Z. We then substitute Jz; operation
in 0zu, by writing it as x — iKxtU, — iKyu,. Such a
process removes dz operation from the matrix M. The
functions h,, are linear in x and Jzx.

Straightforward inversion of the matrix M expresses
all components of the velocity in terms of x and 0zx:

U, = fV(Z)X + gV(Z)aZ)A(v (25)

where v can be either z,y, or z. We recognize that
fu and g, are functions of Z, but do not involve 0.
The three velocity components of Eq. (25) can now be
subsumed into a single second-order differential equation
for x:

%X+ P(Z,€)0zX + R(Z,€)x = 0, (26)

which can be recast into the normal form of the second-
order differential equation by changing variable as

W) =i@ew|- [azra] e

where m refers to the eigenstate index, I'(Z,¢,d) is
the magnetically modified wavenumber, and Zi (e, )

which reduces Eq. (26) to the wave equation

%) +T2(Z,e,8)1h = 0. (28)

In (28), we use the explicit notation I'?(Z, €, §) to remind
us that the two small parameters € and § are implicit in
', where § = K/Q?, with K = /K% + K% representing
the magnitude of the wavevector and ) representing the
eigenfrequency.

The procedure outlined above appears straightfor-

ward. However, the analytical manipulations in arriving
at Eq. (28)—a magnetized version of Lamb’s equation—
require laborious and careful calculations, as I'?(Z, ¢, §)
alone conceals an expression of exhaustive length—tens
of pages of this article. In the absence of the magnetic
field, the expression for I'?(Z,e = 0,8) = [3(Z,9) is
beautifully short, T'o(Z,0) = K*(Z — «)(B — Z)/Z?,
where o and § are the two turning points—two zeros of
I'o(Z,5)—that depend on ¢, the property of the eigen-
frequency.

5. PERTURBATIVE SOLUTION FOR
ANISOTROPIC MAGNETIC EFFECT

The presence of a weak magnetic field, characterized

by small €, may be considered as a perturbation to the
Lamb’s two-turning-point eigenvalue problem. Hence,
the magnetic field changes both the locations of the
turning points and the form of the potential I'(Z, ¢, d).

5.1. Perturbative calculations

A formal asymptotic solution to Eq. (28) is con-

structed by introducing a book-keeping, small parame-
ter ! ¢ in (28) (see e.g., Bender & Orszag 1978; Tripathi
2022):

C20%1p +T2(Z,e,8)p = 0. (29)

To find the magnetically modified eigenfrequencies,
we develop below an asymptotic theory starting from
Eq. (29), by using perturbative expansions in powers of
¢, €, and 6, in that order.

Following the stancilard procedure of the (-expansion

of the state vector v, we write the JWKB quantiza-
tion condition (see e.g., Bender & Orszag 1978; Tripathi
2022),

1 ZQ(E,(S) 1
—/ F(Z,e,é)dZw(m—l—2>; m=0,1,2,...,

T JZ1(e,6)
(30)

I The parameter ¢ can replaced with unity at the outset or after
performing the {-expansion.
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and Zs(e, d) are the magnetically shifted turning points.
Equation (30) is the leading-order contribution in the
conventional JWKB asymptotic series, where the terms
corresponding to the first two orders in ¢ are retained.
The first-order term yields 1/2, shown on the right.
Higher-order terms in ( can be computed, see, e.g.,
Egs. (7) to (10) of Tripathi (2022).
Next, we expand the wavenumber I'(Z, €, d) as

[(Z,€,6) =To(Z,6) + el'1(Z,6) + T2 (Z, 6)
+ €3 T3(Z,08) + O(e*).
(31)
Note that the leading-order effect of the Lorentz force
on the wavefrequency appears only at the second order
O(€?) in the expansion, i.e., I'1(Z, §) above is zero. The
expressions for I'yg(Z,0) and I'2(Z, §) are

K\/(Z—-a)(f—-2)
Z )
(b2Z% + b1Z + by)

V(Z—=a)(5-2)

where we have used Kx = K cosf and Ky = Ksin6.
The parameters o and 3 depend on § = K/Q? and sat-
isfy the following properties

FO(Z; 5) - (323.)

['2(Z,6) = (32b)

ap="042) (33a)
9% -
R (n+ 1)(7;11 M)% % (33b)

The lengthy expressions of by, by, and by are presented
in Appendix B. We note that these parameters depend
on Q, K,0,n, and v only.

Now we expand the turning points Zi(e,d) and
Z5(€,6) around the turning points of the unmagnetized
polytrope, Z{O) = « and Zéo) = [ in powers of €. For
clarity we now suppress the implicit —dependence of the
turning points. For example, we write Z; (¢, d) as Z;(e),
which we expand in powers of € as

Zi(e)= 2" + 2V + 229 1 0P, (34)

where j = 1 and j = 2 refer to the left and the right
turning points, respectively (i.e., a < ). We note that,
in Eq. (34), the correction term at the first order in e is
zero, i.e., ZJ(-I) = 0. We find this result by substituting
the expression for Z;(e) from Eq. (34) in I'(Z,¢) = 0,
and by employing Eq. (31). Solving the resulting equa-
tion order-by-order in € produces Z;l) = 0. We note,
however, that, at the second order in € (which is where

the effect of the Lorentz force comes in action), Z ](»2) be-

)

. 2 . .
comes non-zero. The expressions for Z J( are given in

Appendix C.

Because the term Zj(-Q) appears at the second order
in €, it may be tempting to assume that the term con-
tributes to second order in € itself in the JWKB integral
in (30). This, however, is not the case. The term con-
tributes to third and higher orders in € as we show next.
Expanding Eq. (30),

1 27+ 23+0()
Tr /

[Do(Z) + €T2(2) + O(€*)] dZ
200422 +o(e?)

1
~ (m—!—); m=0,1,2, ...

2
(35)
We now integrate I'g(Z) as
Z£0)+E2Z§2)+O(EB)

To(Z)dZ
Z§0)+62Z£2)+O(63)

a B B+e2Z8P 1 0(%)
(/ ey (22
a+e22P 1 0(e3) a B

3/2
269K (8 — )2 [ 2{7] 8
- r
” + /a o(2)dz
3/2
23K (3 — o)/ [—Zﬂ
+ + O(e"),

3
(36)

where we notice terms with €3 arising from the second-
order shifts in the turning points, €22\ and 22{¥.
The additional power of ¢ emerges from the integrand

I'o(Z), which has a term y/Z — ZJ(O). This term when

expanded around Z J(o) in powers of € contributes an € to
the integral.

In Eq. (36), the term ff I'o(Z) dZ is the integral that
one finds in Lamb’s calculations. Since here we seek
the effect of magnetic fields on Lamb waves, we replace
/ f I'y(Z)dZ with Lamb’s exact dispersion relation for
hydrodynamic waves [Eq. (1)]:

1 [P
f/ Ty(2)dZ =
m (0%
(n+1) 02 (yn—n-1)K
I = -1 1.
Lamb 2 | Kmrn T e +
(37)

Thus, we replace the integral [ f To(Z) dZ, appearing in
Eq. (36), with Iramb from Eq. (37) to obtain

€2 B8
Tramb + - / ['2(2)dZ 4+ O(e?)

1
~ <m+2); m=0,1,2,...,

(38)

which is accurate up to second order in €. We substi-
tute I'y(Z) from Eq. (32b) and perform the integral in
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Eq. (38) to arrive at

2 2
Inamb — = [bo +b (a—;—ﬁ) + bo <3a * 226 + 36 )]

~ <m+;); m=0,1,2,....
(39)

Employing fast-wave approximation, we now expand
each term on the left-hand side of Eq. (39) in powers of
§=K/Q? as

111 61 —-n) 5
—I'Lamb"\'g_5""74_(9((S ):|7
(40a)
12—« 2
by ~ 5T +0(6 )}, (40Db)
a+BY _1[cos’f 5
b1< 5 )N(S_ 1 +O(5)], (40c)
2 2 r_ 4
by (3a —|-2c8vﬁ+35 >“(15 30805 9_’_0(52)]'

(40d)

Thus we obtain a simplified dispersion relation from
Eq. (39):

2211 € 9 3cost

~(m+5)m=012. (4

It turns out that Eq. (41) does not agree excellently with
our numerical results, see Fig. Al in Appendix D. But
replacing cos?f with (cos?6)/2 gives excellent agree-
ment.

Informed in this way, we write the final dispersion
relation

&2 l_f 9 _ +cos29_3cos49
K |2 1 T 2

~ (m—l—g); m=0,1,2,....| (42)

5.2. Comparison between theory and numerics

Using the Lamb’s relation, Qf ;. ~ K(2m + n), we
rewrite Eq. (42) as

9(0) = 7/2 + AQ* /(€D yaro)

1
=1+ 1 (cos2 6 — 3 cos? 9), (43)
where AQ? = 02 — Qﬁydro. This is a remarkable result.
The right-hand-side of Eq. (43) is independent of every
other possible parameter other than 6 ! In Fig. 5, we plot
the function g(6) from our numerical determination of

the eigenfrequencies for numerous different values of m
and K, and two different values of ¢, and two different
values of . These numerical values are shown with dif-
ferent markers. All the different curves collapse onto
each other, creating a universal master curve. We also
plot our asymptotic expression, Eq. (42), which agrees
very well with the numerical results. This demonstrates
that our theory is in excellent agreement with numerics
even for € as large as e = 0.1.

It is surprising that, in our attempt to capture the
anisotropy brought in by the magnetic field, despite a
myriad of unwieldy expressions encountered on the way,
an expression as simple as Eq. (42), is obtained. This
simple expression is also highly accurate, as demon-
strated in Fig. 5. The gratifying success of our asymp-
totic theory is somewhat unexpected, given that the an-
alytical solution is accurate only up to the leading order
in ¢,¢, and § = K/Q2.

More accurate solutions may be obtained by using the
full expressions of by, by, and by from Appendix B in
Egs. (40d)—(40b), and retaining higher-order terms in ¢
and e.

We emphasize that the closed-form expression we ob-
tain is not solely by use of the perturbative calculation.
At the last step, we needed guidance from our numerical
solutions. This implies that future work should develop
a better perturbation theory. We discuss a few possi-
bilities. Let us first revisit our perturbative calculation.
Equation (28) is exact. It has two small parameters, €
and §. For e = 0, this equation reduces to the Lamb’s
problem. We note that our final dispersion relation (42)
reproduces the high-frequency Lamb’s dispersion rela-
tion (2) if we set € = 0 in Eq. (42). In our perturbative
calculation, we also introduce the additional small pa-
rameter ¢ to allow us to use the JWKB formalism. The
first step then is to retain the first two leading-order
terms in (. Thus we obtain Eq. (30). We arrive at a
curious JWKB problem where the turning points them-
selves depend on a small parameter €, see Eq. (35). We
retain terms up to second order in € in this expansion,
thereby arriving at Eq. (38). Next, we expand all terms
in powers of 4. If we change the order of expansion
in € and 4, then we no longer obtain the mathematical
structure of the two-turning-point JWKB problem. The
leading-order term reduces to an expression whose Z-
dependence is solely Z~1/2. To reformulate that expan-
sion such that we can compare it with the Lamb’s result,
we must resum the J-expanded infinite series which is
not straightforward. So, this does not seem to be a use-
ful alternative. Next, we remind the reader that a naive
application of the JWKB method to calculate eigenval-
ues of the Schrodinger equation for either the harmonic
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Figure 5. Theory and numerics: Our theory predicts that g(0) = AQ2/(62Qﬁydm) + 7/2 depends only on 6 as given in
Eq. (43). The function g(f) is independent of the wavenumber K, Alfvénic Mach number ¢!, the polytropic index n, the
adiabatic index v, and the eigenstate index m. Here, we plot g(6) obtained from our numerical solutions for several different
values of m, ranging from 10 to 35, and for several different values of K (0.6 < |K| < 2), and for two values of € and two values
of ~ (different symbols). All data points collapse on the same universal curve. The function g(f) from our asymptotic theory,
Eq. (43), is also plotted here. The asymptotic curve is indistinguishable from the exact numerical solutions.

oscillator or the Coulomb potential in three dimensions
gives a factor of £(¢+1) [¢ is the quantum number for or-
bital angular momentum]|, which must be replaced with
(£+1/2)% to obtain the correct expression (Langer 1937).
This correction appears naturally when the JWKDB se-
ries is resummed to all orders (Romanovski & Robnik
2000; Robnik & Salasnich 1997; Tripathi 2022). Hence,
there is a possibility that a resummation of the higher-
order terms in powers of ¢ may reproduce Eq. (42). Fi-
nally, we note the third possibility. We mapped Eq. (26)
to a form amenable to the JWKB method. Instead, for
e = 0, Eq. (26) can be transformed to the confluent
hypergeometric equation—this is how Lamb first solved
for the waves in a hydrodynamic polytrope. Thus, for a
small €, it possible to use the method of multiple scales in
a way such that the confluent hypergeometric functions
appear as leading-order solutions, allowing to compute
perturbed eigenfrequencies.

5.3. Role in helioseismic inversions

Since our theoretical formula and numerics show
in Fig. 5 that the expression AQ?/(*Q7 4..) + 7/2
collapses on a single universal curve ¢g(f) = 1 +

1 (cos? @ — 3cos* 0), it suggests that high-frequency he-

lioseismic oscillation data should collapse on a single
curve if one plots the fractional change in observed fre-
quency compared to the Lamb’s hydrodynamic model.
Such a plot allows extraction of two parameters: €,
which encodes the magnetic field strength, and -y, which
is the adiabatic index of the gaseous atmosphere. Since
our theory is applicable to high-frequency (m > 1)
waves, the polytropic index n cannot be inferred reli-
ably using our method, as the squared-frequency of os-
cillations in the hydrodynamic model in Eq. (2) scales
as 2m +n ~ 2m.

We also note that we have considered a horizontal
magnetic field in local Cartesian coordinates, which cor-
responds to non-radial magnetic fields in spherical coor-
dinates. Such non-radial fields are found to be the most
sensitive to the helioseismic inversion kernels near the
solar surface (Das 2022; Das et al. 2020). This justi-
fies our consideration. Note further that the inversion
kernels in general are model-dependent, and the models
for stars other than the Sun are not well-constrained.
Since our formula has only two fitting parameters, more
reliable estimation of those parameters is possible.
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The effect of magnetic fields on slow gravity-driven
waves is not considered in this paper, as the gravity-
driven waves generally penetrate deep in the core of
a star, which requires global geometry. Our current
analysis in the Cartesian domain is appropriate for the
fast pressure-driven waves that are confined in the sub-
surface layers of a star. We shall nevertheless remark
briefly on the potential impact of magnetic fields on slow
gravity-driven waves. For the slow waves, the first term
on the left-hand side of Eq. (1) may be neglected, which
implies: (i) squared time period of such waves is lin-
early proportional to the eigenstate index, and (ii) such
waves in unmagnetized medium become unstable when
v < (1 + 1/n). This instability criterion (ii) is con-
sistent with the energy principle of Newcomb (1961).
When a magnetic field is present, by applying the en-
ergy principle of Newcomb, we find, for Kx # 0,2 the
instability threshold on v for the gravity waves is lifted
toy < (1+1/n)(1+1/8). When the magnetic field
is very strong (8 < 1), the regular perturbation se-
ries in powers of € (oc 1/4/f) is possibly inadequate for
unstable gravity-driven waves. Such considerations are
clearly beyond the scope of the present paper. We note,
however, that thorough understanding of the effect of
magnetic fields on mixed gravito-acoustic waves holds
a promise to deliver reliable estimation of the strengths
and geometries of magnetic fields that are buried in deep
layers of stellar interiors (Bugnet et al. 2021; Mathis
et al. 2021; Mathis & Bugnet 2023). As a testament
to this promise, recent global asteroseismic studies have
detected and characterized magnetic fields in the core
of red giant stars, opening a wholly new avenue to mag-
netoseismology (Li et al. 2022, 2023; Deheuvels et al.
2023).

6. CONCLUSIONS

Here we derive, for pressure-driven waves, an accurate
and simple analytical formula that captures the effects of
magnetic field and five other parameters: adiabatic in-
dex, polytropic index, eigenmode state index, wavenum-
bers, and the angle between the wavevector and the
magnetic field [#=cos ™' (K- By)]. Such a six-parameter-
dependent formula is distilled using a perturbative so-
lution to magnetized version of Lamb’s hydrodynamic
polytropic waves. Our explicit analytical formula over-
comes the limitation of previously attempted formulae
for the magnetized polytrope that were presented in gen-
eral integral forms; such a formulation, for instance, that
of Gough & Thompson [1990; e.g., Eq. (4.11)] and Bog-

2For Kx = 0, the criterion for the gravity waves to become un-

stable is slightly modified: v < (1+1/n)(1+1/8) —2/8.

dan & Cally (1997), requires numerical evaluation of the
eigenfrequencies, and thus leaves out the critical step of
obtaining an analytical understanding and expression.
We arrive at our result, guided by our numerical solu-
tions and at the cost of extensive use of Mathematica
for our perturbative analyses.

The simplicity and accuracy of our formula are en-
couraging to employ the formula to help solve the inverse
problem of magnetoseismology. Our formula provides an
explicit, analytical dependence of the observed surface
oscillation frequency with the orientation and strength
of the subsurface magnetic field. Such an understanding
may be able to predict the surface-emergence location
and strength of active regions, and to understand the
properties of subsurface dynamo, e.g., magnetic activity
in the near-surface shear layer (Vasil et al. 2024).

Nonlinear asteroseismology can also directly benefit
from our analytical work, as weak turbulence theory
of asteroseismic waves inevitably requires accurate and
simple expressions of linear wave frequencies in resonant
triad interactions. The effect of the magnetic field on
such waves remains unknown. However, observations
now exist that suggest resonant mode interactions are
possible and can be a critical element of strongly pul-
sating stars (Guo 2020). Nonlinear mode coupling of lin-
ear eigenmodes (Tripathi et al. 2023a,b; Tripathi et al.
2024) may also need to be analyzed, in addition to mode
resonances. Future planned research will directly take
advantage of the formula derived here to assess the role
of the magnetic field and other parameters in asteroseis-
mic wave turbulence, which is eagerly awaiting to soon
enter adulthood from its infancy.
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APPENDIX A
The matrix elements M;; and h,, that appear in Eq. (24) are
My = —Q*(1+v€%/2), (Ala)
My =0, (A1Db)
i 2
Mz = il x(n+1)(1+ e /2), (Alc)
Y
My = EKx Ky Z, (A1d)
Moy = —Q%(1 +v€2/2) + €K% Z, (Ale)
—i1 K- (1 2/2
Mys = iKy(n+1)( "‘76/)’ (A1f)
Y
iKx o 3y K%Z
M3 = 1 — Al
31 7{+6<2+92 ) (Alg)
iKy o (v  K3%Z
Msy = — |1 - Alh
=22 v e (34557, (Amh)
—-02%(1 2/2 K% 7
Ms3 = (1 +7e/2) + K ; (Ali)
n+1
he =iKx ZX, (Alj)
h, = iKy ZR(1 + €%), (A1k)
Z07% K2Z {v—(n+1)(1+~e/2 Z0z% K%Z
n+1 (n 4+ 1)vQ2(1 + ve2/2) n+1 02(1 + ve2/2)
APPENDIX B
The parameters introduced in Eq. (32b), while writing the expression for I'y(Z), appear below:
—K3cos* 0
b2 = T, (AQ&)
- —K [-0%* + Q2 K2 (n+ 1) {(n+ 1+~ —yn)cos(20) —n — 1 — 37} + 2K*(n + 1)* — K*(n + 1)3(n + 1 — yn) cos(20)]
b 20492sec?6 [Q4y2 — K2(n + 1)?] ’
(A2b)
408942 — ) =20’ K2 {2(n + 1)*(4 — 37) + n(2n + 3)7*} + K*(n+ 1)* {ny*(2n + 3) —8(n + 1)*(y — 1)}
, +2K%ycos(20) [K2(n+1)* {n(y — 4+ 2n(y — 1)) — 2} + Q** {2(n + 1)® — yn(2n + 3)}] + ny>K*(n + 1) cos(46)
0~ 16242 K [Q2442 — K2(n+ 1)?]
(A2c)
APPENDIX C ¢ in Eq. (34) are given by Z\* and Z{?):
Due to the magnetic field, the locations of the turning 9
’ b b b
points, Z; and Zs, shift—which to the second order in Zf2) = al 22(—; _12;— 0), (A3a)
—B(b2/3% + b1 3 + bo)
72 _ B(b2 A3b
2 K(ﬁ _ Oé) ( )

APPENDIX D
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== 14 (2cos?f — 3cos ) /4
— 1+ (cos?0 — 3cos*0) /4

90°

180° 0°

270°

Figure Al. Comparison of different expressions to assess
their individual contribution. The innermost (red) curve is
the universal curve on which all numerical data collapse.
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