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ABSTRACT
Hot Jupiters might reside inside the Alfvén surface of their host star wind, where the stellar wind is dominated by magnetic
energy. The implications of such a sub-Alfvénic environment for atmospheric escape are not fully understood. Here, we employ
3-D radiation-magnetohydrodynamic simulations and Lyman-𝛼 transit calculations to investigate atmospheric escape properties
of magnetised hot Jupiters. By varying the planetary magnetic field strength (𝐵𝑝) and obliquity, we find that the structure of the
outflowing atmosphere transitions from a magnetically unconfined regime, where a tail of material streams from the nightside
of the planet, to a magnetically confined regime, where material escapes through the polar regions. Notably, we find an increase
in the planet escape rate with 𝐵𝑝 in both regimes, with a local decrease when the planet transitions from the unconfined to the
confined regime. Contrary to super-Alfvénic interactions, which predicted two polar outflows from the planet, our sub-Alfvénic
models show only one significant polar outflow. In the opposing pole, the planetary field lines connect to the star. Finally,
our synthetic Ly-𝛼 transits show that both the red-wing and blue-wing absorptions increase with 𝐵𝑝 . Furthermore, there is a
degeneracy between 𝐵𝑝 and the stellar wind mass-loss rate when considering absorption of individual Lyman-𝛼 wings. This
degeneracy can be broken by considering the ratio between the blue-wing and the red-wing absorptions, as stronger stellar winds
result in higher blue-to-red absorption ratios. We show that, by using the absorption ratios, Lyman-𝛼 transits can probe stellar
wind properties and exoplanetary magnetic fields.

Key words: MHD – planets and satellites: atmospheres – planets and satellites: magnetic fields – planets and satellites:
planet-star interactions

1 INTRODUCTION

Atmospheric escape processes can shape the evolution of a planet,
which has major implications for its habitability (Lingam & Loeb
2018; Owen 2019; Gronoff et al. 2020). Moreover, atmospheric es-
cape is also thought to explain certain characteristics in the observed
population of short-period exoplanets, such as the scarcity of exo-
planets with radii between 1.5 and 2 Earth radii, known as the “radius
gap” (Fulton et al. 2017), and the lack of planets between 0.03 and
0.3 Jupiter mass, also referred as the “Neptunian desert” (Mazeh
et al. 2016). In the context of atmospheric escape, the presence of a
large-scale magnetic field has been traditionally considered to be a
protection for planetary atmospheres against atmospheric loss (e.g.
Lundin et al. 2007). However, some recent studies have shown that
magnetic fields can enhance certain types of escape. For terrestrial
planets, Gunell et al. (2018) combined empirical measurements at
Venus, Earth, and Mars with semi-analytic models and found that the
mass-loss rate could be higher for magnetised planets due to ion out-
flows through the polar caps and cusps. Egan et al. (2019) studied ion
escape from a Mars-sized planet using a three-dimensional hybrid
simulation, finding that an intrinsic magnetic field does not always
cause a decrease in the ion escape rate. Additionally, Maggiolo et al.
(2022) found that the Earth’s magnetic field enhances the solar en-
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ergy dissipation in the upper atmosphere, which could increase mass
loss.

There have also been a number of theoretical works investigat-
ing how a planetary magnetic field can affect atmospheric escape
in close-in exoplanets, particularly hot Jupiters and warm Nep-
tunes. These short-period exoplanets experience substantial irradi-
ation from their host stars, so that photoevaporation is considered
to be one of the main drivers of the escape (Lammer et al. 2003;
Baraffe et al. 2004; Yelle 2004). Based on two-dimensional magne-
tohydrodynamic simulations, Khodachenko et al. (2015) found that
the evaporation rate was reduced by an order of magnitude for a 1 G
field compared to an unmagnetised planet, while Owen & Adams
(2014) showed that the outflow from the nightside of the planet is
greatly suppressed when a magnetic field is included, leading to a net
reduction in the escape rate. Recently, some studies have employed
detailed 3-D models that account for the planetary magnetic field and
the stellar wind as well. Using this kind of simulations, Arakcheev
et al. (2017) found found a 70 % reduction in WASP-12’s evaporation
rate when the planet’s magnetic field and the stellar wind were in-
cluded, while Carolan et al. (2021b) demonstrated that atmospheric
escape in magnetised planets takes place through polar outflows, and
reported an increase in escape rate as the planetary magnetic field
was increased.

Although for Solar System planets magnetic fields can be deter-
mined in situ, for exoplanets, detections are more challenging. Some
methods used to infer exoplanetary magnetic fields include magnetic
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star-planet interactions (e.g. Cauley et al. 2019), radio emission (e.g.
Turner et al. 2021) and spectroscopic transits (e.g. Vidotto et al.
2010; Kislyakova et al. 2014; Ben-Jaffel et al. 2022). In relation with
the latter method, some earlier studies have analyzed the effects of
planetary magnetic fields and stellar winds on the observational sig-
natures of escape, namely the Lyman-𝛼 line. Lyman-𝛼 transmission
spectroscopy provides direct evidence of atmospheric escape, and
it has yielded detections in several hot Jupiters (Vidal-Madjar et al.
2003; Lecavelier Des Etangs et al. 2010; Lecavelier des Etangs et al.
2012; Bourrier et al. 2013) and warm Neptunes (Kulow et al. 2014;
Bourrier et al. 2018). Other observational signatures, like the HeI
10830 Å line, have also been used to capture escaping atmospheres
(e.g. Allart et al. 2018; Spake et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2023). Among
the studies that explored how magnetic fields and stellar winds in-
fluence these observational signatures, Trammell et al. (2011) found
increasing transit signal for stronger magnetic fields, while Villarreal
D’Angelo et al. (2018) showed that the shape of the Ly-𝛼 line could be
altered by the planetary and stellar magnetic fields, as they determine
the size of the magnetosphere and the amount of neutral material re-
tained inside it. Finally, Carolan et al. (2021b) found increasing line-
centre absorption with planetary magnetic field strength, as more
low-velocity neutral hydrogen gets trapped in the closed magnetic
field lines.

A common aspect of all the works mentioned above is that they
consider a super-Alfvénic interaction between the planet and the
stellar wind. In this type of interaction, the magnetised wind in which
the planet is embedded is super-Alfvénic, i.e., the magnetic energy is
smaller than the kinetic energy in the reference frame of the planet.
This scenario can be found in all of the magnetised planets of the
Solar System, where the interaction between the solar wind and
the planetary magnetosphere produces a bow-shock upstream of the
planet (Bagenal 2013). However, some hot Jupiters could exhibit
sub-Alfvénic star-planet interactions due to their close proximity to
the host star (Zhilkin & Bisikalo 2019). In this regime, no bow-shock
is formed and the planet interacts with the host star by means of
electromagnetic waves. In the Solar System, sub-Alfvénic analogues
have been observed in several Jovian satellites (Kivelson et al. 2004)
and at Saturn’s satellite Enceladus (Dougherty et al. 2006; Pryor et al.
2011). Although the theoretical aspects of this kind of star-planet or
planet-moon interactions have been extensively studied (e.g. Saur
et al. 2013; Fischer & Saur 2022), the impact of magnetic fields on
the escaping atmosphere and its spectroscopic signatures within a
sub-Alfvénic regime are less explored.

In this work, we employ a three-dimensional, self-consistent
radiation-magnetohydrodynamic model to investigate how the plan-
etary magnetic field strength and topology can affect the dynamics
of the outflowing atmosphere, the evaporation rates and the resulting
Ly-𝛼 absorption signals in such a sub-Alfvénic regime. We describe
the numerical model in Section 2. In Section 3, we discuss the ef-
fects of the planetary magnetic field on the structure of the escaping
atmosphere, while in Section 4 we analyze the planetary mass loss
rate properties. The implications of this results on the Lyman-𝛼 tran-
sit signatures are presented in Section 5. We discuss our results in
Section 6, and present our concluding remarks in Section 7.

2 3-D RADIATION-MAGNETOHYDRODYNAMIC MODEL
OF ATMOSPHERIC ESCAPE

To model the escaping atmosphere of a magnetised planet embed-
ded in a magnetised stellar wind, we employ the self-consistent,
radiation-magnetohydrodynamic code presented in Carolan et al.

(2021b). This model assumes that the planetary atmosphere is fully
composed of ionized and neutral hydrogen and solves the following
ideal magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) equations:

𝜕𝜌

𝜕𝑡
+ ∇ · 𝜌u = 0, (1)

𝜕 (𝜌u)
𝜕𝑡

+ ∇ ·
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, (2)
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)
· u + H − C, (3)

𝜕B
𝜕𝑡

+ ∇ · (uB − Bu) = 0, (4)

where 𝜌, u,𝑃, B and 𝐼 are the mass density, velocity, thermal pressure,
magnetic field and identity matrix, respectively. Furthermore, r is
the position vector relative to the centre of the planet, a is the orbital
distance, 𝛀 is the orbital rotation rate and R = r + a is the position
vector relative to the star. The total energy density 𝑒 is given by

𝑒 =
𝜌𝑢2

2
+ 𝑃

𝛾 − 1
+ 𝐵2

8𝜋
, (5)

where 𝛾 = 5/3 is the adiabatic index. The centrifugal force 𝛀× (𝛀×
R) and the Coriolis force 2(𝛀 × u) are included in the momentum
equation (2), in addition to the planetary and stellar gravities.

In equation (3), the change of internal energy of the atmosphere is
balanced by the heating and cooling terms H and C. The volumetric
heating rate due to stellar radiation is

H = 𝜂𝜎𝑛𝑛𝐹xuv e−𝜏 , (6)

where 𝜂 is the excess energy released after a hydrogen atom is ionised,
𝜎 is the ionization cross-section of the hydrogen atom, 𝑛𝑛 is the
number density of neutrals, 𝐹xuv is the incident XUV flux and 𝜏 is the
optical depth for neutral hydrogen. Following Carolan et al. (2021b);
Hazra et al. (2022), we assume that the incident stellar radiation is
plane parallel, and that the entire XUV spectrum is concentrated at
20 eV. This corresponds to 𝜎 = 1.89 × 10−18 cm−2 and 𝜂 = 0.32.
The incident XUV flux is injected into the grid from the negative 𝑥

direction, so that the optical depth can be calculated at any distance
𝑥 from the left (i.e., negative-𝑥) edge of the grid 𝑥left as

𝜏(𝑥) =
∫ 𝑥

𝑥left

𝑛𝑛𝜎d𝑥. (7)

The energy conservation equation (3) also contains a volumetric
cooling rate C, which is the sum of cooling due to emission of Ly-𝛼
radiation (Osterbrock 1989)

CLy𝛼 = 7.5 × 10−19𝑛𝑝𝑛𝑛 e(−1.183×105/𝑇 ) , (8)

and the cooling due to collisions with free electrons (Voronov 1997):

Ccol = 2.91 × 10−8𝑛𝑒𝑛𝑛
𝑈0.39

0.232 +𝑈
e−𝑈 𝜒𝐻 , 𝑈 =

1.58 × 105

𝑇
. (9)

Here, 𝑇 is the temperature, 𝜒𝐻 = 2.18 × 10−11erg is the ionisation
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Table 1. The stellar and planetary parameters used in our models. 𝑀𝑝 and 𝑅𝑝 are the mass and radius of the planet; 𝐵𝑝 is the polar dipole field strengths and
obliquity describes the magnetic field obliquities; 𝑎 is the orbital distance from the star, and 𝐹xuv is the X-ray flux received by the planet. The stellar mass and
radius are denoted by 𝑀∗ and 𝑅∗, respectively. ¤𝑀∗ and 𝑇∗ describe the stellar wind mass-loss rate and temperature, and 𝐵∗ is the stellar surface field strength
(radial).

𝑀𝑝 𝑅𝑝 𝐵𝑝 Obliquity 𝑎 𝐹xuv 𝑀∗ 𝑅∗ ¤𝑀∗ 𝑇∗ 𝐵∗
(𝑀𝐽 ) (𝑅𝐽 ) (G) (◦) (au) (erg/cm2/s) (𝑀⊙) (𝑅⊙) (𝑀⊙/yr) (106 K) (G)

0.7 1.4 0.25−25 0, 45, 90, 135, 180 0.05 500 1.148 1.19 0, 2 × 10−13 1 2

potential of hydrogen, and 𝑛𝑝 and 𝑛𝑒 are the number density of
protons and electrons. All the above equations use cgs units.

Our model also solves two additional equations to track the density
of neutrals and ions:
𝜕𝑛𝑛

𝜕𝑡
+ ∇ · 𝑛𝑛u = ℛ −ℐ, (10)

𝜕𝑛𝑝

𝜕𝑡
+ ∇ · 𝑛𝑝u = ℐ −ℛ, (11)

where ℐ denotes the ionisation rate due to photoionisation (e.g.,
Murray-Clay et al. 2009) plus electron-impact ionisation (Voronov
1997)

ℐ =
𝜎𝑛𝑛𝐹xuv e−𝜏

ℎ𝜈
+ 2.91 × 10−8𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑒

𝑈0.39

0.232 +𝑈
e−𝑈 . (12)

Here,𝑈 has the same form as in equation (9). Last, the recombination
rate is (Storey & Hummer 1995)

ℛ = 2.7 × 10−13 (104/𝑇)0.9𝑛𝑒𝑛𝑝 . (13)

Both ℛ and ℐ are given in cgs units (cm−3 s−1). Finally, we assume
that all particles are in thermal equilibrium with each other and have
a common plasma temperature.

To perform our atmospheric escape simulations we solve the equa-
tions described previously using the bats-r-us code (Tóth et al.
2012; Gombosi et al. 2021). Specifically, the ideal MHD equations
are solved using a second-order numerical scheme with Linde flux
limiter and minmod slope limiter to calculate the Riemann Problem
fluxes at cell interfaces. The time step is advanced using an explicit,
second-order temporal scheme and is further constrained by setting
the Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) number to 0.8.

We perform our simulations in a 3-D Cartesian cube with 𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧 ∈
[−40, 40]𝑅𝑝 , where the orbital plane is in the 𝑥𝑦-plane and the planet
is centered in the origin of the coordinate system. We use a minimum
cell size of 1/16 𝑅𝑝 within a radius of 5 𝑅𝑝 , which gradually increases
to a maximum cell size of 2 𝑅𝑝 at the edges of the grid. With these
static grid refinements, this results in 5.4 million cells in total. For
simplicity, we assume that the planet is tidally locked to its host star,
which is located outside the numerical domain in the −𝑥 direction.

We impose an inner domain at the surface of the planet (1 𝑅𝑝),
where we fix the base temperature to 1000 K and the base density to
2.4× 1011 cm−3 based on 1-D steady-state models (Allan & Vidotto
2019). Regarding the velocity, the material starts at nearly zero speed
at 1 𝑅𝑝 . In order to remove any unwanted inflow near the outer
boundaries of the grid, we use inflow limiting boundary conditions
in the outer boundaries, with the exception of the −𝑥 boundary of the
stellar wind, which has an inflow boundary condition (McCann et al.
2019; Carolan et al. 2021a,b).

The simulation is initialized with a spherically symmetric velocity
profile of the escaping atmosphere, which is a fit to a 1-D model
from Allan & Vidotto (2019). In this work, the profile adopts the
form 𝑢𝑟 = 𝑢∞ (1 − 𝑅𝑝/𝑟)𝛽 , where 𝑢∞ = 43 km/s is the terminal

velocity of the outflow and 𝛽 = 3.66 was found to be the best fit
to the 1-D model. Our model was chosen to represent a hot Jupiter
similar to HD 209458 b.

We treat the magnetic field of the planet as a dipole, whose desired
polar strength is obtained at 1 𝑅𝑝 . At the planetary surface, a floating
boundary condition is applied, such that the field lines can adjust to
changes in the outflow properties. This is included in the bats-r-us’
Global Magnetosphere module default boundary.

The stellar wind is radially injected at the negative 𝑥-boundary.
Here, we use the same boundary conditions as in Carolan et al.
(2021b), and provide values of the stellar wind velocity, temperature,
density and magnetic field taken from an external 1-D isothermal
stellar wind model (Johnstone et al. 2015), whose parameters are
given in Table 1. The stellar magnetic field is radial with positive
polarity, i.e., the magnetic field lines are directed outwards from the
star. Additionally, we fix the stellar wind temperature and mass loss
rate ¤𝑀∗ at the boundary of the computational domain. Together with
the velocity solution of the 1-D model usw = (𝑢𝑟 , 0, 0), the stellar
mass-loss rate sets the density at the boundary of the simulations:
𝜌sw = ¤𝑀∗/(4𝜋𝑅2𝑢𝑟 ). Once the stellar wind solution is found at each
point of the −𝑥 boundary, we keep these values fixed throughout
the computation to simulate a steady inflow. In this work, the stellar
wind is sub-Alfvénic at the planet’s orbit, in contrast with the super-
Alfvénic simulations performed in Carolan et al. (2021b). This allows
us to investigate another possible regime of the stellar wind and its
implications for the planetary outflow.

3 STRUCTURE OF THE PLANETARY OUTFLOW

We construct a grid of models using the parameters reported in Ta-
ble 1. In particular, we vary the dipolar field strength of the planet,
ranging from 0.1 G to 25 G at the poles., and the magnetic obliq-
uity, varying from 0◦ to 180◦ in 45◦ increments with respect to the
rotational axis of the planet (additional obliquities are presented for
the 5-G model in Section 6.3). This results in 40 models, each ex-
amined under two scenarios, leading to a total of 80 models: (i) a
case with no stellar wind, and (ii) a case with a stellar wind that is
ten times stronger than the solar value of 2 × 10−14 𝑀⊙/yr. Finally,
we evolve each of these models until a steady-state solution is found,
where there are no large-scale variations with additional computa-
tional time and no large-scale variations occur anymore in the model.
Figure 1 shows the mass flux of the planetary escaping atmosphere
resulting from three of such simulations.

The magnetic field properties of hot Jupiters are still poorly under-
stood. By modelling observational features, some studies suggested
that the magnetic fields of close-in exoplanets range from 10 to 120 G
(e.g., Vidotto et al. 2010; Cauley et al. 2019; Ben-Jaffel et al. 2022),
with other studies suggesting sub-G field strengths (Kislyakova et al.
2014). Our grid of models incorporate fields within this observed
range. Planetary dynamo theories take into account the complex in-
terplay between internal composition, heat distribution, geological
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4 A. Presa, F. A. Driessen and A. A. Vidotto

Figure 1. Polar-plane cut of the mass flux of the evaporating planetary atmosphere for models with 𝐵𝑝 = 25 G. The red lines are the magnetic field lines of
the planet (central sphere). Left: model with no stellar wind, 0◦ obliquity. Middle: model with stellar wind, 0◦ obliquity. Right: model with stellar wind, 45◦
obliquity.

activity, rotation, and core dynamics. Some early theoretical studies
suggested that the surface magnetic field of close-in planets would
have fields that are weaker than Jupiter’s due to their slower rotation
caused by tidal locking (e.g. Grießmeier et al. 2004). However, more
recent works suggest that the magnetic dynamo is less affected by
rotation, but instead is driven by the heat flux in gas giants, thus pre-
dicting surface magnetic fields of ∼ 10 − 100 G (Christensen et al.
2009; Yadav & Thorngren 2017). These results are in line with recent
observational estimations (Cauley et al. 2019).

Planetary magnetic fields can also exhibit different topologies.
In the solar system, Earth, Jupiter, Uranus and Neptune all exhibit
dipolar tilts (Bagenal 2013), resulting in non-axisymmetric magnetic
fields. However, advanced dynamo simulations are also capable of
producing nearly axisymmetric magnetic fields, as observed in Sat-
urn (Yadav et al. 2022). In the case of close-in exoplanets, which are
likely in tidally-locked orbits, it is unclear whether they would exhibit
significant magnetic obliquities. Although stellar magnetic dynamo
processes are different from those of planets, it is worth noting that
some synchronized close binary stars exhibit substantial dipolar in-
clinations (e.g. Kochukhov & Shulyak 2019; Tsvetkova et al. 2024;
Hahlin et al. 2024). Due to these uncertainties in the geometry of
planetary magnetic fields, we consider a sufficiently broad parameter
space in order to explore a variety of potential dipolar tilts. While in
our study we only consider dipolar fields, theoretical studies suggest
that some planets could also exhibit multipolar fields (Gastine et al.
2012).

3.1 Atmospheric escape models with no stellar wind

Figures 2 and 3 show the total density and the volumetric heating
rate along the polar plane for a selection of models, respectively. The
top set of panels illustrates the models with no stellar wind, while
the bottom set of panels displays those with stellar wind. Within
each panel set, the rows represent different strengths of the planetary
magnetic field, and the columns correspond to different magnetic
obliquities. In the absence of a stellar wind, the magnetic field lines
are open when the planetary magnetic field is weak, as the pressure of
the planetary flow dominates over the magnetic pressure. Similar to
models of unmagnetised planets, tidal effects from the star divert the
planetary outflow from being radial, with tidal forces contributing to
accelerate material away from the planet on the dayside (e.g. Carroll-
Nellenback et al. 2017).

As the planetary magnetic field strength increases, a well defined
magnetic structure starts to develop. Once a closed magnetosphere
is formed, atmospheric escape occurs via two polar outflows above
and below the orbital plane, where the field lines are predominantly
open. Within the closed-field regions, a deadzone of high density, low
velocity material forms. This can be seen in the left panel of Figure
1 and in the 25 G panels of Figure 2 (denoted by “No stellar wind”).
This behaviour has been found in previous works (e.g. Khodachenko
et al. 2015; Arakcheev et al. 2017; Carolan et al. 2021b). We also
observe an increase in the heating rate around the planet as the
planetary dipolar field 𝐵𝑝 becomes stronger. This is because a larger
magnetosphere traps more material inside it, which results in more
photoionization and a more extended heating profile. Consequently,
the 𝜏 = 1 surface (blue lines in Figure 3), where a significant amount
of photons are deposited, shifts away from lower to higher altitudes
as well. We note that the heating rate remains essentially zero in the
wake of the planet, since the nightside is not exposed to the stellar
radiation.

Furthermore, the shift from a magnetically unconfined to a mag-
netically confined regime is not solely controlled by the strength of
the planetary magnetic field; the magnetic obliquity also has a sig-
nificant impact on the transition between these types of structures.
This can be observed in Figure 2 for a 2.5 G magnetic field strength:
with obliquities of 45◦ and 135◦, the flow blows open most field
lines, while other obliquities already show closed loops. As we will
discuss in Section 4, this obliquity effect has implications for the total
mass-loss rate of the planet.

3.2 Atmospheric escape models including stellar wind

The cases involving the stellar wind are depicted in the lower sets
of panels of Figures 2 and 3. Stellar winds can exert pressure con-
finement around the expanding atmosphere of the planet (Vidotto
& Cleary 2020), preventing part of the planetary atmosphere from
escaping. This phenomenon is indeed seen in our models with weak
planetary magnetic fields. Similar to the work by Carolan et al.
(2021a), we observe a suppression of the dayside outflow, with mate-
rial redirected towards a tail in the wake of the planet. Similar to the
models with no stellar wind, a magnetosphere develops and grows
in size as 𝐵𝑝 increases (see Table 2), and the 𝜏 = 1 surface moves
outward from the planet. The magnetospheric size 𝑅𝑚 is given in
Table 2 for the 0◦ obliquity model. In super-Alfvénic conditions, 𝑅𝑚

MNRAS 000, 1–14 (2015)
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Figure 2. Slice along the polar plane for selected models. Each row corresponds to a different magnetic field strength of the planet, while each column represents
a different magnetic obliquity. The colors indicate the density structure around the planet, and the grey streamlines trace the magnetic field lines. (Top) models
with no stellar wind. (Bottom) models with a stellar wind mass-loss rate of 2 × 10−13 𝑀⊙/yr.
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Figure 3. Similar to Figure 2. Here, the color represents the radiative volumetric heating rate around the planet, while the grey streamlines trace the velocity
flow in each model. The blue lines mark the points where the optical depth 𝜏 for the Lyman-𝛼 photons reaches unity.
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Table 2. The size of the planet’s magnetosphere 𝑅𝑚 along the magnetic
equator for the models with stellar wind, chosen as the point where the
magnetic and thermal pressures are balanced. This is illustrated here for a
magnetic obliquity of 0◦, with very similar values obtained for the other
magnetic obliquities.

𝐵𝑝 (G) 𝑅𝑚 (𝑅𝑝)

2.5 2.9
5 3.8
10 4.8
25 6.3

is estimated by balancing the ram pressure of the stellar wind with
the magnetic pressure of the planet. Because our models are in the
sub-Alfvénic regime and the stellar wind kinetic energy is low, its
ram pressure is several orders of magnitude smaller than its thermal
pressure. Therefore, we estimate this distance as the point in the mag-
netic equator where the magnetic pressure of the planet matches the
thermal pressure of the stellar plasma. As expected, 𝑅𝑚 increases
with 𝐵𝑝 .

An important difference between our magnetically confined mod-
els and previous MHD models found in the literature (Khodachenko
et al. 2015; Carolan et al. 2021a,b) is the absence of a bow shock
around the planet. This is because the stellar wind in our models is
sub-Alfvénic at the orbital location of the planet. The implications
of a sub-Alfvénic regime of the stellar wind are more pronounced
for stronger planetary magnetic fields, where the magnetic pressure
dominates over the ram and thermal pressures further away from the
planet. In such cases (see the 2.5 G and 25 G models in the lower
panels of Figures 2 and 3), we observe a tail of material steaming
from the north magnetic pole of the planet, where the magnetic field
lines are open. Conversely, at the south magnetic pole, the stellar and
planetary magnetic field lines connect, and no such tail originates
from the south pole. Instead, some planetary material flows back to
the star from the vicinity of the Lagrange L1 point, along the field
lines of the stellar wind, closely resembling the sub-Alfvénic quasi-
closed envelope scenario reported by Zhilkin & Bisikalo (2020).
We discuss in more detail the differences between sub-Alfvénic and
super-Alfvénic models and their implications in Section 6.

The magnetic obliquity of the planet determines the position of
its magnetic poles, influencing the connection between the planetary
and stellar wind field lines and, consequently, the strength of the day-
side outflow. In our models, we observe the most significant stream
of material for a 45◦ and 135◦ obliquity, as can be seen in Figures 1
(middle and left panels) and 2. For other obliquities, the dayside out-
flow is confined by the stellar wind much closer to the planet. Similar
to the no-stellar-wind scenario, the planetary magnetic obliquity also
influences the tail structure. For 𝐵p = 2.5 G, the outflow is in the
magnetically confined regime for obliquities of 0◦, 90◦, and 180◦,
while it is in the unconfined regime for obliquities of 45◦ and 135◦.

4 ATMOSPHERIC MASS-LOSS RATE PROPERTIES

In the previous section, we discussed the planetary atmosphere mor-
phology arising from different stellar wind and planetary magnetic
field conditions. To investigate the differences in escape rate among
these models, we compute the planet’s total evaporation rate by in-
tegrating the mass flux (𝜌u) through a closed surface area 𝐴 around

the planet

¤𝑀 =

∮
𝐴
𝜌u · 𝑑A. (14)

The mass flux of the planet on the polar plane can be seen in Figure 1
for three of our models. We choose to integrate the mass flux through
a cube around the planet, where each side of the cube is 30 𝑅𝑝 .
We experimented with cubes of different dimensions, yielding very
similar mass-loss rates in all cases.

4.1 Escape rate dependence on magnetic field strength

Figure 4a shows the total atmospheric escape of the planet for dif-
ferent magnetic field strengths and a fixed magnetic obliquity of
45◦. Here, we choose to show this case as it represents an interme-
diate configuration between a dipole aligned with the polar plane
(0◦) and a dipole aligned with the orbital plane (90◦). Nevertheless,
we find qualitatively equivalent results for the other obliquities (see
Appendix A). Our simulations show a non-monotonic increase in
mass-loss rate with magnetic field strength. The evaporation rate in-
creases in both the magnetically unconfined and confined regimes,
but decreases when the planet transitions between these regimes.
This phenomenon can be understood as follows:

- In the magnetically unconfined regime (𝐵𝑝 ≤ 2.5 G) the thermal
and ram pressures of the escaping material dominates over the
magnetic pressure around the planet, and the field lines are pre-
dominantly open. In this case, the magnetic field is not able to trap
almost any material. On the contrary, ionized particles experience
a 1

𝑐 (j × B) Lorentz force directed away from the planet (j is the
current density and 𝑐 the speed of light). Since the magnitude
of this force increases with 𝐵𝑝 , this leads to more escape as the
dipolar field strengthens.

- As the planetary magnetic field strength increases, the planet tran-
sitions from a magnetically unconfined regime, described above,
to a magnetically confined one. In the latter scenario, the planet
exhibits an extended magnetosphere, with closed loops around
the equator and open field lines at the poles. In the equator, the
magnetic forces trap particles inside the close-field lines, and the
material is constrained to escape through the poles. Consequently,
we observe a mass-loss rate reduction in the transition region be-
tween both regimes (2.5 G ≤ 𝐵𝑝 ≤ 5 G).

- Once the planet is in the magnetically confined regime, the mag-
netosphere expands as the dipolar field increases (see Table 2).
This expansion results in a growing high-density region of both
neutral and ionized material surrounding the planet, as seen in
Figure 2. As a result, the stellar XUV photons encounter more
XUV-absorbing material as they head towards the planet. This
leads to increased radiative heating around the planet (see Figure
3), and a higher rate of atmospheric escape. Here, it is important to
note also that when energy and momentum deposition takes place
in the sub-critical part of the outflow, as is the case in our models,
there is an increase in mass-loss rate. This is similar to the theory
of stellar winds (e.g., Lammer et al. 2003).

Overall, we find the total mass-loss rate can vary by more than
an order of magnitude between 0.1 G and 25 G in the two stellar
wind conditions studied in this work. However, we note that our
simulations show a reduction in planetary escape rates in the stellar
wind scenario for most models compared to the no-wind scenario
(see Figure 4a). This reduction is more evident in cases with weak
and moderate planetary magnetic fields, where the stellar wind in-
hibits the dayside outflow. This is a similar behavior as that studied
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Figure 4. a) Atmospheric mass-loss rate as a function of the planetary magnetic field for a magnetic obliquity of 45◦. The circles and solid lines represent
the models with stellar wind, and the squares and dashed lines represent the models with no stellar wind. b), c) Atmospheric escape rate as a function of the
planetary magnetic obliquity. Here, the models are split according to their magnetically confined (b) and unconfined (c) regimes. The points are color-coded
according to 𝐵𝑝 . Circles and squares have the same meaning as in panel a).

in non-magnetised models (Vidotto & Cleary 2020; Carolan et al.
2020). Conversely, in the magnetically confined regime, the dayside
arm extracts a substantial amount of material due to the connection
between stellar and planetary magnetic field lines. As a result, when
the magnetic structure is closed, the increase in mass-loss rate with
𝐵𝑝 is more pronounced in the stellar wind scenario. For the highest
magnetic field strength considered in this study, 25 G, the mass-loss
rate is already higher in the stellar wind simulations than in the no
stellar wind ones for obliquities of 45◦ and 90◦.

4.2 Escape rate dependence on magnetic obliquity

The atmospheric escape rate trends with varying magnetic field
strengths are similar across all magnetic obliquities considered in
this study. However, the local decrease in mass loss rate occurs at
different magnetic field strengths depending on the magnetic obliq-
uity of the planet. For a magnetic obliquity of 45◦ (Figure 4a), this
decrease is observed between 2.5 G and 5 G. In contrast, for obliqui-
ties of 0◦ and 90◦, the decrease occurs between 1.5 G and 2.5 G (see
Appendix A). This variation is due to the dependence of the transi-
tion point between unconfined and confined magnetic field structures
on the planet’s magnetic obliquity (c.q. Section 3).

The dependence of atmospheric escape on magnetic obliquity is
illustrated in Figures 4b and 4c for various magnetic field strengths.
For 𝐵𝑝 = 2.5 G, the 45◦ model shows up to ∼3 times more es-
cape than the other obliquities. As mentioned previously, the 2.5 G
model is in the open regime for a 45◦ obliquity, while it has already
transitioned to the closed regime for the other obliquities.

In general, the impact of magnetic obliquity is more significant for

strongly magnetised planets exposed to a substantial stellar wind. In
these conditions, we observe a peak escape rate at obliquities of 45◦
and 135◦, with a minor increase of up to a factor of two compared to
the aligned models. The 45◦ and 135◦ tilt models have a geometry
that favors the connection of planetary field lines with the stellar field
lines, increasing the dayside outflow towards the star (see right panel
of Figure 1). In comparison, the dayside outflow stagnates closer to
the planet for the other models.

5 ABSORPTION PROFILES

To assess the observational implications of our results, we simulate
the spectroscopic transit using the Ly-𝛼 line profile of each model at
mid transit. We do so by using a ray-tracing model originally devel-
oped by Vidotto et al. (2018) and adapted by Carolan et al. (2021a) to
perform these calculations on our 3-D grids. Firstly, the ray-tracing
model calculates the line-of-sight (LOS) velocity as 𝑢los = −𝑢𝑥 +𝑦Ω,
whereΩ is the orbital rotation rate. Given the density of neutrals from
our simulations, the frequency-dependent optical depth is given by:

𝜏𝜈 =

∫
𝑛𝑛𝜎𝜙𝜈dx, (15)

where𝜎 = 𝜋𝑒2 𝑓 /(𝑚𝑒𝑐) is the frequency-dependent absorption cross
section at line centre, 𝑓 = 0.416410 is the quantum mechanical
oscillator strength for the Ly-𝛼 transition, 𝑚𝑒 the electron mass, 𝑒
the electron charge, and 𝑐 the speed of light. We take the line profile
to be a Voigt profile, which accounts for both Doppler and natural
line broadening.
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Once the optical depth is found, the fraction of transmitted intensity
can be found as
𝐼𝜈

𝐼∗
= e−𝜏𝜈 , (16)

where 𝐼∗ is the emitted specific intensity from the star and 𝐼𝜈 is the
specific intensity attenuated by the absorption from the planet and its
atmosphere. We assume a uniform specific intensity over the stellar
disc at a given frequency (i.e., no limb darkening). The fraction of
specific intensity absorbed by the planet is therefore 1 − 𝐼𝜈/𝐼∗. The
transit depth can then be calculated as:

Δ𝐹𝜈 =

∫ ∫
(1 − e−𝜏𝜈 )d𝑦d𝑧

𝜋𝑅2
∗

, (17)

where d𝑦 and d𝑧 define an element of area associated to each ray
in our simulation. We consider a uniform grid with 201 cells in
each coordinate direction of the plane of the sky, and calculate the
transit depth in 51 velocity bins between −500 and 500 km/s. The
frequency-dependent rays are aligned plane-parallel to the star-planet
line (x-axis), and the line profiles were calculated at mid-transit, for
an impact parameter 𝑏 = 0.

The transit depths of several selected models are shown in Figure
5. Similar to Carolan et al. (2021b), we find more absorption in
the line centre as the magnetic field of the planet increases. This
is caused by the low velocity neutral material trapped in the closed
field lines around the planet, as seen in Figure 2. As the size of the
deadzone grows with the planetary magnetic field strength, so does
the absorption in the line centre. We also observe increasing blue-
wing absorption with 𝐵𝑝 , since the outflow is more directed along
the line-of-sight towards the observer for stronger magnetic fields.
These trends are present in the models irrespective of the strength of
the stellar wind.

Fixing the planetary magnetic field strength, we observe a more
asymmetric transit in the stellar wind scenario. The stellar wind
pushes the neutral material in the direction of the observer, resulting
in excess absorption in the blue wing and less absorption in the centre
of the line, compared to the no stellar wind case. These features can be
examined quantitatively in Figure 6, where we show the percentage
absorption in the blue (−200 km/s to −50 km/s) and red (50 km/s
to 200 km/s) wings for a variety of magnetic field strengths and
obliquities in each stellar wind scenario. As mentioned before, we
observe more blue-wing absorption as the magnetic field of the planet
increases, due to more material being accelerated through the polar
outflows and towards the observer. The red-wing absorption also
grows with the dipolar field strength, since some of this material
travels back in the direction of the star along magnetic field lines
away from the observer. For weak and moderate planetary fields, the
absorption signatures are very similar for every magnetic obliquity.
For a strong dipolar field and a typical stellar wind, we see that the
blue-wing absorption percentage increases nearly 10 % from 0◦ to
90◦ obliquities. This is because the magnetic poles move closer to the
orbital plane as the dipole is tilted, and the polar outflows are more
funnelled towards the LOS. These features can also be observed in
the line profiles, where we appreciate a stronger signal in the blue
wing and the line centre for the strongest 𝐵𝑝 as the magnetic obliquity
increases from 0◦ to 90◦ (see Appendix B).

Finally, we show the ratio between blue-wing and red-wing ab-
sorption in the right panel of Figure 6. Under the no-stellar wind
condition (squares), this ratio remains around 0.5−1 for all the plan-
etary magnetic field strengths considered. For some models, there
is slightly more absorption in the red wing due to the effect of the
orbital and tidal forces. Conversely, the models including stellar wind
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Figure 5. Transit depth of the Ly-𝛼 line at mid-transit for models with three
magnetic field strengths with stellar wind (solid lines) and no stellar wind
(dashed lines), assuming 0◦ magnetic obliquity. The blue and red vertical
lines denote the outer bounds for the integrals of the blue and red wing
absorptions considered in Figure 6, while the gray shaded area represents the
line centre.

show several times more absorption in the blue wing than in the red
wing. As previously mentioned, this blueshift results from the plan-
etary material being pushed to the tail by the stellar wind. As we will
discuss in Section 6, these ratios can be used to constrain stellar wind
properties and planetary magnetic fields.

6 DISCUSSION

6.1 Different types of outflow dynamics

Based on our results, and on previous studies that investigated a super-
Alfvénic type of interaction, we can now identify three main outflow
structures in hot Jupiter planets depending on the characteristics of
their magnetic field and their interaction with the stellar wind:

- Unmagnetised planets exhibit a comet-like tail of material cen-
tered at the orbital plane, trailing the planet as it orbits the star. If
the stellar wind is very weak, similar to our no stellar wind simu-
lations, material also escapes through the dayside due to the tidal
action of the star. For stronger stellar winds, the dayside material
is redirected towards the planetary tail, and the dayside outflow is
reduced or even suppressed (Carolan et al. 2021a). This situation
is also seen in weakly magnetised planets, where the pressure as-
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Figure 6. Integrated Ly-𝛼 absorption in the blue (−200 km/s to −50 km/s, left) and red (50 km/s to 200 km/s, middle) wings, and their blue-to-red ratios (right)
Circles depict models with stellar wind and squares with no stellar wind. Notice that different models that show similar absorption in one of the wings can be
distinguished from each other by looking at their respective blue-to-red ratios.

sociated with the planetary magnetic field is not strong enough to
control the outflow dynamics.

- Magnetised planets in the super-Alfvénic zone of the stellar wind
display a double-tail structure, where two polar ouflows produce
two tails of escaping material (Carolan et al. 2021b). These tails
exhibit some degree of asymmetry due to the wind-planet magnetic
interaction. In addition, a deadzone appears around the planet,
consisting of material trapped within the closed magnetic field
lines (Owen & Adams 2014; Khodachenko et al. 2015; Carolan
et al. 2021b).

- With radial stellar wind topology, magnetised planets in the sub-
Alfvénic regime of the stellar wind present a polar outflow at one
of the poles of the planet. At the other magnetic pole, planetary
field lines connect to the star and no such tail is found, albeit
in some instances, material could move towards the star. In this
regime, the planet also features a deadzone of trapped material
surrounding the equator.

A cartoon of the three types of dynamic structures is given in
Figure 7. This description complements the classification of the pos-
sible types of magnetospheres of hot Jupiters described in Zhilkin
& Bisikalo (2019). Namely, the subtypes B1 (shock-less intrinsic
magnetosphere) and A1 (intrinsic magnetosphere with bow shock)
reported in that work correspond to the sub-Alfvénic and super-
Alfvénic regimes mentioned here.

6.2 Influence of the planetary magnetic field on the mass-loss
rate

In this work, we find that the total mass-loss rate can increase by
more than one order of magnitude with the increase of 𝐵𝑝 from
0.1 G to 25 G. Our models show that the evaporation rate increases
with the planet’s magnetic field strength even in the magnetically
confined regime, where the planet has a well formed, extended mag-
netosphere. As explained in Section 4, a larger magnetosphere retains
more atmospheric material and, thus, XUV-absorbing atoms, leading
to more heating of the upper atmosphere of the planet. In turn, this

increases atmospheric escape rates, since the energy budget available
to accelerate atmospheric material increases and is deposited in the
sub-critical region of the flow. This paradigm, that higher 𝐵𝑝 could
lead to stronger escape, originally proposed based on theoretical and
empirical considerations for terrestrial planets (Blackman & Tarduno
2018; Maggiolo et al. 2022), is observed in our simulations of hot
Jupiters, although the physical reasons differ. In the context of hot
Jupiters, previous works found that a planetary magnetic field re-
duced the total amount of escape (Owen & Adams 2014; Arakcheev
et al. 2017), although these studies did not include radiative heating
self-consistently.

Compared to the magnitude of the magnetic field, its orientation
has a minor effect on the atmospheric escape rate. The most no-
table differences are found for a field of 2.5 G, where the 45◦ model
shows three to four times more escape than the other obliquities. As
previously mentioned, this depends on whether the planet is within
the magnetically unconfined regime or in the magnetically confined
regime. In comparison to other works, the calculations in Zhilkin
et al. (2020) show an even weaker dependence on magnetic obliquity,
although their study is limited to a single 𝐵𝑝 and the interaction is
super-Alfvénic. Likewise, Dong et al. (2019) found that the planetary
magnetic obliquity is unlikely to change the long-term atmospheric
evolution of an Earth-like planet, as the escape rates varied by about
a factor of two at most.

6.3 Outflow properties under different magnetic obliquities

Our simulations show that the structure of the escaping atmosphere
can share a high degree of similarity for certain pairs of magnetic
obliquities. In particular, the models with a magnetic obliquity of
180◦ display the same structure as the models with a magnetic obliq-
uity of 0◦ flipped over the orbital plane. This leads to very similar
evaporation rates and Ly-𝛼 transit signatures at mid disk. However,
the observational signatures would be inverted for positive and neg-
ative impact parameters (i.e., transits above or below the line with
𝑏 = 0), since the polar outflow originates below the orbital plane for
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Figure 7. Schematic of the three main atmospheric escape dynamic structures. (Left) Unmagnetised or weakly magnetised planet. (Middle) Magnetised planet
under a sub-Alfvénic interaction with the stellar wind. (Right) Magnetised planet under a super-Alfvénic interaction with the stellar wind.

a 180◦ obliquity. An analogous situation occurs between the 45◦ and
135◦ models.

To investigate the complete parameter space of magnetic obliquity,
we computed an additional set of models with obliquities of 225◦,
270◦ and 315◦. This was done for a planet with 𝐵𝑝 = 5 G subject
to the adopted stellar wind. The total density along the polar plane
is shown in the first two rows of Figure 8 for magnetic obliquities
ranging from 0◦ to 315◦ in increments of 45◦. We note that the
45◦ model corresponds to the 225◦ model with opposite polarity.
Likewise, the 90◦ model corresponds to the 270◦ model, and the
135◦ model to the 315◦, each with an opposite polarity, respectively.
Due to the reversed polarity of the planetary field, there is little to
no connection between the planetary and stellar field lines on the
dayside in the 225◦, 270◦ and 315◦ obliquity models, as opposed
to the counterpart models with opposite polarities (45◦, 90◦, and
135◦, respectively). This effect is particularly prominent in the 270◦
case, where the open planetary field lines are completely diverted
towards the wake of the planet by the stellar wind, resulting in a
single comet-like tail streaming from the nightside of the planet.
This is the only simulation with a closed magnetosphere, in contrast
with the quasi-open configurations found in the other models.

To assess the impact on the line-profile absorption for each obliq-
uity model, Figure 9 shows the computed percentage absorption at
mid-transit in both the red and blue wings of the Ly-𝛼 line, and their
corresponding ratio. The maximum absorption in the blue wing is
observed at magnetic obliquities of 45◦, 90◦ and 135◦, while the
225◦, 270◦ and 315◦ models exhibit more than 10 percentage points
lower blue-wing absorption. The origin of such differences in ab-
sorption lies in the amount of absorbing (neutral) material present in
the planetary tail. The last two rows of Figure 8 display the density of
neutral hydrogen in the polar plane normalised by the total density.
As shown in the figure, in the 45◦, 90◦ and 135◦ models, the tail is
primarily made up of neutral material. This is because the bulk of
the planetary outflow originates from regions shielded from stellar
radiation, as indicated by the 𝜏 = 1 surface (blue lines in Figure 8).
In contrast, in the 225◦, 270◦ and 315◦ models the main outflow
starts more oriented towards the dayside, where there is substantial
deposition of stellar radiation. This outflow is subsequently deflected

towards the nightside by the stellar wind. By the time this material
reaches the planetary tail, most of the hydrogen has been ionized. As
a result, there is less absorbing material funneled towards the line of
sight, leading to reduced blue-wing absorption.

In contrast to the blue-wing absorption, Figure 9 shows that the
red-wing absorption remains relatively stable across all magnetic
obliquities at around 5 − 6%. This suggests that the red-wing signal
could be better suited for constraining the planetary magnetic field
strength, while the blue wing is more sensitive to changes in magnetic
obliquity. Furthermore, the blue-to-red ratios are all greater than one,
indicating the presence of a substantial stellar wind, as discussed in
Section 5.

Although the above discussion applies only to the 5 G model, we
expect similar trends for the rest of our magnetically confined models,
that is, decreasing relative blue-wing absorption and quasi constant
red-wing absorption.

6.4 Implications for observations: degeneracy between stellar
wind properties and planetary field strength

The results presented in the previous sections show that the strength
and geometry of the stellar and the planetary magnetic fields deter-
mine to a great extent the dynamics of the planetary outflow and
the type of interaction with the star. As shown in Sections 4 and 5,
this can affect planetary mass-loss rates and the observational sig-
natures of atmospheric escape. It has been found that the line centre
shows the most univocal signature of a significant planetary magnetic
field for both sub-Alfvénic (this work) and super-Alfvénic conditions
(Carolan et al. 2021b), regardless of the strength of the stellar wind.
According to MHD models, the line centre shows more absorption
than in the pure hydrodynamical case due to the growing deadzone
of high-density, low-velocity material trapped inside the closed field
loops.

One problem with Ly-𝛼 transits, however, is that the centre of the
line is contaminated by the interstellar medium absorption and geo-
coronal airglow emission. As a consequence, the most significant
absorption signal is typically detected in the Ly-𝛼 blue wing (Vidal-
Madjar et al. 2003; Ehrenreich et al. 2015; Lavie et al. 2017; Dos
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Figure 8. Polar plane cuts for different models with 𝐵𝑝 = 5 G and different magnetic obliquities ranging from 0◦ degrees to 315◦. The first two rows show the
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density. In this case, the grey streamlines represent the velocity flow around the planet. The blue lines indicate the 𝜏 = 1 surface.

Santos et al. 2020). Our results show that characterizing the magnetic
field of the planet from blue-shifted signatures alone is challenging,
as there is a degeneracy between the planetary magnetic field strength
and the stellar wind strength. For example, Figure 6 shows that a 10%
absorption in the blue wing could be explained by either a 25 G planet
under a weak stellar wind or a 2.5 G planet under stronger stellar wind
conditions.

One way to disentangle this degeneracy is to consider the ratio
between the blueshifted and redshifted absorptions. As argued in
Section 5, a line profile which shows several times more absorption
in the blue wing than in the red wing is indicative of an atmo-
sphere being blown away by a substantial stellar wind. Conversely,
if this ratio remains close to one, it suggests a much weaker stellar
wind mass-loss rate. Other mechanisms that could contribute to the
blue-shifted absorption are radiation pressure and charge exchange
(Shaikhislamov et al. 2016), which were neglected in this work.

Our simulations also indicate that both the blue-wing and red-
wing absorption increase with the magnetic field strength of the
planet. Therefore, the presence of a magnetic field could also explain

some unusually high-redshifted signatures, such as the one detected
in the warm Neptune GJ 3470b by Bourrier et al. (2018).

7 CONCLUSIONS

In this work we investigated how a planetary magnetic field affects
the atmospheric escape properties of a hot Jupiter (prototypical of
HD 209458 b) located in the sub-Alfvénic regime of the stellar wind,
and compared the results with a no-wind scenario. To do so, we
use a similar 3-D self-consistent radiation-MHD model following
Carolan et al. (2021b). For each stellar wind condition, we vary the
magnetic field strength of the planet and its obliquity to examine how
these changes affect the dynamic structure of the outflow, the total
mass-loss rate of the planet and the observational signatures of the
escape.

We find that the structure of the outflowing planetary material is
altered with increasing 𝐵𝑝 , when the planet shifts from a magneti-
cally unconfined regime to a confined regime. In the former case, the
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escaping outflow is able to blow open most field lines, whereas in the
latter scenario the planet develops a magnetosphere, with closed field
lines around the equator and open field lines at the magnetic poles.
In the magnetically confined regime, we show that in sub-Alfvénic
conditions only one polar outflow forms, and some field lines con-
nect back to the star in the other pole of the planet. This outcome
is contrary to the super-Alfvénic interactions mainly studied in the
literature, where two polar outflow form (see Fig. 7 for a sketch of the
different atmospheric escape structures). We also found an increase
in the total evaporation rate in both the magnetically unconfined and
confined regimes. In the latter regime, other works found a reduction
in the evaporation rates (Owen & Adams 2014; Khodachenko et al.
2015; Arakcheev et al. 2017). We attribute the ¤𝑀 increase due to
an increase in the heating rate in the sub-critical part of the flow
with increasing 𝐵𝑝 (i.e., more XUV-absorbing material is trapped
in the closed field lines thus leading to higher heating). This result
places importance on introducing self-consistent heating and cooling
mechanisms in atmospheric escape simulations. In the magnetically
unconfined regime, charged particles experience an outward 1

𝑐 (j×B)
force that accelerates them away from the planet. This results in in-
creasing escape rates up until the point where the planet transitions
to the magnetically confined regime.

Additionally, we investigated how changing the planetary magnetic
field strength and orientation affected the synthetic Lyman-𝛼 signal
for each stellar wind condition. Similar to Carolan et al. (2021b),
we found an increase in line-centre absorption with increasing 𝐵𝑝

due to the growing deadzones around the planet. The blue-wing
absorption was found to increase with magnetic field strength, as the
amount of material moving towards the observer also increases with
𝐵𝑝 . Likewise, the red-wing absorption displays a similar trend with
magnetic field strength, as more material moves back to the planet
along the closed field lines. While the blue-wing absorption can
show some variability with magnetic obliquity for a given magnetic
field strength, the red-wing absorption remains more stable across
different magnetic obliquities. Potentially, the red-wing signal could

be used for constraining the planetary magnetic field strength, while
the blue wing could be used to constrain the magnetic obliquity.

Finally, we find that different planetary magnetic fields and stellar
wind conditions can yield very similar Lyman-𝛼 absorption depths
in one of the wings. In this regard, we show that the blue-wing to red-
wing absorption ratio can be used to break the degeneracy present
in individual Lyman-𝛼 wings. This is because the ratio between
blue-wing and red-wing absorption increases with the stellar wind
mass-loss rate, as more material is funnelled towards the observer by
the stellar wind. For example, a line profile which shows several times
more absorption in the blue wing than in the red wing is indicative
of an atmosphere being blown away by a substantial stellar wind.
Conversely, if this ratio remains close to one, it suggests a much
weaker stellar wind mass-loss rate. Therefore, Lyman-𝛼 transits can
be used to constrain stellar wind properties and planetary magnetic
fields. Our work is relevant for the interpretation of atmospheric
escape observations, as some poorly understood red-wing signals
could be attributed to a planetary magnetic field. Moreover, our work
describes the atmospheric escape properties of a planet under a sub-
Alfvénic star-planet interaction, a scenario that could be common for
close-in exoplanets and resulting star-planet signatures.
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APPENDIX A: MASS-LOSS RATES FOR SEVERAL
PLANETARY MAGNETIC OBLIQUITIES

Here, we present the mass-loss rates as a function of 𝐵𝑝 for the 0◦
and 90◦ obliquity cases. The corresponding plots are shown in Figure
A. Similar to Figure 4a, we indicate the magnetically unconfined and
magnetically confined regimes according to the dynamic structure of
the outflow (see Figure 2). In both cases, we observe a local decrease
in the evaporation rate as the planet transitions from the unconfined
regime to the confined regime (1.5 G ≤ 𝐵𝑝 ≤ 2.5 G). We point out
that this differs from the 45◦ obliquity models shown in Figure 4a,
where the transition region lies between 2.5 G and 5 G.

APPENDIX B: ABSORPTION PROFILES FOR SEVERAL
PLANETARY MAGNETIC OBLIQUITIES

In Figure B1, we present the plots equivalent to the one considered
in Figure 5, but for planets with magnetic obliquities of 45◦ and
90◦. Compared to the untilted cases shown in Figure 5, these models
display more absorption in the line centre and the blue wing, partic-
ularly for the 25 G models with stellar wind. As discussed in section
5, this phenomenon is caused by the position of the magnetic poles
of the planet relative to the orbital plane. As the dipolar axis is tilted,
the poles move closer to the orbital plane and the outflow is more
directed towards the line-of-sight.

We also note that the absorption profile for 𝐵𝑝 = 2.5 G appears
more blueshifted in the 45◦ magnetic obliquity case compared to
the other magnetic obliquities. This is because, in the 45◦ case, the
planet still remains in the magnetically unconfined regime for a 2.5 G
magnetic field strength, causing the tail of escaping material to be
more centered in the orbital plane.
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Figure A1. Similar to Figure 4a, for magnetic obliquities of 0◦ (left) and 90◦ (right).
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