arXiv:2101.10673v1 [astro-ph.EP] 26 Jan 2021

Draft version January 27, 2021 Typeset using L^ATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX63

The Linkage between the Core Mass and the Magnetic Field of an Extrasolar Giant Planet from Future Radio Observations

Yasunori Hori^{1, 2}

1Astrobiology Center, 2-21-1 Osawa, Mitaka, Tokyo 1818588, Japan 2National Astronomical Observatory of Japan, 2-21-1 Osawa, Mitaka, Tokyo 1818588, Japan

ABSTRACT Close-in gas giants are expected to have a strong magnetic field of ∼ 10 − 100 G. Magnetic fields in extrasolar giant planets are detectable by future radio observations in ≳ 10 MHz and the spectropolarimetry of atomic lines. In contrast, the elusive interiors of exoplanets remain largely unknown. Here we consider the possibility of inferring the existence of the innermost cores of extrasolar giant planets through the detection of planetary magnetic fields. We simulated the long-term thermal evolution of close-in giant planets with masses of 0.2 − 10 M_{Jup} to estimate their magnetic field strengths. A young, massive gas giant tends to have a strong magnetic field. The magnetic field strength of a hot Jupiter is insensitive to its core mass, whereas the core strongly affects the emergence of a planetary dynamo in a hot Saturn. No dynamo-driven magnetic field is generated in a hot Saturn with no core or a small one until ∼ 10 − 100 Myr if metallization of hydrogen occurs at ≳ 1 − 1.5 Mbar. The magnetic field strength of an evolved gas giant after ∼ 100 Myr is almost independent of the stellar incident flux. Detecting the magnetic field of a young, hot Saturn as a good indicator of its core may be challenging because of the weakness of radio signals and the shielding effect of plasma in the Earth’s ionosphere. Hot Jupiters with ≳ 0.4 M_{Jup} can be promising candidates for future ground-based radio observations.

Keywords: Exoplanets; Planetary Interior; Magnetic fields

1. INTRODUCTION Planetary magnetic fields play an important role in shielding planetary atmospheres from the invasion of high-energy particles via a stellar wind and coronal mass ejections and then inhibiting the nonthermal mass loss from a planet. Magnetic fields of planets are generated by convective motions in an electrically conducting fluid, the so-called planetary dynamos. The resulting magnetic fields are produced by the electric currents in iron-nickel fluid in the Earth’s outer core, liquid metallic hydrogen in gas giants, and ionic water in ice giants. In the solar system, Mercury, Earth, the four giant planets, and maybe Ganymede have dynamo-driven fields. For example, Jupiter has the most intense magnetic field at ∼ 11.8 times that of Earth at the south pole (Bolton et al. 2017).

A theoretical relationship between planetary magnetic fields on the surface and the physical properties of planets predicted that close-in extrasolar gas giants as well as Jupiter have ∼ 10–100 G (Reiners & Christensen 2010; Yadav & Thorngren 2017). Stars hosting hot Jupiters show flux changes in the cores of Ca II H and K lines

Corresponding author: Yasunori Hori yasunori.hori@nao.ac.jp

on a timescale comparable to the planet’s orbital period (e.g. Shkolnik et al. 2003, 2005). Such modulations of chromospheric emissions are interpreted as evidence of magnetic star-planet interactions (SPI). Recently, Cauley et al. (2019) reported that flux variations in the Ca II K line (3933.66 Å) were synchronized to the planet’s orbital phase for four hot Jupiter systems: HD 179949, HD 189733, τ Boo, and υ And. Assuming that chromospheric flux changes are involved in energy dissipation in a magnetic loop interconnecting the base of the stellar corona with the planetary surface (Lanza 2013), they found that the field strengths of the four hot Jupiters range from ∼ 20 to 100 G. The estimated magnetic fields of hot Jupiters are consistent with the scaling law relating the magnetic field strength to the heat flux in gas giants (Christensen et al. 2009).

Measuring the properties of planetary magnetic fields provides valuable insights into the interiors of planets. Magnetic fields split the atomic energy levels in multisubstates due to the Zeeman effect or Paschen-Back effect, which causes polarization in spectral lines. In the presence of a weak magnetic field, atomic-level linear polarization is modified through processes known as the Hanle effect. Oklopčić et al. (2020) proposed a spectropolarimetric method for detecting magnetic fields in exoplanets, using linear or circular polarization in the triplet line (1083 nm) of He I escaping from close-in exoplanets within 0.1 au during the transits (see also Oklopčić & Hirata 2018; Oklopčić 2019).

Another diagnostic aid for magnetic fields in planets utilizes the radio emission. Nonthermal radio emissions from planets occur by interactions between planetary magnetic fields and high-energy, charged particles coming from a stellar wind and coronal mass ejections (e.g. Grießmeier et al. 2005, 2007a). The synchrotron radiation is emitted from accelerated electrons in a magnetic field. The cyclotron radiation from electrons moving along the magnetic field of a planet, that is, the auroral radio emission, is attributed to the electroncyclotron maser instability. The latter radiation is strongly beamed in the forward direction within a cone, and its frequency is given by f_{cyc} = eB/(2πm_ec) ∼ 2.8(B/1 G) MHz, where e is the elementary charge, m_e is the electron mass, c is the speed of light, and B is the magnetic field strength of a planet. The expected radio fluxes from hot Jupiters range from ∼ μ Jy to m Jy in 10 MHz to a few 100 MHz (e.g. Grießmeier et al. 2007b).^1 No direct detection of magnetic fields in exoplanets has been reported. Next-generation radio telescope projects such as the Square Kilometre Array (e.g. SKA-low) will enable us to capture radio signals from nearby hot Jupiters.

Planetary magnetic fields are related to the thermal state and internal compositions of planets. The bulk composition and formation processes of giant planets are closely linked. Some close-in giant planets such as HD 149026b have an extremely large mean density, which suggests the enrichment in heavy elements. Determining the interior structure of close-in giant planets, however, requires high-precision measurements of their gravity field. In contrast, magnetic fields in exoplanets are expected to be detected by future observations of auroral radio emissions in ≳ 10 MHz and the spectropolarimetry of atomic lines such as the He I triplet. In this paper, we aim to infer the existence of the innermost cores of extrasolar giant planets from the strength of planetary magnetic fields. In Section 2, we describe an empirical relationship between magnetic fields in planets and their thermodynamic properties and our numerical recipes for calculating the long-term thermal evolution of a planet. We present the strength of magnetic fields in evolving giant planets in Section 3. We discuss constraints on the core masses of nearby close-in gas giants from radio observations in Section 4. We summarize this study in the last section.

2. METHOD 2.1. Planetary Magnetic Field Many scaling rules for the field strength in a planetary dynamo have been proposed using the rotation rate and

1 Radio emissions in the frequency range of ≲ 8.98 MHz are shielded by plasma in the Earth’s ionosphere.

the heat flux in the dynamo region (e.g. Curtis & Ness 1986; Starchenko & Jones 2002). Recently, numerical dynamo simulations of rapidly rotating bodies suggested that the magnetic field strength is independent of the rotation rate and can be controlled by the buoyancy flux (Christensen & Aubert 2006; Yadav et al. 2013a,b). Christensen et al. (2009) showed that the magnetic field strength in a planet is empirically estimated from a scaling law based on the energy flux available for a planetary dynamo.^2 A theoretical consideration assuming a MAC balance also proposed a similar powered-based scaling law (Davidson 2013).

We consider that the heat flux by convection compensates for energy loss by ohmic dissipation in the dynamo region. The energy-flux-based magnetic energy density is given by

B^2 2μ_0

∝ f_{ohm}ρ^{1/3} ( q_cL H_T )_{2/3} , (1)

where μ_0 is the permeability of free space, q_c is the convective heat flux, f_{ohm} is the fraction of the thermal flux converted to magnetic energy, and H_T is the temperature scale height (see Christensen 2010, for details). According to Christensen et al. (2009), we obtain the mean squared magnetic field ⟨B⟩ by radially averaging equation (1) over the volume V of the spherical shell: ⟨B⟩^2 2μ_0

= cf_{ohm}⟨ρ⟩^{1/3}(F q_0)^{2/3}, (2)

F^{2/3} = 1 V ∫_R r_i ( q_c(r) q_0 L(r) H_T (r)

)_{2/3} ( ρ(r) ⟨ρ⟩ )_{1/3} 4πr^2dr,

where c is a constant, F represents the averaging factor for radially varying properties (which is of the order unity for Earth and Jupiter), r is the radial distance from the center of a planet, R and r_i are the outer radius and the inner radius of the convective layer, ⟨ρ⟩ is the mean density of a fluid in the convective layer, L is the length scale of the largest convective structure, q_0 defines the reference flux as q_0 = q_{i,c}(r_i/R)^2, and q_{i,c} denotes the effective flux on the inner boundary of the convective layer. The scaling law with c = 0.63 taken from dipolar dynamo simulations and f_{ohm} = 1 is in agreement with the observed magnetic fields of Earth and Jupiter and the mean internal field strengths of the classical T Tauri stars, old M dwarfs, and rapidly rotat-

2 The heat flux can be converted to magnetic energy to maintain the dynamo against ohmic dissipation. This concept, specifically a linear dependence of B^2 on the thermal flux, was considered in modelling the magnetism of the thermally evolving terrestrial planets (Stevenson et al. 1983).

ing solar-type stars with rotational periods of ≲ 4 days (Christensen et al. 2009).^3

The dynamo surface is defined as the top of a metallic hydrogen core, namely, the emergence of metallic hydrogen in the convective layer. Both high-pressure experiments and ab initio calculations for hydrogenhelium mixtures predict that the (continuous?) transition from molecular to metallic hydrogen occurs at T ≳ 1, 500−2, 000 K and P ≳ 1−2 Mbar (e.g. Loubeyre et al. 2012; Morales et al. 2013). In this paper, we consider a critical point for the phase transition to be located near T = 2, 000K and P = 2Mbar. Metallic hydrogen, however, may appear under ≲ 2 Mbar (e.g. French et al. 2012). We also consider a lower critical pressure at which metallization of hydrogen occurs in Section 3.1.

2.2. Thermal Evolution of a Planet An initially hot, inflated giant planet continues to cool and gravitationally contract over time. We simulate the long-term thermal evolution of an irradiated giant planet for 10 Gyr using the stellar evolution code

MESA (Paxton et al. 2011). The general-purpose MESA

code was originally developed for one-dimensional stellar evolution calculations. The extended MESA code (Paxton et al. 2013) is capable of modeling the evolution of giant planets with masses larger than 0.1 times the mass of Jupiter. The applicability of MESA to irradiated giant planets has been tested by other codes for calculating the evolution and interiors of giant planets, such as CEPAM (Guillot & Morel 1995). In this study, a planet receives an incident flux of 10–1000 F_⊕ from its parent star at the substellar point, where F_⊕ is the incident flux received by Earth. The heating effect of a planetary surface by stellar irradiation in MESA adopts the F_⋆–Σ_⋆ method, which gives good agreement with an analytical semigrey model for plane-parallel, irradiated planetary atmospheres (Guillot 2010). Since the thermal evolution of an irradiated planet with an equilibrium temperature of ≲ 1300 K is not strongly influenced by the choice of Σ_⋆ value (Valsecchi et al. 2015), we use Σ_⋆ = 330 g cm^{−2}, corresponding to κ_ν (= 2/Σ_⋆) = 6 × 10^{−3} cm^2 g^{−1} in

3 Reiners et al. (2009) also derived a simple scaling law of magnetic field strengths for young, low-mass stars from their dynamo simulations: Bf ∼ 4.8^{+3.2}_{−2.8} ( ML^2 R^7 )_{1/6} kG, (3)

where B is the mean magnetic field strength at the dynamo surface, and M, L, and R are the mass, luminosity, and radius in units of solar values, respectively. The filling factor f, which is the fraction of the surface area filled with the magnetic field, is assumed to be unity. The strength of the dipole field on the planetary surface at the pole B^{pole}_{dipole} for a giant planet is related to B (Reiners & Christensen 2010) by

B^{pole}_{dipole} = B √ 2 ( 1 − 0.17 M_p/M_{Jup}

)_3 , (4)

where M_p is the planetary mass.

Figure 1. Magnetic field strength (⟨B⟩) of close-in gas giants with four different masses (1, 3, 5, and 10 MJup). We consider three cases in which a planet has no core (solid line), a 3M⊕ core (dashed), and a 10M⊕ core (dotted). Each color corresponds to the stellar flux that a planet receives: 10 (black), 100 (cyan), and 1000 F⊕(red).

Guillot (2010). The magnetic field strength of a thermally evolving gas giant is calculated using equation (2). The thermodynamic properties (e.g. the convective heat flux q(r)) required for equation (2) are estimated from

MESA calculations (see the Appendix A for more details).

We consider close-in gas giants with masses of 0.2– 10 M_{Jup} where M_{Jup} is Jupiter’s mass. Each planet is assumed to have a core-envelope structure. The mass of an innermost core ranges from 0 to 10 M_⊕ (M_⊕ is the Earth’s mass). The core is assumed to have a constant density of 5 g cm^{−3}. The H_2/He envelope of a planet has a uniform solar composition (see Section 3.3 for the effect of the metallicity ([Fe/H]) in the envelope on the strength of a planetary magnetic field). MESA employs SCvH EoS for hydrogen and helium (Saumon et al. 1995) and the opacity tables of Ferguson et al. (2005) and Freedman et al. (2008). A gas giant is assumed to have a relatively large radius of 2 R_{Jup} (R_{Jup} is Jupiter’s radius) shortly after the formation, which mitigates MESA convergence problems (Paxton et al. 2013). An initially hot gas giant rapidly radiates heat into space, and its envelope sharply shrinks on a 1−10 Myr timescale. As a result, the thermal evolution of the irradiated gas giant after ∼ 10 Myr is almost independent of its initial radius.

3. RESULTS The physical and thermodynamic properties of a fluid in the dynamo region in a planet are derived from evolutionary calculations over time. Then we estimate the strength of a planetary magnetic field using equation (2).

Figure 2. Same as Figure 1 but for 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, and 0.5 MJup.

3.1. Planet mass Figure 1 shows that the magnetic field strength of close-in gas giants with ≳ 1 M_{Jup} (hereafter referred to as a ”Jupiter-mass planet”) decreases with time. The magnetic field strengths of irradiated gas giants, which have fully convective interiors, are determined by the mean density of a fluid and heat flux in the dynamo region (see equation (2)). A larger heat flux in the dynamo region of a more massive planet yields a stronger magnetic field. As an initially hot, Jupiter-mass planet contracts, the location of the dynamo surface moves downward slowly. The dynamo region in the envelope of a massive gas giant shrinks over time, whereas the mass of a dense fluid in the dynamo region slightly increases. A planet continues to radiate heat away into space, which reduces the energy flux to maintain the dynamo against ohmic dissipation. Since the rate of energy loss by radiation overwhelms the compression effect of fluid in the dynamo region, the magnetic field strength of a Jupitermass planet drops monotonically. A Jupiter-mass planet with a larger core also tends to have a slightly weaker magnetic field because of a shorter cooling timescale.

The core mass strongly affects the emergence of the dynamo region in a close-in gas giant with ≲ 0.3 M_{Jup} (hereafter called a ”Saturn-mass planet”). The interior of a Saturn-mass planet is hot enough (> 2000 K) in the early stage (∼ 1 − 10 Myr) of its thermal evolution. The metallization of hydrogen does not occur because the pressure is lower than ∼ 2 M bar even near the coreenvelope boundary. In such a Saturn-mass planet, the magnetic field is never generated by the dynamo mechanism until its interior satisfies the conditions of pressure and temperature for hydrogen metallization. Figure 2 shows the magnetic field strengths of four Saturnmass planets that have no core, a 3 M_⊕ core, and a 10 M_⊕ core as a function of time. The magnetic field strengths of close-in gas giants with ≳ 0.4 M_{Jup} monotonically decrease with time, as well as Jupiter-mass planets, whereas 0.2 M_{Jup} and 0.3 M_{Jup} planets without a massive core have no dynamo-driven magnetic field until 30–300 Myr. As an initially inflated Saturnmass planet gravitationally contracts, the dynamo region first appears near the core surface and expands upward with time (see Figure 3). If a 0.3 M_{Jup} planet has a 10 M_⊕ core, the envelope contraction proceeds rapidly, and then it creates a dynamo region to generate a persistent magnetic field immediately after the formation. Thus, the magnetic field strength of a young Saturnmass planet is closely related to its core mass. Also, the more massive the Saturn-mass planets are, the stronger their magnetic fields are.

Metallization of hydrogen may occur under ≲ 2 Mbar. Molecular dynamics simulations of liquid hydrogen under high pressure and temperature (Tamblyn & Bonev 2010) suggested that the phase boundaries of molecularto-metallic hydrogen are located near 0.25, 1, and 1.5 Mbar for 4000 K, 2000 K, and 1500 K, respectively. Figure 4 shows the mass fractions of the metallic hydrogen region (i.e., the dynamo region) in a 0.2 M_{Jup} planet and a 0.3 M_{Jup} planet for 10Gyr. A critical pressure at which hydrogen metallization occurs determines the emergence of a dynamo region in a hot Saturn because its interior is always hotter than 4000 K at 0.25 − 1.5 Mbar. Although metallization of hydrogen at a lower pressure enlarges the electrically conducting region required for a dynamo, a hot Saturn with a larger core yields a less massive dynamo region because the envelope of a hot Saturn with a core becomes compressed. The appearance of metallic hydrogen at ≲ 1 − 1.5 Mbar allows a hot Saturn with no core or a smaller core to generate a dynamo-driven magnetic field right after its formation. This can be supported by the relevant criterion for a dynamo: the magnetic Reynolds number R_m = ULμ_oσ, where U is the flow velocity, L is the characteristic length scale of the flow, μ_o is the permeability of vacuum, and σ is the electrical conductivity. For a hot Saturn or Jupiter having a metallic hydrogen envelope, U ∼ 0.1 − 1 m s^{−2} and L ∼ 10^7 m give R_m ∼ 10 − 100σ Sm^{−1}. If metallic hydrogen has σ ≳ 10^3 − 10^4 Sm^{−1} (French et al. 2012), the metallic hydrogen region in a hot Saturn can generate a self-sustained dynamo (e.g. Christensen & Aubert 2006). Figure 5 shows magnetic field strengths of a hot Saturn and a hot Jupiter in which the metallization of hydrogen occurs at ≲ 1 Mbar. A hot Saturn with no core or a small core having an envelope occupied by metallic hydrogen can yield a magnetic field stronger than ∼ 50 G. The magnetic field strength of a hot Saturn depends on the mass of an inner core, whereas that of a hot Jupiter is insensitive to the existence of a core.

Known hot Jupiters (≳ 1 M_{Jup}) orbiting stars with ages of 1 − 10 Gyr likely have stronger surface magnetic fields than the present-day Jupiter. Actual mean field strengths on the surface of irradiated giant planets are

Figure 3. Dynamo region in a 0.3 MJup planet with no core (black), a 3M⊕ core (cyan), and a 10M⊕ core (green). The incident flux on the planet is 10 F⊕. The bottom of each dynamo region is located at the core surface.

likely to be weaker than the internal ones, that is, ⟨B⟩ in equation (2). The expected magnetic field strength for 0.5 − 5 M_{Jup} planets that receive 100 − 1000 F_⊕ from their host stars aged ≳ 1 Gyr range from 10 to 300 G, which are consistent with those of four hot Jupiters in Cauley et al. (2019). Less massive gas giants, specifically, hot Saturns with masses of ≲ 0.3 M_{Jup} may be non-magnetized planets for 0.1–1 Gyr unless they have a large core or metallization of hydrogen occurs at ≲ 1 − 1.5 Mbar. In other words, a young, hot Saturn with no core or a small core might have a very weak dynamo-driven magnetic field at the surface. Note that icy material under high pressure and temperature plays a role in generating a dynamo-driven magnetic field, as seen in Uranus and Neptune. Plasma or ionic water can be an electrically conducting fluid. Figure 6 shows the pressure and temperature at the core surface in hot Saturns with no core, a 3M_⊕ core, and a 10M_⊕ core. Phase diagrams of water from ab initio simulations of French et al. (2009) are also shown in Figure 6. If the inner core of a close-in planet is composed of icy material (i.e., water), water in an icy core exists as a plasma for 10 Gyr. Thus, the existence of an icy core in a hot Saturn and hot Jupiter contributes to the strength of a dynamo-driven magnetic field.

3.2. Stellar incident flux The hot state of a close-in gas giant continues until 10–100 Myr. Figure 7 shows the intrinsic luminosity of 0.5, 1, and 5 M_{Jup} planets with a 10M_⊕ core. A massive planet maintains a highly luminous state for a long time. Such a self-luminous planet has to lose a large amount of internal heat to achieve thermal equilibrium under less intense stellar irradiation. As a result, a young, massive close-in gas giant with ≳ 5 M_{Jup} that receives a

Figure 4. Mass enclosed in the dynamo region (M_{dyn}) with respect to the total mass (Mp) of a hot Saturn as a function of time: 0.3 MJup planets with no core (black) and a 3M⊕ core (cyan) and 0.2 MJup planets with no core (red) and a 3M⊕ core (green). Each planet receives 10 F⊕ from its central star. The phase transition of molecular to metallic hydrogen occurs at 0.25 Mbar and 4000 K (solid line), 1 Mbar and 2000 K (dashed), and 1.5 Mbar and 1500 K (dashed-dotted), respectively.

low incident flux from its host star tends to have a strong magnetic field (see Figure 1). As the atmosphere of an irradiated planet asymptotically approaches to the state of thermal equilibrium, the heat flow from the convective interior declines. The magnetic field strength of a planet in thermal equilibrium is eventually insensitive to the stellar incident flux (see Figures 1 and 2).

3.3. Metallicity The cooling of a planet is controlled by the distribution of heavy elements within itself. Observational constraints on Jupiter and Saturn suggest that their interiors are enriched by heavy elements at Z ∼ 0.1% − 0.2% (e.g. Helled & Guillot 2013; Wahl et al. 2017). Jupiter and Saturn likely have a core surrounded by a metalrich envelope. Figure 8 demonstrates the distribution of heavy elements within a Saturn-mass planet and a Jupiter-mass planet on their magnetic field strengths. We considered two core-envelope models for a 0.3 M_{Jup} planet with M_z = 6 M_⊕ and a 1 M_{Jup} planet with M_z = 20 M_⊕ respectively, where M_z is the total amount of heavy elements: (1) all heavy elements are located in the core and (2) M_z is divided evenly between the envelope and the core. Internal heat can be mainly transferred upward by convection even in the metal-free envelopes of the two planets. The condition for a planetary dynamo is satisfied by the metallization of hydrogen. The core gravity has a non-negligible contribution to the P − T profile in the envelope of a Saturn-mass planet. Since the dynamo region lies deep within a Saturn-mass planet, the mass of heavy elements in the central re-

Figure 5. Magnetic field strengths in 0.3 MJup planets with no core (black) and a 3M⊕ core (cyan) and 1 MJup planets with no core (red) and a 10M⊕ core (green) in which metallization of hydrogen occurs at 0.25 Mbar and 4000 K (solid line) and 1 Mbar and 2000 K (dashed). Each planet has an incident flux of 10 F⊕ from its parent star.

gion affects the emergence of the magnetic field and the strength, as seen in Figure 2. On the other hand, the dynamo surface of a Jupiter-mass planet is located near the planetary surface, regardless of its core mass. As a result, the magnetic field strength of a Jupiter-mass planet is insensitive to the distribution of heavy elements within itself (see also Figure 1).

The metallicity of stars harboring close-in gas giants ranges from -0.3 to +0.4. Giant planets around metal-rich stars appear to have large heavy-element masses (Guillot et al. 2006; Miller & Fortney 2011). Also, there is a negative correlation between the heavyelement enrichment in the planet relative to its parent star and the planetary mass (Thorngren et al. 2016). Upper limits on atmospheric metallicities for transiting giant planets are estimated to be Z_{atm}/Z_⊙ ≳ 10 (Thorngren & Fortney 2019). In this study, the metallicity-magnetic field strength relation of close-in gas giants with Z ≲ 0.1 was discussed. The MESA code is not applicable to the thermal evolution of a planet with a metal-rich envelope of Z ≳ 0.1 because of the incompleteness of the EoS for heavy material, which affects the cooling history of a gas giant (Baraffe et al. 2008). A large increase in opacities in a metal-rich envelope delays the cooling sequence of a planet. Both the increase in the molecular weight and a reduced adiabatic temperature gradient due to chemical reactions in a metalrich envelope lower the local pressure, leading to hastening of the envelope contraction (e.g. Hori & Ikoma 2011; Venturini et al. 2015). These effects on magnetic field strengths of close-in planets having metal-rich envelopes will be a topic for future work.

Figure 6. Pressure (Pcore) and temperature (Tcore) at the core surface in 0.2 MJup planets (black) and 0.3 MJup planets (cyan) with no core (dotted line), a 3M⊕ core (solid), and a 10M⊕ core (dashed) for 10 Gyr, respectively. Filled circles correspond to phase diagrams from ab initio simulations of water under high pressure (French et al. 2009): plasma (red) and superionic water (green). All of the planets are assumed to receive 10 F⊕ from their parent star.

Figure 7. Intrinsic luminosity of 0.5 (dotted line), 1 (solid), and 5 MJup planets (dashed) with a 10 M⊕ core. Each color corresponds to the stellar flux that a planet receives: 10 (black), 100 (cyan), and 1000 F⊕(red).

4. DISCUSSION The radio power emitted by a planet is believed to come from the kinetic energy of particles incident on the magnetopause.^4. Assuming that the emitted ra-

4 The radio emission can also be generated by the interaction between charged particles from a star and the interplanetary magnetic field (Zarka et al. 2001)

Figure 8. Magnetic field strength of 0.3 MJup with Mz = 6 M⊕ (dashed) and 1 MJup with Mz = 20 M⊕ (solid), where Mz is the total amount of heavy elements. Two interior models of each planet are assumed: (red) both planets have a metal-free envelope on a Mz core and (black) Mz is divided evenly between the envelope and the core.

dio power (P_{rad}) is proportional to the total kinetic energy flux of energetic charged particles (Desch & Kaiser 1984), P_{rad} along the planetary magnetosphere is expressed by P_{rad} = mnv^3πR^2_s , where m is the mass of a particle, n is the number density of particles from the stellar wind and coronal mass ejections, v is the particle velocity, and R_s is the radius of the planetary magnetosphere. A promising candidate of a radio emitter is close-in planets that are exposed to a high flux of energetic particles from the star, although plasma in a dense stellar wind may obscure the radio emission from a planet. Superflares on low-mass stars occur more frequently than those on Sun-like stars (e.g. Maehara et al. 2014). Very strong radio emissions from close-in gas giants may be observed sporadically around low-mass stars. The size of the planetary magnetosphere is defined as the standoff distance where the pressure of a planetary magnetic field is balanced by the sum of the ram pressure of a stellar wind and the thermal pressure of electrons and protons at the substellar point,^5 namely, R_s ∝ B^{1/3}R_p, where B is the magnetic flux density on the planetary surface R_p at the pole. A young planet close to a star is expected to have a strong radio emission because of a large radius of the planet and a strong dynamo-driven magnetic field (see Figure 1). The magnetic field strength of a hot Saturn is strongly correlated to its core mass (see Figure 2). Non-detection or very

5 mnv^2 +2nkT ∼^{μ0M2}_{8π2 R6s} , where T is the temperature of a particle, k is the Boltzmann constant, and the magnetic dipole moment of a planet M is given by B^{pole}(r)/2μ_0 ∼ M/(4πr^3 ), where B^{pole}(r) is two times as large as the magnetic field strength at the equator.

weak signals of the auroral radio emission from a young, hot Saturn (the mass ≲ 0.3 M_{Jup} and its age ≲ 0.1 Gyr) is suggestive of the existence of a hidden small core. The expected radio power emitted by a hot Saturn is, however, lower by one order of magnitude than those emitted by hot Jupiters unless metallization of hydrogen occurs at ≲ 1 − 1.5 Mbar. Besides, a weak radio emission from a hot Saturn may be shielded by the plasma in the Earth’s ionosphere because of an f_{cyc} < 10 MHz. Thus, close-in gas giants with ≳ 0.4 M_{Jup} are good targets for ground-based radio telescopes to search for radio emissions form exoplanets (see Fujii et al. (2016) and Griessmeier (2017) for the detectability of radio emissions from hot Jupiters).

In this paper, the interiors of giant planets were assumed to have layered structures. Recent first-principle calculations of the solubility of core material in metallic hydrogen suggested that both rocky material (MgO) and water ice are highly soluble in metallic hydrogen near the core-envelope boundary of Jupiter and Saturn (Wilson & Militzer 2012a,b). If core erosion occurred deep inside irradiated giant planets after their formation, the emergence of dynamo-driven magnetic fields could be delayed in hot Saturns with diluted cores. The heavy-element pollution due to planetesimal or pebble accretion as well as the dredge-up of core material may produce non-negligible compositional gradients in the envelope. Since a sharp compositional gradient inhibits large-scale overturning convection, doublediffusive convection may develop in the envelope of a giant planet and reduce the efficiency of the heat transport (Leconte & Chabrier 2012). If the mixing of heavy elements in the convective envelope of a giant planet, however, occurs efficiently, the initial compositional distribution in the envelope of a giant planet has no strong impact on its long-term thermal evolution (Vazan et al. 2015).

The energy-flux-based scaling law of a planetary magnetic field was applied to irradiated giant planets. A highly irradiated gas giant is likely to be tidally locked by its parent star. A tidally locked gas giant should be a slow rotator with a rotation period (P_{rot}) of about a few to 10 days, compared to Jupiter and Saturn with P_{rot} ∼ 10 hrs. The magnetic field strength of a slowly rotating planet may be weaker than that predicted by equation (2). The applicability of such a scaling law to a tidally locked gas giant should be validated by future dynamo simulations. We here emphasize that the emergence of a dynamo region in a Saturn-mass planet is controlled by the existence of metallic hydrogen.

5. SUMMARY Close-in gas giants are expected to have a strong magnetic field of ∼ 10 − 100 G. Future radio observations in the frequency range of ≳ 10 MHz and the spectropolarimetry of atomic emissions such as the triplet He I are capable of detecting the magnetic field of exoplanets. In this paper, we have examined the linkage between the existence of innermost cores of extrasolar giant planets and planetary magnetic fields. We have simulated the long-term thermal evolution of a 0.2 − 10 M_{Jup} irradiated gas giant with no core or a core of 1 − 10 M_⊕ using the MESA code. A young, massive close-in gas giant tends to have a strong magnetic field. The magnetic field strength of a hot Jupiter is insensitive to its core mass, whereas the core mass strongly affects the emergence of a planetary dynamo in a hot Saturn. If metallization of hydrogen occurs at > 1 − 1.5 Mbar, no dynamo-driven magnetic field is generated in a Saturn-mass planet with no core or a small core until ∼ 10−100 Myr. A highly luminous, massive gas giant that receives a lower incident flux from its parent star produces a stronger magnetic field because it has to radiate away a large amount of internal heat to achieve the thermal equilibrium. The magnetic field strength of a thermally evolved gas giant after ∼ 100 Myr is almost independent of the stellar incident flux. Although the magnetic field strength is a good indicator of the core inside a young, hot Saturn with ≲ 0.3M_{Jup}, constraining on the interior structure through the radio detection may be challenging because of the weakness of radio signals and the shielding effect of plasma in the Earth’s ionosphere. Hot Jupiters with ≳ 0.4 M_{Jup} can be promising candidates for future ground-based radio observations such as the SKA-low.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS YH is supported by a Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research on Innovative Areas (JSPS/KAKENHI grant No. 18H05439). We thank the anonymous referee for useful comments and improving our paper.

APPENDIX

A. ESTIMATING PLANETARY MAGNETIC FIELD STRENGTHS FROM MESA CALCULATIONS The energy-based scaling rule for a dynamo-driven magnetic field in a gas giant (see equation (2)) is related to four thermodynamic properties: the convective heat flux q_c, the density ρ and the characteristic length scale L in the convective layer, and the temperature scale height H_T , where L is given by min(D, H_ρ), D is the thickness of the convective layer, and H_ρ is the density scale height. Two scale heights are given by H_ρ = P (∂ ln P/∂ ln ρ)_S /(ρg) and H_T = P/(ρg∇_{ad}), where g is the gravitational acceleration, P is the pressure of a fluid, S is the specific entropy, and ∇_{ad} is the adiabatic temperature gradient. MESA calculations determine the internal profile of a planet (e.g., P (r), T (r), and ρ(r)) at a given time and also give c_p, ∇_{ad}, and derivatives such as (∂ ln P/∂ ln ρ)_S , (∂ ln P/∂ ln ρ)_T , and (∂ ln P/∂ ln T )_ρ required for H_T and H_ρ, where c_p is the specific heat capacity, T is the temperature of a fluid, and r is the radial distance from the center of a planet.

The convective region in the metallic hydrogen envelope of a gas giant, namely, the dynamo region, is determined by the Schwarzschild criterion for convective instability, which gives the thickness of a convective layer D. The convective heat flux, q_c(r), is determined by v_{conv} given in the default outputs of MESA. Following the mixing length theory (e.g. see Kippenhahn & Weigert 1990), we obtain the average velocity of convective elements v_{conv}:

v^2_{conv} = gδ(∇ − ∇_e) ℓ^2 8H_P , (A1)

where δ = −(∂ ln ρ/∂ ln T )_P , ∇ is the actual temperature gradient, ∇_e is the temperature gradient of fluid elements, and H_P is the pressure scale height given by P/(ρg). We use the mixing length ℓ = 2H_P . Then the convective heat flux q_c is expressed by

q_c = ρc_P T 4 √ 2 √ gℓδ ( ℓ H_P )_{3/2} (∇−∇_e)^{3/2} =

2c_P T ρ^2v^3_{conv} P δ . (A2) Substituting v_{conv} and other thermodynamic properties given by MESA into equation (A2), we obtain q_c(r) and q_0 in equation (2). The time-varying F in equation (2) can be integrated over the dynamo region at every time step using L(r), ρ(r), q_0, q_c(r), and H_T (r). Thus, the magnetic field strength of a close-in gas giant is estimated from MESA calculations based on the energy-based scaling rule in equation (2).

REFERENCES

Baraffe, I., Chabrier, G., & Barman, T. 2008, A&A, 482,

315, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20079321

Bolton, S. J., Adriani, A., Adumitroaie, V., et al. 2017,

Science, 356, 821, doi: 10.1126/science.aal2108

Cauley, P. W., Shkolnik, E. L., Llama, J., & Lanza, A. F.

2019, Nature Astronomy, 3, 1128,

doi: 10.1038/s41550-019-0840-x

Christensen, U. R. 2010, SSRv, 152, 565,

doi: 10.1007/s11214-009-9553-2

Magnetic Field in a Extrasolar Gas Giant 9

Christensen, U. R., & Aubert, J. 2006, Geophysical Journal International, 166, 97, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-246X.2006.03009.x Christensen, U. R., Holzwarth, V., & Reiners, A. 2009, Nature, 457, 167, doi: 10.1038/nature07626 Curtis, S. A., & Ness, N. F. 1986, J. Geophys. Res., 91, 11003, doi: 10.1029/JA091iA10p11003 Davidson, P. A. 2013, Geophysical Journal International, 195, 67, doi: 10.1093/gji/ggt167 Desch, M. D., & Kaiser, M. L. 1984, Nature, 310, 755, doi: 10.1038/310755a0 Ferguson, J. W., Alexander, D. R., Allard, F., et al. 2005, ApJ, 623, 585, doi: 10.1086/428642 Freedman, R. S., Marley, M. S., & Lodders, K. 2008, ApJS, 174, 504, doi: 10.1086/521793 French, M., Becker, A., Lorenzen, W., et al. 2012, ApJS, 202, 5, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/202/1/5 French, M., Mattsson, T. R., Nettelmann, N., & Redmer, R. 2009, PhRvB, 79, 054107, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevB.79.054107 Fujii, Y., Spiegel, D. S., Mroczkowski, T., et al. 2016, ApJ, 820, 122, doi: 10.3847/0004-637X/820/2/122 Griessmeier, J. M. 2017, in Planetary Radio Emissions VIII, ed. G. Fischer, G. Mann, M. Panchenko, & P. Zarka, 285–299, doi: 10.1553/PRE8s285 Grießmeier, J. M., Motschmann, U., Mann, G., & Rucker, H. O. 2005, A&A, 437, 717, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20041976 Grießmeier, J. M., Preusse, S., Khodachenko, M., et al.

2007a, Planet. Space Sci., 55, 618, doi: 10.1016/j.pss.2006.01.008 Grießmeier, J. M., Zarka, P., & Spreeuw, H. 2007b, A&A, 475, 359, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20077397 Guillot, T. 2010, A&A, 520, A27,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/200913396 Guillot, T., & Morel, P. 1995, A&AS, 109, 109 Guillot, T., Santos, N. C., Pont, F., et al. 2006, A&A, 453, L21, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20065476 Helled, R., & Guillot, T. 2013, ApJ, 767, 113,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/767/2/113 Hori, Y., & Ikoma, M. 2011, MNRAS, 416, 1419, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.19140.x Kippenhahn, R., & Weigert, A. 1990, Stellar Structure and Evolution (Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg New York) Lanza, A. F. 2013, A&A, 557, A31,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201321790 Leconte, J., & Chabrier, G. 2012, A&A, 540, A20, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201117595 Loubeyre, P., Brygoo, S., Eggert, J., et al. 2012, PhRvB, 86, 144115, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevB.86.144115

Maehara, H., Shibayama, T., Notsu, Y., et al. 2014, in IAU Symposium, Vol. 293, Formation, Detection, and Characterization of Extrasolar Habitable Planets, ed. N. Haghighipour, 393–395, doi: 10.1017/S1743921313013239 Miller, N., & Fortney, J. J. 2011, ApJL, 736, L29, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/736/2/L29 Morales, M. A., McMahon, J. M., Pierleoni, C., & Ceperley, D. M. 2013, PhRvL, 110, 065702, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.065702 Oklopčić, A. 2019, ApJ, 881, 133,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab2f7f Oklopčić, A., & Hirata, C. M. 2018, ApJL, 855, L11, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/aaada9 Oklopčić, A., Silva, M., Montero-Camacho, P., & Hirata, C. M. 2020, ApJ, 890, 88, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab67c6 Paxton, B., Bildsten, L., Dotter, A., et al. 2011, ApJS, 192, 3, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/192/1/3 Paxton, B., Cantiello, M., Arras, P., et al. 2013, ApJS, 208, 4, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/208/1/4 Reiners, A., Basri, G., & Christensen, U. R. 2009, ApJ, 697, 373, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/697/1/373 Reiners, A., & Christensen, U. R. 2010, A&A, 522, A13, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201014251 Saumon, D., Chabrier, G., & van Horn, H. M. 1995, ApJS, 99, 713, doi: 10.1086/192204 Shkolnik, E., Walker, G. A. H., & Bohlender, D. A. 2003, ApJ, 597, 1092, doi: 10.1086/378583 Shkolnik, E., Walker, G. A. H., Bohlender, D. A., Gu, P. G., & Kürster, M. 2005, ApJ, 622, 1075, doi: 10.1086/428037 Starchenko, S. V., & Jones, C. A. 2002, Icarus, 157, 426, doi: 10.1006/icar.2002.6842 Stevenson, D. J., Spohn, T., & Schubert, G. 1983, Icarus, 54, 466, doi: 10.1016/0019-1035(83)90241-5 Tamblyn, I., & Bonev, S. A. 2010, PhRvL, 104, 065702, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.065702 Thorngren, D., & Fortney, J. J. 2019, ApJL, 874, L31, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ab1137 Thorngren, D. P., Fortney, J. J., Murray-Clay, R. A., & Lopez, E. D. 2016, ApJ, 831, 64, doi: 10.3847/0004-637X/831/1/64 Valsecchi, F., Rappaport, S., Rasio, F. A., Marchant, P., & Rogers, L. A. 2015, ApJ, 813, 101, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/813/2/101 Vazan, A., Helled, R., Kovetz, A., & Podolak, M. 2015, ApJ, 803, 32, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/803/1/32 Venturini, J., Alibert, Y., Benz, W., & Ikoma, M. 2015, A&A, 576, A114, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201424008

10 Hori

Wahl, S. M., Hubbard, W. B., Militzer, B., et al. 2017,

Geophys. Res. Lett., 44, 4649,

doi: 10.1002/2017GL073160

Wilson, H. F., & Militzer, B. 2012a, ApJ, 745, 54,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/745/1/54

—. 2012b, PhRvL, 108, 111101,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.111101

Yadav, R. K., Gastine, T., & Christensen, U. R. 2013a, Icarus, 225, 185, doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2013.02.030 Yadav, R. K., Gastine, T., Christensen, U. R., & Duarte, L.

D. V. 2013b, ApJ, 774, 6, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/774/1/6 Yadav, R. K., & Thorngren, D. P. 2017, ApJL, 849, L12, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/aa93fd Zarka, P., Treumann, R. A., Ryabov, B. P., & Ryabov, V. B. 2001, Ap&SS, 277, 293, doi: 10.1023/A:1012221527425