arXiv:1606.06186v2 [astro-ph.CO] 24 Jun 2016

Fundamental Implications of Intergalactic Magnetic Field Observations

Tanmay Vachaspati Physics Department, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ 85287, USA.

Helical intergalactic magnetic fields at the ∼ 10^{−14} G level on ∼ 10 Mpc length scales are indicated by current gamma ray observations. The existence of magnetic fields in cosmic voids and their non-trivial helicity suggest that they must have originated in the early universe and thus have implications for the fundamental interactions. I combine present knowledge of the observational constraints and the dynamics of cosmological magnetic fields to derive characteristics that would need to be explained by the magnetic field generation mechanism. The importance of CP violation and a possible crucial role for chiral effects in the early universe are pointed out.

Several independent investigations of gamma rays from blazars indicate the presence of intergalactic magnetic fields [1–6]. Emission of TeV energy gamma rays from blazars and the subsequent electromagnetic cascade in the intergalactic medium is expected to distort the intrinsic blazar spectrum by depleting photons from the TeV range and adding photons in the GeV range. The lack of expected additional photons in the GeV range is explained by invoking an intergalactic magnetic field of strength >∼ 10^{−16} GeV. As an intergalactic magnetic field disperses the additional GeV photons, the intergalactic magnetic field hypothesis also predicts a halo of GeV photons around the blazar. An analysis of stacked blazars provides evidence for such a halo and adds support to the derived lower bound on intergalactic magnetic fields [6].

An alternative approach developed in Refs. [7, 8] utilizes the helical nature of intergalactic magnetic fields. The reasoning is that intergalactic magnetic fields are measured in cosmic voids, ∼ 100 Mpc away from astrophysical sources, and thus were most likely generated in the early universe. (For a review of magnetic fields and some possible astrophysical generation mechanisms see Ref. [9].) Unless the magnetic fields are coherent on very long length scales or are helical at the time of production, they would dissipate and not survive until the present epoch. If the magnetic field generation mechanism was causal, the magnetic fields are not coherent on large length scales and helicity is essential for survival. Furthermore, the observation of helicity can help distinguish between cosmological and astrophysical magnetic fields as a globally preferred sign of the helicity would be indicative of a fundamental production mechanism.

In Refs. [7, 8] it was shown that the helicity of the intergalactic magnetic field leaves a parity odd imprint on the distribution of cascade gamma rays. Thus helicity can be deduced by calculating parity odd correlators of observed gamma ray arrival directions. (Simulations of the process can be found in [10, 11].) Using this technique, it becomes possible to measure – not jut bound – the power spectra of intergalactic magnetic fields. Applying this technique on current Fermi-LAT data, Refs. [4, 5] estimate the intergalactic magnetic field to be ∼ 10^{−14} G as measured on a length scale ∼ 10 Mpc . The statistical significance of these measurements is at ∼ 3.5σ level in analysis with current data [12]. Further observations, especially using a variety of observational tools, will be able to confirm or refute these findings. For this paper we proceed on the assumption that the accumulating observational evidence is correct.

The existence of helical intergalactic magnetic fields points to an early universe origin and therefore is of interest to particle cosmology. As observational dataset gets larger, it will become possible to measure the magnetic field correlation functions over a range of scales. If the spectrum is flat or red, i.e. does not fall off at large length scales, the magnetic field would likely be a product of the big bang or inflation. In this case, the primordial magnetic field may shed light on cosmological initial conditions and it may also have important consequences for the origin of the matter-antimatter asymmetry [13, 14] and other theoretical ideas [15]. If the spectrum is measured to be blue, we expect the magnetic field to have been produced in high energy particle processes, and the helicity of the magnetic field points to an important role for CP violating interactions in the early universe.

For the rest of our discussion, we will assume that the intergalactic magnetic field is stochastic and isotropic, and is generated by a causal mechanism. (If the generation mechanism were acausal, the field may not even be stochastic within our cosmic horizon.) Then the spatial correlation function of the magnetic field is given by [16]

⟨B_i(x)B_j (x+r)⟩ = M_N (r)P_{ij} +M_L(r)r̂_ir̂_j +ϵ_{ijk}r̂_kM_H (r) (1) where P_{ij} = δ_{ij} − r̂_ir̂_j . M_N (r) and M_L(r) are the “normal” and “longitudinal” power spectra and are related by a differential equation [16]; M_H (r) is the helical power spectrum and is what is measured by the parity odd gamma ray correlators.

Our first task is to relate the spatial helical correlation function to its counterpart in Fourier space because the magneto-hydrodynamic (MHD) evolution of the magnetic field is carried out in Fourier space while the field correlations are measured in physical space. The Fourier space correlation functions for a stochastic, isotropic magnetic field are written as

⟨b_i(k)b^∗_j (k^′)⟩ = [ E_M (k) 4πk^2 p_{ij} + iϵ_{ijl}k_l H_M (k) 8πk^2 ]

×(2π)^6δ^{(3)}(k − k^′) (2)

where p_{ij} = δ_{ij} − k̂_ik̂_j and b(k) = ∫ d^3xB(x)e^{ik·x}, B(x) = ∫ d^3k (2π)^3 b(k)e^{−ik·x} (3) We now use Eq. (3) in (1) to obtain

M_H (r) = 1 2 ∫_∞ 0 dk kH_M (k) d dρ ( sin ρ ρ ) (4) where ρ = kr.

Studies of the MHD equations show that a cosmological magnetic field with helicity evolves so that at late times [17–20]

E_M (k) = k 2 |H_M (k)| = { E_0(k/k_d)^4, 0 ≤ k ≤ k_d 0, k_d < k (5) where the first equality is the relation for maximal helicity, the functional dependence k^4 defines the “Batchelor spectrum”, and k_d is a dissipation scale that will be discussed below. For k > k_d, the spectrum falls off rapidly and so we have set it to zero. Strictly, the Batchelor spectrum only applies for k < k_I where k_I < k_d is the “inertial scale” where the spectrum peaks. For k_I < k < k_d, the spectrum falls off as a power law and there is a sharper fall off for k > k_d [50] [21]. For simplicity, we have taken k_I ≈ k_d, which may also be justified if the magnetic field is generated on very small scales. We shall also assume H_M (k) ≥ 0 to be concrete. Below we will estimate the power spectrum amplitude, E_0 in Eq. (5).

Gamma ray observations have been used to measure M_H (r). So we use Eq. (5) in (4) to obtain M_H (r)

M_H (r) =

E_0k_d ρ^5_d

[(ρ^3_d −8ρ_d) sin ρ_d+4(ρ^2_d−2) cos ρ_d+8] (6)

where ρ_d ≡ k_dr. One can check: M_H (r) ∝ r as r → 0 and M_H (r) → sin(k_dr)/r^2 as r → ∞, so M_H (r) is wellbehaved for all r.

Any observation will measure a “smeared” M_H (r). For example, gamma ray observations in Refs. [4, 5] measure M_H on a certain distance scale r that is determined from the energies of observed gamma rays. However, for statistical purposes, the observed gamma rays are binned according to their energies – in 10 GeV wide bins in Refs. [4, 5]. This means that observations yield M_H that is smeared over a range, Δr, of r. With present day observations, r is typically on the order of Mpc, and l_d = 2π/k_d is typically kpc, so that ρ_d = k_dr ≫ 1. The precise smearing function depends on the binning procedure and experimental details (e.g. energy dependence of time exposure of the experiment), however, with current parameters l_d ≪ Δr <∼ r.

Let us write Δρ_d = k_dΔr. Then, from Eq. (6), the smearing procedure will effectively replace the oscillating trigonometric functions by (weighted) averages. For example,

sin ρ_d ρ^2_d → 1 Δρ_d ∫_{ρd +Δρd} ρ_d dρ sin ρ ρ^2 ≈ O(1) ρ^2_d

. (7)

Since ρ_d ≫ 1, the ρ^3_d term in the square bracket in Eq. (6) will dominate and we can write M_H (r) ≈ E_0k_d ρ^2_d (8) Therefore a measurement of M_H (r) at r = r_∗, denoted M_{H∗}, will give

E_0 = ρ^2_∗M_{H∗} k_d (9) where ρ_∗ = k_dr_∗, and the magnetic field energy and helicity spectra in Eq. (5) become,

E_M (k) = k 2 |H_M (k)| = ρ_∗r_∗|M_{H∗}| ( k k_d )_4

(10)

From Eq. (50) of Ref. [7] [51] we have the estimate

|M_{H∗}| ∼ (10^{−14} G)^2 (11)

and r_∗ ∼ 10 Mpc. Subsequent (and ongoing) analyses [5] show rough agreement with these estimates and future observations should be able to pin down the values more accurately. Other analyses [1–3, 6] do not provide measurements of the field strength but they do provide lower bounds if they assume a coherence scale and a spectrum. These lower bounds on the field strength are on the order of 10^{−16} G (see Fig. 12 of Ref. [9]).

The energy density in the magnetic field is E = 1 2 ⟨B^2⟩ = ∫ dk E_M (k) ∼ (10^{−14} G)^2 ρ^2_∗ 5 (12)

Similarly the helicity density is given by

H = lim_{V →∞} ⟨ 1 V ∫ V d^3xA · B ⟩

= ∫ dk H_M (k) ∼ (10^{−14} G)^2 ρ^2_∗ 2k_d (13)

where B = curl(A).

Next we discuss the dissipation length scale l_d. In Ref. [22], the authors considered a homogeneous magnetic field and calculated the damping rate of small perturbations on this background. The dominant dissipation of the small perturbations is due to the damping of fast magnetosonic modes. Hence this mechanism sets the dissipation scale that then depends on the strength of the background uniform field.

The damping of a stochastic, helical magnetic field has been discussed in Ref. [23, 24]. The evolution of the dissipation scale, which roughly coincides with the coherence scale for the Batchelor spectrum, depends on properties of the magnetic field at the time it was generated. The result for the dissipation scale at the present epoch is (see Eqs. (4) and (5) of [25])

l_{d0} = 0.45 pc √ n ( Ω_{BRadg} 0.083 )_{1/2} x^{−2/(n+2)} × ( T_g 100 MeV )_{−n/(n+2)} (14)

where n is the spectral index for the magnetic field, Ω_{BRadg} is the ratio of the energy density in magnetic fields to that in radiation (in all relativistic species), T_g is the temperature, and all quantities are taken at the time of magnetic field generation (denoted by subscript “g”). Also, x = 2.3 × 10^{−9} is a numerical factor. This formula yields

l_{d0} ≈ 1 pc − 1 kpc (15)

for magnetic field generation at the electroweak epoch (T_g = 100 GeV), for n = 2 − 5 – larger n gives smaller l_{d0} – and with Ω_{BRadg} = 0.083. The index n is defined in [25] by the relation ρ_B ∝ l^{−n} where ρ_B is the energy density in magnetic fields on a length scale l at the epoch of magnetogenesis. Translating this into our language with the relation in Eq. (12) we have n = 5 for the Batchelor spectrum, and n = 3 based on a model of processes that might have occured during a first order phase transition [26].

With l_{d0} = 1 kpc and r_∗ = 10 Mpc we get ρ_∗ = 2π × 10^4. Inserting this estimate of ρ_∗ in Eq. (12) gives the magnetic field energy density at the present epoch,

E_0 ∼ (3 × 10^{−10} G)^2 ( 1 kpc l_{d0} )_2 (16)

and Eq. (13) gives

H_0 ∼ 3 × 10^{−20} G^2 − kpc ( 1 kpc l_{d0} ) (17)

In natural units (h̄ = 1 = c), with the conversions 1 G = 1.95 × 10^{−20} GeV^2 = 5 × 10^7 cm^{−2}, we can also write

H_0 ∼ 2 × 10^{17} cm^{−3} ( 1 kpc l_{d0} ) (18)

To get a feel for these estimates, we compare the energy density in magnetic fields to that in photons,

Ω_{Bγ0} =

E_0 ρ_{γ0} ∼ 10^{−8} ( 1 kpc l_{d0} )_2 . (19) where ρ_{γ0} = 4.6 × 10^{−34} gms/cm^3 ≈ (4 × 10^{−6} G)^2 is the energy density in photons at the present epoch.

To proceed further we would like to estimate Ω_{Bγ} at earlier times. The full details of the evolution are complicated because of episodes (e.g. e^+e^− annihilation), viscosity, finite electrical conductivity, and unknown factors (e.g. neutrino masses). However a simple approximate picture emerges from various studies within the context of conventional MHD Refs. [18, 23]. Most crucially, helicity is found to be conserved, so the helicity density H ∝ a^{−3} where a(t) is the cosmic scale factor. The dissipation scale, also the scale where most of the magnetic energy is stored, grows as l_d ∝ a × a^{2/3} in the radiation dominated era and as l_d ∝ a in the matter dominated era (i.e. for temperatures greater than the temperature at matter-radiation equality T_{eq} ≈ 1 eV) as long as the helicity is maximal [18]. So, from the relations in Eqs. (12) and (13), the energy density scaling is E ∝ a^{−4} × a^{−2/3} in the radiation dominated era and E ∝ a^{−4} in the matter dominated era. With these scalings, and with the cosmic cooling rate T ∝ a^{−1} and the temperature at big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) T_{BBN} ∼ 1 MeV, we get Ω_{BγBBN} ∼ 10^{−4}(1 kpc/l_{d0})^2. Requiring Ω_{BγBBN} <∼ 1, this means that the magnetic dissipation scale today (also the coherence scale) is observationally constrained to be larger than ∼ 10 pc.

Spectral distortions of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) also provide a means to probe small scale magnetic fields for cosmological redshift z between 10^3 and 10^6 [27–30]. As of now the bounds from COBE/FIRAS measurements of the CMB spectrum are not competitive with the BBN bound. Proposed experiments, such as PIXIE, can change this situation and be able to detect CMB μ−distortions for l_{d0} ∼ 1 kpc (see Figs. 2 and 3 of Ref. [30]). Small scale magnetic fields may also leave an imprint on the CMB anisotropies through non-linear effects [31–34].

The estimate in Eq. (16) shows that intergalactic magnetic fields that are indicated by gamma ray observations may be of ∼ 3 × 10^{−10} G strength on 1 kpc scales. During structure formation, the field would get compressed within galaxies by a factor (ρ_{gal}/ρ_c)^{1/3}, where ρ_{gal} ≈ 10^{−24} gm/cm^3 is the baryonic density in the galactic disk and ρ_c ≈ 10^{−31} gm/cm^3 is the cosmic baryon density. If we assume flux freezing during structure formation, the magnetic field strength will increase by (ρ_{gal}/ρ_c)^{2/3} ≈ 10^5 and the coherence scale will decrease by (ρ_c/ρ_{gal})^{1/3} ≈ 10^{−2}. With these numbers, and l_{d0} = 1 kpc, a galaxy would inherit a magnetic field with strength ∼ 3 × 10^{−5} G and coherence ∼ 10 pc. A somewhat larger value of l_{d0} ∼ 10 kpc would lead to estimates that are closer to observations of the random component of the Milky Way magnetic field, 4 − 6 μG on 10 − 100 pc [35]. This conclusion is in line with that of Ref. [25] where the authors argue that magnetic fields in galaxy clusters may arise directly from the intergalactic magnetic field.

We now turn to the helicity of the magnetic field, a quantity that is parity (P) odd and also odd under combined charge and parity (CP) transformations. Hence observed non-zero magnetic helicity indicates a period of CP violation in the early universe, as is also necessary for the generation of the observed cosmic matter-antimatter asymmetry. Thus it is natural to compare the observed magnetic helicity to the cosmic baryon number density, n_{b0} ≈ 10^{−7} cm^{−3}, η_{Bb0} ≡ H_0 n_{b0} ∼ 2 × 10^{24} ( 1 kpc l_d ) (20)

This estimate raises a challenge for fundamental physics – what processes can generate such a large helicity to baryon number ratio?

The simplest particle physics based scenarios of magnetogenesis are based on the evidence that a baryon number changing process via an electroweak sphaleron [36] also produces magnetic fields with ∼ 10^2 helicity [37, 38]. Then the magnetic helicity is proportional to the baryon number and we get η_{Bb0} ∼ 10^2 [39, 40]. Even in the unbroken phase of the electroweak model, where the electroweak sphaleron solution does not exist per se, we expect gauge field production to occur during changes of Chern-Simons number which is necessary for baryon number violation.

A more realistic view of the production of cosmic matter asymmetry is that baryon number violating processes occur so as to produce both baryons and antibaryons but with a slight excess of baryon production. In terms of magnetic fields this means that both left- and righthanded helical fields are produced but with a slight excess of left-handed helicity that is given by the fundamental CP violation [37]. Within the context of baryogenesis in the standard model, CP violation is extremely weak [41] and the total helicity is tiny compared to the energy density in the magnetic field [37]. If we assume energy equipartition, the energy density in magnetic fields will be comparable to that in other forms of radiation [42].

The above description shows that the energy density in magnetic fields may be much larger than that implied by magnetic helicity alone. However, the problem we are encountering based on observation, is that the initial magnetic helicity also needs to be much larger (see Eq. (20)). Is there some dynamics beyond standard MHD that could potentially increase the magnetic helicity and saturate the maximal helicity condition in the early universe?

A simple possibility is to look for a mechanism that selectively amplifies one handedness of the magnetic field. Then, if we start with a magnetic field, even with zero net helicity, the dynamics will amplify one of the two helicities, increase the magnetic field energy density, and also saturate the helicity at its maximal value. This has been the focus of earlier studies of the “chiral magnetic effect”

[43], in which a magnetic field induces an electric current j ∝ B, which results in the amplification of certain Fourier modes of only one handedness [44]. More importantly for us, however, the chiral magnetic effect also selectively dissipates one handedness of the magnetic field (see, for example, [45]). Thus, if baryon number violating interactions (or other dynamics) produce a large but non-helical magnetic field, the chiral magnetic effect can dissipate one of the two helicities – the handedness being determined by the sign of the chiral imbalance – and reduce the magnetic field energy by half, and saturate the helicity at its maximal value.

More quantitatively, ignoring the plasma velocity field, the equations satisfied by the difference of the two helical amplitudes of the magnetic field Fourier modes, ΔB ≡ |B^+(k)| − |B^−(k)|, is given by (see Eq. (60) in [45]),

∂_ηΔB = + k_p σ (|B^+| + |B^−|) + O(ΔB) (21)

where η is the conformal time, σ is the electrical conductivity of the plasma, k_p = e^2Δμ/2π^2, and the chemical potential Δμ = μ_L − μ_R is a measure of the chiral imbalance of the medium. Thus ΔB grows in proportion to the summed amplitudes of the two helicities of the magnetic field and the field tends to become maximally helical on a time scale set by the chirality of the medium. (A chiral imbalance might arise naturally above the electroweak scale since the weak interactions distinguish between left- and right-handed particles at a fundamental level.) Once the field becomes maximally helical, it stays maximally helical. The precise dynamics, however, needs further investigation since the analysis outlined above ignores the plasma velocity field. The joint evolution of the magnetic field and the plasma velocity is essential to see effects such as the inverse cascade of helical fields. In a chiral medium, it is also necessary to co-evolve the chemical potentials. The joint evolution of homogeneous chiral imbalance has started to receive attention [46] but even the equations necessary to describe dynamics with spatially varying chirality have not yet been established (recent attempts can be found in [47, 48]).

The main point of this paper is that current observational evidence for intergalactic magnetic fields has profound implications for fundamental interactions. The observed magnetic fields must have originated in the early universe since they are seen in voids and are helical. If we uncover a red spectrum of the magnetic field, we would know that they were generated by an acausal mechanism. The magnetic fields would then provide valuable information about the earliest moments of the universe. If the spectrum turns out to be blue, the properties of the magnetic field will give us important clues about particle physics beyond the standard model. The observation of magnetic helicity implies a strong role for fundamental CP violation in the early universe. Since helical magnetic fields are closely connected with baryon number violating processes, the observation of helical magnetic fields can inform us about matter-genesis. But baryogenesis by itself is insufficient to explain the large helicity that is indicated by observations. We have suggested that there may be a role for the chiral magnetic effect to drive magnetic helicity to its maximal value. Then the standard model must be extended to allow for successful baryogenesis and the chiral magnetic effect should play a role in cosmology. This would have implications for particle physics close to the electroweak scale and may perhaps also be testable at the LHC or future accelerator experiments. Future observations (e.g. by the Cherenkov Telescope Array [49]) will further sharpen the case for intergalactic magnetic fields and allow for more precise measurements of the power spectra.

I thank Jens Chluba, Francesc Ferrer, Tina Kahniashvili, Andrew Long, Levon Pogosian and Alex Vilenkin for comments and suggestions. I am grateful to the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton for hospitality while this work was being done. This work was supported by the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of High Energy Physics, under Award No. de-sc0013605 at ASU.

[1] A. Neronov and I. Vovk, Science 328, 73 (2010) doi:10.1126/science.1184192 [arXiv:1006.3504 [astroph.HE]].

[2] S. Ando and A. Kusenko, Astrophys. J. 722, L39 (2010) doi:10.1088/2041-8205/722/1/L39 [arXiv:1005.1924 [astro-ph.HE]].

[3] W. Essey, S. Ando and A. Kusenko, Astropart. Phys.

35, 135 (2011) doi:10.1016/j.astropartphys.2011.06.010 [arXiv:1012.5313 [astro-ph.HE]].

[4] H. Tashiro, W. Chen, F. Ferrer and T. Vachaspati, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 445, no. 1, L41 (2014) doi:10.1093/mnrasl/slu134 [arXiv:1310.4826 [astro-ph.CO]].

[5] W. Chen, B. D. Chowdhury, F. Ferrer, H. Tashiro and T. Vachaspati, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 450, no. 4, 3371 (2015) doi:10.1093/mnras/stv308 [arXiv:1412.3171 [astro-ph.CO]].

[6] W. Chen, J. H. Buckley and F. Ferrer, Phys. Rev. Lett.

115, 211103 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.211103 [arXiv:1410.7717 [astro-ph.HE]].

[7] H. Tashiro and T. Vachaspati, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 448, 299 (2015) doi:10.1093/mnras/stu2736 [arXiv:1409.3627 [astro-ph.CO]].

[8] H. Tashiro and T. Vachaspati, Phys. Rev. D 87, no. 12, 123527 (2013) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.87.123527 [arXiv:1305.0181 [astro-ph.CO]].

[9] R. Durrer and A. Neronov, Astron. Astrophys.

Rev. 21, 62 (2013) doi:10.1007/s00159-013-0062-7 [arXiv:1303.7121 [astro-ph.CO]].

[10] A. J. Long and T. Vachaspati, JCAP 1509, no.

09, 065 (2015) doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2015/09/065 [arXiv:1505.07846 [astro-ph.CO]].

[11] R.A. Batista, A. Saveliev, G. Sigl and T. Vachaspati, in preparation (2016).

[12] F. Ferrer and T. Vachaspati, in preparation (2016). [13] M. M. Anber and E. Sabancilar, Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 10, 101501 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.92.101501 [arXiv:1507.00744 [hep-th]].

[14] T. Fujita and K. Kamada, Phys. Rev. D 93, no. 8, 083520 (2016) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.083520 [arXiv:1602.02109 [hep-ph]].

[15] A. J. Long and T. Vachaspati, Phys. Rev. D 91, 103522 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.91.103522 [arXiv:1504.03319 [hep-ph]].

[16] A. S. Monin and A. M. Yaglom, Statistical Fluid Mechanics, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, (1975).

[17] K. Jedamzik and G. Sigl, Phys. Rev. D 83, 103005 (2011) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.83.103005 [arXiv:1012.4794 [astro-ph.CO]].

[18] T. Kahniashvili, A. G. Tevzadze, A. Brandenburg and A. Neronov, Phys. Rev. D 87, no. 8, 083007 (2013) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.87.083007 [arXiv:1212.0596 [astro-ph.CO]].

[19] A. Saveliev, K. Jedamzik and G. Sigl, Phys. Rev. D 87, no. 12, 123001 (2013) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.87.123001 [arXiv:1304.3621 [astro-ph.CO]].

[20] A. Brandenburg, T. Kahniashvili, A. Tevzadze and T. Vachaspati, in preparation (2016).

[21] T. Kahniashvili, A. G. Tevzadze and B. Ratra, Astrophys. J. 726, 78 (2011) doi:10.1088/0004-637X/726/2/78 [arXiv:0907.0197 [astro-ph.CO]].

[22] K. Jedamzik, V. Katalinic and A. V. Olinto, Phys. Rev.

D 57, 3264 (1998) [astro-ph/9606080].

[23] R. Banerjee and K. Jedamzik, Phys. Rev. D 70, 123003 (2004) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.70.123003 [astro-ph/0410032].

[24] T. Kahniashvili, A. G. Tevzadze, S. K. Sethi, K. Pandey and B. Ratra, Phys. Rev. D 82, 083005 (2010) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.82.083005 [arXiv:1009.2094 [astro-ph.CO]].

[25] R. Banerjee and K. Jedamzik, Phys. Rev. Lett.

91, 251301 (2003) Erratum: [Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 179901 (2004)] doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.91.251301, 10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.179901 [astro-ph/0306211].

[26] Y. Ng and T. Vachaspati, Phys. Rev. D 82, 023008 (2010) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.82.023008 [arXiv:1001.4817 [astro-ph.CO]].

[27] K. Jedamzik, V. Katalinic and A. V. Olinto, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 85, 700 (2000) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.700 [astro-ph/9911100].

[28] K. Miyamoto, T. Sekiguchi, H. Tashiro and S. Yokoyama, Phys. Rev. D 89, no. 6, 063508 (2014) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.89.063508 [arXiv:1310.3886 [astro-ph.CO]].

[29] K. E. Kunze and E. Komatsu, JCAP 1401, 009 (2014) doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2014/01/009 [arXiv:1309.7994 [astro-ph.CO]].

[30] J. M. Wagstaff and R. Banerjee, Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 12, 123004 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.92.123004 [arXiv:1508.01683 [astro-ph.CO]].

[31] S. K. Sethi and K. Subramanian, Mon. Not. Roy.

Astron. Soc. 356, 778 (2005) doi:10.1111/j.1365- 2966.2004.08520.x [astro-ph/0405413].

[32] K. Jedamzik and T. Abel, JCAP 1310, 050 (2013).

doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2013/10/050 [33] K. E. Kunze and E. Komatsu, JCAP 1506, no.

06, 027 (2015) doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2015/06/027 [arXiv:1501.00142 [astro-ph.CO]].

[34] J. Chluba, D. Paoletti, F. Finelli and J. A. Rubio- Martn, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 451, no. 2, 2244 (2015) doi:10.1093/mnras/stv1096 [arXiv:1503.04827 [astro-ph.CO]].

[35] H. Ohno and S. Shibata, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.

262, 953 (1993).

[36] N. S. Manton, Phys. Rev. D 28, 2019 (1983).

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.28.2019 [37] C. J. Copi, F. Ferrer, T. Vachaspati and A. Achúcarro, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 171302 (2008) [arXiv:0801.3653 [astro-ph]].

[38] Y. Z. Chu, J. B. Dent and T. Vachaspati, Phys. Rev. D 83, 123530 (2011) [arXiv:1105.3744 [hep-th]].

[39] J. M. Cornwall, Phys. Rev. D 56, 6146 (1997) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.56.6146 [hep-th/9704022].

[40] T. Vachaspati, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 251302 (2001) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.251302 [astro-ph/0101261].

[41] J. M. Cline, “Baryogenesis,” hep-ph/0609145 (2006). [42] T. Vachaspati, Phys. Lett. B 265, 258 (1991).

doi:10.1016/0370-2693(91)90051-Q [43] A. Vilenkin, Phys. Rev. D 22, 3080 (1980).

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.22.3080 [44] M. Joyce and M. E. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 79, 1193 (1997) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.1193 [astro-ph/9703005].

[45] H. Tashiro, T. Vachaspati and A. Vilenkin, Phys. Rev.

D 86, 105033 (2012) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.86.105033 [46] J. Schober, “First Numerical Simulations of the Dynamo Effect in Chiral MHD”, talk presented at 28th Texas Symposium, Geneva,

https://indico.cern.ch/event/336103/contributions/786594/attachments/1205301/1756650/TEXAS_2015.pdf

(2015).

[47] A. Boyarsky, J. Frohlich and O. Ruchayskiy, Phys. Rev.

D 92, 043004 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.92.043004 [arXiv:1504.04854 [hep-ph]].

[48] E. V. Gorbar, I. A. Shovkovy, S. Vilchinskii, I. Rudenok, A. Boyarsky and O. Ruchayskiy, Phys. Rev. D 93, no. 10, 105028 (2016) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.105028 [arXiv:1603.03442 [hep-th]].

[49] M. Meyer, J. Conrad and H. Dickinson, arXiv:1603.03431 [astro-ph.HE].

[50] I thank Tina Kahniashvili for emphasizing this point. [51] The definition of MH we are using in Eq. (1) differs from that in [7] by a factor of r.