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The mean electro-motive force and current helicity under the
influence of rotation, magnetic field and shear
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The mean electromotive force (MEMF) in a rotating stratified magnetohydrodynamical
turbulence is studied. Our study is based on the mean-field magnetohydrodynamics framework
and 7 approximation. We compute the effects of the large-scale magnetic fields (LSMF),
global rotation and large-scale shear flow on the different parts of the MEMF (such as
a-effect, turbulent diffusion, turbulent transport, etc.) in an explicit form. The influence of
the helical magnetic fluctuations which stem from the small-scale dynamo is taken into account,
as well. In the article, we derive the equation governing the current helicity evolution.
It is shown that the joint effect of the differential rotation and magnetic fluctuations in the
stratified media can be responsible for the generation, maintenance and redistribution of the
current helicity. The implication of the obtained results to astrophysical dynamos is considered.
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1. Introduction

The mean-field magnetohydrodynamics presents one of the most powerful tools for
exploring the nature of the large-scale magnetic activity in cosmic bodies (Moffatt
1978, Parker 1979, Krause and Rédler 1980). It is widely believed that there magnetic
field generation is governed by interplay between turbulent motions of electrically
conductive fluids and global rotation. The growth and evolution of the large-scale
magnetic fields (LSMF) in cosmic plasma depends on the mean electromotive force,
€ = (u x b), which is given by the correlation between the fluctuating components of
the velocity field of plasma, u, and the fluctuating magnetic fields, b.

The global rotation, stratification and the strong LSMF can substantially modify the
structure and amplitude of the mean electromotive force (hereafter, MEMF) leading to
the rich variety of the turbulence effects driving the evolution of the LSMF in cosmic
bodies, e.g., the wa-effect (Roberts and Soward 1975, Moffatt 1978, Krause and
Rédler 1980, Parker 1979, Riidiger and Kichatinov 1993), the rotationally-induced
anisotropy of turbulent diffusion and effective drift of LSMF (Roberts and Soward
1975, Krause and Ridler 1980, Kichatinov er al. 1994), etc. Broadly speaking,
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the nonlinear effects of the small-scale Lorentz forces on the MEMF and LSMF
evolution stem from two sources. One is driven by perturbations of the LSMF due
to turbulent motions and another is due to magnetic fluctuations, which stem from
the small-scale dynamo. For the time being, the role of the small-scale dynamo in the
LSMF evolution is poorly understood. Numerous contributions to this subject can
be found in the modern literature, (e.g., Moffatt 1978, Frisch et al. 1975, Pouquet
et al. 1975, Brandenburg and Subramanian 2005). According to the mentioned studies
the most important effect of the growing magnetic fluctuations on the LSMF
evolution is caused by the helical part of magnetic fluctuations. The magnetic helicity
conservation law, if applied to the mean-field magnetohydrodynamics, requires that
the amount of helicity contained in the LSMF (controlled mostly by «a-effect) should
be roughly the same and opposite in sign to its counterpart in the small scales,
(see Kleeorin and Ruzmaikin 1982). In this way the helical part of magnetic fluctua-
tions, which is excited both due to shredding the LSMF by turbulent motions
and due to small-scale dynamo, effectively saturates the generation of the LSMF by
a-effect (Vainshtein and Kitchatinov 1983, Brandenburg 2001, Field and Blackman
2002, Blackman and Brandenburg 2002). Further discussions on this subject can be
found in above cited articles. Their main lesson is that the construction of the
realistic mean-field dynamo theory requires the evolution of the small-scale magnetic
(or current-) helicity to be taken into account.

Currently, there are two basic schemes for computing the MEMF of turbulent fields.
One is the quasi-linear approximation (the same approximation is called the FOSA
or SOCA in literature). A comprehensive discussion about its applicability and validity
in astrophysics can be found in (Moffatt 1978, Parker 1979, Krause and Réidler 1980
and Brandenburg and Subramanian 2005). This scheme remains one of the main
tools of the mean-field magnetohydrodynamics. However, one of unfortunate problem
of SOCA is that the contribution of the magnetic fluctuations (and the corresponding
magnetic helicity) driven by the small-scale dynamo is hardly possible to include in the
theory in self-consistent way. The third order closure scheme based on r-approximation
(Orszag 1970, Vainshtein and Kitchatinov 1983, Rédler ez al. 2003, Brandenburg and
Subramanian 2005) gives a chance to consider, roughly, the effects of the
small-scale dynamo on the MEMF. Following Brandenburg and Subramanian (2005)
(hereafter BS05), T will call it MTA (minimal tau approximation). Different kinds
of this approximation are used in the literature, see (Vainshtein 1983, Vainshtein and
Kitchatinov 1983, Rédler et al. 2003, Brandenburg and Subramanian 2005,
Rogachevskii and Kleeorin 2003, Blackman and Field 2002, Field and
Blackman 2002). In the article we follow teh procedure described in BSO0S5.
Furthermore, the variant of tau approximation with a scale-independent relaxation
time, 7, is applied. For this reason, some results obtained in the article can be different
form those given in Rogachevskii and Kleeorin (2003, 2004b,a), Rédler ez al. (2003).

The main purpose of this article is to compute the MEMF via MTA taking
into account the influence of the global rotation and LSMF on the turbulence.
The stratification of the medium and the large-scale shear are taken into account as
well. The influence of rotation, LSMF and uniform shear on the different parts
of the MEMF (such as wa-effect, turbulent diffusion, turbulent transport and etc.)
is explicitly defined via factors describing the efficiency of rotational and LSMF
feedback on the turbulent flows. The influence of rotation is measured by the
Coriolis number, Q* = 2Qt,, where 2 is the solid body angular velocity and 7. — the
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typical correlation time of turbulent flows. The influence of LSMF is measured by
g=B/ (uc\/ﬁ), where B is the strength of the LSMF, u, is a typical rms velocity of
turbulent flows and pu, p are the magnetic permeability and the density of the media,
respectively. Following the basic approach developed in above cited articles we derive
the equations governing the evolution of the current helicity both in rotating and in
magnetized turbulent flows with imposed uniform shear.

The article is structured as follows. In the next section we shortly outline the basic
equations, assumptions and the computational scheme for derivation of the MEMF
and the evolutionary equation for current helicity. Section 3 is devoted to the results
of calculations of the MEMF for different situations (slow rotation, strong LSMF,
vice versa and etc.). In section 4 we derive the evolutionary equation for current helicity.
In section 5 we summarize the main results of the article.

2. Basic equations

In the spirit of the mean-field magnetohydrodynamics, we split the physical
quantities of the turbulent conducting fluid into the mean and randomly fluctuating
part with the mean part defined as the ensemble average of the random fields. One
assumes the validity of the Reynolds rules. The magnetic field B and velocity of motions
V are decomposed as follows: B=B +b, V = V 4 u. Hereafter, everywhere, we use the
small letters for the fluctuating part of the fields and capital letters with a bar above for
the mean fields. The angle brackets are used for the ensemble average of products.
Following the lines of two-scale approximation (Roberts and Soward 1975, Krause
and Raidler 1980) we assume that the mean fields vary over the much larger scales
(both in time and in space) than the fluctuating fields. The average effect of the
MHD-turbulence on the LSMF evolution is described by the MEMF, € = (u x b).
The governing equations for fluctuating magnetic field and velocity are written in a
rotating coordinate system as follows:

ob - 5

E:Vx(uxB+be)+an+(ﬁ, (1)
ami
ot

> (b-B)
+2(Q xm); = —V; p—g(G-m)v—l—T + vAm; +v(G - V)m;
i

T _ _
+ Vi(Bibi + Bib;) = Vi(Vim; + Vimy) + fi + &, 2

where ®, & are nonlinear contributions of fluctuating fields, m = pu, G = Vlog p is the
density stratification scale of the media, p is the fluctuating pressure, Q is the angular
velocity responsible for the Coriolis force, V is mean flow which is a weakly variable in
space, f is the random force driving the turbulence.

To compute £ it is convenient to write equations (1) and (2) in Fourier space:

(50 =iz [ [f%,«(z o) @ -t - () (q)} dq

iz / (512 — V@) ~ btz — Vi@ ]da + G, 3)
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<§l + 022 + (G - z))n% =fi+ & — 2R 2)z x i),
— imy(z)z f [%(z — QVAq) + ifz — q)f/z(q)]dq

oz [ (B - 0B@ + e — B0 |da. @

where the turbulent pressure was excluded from (2) by convolution with the projection
tensor m;(z) = 8;; — Z;Z;, 8; is the Kronecker symbol and Z is a unit wave vector.
The equations for the second-order moments which make contributions to the
MEMF can be found from (3,4). As the preliminary step we write the equations for
the second-order products of the fluctuating fields, and make the ensemble averaging
of them:

%(rﬁi(z)é,-(z’)> = Th(2,7) — (n2* + v2* + (G - z))(n%i(z)é_,-(z’)>

<z [ [(rﬁ,—(z)rﬁ,—(Z’ ~ (%)@ it~ ) (%) (q)} aq

- 22 D) + iz [ [ @i - afF @

~ (@b @ - ))Vi@]da

—imy(a)z [ (7t — 0B )7 @ + {7tz — 052w da

42 zmyto) [ [ (b - b B@ + (b - 0B @B@]da ©

(i a)) = 2 e A @in()) — A D)2 )

~imy(a)z [ (e — @70 + (72— avine)) i@ Jda
~imy a2, [ (ot — 7@ + (iare — ) Fiw Jda
(o) [[(Be = @iy Bi@ + (b — i) aa

oy [[ (i - o)Bi@ + @b - ofF@)]da
+ Thi(z.7) — v(Z* 4 2% + (Gz) + i(GZ)))(ii(z)in(z)), (6)

2 {5@b) = Tl ) — (12 4+ 02) b))

viz; [ [(&(z)ﬁz,»(z’ ~0)(2)@ - {poie - 0)(2) (q)} d
vin [(m,(z ~ i) (i’) @~ itz — i) (%) (q)} dq

> | =b o | &b
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where, the terms Thgj}” "M involve the third-order moments of fluctuating fields and
second-order moments of them with the forcing term.

To proceed further, it is convenient to introduce some notations which are used in
the literature. The double Fourier transformation of an ensemble average of two
fluctuating quantities, say f and g, taken at equal times and at the different positions
X, X/, is given by

) = [ [{F@a)eedtad's. ®

Let us define the “fast” spatial variable r by the relative difference of x, x’ coordinates,
r = x — x'. The “slow” spatial variable R is R = (x + x’)/2. Then, equation (8) can be
written in the form

{f(g(x) = / / <f (k + %K>§<—k + %K) >ei<K'R+k">d3Kd3k, ©9)

where I have introduced two wave vectors: k = (z —2')/2 and K =z +2'. Following
BS035, we define the correlation function of f and g obtained from (7) by integration
with respect to K:

cp(f, K, R) - / <f'<k + %K) g(—k + %K) >ei<K-R>d3K. (10)

For further convenience I introduce the following notations for the second order
correlations of momentum density, magnetic fluctuations and the cross-correlations
of momentum and magnetic fluctuations,

7k, R) = (i, 1y, K, R), p*(1°)(R) = / ik, R)d’K, (11
hi(k, R) = ®(b;, b;, k, R), (*)(R) = / hi(k, R)dK, (12)
5k R) = D, b k, R), GER) = 51 / 2k, Rk, (13)

Let us now return to equations (5)—(7). As the first step, we approximate the Thf-j”’ vh)

terms by the corresponding t relaxation terms of the second-order contributions,

TH — - 7<m,~(z)1§,-(z/)>’ (14)

Tc
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(@) — (i(zyrin ()

Thf;)—>— , (15)
Tc
N R
I

where the superscript (0) denotes the moments of the background turbulence. Here, 7. is
independent on k and it is independent on the mean fields as well. Furthermore, for the
sake of simplicity, we restrict ourselves to the high Reynolds numbers limit and
discard the microscopic diffusion terms. As the next step we make the Taylor expansion
with respect to the “slow” variables and take the Fourier transformation, (10), about
them. The details of this procedure can be found in BS05. In result, we obtain equations
for the second order correlations of momentum density, magnetic fluctuations and the
cross-correlations of momentum and magnetic fluctuations,

> _ ST A B-Y) /3. . B -k 5. .B
%:_i(]}.k)(ﬁ_hl>+—( )<ﬁ+@>+( )G %_(G )A..

ot P 2 0 U 20 ok 2p K

1. hiB.,  $4By kB 9 |9y  hy
+,_0G1WB/+ e e l’/—|:ﬁ+l

P 2 Okelp n
. AU 9% e
+ Vs = Vigey + 2kikbeyVig + kiVig 2= = — =

I
} - ;kik/B/;lhl/

— 2(9 . ﬁ)lé,,e,,,;%l,»
PN~ e\ N7 .
— 20 (@ K)ok V)5 + e (@ KV, + K@ 9)%). (D)
5 R SO
3—22—2(9'k>kp(8zplw/+8/plvi/)— — —WJVz;/—Vf/V/J+2kaﬁl<kiV1f+k/Vﬂ)

c

My e g N dem N
+ le_f;la—k'; —i(B-k) (ﬂg/ - %]*,> + 531(%4‘/,1 + 3, ,) + Biisy + By

r ~ o~k S By 0 ~ ~
- 2kf3f,1<ki% s kj%i,/) — ki (%zi + %ji)

’ 2 oky
+ %gi,,,[lép ((Q V) — 2(9 : 12) (f(v)) n (9 : 12) v,,] (e — jpiin) (18)
% =—- };U%L};SIO) + /;jzl_/j,l + /,l\ljl_/i,l + kll_/f,l% + l(ﬁp k) (}Afl] - J:fj*,)

B-vV) B-G)|/. .. B\ .. (B .
+ { 2,0 - 2p (%1/ + %Jl) — <;j>’/%h— — (;)J}f[}
(19)

where 12/*1 = <I>(l;j, m;, k,R), k is the unit wave vector, the indexes behind the comma
stand for the spatial derivatives. Equations (17)—(19) are in agreement with those
considered in the paper by Rogachevskii and Kleeorin (2004a).
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To solve (17)—(19) we neglect the time derivatives at the left-hand-side of equations
and apply the perturbation method with respect to the large-scale field inhomogeneities
(associated with nonuniform LSMF and shear) and stratification scales of turbulence.
We shall not reproduce explicitly the rather bulky derivations which are explained
elsewhere: (Rogachevskii and Kleeorin 2003, 2004b). The solution of (17)—(19) will
be given for two specific cases. In the first case we apply no restriction to the
angular velocity (the Coriolis number, Q* = 2Qr,, is arbitrary) and LSMF is assumed
to be weak. In the second case we keep the linear terms in angular velocity and solve
equation (17)—(19) for the case of arbitrary g = B/ (u“/ﬁ), where B is the strength
of the LSMF. In all derivations we keep contributions which are the first order
in the shear. Furthermore, for the contributions involving the shear we make two
additional simplifications. The first one is that we neglect the density stratification,
but leave the contributions of the turbulence intensity stratification. Additionally,
we discard the joint effect of the Coriolis force and the shear to the MEMF. In the
present study I consider an intermediate nonlinearity which implies that effect of
the mean magnetic field and global rotation is not enough strong in order to affect
the correlation time of turbulent velocity field.

For integration in k-space I adopt the quasi-isotropic form of the spectra
(Roberts and Soward 1975, Ridiger and Kichatinov 1993) for the background
turbulence. Additionally, the background magnetic fluctuations are helical, while
there is no prescribed kinetic helicity in the background turbulence:

2
~0) p~E(k,R)
V= {ﬂu(k)+2kz (kiV; = kV)}W’ (20)
A B(k,R) . N(k,R)
hEJO) = {(nlj(k) t55 242 (kfvj - kjvi)> k2 iegphky 7kt |’ @D

where, the spectral functions E(k, R), B(k,R), N'(k,R) define, respectively, the intensity
of the velocity fluctuations, the intensity of the magnetic fluctuations and the amount of
current helicity in the background turbulence. They are defined via

E(k, R) B(k,R) N(k,R)

02y _ pO2) _ d3 (0) 4’k 22
<u > f 47, k2 ( ) / k2 C M:O Ak ? ( )
where hg)) = (b<°) -V x b(o))/(up). In final results we use the relation between intensities

of magnetic and kinetic fluctuations which is defined via B(k,R) = eupE(k,R).
The state with e =1 means equipartition between energies of magnetic and kinetic
fluctuations in the background turbulence. The point to note is that inconsistency
between (20) and (21) does not influence the final results. The general structure
of the mean electromotive force vector obtained within the given framework are in
agreement with the known results from the literature (Réadler, et al. 2003,
Rogachevskii and Kleeorin 2003). We keep the current helicity contribution in the
background turbulence to investigate the nonlinear saturation phase of the helical
large-scale dynamo.

The final remarks in this section concern with discussion given in the article by
Rédler and Rheinhardt (2006). There, authors argue that t approximation may
lead to results which are in conflict with those of SOCA. One difference is apparent
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between the two approaches: there is no overlap in applicability limits of SOCA and
7 approximation. The given scheme to obtain (17)—(19) is hardly justified for small
hydrodynamic Reynolds numbers. The same is true in a highly conductivity limit,
where SOCA can be valid only for the small Strouhal numbers. Currently, the range
of T approximation validity is purely understood. This problem requires further careful
study.

There is another reason for difference between results presented in the article
and those of SOCA. In the given variant of t approximation the relaxation time .
is independent of k. This issue is especially important in computing effects of the
nonuniform LSMF and shear. Perhaps, the spectral r-approximation can correct
this defect. For more detail, see (Rddler er al. 2003, Rogachevskii and
Kleeorin 2007). Hense, in confronting MTA and SOCA, it is of some use to simplify
the expressions obtained within SOCA by applying the mixing-length approximation.
The transition from SOCA to MLT can be done by replacing the spectrum of turbulent
fields by the single-scaled function of the form &(k —¢€.')3(w), and applying
nk? = vk* = t7!, here €. is the correlation length of the turbulence. For more details,
see chhatmov (1991) and Kichatinov et al. (1994).

3. Results

3.1. Weak LSMF, arbitrary Coriolis number

3.1.1. Spatially uniform LSMF. 1 decompose the electromotive force into
different contributions, in particular, E@ contains the effects of stratification, and
EY gives contributions due to shear, which are computed only in slow rotation limit.
We find the following expression for € :

£9 = {e - D(A(UxB) +/(c-B)e x U)) +/1(G x B)
f(a)((e -G)(e x B) + (¢ — 2)(e - B)(e x G))
+/%(e-B)(e-U) +£{'Ble- U) + f{“e(e - B)(e- G)
+/e(B-U) +U(e-B)) +/“(e(B- G) + G(e - B)) +/,VBe - G)
+ /5 (e(B - U) = U(e - B)) + /1 (e(B - G) - G(e - B) }u2)z,
+2{/A7B — f{“e(c - B) |z, 23)
where functions f w =/ (”)(Q* ¢) (and all which are used below) are given in Appendix

A, U= Vlog(u®?) is a scale of the turbulence intensity stratification, e = Q/|€2| is a
unit vector in dlrectlon of global rotation. For the slow rotation limit (Q* — 0) we get

£l o = aoB+ (), {< CDuxn)+ 6(Gx§)}

+ (u(°)2>n%{(8 +2)(((G x ©) x B)) + (e + D(((U x &) x B)}, (24)
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s o [26((e - U) + (e G)Q* 2e-U)Q* 4(e- G)Q*| A
0y = By | (u >{ 5 s T s T3
o2 $2* 11
+ 7 (u >% (eiGj +¢,Gi)(e +4) + (e;Uj + ¢;Ui) | & + ) (25)
where only linear terms in €2 are kept. Except contributions due to G equations (24) and
(25) are in agreement with results by Réddler er al. (2003) and Brandenburg
and Subramanian (2005). The mean transport of the LSMF due to stratification of
turbulence is given by second term in (24). They are in agreement with the mixing-
length expressions obtained by Kichatinov (1991). Note that, additional components
of the turbulent transport may be excited due to the antisymmetric part of a-tensor
in (25).
For the fast rotation limit (2* — o0) of (23) we get

© )
E g o > (é% - @«»3(@ +(e- G))) (B—e(c-B)),  (26)

where for the current helicity we also retain the terms of one higher order with respect
to *. The reason for this will be clarified below in section 4. Except the helicity term,
equation (26) is in identical agreement with the mixing-length approximation results
obtained by Riidiger and Kichatinov (1993) within SOCA.

In the case of the spatially uniform LSMF the shear contributions to the mean
electromotive force are expressed as follows

gl'(S) = Z&inm {A4 Ukl_gnl_/m,k +A2Ekl_/n,k Um +A3 (E . U)I_/m,n +A II_//C, nﬁk Um }(u(0)2)

2 g B _B y0m 7 p
+ T 7 (W X B),-—Efchc {Vn,i + Vi,n}Bna (27)

where W=V xV, we assume that (U-V)V=0 and A4, =e— 1)13/15,
Ay = —(Be + l)r(z,/IS, Ay = (e + 1)13,/6, Ay = —Aj5. Coefficients 4,_3 correspond to
those from Riidiger and Kichatinov (2006) (hereafter RK06) and A4 is corresponding
to their As. Recently, similar contributions of the large-scale shear were calculated
within SOCA by Rédler and Stepanov (2006) (RS06), as well. We have to note that
both the RK06 and RS06 results are related with the case e =0. The (27) differs with
results obtained in RK06 and RS06 articles. For example, after applying the mixing-
length relations nk?> = vk? = 7! to expressions given by RK06 we get 4 = t2/3
(in our case —72/15) and A, = —72/60 (compare to our —t2/15). Unfortunately
RKO06 did not give the results for other coefficients. The comparison with RS06 is
given in Appendix B. The difference between the given results and those by RK06
and RS06 can be explained, in part, by the crudeness of the given version of tau approx-
imation. Here, we assume that 7. is independent of k. This especially influences
the accuracy of calculations of the contributions due to shear because they involve
the derivatives in k space.

According to (27) the joint effect of current helicity and shear contributes to pumping
of LSMF. The interpretation of the effect is difficult to illustrate. To show the general
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Figure 1. The modification of standard a-effect (cf. Krarad and Rédler 1980) due to shear. The helical
motions (denoted with (u-V x u)) go up, drag and twist the LSMF By, where index 7 denotes the toroidal
component of LSMF. The shear,A V7, additionally, folds the loop in direction of large-scale flow. The effect
is equivalent to inducing the transversal large-scale electromotive force, €p (here index P denotes the poloidal
component of the MEMF), and the magnetic field, B} parallel to original one. Direction of the induced field
depends on the sign of the helicity. For the situation given on the picture, the induced field B} quenches the
original LSMF in direction of the gradient of the mean flow. This means that the LSMF is effectively pumped
in opposite direction.

idea we invoke an auxiliary illustration of effect for the helical turbulent motions. It is
shown in figure 1.

3.1.2. Anisotropic diffusion, the Q xJ and shear-current effects. In rotating
turbulence the magnetic diffusivity become anisotropic (Kichatinov er al. 1994).
The corresponding part of the MEMF reads,

d d) T, d - d -
gl‘( ) = [fl( )ean,i +f2( )Eintm,n +8f3( )eienemBm,n

+f1(a)€inm€nel(zgﬁl,m - (‘9 + l)Em,l) + 8f4(d)€n§i,n}(u(0)2)fca (28)

where functions f{%) = f{%)(Q*) are given in Appendix A. If we put the magnetic

fluctuations in background turbulence equal to zero in (28) (¢ =0), we return to results
obtained by Kichatinov ez al. (1994). The magnetic fluctuation contributions in (28)
give rise to the Q x J effect (terms related with e,,?n,i and e,B;,) and to additions in
anisotropic diffusion. In the slow-rotation limit equation (28) can be reduced to

*

— — \ Q — u®?)z,
gi(d)lﬂ*ﬁo = {en ((8 +5)Bni + 6£Bi.n) ET 5i11mBm,n} u .

3 (29)

10

Equation (29) corresponds to results by Subramanian (2005). Note, only magnetic
fluctuations contribute to the induction term (e- V)B. The Q x J effect was proposed
originally by Rédler (1969) (see, also Krause and Ridler 1980, Rédler et al. 2003,
Kichatinov 2003).

The physical interpretation of this effect is shown in figure 2. Lets consider the
situation in disk geometry and the rotating media penetrated by the inhomogeneous
toroidal LSMF. For simplicity, we assume that LSMF is nonuniform along the
axis of rotation. Let the direction of LSMF will be opposite to direction of
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Figure 2. An illustration of Q x J effect in disk geometry. Direction of rotation is marked by €, the
large-scale toroidal field has opposite direction to rotational velocity and it is marked by ®, what means
that LSMF is perpendicular to the figure’s plane and it is directed to the reader. The loop of fluctuating
magnetic field, b’, comprises LSMF that is nonuniform along the axis of rotation. Its direction is marked by
double arrows. The small-scale Lorentz forces induce the azimuthal fluctuations of velocity, u" ~ (b'-V)E.
They are marked by dashed lines ending with arrows. The Coriolis force deflects these fluctuations to radial
direction (this is marked by dotted lines). The resulting electromotive force has the same direction as the
original LSMF and it is proportional to (5*)(Q - V)B.

rotating plasma. If the loop of the small-scale fluctuating magnetic field comprises
LSMF, it induces fluctuation of velocity in azimuthal direction. The influence of the
Coriolis force declines the velocities in radial direction. The effective electromotive
force is co-lined with original LSMF and is proportional to (b*)( - V)B, see figure 2.

The shear-current effect discussed by Rogachevskii and Kleeorin (2003) (hereafter
RKO03) is of similar nature, because the large-scale vorticity W=V x V and the
Coriolis force act on the turbulent motions in a like manner. The additional contribu-
tions due to shear in the diffusion part of the mean electromotive force are expressed as
follows,

E(V) = Eimn{CZEn,lT/m,l + CIVI, mgn,l + C3I71,m§],n + C4§l,nvm,l}<u(0)2>a (30)

1

where Cy = (e — 3/5)72/6, Cy = (¢ — 1)12/5, C3 = (1 + £)2/15, C4 = —(Te + 11)72/30.
Coefficients C;_4 correspond to those from RKO06. After applying the mixing-length
approximation to RKO06’s results we get C; = —2t2/5, Cy = —47t%/15, C3 =0,
Cy = —712/5. In confronting these coefficients to ours, we see the difference. It can be
explained, in part, by the crudeness of the given version of tau approximation.
The comparison with RS06 is given in Appendix B. The given results are in agreement
with those given in (Rogachevskii and Kleeorin 2007). As shown in the paper cited
earlier, the spectral T approximation is capable to give result in closer agreement with
those of SOCA.

In the commonly accepted scheme of the solar «—2 dynamo, the poloidal LSMF of
the Sun is produced from the large-scale toroidal magnetic field via the alpha effect.
Expressions (28,30) give contributions which are capable to induce the MEMF along
the LSMF. Therefore, these terms are potentially very important for the solar
dynamo, because they provides additional induction sources of the large-scale poloidal
magnetic field of the Sun. subsequently, I consider the efficiency of induction effect
along the nonuniform LSMF due to global rotation and shear. In (28,30) we leave
only those terms that capable to induce the toroidal MEMF and skip the usual
contributions due to turbulent diffusion.
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For the sake of simplicity we restrict consideration to the axisymmetric LSMF,
B = Be, + V(Aey), in the Keplerian disk. We assume that toroidal LSMF exceeds its
poloidal counterpart, B ~ Bes. Suppose that a rotating frame of reference is defined
by angular velocity €, in a given point r = ry. The mean velocity in this rotating
frame is V = r8Q(r)ey, where 8Q(r) = (Q(r) — Qo) and Q(r) = Q0,/(,/»’. Computing
(22) in cylindrical coordinates (r, ¢, z) at the point r = ry we get

90 3B 3 3B
&) = <c3rW +(Cy — c4)59> o W) = =520 Cy ). (€29)

Combining the given result with one from (21) we get,

(Be—1) (u(0)2>T %

o~ Q 20 “oz’

(32

where Q* = 2Qy7,. If ¢ > 1/3 and provided the LSMF is concentrated to the plane of
the disk, then in the upper half plane of the disk the induced MEMF will be in direction
of the LSMF.

3.2. Slow rotation, arbitrary LSMF

3.2.1. Spatially uniform LSMF. In this part of the article we consider results obtained
for the slow rotation limit. In what follows, no restriction is applied to the strength of
the LSMF. The MEMF, that is induced due to influence of rotation and stratification
on the turbulence, is described with expression

@ = W[ o((G x B) + 01 (U x B) + (- B) (0"G + ¢{3'V)

+2B(4"(@ - 6) + 4”@ V) +2.2(¢ (B G) + ¢ (B- V))

”“(QBB)B( 3(B-G) +¢;" (B- U>)}“vhé°%osh>ﬁ, (33)

where goff‘) are functions of B defined in the appendix. This formula generalizes the
similar results by Riidiger and Kichatinov (1993), Kichatinov and Riidiger (1992)
taking the density stratification, magnetic fluctuations and current helicity into account.
The nonlinear MEMF of helical MHD turbulence was considered by Rogachevskii and
Kleeorin (2004a), as well. For the strong LSMF limit we obtain

E@|, = :% ((g +1)(B-U)+ Lg; ) (B G)) (Q - 7(9-_;)3)

e+,
£ 6: (GxB)}%(u(O)z)tc. (34)

The results by Ridiger and Kichatinov (1993) can be recovered from (34), if we put
G =0 and ¢ =0. Following to arguments given in the article cited above, we conclude
that the MEMF like (34) does not produce a dynamo.
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The first term at the upper line of (33) describes the so-called ‘““turbulent buoyancy”
(Kichatinov and Riidiger 1992). The expression (34) shows that the transport of LSMF
is downward for the strong magnetic field limit. For the case of the weak field we get
0D ~e/6 + (6e — 86%)/15. Then, if we neglect contributions due to small-scale
magnetic fluctuations, we obtain that for the weak field transport is upward
(opposite to direction of G). In this case the effective drift velocity is proportional
to the LSMF’s pressure (Kichatinov and Riidiger 1992). In this aspect it is similar to
the usual buoyancy of magnetic flux tubes (Parker 1979). Furthermore, we find that
the large-scale inhomogeneity of magnetic fluctuations provide the downward drift of
LSMF in the whole range of magnetic field strength.

The quenching functions for the isotropic components of «-effect are shown in
figure 3. There, for comparison, the dash-dotted line indicates the curve corresponding
to quenching of isotropic components of the « effect obtained within SOCA in (Riidiger
and Kichatinov 1993).

In the strong LSMF limit we found that a-effect is quenched as =2 which is different
from results by Riidiger and Kichatinov (1993) and similar to findings by Rogachevskii
and Kleeorin (2004a). Though, as seen from the figure, the numerical difference
between the quenching curves obtained within SOCA (dash-dotted line) and MTA
(dashed line) is within a few percents.

The nonlinear electromotive force induced by shear is expressed as follows,

9 BB~ . — BV ' B) 2B, v
E[(S) = Sinn’{gol(g) —2 Vl,k Uan + (p2(S)B] Vl.m U" + (pTES)(U ’ B) jﬂ(Vl’n B VHJ)
3 B
+ gois) U[I_/n,lFm + (/’5(S) UnI_/l,mFI} <u(0)2)r<27

B, B, I _
"B+ ¢ Vi + Vin) By + 05" (W x B)i}. (35)
B

0 h)¥7
+ Tfh(c ) { 90511) Vm,n

RK1993 - - --

Figure 3. The quenching functions for isotropic components of a-effect.
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From (35) we can find that the terms with <p2 3 s and the second term in brackets with
‘Ps) have components along the LSMF Therefore their effect to the MEMF is similar
to the « effect. The term with <p2 ) and <p prov1de the pumping of LSMF. Surprisingly,
the a-effect like terms survive even in the limit of the strong magnetic field. In this case
we get

3 BB
gl-(S)LB—)oo = 8inm{_(€ 1)( s VlkU Bm - BlVlmUl1>

+(+1)(U-B n,)} (u®?)?
37 30y BuBip
+64ﬂTCI { m,n F (Vn1+Vln)B +(WXB)} (36)

According to (27) and (36) the pumping of the LSMF due to joint effect of current
helicity and shear have the same sign for the weak and strong LSMF.

3.2.2. Diffusion, Q x J and shear current effect. The results for nonlinear turbulent dif-
fusion are similar to those found within SOCA by Kichatinov et al. (1994). We have

_ V x B) x B B\\ o ,
£ _ {¢3v x B+ (@2% + ¢ Viog (7>) X B}(u(0)2>fc + &M, 37

where £ stands for the contributions due to rotation. The corresponding quenching
functions are given in figure 4.

0.15 T

0.1} P .

0.05 | T T T

Figure 4. Functions defining the nonlinear turbulent diffusion of LSMF (see equation (29)).
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The next formula generalizes the results for the nonlinear diffusion of LSMF to the
case of the slowly rotating media:

; B) 4ol QB o (B-V)(Q-B

2

Lo, (Bz )log( ) B, (QB B)%log<§2)

e (QFZB) (g.v)§i+¢g“'>§,.(gz'v)1og(§) Q. V)B}(u(o)z)rf. (38)

The last two terms at the third line in (38) are related with the induction of MEMF
along the direction of LSMF. The corresponding functions (p(‘) and (p(“) are shown in
figure 5. As can be seen there, in the absence of the background magnetic fluctuations
(¢=0) the MEMF induction along the LSMF due to Q x J-effect exists only in
nonlinear regime.

If B> 1, functions (p(“) and ¢ ") have opposite signs everywhere. Note, while the term
(Q - V)B; induces MEMF 1n direction of LSMF’s gradients along axis of rotation,
and the term B;(Q - V)log(B) induces MEMF in opposite direction. Formally, the
latter effect is similar to a-effect. The only difference with the standard « is that instead
stratification parameters of turbulence we have a parameter which is related with
nonuniform distribution of the LSMF’s energy. For the solar magnetic fields the
effect is antisymmetric about equator. Below, it is shown that in the strong LSMF
this « is quenched by factor f~! which is lesser than for the standard a-effect.

0.4 e :
TTsl 0, (e=0) —
<W><s h-- |

03T %‘W) (e=0) -~
N o, (e=1) = -

0.1 1 10

Figure 5. The quenching functions for “Q x J”* generation effect for different parameters.
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For the limit of the strong LSMF we get

EMprno = {(178 +47) <v,-(sz B) - (92' By, 1og(32)>

— (2le +43) (szi (ﬁj) 1og(§2) LB V@B (@ B) (B V)B,)

B B

+3(21e + 43) wlog (§2>§i
2B

_(Q-V _ _
_ (378—1—27)(3,-( 3 )1og<32) —(Q- V)B,-)} 5 2/3( u®?)2. (39)

From there we find that Q x J-effect (terms in the first and in the last line of (39))
maintain the induction of the MEMF along direction of the LSMF even for the
strong magnetic fields. The amplitude of effect tends to constant as the strength of
LSMF is increased. It is hardly possible to make a definite conclusion about the
dynamo effect in this case, because the generation part of (39) is contributed by
terms with opposite signs.

The MEMEF’s contributions due to shear are defined by

‘SE‘V) ( (0)2>T 8mm{§0(1V) Vn,lBl,m + ? V/,k((p(zV)BmBk,n + (ng)Ban,m)
_ _ BB, — — BB -
+ (¢£1V) I/n,l + QO(SV) Vl,n)Bm I+ QOgV) an Vl,kBm kKt <P(7V) ? V/kBm n

BB — BiB — —
+ (p(V) B Vm nBlk + <P9 Vl nBlm + ? Vl l1(¢(V)Bk, m (p(lll/)Bm,k)}a (40)

where, for the sake of simplicity, we leave only the largest contributions and those
which are important for the solar-type dynamo models, where the strength of LSMF
component along direction of the large-scale flow dominates components directed
along the shear. Reader can find the expressions for ¢\") in Appendix A. The full
expression has a much more complicated tensorial structure than (40). In the case of
the strong LSMF we get

) I
1% Tc 8+15— £ — — B[Bn_ —
Ef )lﬁﬂoo = g(u(0)2>5mm { (T Vn,l - g Vl,n>Bm,l + (8 + 1)? Vl,kBm,k
3e4+13_ — e+ 3BB,— — e+1—- —
- T Vn,lB/,m - 1_2 Vl,kBk m+ T Vl,nBl,m

BB +3-
+ /B 1V111((8+1)Bmk_8 4 BkJﬂ)}’ (41)
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Figure 6. The dependence of induction effect along the nonuniform toroidal LSMF on the strength of
magnetic field.

Now, we would like to consider efficiency of induction effect along the nonuniform
LSMF due to global rotation and shear in nonlinear regimes for the Keplerian discs.
As before, we assume a disc penetrated by the large-scale toroidal magnetic field that
is nonuniform along the axis of rotation. From (39) and (40) we get

QF 0B
€y~ S (e (42)
where the quenching function is ¢ =" + ¢ + 1.5 +¢\})). Here,
Q* = 2Qpt. and the MEMF is computed at r = ry in a rotating frame of reference
which is defined by angular velocity 2, in a given point r = ry. Note, equation (42)
transforms to equation (32) in limit 8 — 0. The dependence of ¢"") on the LSMF’s
strength is shown in the figure 6.

Results given in the figuere 6 show that the ¢ is positive for < 1 and negative for
B> 1 for all ¢. This result supports an idea about the change of dynamo type in passing
from linear to non-linear regime of the LSMF’s generation by  x J and shear-current
effects. Previously we found that the induction term due to Q x J effect tends to con-
stant when  — oo (equation (39)) while the induction term due to shear-current effect
is growing under 8 — oo (equation (41)). Therefore, the primary nonlinear generation
effect in the differentially rotating uniform MHD turbulence penetrated by the nonuni-

form toroidal LSMF may be due to shear-current effect. The same nonlinear depen-

dence of shear-current effect was discovered in the article by Rogachevskii and
Kleeorin (2004a) for the different kind of MTA. In the next section I show that the
given sources of the MEMF ultimately result in current helicity generation.
Therefore, the effect considered above is saturated dynamically due to magnetic helicity
conservation law.
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4. The current helicity evolution

As we have seen, the current helicity contributes to the different kind of MEMF’s
action, not only to the a-effect. The recent articles (Subramanian and Brandenburg
2004) show that the magnetic helicity conservation law can be described in terms
of the current helicity evolution if the assumption of the scale separation is fulfilled.
For the time being the redistribution of current helicity over the space scales is not
satisfactorily understood. One attempt to describe the helicity evolution in turbulent
media penetrated by LSMF was given in the articles by Brandenburg and
Subramanian (2005); Subramanian and Brandenburg (2004). Here, we will follow
their results and obtain the explicit evolutionary equation for the current helicity.
The equation in question can be derived from (3) and (4). After integration over the
large-scale variables we can get the general equation for the current helicity in the
following form

ohe he 2 5. Bumo .. B, i . B,
Pe_ ey 2 125,27 — ik - ) 22) — Lk - Wy ( 5, 22
Y, o +M,08pl /[ Zip P L ) P 2( N i P

. . B 1— (. 1 ~ ~ 1— .
+ lkpvn <%/n f) + E Vl,n (lkp - E Vp) (hmn - hnm) - 5 Vl,rrlvz1h;1p]dk- (43)

The third order moments were replaced by —h¢/t;,, where t,, is a relaxation time for the
current helicity. This is a rather rough way because the triple correlations may give
important contribution for the helicity redistribution over the space scales (Frisch
et al. 1975, Kleeorin and Ruzmaikin 1982, Kleeorin and Rogachevskii 1999). Because
of the very rough assumptions used in derivation of (43), it should be considered
with caution. In spite of the latter, the equation (43) provides a useful tool for
investigation the nonlinear saturation in helical mean-field dynamo (Brandenburg
and Subramanian 2004). Except for contributions due to density stratification and
shear, equation (43) can be reproduced from results of BSO5 after substiuation identity
Eijk€ipgEqim = EimiOjp — Emmidkp 1N equation (10.71) of BSOS. Inspection of (43) shows
that if we replace k> — €2 and use (12), we can write the evolutionary equation in
the following form,

ohe 2(-B) he 2 P By, i B,
e 2 e =ik v (2 — (k- V) 5 2
ot wol2 T, T 11/ Y7 &I = o

. . B, 11— /. 1 ~ A 11— ~
+ lkpvn (%ln )0) + E Vl.n (lk[) - E Vp) <hmn - hnm) - E Vl,mvnhnp]dk~ (44)

According to Frisch et al. (1975) Kleeorin and Ruzmaikin (1982), Vainshtein (1983),
Brandenburg (2001), and Vishniac and Cho (2001) the first term in (44) is responsible
for helicity generation in turbulent medium. The rest part of equation can be interpreted
as the helicity fluxes (Vishniac and Cho 2001, Subramanian and Brandenburg 2004,
2005). The given expression for helicity fluxes is incomplete because the contribution
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of the third order moments is dropped in (44). As the first step we consider the case of
the weak LSMF. From (44) and (18,17,19) we get

ohe 1 2 ~ Die.B B
Berlie=- 2o e B+ Do Be (U )

ul IPTe
+ D (OB 4 (e B)) + 21 (B - (V < B))

1 41l V)
+<e~B>(3 B0 2 E ) 0 07
3 B (7 xB) A0 D e B B e B @

where substitution (1®?)¢;> — 72 was used, and e = Q/|| . Here, we dropped the
contributions due to shear because their effect to the mean electromotive force was
computed only to the zero order terms about angular velocity. Furthermore, in (45)
we kept only those contributions which could be the most interesting from the stellar
dynamo applications standpoint. Note, for the equipartition case, =1, helicity
evolution satisfies the simple equation

dhe 1, 2(€-B)
a T ¢ wpl?

(46)

It is in accordance with equation for the magnetic helicity density obtained by
Subramanian and Brandenburg (2005). As an example of application of (46) to
the problem of the nonlinear saturation of alpha-effect, consider the «® dynamo in
the fast rotation limit. For the sake of simplicity we restrict ourselves only with the
isotropic components of a-effect and neglect the helicity loss due to /¢/t,. From (46)
and (26) we get

dhe _ 7p”

5 =, Qe G) — he). “7)

where we keep the contributions of order Q*~! for the current helicity, and drop
the terms which are due to nonuniform LSMF. If L is the typical spatial scale of
the LSMF then the -equation (47) 1is justified when LGQ*>1 and
up|hc| > [B- (V x B)|. The point to note that in (47) we implicitly assume that
hc = he. It is a shortcoming of the theory. However, this procedure is widely used in
the literature (Kleeorin and Ruzmaikin 1982, Vainshtein and Kitchatinov 1983,
Vishniac and Cho 2001, Kleeorin et al. 2003, Brandenburg and Subramanian 2004).
With initial condition, ¢t = 0, hc = 0, we write, similar to Vainshtein (1983), the solution
of equation (47) is as follows,

he = 29*<u(0)2>(e . G)(l — exp<_%/[ ﬁza’z>>. (48)
cJO

The given solution shows that under 1 — oo we get he — 22*(u®?)(e - G)z.. On this
basis, and in taking into account (26), we can conclude that a-effect will saturates
exponentially under the increase of the LSMF strength. Furthermore, this conclusion
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was confirmed with numerical dynamo model which is considered by author in the
separate article (Pipin 2007).

Next, we consider the equation for the current helicity evolution for the slow rotation
limit. No restriction is applied to the strength of LSMF. The contribution of shear to
the transport and generation part of equation is described with a quite bulky tensor
expressions and we decide to restrict ourselves with terms which have either a finite
limit under 8 — 0 or the amplitude functions that are greater than 0.1. We write the
evolutionary equation for the current helicity as follows

BB, —

oh 1 B
< ) + 1/f1 2 Ds th + (wZG + 1//'3U) W(u(0)2)

o —
ot + T e ,u,o€2(

c

+#v- ([59 x Bt (U x B)](B-V) 4 96WE') + (e — D). (49)

where W = V x V. Quenching functions v, are given in Appendix A. Symbol {...}
denotes those terms which are not 1mp0rtant m the case ¢=1. Taking the Taylor
expansion of (49) for the case B — 0 (keeping B terms) we get

he 1 2 4 B,B, W
he Ve =&

ot + O upl? (€-B) - 15 up(u(o)z)

c

:F:(g<u<°>2>+fsfp)w+ﬁ<[wB—<UxB>](B~v>>, 51

)(u<°>2) —-V-F  (50)

where we apply the equipartition condition, € =], as well. The direction of the helicity
flux due to the first contribution in (51), ]—'W ( (0)2>/6 +2B /(ISpr))W depends on
distribution of the large-scale vorticity solely. The second term dependson details of the
dynamo action. To estimate the direction of the helicity transport due to 7" on the Sun
we compute the vector field of the large-scale vorticity W. In the spherical coordinate
system we have W = e'(sin 83Q/06 4 cos #52) — sin e’ (rdQ2/or + 26K2), where r,0 are
the radial distance and the polar angle, respectively, and §Q2 = Q — Qy, where 2 is
the equatorial angular velocity of the Sun at the surface. The distribution of the angular
velocity is taken as an analytical fit given by Belvedere ef al. (2000). It is shown at the
left side figure 7. The computed vector field of the large-scale vorticity is shown at the
right side figure 7.

The given figure shows the possibility of the outward helicity flux from the dynamo
region due to shear. Note that one component of the helicity flux F% 1s due to the
small-scale dynamo, (u”*)W/6, and another is due to the LSMF, 2BW/(151p).
Among two, the contribution of the small-scale dynamo is likely to be dominated in
the depth of convection zone. While the flux due to the LSMF may be important
at near the surface level. The latter effect may produce the significant outward flux
of helicity only with the open boundaries ((Brandenburg and Subramanian 2004,
Subramanian and Brandenburg 2005). At the near surface level the amplitude of
the large-scale vorticity, [W| ~ 4 x 1078s~! & 1.5 x 10~day~'. The magnitude of the
surface magnetic flux change during the solar cycle is about 10**Mx (ZSChI'IJVCr and
Harvey 1984). Then the magnitude of the helicity outflow from 2B "W/(15up) is
about 10 Mx2day~!. It is compatible with estimations given by (DeVore 2000).
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Figure 7. The isolines of the angular velocity distribution (left) and the corresponding vector field of the
large-scale vorticity (right).

We have estimated only one part of the helicity flux. The numerical dynamo
model based on the given results would help to get a more definite conclusions about
this subject.

5. Summary

In this article, the mean electromotive force of turbulent flows and magnetic fields is
computed analytically using the framework of mean-field dynamo theory and MTA
(minimal t approximation). There is an overlap in results obtained with SOCA and
with MTA approximation. The two approximations give qualitatively the same results
about nonlinear dependence of mean electromotive force on the strength of LSMF or
on the Coriolis number. Also, there is a difference between predictions of SOCA and
MTA for mean-electromotive force expressions if the shear is taken into account.
This difference can be explained, in part, by the crudeness of the given version of tau
approximation. The deficient accuracy of calculations of shear contribution is due to
an assumption about the scale-independent 7. In whole, the accuracy of the theory
presented in the article is comparable with the mixing-length approximation. This
theory has no firm grounds and should be considered with caution.

Finally, I would like to focus on the new findings of the article. In this study it is
shown that the new interesting component of transport of LSMF appears due to
joint contribution of current helicity and shear. The effect does not disappear in the
strong LSMF limit, 8> 1. It may be important near the base of solar CZ where
the influence of rotation and shear on the turbulence is quite strong. Furthermore,
the analysis, which we carried out for the current helicity evolution, suggests that the
shear and rotation may redistribute the helicity in solar CZ amplifying it (in amplitude)
at the near equatorial regions in agreement with observations. Beside, the effect of
rotation and stratification on the /e evolution is calculated explicitly. Basically,
the equation for current helicity is obtained using the same approach as for the mean
electromotive force and on the base of quantities which are explicitly gauge invariants.
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Therefore, we can expect that the dynamo model based on the above approach could be
capable for meeting the requirements of both solar and stellar dynamo simulations.
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Appendix

Appendix A

This part of appendix gives the functions of the Coriolis number defining the depen-
dence of the turbulent transport generation and diffusivities on the angular velocity.

l(a) _ <(Q*2 1 3) arctan * 3>’

Q*

© _ (Q*2 arctan Q- 1))
Q*
tan Q*
W _ ( a4 3)%%_8),
(a) ) 0 arctan Q* o
69*3(39 + 6627 4 106 — 5) o — (8¢ + )27 + 306 — 1) ),
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. 1 . . arctan Q* "
5():39*3<3(Q4+3892+5( —1))9— ((48+5)92+15(8_1)))’
1 . arctan Q* "
Sl = SPTTTE <3((3g— 11)Q*? +58—21)T— (4(e — 3)Q* + 156 — 63)>,
1 arctan Q*
7@;489*3<3((58+3)Q*2+118+5)%_(4(g+1)sz*2+33e+15)),
(@) _ 1 DD 4 46 — 2 arctan Q* N + 12
1 =~ rge (3(Ge + DR e - 2) o — (S + DR + 126~ 6) ).
@ _ (s—i— l) (arctan Q- )
J9 ?
(a) 2 2 arctan * 2
= 3(Q7+1)(@ +8—1)T—((28+1)Q +3e-3)).
tan Q*
1(;,)__ < Q*2+1 Q*2+28— 1)%_((48+1)Q*2+65—3)>.

The dependence of turbulent diffusivities on the Coriolis number (equation (28)) is
given by

N =50 ((s + 1R 436 — (26 + Q7 + 3¢) drct;ri(ﬂ*))
i(d) = 45;*2 (((s — D2 4+ 3e + )%ﬂm) —(Be+ 1))

50 = 291*3 (3(39*2 +5) —arCtzi(Q*) — (402 + 15)),
= 25*3 ((29*2 +3)=3(22+1) arc_t?;(ﬂ*))'

The magnetic quenching functions of the generation and transport effects in
equation (33) are

@ _ 1 B arctan(2f)  (4(1le — 15)8* + 17¢ — 21)
“" = ap <(4(3e+ DB* — 17 +21) 28 AR ,
(@ _ (1 —¢) farctan(2B) _

%) 84 28 ,
@ 1 (8ﬁ2 (28%(16(45¢ + 107)p* — 1731e + 739) — 2097¢ + 97) — 2295 — 105

% T 307p @4+ 1y
arctan(2ﬂ))

—3(128%(16(3¢ + 5)B* — 41e + 41) — 765¢ — 35) %

00 _ 1 (88*(262(128(3¢ + 1)B> + 807e — 71) + 555¢ — 11) + 459 + 21
4 T 30728 AR + 1)

arctan(28)
28 ’

—3(4(115e — 19)8* + 1532 +7)
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. 1 arctan(2
0@ = T (3(4,32(48(38 + 5B — 4le+41) — 1536 — 7) %2()
4B (16(9 + 31)F* — 4295 + 109) — 459 — 21)
@+ 1) ’
y 1 arctan(2p)
0@ = T (3(4(1638 —3)B — 153 — 7)T
B 4B%(64(21e + 19)B* + 1836 — 23) — 459¢ — 21)
4p +1) '
a 1 arctan(2p
P\ = ~ B (3(2,32(4(e + 1) —3e+3) — 10e + s)rz—ﬁ()
(28%(20(e + 1)B* — 49 +29) — 30¢ + 15)
- @2+ 1) )
@ 1 5 arctan(2B)  (4B%(8(e + DB* — e +2) — 6e +3)
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a1 tan(2
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The nonlinear turbulent diffusion of the LSMF in (37) is expressed with help of the
following functions

(-1 (3 arctan(2f) 5 (8% + 3)>

1= ep B @B+ 1)
(e+1) arctan(2p)
= EED (g D)
1 (arctan(2p)
e

The effect of slow rotation and nonuniform LSMF on the MEMF (equation (38)) is
expressed with help of the following functions

) _ 1 (4B*(4B2(4(51e — 371)B> + 291 + 29) — 219 + 1819) — 315¢ + 1275
YT T eaap GE 1)
2
+3(88%(2(17e +47)B* — Sle + 51) + 105 — 425) Ltz];( ﬂ)),
v ! arctan(2p)
(w) _ ) 5 _ B

467 (467 (42736 + 47)B* + 1269 — 1589) + 1119¢ — 2719) + 315¢ — 1275)
(4> + 1)’ ’
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The quenching functions of the current helicity effects obtained in the article are

o — 1 ( 1 arctan(2/3)>’

bap 28
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O (3(12,34—3,32—20)

arctan(2f)  (3688° — 536" — 4098 — 60)
i = gept - .

26 @ + 1y

The magnetic quenching functions for the shear-current effects are

v =L (1685 256 3) ¢ _ g7)eEn)
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The magnetic quenching functions for the current helicity evolution equation:
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Appendix B. Comparison with some of results given in the article by Rddler and
Stepanov (2006)

This part of the article contains the comparison of some of our results with those from
RS06. We apply the mixing-length (MLT) approximation to expressions obtained in
RS06. In this procedure we replace the spectrum of turbulent fields by the single-
scaled function of the form §(k — ¢, ')8(w), where €. is the correlation length of the
turbulence and put nk* = vk* = ! (Kichatinov 1991).

The effect of stratification and shear. The structure of the electromotive force obtained
by RS06 can be reproduced if we decompose the gradient of the large-scale flow V;; into
symmetric and antisymmetric parts via

1

Vij=Dj =5 W, (52)
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where W; = &y Vi is the large-scale vorticity and Dy = (Vi + V;;)/2 is the rate of
strain tensor. After substitution (55) to (27) we obtain

; — A — — A, Ay A
EW = (81% Ui ByDy As — 7“ (W-B)U; + (U-B) <A3 - 72 + 71 + 7“) W,
+ Sintank Um(AZ + Al) + (W : U)Bl 7 - 7 (L[ )
W (5 23
27¢ (= _=D.
+T (2 (W x B), s D,kBk>. (33)
Using (53) we find
1
26" = ST (A = 42) =0, (54)
- 1 _ 1 1
r;za(zm:—it(,2<A3 +§(A1—Az))=—ﬁ, (55)
- 1 1
_L,C—2y(W) — _51-(—2<A3+A4+§(A1 —A2)> :0, (56)
I N 11
YT =5 (3A4—A1—A2)=—@, (57)
1 1
2@ = 3 T2 (Ay — A — Ay) = — 0’ (58)

where we put e =0. After applying the MLT to results obtained in RS06 we find
28" =19/120, 2" = —7/240, 90 = —1/48, 2P0 = —39/120,

25 = —21/120.

The effect of nonuniform LSMF and shear. For the shear-current effect, after substitu-
tion of (55) to (22) we arrive to the following representation of EEV),

& = {#(w B+ S v,«(w.ﬁ)}(u(o)z)
+ &imf{(C1 + C2)Byy + (Cs + C) By, } Dy(t!V?). (60)
Using this formula we obtain
726" = %‘EC_Z(CE —C—Ci+C) = % (61)
T2 = %T;Z(Q +C—C—C3) = —%, (62)
7 2@? = —%r;z(cl + O+ G+ C) = 130 (63)
2P = SC 4 G- G- C) =0, (64)

where we put e=0 in Cj_4. After applying the MLT to results in RS06 we find
26" = 1/12, 72k = —1/30, t2k®) = 13/30 and 7.2 = 7/60.



