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Primordial magnetic fields (PMF) can enhance baryon perturbations on scales below the photon
mean free path. However, a magnetically driven baryon fluid becomes turbulent near recombination,
thereby damping out baryon perturbations below the turbulence scale. In this Letter, we show
that the initial growth in baryon perturbations gravitationally induces growth in the dark matter
perturbations, which are unaffected by turbulence and eventually collapse to form 10−11 − 103 M⊙
dark matter minihalos. If the magnetic fields purportedly detected in the blazar observations are
PMFs generated after inflation and have a Batchelor spectrum, then such PMFs could potentially
produce dark matter minihalos.

Introduction. Magnetic fields are found to be ubiqui-
tous in our observations of the Universe. An intriguing
possibility is that the observed cosmic magnetic fields are
seeded by magnetic fields produced in the early Universe,
either during inflation or phase transition [1, 2]. So far no
direct evidence for the primordial nature of the magnetic
fields has been obtained. However, the absence of GeV
gamma-ray halos around TeV blazars might be evidence
for primordial magnetic fields [3–7].

If magnetic fields have a primordial origin, then they
tend to enhance baryon density perturbations after
baryons decouple from photons in the early Universe [8–
12]. This is because a stochastically distributed magnetic
field has a compressible component of the Lorentz force
acting on the baryon fluid. When baryons are strongly
coupled with the photon bath, the relativistic photon
pressure counteracts any growth in baryon density per-
turbations. But on scales below the photon mean free
path, the baryon fluid is decoupled from the photon bath
and the compressible Lorentz force can lead to the growth
of baryon inhomogeneities.

Earlier works that studied the impact of primordial
magnetic fields (PMFs) on the matter power spectrum fo-
cussed on length scales larger than the so called magnetic
Jeans length and thereby focussed on structures bigger
than ∼ 106 M⊙ [8, 9, 11, 13–24]. On scales smaller than
the magnetic Jeans length, baryon perturbations tend to
become non-linear prior to recombination [12]. However,
the non-linearities in the baryon fluid eventually lead to
turbulence at recombination and all signs of enhanced
baryon density perturbations below the magnetic Jeans
length are now erased [25, 26].

In this Letter, we show that even though the small-
scale baryon density perturbations are erased, their
growth history prior to recombination enhances the am-
plitude of dark matter (DM) density perturbations, solely
through gravitational interactions. Thus, searches for
DM minihalos with masses smaller than 106M⊙ can be
used to probe PMFs.

Magnetic fields in the photon drag regime. We
shall focus on scales smaller than the photon mean free
path and on times before recombination. Moreover, we

consider scales larger than 0.01 pc, where the baryon fluid
can be approximated as a perfect fluid and a perfect con-
ductor prior to recombination. Consequently, the motion
of the baryon fluid under the influence of a PMF is given
by [10]

∂v⃗b
∂t

+ (H + α) v⃗b +
c2b
a
∇δb =

L⃗B

a
− ∇ϕ

a
, (1)

where a is the scale factor, t is the cosmic time, v⃗b =
adx⃗b/dt is the physical baryon velocity, δ = (ρ(x)− ρ̄)/ρ̄
is the fluid density perturbation, ϕ is the metric pertur-
bation following the convention in [27], α = 4ργ/(3ρblγ)
parametrizes the photon drag force with lγ being the
photon mean free path, ργ is the photon energy den-
sity, c2b is the baryon sound speed and parametrizes the
baryon thermal pressure, H is the Hubble rate, and
L⃗B = (∇ × B⃗) × B⃗/[4πa4ρb] is the Lorentz force with

B⃗ = a2B⃗phys being the comoving magnetic field and

B⃗phys being the physical magnetic field. The evolution
of B is determined by,

∂B⃗

∂t
=

1

a
∇× (v⃗b × B⃗). (2)

We work in natural units where ℏ = c = 1.
In eq. (1) we have ignored the contribution from con-

vection, (v⃗b ·∇)v⃗b/a, because the viscous drag on baryons
due to scattering with photons, αvb, is much larger than
the convective term, or equivalently, the Reynolds num-
ber is much smaller than one [28]. One can verify this by
using the fact that α is orders of magnitude larger than
H prior to recombination, α/H ∼ 350(arec/a)

2.
In this section, we are interested in computing the evo-

lution of the PMF power spectrum, PB(k, t). For sim-
plicity, we shall focus on nonhelical PMFs, which have

⟨Bi(k)B
∗
j (k

′)⟩=δ̄3(k − k′)

(
δij −

kikj
k2

)
PB(k)

2
, (3)

where Bi(k) =
∫
d3xBi(x)e

ikx and δ̄3 = (2π)3δ3. With
the above convention, PMF energy density is simply
ρB ≡ ⟨B2⟩/[8π] =

∫
dΠqPB(q)/[8π], where dΠq =

d3q/(2π)3.
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Taking the time derivative of eq. (3) and replacing
∂B/∂t using eq. (2) would yield the evolution equations
for PB . We can make further analytical progress by not-
ing that in eq. (1), (α + H)vb ≫ ∂vb/∂t ∼ Hvb before
recombination. Then if the Lorentz force dominates over
thermal pressure and gravity, we have av⃗b ≈ L⃗B/(α+H).
Working in this large Lorentz force limit and neglecting
non-Gaussianities in the distribution of B (i.e. quasi-
normal approximation), we obtain

∂PB(k)

∂t
=
−4k2PB(k)

3(α+H)

⟨B2⟩
4πρb

. (4)

Similar equation has been derived earlier for incompress-
ible fluid in the viscous drag regime [29] (for analyti-
cal treatments in the turbulence regime see for example
Refs. [30–32], and Ref. [33] for analytical treatment of
n-point correlations).

The solution to eq. (4) is given by

PB [k, kD(t)] = PB(k, ti)e
−k2/k2

D , (5)

where kD represents the damping scale due to pho-
ton drag, and PB(k, ti) is the power spectra prior to
the photon drag regime, i.e. when the PMF coherence
length scale was larger than the photon diffusion length,
lγD ≈ 1/4

√
lγ/[aH].

Prior to the photon drag regime, the baryon-photon
plasma exhibits high Reynolds numbers. Consequently,
PMFs induce turbulence in the baryon-photon plasma
on small scales, with PB(k, ti) ∝ k−11/3 according to
Kolmogorov cascade. On large scales, the power-law de-
pendence of PB(k, ti) is set by the physics of magneto-
genesis. In this Letter, we consider PMFs with a Batch-
elor spectrum on large scales, PB(k, ti) ∝ k2, which is
often encountered in magnetogenesis from phase transi-
tions [1, 2, 34]. We adopt the exact shape of PB(k, ti)
from Ref. [35], and we rescale it to achieve the desired
initial PMF strength, BI ≡ ⟨B2(ti)⟩, and the initial co-
herence length scale, ξI ≡ B−2

I

∫
dΠqPB(q, ti)/q.

In magnetogenesis from phase-transitions, ξI is directly
determined by BI . In particular, if Alfvénic physics
governs magneto-hydrodynamic (MHD) turbulence, then
ξI ∼ VAI/[aH]i, with VAI = BI/

√
4πa4(ρb + 4ργ/3)

[28, 36]. Recently, it has been argued that a reconnection-
controlled MHD turbulence leads to a better agreement
with simulations [37, 38], leading to ξI ∼ 0.1VAI/[aH]i
for BI values of our interest [39]. Due to uncertainties
in turbulence theory, we keep ξI as a free parameter.
This also allows us to consider inflationary magnetogen-
esis scenarios, which can produce ξI ≫ VAI/[aH]i.
In the photon drag regime, the damping scale can be-

come the new coherence scale if k−1
D exceeds ξI . Substi-

tuting eq. (5) back in eq. (4), we obtain

a
∂

∂a

(
1

k2D

)
=

4V 2
A/3

a2H(α+H)
, (6)

where V 2
A = ⟨B2⟩/(4πa4ρb) is the Alfvén speed. Given

that av⃗b ≈ L⃗B/(α + H) and LB ∼ kDV 2
A, eq. (6) tells

us that the damping scale is roughly the distance a
baryon particle travels in a Hubble time, ak−1

D ∼ vb/H ∼
kDV 2

A/[aH(α + H)]. The above equation agrees with
the free-streaming Alfvén damping scale derived for pre-
recombination universe (α ≫ H) by Ref. [40], as well as
with the magnetic Jeans damping scale derived for post-
recombination universe (α ≪ H) by Ref. [9, 10].
We have neglected the effect of thermal pressure and

gravity while deriving eq. (6). We find that even if
thermal pressure dominates over the Lorentz force, the
damping scale remains largely unchanged [41] (see also
[29, 40]). Furthermore, for PMFs that produce observ-
able enhancement in the DM power spectrum, we find
gravity to overcome the Lorentz force only after k ≫ kD.
Consequently, we approximate the damping scale to be
given by eq. (6) in all regimes.
In the top panel of figure 1, the green line shows the

evolution of the damping scale, k−1
D . We have solved

the background cosmology parameters (H, α, ρ, etc.)
using CLASS [42]. One can see that k−1

D grows as a3/2

when k−1
D ≲ ξI and as k−1

D ∝ a3/7 after k−1
D > ξI . This

transition occurs because when k−1
D < ξI the PMF is

flux frozen (constant ⟨B2⟩) but afterwards the PMF is
damped as ⟨B2⟩ ∝ k5D ∝ a−15/14. The sudden increase
in k−1

D near recombination is due to the rapid decrease
in photon drag, α.
After recombination, the rapid decrease in α causes the

Reynolds number of the plasma to become larger than
one [28]. Thus, the MHD fluid becomes turbulent and
this turbulence is not captured in our formalism. Nev-
ertheless, we extend eq. (6) beyond recombination and
find a logarithmic growth of k−1

D , which is also expected
from simulations [28]. Consequently, our evaluation of
present-day values of B and kD should be accurate up to
an order of magnitude.
Impact on baryon density perturbations. The con-
tinuity equation for δb in the linear limit is

∂δb
∂t

+
∇ · v⃗b
a

= 0. (7)

We find that the nonlinear term in the continuity equa-
tion, ∇ · (δbv⃗b)/a, tends to enhance the power spec-
trum of δb by ∼ 10% when baryons are driven by the
Lorentz force [41]. We found this by taking the ensem-
ble average of the continuity equation convolved with
δb(x

′) and using the linear solution, δb ∝ ∇ · vb/[aH] =
a−2∇ · LB/[H(α + H)]. As we are not interested in a
precision calculation of the DM power spectrum, we have
ignored the nonlinear term here.
In the bottom panel of figure 1, we show the evolution

of δ̂b ≡
√
k3Pb(k)/(2π2) for two different Fourier modes,

where Pb is the baryon power spectrum. We start our
computation when the photon mean free path exceeds the
initial coherence length scale, lγ(t

′
i) > ξI . We set δb(t

′
i) =
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FIG. 1. Here, BI = 5 nG and ξI = 10−4 Mpc. Top: Evo-
lution of the photon mean free path (orange), the magnetic
damping scale k−1

D (green), and the thermal pressure damping
scale λth(red). Horizontal dashed lines mark the comoving
wave numbers corresponding to perturbations shown in the
bottom panel. Bottom: Evolution of the square root of di-
mensionless power spectra, δ̂ =

√
k3P/(2π2). The green line

shows δ̂ for a−2∇ ·LB/[H(α+H)]. The blue line shows δ̂DM

in a universe with no PMF, while other lines correspond to
perturbations sourced by PMFs assuming trivial initial condi-
tion. Vertical green and red dashed lines mark the time when
k−1
1 crosses k−1

D and λth, respectively.

vb(t
′
i) = 0, which is expected due to silk damping. Here

vb is solved using eq. (1).

The evolution of δb can roughly be classified into four
regimes. In the first regime, δb grows as ∼ a3 due to
the Lorentz force. Growth stops when the damping scale
exceeds the length scale of the Fourier mode, k−1

D ≳ 3k−1,
as the Lorentz force is damped out.

Our evaluation of δ̂b for k−1
D ≳ k is not completely

accurate. This is because we have approximated the
evolution of LB(k, t) to be the same as

√
⟨L2

B(k, t)⟩,
which is not true due to nonlinear processing between
different Fourier modes of PMF. However, this approx-
imation is acceptable for calculating Pb(k, t), as δb ∝
a−2∇·L⃗B/(α+H) when baryons are driven by LB . Con-
sequently, Pb is directly determined by ⟨L2

B(k, t)⟩. Fur-
thermore, once LB is damped for k ≫ kD, δb becomes
insensitive to our approximation in LB(k). In the transi-
tion regime, we expect no more than O(1) correction to
Pb.

The second regime of δb evolution corresponds to sat-
uration, where vb is quickly driven to zero by the photon
drag and δb saturates to a constant. If baryon thermal
pressure is ignored, δb asymptotes to ∼ O(1) values for
k ≫ kD. The O(1) asymptote reflects the fact that kD is
determined by the distance traveled by a baryon particle

in a Hubble time, k−1
D ∼ vb/(aH), which translates to

δb ∼ O(1) as δb ∼ kvb/(aH).
The third regime corresponds to the damping of δb by

thermal pressure. The thermal pressure becomes impor-
tant when it is comparable to the photon drag force,
c2bkδb ∼ (H + α)vb. Using δb ∼ kvb/(aH), we find the
thermal pressure damping scale to be

λth =
cb
aH

√
H

α+H
. (8)

We plot this scale as a red line in the top panel of figure 1.
Finally, the fourth regime corresponds to turbulence

damping near recombination. At recombination, the
photon drag force almost instantaneously becomes negli-
gible and the convective terms in the baryon Euler equa-
tion (eq. (1)) can no longer be ignored [25, 26, 28]. We
model the impact of turbulence on δb by setting δb = 0 at
recombination for all scales inside the magnetic damping
scale.
Impact on DM perturbations. The rapid growth in
δb gravitationally induces growth in DM perturbations,
δDM. We find that δDM largely remains in the perturba-
tive regime before recombination even if δb reaches non-
linear values. This is because the gravitational influence
of baryons is suppressed by a factor of ρb/ρtot. Conse-
quently, the growth in δDM is well captured by the linear
theory [43, 44],

∂2δDM

∂y2
+

2 + 3y

2y(y + 1)

∂δDM

∂y
− 3

2y(y + 1)

ΩDM

Ωm
δDM

=
3

2y(y + 1)

Ωb

Ωm
δb. (9)

Here Ω corresponds to the present-day fraction of species,
with Ωbh

2 = 0.022, ΩDMh2 = 0.12, Ωm = Ωb + ΩDM,
and y = a/aeq with aeq being the scale factor at matter
radiation equality [45].
Since δDM follows an ordinary differential equation, its

solution can simply be written as a linear combination of
the homogenous solution provided by the initial condi-
tion and the inhomogeneous solution indirectly sourced
by PMF, δDM = (δDM)ΛCDM + (δDM)B . As the PMF
distribution is uncorrelated with the curvature perturba-
tions determining initial conditions [45], the two solutions
of δDM are uncorrelated as well [46].
In figure 2, we show the DM transfer function, T 2(k) =

PDM(k)/[PDM(k)]ΛCDM , where PDM is the DM power
spectrum, δ̄3(k − k′)PDM(k) = ⟨δDM(k)δDM(k′)⟩B +
⟨δDM(k)δDM(k′)⟩ΛCDM . The transfer function is quite
narrowly peaked with the peak typically occurring at
kpk ∼ ξ−1

I . For k < kpk, thermal pressure or turbu-
lence at recombination suppresses δb before it attains its
maximum value due to the Lorentz force. The value of
kpk for the black dashed line is shifted to kpk > ξ−1

I ,
because δb(k = ξ−1

I ) is prematurely suppressed by tur-
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FIG. 2. The dark matter transfer function for PMF configu-
rations sampling the edges of the parameter space shown in
figure 3. The dot-dashed lines mark the magnetic Jeans
scale, ∼ kJ = kD(2arec).
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FIG. 3. Colored contours of the maximum value of dark mat-
ter transfer function as a function of initial comoving mag-
netic field strength, BI , and initial coherence length scale, ξI .
Here initial refers to the time before recombination, when the
photon diffusion length exceeds ξI . White contours show the
mass scales at which the transfer function reaches its peak.
Black dashed lines show the contours of present-day mag-
netic field strength, B0. The region inside the green-dashed
line produces dark matter minihalos potentially within the
observable reach of PTAs. Solid and dashed purple lines de-
note the relation between ξI and BI depending on whether
MHD turbulence is determined by reconnection or Alfvénic
physics, respectively. The red crosses (blue triangle) mark
the maximum values of BI for PMFs produced during QCD
(electroweak) phase transition.

bulence at recombination. The value of T (k) for k > ξI is
suppressed because the initial PMF is itself suppressed.

Connecting PMFs with DM minihalos. In figure 3
we vary over different initial PMF configurations and
plot the contours showing the maximum enhancement
to the DM transfer function, [T 2(k)]max. A large value
of [T 2(k)]max implies that the halos corresponding to the
peak scale, k−1

pk , collapse earlier than in the standard cos-

mology and consequently have much larger central den-
sities [47–49]. The mass of these first formed minihalos
is approximately given by the DM mass enclosed in a
radius of ak−1

pk , i.e. Mh = 4πρDM(a = 1)k−3
pk /3.

The value of [T 2(k)]max is suppressed for small BI and
for both large and small ξI . When BI < 0.05 nG, the
thermal presssure inhibits the growth in δb(kpk) before it
attains its O(1) saturation value, which then limits the
growth in δDM. For ξI < 10−4 Mpc, δb(kpk) is suppressed
by thermal pressure before aeq. Consequently, the grav-
itational influence of baryons on DM is suppressed by a
factor of ∼ a/aeq. Finally, for ξI ≳ k−1

D (arec), turbu-
lence near recombination suppresses δb before it can at-
tain O(1) values. Thus, we have restricted our analysis
to ξI < k−1

D (2arec).
Additionally, ξI has a natural lower bound for a given

value of BI . In particular, prior to the photon drag
regime, PMFs induce turbulent motion in the plasma
and are damped by Kolmogorov cascade below the tur-
bulence scale. Thus, ξI has to be larger than the purple
lines in figure 3, depending on the physics controlling
MHD turbulence.
If PMFs are generated after inflation, then turbulence

typically determines the coherence length scale of PMFs
and BI and ξI would lie on one of the purple lines. For in-
stance, considering magnetogenesis at QCD phase tran-
sition, the largest value of B is obtained by assuming
ρB = ρSM and ξ = (aH)−1 at TQCD = 150 MeV. The
subsequent turbulent evolution increases ξ while conserv-
ing B4ξ5 (B2ξ5) for reconnection-controlled (Alfv́enic)
turbulence [37].

PMFs generated after inflation can explain the absence
of GeV gamma-ray halos around TeV blazars, if their
present day strength, B0 = ⟨B2(a = 1)⟩, is larger than
∼ 10−5 nG [50]. One can see from figure 3 that PMFs
generated after electroweak phase transition (EWPT)
can explain Blazar observations [39] and also enhance
T 2(k).
An enhancement in T 2(k) implies an enhanced abun-

dance of minihalos today. The presence of such minihalos
in the Milkyway can potentially be observed by astro-
metric microlensing searches [51–53], caustic microlens-
ing [54, 55], or by pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) [56–59].
For instance, the region inside the green-dashed line has
PDM(k) which is potentially in the observable window
of future PTA measurements [59]. Note that this is an
optimistic estimate [60], and a more detailed analysis is
required to draw any definitive conclusion on observabil-
ity.

The current strongest constraint restricts B0 < 0.06
nG at 95% confidence level for PMFs with a Batchelor
spectrum [61]. Further stringent constraint of B0 < 0.01
nG can be applied if we take into account that non-linear
values of δb can alter recombination [25]. Recently, this
fact has instead been utilized to help resolve the Hubble
tension [62]. Depending on the exact values of BI and
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ξI that resolve the Hubble tension, it is possible that an
observable abundance of DM minihalos is also produced.

Discussion. We have shown for the first time that pri-
mordial magnetic fields (PMFs) can enhance the present-
day matter power spectrum on scales below the magnetic
Jeans length. This implies a larger abundance of DM
minihalos today.

The abundance of DM minihalos is determined not by
the present-day strength of the PMF, but rather by its
strength in the early Universe when baryon perturbations
on the PMF coherence scale decoupled from photons.
As PMFs had underwent less dissipation at that time,
they had a larger potential to overcome baryon thermal
pressure and generate baryon inhomogeneities. DM acts
as a “memory foam” and preserves the growth history
of these inhomogeneities. As a result, DM minihalos
can probe PMFs with present-day strengths much below
those probed by cosmic microwave background (CMB)
and Faraday rotation.

Considering nonhelical PMFs that are generated after
inflation with a Batchelor spectrum, we estimate that
PMFs that can explain blazar observations should also
produce DM minihalos heavier than 10−10 M⊙. These
minihalos may be detectable through future PTA mea-
surements.

Our results are based on analytical calculations, with
the primary assumption that the distribution of PMFs
remains Gaussian. Our analytical approach agrees with
previous results in the literature, suggesting that non-
Gaussian effects have a limited role in the photon drag
regime. Consequently, even with dedicated MHD sim-
ulations, we anticipate that the qualitative relationship
between the DM power spectrum and present-day PMF
strengths will remain largely unchanged. However, there
may be some variation in the quantitative relationship,
possibly within an order of magnitude.

Even if non-gaussianities in the PMF distribution are
significant, we expect the DM minihalos to still be pro-
duced below the magnetic jeans scale. This is simply be-
cause the magnetic jeans scale is set by the scale where
baryon perturbations become large enough to backreact
onto the magnetic fields. These large baryon perturba-
tions gravitationally enhance DM perturbations. Subse-
quently, even after baryon perturbations are damped by
PMFs, the gravitational potential from DM is sufficient
to sustain the growth in DM perturbations and cause
their eventual collapse into minihalos.

Thus, a future detection of DM minihalos should serve
as a smoking gun signal for a primordial origin of cosmic
magnetic fields. It is rather ironic how we can utilize
the invisible component of our Universe to search for a
component of the visible sector.
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Magnetic damping scale for incompressible fluid

In this section we derive the evolution of non-helical magnetic field power spectrum for scenarios where the baryon
thermal pressure dominates over the Lorentz force in the photon drag regime.

In the main Letter we showed that the baryon velocity is determined by the balance between the Lorentz force
and the photon drag force, av⃗b ≈ L⃗B/(α + H), when thermal pressure is negligible. In contrast, in the strong
thermal pressure limit, compressible motion in the baryons is suppressed, ∇ · vb → 0. However, the Lorentz force can
still induce divergence free motion in the baryon fluid without hindrance. Consequently, one can write the Fourier
transformed baryon velocity vector as

vb,j(q) =

(
δlj −

qlqj
q2

)
LB,l(q)

a(α+H)
= p̂lj(q)

LB,l(q)

a(α+H)
, (10)

where L⃗B(q) is the Fourier transform of the Lorentz force, L⃗B(x) = (∇× B⃗)× B⃗/[4πa4ρb].
The motion in the baryon fluid feedbacks onto the magnetic field via the induction equation, eq. (2). Taking the

Fourier transform of eq. (2) and replacing vb using eq. (10), we obtain

∂Bi(k)

∂t
=

−km
(4πρb)(α+H)

[δmlδji − δmjδli][δabδnc − δbcδna]
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dΠq1dΠq2 p̂jn(q1)q2aBb(q1 − q2)Bc(q2)Bl(k− q1), (11)

where dΠq = d3q/(2π)3.
To obtain the evolution of the power spectrum, we use the fact that
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〈
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〉
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fields to be Gaussian distributed, we obtain

∂PB(k)

∂t
=

−δ̄3(k − k′)

2(4πρb)(α+H)
ki[δilδjm − δijδlm][δabδnc − δbcδna]

×
∫

dΠqp̂jn(k − q)[kaMlb(q)Mcm(k)− qaMlc(q)Mbm(k)]. (13)

Next, considering non-helical fields, we replace M using eq. (3) and set h = 0. Doing so yields

∂PB(k)

∂t
=

−PB(k)

(4πρb)(α+H)

∫
dΠq

[
−2

3
(k2 + 3q2) +

(k4 + k2q2 + q4)

kq
ln

(
k2 + q2 + kq

k2 + q2 − kq

)]
PB(q). (14)

To obtain a simple expression we can look at the asymptotic limit, k ≪ kD or k ≫ kD. In these limits, the integral
is dominated by the phase space where q ∼ kD ≫ k or q ∼ kD ≪ k. Both limits yield

∂PB(k)

∂t
≈ − 4k2V 2

A

3a2(α+H)
P (k), (15)

where V 2
A = ⟨B2⟩/[4πa4ρb] is the Alfvén speed.

Thus, we can see that the magnetic power spectrum evolution is well approximated by P (k, t) = P (k, ti)e
−k2/k2

D for
k values well separated from kD. The evolution of the damping scale, k−1

D , can be obtained by plugging this solution
back in eq. (15). Doing so surprisingly yields the exact same equation as for compressible fluid, eq. (6).

While deriving the power spectrum evolution here and in the main Letter, we considered that vb ∝ LB on all scales.
However, for k > kD, the magnetic fields are being exponentially damped and for large enough k, the baryon flow
should stop following the Lorentz force. However, as long as the scale where baryons stop following the Lorentz force
is much smaller than k−1

D we can safely assume vb ∝ LB to always be valid for the purpose of evaluating PB(k, t).
In particular, one can see that LB is roughly suppressed as ∼ k2/k2D for k > kD while vb can at best decrease

with a dimensionless rate of (H + α)/H. Consequently, vb follows the Lorentz force until k ≳
√

α/HkD. Prior to
recombination, α is atleast 300 times larger than H, so baryons follow the Lorentz force deep into the damping regime.

Non-linear term in the baryon continuity equation

In this section we show that the non-linear term in the baryon continuity equation tends to enhance the baryon
power spectrum when baryons are driven by magnetic fields.

We begin with the baryon continuity equation,

∂δb
∂t

+
∇ · v⃗b
a

+
∇ · (v⃗bδb)

a
= 0. (16)

Taking the Fourier transform of the above equation and then ensemble averaging with δ∗b (k
′), we obtain

⟨∂δb(k)
∂t

δ∗b (k
′)⟩+ ⟨k⃗ · v⃗b(k)δ∗b (k′)⟩

a
+ δ̄3(k − k′)Ξ(k) = 0, (17)

where δ̄3(k) = (2π)3δ(k) and

δ̄3(k − k′)Ξ(k) ≡ − i

a

∫
d3q

(2π)3
⟨(k⃗ · v⃗b(q))δb(k − q)δ∗b (k

′)⟩. (18)

Here Ξ(k) represents the contribution from the non-linear term in eq. (16) to the evolution of the baryon density
power spectrum.

We are primarily interested in the regime where baryon perturbations become non-linear, i.e. where the Lorentz
force dominates over the baryon thermal pressure and gravity. Consequently, vb is determined by the balance between
the Lorentz force and the photon drag force, av⃗b ≈ L⃗B/(α+H). Furthermore, assuming that δb is largely determined

by the linear continuity equation, eq. (16), we have δb = −C∇ · vb/[aH] = −C∇ · L⃗B/[a
2H(α+H)], where C is some



9

constant of motion. As both vb and δb are now expressed in terms of the Lorentz force, we can simplify eq. (18) to
obtain Ξ in terms of the magnetic field power spectrum,

Ξ(k) =
−4C2[δmlkj − δmjkl](krks − k2δrs/2)

(4πa4ρb)3a6(H + α)3H2

∫
dΠqdΠq1 [(k − q − q1)u(k − q − q1)v − (k − q − q1)

2δuv/2]

× (q1 − q)mMjr(q1)Mlu(q)Mvs(k − q1), (19)

where M is defined through ⟨Bi(k)B
∗
j (k

′)⟩ ≡ δ̄3(k − k′)Mij(k
′) and dΠq = d3q/(2π)3. While obtaining the above

expression, we assumed the magnetic fields to be Gaussian distributed. In what follows, we shall show that Ξ is
largely negative and hence leads to an enhancement of the baryon power spectrum.

We can further simplify the above integral by considering non-helical magnetic fields with M given by eq. (3) after
setting h(k) = 0. Then after contracting over all indices and integrating over q, we obtain

Ξ(k) =
C2

(4πa4ρb)2a6(H + α)3H2

1

8

2V 2
A

3
k3

∫
dΠq1PB(q1)

PB(k − q1)

(k⃗ − q⃗1)2(
kq1

[
q31(1− 3x2 + 2x4)− kq21x(1− 5x2 + 4x4) + k2q1(1− 5x2 + 4x4) + k3x(1− x2)

]
+ k2∗2k

2
D

[
2q31x

3 − 2kq21x
2(x2 + 2) + 3k2q1x(1 + x2)− k3(1 + x2)

])
. (20)

where x = (k⃗ · q⃗1)/kq1, V 2
A =

∫
dΠqPB(q)/[4πa

4ρb], and k∗n represents the moments of the magnetic power spectrum,

kn∗n ≡
∫
dΠqq

nPB(q)∫
dΠqPB(q)

. (21)

The integral in Ξ(k) is similar to the integral in the power spectrum of the Lorentz force [63],

⟨∇ · L⃗B(k)∇ · L⃗B(k
′)⟩ = δ̄3(k − k′)P∇·L⃗B

= δ̄3(k − k′)
k4

8(4πa4ρb)2

∫
d3q

(2π)3
PB(q)PB(k − q)

(k − q)2

[
k2(1 + x2)− 4kqx3

+ 2q2(1− 2x2 + 2x4)

]
. (22)

We have checked that our Lorentz force power spectrum matches to that used in literature [63].

Consequently, we rewrite Ξ in terms of P∇·L⃗B
and use the fact that we have assumed δb = −C∇· L⃗B/[a

2H(α+H)],
to obtain

Ξ(k) =
C2P∇·L⃗B

a6(H + α)3H2

2k2DV 2
A

3
J(k, kD) =

2Pb(k)

3

k2DV 2
A

a2(H + α)
J(k, kD), (23)

where δ̄3(k − k′)Pb(k) = ⟨δb(k)δ∗b (k′)⟩, and J is a dimensionless quantity that parametrizes the ratio of the integrals
in Ξ and P∇·L⃗B

.
Since Ξ is proportional to Pb, we can effectively rewrite the continuity equation for baryon as

∂δb
∂t

+
∇ · L⃗B

a(α+H)
+

2δb
3

k2DV 2
A

a2(H + α)
J(k, kD) = 0, (24)

where we have used av⃗b ≈ L⃗B/(α + H). The above equation would yield the same equation for Pb as the original
continuity equation when baryons are driven by the Lorentz force.

The above equation also allows us to confirm our original assumption of δb = −C∇ · L⃗B/[a
2H(α +H)]. To do so

we simply substitute δb = −C∇ · L⃗B/[a
2H(α+H)] ∝ am in eq. (24) to obtain,

C =
1

m+
[
2
3

k2
DV 2

A

a2(H+α)J(k, kD)
] . (25)

Note that
k2
DV 2

A

a2(H+α) ∼ O(1) according to the definition of kD (eq. (6)). Consequently, the non-linear term in the

continuity equation simply provides a correction of order J/m to the linear solution. In a radiation-dominated
universe, we have m = 3 prior to the damping of the magnetic fields.
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FIG. 4. Figure shows J , which is a dimensionless quantity that parametrizes the impact of the non-linear term in the baryon
continuity equation, as a function of the damping scale, as a function of the damping scale, k−1

D , for different values of k. The
vertical dashed lines mark the points where kD = k. We can see that J is almost always negative, except for small region near
k = kD. The negative values of J imply that the non-linear term enhances the linear baryon power spectrum.

In figure 4, we show J as a function of kD for different values of k. Note that J is typically of order −0.1 for k < kD.
For k ∼ kD we see J to jump to a small positive value and then it again becomes negative. The large negative values
of J for k ≫ kD have no physical significance because in that limit the magnetic fields and vb are exponentially
damped. Consequently, our calculation of Ξ, which is based on the assumption of δb ∝ v⃗b/a, is no longer applicable.

We instead expect Ξ to go to zero for k ≫ kD because δb is no longer correlated with v⃗b ≈ L⃗B/(α+H).
Hence, when the growth in δb is sourced by the magnetic fields, we expect the non-linear terms in the baryon

continuity equation to provide a small enhancement to the baryon power spectrum obtained from linear analysis.
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