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Ion-electron instabilities in the precursor of weakly magnetized, transrelativistic shocks
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ABSTRACT
Collisionless shocks are known to induce turbulence via upstream ion reflection within the precursor region.

This study elucidates the properties of electrostatic and electromagnetic instabilities, exploring their role over
the transrelativistic range. Notably, the growth of oblique Buneman waves and previously overlooked, secondary
small-scale ion-electron instabilities is observed to be particularly promoted in the relativistic regime. Further-
more, the growth of large-scale electromagnetic modes encounters severe limitations in any cold, baryon-loaded
precursor. It is argued that electron pre-heating in electrostatic modes may alleviate these constraints, facilitating
the subsequent growth of large-scale filamentation modes in the precursor of transrelativistic shocks.
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1. INTRODUCTION
As a promising site of acceleration for non-thermal pop-

ulations of particles, shock waves in plasmas have focused
considerable theoretical efforts. Shock acceleration mod-
els have found some success in explaining the low-energy
cosmic-ray spectrum with non-relativistic shocks e.g in-
terplanetary shocks (Zank et al. 2000) and Supernovae
Remnants (SNR) (Bell et al. 2013), although not without
tensions (Malkov et al. 2024; Hillas 2005). Turning to extra-
galactic candidates for the acceleration of ultra-high-energy
cosmic-rays (UHECR), gamma-ray burst (GRB) events are
a case of prime interest as they typically involve a variety
of transrelativistic shocks. The afterglow emission is com-
monly associated with unmagnetized ultra-relativistic blast
waves with Lorentz factors Γ𝑠ℎ ≳ O(100) propagating in
the interstellar medium (ISM) (Piran 2005). The detection
of GRB170817 following the gravitational-wave signal of
a binary merger (Abbott et al. 2017) has prompted further
consideration into mildly relativistic shocks associated with
a kilonova emission (Smartt et al. 2017) or arising from a
cocoon-like structure Γ𝑠ℎ = O(1 ∼ 10) (Kasliwal et al. 2017;
Gottlieb et al. 2018).
The shock formation is naturally associated with plasma
instabilities (Bret et al. 2013), which are responsible for the
development of turbulence in the precursor. This turbulent
environment is a necessary condition to allow the successive
scattering of particles from either side of the shock in the Dif-
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fusive Shock Acceleration (DSA) model. Within this picture,
instabilities mediate the shock’s structure and dissipation of
energy into accelerated particles.
Extrapolating from in-situ observations of Earth’s bow shock
(Paschmann et al. 1980), it is expected that instabilities arise
in the plasma from the interaction with a returning beam of
ions reflected at the shock front (Leroy et al. 1981). It is in
this context that Shimada & Hoshino (2000) confirmed the
operation of a mechanism first proposed by Papadopoulos
et al. (1971), whereby electrons are heated in electrostatic
waves excited by the “Buneman” instability (Buneman 1958)
(hereafter BI). Recent simulations (Vanthieghem et al. 2022)
confirmed similar mechanisms at relativistic shock waves,
with electron heating however taking place in a precursor
dominated by electromagnetic turbulence. This develop-
ment can be attributed to the “Filamentation Instability”
(FI) (Fried 1959; Weibel 1959)1, also associated with the
growth of transverse magnetostatic fluctuations, that has long
been speculated to mediate the relativistic shocks of GRBs
(Medvedev & Loeb 1999). Whether it is the case, or not,
is an especially pressing question since magnetic turbulence
has been shown to play a major role in operating DSA at rel-
ativistic shocks. It has the potential of reviving the process at
superluminal configurations where it could not otherwise op-
erate (Begelman & Kirk 1990; Bresci et al. 2023) while also
significantly affecting the spectrum of accelerated particles

1 This terminology is preferred to “Weibel Instability”, following a remark
of Bret et al. (2004) on the potentially confusing reference to another class
of instability.
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(Niemiec & Ostrowski 2004). Understanding the conditions
under which shocks are unstable to the FI could thus uncover
GRBs as credible counterparts for the acceleration UHECR.

It was discussed by Lyubarsky & Eichler (2006) (hereafter
LEO6) that angular dispersion of the beam would quench
the instability irremediably. Lemoine & Pelletier (2011)
(LP11) however demonstrated that it could eventually be
recovered by aberration effects in the ultra-relativistic limit
Γ𝑠ℎ ≳ O(100). In this regime, additional limitation due
to shrinking precursor size must be considered for a self-
consistent treatment, see also Rabinak et al. (2011). In LP11
and Plotnikov et al. (2013) was also noted the potential role
of oblique electrostatic waves in pre-heating the precursor to
temperatures favourable for the growth of large-scale electro-
magnetic modes. While the existence of these oblique modes
has been merely evoked to sustain isotropic heating observed
in the linear stage of non-relativistic simulations (Amano &
Hoshino 2009), further attention is due as their growth is
expected to be promoted in the relativistic regime (Bret et al.
(2004), B04).
In this context, it appears fundamental to identify the tran-
sition thoroughly examining the turbulent content generated
as a function of Γ𝑠ℎ with the aim of eventually identify a
transition from electrostatic to electromagnetic instabilities.
To assess the stability of beam-plasma systems over the
complete transrelativistic range, linear theory appears to be
a particularly suitable approach. This work thus aims to
provide a unified description of electromagnetic instabilities
in the precursor of transrelativistic shocks. The general linear
theory of electrostatic instabilities is presented in section 2,
with electron kinetic effects discussed in Appendix A. The
discussion extends to perpendicular electromagnetic modes
in section 3, addressing inconsistencies in the literature and
unveiling a secondary FI. Results are compiled in section 4,
showing a double limitation on the growth of large-scale
filamentation modes as a function of shock Lorentz fac-
tor. Finally, a summary and a discussion of the results are
presented in section 5, before concluding in section 6.

2. ELECTROSTATIC INSTABILITIES
The dispersion of electrostatic perturbations k × E = 0 is

obtained from the roots of a single dielectric scalar 𝜀𝐿 ≡
1 +∑

𝑠 𝜒𝑠 (Davidson 1983), with

𝜒𝑠 = −𝜔2
𝑝𝑠

∫
d3u

𝑓𝑠 (u)(
𝜔 − k · u/

√
1 + 𝑢2

)2 (1)

the susceptibility of a given species ‘s’ in the plasma. For a
cold relativistic population represented by a dirac-delta dis-
tribution of four-velocities 𝑓𝑠 (u) = 𝑛𝑠𝛿(𝑢 − 𝑢𝑠)𝛿 (2) (u⊥), it is
written

𝜒𝑠 = −
𝜔2

𝑝𝑠

𝛾𝑠𝑘
2
𝑘2
𝑥 + 𝑘2

𝑧/𝛾2
𝑠

(𝜔 − 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑠)2
. (2)

Figure 1. Sketch of the three-population setup in the rest frame of
background ions, as considered for equation (3). In this frame, the
shock is moving with a velocity𝑉𝑠ℎ towards the unshocked medium
(upstream). The thick black line represents the shock discontinuity
in which the background ions assumed to be reflected. Electrons are
represented with finite drift velocity so as to neutralize the current
of the ion beam streaming upstream.

The Lorentz boost along the beam is reflected in the different
scalings for the parallel and perpendicular projection of the
wavenumber, 𝑘𝑧 and 𝑘𝑥 respectively. The dielectric response
of each species is further characterized by the plasma fre-
quency 𝜔𝑝𝑠 , Lorentz factor 𝛾𝑠 =

√︁
1 + 𝑢2

𝑠 and corresponding
drift 3-velocity 𝑉𝑠 = 𝑢𝑠/𝛾𝑠 . The non-relativistic limit 𝛾𝑠 ≃ 1
recovers a dielectric scalar independent on the perpendicular
wave-number 𝑘𝑥 , as obtained in standard frameworks consid-
ering non-relativistic plasmas (e.g Galeev & Sudan (1983)).

The interactions within a three-population plasma com-
posed of an ion beam ‘b’ and a background of electrons ‘e’
and ions ‘i’ allows for the propagation of electrostatic waves
verifying the dispersion relation

𝜔−2
𝑝𝑒−

1
𝛾𝑒𝑘

2
𝑘2
𝑥 + 𝑘2

𝑧/𝛾2
𝑒

(𝜔 − 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑒)2
− 𝛼𝑏/𝑅𝑏

𝛾𝑏𝑘
2

𝑘2
𝑥 + 𝑘2

𝑧/𝛾2
𝑏

(𝜔 − 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑏)2
− 𝛼𝑖/𝑅𝑖

𝜔2 = 0.

(3)
Here the parameters for ion populations 𝑠 = {𝑏, 𝑖}, 𝛼𝑠 ≡
(𝛾𝑏/𝛾𝑒) (𝑛𝑠0/𝑛𝑒0) and 𝑅𝑠 = (𝛾𝑠/𝛾𝑒) (𝑚𝑠0/𝑚𝑒0), represent
the upstream specie ’s’ to electron ’e’ density and mass ratios,
respectively. The ratio of plasma frequencies (𝜔𝑝𝑠/𝜔𝑝𝑒)2 =

𝛼𝑠/𝑅𝑠 does yield a Lorentz-invariant quantity nonetheless.
In (3), the susceptibility of all species are written in the cold
limit with (2), while kinetic effects will be considered later
with (7). In any case, a finite drift is considered for elec-
trons 𝑉𝑒 = 𝛼𝑏𝑉𝑏 to neutralize the current of the beam (Bret
et al. 2004). The other contributions will remain unchanged
throughout this section. The second term is thus specified
representing a cold, relativistic beam streaming with velocity
𝑉𝑏 and density 𝑛𝑏 = 𝛼𝑏𝑛𝑒. The third term accounts for the
presence of static ions in their inertial frame, 𝑉𝑖 = 0.

2.1. Principal Buneman instability in cold plasma

In the cold limit, the susceptibility of electrons in written
with (2). Considering waves in the vicinity of 𝜔 ≃ 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑏,
a hierarchy 𝜒𝑏 > 𝜒𝑒 ≫ 𝜒𝑖 can be established in virtue of
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𝜒𝑖/𝜒𝑒 ∝
(
𝜔𝑝𝑖/𝜔𝑝𝑒

)2
= 1/𝑅𝑖 ≪ 1. The interaction of mas-

sive background ions being thus neglected compared to the
fast response of electrons, the solutions to (3) correspond to
a two-stream-like interaction between beam ions and back-
ground electrons. It follows that Langmuir waves propagat-
ing in Cerenkov resonance with the beam, 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑏 = 𝜔𝑝𝑒, are
susceptible to the Buneman instability with the dominant B1-
mode growing at a rate (see also Nakar et al. (2011)):

Ψcold
B1

=

√
3
𝛾𝑏

(
𝛼𝑏

16𝑅𝑏

[
cos2 𝜃 + 𝛾2

𝑏 sin2 𝜃
] )1/3

. (4)

The Lorentz factor dependence is a function of the angle
𝜃 ≡ arctan 𝑘𝑥/𝑘𝑧 at which the perturbation propagates with
respect to the beam-axis 𝑧. The electrostatic model presented
here allows to generalize derivations presented in Bludman
et al. (1960) for the two-stream instability (𝜃 = 0) to arbitrary
orientations of the wave-vector, by avoiding the otherwise
electromagnetic features appearing at finite 𝑘𝑥 . The formula
(4) thus provides an analytical basis for the dominance of
oblique modes in the relativistic regime as pointed out in
the electromagnetic model of Bret et al. (2004), noting that
ΨB1 ,90◦/ΨB1 ,0◦ = 𝛾

−2/3
𝑏

.

This effect, already manifest in the susceptibility (2), can
be attributed to the boost of an electric field perturbation
perpendicular to the parallel component of the Buneman
wave co-moving with the beam. It means that electrons in
the upstream frame would experience an effectively reduced
inertia when moving along the beam-axis, resulting in the
modulation of the growth rate by a factor 𝛾−2/3

𝑏
for 𝑘𝑧 ≫ 𝑘𝑥

waves.

2.2. Secondary Buneman instability in a cold plasma

In fact, the finite drift velocity of electrons required to neu-
tralize the current of the beam can trigger another Buneman
instability. This implies looking for a solution in the vicin-
ity of the electron drift resonance 𝜔 ≃ 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑒. In this limit,
the beam resonance term can be overlooked in virtue of the
hierarchy 𝜒𝑒 ≫ 𝜒𝑖 > 𝜒𝑏, which holds when the B2 reso-
nance is sufficiently separated from the B1 resonance i.e as
long as

(
𝜔𝑝𝑏/𝜔𝑝𝑖

)2
= 𝑛𝑏/𝑛𝑖 < 1 is true. Buneman unstable

”B2-modes”, are thus understood to arise from the interac-
tion of drifting electrons with background ions triggering
unstable Langmuir waves at the electron drift B2 resonance
Re{𝜔} ≃ 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑒 = 𝛼𝑏𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑏, with maximum growth rate

Ψcold
B2

=

√
3

(16𝑅)1/3
≃

(
𝑚𝑒

𝑚𝑖

)1/3
. (5)

This formula holds as long as 𝛼𝑏 ≪ 1. As the electron
response becomes relativistic relativistic, the expression (4)
must be used substituting 𝛾𝑏 ← 𝛾𝑒, 𝛼𝑏 ← 𝛼𝑖 ≡ 𝑛𝑖/𝑛𝑒 and

𝑅𝑏 ← 𝑅𝑖 ≡ 𝑚𝑖/𝑚𝑒. The potential role of these modes,
widely overlooked in the literature — only a mention found
in Ohira & Takahara (2008) — is discussed in subsection 2.4.

2.3. Buneman instability in a hot electrons background

To evaluate electron temperature effects in the plasma an-
alytically, a standard approach in the literature is to approxi-
mate the thermal spread of a Maxwellian distribution with a
“Waterbag” function (e.g Yoon & Davidson (1987); Gedalin
(1999); Bret et al. (2004)),

𝑊𝑡ℎ (𝑢) =
1

2𝑢𝑡ℎ
(Θ(𝑢 − 𝑢𝑡ℎ) − Θ(𝑢 + 𝑢𝑡ℎ)). (6)

The simplest distribution accounting for electron thermal dis-
persion 𝑢𝑡ℎ and drift 𝑢𝑒 is 𝑓𝑒 (u) = 𝑛𝑒𝑊𝑡ℎ (𝑢 ∥ −𝑢𝑒)𝑊 (2)𝑡ℎ

(u⊥).
The dispersion relation over the whole spectrum of (𝑘𝑧 , 𝑘𝑥)
is solved at different temperatures to obtain the growth rates
shown is Figure 2. It can be observed that electron tempera-
ture progressively quench the growth of finite 𝑘𝑥 modes, until
all modes are stabilized all at once as electrons reach a tem-
perature 𝑢𝑡ℎ ∼ 𝑢𝑏. The parallel modes 𝑘𝑥 = 0 being the last
to be unstable, the effects of temperature will be thereafter
analyzed in this limit only. The kinetic effects in the one-
dimensional limit modifies the second term in the dispersion
relation (3) to a tractable analytical expression,

𝜒𝑒 = −
𝜔2

𝑝𝑒

2𝑘𝑧𝑐𝑢𝑡ℎ

(
1

𝜔 − 𝑘𝑧𝑐𝛽+
− 1
𝜔 − 𝑘𝑧𝑐𝛽−

)
. (7)

The expression is kept covariant by summing relativistic ve-
locities according to the transformation

𝛽± ≡
𝑢𝑒 ± 𝑢𝑡ℎ

(1 + (𝑢𝑒 ± 𝑢𝑡ℎ)2)1/2
≃
≪1

𝛽𝑒 ± 𝛽𝑡ℎ . (8)

2.3.1. B1 in a hot plasma

Neglecting once again the background ion term near the
cerenkov resonance 𝜔 ≃ 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑏 mode, the electron kinetic ef-
fects are investigated. The derivation procedure to solve the
dispersion relation including (7) as the electron term is pre-
sented in Appendix A. The maximum growth rate is obtained
as

ΨB1 (𝑢𝑡ℎ) = Ψcold
B1

(
(𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽−)−2 − (𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽+)−2

4𝑢𝑡ℎ

)1/3

, 𝛽𝑏 ≠ 𝛽±

(9)
The kinetic effects are decoupled from the magnitude of
the cold growth rate. It can be indeed verified that the fac-
tor in parenthesis converges to unity in the cold limit 𝑢𝑡ℎ → 0.

Although a stabilization criterion does not appear obvi-
ously from (9), it is possible to use (A12) instead and derive
a threshold wave-number

𝑘𝑐 =
𝜔𝑝𝑒

𝑐

(
2𝑢𝑡ℎ
(𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽+) (𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽−)

𝛽+ − 𝛽−

)−1/2
. (10)
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Figure 2. Two-dimensional spectrum for the growth rate of
Buneman-type instabilities at 𝛼𝑏 = 0.1, 𝛾𝑏 = 3, 𝑅𝑏 = 1836. Plots
for B1 and B2 modes are separated for visualization purpose but
belong to the same wavenumber space. For the chosen set of param-
eters, left resp. right colors are normalized by the maximum value
ΨB1 = 0.018𝜔𝑝𝑒 resp. ΨB2 = 0.056𝜔𝑝𝑒. The B2 spectrum is also
plotted over a much wider range of 𝑘 ∥ values, thus exhibiting a much
broader resonance than the B1-resonance as well as a faster growth
rate. The obliquity of the B2-resonance at finite temperature is a
relativistic feature analogous to what is observed with a Maxwellian
distribution in Nakar et al. (2011). A notable difference being the
use of the waterbag approximation in this study, thus capturing accu-
rately only the first harmonic of a series of otherwise infinite oblique
modes.

This expression converges to 𝑘𝑐 =
𝜔𝑝𝑒

𝑐
(1 + 3

2
(𝛼𝑏/𝑅𝑏 )1/3

𝛾𝑏
) in

the cold and 𝛼𝑏 ≪ 1 limit, consistently with results obtained
in B04. The shift toward higher wave-numbers numbers with
increasing temperature as seen on Figure 2 is also observed.
This threshold wave-number is zero in the limit 𝛽+ → 𝛽𝑏,
which means that no imaginary solutions are allowed beyond
this limit and the stability criterion for the Buneman instability
in a hot plasma can be written

𝑢𝑡ℎ ≥ 𝑢𝑏 − 𝑢𝑒, (11)

which is a natural extension of the so called ”Penrose crite-
rion” 𝑣𝑡ℎ ≥ 𝑣𝑏 in the non-relativistic limit.

2.3.2. B2 in a hot plasma

Now neglecting the beam term near the B2-resonance
𝜔𝑝𝑒 ≃ 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑒, the derivation for the growth rate is easily re-
produced for the secondary instability, to find

ΨB2 (𝑢𝑡ℎ) = Ψcold
B2

(
𝛽−2
− − 𝛽−2

+
4𝑢𝑡ℎ

)1/3
, 𝛽𝑒 ≠ 𝛽±, (12)

and the threshold wave-number is

𝑘𝑐 =
𝜔𝑝𝑒

𝑐

(
2𝑢𝑡ℎ

𝛽+𝛽−
𝛽+ − 𝛽−

)−1/2
. (13)

Increasing the temperature, 𝑘𝑐 reaches zero when 𝛽− = 0, so
that the stabilization criterion for B2 modes can be written

𝑢𝑡ℎ ≥ 𝑢𝑒, (14)

2.4. Implications for electron heating
2.4.1. Heating in B1 modes

The interactions of beam ions with background electrons
trigger B1 waves, the most unstable of which travel along the
beam-axis with a phase velocity

𝑣𝜙 ∼ 𝑉𝑏 . (15)

Considering that an ion beam is continuously reflected away
from the shock, the extent of which defines the length of the
precursor, the growth of B1-unstable waves can be expected to
take part in heating within that region. As electrons are pro-
gressively heated up to temperatures prescribed by (11), the
plasma near the shock-transition becomes Buneman-stable
and B1 modes can only survive at the tip of the precursor.
Although a robust understanding of the physical mechanisms
involved in this scenario is still out of reach of the current state
of the art, insights from numerical studies can shed a light
on the dynamics beyond linear theory. While the linear stage
would display a constant growth rate (4), the dynamics of the
instability becomes non-linear as mode-coupling interactions
eventually quench the growth rate. For non-relativistic flows,
early numerical investigations (Lampe et al. 1974; Ishihara
et al. 1981) of 1D Buneman instability dynamics prescribe a
saturated field energy of the order of initial drift kinetic en-
ergy. As the not-yet-undertaken development of a relativistic
framework is far beyond the scope of this paper, we simply
suggest that once the field energy is of the order of relativistic
kinetic energy

𝐸2

8𝜋
≃ (𝛾𝑏 − 1)𝑛𝑏𝑚𝑒𝑐

2, (16)

B1 waves become capable of trapping electrons, leading
to the saturation of the instability. Besides, it is known
from the same simulations studies that the turbulent field
energy constitutes the reservoir for electron thermal energy
(𝛾𝑡ℎ−1)𝑚𝑒𝑐

2. It would follow that electron are heated to rel-
ativistic temperatures 𝛾𝑡ℎ ≃ 𝛾𝑏 at saturation. This energetic
argument matches the stabilization condition (11), derived
from the kinetic damping of the linear growth rate.

A significantly lower saturation level has been observed
in non-relativistic 2D Buneman instability PIC simulations
(Amano & Hoshino 2009), attributed to the early saturation
of modes propagating perpendicular to the beam. The pro-
motion of oblique modes in the relativistic regime is then
understood to modify the usual picture in two regards. (i)
Changes in the non-linear dynamics may be reflected into
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significant changes of the turbulent field saturation level (16);
(ii) The linear stage of electron heating in electrostatic modes
is now expected to be anisotropic. This will in turn have some
consequences for the further development of electromagnetic
instabilities, discussed in section 3.

3. ELECTROMAGNETIC INSTABILITIES
When perturbations oblique to the electric field are allowed,

the dielectric response is represented by a tensor Ichimaru
(1973)

𝜀𝑖 𝑗 = 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 +
∑︁
𝑠

𝜔2
𝑝𝑠

𝑛𝑠𝜔
2

∫
d3u

𝑢𝑖

𝛾(u)2
𝜕 𝑓0
𝜕𝑢 𝑗

+
∑︁
𝑠

𝜔2
𝑝𝑠

𝑛𝑠𝜔
2

∫
d3u

𝑢𝑖𝑢 𝑗

𝛾(u)2
k · 𝜕 𝑓0

𝜕u
(𝜔 + 𝑖/𝜏) − k · v(u) .

(17)

It follows that electromagnetic waves k × E ≠ 0 with fre-
quencies 𝜔 < 𝜔𝑝𝑒 can penetrate in the plasma up to a skin
depth 𝑙𝑒 = (𝜔𝑝𝑒/𝑐)−1. Charge separation is most efficient
in directions transverse to the beam, and can lead to low-
frequency, large-scale electromagnetic modes susceptible to
the Filamentation Instability, coined ‘FI’ thereafter. These

modes couple to local density perturbations, inducing induce
both a Direct Current (Re{𝜔} = 0) potential along the beam
axis and secular magnetic field turbulence transverse to the
beam-perturbation plane on 𝑘−1

𝑥 scale. The persistent fila-
mentary structure surrounding localized current channels is
well documented by PIC simulations as well as laboratory
experiments (e.g Silva et al. (2003); Hededal et al. (2004);
Allen et al. (2012)).

3.1. Cold limit

The calculations of the susceptibility tensor’s components
have been the object of previous studies (Bret et al. 2004;
Lemoine & Pelletier 2011) and are here reported in Appendix
B. The most unstable modes being found in 𝑘𝑧 = 0, the
dispersion relation will be calculated in this limit. In the
cold case, this implies a single resonance in Re{𝜔} = 0
independently on the number of species considered in the
plasma. The ratio of plasma frequency will thus prescribe
a hierarchy �̂�𝑒 > �̂�𝑏 > �̂�𝑖 , from which it follows that the
response of background ions can be neglected in the cold
approximation. The dispersion relation of electromagnetic
waves propagating in a cold two-population plasma is given
by the zeros of the function

𝐹𝑘𝑥 (𝜔) =
(
𝜔2

𝜔2
𝑝𝑏

− 1
𝛾𝑏
− 𝑅𝑏

𝛼𝑏𝛾𝑒

) (
𝜔2

𝜔2
𝑝𝑏

−
1 + 𝑘2

𝑥𝑢
2
𝑏
/𝜔2

𝛾3
𝑏

− 𝑅𝑏 (1 + 𝑘2
𝑥𝑢

2
𝑒/𝜔2)

𝛼𝛾3
𝑒

− 𝑘
2
𝑥𝑐

2

𝜔2
𝑝𝑏

)
− 𝑘

2
𝑥

𝜔2

(
𝑅𝑏

𝛼

𝑢𝑒

𝛾
3/2
𝑒

+ 𝑢𝑏

𝛾
3/2
𝑏

)2

. (18)

Here, the response of electrons is kept relativistic for the
purpose of qualitative discussion further ahead. Setting
Re{𝜔} = 0, the dispersion relation can be solved exactly
to find a growth rate

Im{𝜔}(𝑘𝑥) = ΨF1𝜔𝑝𝑏

|𝑘𝑥 |√︃
𝑘2
𝑥 + (𝜔𝑝𝑒/𝑐)2

, (19)

ΨF1 =
𝛽𝑏√
𝛾𝑏
𝛾𝑒 (1 − 𝛼𝑏)

(
1 + 𝛼𝑏𝛾

3
𝑒

𝑅𝑏𝛾
3
𝑏

)−1/2

. (20)

The maximum growth rate, found in the limit 𝑘𝑥 → ∞, is
given by ΨF1 (20). Aforementioned references have reported
this result, without the corrections in 𝛼𝑏, 𝛾𝑒. The factor
1 − 𝛼𝑏 here is of great importance as it recovers a stable
plasma in the limit 𝛼𝑏 → 1 where the beam and electrons
move together as a single neutral flow. This highlights the
limitations of a two-population model as the background ion
population can not be neglected.

Considering the interactions within the background plasma
arising from the finite drift velocity of electrons in the pre-

cursor frame, a secondary FI, coined ‘F2’, is identified with
growth rate

ΨF2𝜔𝑝𝑒 ≃
𝛽𝑒√
𝛾𝑒
𝜔𝑝𝑖 (21)

Approximateively, it can be shown that the beam-driven insta-
bility F1 is dominant as long as 𝛼𝑏𝛾𝑏 ≪ 1. As the beam gets
stronger, the electrons are dragged to neutralize the currents
more efficiently and the relative velocity between electrons
and background ions become smaller than with the beam. In
the electron frame, it would then appear that background ions
now act as the main beam, and therefore drive the instabil-
ity. This transition between the two ion populations as driver
will prove to be of key importance when considering kinetic
effects.

3.2. Kinetic effects

The analysis of kinetic effects attributed to both electron
temperature and beam velocity spread on the FI are particu-
larly relevant when considered together with beam velocity
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spread2. The waterbag distibution (6) employed as an approx-
imation for electron temperature also happens to accurately
represent the truncated, uniform dispersion of velocities in the
beam obtained from the reflection model detailed in Appendix
C. On the one hand, the model predicts a beam temperature
mostly anisotropic over the transrelativistic range, with the
ratio 𝜌𝑏∥ ≡ Δ𝑢 ∥/𝑢𝑏 monotonically decreasing from unity to
∼ 1/3 in the ultra-relativistic limit (C20). On the other hand,
terms involving 𝜌𝑏∥ are negligible in the dispersion relation as
long as 𝜌𝑏∥ ≪ 1. Therefore parallel temperature is neglected
altogether and

𝑓𝑏 = 𝑛𝑏𝛿(𝑢 − 𝑢𝑏)𝑊 (2) [Δ𝑢⊥] (u⊥)

is a sufficient kinetic model for the distribution of the beam.
Introducing a single parameter 𝜌𝑏 = 𝜌𝑏⊥ ≡ Δ𝑢⊥/𝑢𝑏 allows to
simplify the analysis considerably. While the beam dispersion
is naturally motivated and constrained by the reflection model
(𝜌𝑏 ∝ 1/Γ𝑠ℎ), it is kept a free parameter in this section to
highlight its role in the properties of the FI.

3.2.1. Problems of two-population models

Previous literature has exclusively focused on two-
population models, systematically ignoring the presence of
background ions on the spectrum of unstable modes. The
updated dispersion relation is reported in Appendix B. On
Figure 3, dashed lines represent the growth rate of numeri-
cal solutions to the two-population dispersion relation. For
these, it can be seen that beam velocity spread brings back
the spectrum of F1 modes to larger scales according to the
ratio of four-velocity spread to average, 𝜌𝑏 ≡ Δ⊥𝑢𝑏/𝑢𝑏. Dis-
regarding background ions, the last unstable wavenumber 𝑘𝑐
is solution to 𝐹𝑘𝑐 (Re{𝜔} = 0) = 0, that is

𝑘𝑐𝑐

𝜔𝑝𝑏

=
𝛾𝑒 (1 − 𝛼𝑏)
𝜌𝑏⊥
√
𝛾𝑏

[
1 − 𝛾𝑏𝜌2

𝑏⊥
𝑅𝑏

𝛼𝑏𝛾
3
𝑒

(
1 +

(
𝛾𝑒

𝛾𝑏

)3
𝛼𝑏

𝑅𝑏

)]
.

(22)
The stabilization condition in a cold plasma can then be writ-
ten as uncovered by LE06, neglecting higher-than-first order
𝛼𝑏 terms:

𝜌𝑏 ≳

√︂
𝛼𝑏

𝑅𝑏𝛾𝑏
𝛾

3/2
𝑒 . (23)

Note that this expression is equivalent to Ψ𝐹𝑏 ≪ 𝜔𝑝𝑏 trans-
lating into the decoherence of the beam, as invoked in LP11.
According to B04 two-population analysis, including electron

2 Here the distinction is essentially conceptual. The electron thermal spread
is considered as a dynamical parameter associated with heating in turbu-
lence, typically the second moment of a Maxwellian distribution, whereas
the beam velocity spread is considered as an initial parameter accounting
for the dispersion in the beam of reflected ions. For all practical matters, the
definitions are equivalent in this framework and will be used interchange-
ably.

temperature further inhibits the growth of F1 modes:

𝜌𝑏 >

√︄
𝛼𝑏𝛾

3
𝑒

𝑅𝑏𝛾𝑏

𝜌𝑒⊥√︃
𝜌2
𝑒⊥ − 𝜌2

𝑒∥/3

√︃
1 − (𝜌2

𝑒⊥ − 𝜌2
𝑒∥/3), (24)

The isotropic electron-temperature parameter 𝜌𝑒 ≡ 𝑢𝑡ℎ/𝑢𝑏
can be shown to lower the beam-temperature stabilization
threshold. This result is the opposite of what was found
by the authors of LP11, who found an enhancement of F1
modes with increased thermal spread of an ultra-relativistic
Maxwellian distribution. The discrepancy is not to be at-
tributed to the different distribution functions chosen but in-
stead, to the finite drift velocity of electrons considered in
B04, and not in the model of LP11. While different thermal
effects are not expected when applying what appears to be
a simple transformation to the electron rest frame, the finite
drift of background ions can not be neglected anymore. In
other words, electrons may act as the driving population as
the beam loses coherence by dispersion effects, until they
are themselves thermalized and all instabilities are quenched.
In the model of LP11, the driving population is always the
beam, whose plasma frequency consistently determines the
wavenumber cut-off, but at the expense of the kinetic quench-
ing predicted in B04. That is because electron temperature
would not be as important and may in fact enhance the FI by
making the electrons heavier, thus relaxing the stabilization
condition (24) by effectively decreasing the mass-ratio 𝑅𝑏.
This effect will be recovered with a three-population model
that can as well solve the discrepancies discussed here.

3.2.2. Solution: three-population model

With applications to the precursor of a relativistic shock
in mind, a cold background ion population is added to the
dispersion relation in its own inertial frame. The dielec-
tric component 𝜀𝑥𝑧 remains unaffected by a static population
while diagonal terms 𝜀𝑥𝑥 and 𝜀𝑧𝑧 are appended by a single
term −𝑅𝑖 . The threshold wavenumber 𝑘𝑐 in a cold plasma
(25) is modified as

𝑘𝑐𝑐

𝜔𝑝𝑏

=
1

𝜌𝑏
√
𝛾𝑏

©«1 −
𝛾𝑏𝜌

2
𝑏
𝑅𝑏

𝛼𝑏𝛾
3
𝑒

©«1 + 𝛾
3
𝑒

𝑅𝑖

(
1 + 𝛼𝑏

𝛾4
𝑏

)
−
𝛼2
𝑏
𝛾2
𝑒 −

𝜌2
𝑝∥
3

𝜌2
𝑝⊥

ª®¬ª®¬
1/2

(25)
Note first that parallel electron temperature can be neglected
for 𝜌𝑝∥ ≪ 3𝛼2

𝑏
𝛾2
𝑒 i.e 𝑢𝑡ℎ,𝑒 ≪ 𝑢𝑒. Then, unlike the two-

population model, the last unstable wavenumber is found be-
yond the FI decoherence cut-off determined by ΨF1 ≪ 𝜔𝑝𝑏,
indicating the transition to small-scale F2 modes arising from
the interaction within the background plasma (see plateau at
large 𝑘⊥ for the cyan line in Figure 3).
New kinetic effects are also unveiled. Increasing plasma tem-
perature isotropically stabilizes the smaller-scale F2 modes
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e+b

e+b+i

Figure 3. One-dimensional spectrum of the filamentation instabil-
ity of 𝑘⊥ perturbations at fixed 𝜌𝑏 = 10−5, 𝑅 = 1836, 𝛼𝑏 = 0.1.
Dashed resp. solid lines are solutions to the two-population “e+b”
resp. three-population “e+b+i” dispersion relations. Colors corre-
spond to different isotropic electron temperatures, except for the pink
line. The latter represents a situation 𝜌𝑒∥ > 𝜌𝑒⊥ where anisotropy
amplifies the growth rate of F1 modes at the beam inertial scale
𝑘⊥ = 𝜔𝑝𝑏/𝑐 ≃ 0.45𝜔𝑝𝑒/𝑐 for the chosen parameters.

thus adding a second cut-off after the F1 one. When in-
creasing 𝜌𝑝∥ at fixed 𝜌𝑝⊥, the unstable domain is increased.
A 𝜌𝑝∥ -dominating anisotropy is also associated with an en-
hancement of the maximal growth rate of the F1-spectrum at
the beam inertial scale 𝑘𝑥 ∼ 𝜔𝑝𝑏/𝑐 (see solid blue line on
Figure 3).

We can therefore reconcile the results of LP11 and B04
by taking into account the background ion population in the
upstream frame, at the same time unveiling the existence
of secondary small scale instabilities whose role can not be
overlooked in the kinetic regime as well as in the high beam
density 𝛼𝑏 → 1 cold regime.

4. APPLICATION TO TRANSRELATIVISTIC SHOCKS
In the previous sections, the general linear theory of

electrostatic and electromagnetic instabilities triggered by
a relativistic beam have been presented. While electron
temperature parameters relate to the inner dynamics of the
plasma, the beam Lorentz factor 𝛾𝑏 and density 𝛼𝑏 are param-
eters that must be given from the configuration of the shock.
For this purpose, a model of the beam based on isotropic
reflection in the shock-frame is presented in Appendix C

The energy gained by particles reflected at the shock de-
pends on the reflection process through the cosine of the
angles at which the particle crosses the shock 𝜇→𝑠ℎ |𝑢 and
𝜇𝑢←|𝑠ℎ via the transformation (Gallant & Achterberg 1999):

𝛾𝑏 |𝑢 = Γ2
𝑠ℎ (1 + 𝛽𝑠ℎ𝜇→𝑠ℎ |𝑢) (1 + 𝛽𝑠ℎ𝜇𝑢←|𝑠ℎ), (26)

The maximum energy is then attained by particles that travel
up to a gyroradius (Lemoine & Pelletier 2011)

𝑟
(𝑚𝑎𝑥 )
𝐿 |𝑢 ≃

4Γ2
𝑠ℎ
𝑚𝑖𝑐

2

𝑍𝑒𝐵𝑢

(27)

Eventually, particles traveling along the Larmor’s circle are
caught up by the shock traveling at 𝛽𝑠ℎ in the upstream frame.
A shock-crossing time scale can thus be derived as a lower
limit for the growth rate of instabilities in the precursor. While
it depends on the phase velocity of a given wave, an estimate
for perpendicular-propagating modes is

𝜏−1
𝑐 |𝑢
𝜔𝑝𝑒

≃ 2 × 10−7𝛽𝑠ℎΓ𝑠ℎ𝑍

(
𝑅𝑏

1836

) ( 𝑛𝑒

cm−3

)−1/2
(
𝐵𝑢

𝜇𝐺

)
. (28)

It appears as a prohibitive red line, limiting the growth of
the shock-perpendicular modes (e.g filamentation modes or
buneman oblique in the cold limit) on Figure 4.

4.1. Limited Fluid growth in the precursor
4.1.1. Beam energy 𝛾𝑏 (Γ𝑠ℎ)

In the two previous sections were obtained the growth
rates for electrostatic and electromagnetic instabilities, re-
spectively. In the cold approximation, primary modes were
shown to depend explicitely on the beam Lorentz factor as
ΨB1 ∥ ∝ 𝛾−1

𝑏
and ΨB1⊥ ∝ 𝛾

−1/3
𝑏

for the two limit electrostatic
buneman modes, and ΨF1 ∝ 𝛽𝑏𝛾

−1/2
𝑏

for the perpendicular
filamentation mode. Weaker dependence of the perpendicular
modes is a direct consequence of boosted dielectric response
in perpendicular directions. The mean beam velocity is de-
rived as a function of the shock’s Lorentz factor Γ𝑠ℎ from the
model’s exact expression (C24):

𝛾𝑏 (Γ𝑠ℎ) ≃


3Γ2
𝑠ℎ, Γ𝑠ℎ ≫ 1

1 + 3
2
𝛽𝑠ℎ, 𝛽𝑠ℎ ≪ 1

(29)

4.1.2. Density-ratio transformation 𝛼𝑏 (Γ𝑠ℎ)

As primary instabilities arise from the interaction between
electrons and beam ions, growth rates are a direct function of
𝛼𝑏, which also depends on Γ𝑠ℎ. Indeed, upstream ions being
isotropized by elastic collisions in the shock-transition layer,
the reflection rate 𝛼𝑖 |𝑠ℎ must be defined a constant model
parameter in the shock-frame. It is then transformed to the
upstream frame,

𝛼𝑖 |𝑢 = Γ2
𝑠ℎ𝛼𝑖 |𝑠ℎ, (30)

and the beam-to-electron density ratio 𝛼𝑏 ≡ 𝛼𝑒 |𝑢 is obtained
using total charge neutrality (Z=1) 𝑛𝑒 = 𝑛𝑏 + 𝑛𝑖:

𝛼𝑏 =
𝛼𝑖 |𝑢

1 + 𝛼𝑖 |𝑢
. (31)

This framework avoids superluminal electron response as
𝛼𝑏 ≤ 1, converging to unity in the ultrarelativistic range



8

Figure 4. Growth rate for the Buneman (dashed lines) and filamen-
tation (solid lines) modes in the fluid limit, over the transrelativistic
range. The subindex of a curve’s label indicates the primary of
secondary nature of the instability as well as the wave-vector angle
in degrees. Chosen parameters are 𝛼𝑖 |𝑠ℎ = 0.1, 𝑅0 = 1836 and no
velocity dispersion in the beam nor temperature of electrons are con-
sidered in this limit. The exact analytical expressions (4) and (20)
are used, and adapted for the secondary instabilities. The red region
defines the region where the growth of perpendicular-propagating
modes is limited by the precursor-crossing time (28) with typical
ISM parameters.

regardless of the value of 𝛼𝑖 |𝑢. This new result is reflected on
the scaling of the primary Buneman mode ΨB1 ∝ 𝛼

1/3
𝑏

, and
on the transition of dominant electromagnetic mode from the
primary F1 to the secondary F2 seen on Figure 4.

4.1.3. Analysis of the growth rates Ψ(Γ𝑠ℎ)

In the fluid limit, where the beam and plasma are treated as
cold interpenetrating beams, the growth rate of electromag-
netic instabilities depends on Γ𝑠ℎ via the beam energy 𝛾𝑏, and
beam-to-electron mass and density ratios, 𝛼𝑏 and 𝑅𝑏 respec-
tively. In the ultra-relativistic limit, the asymptotic scalings
are given only by 𝛾−1/2

{𝑏,𝑒} for 𝐹{1,2} modes, 𝛾−1
{𝑏,𝑒}— 𝛾

−1/3
{𝑏,𝑒} , for

the oblique continuum of 𝐵{1,2} modes. The beam’s lorentz
factor was given above as 𝛾𝑏 ∼ Γ2

𝑠ℎ
and 𝛾𝑒 ≃ 𝛼𝑖 |𝑠ℎ𝛾1/2

𝑏
∼ Γ𝑠ℎ

for drifting electrons by current neutrality in the𝛼𝑏 → 1 limit.

Consistently with what is seen on Figure 4, electron heating
is expected to occur in electrostatic Buneman waves. Within
the fluid approximation employed here however, growth rate
for B1 remains always larger than for F1 throughout the whole
transrelativistic range and no transition from dominant pri-
mary instability to another is observed in the initial (i.e cold)
parameter space. This new result is not trivial for one would
expect a transition if inferring only based on beam Lorentz
factor 𝛾𝑏 dependence. The curves of B1 and F1 not crossing
is a consequence of the self-consistent 𝛼𝑏 transformations in-

troduced here. We therefore argue that the transition would
happen instead dynamically, piloted by the influence of self-
generated kinetic effects on the growth of electromagnetic
instabilities.

4.2. Kinetic quenching in a cold precursor

Kinetic effects can indeed modify the picture presented on
Figure 4 in quite subtle aspects. Not only is a relativistic
dispersion relation with finite temperatures hardly tractable
for analytical treatment, it would not make sense to solve it
numerically as quantitative results are limited by the linear
approximation. Instead, key insights are readily available
by substituting 𝜌𝑏 (Γ𝑠ℎ) in the constraints derived in subsec-
tion 3.2.

Perpendicular velocity dispersion in the beam, as determined
from the reflection model,

𝜌𝑏⊥ ≡
Δ𝑢⊥
𝑢𝑏
≃


2
3

1
Γ𝑠ℎ

, Γ𝑠ℎ ≫ 1
√

2, 𝛽𝑠ℎ ≪ 1
(32)

has been shown to quench the FI according to the stabilization
condition (23), which can now be reduced to the simple,
Lorentz-invariant form√︂

𝛼𝑏

𝑅𝑏

≤ 2
3
(Γ𝑠ℎ ≫ 1). (33)

It has to be noted that 𝛼𝑏 is kept unconstrained here because
the Γ𝑠ℎ scaling of 𝜌𝑏⊥ cancels with 𝛾𝑏 much faster than 𝛼𝑏
would tend to unity for typical values of 𝛼𝑖 |𝑠ℎ.

Now going further in the relativistic regime, Γ𝑠ℎ ≫ 𝛼
−1/2
𝑖 |𝑠ℎ

(i.e 𝛼𝑏 ≃ 1), one can reduce the (33) in the upstream frame
to essentially 𝛼2

𝑠ℎ
Γ2
𝑠ℎ
≤ 𝑅0. Considering a hydrogen plasma

𝑅0 = 1836, any 𝛼𝑠ℎ ≤ 1 gives a lower bound Γ−
𝑠ℎ
≃ 100

(consistently with what can be found in the literature, with
varying approaches (Lyubarsky & Eichler 2006; Rabinak
et al. 2011; Lemoine & Pelletier 2011) which is greater
than the upper bound Γ+

𝑠ℎ
≃ 15 set by shock-crossing time.

Therefore, a cold precursor with baryonic load equal to or
equivalent to a hydrogen plasma can not admit large-scale
magnetostatic turbulence3. For a pair-plasma 𝑅0 = 1 how-
ever, F1 modes are allowed for Γ𝑠ℎ

∼∈ [𝛼−1
𝑠ℎ
, 50], which is a

non-null interval for realistic reflection ratios 𝛼𝑠ℎ ≥ 2×10−2 .

Although the stabilization condition considered together
with the shock-cross time isn’t completely prohibitive for a
pair-plasma, clearly a larger range of Γ𝑠ℎ are observed to

3 Secondary, smaller-scale F2 modes may still appear up to Γ𝑠ℎ ∼ 1000
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be capable of generating large-scale magnetostatic turbu-
lence for various mass ratios in PIC simulations (Sironi &
Spitkovsky 2011; Vanthieghem et al. 2022). This prompts
further consideration of electron temperature effects of elec-
tron temperature on the growth rate of F1 modes.

4.3. Discussion on the role of electron preheating

So called anomalous electron heating may indeed play a
role, not only to account for the observed energy of gamma-
ray emission, but also as a necessary condition to trigger the
growth of a persistent magnetic structures in the precursor
of transrelativistic shocks. It should naturally lead the reader
to contemplate the potential role of electrostatic instabili-
ties in pre-heating the precursor to temperature conditions
favourable for the growth of large scale magnetostatic turbu-
lence.

In support of this conjecture, it is suprising how many
insights fetched along this analysis point synergistically to-
wards a key role of electrostatic modes in facilitating the
later growth of electromagnetic modes. First, the Buneman
instability, in the absence of early non-linear saturation, may
heat up the plasma up to 𝛾𝑡ℎ,𝑒𝑚𝑒 ≃ 𝛾𝑏𝑚𝑏 so as to make any
plasma in the precursor effectively behave as a pair-plasma
𝑅𝑏 ≃ 1 and therefore an efficient generator of persistent
magnetostatic modes according to (33). Second, electron
temperature was shown to relax the kinetic quenching in
(24), thus facilitating the growth of large-scale filamentation
in the non-relativistic regime. Third, Figure 2 shows the
obliquity of dominant modes progressively converging to-
wards beam-parallel directions with increasing temperature.
This would dynamically induce a slightly stronger parallel
electron temperature, that was shown in Figure 3 to signif-
icantly enhance the growth of large-scale F1 modes at the
beam skin depth 𝑘⊥ = 𝜔𝑝𝑏/𝑐.

Note also that the growth of electrostatic and secondary elec-
tromagnetic instabilities remains unaffected by the constraints
set by the analysis. The role of small-scale, fast-growing sec-
ondary instabilities on the early dynamics of the plasma in
shaping the precursor of relativistic shocks must be further
investigated.

5. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS
Here, main results from this study are summarized.

• Primary Buneman instability: a generalized derivation
procedure has been applied to obtain the growth rate
of relativistic two-stream like instabilities in a cold (4)
and hot (9) plasma, for arbitrary angles of propagation
and mass ratios. Including electron temperature in
the dispersion relation, a relativistic version of the
Penrose stability criterion, 𝑢𝑒 + 𝑢𝑡ℎ,𝑒 ≥ 𝑢𝑏 (11), is

found. Oblique modes are also shown to dominate over
parallel modes due to electric field boost in directions
transverse to the beam-axis.

• Secondary ion-electron instabilities: including the
interaction of background ions in the dispersion rela-
tion, previously overlooked, unveils the existence of
secondary Bunemann and Filamentation instabilities
understood to arise from the interaction of drifting elec-
trons with static ions within the background plasma.
The secondary, small-scale, Buneman modes always
grows faster than the primary modes albeit stabilized
at low temperatures 𝑢𝑡ℎ,𝑒 ≥ 𝑢𝑒 (14). Similarly, the
secondary filamentation modes takes over primary B1
and F1 modes due to a comparatively smaller velocity
difference induced by electrons drifting in the back-
ground plasma.

• Filamentation instability: an updated analysis of the
filamentation instability with a three-population disper-
sion relation resolves inconsistencies in the analytical
treatment of kinetic effects in the high-beam density
limit (22). New solution for the continuous spectrum
of F1 and F2 modes is calculated (Figure 3), and a
targeted enhancement of the F1 maximum growth rate
is observed at large scales 𝑘⊥ ≃ 𝜔𝑝𝑏/𝑐 when electron
temperature is parallel-anisotropic.

• Dominant instability mediating relativistic shocks: a
hierarchy of beam-plasma instabilities is obtained over
the transrelativistic range by constraining equilibrium
distribution parameters with a relativistic model for ion
reflection at the shock (Figure 4). Electrostatic Bune-
man modes are shown to dominate in non-relativistic
shocks, while secondary filamentation and oblique
Buneman modes take over as soon as for mildly rela-
tivistic shocks. No direct transition from B1 to F1 as
the dominant large-scale mode is observed in the fluid
plasma approximation.

• Magnetostatic turbulence over the transrelativistic
range: kinetic quenching of F1 modes due to perpen-
dicular beam-spread (Lemoine & Pelletier 2011) is
obtained (24) and used for an updated calculation of
the minimal Lorentz factor Γ (−)

𝑠ℎ
≃ 𝛼−1

𝑖 |𝑠ℎ
√
𝑅0 admitting

the growth of F1 modes. Further stringent constraints
are obtained including limited precursor-crossing time,
with ultra-relativistic shocks Γ𝑠ℎ > Γ

(+)
𝑠ℎ
≃ 15—50

shown to prohibit large-scale magnetostatic turbulence
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growth in cold, baryon-loaded (𝑅0 ≥ 1836) precursors.

The results here itemized are to be considered within their
range of application. Before anything else, the framework
of linear theory prevents a quantitative investigation of the
role of electrostatic instabilities in electron pre-heating, and
conjecturing so (subsection 4.3), in piloting the transition
to secular electromagnetic filamentation growth. Therefore,
electron temperature is limited to the derivation of stability
criteria for electrostatic instabilities and qualitative analysis
of kinetic effects on the growth of electromagnetic modes.
To avoid non-analytical and resp. non-alegbraic dispersion
relations, the waterbag resp. low temperature approximation
𝜌𝑒 ≪ 1 have been used. They should in fact constitute a
single approximation within a linear theory’s range of ap-
plicability (see also the conclusion of Bret et al. (2005) for
quantitative discussion on the matter).

A waterbag function was also used to represent perpen-
dicular velocity dispersion in the beam, though it happens to
be an exact description of the truncated uniform distribution
obtained from isotropic reflection in the shock-frame. The
dispersion relation for filamentation modes was written in
the low-temperature limit as-well, but then again, the limit
for this approximation lies beyond the stabilization criterion
of all modes (23). Isotropic reflection in the shock frame is
also one assumption used for application to transrelativistic
shocks (section 4) that could easily be challenged and adapted
to upgrade the model presented in Appendix C. Consider-
ing a cold initial crossing, and overlooking the feedback of
self-generated turbulence on the shock reflection process are
other assumptions however tied to the consideration of linear
response.

6. CONCLUSION
This study presents a preliminary step in understanding

the stability of relativistic shock precursors. It offers a
useful reference point for future research aiming to extend
the transrelativistic model to various scenarios, including
different background magnetic fields, non-uniform density
distributions, deviations from charge or current neutrality,
and anisotropic reflections. While the detailed role of each
instability in the dynamics of the plasma remains out of reach
of an analytical treatment, an important finding emerges:

the initial conditions of relativistic shocks may not fully ac-
count for the observed electromagnetic turbulence in kinetic
simulations, crucial for the onset of a Fermi acceleration
process. Therefore, considering kinetic effects associated
with electron preheating in self-generated turbulence is a
minimal requirement to account for the further large-scale
development of the filamentation instability. Accordingly,
a scenario where the persistence of turbulent electric fields
parallel to the shock could sustain the growth of large-scale
electromagnetic modes was proposed. As far as numerical
simulations are concerned, this is only a matter of interpreting
the results.

The existence of rapidly growing, small-scale secondary
modes however raises concerns about the accuracy of current
findings. Secondary Buneman modes might contribute to
preheating but could evade detection by conventional numer-
ical schemes that filter out scales smaller than the plasma
skin-depth (Godfrey & Vay 2015). This practice, aimed at
studying the precursor’s long-term dynamics while mitigating
numerical instabilities at high wave numbers, may inadver-
tently lead to incomplete representations of plasma dynamics.
Consequently, it prompts inquiries into whether kinetic simu-
lations of relativistic shocks underestimate electron heating at
small scales, and thereby inaccurately reflecting the turbulent
content of the precursor.

To address this query, further numerical investigations fo-
cusing on the initial plasma dynamics at small scales are
needed, particularly within the relativistic framework. Ex-
isting high-resolution simulations (e.g Keshet et al. (2009);
Vanthieghem et al. (2022)), could already shed light on the
presence of secondary electrostatic modes. These modes,
akin to parallel modes but expected to persist longer, exhibit
a unique behavior—they are roughly carried along with the
flow in mildly relativistic shocks, setting them apart from pri-
mary Buneman waves that move with the beam. Additionally,
oblique variants of primary Buneman modes demonstrate a
similar growth rate enhancement, suggesting their potential
role in perpendicular heating near the shock-transition layer.

This work was partially supported by Fundação para a
Ciência e a Tecnologia (FCT-Portugal) through Contract No.
UI/BD/154835/2022.
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APPENDIX

A. TWO-STREAM-LIKE INSTABILITY
This appendix details the derivation for the spectrum of unstable modes susceptible to a two-stream-like instability between to

cold, drifting species with arbitrary mass and density ratios, 𝑅𝑏 and 𝛼𝑏. The original procedure due to Bludman et al. (1960) is
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extended to relativistic drift velocities, and reported in B04. Here, the calculation are updated to include waterbag kinetic effects
within an electrostatic framework. The following approach could be adapted to waves with finite 𝑘𝑥 , but will be constrained to
one-dimensional langmuir waves propagating along the beam axis to keep the analysis tractable.

A.1. Dispersion relation

Consider the 1D susceptibility for thermal electrons under the waterbag approximation (7). It can be expanded to first order in
y=𝜔 − 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑏, and included into the dispersion relation (3) to find

𝜔−2
𝑝𝑒 −

(
2𝑘2

𝑧𝑐
2𝑢𝑡ℎ

)−1
(

1 − 𝑦

𝑘𝑧𝑐𝛽+

𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽+
−

1 − 𝑦

𝑘𝑧𝑐𝛽−

𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽−

)
− 𝛼𝑏/𝑅𝑏

𝛾3
𝑏

1
𝑦2 . (A1)

Recall that the lower and upper thermal velocities 𝛽± are given by (8). The dispersion relation can be re-arranged into a polynomial
equation of the form:

𝑌3/(𝐾∥𝐶3)3 + 𝑌2
(
1 − (𝐾∥𝐶2)−2

)
− Ψ3

0 = 0, (A2)

with

𝐾∥ ≡
𝑘𝑧𝑐

𝜔𝑝𝑒

; (A3)

𝐶2
2 =
(𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽+)−1 − (𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽−)−1

2𝑢𝑡ℎ
; (A4)

𝐶3
3 =
(𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽+)−2 − (𝛽𝑏 − 𝛽−)−2

2𝑢𝑡ℎ
; (A5)

Ψ3
0 =

𝛼𝑏/𝑅𝑏

𝛾3
𝑏

. (A6)

The dispersion relation (A2) is a depressed cubic equation, which can be solved following the aformentioned references. First
assume a complex solution of the form

𝑌 = 𝑟 exp{𝑖𝜙}, (A7)

taking the real part of (A2) and injecting it into the imaginary part yields

21/3
(
𝐶2
𝐶3

)2 (
1 − (𝐾𝑧𝐶2)2

)
Ψ−2

0 = C(𝜙), (A8)

C(𝜙) ≡ sin 3𝜙
sin 2𝜙

(− cos 𝜙)1/3. (A9)

This equation gives the expression of the argument 𝜙 as a function of 𝜔, 𝑘𝑧 and model parameters.

We recover a result equivalent to that of Bret et al. (2004) for cold electrons in the non-relativistic limit:

−
(
�̃�2
𝑧𝛾

3
𝑒 − 1

)
2𝛾𝑒Ψ2

0
= C(𝜙), (A10)

introducing the adimensional parameter 𝑍𝑧 ≡ 𝑘𝑧𝑉𝑏/𝜔𝑝𝑒.

A.2. Solution and stabilization

The dispersion relation is eventually solved as

𝑌 =
𝐾𝑧𝐶3

21/3 Ψ2
0G(𝜙), G(𝜙) ≡ (− cos 𝜙)1/3 exp{𝑖𝜙(𝐾𝑧)}. (A11)

While the argument can now be expressed exactly as a function of 𝐾𝑧 by inverting (A9), it is enough to note that G(𝜙) admits a
periodic maximum in 𝜙𝑚 = −2𝜋/3 + 2𝜋𝑛, 𝑛 ∈ Z with 𝐺 (𝜙𝑚) =

√
3

24/3 .
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The temperature correction to the cold growth rate is thus completely encoded in the quantity 𝐶3 (𝑢𝑡ℎ) −−−−−→
𝑢𝑡ℎ→0

21/3. It is

immediately verified that C(𝜙𝑚) = 0, such that the solution to (A8) gives the maximum-growing wavenumber

𝐾𝑧,𝑚 = 1/𝐶2 (𝑢𝑡ℎ). (A12)

In the cold limit, a value close to the cerenkov resonance is confirmed

lim
𝑢𝑡ℎ→0

𝐾𝑧,𝑚𝑉𝑏 = 𝛾
−3/2
𝑒 (1 − 𝛼𝑏)−1 𝛼𝑏≪1≃ 1. (A13)

B. FILAMENTATION INSTABILITY
The dispersion relation of Bret et al. (2004) updated to a three-population model (only adding a −1/𝑅𝑖 contribution in 𝜀𝑧𝑧 and

𝜀𝑥𝑧 terms) is written with normalized quantities:

©«−
𝛼𝑏

𝛾𝑏𝑅𝑏

(
Ω2 − 𝜌2

𝑏⊥𝑍
2
⊥

) − 1
𝛾𝑝

(
Ω2 − 𝜌2

𝑒⊥𝑍
2
⊥
) − 1

𝑅𝑖Ω
2 + 1

ª®®¬
©«
−
𝑍2
⊥𝛼

2
𝑏
𝛾2
𝑝

(
1 +

𝜌2
𝑒∥
3 − 𝜌

2
𝑒⊥

)
+Ω2

𝛾3
𝑝

(
Ω2 − 𝜌2

𝑒⊥𝑍
2
⊥
) − 𝛼𝑏𝑍

2
⊥

𝛾𝑏𝑅𝑏

(
Ω2 − 𝜌2

𝑏⊥𝑍
2
⊥

) − 𝛼𝑏

𝛾3
𝑏
𝑅𝑏

− 𝑍
2
⊥
𝛽2 −

1
𝑅𝑖
+Ω2

ª®®®®¬
− 𝛼2

𝑏𝑍
2
⊥
©«

1

𝛾𝑏𝑅𝑏

(
Ω2 − 𝜌2

𝑏⊥𝑍
2
⊥

) + 1
𝛾𝑝

(
Ω2 − 𝜌2

𝑒⊥𝑍
2
⊥
) ª®®¬

2

= 0

(B14)

Frequency and perpendicular wave-numbers are normalized as Ω ≡ 𝜔
𝜔𝑝𝑏

and 𝑍⊥ ≡ 𝑘𝑥𝑉𝑏/𝜔𝑝𝑏, while a temperature parameter

𝜌𝑠𝜇 ≡
Δ𝜇𝑢𝑠

𝑢𝑠
is introduced for the beam and electron species. For non-relativistic responses 𝜌𝑠𝜇 ≪ 1, the ∥ component would only

appear in the form of (1 + 𝜌2
𝑠∥/3 − 𝜌

2
𝑠⊥). The reflection model in Appendix C prescribes beam-parallel temperatures well within

𝜌2
𝑏∥/3 ≪ 1, such that it can be completely neglected in the dispersion relation. It also means for the electron response in (B14)

to be considered quantitatively only for non-relativistic temperature 𝜌𝑒𝜇 ≪ 1. This range of validity is methodically respected in
the analysis of subsection 3.2.

C. RELATIVISTIC KINEMATICS OF THE SHOCK
C.1. Relativistic beaming of returning ions

The model presented here is not concerned with an estimate of the fraction of ions reflected at the shock, which is encoded
in the parameter 𝛼𝑏, but rather to constrain beam distribution parameters 𝛾𝑏 and 𝜌𝑏 as a function of the shock’s Lorentz factor
Γ𝑠ℎ. As these initial parameters characterize the beam’s distribution at equilibrium, minimal assumptions are chosen within a
linear’s theory range of applicability. That is, the feedback of instabilities driven by the beam on itself is neglected in the model
and the reflection process is in its very first instants. The first implies that the distribution obtained for the beam is indeed a
constant equilibrium distribution. The latter allows to consider the reflection process starting with low entropy ions, i.e starting
with 𝜇→𝑠ℎ = 1 in (26):

𝛾𝑏 (𝜇𝑠ℎ) = Γ2
𝑠ℎ (1 + 𝛽𝑠ℎ) (1 + 𝛽𝑠ℎ𝜇𝑠ℎ) (C15)

𝜇𝑠ℎ = are isotropized in the shock-transition layer. In turn, this implies a uniform distribution of returning angles 𝜇𝑢←𝑠ℎ | ∈ [0, 1].
Performing a Lorentz transformation to the upstream frame, the half-sphere of returning ions is further truncated according to
relativistic aberration (Rybicki & Lightman 1985),

𝑢⊥ = A(𝜇𝑢←|𝑠ℎ)𝑢 ∥ , (C16)

where

A(𝜇𝑢←|𝑠ℎ) ≡
1
Γ𝑠ℎ

√︃
1 − 𝜇2

𝑢←|𝑠ℎ

𝜇𝑢←|𝑠ℎ + 𝛽𝑠ℎ
|𝛽𝑏 |𝑠ℎ |

is the tangent of the returning angle in the upstream frame. The quantity |𝛽𝑏 |𝑠ℎ | is the norm of the beam velocity in the shock
frame, simply given by

𝛽𝑏 |𝑠ℎ (Γ𝑠ℎ) =
√︄

1 − 1
(1 + 𝛽𝑠ℎ)2 Γ2

𝑠ℎ

. (C17)
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Naturally, the perpendicular component is unchanged along the beam axis, A(𝜇𝑢←|𝑠ℎ = 1) = 0. The ions travelling along the
shock surface in its comoving frame are beamed within a cone of opening

A(𝜇𝑢←|𝑠ℎ = 0) = 𝛽𝑠ℎ

|𝛽𝑏 |𝑠ℎ |
1
Γ𝑠ℎ

. (C18)

The factor 𝛽𝑠ℎ/|𝛽𝑏 |𝑠ℎ | generalizes the ultra-relativistic scaling 𝑢⊥ ≃ 𝑢 ∥/Γ𝑠ℎ to transrelativistic shocks.
The parallel-component of the four-velocity also admits dispersion via the norm’s and aberration dependence on 𝜇𝑠ℎ:

𝑢 ∥ (𝜇𝑠ℎ) =
(
𝛾𝑏 (𝜇𝑠ℎ)2 − 1
1 + A(𝜇𝑠ℎ)2

)1/2
. (C19)

As the reflection process is a truncated uniform distribution, the distribution of velocities of particiles in the beam will also be
distributed according to a waterbag distribution. As expected from the beaming effect, energy is focused along the shock normal
axis such that in the ultra-relativistic limit Γ𝑠ℎ → ∞, ⟨𝑢⊥⟩ → 0 and ⟨𝑢 ∥⟩ → ⟨𝑢𝑏⟩. A new, non trivial result is obtained for the
beam-parallel dispersion,

𝜌𝑏∥ ≡
Δ𝑢 ∥
𝑢 ∥
≃


1
3
, Γ𝑠ℎ ≫ 1

1, 𝛽𝑠ℎ ≪ 1
(C20)

smoothly decreasing from unity to ∼ 1/3 in ultra-relativistic limit. This result is key to reduce the model to verifying consistently
𝜌𝑏 ≪ 3, such that parallel dispersion can be completely neglected in the dispersion of the filamentation instability. The quantities
that are used for the kinetic model of the beam are therefore the mean parallell velocity

𝑢𝑏 ≡ 𝑢 ∥ ≃
{

3Γ2
𝑠ℎ, Γ𝑠ℎ ≫ 1√︁
𝛽𝑠ℎ, 𝛽𝑠ℎ ≪ 1

(C21)

and the perpendicular dispersion

𝜌𝑏⊥ ≡
Δ𝑢⊥
𝑢𝑏
≃


2
3

1
Γ𝑠ℎ

, Γ𝑠ℎ ≫ 1
√

2, 𝛽𝑠ℎ ≪ 1
(C22)

Exact transrelativistic expressions are used for plots, calculated from:

Δ𝑢⊥ ≃

𝛽𝑠ℎ

√√√√√√√√√√√√√√√√√
(𝛽𝑠ℎ + 1)2 Γ4

𝑠ℎ
− 1

1 − 1
Γ2
𝑠ℎ

1 − 1
(𝛽𝑠ℎ + 1)2 Γ2

𝑠ℎ

+ 1

√︄
1 − 1
(𝛽𝑠ℎ + 1)2 Γ2

𝑠ℎ

(C23)

and

𝑢𝑏 (Γ𝑠ℎ)
Δ𝑢 ∥ (Γ𝑠ℎ)

=
1
2

©«

√︃
(𝛽𝑠ℎ + 1)4 Γ4

𝑠ℎ
− 1 ±

√√√√√√√√√√√√√√√√√
(𝛽𝑠ℎ + 1)2 Γ4

𝑠ℎ
− 1

1 − 1
Γ2
𝑠ℎ

1 − 1
(𝛽𝑠ℎ + 1)2 Γ2

𝑠ℎ

+ 1

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®®®¬
(C24)
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