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ABSTRACT

Solar energetic events are caused by the release of magnetic energy accumulated in the solar atmo-

sphere. To understand their initiating physical mechanisms, the dynamics of the coronal magnetic

fields must be studied. Unfortunately, the dominant mechanisms are still unclear due to lack of di-

rect measurements. Numerical simulations based on magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) can reproduce

the dynamical evolution of solar coronal magnetic field providing a useful tool to explore flare initia-

tion. Data-driven MHD simulations, in which the time-series observational data of the photospheric

magnetic field is used as the simulation boundary condition, can explore different mechanisms. To

investigate the accumulation of free magnetic energy through to a solar eruption, we simulated the

first of several large flares in NOAA Active Region 11283. We used a data-driven model (Kaneko et al.

2021) that was governed by zero-beta MHD, focusing on the free magnetic energy accumulation prior

to the M5.3 flare (September 6, 01:59 UT, 2011). We reproduced the flare-associated eruption follow-

ing the formation of twisted magnetic fields, or a magnetic flux rope (MFR), formed by photospheric

motions at its footpoints. We found that the eruption was first triggered by the growth of the torus

instability. The erupting MFR caused magnetic reconnections with neighboring magnetic field lines

located along the direction of the eruption. Using the simulation results and an axial-radial decay

index centered on the MFR, we find a natural explanation for the inclination of the eruption and a

possible approach to predict the direction of solar eruptive events.

Keywords: Sun: flares — Sun: corona — Sun: photosphere – Sun: Magnetohydrodyanamic Simulations

1. INTRODUCTION

A solar flare is one of the energetic events on the Sun, exhibiting a sudden and rapid brightness increase across the

electromagnetic spectrum. Based on magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) theories, the flare phenomenon is understood as

the release of the magnetic energy stored in the solar atmosphere, and can accompany solar plasma eruptions (Shibata

& Magara 2011). Numerous studies have been conducted to predict solar flares; for example, by finding a physics-based

critical condition of the MHD instability (Kusano et al. 2020) or by using empirical methods (e.g., Leka et al. 2018).

In order to improve flare predictions and gain a deeper understanding of the mechanisms of flare production, it is

crucial to study the structure and dynamics of the coronal magnetic field in detail. However, the direct measurement

of the coronal magnetic field remains challenging at present.

Several numerical methods have been developed to overcome this challenge. Nonlinear force-free field (NLFFF)

modeling (see review by Inoue 2016) infers a coronal magnetic field assuming the “force-free” condition of J ×B = 0,

where J and B denote the electric current density and magnetic field vectors, respectively. Under this assumption, a

three-dimensional coronal magnetic field is extrapolated from the photospheric vector magnetic field inferred by the

observation. The mathematical requirement of J ×B = 0 suggests that the electric current flows along the magnetic

field lines. In the solar corona, the electric current is generally considered to be a storage option for the free magnetic
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energy needed for solar eruptions. Thus, this approximation allows us to investigate the free magnetic energy and

the magnetic helicity as a characteristic of the pre-eruptive phase. However, the force-free state may not be a proper

assumption for ongoing solar eruptions since the photosphere drives active evolution of the coronal magnetic field,

suggesting a non-force-free state in reality (Kleint et al. 2018).

A data-driven modeling approach (see review by Jiang et al. 2022) uses time-series observational data as a temporally-

varying boundary condition, allowing for a more realistic evolution of the coronal magnetic field in response to changes

in the photosphere. Several previous studies (e.g. Cheung & DeRosa 2012; Fisher et al. 2015; Jiang et al. 2016a;

Jiang et al. 2016b; Hayashi et al. 2018; Guo et al. 2019; Hoeksema et al. 2020; Kaneko et al. 2021; Lumme et al. 2022;

Afanasev et al. 2023) have employed different data-driven methods and data sets from various eruptive events. These

studies have reproduced the dynamics of the three-dimensional coronal magnetic field. For example, Guo et al. (2019)

reproduced an eruption of sheared magnetic field lines, and their result agreed with the observation of their target

event. Hayashi et al. (2018) succeeded in reproducing the coronal magnetic structure, however, their modeling could

not reproduce the sudden release of magnetic energy (or the eruption), showing a disagreement with the observation.

If results from data-driven simulations show a reasonable agreement with the observations, this modeling could offer a

valuable approach to better understand the physical processes driving solar eruptions, including the dynamic evolution

of magnetic structures during the eruption phases. Recently, Toriumi et al. (2020) conducted a comparative study of

the results from different data-driven models employing different algorithms but sharing the same bottom boundary.

They found significant differences in the outcomes, and this fact suggests both the challenges of data-driven modeling

and the complexity of the solar physics. Therefore, continuing to improve the data-driven models is a meaningful work

for understanding the physics of solar eruptions.

In the pre-flaring stages, changes of sunspot structures have been observed and numerically studied. For example,

a rotating motion of photospheric magnetic field is a possible cause to produce flares (e.g. Hiremath 2006; Török

et al. 2013; Liu et al. 2016; Jing et al. 2021). A magnetic flux cancellation is also another possible characteristics of

the pre-flare stage (e.g. Linker et al. 2003; Wang & Liu 2012). In addition, an emergence of magnetic flux into the

photosphere has been also proposed as a possible pre-flare event (e.g. Canfield et al. 1975; Feynman & Martin 1995;

Shibata & Magara 2011; Muhamad et al. 2021). All of the proposed process listed above can introduce new magnetic

energy and complexity into a previously-existing magnetic field, potentially leading to the build-up of free magnetic

energy and the development of unstable magnetic configurations. This accumulation of free magnetic energy, along

with an increased non-potentiality of the magnetic field, can act as a driving force for flare production. For example,

NOAA active region (AR) 11283 produced multiple large flares following the emergence of new magnetic flux. This

region is of particular interest because the flux emergence transformed the photospheric magnetic field from a simple

configuration to a more complex state before several significant flares occurred. Additionally, following the cessation of

flux emergence, the flares occurred approximately 30 hours later. This delay indicates that a different process plays a

role in energy accumulation. Figure 1 presents the normal component of photospheric vector magnetic fields obtained

by the Helioseismic and Magnetic Imager (HMI; Schou et al. 2012) on board the Solar Dynamics Observatory (SDO;

Pesnell et al. 2012) before and after the first major flare (M5.3 flare). Figure 2 shows the evolution of the photospheric

magnetic field and the observational images in the different wavelength pass-bands obtained by the Atmospheric

Imaging Assembly (AIA; Lemen et al. 2012) on board the SDO, displaying the same field of view (FOV). Figure

3 shows the peak intensity of the M5.3 flare in the AR, observed by the Geostationary Operational Environmental

Satellites (GOES) and the temporal evolution of magnetic flux in the FOV of Figure 1 (b). As depicted in Figure 3,

the initial significant flare occurred at 01:48 UT on September 6, approximately 30 hours after the termination of the

flux emergence. We will provide a detailed description of the observational features in Section 2.

Previous studies (Jiang et al. 2013; Jiang et al. 2016a; Prasad et al. 2020) have conducted numerical simulations of

this AR, focusing on the large flares including the M5.3 and X2.1 flares on September 6, 2011. In particular, Jiang et al.

(2016a) performed a data-driven simulation of the M5.3 flare, which was followed by a filament ejection approximately

1 hour later. They solved a full set of time-dependent MHD equations and used a NLFFF model extrapolated from

the photospheric magnetic field data 50 hours before the flare as the initial condition. Their simulation reproduced not

only a bundle of twisted magnetic field, referred to as a magnetic flux rope (MFR), over the “polarity inversion line”

(PIL) between the positive and negative magnetic poles (see Figure 2, a) but also the following flare-related eruption.

An MFR has been suggested as being an important structure associated with solar eruptions (Forbes et al. 2006;

Mackay & van Ballegooijen 2006; Archontis & Török 2008; Toriumi & Wang 2019). In Jiang et al. (2016a)’s modeling,

however, the flare reconnection occurred between overlying fields situated above the MFR and other field lines located
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on the north-west side of the MFR, with the reconnection site located in the western part of the AR. In other words,

they proposed that the M5.3 flare-related eruption was not triggered solely by the loss of stability in the magnetic field

of the MFR but triggered by some reconnections which happened between the MFR’s field lines and other neighbor

field lines. However, what mechanism was most important and the causality may still remain a question because the

first flare-manifest brightening in the chromosphere, exhibiting a typical structure of flare ribbons, appeared along

the PIL at September 6, 01:48 UT, 2011, close to the flare peak time (see Figure 2, b). In other words, the observed

location of the flare ribbons do not agree with the footpoints of the reconnected field lines in their simulation, which is

where chromospheric brightening would be expected. As such, deduced from the location of the flare ribbons, it is still

possible that the twisted field lines above the PIL, inferred from the photospheric magnetic field, should play a role

in the flare initiation. For example, Afanasev et al. (2023) performed a data-driven simulation of the flare event and

has found that the evolution of their simulated magnetic field showed an agreement with the evolution of the observed

flare ribbons. Therefore, revisiting this event by investigating alternative mechanisms of flare-related eruptions is a

valuable contribution to understanding the causal relationship between flare reconnection and eruptions.

There are two primary objectives in this study. The first objective is to investigate the accumulation of free magnetic

energy prior to, and the initiation mechanism of, the M5.3 flare in AR 11283. To this end, we conducted a long-term

data-driven MHD simulation using time-series of observational magnetic field data. The simulation period covered 36

hours leading up to and including the M5.3 flare. In the simulation, we have reproduced the formation of sheared

magnetic field structures above the PIL and an eruptive event corresponding to the M5.3 flare. The second objective

is to further develop a new method to explain and predict the direction of eruptions through the data-driven modeling.

Further, we introduce a new methodology for calculating the decay index (Bateman 1978) that considers all possible

directions of the eruption, allowing a prediction of the direction of eruption.

In Section 2, we present the observational properties of the target AR and the evolution of its photospheric magnetic

structure from 30 hours before the M5.3 flare until its onset. Section 3 describes the simulation method, followed by

the presentation of numerical results in Section 4. In Section 5, we analyse our results using the new decay index

calculation and discuss our modeling in comparison to the previous study. In Section 6, a summary of this study is

provided.

2. EVENT

NOAA AR 11283, our simulation target, exhibited several large flares between September 6, 2011 and September

7, 2011. The first significant flare produced a GOES Soft X-ray peak intensity of 5.3× 10−5 Wm−2 on September 6,

01:59 UT, 2011 (see Figure 3). Figure 2 (b) shows an image from SDO/AIA in the 1600 Å filter showing emission

from the chromospheric or low coronal region. Notably, bright flare ribbons were produced along the PIL starting at

approximately September 6, 01:48 UT, 2011, a time close to the peak of the M5.3 flare. We defined the flare ribbons

as areas having a brightness greater than 1.4Q(t) where Q(t) is the median value of all pixels in the 1600 Å pass-band

within the FOV of the yellow-boxed region indicated in Figure 1 (a) at an observational time t. The similar method

for defining flare ribbons has also been employed in Kazachenko et al. (2017). The SDO/AIA 171 Å and 304 Å images,

shown in Figure 2 (c) and Figure 2 (d), respectively, sampling the upper corona, and show a corresponding brightness

increase within the same FOV.

Considering the location of the flare ribbons (Figure 2, b), we infer that four magnetic regions (each assumed to be

comprised of unresolved groups of magnetic concentrations), denoted P1, N1, N2 and N3 (Figure 1, a), were involved

with the flare, and prior to the flare, P1 moved eastward. Surrounding P1, there were three negative concentrations

(N1, N2 and N3) situated on the east, south, and southwest sided of P1, respectively. Notably, the convergence of P1

towards N1, driven by photospheric motions, resulted in a change in the shape of the PIL formed between P1 and

N1, injecting the magnetic helicity in the local region. Inferred from Movie 1, the M5.3 flare was produced subsequent

to this convergence, suggesting that the production of the M5.3 flare is associated with this converging motion which

may have yielded sheared field lines located above the PIL.

According to the Mount Wilson classification scheme (Hale et al. 1919), this active region was initially classified

as a β-type region but changed to a βγδ-type region following the flux emergence near P1. It is well-known that

δ-type regions have more complex magnetic field configurations and tend to produce larger flares compared to regions

with simpler magnetic distributions (Zirin & Liggett 1987; Sammis et al. 2000). The flux emergence could form

twisted field lines above the PIL (Leka et al. 1996; Okamoto et al. 2008), which can increase the active region’s non-

potentiality. Moreover, the observation showed the eastward advection of P1 prior to the major flare occurrences.
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These observational features suggest that the evolution of magnetic field near P1 could be related to the production

of following large flares. Through our data-driven modeling and the analysis of simulation results, we investigate the

cause of the change in the magnetic field in this portion and its relationship with the following flare initiation.

Figure 1. Photospheric vector magnetic field of the M5.3 flaring region in NOAA AR 11283 on September 6, 01:48 UT,
2011 observed by SDO/HMI (from the hmi.sharp cea 720s data series). The gray scale represents the vertical component of
photospheric magnetic field and the green arrows indicate the horizontal magnetic field; the minimum and maximum magnitudes
of the horizontal fields shown by the arrows are 300 G and 1500 G, respectively. Panel (a) shows the full HARP area. The yellow-
boxed region in panel (a) displays the simulation domain. Panel (b) shows the red-boxed region in panel (a). P1 corresponds
to the location of a group of positive magnetic field concentrations in the center of image. N1, N2 and N3 correspond to the
location of three negative concentrations around P1, with N1 to the south, N2 located to the north, and N3 located to the
south-west of P1.

3. MODEL

The numerical model is based on the E × B driven method (Kaneko et al. 2021). In this model, an electric field

(E) is determined by solving the Faraday’s law inversely (Fisher et al. 2010) using time-series photospheric magnetic

field maps (full magnetic field vector) as the bottom boundary. An inverted velocity field (vI) is then computed using

the equation vI = (E ×B)/B2 in the bottom boundary of the simulation domain. In this study, we solved the MHD

equations based on the zero-β model under the assumption of the time-invariant plasma density as follows:

∂(ρv)

∂t
+∇ ·

(
ρvv +

B2

8π
I − BB

4π

)
= 0, (1)

∂B

∂t
= ∇× (v ×B − ηJ), (2)

J =
1

4π
∇×B, (3)

where ρ, t, v, B, η, J and I represent mass density, time, a velocity field, a magnetic field, a resistivity, a current

density, and an unit vector, respectively. We also applied an anomalous resistivity as follows:

η = 0 for J < Jth,

η = η0(J/Jth − 1)2 for J ≥ Jth,
(4)

where Jth = 10−8 G/cm and η0 = 1012 cm2/s, and we set the maximum value of the resistivity as 1012 cm2/s. In

addition, we applied the divergence cleaning method (Dedner et al. 2002) to suppress the artifact due to the deviation

from the solenoidal condition ∇ ·B = 0.



Data-Driven Simulation of NOAA AR 11283 5

Figure 2. NOAA AR 11283 and its observed temporal evolution. Panel (a) shows the SDO/HMI vector magnetograms,
following Figure 1. The background image shows the vertical magnetic field. Panels (b), (c) and (d) show SDO/AIA 1600 Å,
171 Å and 304 Å images, respectively. The SDO/AIA images are displayed in a logarithmic scale and have the same FOV of
panel (a), and have been coaligned to the magnetograms in CEA projection (neglecting their 3-D projection for this near-disk-
center region). In panel (b), the bright flare ribbons, indicated by the red contours, were observed along the PIL on September
6, 01:48 UT, 2011, close to the flare peak time. Movie 1 displays the temporal evolution of all the panels in the entire period
from September 4, 19:48 UT, 2011 to September 6, 06:48 UT, 2011.

The simulation domain was constructed in a three-dimensional Cartesian coordinate system in which the xy-plane

is a horizontal plane parallel to the photosphere, and the z-direction corresponds to the height from the photosphere.

The computational box extends 0 < x < 205.2 Mm, 0 < y < 176.4 Mm, −1.44 Mm < z < 64.8 Mm, uniformly resolved

by Nx × Ny × Nz = 570 × 490 × 190 grid points, thus uniform grid spacing size of 0.36 Mm in all directions. We

adopted a periodic boundary condition to the x and y-directions and a free boundary condition for the top boundary.

We mimicked a stratified density profile as ρ = ρ0 exp[−z/H], where ρ0 = 1.67 × 10−15 g/cm3 and the scale height

H = 30 Mm.

This modeling used the HMI Active Region Patches (HARP; Bobra et al. 2014) magnetic field cutouts1 (see Figure

1) as the input data. However, shown in the yellow-boxed region in Figure 1 (a), our simulation box was smaller than

the HARP because we focused on the magnetic fields associated with the twisted field lines above the PIL so that the

1 series hmi.sharp cea 720s, see http://jsoc.stanford.edu/ajax/exportdata.html
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Figure 3. X-ray light curves observed by the GOES XRS instrument in the 1–8Å band, from September 4, 00:48 UT, 2011 to
September 6, 06:48 UT, 2011 with the temporal evolution of magnetic flux on the photosphere. The data is plotted at 1 hour
intervals. The horizontal axis is the observational time. Our simulation starts at September 4, 19:48 UT, 2011. The left-hand
(right-hand) vertical axes indicate the magnetic flux (the GOES flux intensity), respectively. The solid (dashed) black lines
are the temporal evolution of unsigned magnetic flux (positive magnetic flux) in the FOV of Figure 1 (b). The solid blue line
is the temporal evolution of negative magnetic flux in the same FOV. The solid red line is the GOES X-ray light curve. The
vertical lines sequentially correspond to the observational times of the photospheric magnetic field images shown in Figure 2
(a). Among the vertical lines, the blue one corresponds to the time of initial condition of simulation. The M5.3 flare which
occurred in AR11283 had a peak of flux intensity at around September 6, 01:59 UT, 2011. No larger flares than the class-C
were observed in the simulation period.

western part where Jiang et al. (2016a) discussed as the region of reconnection related to the subsequent eruption was

excluded in this paper. To minimize the data noise and numerical errors, we applied a low-pass filter with a cut-off

length of λ > 4.41 Mm corresponding to Fourier mode 40 in the y-direction. We also applied another filter on the

inverted electric field as follows:

Ef = EIf(B),

f(B) = 0.5

[
1 + tanh

(
B −Bth

w

)]
,

(5)

where Ef , EI and f(B) represent the filtered electric field, the inverted electric field, and the filter function depending

on the field strength |B|, respectively. We set Bth = 200 G and w = 200 G. Thus, we decreased the strength of the

electric field where |B| < 200 G, minimizing the influence of data noise and consequently reducing unrealistic velocity

field reproductions. Additionally, we reduced the magnetic field strength of the low-pass filtered data by a factor of

50 to make the computation faster. This method was similarly employed in Jiang et al. (2016a). The original time
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cadence of HMI pipeline data is 720 seconds, but we only sampled the time-series data at a lower cadence of 1 hour.

The simulation period was from September 4, 19:48 UT, 2011 to September 6, 06:48 UT, 2011 covering both the

pre-flaring stage and the M5.3 flare itself. Moreover, for the numerical efficiency, we set the time interval between

two magnetic maps to be 360 seconds in the simulation time unit, or 10 times shorter than the reality. Therefore,

the photospheric magnetic field in the simulation evolves 10 times faster than in reality, however, the photospheric

velocity in the simulation is still much slower than the Alfvén speed in the corona, and the changes in the photosphere

immediately propagate to the coronal region as they do in reality.

In Lumme et al. (2019) it was suggested that using a different time cadence of observed magnetic field data to

calculate a velocity field can cause a variation of energy injection rate, and using pre-processed data as the lower

bottom boundary may also affect the energy injection. To address this concern, we compared the temporal evolution

of injected energy for two datasets, the HARP data and the pre-processed (the low-pass filtered) data which have the

different time cadences, 12 minutes and 1 hour, respectively. The photospheric energy injection is given by as follows:

Einjection =

∫ t

0

∫
S · ẑdAdt′ =

∫ t

0

∫
c

4π
(E ×B) · ẑdAdt′ (6)

where c, S and ẑ denote the speed of light, the Poynting vector on the photosphere and the unit vector along the z-

direction, respectively. The normal component of Poynting vector can be given by Sn = (c/4π)(−(vh ·Bh)Bn+B2
hvn)

where the subscripts n and h denote the normal component and the horizontal components with respect to the

photosphere, respectively. The velocity field used here was obtained by our data-driven algorithm for computing the

velocity field (vI). The surface integration (
∫
dA) was conducted within the red-boxed region indicated in Figure

5, which encompasses the high free magnetic energy region (HiFER; Kusano et al. 2020) where the non-potential

component of the magnetic field is greater than a certain threshold (see Figure 5, Figure 6 and Section 4 for the

location of integral area and the detailed definition of HiFER). Figure 4 presents the comparison of energy injection

evolution for the different time cadences in the cases of both the raw and pre-processed data. Figure 4 (a) and (b)

depict the energy injection across the entire simulation domain at intervals of 1 hour and 12 minutes, respectively.

Figure 4 (c) and (d) show the energy injection within the HiFER-focused region at intervals of 1 hour and 12 minutes,

respectively. Inferred from Figure 4 (a) and (b), the injected energy at a 12-minutes cadence was slightly greater

than the case of 1-hour cadence, but both showed similar overall trends. When comparing the observed and pre-

processed data across all panels, it is evident that the pre-processing did not display significant differences across

different temporal resolutions. Additionally, comparing Figure 4 (a) and (c), or Figure 4 (b) and (d), the different

trends shown between the two investigated areas indicate that while the energy injection in the entire simulation

domain dropped below zero most of period, it consistently remained above zero within the HiFER-focused region from

t=15 hr onwards. This distinct temporal evolution of energy injection suggests that the increase of energy injection

in the simulation domain from t=12 hr was mainly driven by the HiFER-focused region. In conclusion, we confirmed

that only the downsampling mainly affected the quantity of injected energy into the HiFER, but the trend of energy

injection did not show the significant change. This suggests that the simulation will be able to reproduce the expected

energy injection.

Before conducting the main simulation in which the magnetic fields were reproduced in the simulation domain,

we carried out a pre-simulation to convert the potential field to the magnetic field in the first snapshot. In the pre-

simulation stage, at the bottom boundary, a potential field is gradually changed to reproduce the horizontal field of the

first observational snapshot. The potential field was calculated by Fourier expansion method (Priest 2014) only using

the vertical component of the photospheric magnetic field. We used a four-step Runge-Kutta method (Vögler et al.

2005) and a fourth order central finite difference scheme to solve the MHD equations numerically, and an artificial

viscosity (Rempel 2014) was adopted to suppress the numerical oscillation.
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Figure 4. The temporal evolution of energy injection. The black (red) solid lines indicate the temporal evolution of energy
injection in the observation (pre-processed data). Time t=0 marks the start of the simulation, corresponding to September,
19:48 UT, 2011 in the observational time. (a) The case of 1 hour cadence within the simulation domain. (b) The case of 12
minutes cadence within the simulation domain. (c) The case of 1 hour cadence within the red-boxed region in Figure 5 where
the HiFER is focused (the FOV of Figure 6). (d) The case of 12 minutes cadence within the red-boxed region in Figure 5 (the
FOV of Figure 6).

4. RESULTS

Our modeling has reproduced both the temporal evolution of photospheric magnetic field and the accumulation

of free magnetic energy on the photosphere. Figure 5 shows a comparison of the simulation results to both the

observation and the input to the simulation. Note that the input refers to the magnetic field used for the velocity

inversion (the smoothed observational data). Figure 5 (a) shows the temporal evolution of the photospheric Bz and

Figure 5 (b) shows the photospheric non-potential magnetic field (Bnp). The non-potential magnetic field, which shows

the non-potentiality of the photospheric magnetic field, is given by Bnp =
√
(Bx −Bpot,x)2 + (By −Bpot,y)2 where

Bpot indicates the potential magnetic field. Thus, the accumulation process of free magnetic energy can be described

by the temporal evolution of Bnp.

In Figure 5 (b), one can see that the non-potentiality of the magnetic field concentrates both near the PIL formed by

P1 and N2, and over P1 itself. Consistent with the inferences from the SDO/HMI and SDO/AIA 1600 Å observations,

the result suggests that the M5.3 flare production was related to the HiFER defined by the areas exhibiting Bnp > 8

G in the simulation results (Figure 5, b), corresponding to regions where the non-potential field intensity is greater

than 40 G in reality. The red boxes in Figure 5 are areas that encompass these pixels designated as HiFER, set at

90 Mm < x < 147.6 Mm and 39.6 Mm < y < 82.8 Mm on the simulated photosphere. We fixed both the location and

the size of red-boxed region for the full time-series because this region fully covered the evolution of the flare-related

Bnp over the whole simulation period. Figure 6 displays the zoom-in FOV of the red-boxed regions designated in

Figure 5.

To confirm the reproducibility of our simulation, we investigated the scatter plots distributions for all the components

of photospheric magnetic field within the FOV of Figure 5 and the non-potential field within the red-boxed region

between the observation and the simulation results at t=35 hr, the terminated time of simulation. We also investigated

the temporal evolution of their correlation coefficients R during the simulation period. Figure 7 (a) presents the scatter

plots of each component of magnetic field. Figure 7 (b) shows the temporal evolution of R. Shown in Figure 7 (a), the

reproducibility of Bnp was weaker than those for the magnetic field components Bx, By and Bz. However, Figure 7

(b) shows that R of Bnp entirely increased from t=12 hr from R = 0.55 to 0.70. In addition, we investigated the mean



Data-Driven Simulation of NOAA AR 11283 9

error (ME) of magnetic field, and Figure 7 (c) displays the temporal evolution of mean errors. At the beginning of

simulation, the mean error of Bnp reached to -100 G, however, the mean error became small gradually finally reaching

less than -50 G at t=35 hr. It indicates that the simulation can reasonably reproduce the non-potentiallity of this

region. The reproducibility of the simulation could be considered acceptable, as we used the mask function during the

inversion of the electric field with respect to the magnetic field. This approach indicates that magnetic fields weaker

than 200 G (which corresponds to 4 G in the simulated field scale) were not consistently reproduced in quantitative

terms.

To understand the flare-related energy evolution quantitatively, we investigated the evolution of several parameters

including Einjection (Equation 6) over the HiFER as follows:

Φun =

∫
|Bz|dA, (7)

Em =

∫
B2

8π
dV, (8)

Epot =

∫
B2

pot

8π
dV, (9)

Efree =

∫
B2

8π
dV −

∫
B2

pot

8π
dV, (10)

Ek =

∫
ρv2

2
dV, (11)

Φtwist =

∫
τdA =

∫
BzTwdA for Bz > 0 and Tw ≥ Twth (12)

where Tw is the magnetic twist number (Berger & Prior 2006), the total amount of twist with respect to the axis

field line, given by Tw = (1/4π)
∫
(B · ∇ × B)/B2dl where

∫
dl is a line integration along a magnetic field line. τ

is the magnetic twist flux density (Kusano et al. 2020) given by τ = BzTw. Twth is a threshold of Tw to define an

MFR in our model. Φun denotes the vertical unsigned magnetic flux. Em, Epot, Efree and Ek represent the magnetic

energy, the potential energy, the free magnetic energy and the kinetic energy, respectively. Φtwist denotes the magnetic

twist flux. We conducted both the surface integration (
∫
dA) in the red-boxed region encompassing the HiFER on

the photosphere (z = 0) , as in Section 3, and volume integration (
∫
dV ) over the red-boxed region (z ≥ 0). We

investigated Φun for the observation and the input in the same position and the size of the red-boxed region. Φtwist

was calculated under the two conditions: A positive magnetic flux should exist because the HiFER was mainly located

over P1, and the magnetic twist numbers of the field lines from the positive patch are greater than Twth = 0.60, 0.80

and 1.00. Thus, Φtwist includes information on both of (1) how much the magnetic field is strong, and (2) how much

the field lines are twisted. The purpose for the set of Twth is to find which Tw is most appropriate to define the

flare-related (or eruption-related) MFR and display their formation in our model.

Figure 8 shows the temporal evolution of these parameters. The time notation follows the observational time

scale, that is, t=0 corresponds to the observational time of September 4, 19:48 UT, 2011 (the initial condition of the

simulation), and the time interval is 1 hour. Figure 8 (a) shows Φun of the observation, the input and the simulation

result. One can see that the overall pattern of the simulated magnetic field resembles the observed data, although

there were some differences due to the influence of the low pass filter. After applying the low-pass filter, the overall

magnitude of the unsigned magnetic flux decreases by 16% compared to the observed data. The discrepancies, with a

40 times difference in the entire magnitude between the simulation and both the observed and input data, arise from

reducing the magnetic field strength by a factor of 50 in the simulation. Figure 8 (b) shows the temporal evolution of

Em, Epot and the injected energy from the initial (t=0) Em. The changes in Epot appears to be correlated with the

simulated Φun shown in Figure 8 (a), and they exhibit a good match. The temporal evolution of Em was also roughly

consistent with the injected energy.

Figure 8 (c) shows the comparison of Einjection (see Equation 6) in the observation and the simulation results. We

used the photospheric velocity field obtained from our data-driven algorithm, same as in Section 3. One can see that the

trend of simulation results was similar to that of observation with a slight difference in the quantity of energy injection.
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For instance, in the period of t=12–30 hr, the energy injection in the observation was approximately 4.0 × 1031 erg,

whereas the energy injection in the simulation amounted to about 1.5×1028 erg. Taking into account that the strength

of the simulated magnetic field was reduced by a factor of 50 compared to the observational field (which means the

energy was reduced by 2500 times), the energy injection on the observational scale amounted to about 3.75× 1031 erg.

Therefore, this deviation seems acceptable. Figure 9 presents the distribution of photospheric Poynting flux Sn within

the HiFER-focused region at t=14 hr, representing one moment of the primary energy injection. We found that the

Poynting flux concentrated in the area of 115 Mm < x < 125 Mm and 55 Mm < y < 60 Mm, close to the location of

PIL. This distribution suggests that the primary energy injection occurred within a smaller area between the positive

and negative poles in the HiFER.

Figure 8 (d) and (e) represent the temporal evolution of Efree and Ek, respectively. In Figure 8 (d), Efree was

gradually accumulated from the beginning of the simulation with one manifest decrease in the period of t=26–30 hr.

In Figure 8 (e), in particular, two rapid increases of Ek appear at t=12 and 20 hr, and their subsequent variations

exhibited a different trend. The evolution of Ek showed a small increase after t=12 hr with no more subsequent

increase during t=15–19 hr. After t=20 hr, on the other hands, a manifest increase was exhibited. Considering these

different trends, we defined the first small increasing phase as a failed eruption (t=12–14 hr) and the second increasing

phase as a full eruption (t=20–29 hr). Although the growth of Ek should be due to the conversion from the magnetic

free energy Efree, Efree did not start to decrease at the onset of either eruption. We explain this as being due to the

different orders of magnitude of the two energy terms, with Ek being substantially smaller than Efree.

Figure 8 (f) represents the temporal evolution of Φtwist with different Twth. One can see that the overall trends of

Efree and Φtwist for all Twth values were consistent with each other before t=27 hr. The comparison of the temporal

evolution of Ek and the different growth rates of Φtwist suggests that the definition and identification of an MFR is

necessary to identify twisted field lines associated with the eruptions. To explain the quantitative evolution in both the

eruption phases, we define an MFR as magnetic field lines whose one-side footpoints were located near P1 included in

the HiFER and have a total twist given by Tw > 0.80. Comparing to the observational time, however, the production

of the full eruption was a few hours earlier than the observational time of the M5.3 flare peak.

Our modeling produced a three-dimensional evolution of simulated magnetic field, exhibiting the formation of an

MFR, a failed eruption and a full eruption which corresponds to the observed M5.3 flare. Figure 10 shows both the

MFR formation and the following failed eruption. Figure 11 displays the full eruption with same FOV as Figure 10.

Regarding the failed eruption, the magnetic field was almost potential as in the initial condition (t=0) but some

twisted field lines were formed by the convergence of P1 into N2 from t=8 hr on, leading to the formation of the MFR.

At t=13 hr, the three-dimensional evolution showed a small high velocity distribution near the apex of the MFR,

which can be interpreted as the failed eruption. This result was also consistent with the evolution of Ek shown in

Figure 8 (e). After the failed eruption, the MFR stabilized from t=15–19 hr then started to erupt again at t=20 hr

corresponding to the onset time of the full eruption (Figure 11). From both figures, it is evident that the MFR erupted

at an inclination relative to the vertical direction. We will analyze the mechanism of this inclined eruption in Section

5.3.

However, this modeling was not able to reproduce the complete ideal relationship between Efree and Ek during the

eruptions because the energy equation was not solved in the simulation, resulting in a loss of Joule heating. In terms

of the monotonic increase of Efree during the full eruption, one possible reason is that Einjection was much greater than

the decrease of Efree during the eruption. After the full eruption, the slight decrease of Efree may be attributed to the

deviation of the field lines in the erupting MFR from the analyzed region. This could be because the integration area

was too confined in comparison to the broader simulation domain. Moreover, the evolution of Efree and Ek can be

much slower than the reality because we assumed the slower Alfvén speed in the simulation.

In order to confirm a level of agreement between the simulation and observations, we compared the simulation

to the SDO/AIA 1600 Å image sequences of the M5.3 flare, guided by several studies that have suggested basic

physical models of solar eruptions. The CSHKP model (Carmichael 1964; Sturrock 1966; Hirayama 1974; Kopp &

Pneuman 1976), has suggested that solar eruptions can be driven by magnetic reconnections of field lines at or near

the solar surface, which then generate energetic particles at the reconnection sites which can then precipitate into the

chromosphere and are observed as flare ribbons. For example, considering a scenario where an MFR is positioned

over a PIL, when the MFR starts to erupt field lines within the erupting MFR can reconnect with its neighboring

field lines along the eruption path. If these neighboring field lines possess positive helicity, they can contribute to a

helicity increase in the MFR through the reconnections. Observationally, the eruption-related reconnection causes the
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Figure 5. (a) The photospheric magnetic fields (Bz) at t=0 and 20 hr. (b) The photospheric Bnp at t=0 and 20 hr. The
observational data (left), the input (middle) and the simulation result (right) are shown in both panels (a) and (b). The red
boxes indicate the regions that encompass HiFER. Note that the color scales of the simulated magnetic field and Bnp are reduced
by a factor of 50. The white (black) contours in panel (b) indicates the Bz of 500 G (-500 G) for the observation and the input
and 10 G (-10 G) for the simulation result.



12 Kang et al.

Figure 6. Zoom-in FOV of the red-boxed region indicated in Figure 5. (a) The photospheric magnetic fields (Bz) at t=0 and
20 hr. (b) The photospheric Bnp at t=0 and 20 hr. The observational data (left), the input (middle) and the simulation result
(right) are shown in both panels (a) and (b). Same as Figure 5, the white (black) contours in panel (b) indicates the Bz of 500
G (-500 G) for the observation and the input and 10 G (-10 G) for the simulation result.
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Figure 7. Correlations between the observational magnetic fields and the simulated ones. (a) The scatter plots between the
observational photospheric magnetic field (Bx, By and Bz: within the FOV of Figure 5 and Bnp: within the red-boxed region in
Figure 5) and the simulated one at t=35 hr. Note that the simulated magnetic field was multiplied by a factor of 50 to compare
it against the original magnitude. (b) The temporal evolution of correlation coefficients R of Bx, By, Bz and Bnp. (c) The
temporal evolution of mean errors of Bx, By, Bz and Bnp. The line color indicates the evolution of each component (Bx: blue,
By: red, Bz: black and Bnp: purple).

precipitation of high-energy particle into the footpoints of the MFR, which manifests as flare ribbons resulting from

chromospheric evaporation.

However, our simulation cannot reproduce the particle acceleration and the chromospheric evaporation. Therefore,

we analyze the footpoints of reconnected magnetic field lines in the simulation by way of the change in the magnetic

twist flux density (τ), and compare those areas to the flare ribbons observed in the SDO/AIA 1600 Å image sequences,

assuming that the magnetic twist must change as the result of magnetic reconnection. The test proceeded as follows:

we calculated the difference of magnetic twist flux density (∆τ) between each hour from t=20 hr (the onset time of

full eruption) and its respective value 1 hour prior. Then, we compared the areas showing notable τ increases as

a function of time, with corresponding SDO/AIA 1600 Å image time series for approximately 20 minutes starting

from September 6, 01:59 UT, 2011 (the flare peak time). Figure 12 (a) shows the temporal evolution of τ differences

(∆τ) in the simulation, and the rainbow contours indicate ∆τ = 15 G at different times. Figure 12 (b) displays

the temporal evolution of observed flare ribbon. We found regions in the model results that showed continual τ

increases, implying that flare-related reconnection was occurring during the full eruption simulation. Comparing the

observed flare ribbon and the ∆τ evolution, they appeared on positive and negative poles adjacent to the same PIL,

although the distribution of ∆τ was more compact than the flare ribbon. It suggests that the simulated full eruption

corresponds morphologically to the M5.3 flare. However, the change in ∆τ related to the simulated eruption and

flare-related reconnections occurred slightly earlier than in the observed flare. The difference is likely because the

microscale dynamics and dissipation, which are difficult to reproduce accurately in simulations, could play a role in

triggering the onset of flares.
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Figure 8. The temporal evolution of physical quantities over the HiFER, indicated by the red box in Figure 5. (a) Φun in the
observation, input and simulated result, (b) Em (solid), Epot (dash) and Einjection (red), (c) Einjection in the observation and
the simulation result, (d) Efree, (e) Ek and (f) Φtwist with the different thresholds of Tw, Twth = 0.60 (black), 0.80 (orange) and
1.00 (red). The vertical red solid (dashed) lines indicate the onset time of the reproduced full (failed) eruption, both exhibiting
rapid increases of Ek in panel (e). The black solid lines in all the panels correspond to the SXR peak time of the M5.3 flare.

Figure 9. The distribution of Poynting flux (Sn) on the photosphere in the FOV of Figure 6 at t=14 hr. The solid red (black)
line contours indicate Bz = 10 G (−10 G), respectively (refer to the white and black line contours in Figure 6 (b).)
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Figure 10. Formation of the MFR (t=0–8 hr) and the failed eruption (t=12–13 hr) reproduced in the simulation. Panels (a)
and (b) show the temporal evolution of the three-dimensional magnetic field from the vertical view and the side view (along
the y-axis), respectively. The bottom boundary displays the simulated vertical magnetic field (Bz) on the photosphere with a
limited FOV. The color of the coronal magnetic field lines indicates Tw. The volume rendering corresponds to the distribution
of the vertical velocity (vz). The yellow arrows indicate the MFR. The failed eruption is indicated by the red arrows and
corresponds to the region where high velocity exists.
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Figure 11. The full eruption corresponding to the M5.3 flare (t=20–29 hr). Panels (a) and (b) show the erupting motion of
the MFR from the same viewpoint as Figure 10. The yellow arrows indicate the MFR at the onset of the full eruption. The
full eruption is inclined from the z-direction. Note that the images only display the velocity rendering at the region of 108 Mm
< y < 176.4 Mm for the better illustration of the full eruption.
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Figure 12. Comparisons of the simulation results from t=20–27 hr (panel a) the SDO/AIA 1600 Å observations from September
6 01:59 UT, 2011 (the flare peak time) to September 6 02:20 UT, 2011 (panel b). In panel (a), the time t=20 hr corresponds to
the onset of full eruption in the simulation. The flare ribbons are defined using the same method outlined in Section 2. The gray
and black line contours in both panels show the photospheric vertical magnetic field (Bz at +/- 20 G, which will be equivalent
to +/- 1000 G in the original scale) from the simulation at t=20 hr (refer to the white and black line contours in Figure 6 (b), or
the red and black line contours in Figure 9). The colored line contours in panel (a) show represent the the magnetic twist flux
density (τ) increase of 15 G. The colored line contours in panel (b) shows the temporal changes of the flare ribbon distributions.
The time interval of flare ribbon projections is 3 minutes in the observational time scale, while it is 1 hour in the simulation
time scale.

5. DISCUSSIONS

5.1. Failed vs. full eruptions

To understand the differences between three-dimensional magnetic topology of two eruptions, we investigated the

neighboring field lines near the MFR. Figure 13 (a) shows the magnetic topology of the failed eruption from the onset

time (t=12 hr). From t=12 hr, we divided P1 into two distinct magnetic patches and newly defined them as P1a and

P1b. This is because P1 started to be separated in an east-west direction after t=12 hr, and the separating motions

changed the configuration of the neighboring field lines. One can see that a part of a quasi-separatrix layer (QSL),

which differentiates regions of different magnetic field connectivity, was located in the west side of the MFR. To find

the QSL related to the failed eruption, we located one point (“S1”) vertically above the X ′-axis shown in Figure 14 (We

will explain the definition of this axis in detail in Section 5.3). At S1, a very weak magnetic field existed numerically

because the connectivity changed dramatically. S1 was formed by the opposite photospheric motions of P1a and N3,

two footpoints of the field lines L1. The temporal evolution of the MFR showed that its erupting motion tried to

proceed toward S1 where low magnetic pressure existed, but the eruption was terminated at t=14 hr.

Figure 13 (b) displays the magnetic topology of the later full eruption. At its onset, the S1-related QSL moved

further to the west, possibly due to the westward inclining motion of MFR as a consequence of the failed eruption.

Even though this QSL disappeared, two new QSLs (related to two new points “S2” and “S3”, also located above the

X ′-axis) were formed, also located in the western portion of the MFR. The formation of these new QSLs was caused

by splitting motions in P1a, that is, P1b was formed, followed by the formation of S2 and S3. In particular, S2 was

located in the east side of the MFR, which was closer than the position of S1. This magnetic topology could provide

the MFR with an environment to erupt more easily than the failed case because very weak magnetic pressure may
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exist at S2. Considering this topology, as as result, the MFR merged these QSLs related to S2 and S3 sequentially

during the full eruption.

We could not find any observational evidence of the failed eruption. One possibility is that the eruption was too

small to be observed directly. Alternatively, of course, the failed eruption may exist only in the simulation. It is not

fully understood from the diagnostics performed here why the MFR was unable to erupt in the first period of increased

kinetic energy, and instead stabilized after the failed eruption. One possibility may be a boundary effect (or a line

tying effect) from the bottom boundary defined as the photosphere in the simulation. In terms of this effect, Zuccarello

et al. (2015) has found that field lines tied at the photosphere can interrupt local eruptions. This effect could be driven

by the reproduced photospheric magnetic fields having strong magnitude, compared to the coronal region because the

MFR’s footpoints were anchored at the photosphere. However, we could not find any direct evidence of the boundary

effect.

Figure 13. Three-dimensional magnetic topology of the failed eruption (a) and the full eruption (b), showing the zoomed-in
views of Figure 10 (a) and Figure 11 (a), respectively. The white arrows (S1, S2 and S3) are points in the QSLs with lower field
strength. The yellow arrows indicate groups of the magnetic field lines related to S1, S2 and S3. In panel (a), the field lines
of L1 and L2 are related to S1: the L1 field lines connecting from P1a to N3, and the L2 field lines from the side-boundary to
N1. In panel (b), the field lines labelled L3 and L4 are related to S2, with L3 field lines connecting P1a to N1, L4 connecting
from P1b to N1. The L5 and L6 field lines are related to S3, with L5 field lines connecting P1a to N1, and L6 field lines from
the lateral boundary to N1. The color of the QSL-related field lines indicate the total electric currents flowing along them on a
logarithmic scale.

5.2. Kink instability

It is basically accepted that the mechanisms of solar eruptions are related to the three-dimensional magnetic topology.

One approach to explain the initiation of these explosive events is an MHD instability within a specific topology. One

mode is the kink instability, which is driven by an electric current flowing along an MFR (Kruskal et al. 1958; Shafranov

1966; Török & Kliem 2005). If an MFR is bent to top-side by the electric current, the magnetic pressure increases at

up-side, meanwhile, it decreases at the down-side. As a result, the instability can continue to grow up, driven by the

magnetic pressure difference. An eruption then can be initiated by a rising MFR, possibly exhibiting a deformation,

for example, the transformation of twist into writhe (Török & Kliem 2005). To grow the kink mode, the threshold

of magnetic twist number at MFR’s footpoints is suggested that Tw is at least greater than 1.0 (Kruskal et al. 1958;
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Figure 14. Cylindrical coordinate system along the direction of the movement of the MFR. Panel (a) shows the vertical view
of the MFR and the neighboring magnetic field lines related to S1 at t=12 hr. The background image in panel (a) shows the
photospheric magnetic field (Bz). F1 and F2 (the black circles) are two footpoints of one magnetic field line included in the
MFR. O′ (the green circle) is the center of the MFR when it is assumed as an ideal torus plasma. The yellow circle indicates
S1 with the related magnetic field lines. Note that S1 does not lie on the X ′-axis (on the photosphere) but is located in the
X ′ − Z plane (above the photosphere). Panel (b) shows the schematic drawing of the side view of the cylindrical coordinate
system (r,ϕ). The Z-axis is perpendicular to the photosphere, and the r-axis is an arbitrary axial-radial direction from O′, which
indicates any eruptive directions. Bϕ is assumed as the confining magnetic field in this coordinate system. This coordinate
system is defined and fixed by the magnetic topology at t=12 hr.

Shafranov 1966; Hood & Priest 1981). In our results, even though the magnetic twist number of the reproduced MFR

exceeded 1.0 sufficiently in the erupting phase (see Figure 11), however, we could not find the deformation of MFR,

which result could suggest that the eruption was not initiated by the kink mode.

5.3. Torus instability

Another possible mode of the MHD instability is the torus mode. In decades, the torus instability (Shafranov 1966;

Bateman 1978; Kliem & Török 2006) , which is one mode of an MHD instability, has been suggested. Assuming an MFR

is an ideal torus plasma with an imaginary current below the photosphere, with an external magnetic field that tries
to confine the torus (MFR), the torus instability can grow and upset the balance between the hoop (upward/outward)

force driven by the electric current flowing in the torus and the Lorentz (constraining) force provided by the external

field. Bateman (1978) suggested that the possibility for a torus instability to grow can be evaluated by means of

evaluating the vertical gradient of external magnetic field, called the decay index n (hereinafter referred to as the

vertical decay index) as follows:

n = − z

Bex

dBex

dz
(13)

where Bex is the confining external magnetic field. The threshold of the vertical decay index is accepted to be

ncrit = 1.5 (Kliem & Török 2006), however, several studies (Démoulin & Aulanier 2010; Olmedo & Zhang 2010; Kliem

et al. 2014; Zuccarello et al. 2015) have suggested that the threshold is not unique, and may change depending on

numerical schemes and boundary conditions. However, the vertical decay index may not be appropriate for the case

of an eruption that is inclined with respect to the local normal direction, as we find for the M5.3 flare.

To include in the analysis an inclination angle of the eruption, we consider an axial-radial decay index nr in which the

direction of the computed magnetic field fall-off is along an axial-radial direction oriented from the center of the torus.

Some previous studies (Guo et al. 2019; Zhong et al. 2021; Kliem et al. 2021) have introduced a similar parameter to

evaluate how sharply the external field decays along the previously-determined path of an inclined eruption. Their
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analyses indicate that even an inclined eruption can be understood in the context of the torus instability. However,

these prior works did not explain what determines the inclined angle of eruption a priori.

Here, we seek to establish the direction of eruption in a pre-eruptive phase. We have calculated the axial-radial

decay index in all radial directions prior to the eruption. Assuming a cylindrical coordinate system whose origin is

located at the center of the torus, we defined the axial-radial decay index nr as follows:

nr = − r

Bϕ

dBϕ

dr
(14)

where Bϕ is the ϕ-component of the external magnetic field Bex, which acts to confine the torus plasma in the cylindrical

coordinate system. We assume Bex to be a potential magnetic field. To compute nr at any point, we first select two

footpoints of one magnetic field line which has Tw > 0.80 in the MFR, following our definition of an MFR. We define

X ′- and Y ′-axes in the horizontal plane, as shown in Figure 14 (a). The footpoints F1 and F2 were on the Y ′-axis,

and the X ′-axis was orthogonal to the Y ′-axis. Second, we define the cylindrical coordinate system whose origin is

located at the central point O′. Then we can define the axial-radial decay index to evaluate the rate of decrease with

distance of the confining magnetic field, in this coordinate system, for any arbitrary direction from the origin (O′).

Figure 14 (b) shows a schematic drawing of this cylindrical coordinate system with the origin located at the center of

the MFR. F1 and F2 indicate the two footpoints of the model MFR, and O′ is their mid-point, which is defined as the

central point of the MFR whose magnetic topology we assumed to be an ideal torus plasma, having an axial electric

current flowing inside the torus. The Z-axis is the vertical axis with respect to the photosphere. Defining the inclined

two axes on the photosphere, we can define a cylindrical coordinate system which should contain a cross section of the

MFR on the X ′ − Z plane. Although the MFR moved slightly with time prior to the eruption, we fix not only the

newly-defined X ′- and Y ′- axes but also the cross section, the X ′ − Z plane. We confirmed that the distribution of

the magnetic twist number on the fixed cross section in the new coordinate system did not change dramatically during

both the formation and the eruption phases of the MFR evolution.

Do these different formulations of the decay index provide different information on the eruptions? To answer this,

we investigated the temporal evolution of both the vertical and axial-radial decay indexes (n and nr, respectively)

over periods covering both the failed and full eruptions. In calculating n, we only used the X ′− component of Bex.

This approach is suitable in this case because we define and set the orientation of the MFR (O′), which allows us to

compare those two parameters only using the confining field on the X ′−Z plane. First the case of the failed eruption:

Figure 15 (a) and Figure 15 (b) show respectively the temporal evolution of n and nr distributions both in the context

of the locations of the MFR and of S1, displayed as a cross section of the QSL-related field lines (see Figure 13 (a)

for reference). In both panels, we see that S1 was located in the west side of the MFR, and the MFR moves towards

S1. To determine the direction of eruption, we assume that the high velocity field near the MFR’s apex describes

its eruptive motion. The direction of the eruption with respect to S1 is reasonable because the MFR can be more

likely to erupt toward a region where nr achieves nr ≈ 1.5, however, the eruption was confined ultimately because

the MFR could not reach S1. In terms of the distributions of n and nr, the distribution of nr is more consistent with

the direction of the eruption than the distribution of n because n < 1.0 along the direction of propagation, but nr

exceeded the critical decay index even achieving nr ≥ 2.0 along the direction of the eruption. However, here, nr does

not provide sufficient information about the boundary effect (or the line tying effect), suggesting that more studies are

needed to investigate nr as a discriminator of the eruptivity of MFRs.

Second, the case of the full eruption: Figure 16 (a) and (b) show the temporal evolution of n and nr, respectively. At

t=20 hr, the new QSLs related to S2 and S3 were formed, and the MFR initiated an eruption toward S2 and S3 which

merged S2 and S3 during this process. The erupting MFR also caused magnetic reconnection along its propagation

path. Similar to the case of the failed eruption, the distribution of nr is more consistent with the direction of the

eruption than is the distribution of n because nr > 2.0 which is larger than the critical decay index, whereas n does

not achieve this magnitude. Unlike the failed eruption, however, in this case the MFR could erupt fully because it

reached S2, and magnetic reconnection was enabled in its vicinity. In other words, the existence of the S2-related QSL

likely allowed the MFR to become torus-unstable more easily, and the spatial relationship between S2 and regions

of nr > ncrit suggests that the torus instability mechanism is one candidate for the initiation of this solar eruption.

Furthermore, the path of eruption can be influenced by the decay of the overlying field and its spatial relation to the

MFR prior to the eruption.



Data-Driven Simulation of NOAA AR 11283 21

Figure 15. Temporal evolution of the two decay indexes, the vertical decay index n (column a) and the axial-radial decay
index nr (column b) for the failed eruption. Shown are n and nr on the X ′ − Z plane cross section as defined in Figure 14,
at t=8, 12 and 13 hr. The horizontal axis is the X ′-axis, and the vertical axis is the Z-axis. The origin corresponds to the
center (O′) of the MFR. The X ′ − Z plane is constructed by the magnetic topology at t=12 hr and fixed afterwards. In the
background images in both columns, the black masked areas correspond to the regions where Bϕ < 0, that is, the Lorentz force
due to the external field has the opposite direction to the regions where Bϕ > 0. The gray masked areas indicate regions where
nr < 0, that is, the external field outside was greater than the inside. The white solid and dashed line contours represent the
magnetic twist numbers (Tw) of 0.80 and -0.80 on this plane, respectively. S1 may have a large Tw because the connectivity
of its associated magnetic field lines changes dramatically, resulting in highly sheared field lines. The cyan arrows show the
velocity field on this plane, indicating a velocities between 20 km/s and 80 km/s.
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Figure 16. Temporal evolution of n and nr indices following Figure 15 (including the plane shown), here for the full eruption
associated with the M5.3 flare, at t=20, 23 and 24 hr. The volumetric distributions of two decay indices did not change
dramatically compared to the failed-eruption, and we find that the eruptive direction of the MFR is also similar in this case.
However, as shown for t=20 hr, S2 and S3 were present to the west of the MFR. As the eruption progresses, at t=23 and 24 hr,
the MFR merged S2 and S3 successively, and the erupting MFR caused magnetic reconnection with the neighboring field lines
at the front of the MFR.

5.4. Eruption-model implications

Figure 12 shows that the location of the observed flare ribbon was located along the PIL. Our modeling indicates

that the simulated magnetic twist flux density (τ) was also situated in those regions. The similarity in these locations

suggests that the flare ribbons can be formed through the flare reconnections within the erupting MFR. This differs

from the model proposed by Jiang et al. (2016a) which suggested that the flare reconnections occurred in a region

distinct from the MFR. The proposed full eruption process as per our data-driven model is as follows: As described

in Section 4, the simulation reproduced that the MFR erupted by the torus instability, and the field lines within the
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erupting MFR reconnected with the neighboring field lines. Figure 16 presents evidence that these neighboring field

lines exhibited positive helicity, as does the MFR. Thus, reconnection between these magnetic systems can further

increase the helicity in the MFR. The reconnected field lines, identified as those having Tw = −0.80, are also indicated

in Figure 16. Meanwhile, flare-related reconnection is believed to enable particles to heat the chromosphere near the

footpoints of the reconnected field lines (Shibata et al. 1995; Shibata & Magara 2011). Thus, in our simulation, the

particles in the MFR could be driven toward the footpoints of the MFR as a result of the flare-related reconnection. Our

suggestion finds support through the comparison with the observation of the flare ribbons produced by the M5.3 flare

because one piece of evidence for the particle movement during a solar flare is the presence of the flare ribbons observed

in the chromosphere. The location of the footpoints in our modeling aligned with the position of the flare ribbons,

which were situated along the PIL formed by P1 and N1 as shown in Figure 12. This result clearly demonstrates that

the main reconnection driving the M5.3 flare occurred above the PIL between P1 and N1.

Comparing our results to the previous study (Jiang et al. 2016a), they reproduced the filament ejection related

to the M5.3 flare, suggesting that the reconnection area was located on the north-west side of the MFR. Our study

differs from Jiang et al. 2016a primarily in the FOV used, with ours using a smaller FOV for input. That is, the area

of negative-polarity magnetic field located to the north-west of the MFR was included in their simulation, and their

modeling suggested this additional magnetic flux played an important role in the filament ejection. In our modeling,

however, the QSL-related field lines L2 and L6 in Figure 13 (a) and (b) were formed by N1 and the simulation boundary.

Taking into account the distribution of strong vertical magnetic fields on N3, this magnetic topology may be valid

despite the limitation of the domain size. The validation of this simulated magnetic topology is also supported by the

implication that the field lines extending from the simulation boundary in the west side may exhibit a similar topology

to the real coronal fields, as the local field lines are likely to converge toward N3 from all directions, including from

the west side. Nevertheless, this limitation should also yield the different results from the previous study.

6. SUMMARY

We have produced a model of a solar eruption related to the eruptive M5.3 flare in AR 11283, using E ×B-driven

modeling and a limited field of view computational box. In our modeling, we found that there was an accumulation

of free magnetic energy in the corona prior to the M5.3 flare.

The M5.3 flare was associated with an inclined eruption of a magnetic flux rope located above the polarity inversion

line. To explain the resulting inclined eruption, we demonstrate that an axial-radial decay index (nr) in which the

magnetic decay index is calculated for all axial-radial directions with respect to the MFR, provides evidence that

the magnetic topology provides a path for eruption that is not evident when the model is analyzed using the normal

radial decay index. The methodology behind the axial-radial decay index (nr) can be additionally used to evaluate

the MFR against the growth of the torus instability. While we find that the axial-radial decay index can explain the

inclination of the full eruption, we still cannot uniquely predict the success or failure of MFR eruptions even with this

new implementation.
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