
Draft version June 29, 2021
Typeset using LATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX62

A new low-beta regime for unstable proton firehose modes in bi-Kappa distributed plasmas

S.M.Shaaban,1, 2 M. Lazar,3, 4 R. F. Wimmer-Schweingruber,1 and H. Fichtner5

1Institute of Experimental and Applied Physics, University of Kiel, Leibnizstrasse 11, D-24118 Kiel, Germany
2Theoretical Physics Research Group, Physics Dept., Faculty of Science, Mansoura University, 35516, Mansoura, Egypt

3Centre for Mathematical Plasma Astrophysics, KU Leuven, Celestijnenlaan 200B, B-3001 Leuven, Belgium
4Institut für Theoretische Physik, Lehrstuhl IV: Plasma-Astroteilchenphysik, Ruhr-Universität Bochum, D-44780 Bochum, Germany
5Institut für Theoretische Physik, Lehrstuhl IV: Weltraum- und Astrophysik, Ruhr-Universität Bochum, D-44780 Bochum, Germany

(Received June 29, 2021; Revised , 2020; Accepted , 2020)

Submitted to ApJ

ABSTRACT

In the solar wind plasma an excess of kinetic temperature along the background magnetic field

stimulates proton firehose modes to grow if the parallel plasma beta parameter is sufficiently high, i.e.,

βp‖ & 1. This instability can prevent the expansion-driven anisotropy from increasing indefinitely, and

explain the observations. Moreover, such kinetic instabilities are expected to be even more effective in

the presence of suprathermal Kappa-distributed populations, which are ubiquitous in the solar wind,

are less affected by collisions than the core population, but contribute with an additional free energy. In

this work we use both linear and extended quasi-linear (QL) frameworks to characterize the unstable

periodic proton firehose modes (propagating parallel to the magnetic field) under the influence of

suprathermal protons. Linear theory predicts a systematic stimulation of the instability, suprathermals

amplifying the growth rates and decreasing the instability thresholds to lower anisotropies and lower

plasma betas (βp‖ < 1). In perfect agreement with these results, the QL approach reveals a significant

enhancement of the resulting electromagnetic fluctuations up to the saturation with a stronger back

reaction on protons, leading also to a faster and more efficient relaxation of the temperature anisotropy.

Keywords: solar wind — plasmas — instabilities — waves

1. INTRODUCTION

In heliospheric plasmas particle-particle collisions are

rare and therefore particle velocity distribution func-

tions (VDFs) can exhibit non-thermal features which

are measured in-situ, such as the suprathermal pop-

ulations and deviations from isotropy (Marsch 2006;

Štverák et al. 2008). The most plausible scenarios for

the formation and preservation of such populations sug-

gest an important role of the small-scale plasma waves

and fluctuations. Thus, suprathermal particles can be

sustained by a certain level of wave turbulence, but,

at the same time, the same suprathermals can stimu-

late both the spontaneous and induced emissions (Lazar

et al. 2018a; Kim et al. 2018; Lazar et al. 2019; Shaa-
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ban et al. 2019b; Shaaban et al. 2021b). On the other

hand, kinetic instabilities driven by the anisotropic pop-

ulations lead to enhanced fluctuations which should act

back on particles triggering their relaxation below the

instability thresholds (Shaaban et al. 2021a). Even for

the low-energy (core) populations, still influenced by

collisions (given their Maxwellian velocity distributions

(VDs) and collisional age), the limits of temperature

anisotropies reported by solar wind observations appear

to be bounded by the instability thresholds (Kasper

et al. 2002; Štverák et al. 2008). The adiabatic expan-

sion of the solar wind (Chew et al. 1956; Matteini et al.

2007) predicts at 1 AU a significant excess of parallel

temperature of protons T‖ � T⊥ (‖ and ⊥ denoting

directions parallel and perpendicular to the magnetic

field), but the observed quasi-stable states are below

the anisotropy thresholds of proton firehose instabili-

ties (Matteini et al. 2007; Kasper et al. 2003; Bale et al.

2009; Michno et al. 2014; Huang et al. 2020).
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When described by an idealized bi-Maxwellian dis-

tribution function the anisotropic protons (subscript p)

with Tp‖ > Tp⊥ may destabilize two distinct branches of

proton firehose instabilities (Gary 1993; Maneva et al.

2016; Hunana & Zank 2017). The periodic proton fire-

hose (PFH) instability, with a non-zero real frequency

ωr 6= 0, evolves from a right handed (RH) polarized

mode with dominant growth rate for parallel propaga-

tion, i.e., k × B0 = 0, while the aperiodic (ωr = 0)

proton firehose instability evolves only for oblique an-

gles, i.e., k ×B0 6= 0 (Gary 1993; Maneva et al. 2016;

Hunana & Zank 2017). Close to marginal stability

(low growth rates) the PFH instability evolves in gen-

eral faster with growth rates higher than the aperiodic

mode (Gary 1993; Hellinger et al. 2006; Maneva et al.

2016), suggesting a primary role in enhancing the elec-

tromagnetic fluctuations which can scatter the protons

and limit their anisotropy. In this case the destabiliza-

tion of both proton firehose branches is conditioned by

a sufficiently high parallel plasma beta βp‖ & 1, see for

instance Maneva et al. (2016) and references therein.

The parallel plasma beta βp‖ = pkin/pmag is the ratio

of the parallel kinetic pressure pkin = npkBTp‖ to the

magnetic pressure pmag = B2
0/8π (with the proton num-

ber density np, the proton parallel temperature Tp‖, the

magnetic field B0, and Boltzmann constant kB). The

plasma beta parameter can discriminate between plasma

regimes dominated either by the magnetic effects when

β < 1, or by the kinetic effects of plasma particles when

β > 1. In the present paper we will show that such

a condition for the excitation of proton firehose insta-

bilities, i.e., βp‖ & 1, can change considerably in the

presence of suprathermal protons.

Indeed, the way suprathermals are involved in the ex-

citation of proton firehose instabilities is not yet clear,

as these populations are not affected by collisions, and

require a different approach. In space plasmas the VDs

of protons and heavier ions exhibit high-energy tails,

formed by the suprathermal populations and well de-

scribed by the (bi-)Kappa distribution functions (Chris-

ton et al. 1989; Collier et al. 1996; Tylka & Lee 2006;

Pierrard & Lazar 2010; Ebert et al. 2012; Christon

et al. 2017; Yu et al. 2017; Lario et al. 2019). Ions

with suprathermal distributions have been observed in

the solar wind (Christon et al. 1989; Collier et al.

1996), coronal mass ejections (CMEs) (Tylka & Lee

2006), co-rotating interaction regions (CIRs) (Ebert

et al. 2012; Yu et al. 2017), magnetosphere (Christon

et al. 2017), and interplanetary shocks (Lario et al.

2019). Suprathermal populations are expected to con-

tribute with an additional free energy that may stim-

ulate kinetic instabilities and enhance the wave fluctu-

ations. A series of recent studies have confirmed this

stimulating effect on spontaneous emissions (Lazar et al.

2018a), and induced emissions as well, e.g., instabilities

of whistler waves (Lazar et al. 2019) and electromagnetic

ion-cyclotron modes (Shaaban et al. 2016, 2021b).

However, similar studies of PFH instabilities have led

to less systematic results. Thus, in the case of the peri-

odic branch, also known as the parallel PFH instability,

it is suggested that suprathermal protons may either

stimulate the instability if driven by small anisotropies,

or inhibit it when excited by large anisotropies (Lazar

et al. 2011; Astfalk & Jenko 2016). The other, ape-

riodic (or oblique) branch has a different behavior, at

least for the low anisotropies described by Astfalk &

Jenko (2016), suprathermal ion populations lead to

lower growth rates and, implicitly, a stabilization of the

plasma. These desultory results are due to a misin-

terpretation of suprathermal populations and their im-

plications by adopting a simplified Kappa distribution,

which enables only a contrast with a Maxwellian limit

of same temperature, and, thus, it cannot reveal and

quantify the effects of suprathermals (Lazar et al. 2015,

2016). An analysis able to highlight these populations

and their effects on our PFH instability should be based

on the contrast between bi-Kappa distributed protons

(with tails enhanced by the suprathermals) and the bi-

Maxwellian quasi-thermal core of the distribution, with-

out the suprathermal tails1.

In the present paper we adopt such a realistic ap-

proach to describe both linearly and quasi-linearly (QL)

the periodic PFH modes driven by bi-Kappa protons.

For low and moderate plasma beta regimes, like the ones

of interest in our study, the periodic PFH instability

may evolve faster and dominate the aperiodic branch

(Hellinger et al. 2006; Astfalk & Jenko 2016). QL anal-

ysis enables us to investigate not only the saturation

of growing fluctuations but, also, their back reaction

on protons, contributing to their relaxation. The ve-

locity moment-based QL theory applied here offers a

reliable and straightforward description of the main fea-

tures of kinetic instabilities driven by the temperature

anisotropy of plasma particles (Davidson & Völk 1968;

Yoon 2017). Numerical simulations confirm the major

role of the main velocity moments, such as tempera-

ture components parallel and perpendicular to the mag-

netic field, and also show that transient deformations of

the distributions fade over time, and the initial shape

(e.g., bi-Maxwellian, or bi-Kappa) is mainly restored

by the extended time of relaxation (Seough et al. 2014,

1 For more detailed explanations see Lazar et al. (2015, 2016)
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2015; Yoon et al. 2017; Lazar et al. 2018b; Micera et al.

2020)2. In Section 2 we first introduce the anisotropic

bi-Kappa model for protons, while the electrons are as-

sumed Maxwellian and initially isotropic. Then we pro-

vide linear and QL equations used to describe the unsta-

ble PFH solutions. Numerical solutions are derived and

discussed in Section 3, analyzing in detail the effects of

suprathermal protons. The results of the present work

are summarized in Section 4.

2. THEORETICAL APPROACHES

2.1. Linear formalism

We assume a collisionless and homogeneous plasma,

in the initial configuration with bi-Kappa distributed

protons (subscript p) and Maxwellian isotropic elec-

trons (subscript e). The bi-Kappa distribution function

(Lazar et al. 2015)

fκ,p
(
v‖, v⊥

)
=

1

π3/2θp‖θ
2
p⊥

Γ (κ+ 1)

κ3/2Γ (κ− 1/2)

×

[
1 +

v2‖

κ θ2p‖
+

v2⊥
κ θ2p⊥

]−κ−1
, (1)

is defined in terms of the normalization velocities

θp‖,⊥(t), varying with time (t) in our QL analysis, and

related to the anisotropic temperature components, as

given by the second order moments

Tκp‖ =
2κ

2κ− 3

mpθ
2
p‖

2kB
, and Tκp⊥ =

2κ

2κ− 3

mpθ
2
⊥p

2kB
(2)

In the absence of suprathermal particles, i.e., in the limit

of κ → ∞, the distribution reduces to that of the core

population described (approximately) by the following

bi-Maxwellian (Lazar et al. 2015, 2016)

fM,p

(
v‖, v⊥

)
=

1

π3/2θp‖θ
2
p⊥

exp

(
−
v2‖

θ2p‖
− v2⊥
θ2p⊥

)
, (3)

with temperature components

Tp‖ =
mpθ

2
p‖

2kB
< Tκp‖, and Tp⊥ =

mpθ
2
⊥p

2kB
< Tκp⊥, (4)

which are obtained from Eq.(2) in the same limit of

κ→∞. The core temperatures are lower (the core is in

2 Other QL diffusion theories intended to reproduce transient
deformations of the anisotropic distribution (e.g., Jeong et al.
(2020) may be very complicated and still limited to a number of
approximations. Their implementation to fully describe the evo-
lution of instability, including saturation of EM fluctuations and
relaxation of the distribution, is not yet feasible.

general much cooler) by a factor α2 = κ/(κ− 3/2) > 1,

and θp⊥,‖(t) =
√

2kBT‖,⊥p(t)/mp become the associ-

ated (well-defined) thermal velocities.

We assume a quasi-neutral proton-electron plasma

np ≈ ne and, to isolate and describe only the effects

of the suprathermal protons on PFH instability, ini-

tially (at t = 0) the electrons (subscript e) are consid-

ered isotropic Maxwellian, similar to Eq. (3) but with

θe,‖ = θe,⊥ = θe). For such a plasma system, proton

firehose modes propagating parallel to the background

magnetic field (i.e., k × B0 = 0) are described by the

following dispersion relation (Shaaban et al. 2017)

c2k2

ω2
pp

=
ω2
pe

ω2
pp

[
Ae − 1 +

Ae ω − (Ae − 1) Ωe
kθe‖

ZM,e

(
ξ−e
)]

+Ap − 1 +
Ap ω + (Ap − 1) Ωp

kθp‖
Zκ,p

(
ξ+p
)
, (5)

where k is the wave-number, c is the light speed,

ωpj =
√

4πnje2/mj and Ωj = eB0/mjc are the plasma

frequency and the non-relativistic gyro-frequency of the

plasma species j, ω = ωr + iγ is the wave frequency,

Aj ≡ θ2j⊥/θ2j‖ ≡ T
κ
j⊥/T

κ
j‖ ≡ Tj⊥/Tj‖ is the temperature

anisotropy of the plasma species j,

Zκ,p
(
ξ+p
)

=
1

π1/2κ1/2
Γ (κ)

Γ (κ− 1/2)∫ ∞
−∞

(
1 + x2/κ

)−κ
x− ξ+p

dx, =
(
ξ+p
)
> 0. (6)

is the modified dispersion function for Kappa-distributed

plasmas (Lazar et al. 2008) of argument ξ+p = (ω +

Ωp)/(kθp‖), and

ZM,e

(
ξ−e
)

=
1√
π

∫ ∞
−∞

exp
(
−x2

)
x− ξ−e

dx, =
(
ξ−e
)
> 0, (7)

is the plasma dispersion function (Fried & Conte 1961)

of argument ξ−e = (ω − |Ωe|)/(kθe‖).
The dispersion relation (5) can be rewritten with nor-

malized quantities as follows

k̃2 = µ

[
Ae − 1 +

Ae ω̃ − (Ae − 1)µ

k̃
√
µβe‖

ZM,e

(
ω̃ − µ
k̃
√
µβe‖

)]

+Ap − 1 +
Ap ω̃ + (Ap − 1)

k̃
√
βp‖

Zκ,p

(
ω̃ + 1

k̃
√
βp‖

)
, (8)

where k̃ = ck/ωpp is the normalized wave-number,

ω̃ = ω/Ωp is the normalized wave frequency, βp‖ =

θ2p‖ ω
2
pp/(c

2 Ω2
p) and βe‖ = θ2e‖ ω

2
pe/(c

2 Ω2
e) are, respec-

tively, the parallel plasma beta parameters of protons

and electrons, µ = mp/me is the proton to electron mass

ratio.
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In order to outline the effects of suprathermal pro-

tons, we compare unstable solutions of Eq. (8) with the

ones obtained for the Maxwellian core (in the absence

of suprathermals)

k̃2 = µ

[
Ae − 1 +

Ae ω̃ − (Ae − 1)µ

k̃
√
µβe‖

ZM,e

(
ω̃ − µ
k̃
√
µβe‖

)]

+Ap − 1 +
Ap ω̃ + (Ap − 1)

k̃
√
βp‖

ZM,p

(
ω̃ + 1

k̃
√
βp‖

)
, (9)

where ZM,p is a Maxwellian dispersion function, similar

to Eq. (7), but with a proton argument ξ+p . This equa-

tion is straightforwardly obtained from Eq. (8), in the

limit κ→∞.

At this point, we should emphasize a few aspects to

avoid confusion, and motivate our analysis in the next

sections. The expressions of the proton argument in

Eqs. (8) and (9) are the same. However, the frequen-

cies and wave numbers of the unstable solutions are not

the same, being implicitly modified in the presence of

suprathermals by the Kappa dispersion function Zκ,p,

through the (finite) power exponent κ (see also the foot-

note 3). This already suggests that to highlight the ef-

fects of suprathermal protons we can compare the so-

lutions of Eqs. (8) and (9) obtained for the same beta

value, specific to the (bi-)Maxwellian core of our (bi-

)Kappa distribution.

2.2. Quasi-linear (QL) formalism

In a QL formalism, the temporal evolution of the

VDFs fj of the plasma species j is described by the

general kinetic equation in the diffusion approximation

(Yoon 2017)

∂fj
∂t

=
ie2

4m2
jc

2 v⊥

∫ ∞
−∞

dk

k

[(
ω∗ − kv‖

) ∂

∂v⊥
+ kv⊥

∂

∂v‖

]
× v⊥δB

2(k, ω)

ω − kv‖ ± Ωj

[(
ω − kv‖

) ∂fj
∂v⊥

+ kv⊥
∂fj
∂v‖

]
,

(10)

where ± denote, respectively, the circular right-handed

(RH) or left-handed (LH) polarization, and B2(k) is

the spectral magnetic wave-energy density of the en-

hanced fluctuations, which is described by the wave ki-

netic equation

∂ δB2(k)

∂t
= 2 =(ω)δB2(k), (11)

3 The same dispersion relation (8) can be expressed in terms
other, slightly modified Kappa dispersion functions, e.g., Summers
& Thorne (1991), leading to expressions depending explicitly on
the κ parameter, but this will not affect the wave (unstable or
stable) solutions (Lazar et al. 2008).

with the instantaneous growth rate =(ω) = γ of the

PFH instability derived from the linear dispersion rela-

tion (8).

The QL kinetic equations for the time evolution of the

temperature components defined as velocity moments

(for protons and electrons) result from (10), as follows

dTκp‖

dt
= α2 dTp‖

dt
=
mp

kB

∂

∂t

∫
d3v v2‖ fκ,p, (12a)

dTκp⊥
dt

= α2 dTp⊥
dt

=
mp

2kB

∂

∂t

∫
d3v v2⊥ fκ,p, (12b)

dTe‖

dt
=
me

kB

∂

∂t

∫
d3v v2‖ fM,e, (12c)

dTe⊥
dt

=
me

2kB

∂

∂t

∫
d3v v2⊥ fM,e. (12d)

For the sake of simplicity we can rewrite these dynamical

equations (12) in terms of the dimensionless quantities

dβp‖

dτ
=2

∫
dk̃

k̃2
W (k̃)

[
Ap γ̃ +Gp‖ η

+
p

]
/α2, (13a)

dβp⊥
dτ

=−
∫
dk̃

k̃2
W (k̃)

[
Λpγ̃ +Gp⊥ η

+
p

]
/α2, (13b)

dβe‖

dτ
=2

∫
dk̃

k̃2
W (k̃)

[
µAeγ̃ +Ge‖ η

−
e

]
, (13c)

dβe⊥
dτ

=−
∫
dk̃

k̃2
W (k̃)

[
µΛeγ̃ +Ge⊥ η

−
e

]
, (13d)

defining compactly

γ̃ =γ/Ωp, W (k̃) = δB2(k̃)/B2
0 ,

Λj = (2Aj − 1) , τ = Ωp t,

η+p = [Ap ω̃ + (Ae − 1)]Zp,κ
(
ξ+p
)
,

η−e =
√
µ [Ae ω̃ − (Ae − 1)µ]Ze

(
ξ−e
)
,

Gp‖ = Im
ω̃ + 1

k̃
√
α2βκp‖

, Gp⊥ = Im
2iγ̃ + 1

k̃
√
α2βκp‖

,

Ge‖ = Im
ω̃ − µ
k̃
√
βe‖

, Ge⊥ = Im
2iγ̃ − µ
k̃
√
βe‖

,

and for the normalized spectral magnetic wave-energy

density W (k̃)

∂ W (k̃)

∂τ
= 2 γ̃ W (k̃). (14)

For a finite κ, these equations describe the time evolu-

tion of the instability induced by the bi-Kappa dis-

tributed protons. By contrast, in the absence of

suprathermals, i.e., for κ → ∞, the modified plasma

dispersion function Zp,κ(ξ+p ) converges to the standard

dispersion function Zp,M (ξ+p ) and α2 → 1. Conse-

quently, we obtain a similar set of QL equations (not

reproduced here), describing the instability triggered by

the bi-Maxwellian core.
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Figure 1. Numerical solutions of the PFH modes for κ = 3 (red) and κ→∞ (blue): growth rates from linear theory (panel a),
and QL temporal profiles of the wave energy density Wt (panel b) and their back reactions on the beta parameters of protons
βp⊥,‖ (panel c) and electrons βe⊥,‖ (panel d) as well as their temperature anisotropies Ap (panel e) and Ae (panel f).

3. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we present the results of a compara-

tive analysis, see Figures 1-3, contrasting the unstable

PFH solutions obtained for bi-Kappa distributed pro-

tons, i.e., with κ = 3, (red) with those obtained for the

bi-Maxwellian limit κ→∞ (blue). Other initial plasma

parameters, i.e., Ap(0) = 0.4, βp‖(0) = 4.0, Ae(0) = 1,

and βe‖(0) = 4.0, are fixed.

Figure 1 presents the numerical solutions of the PFH

instability derived from the linear and QL approaches.

Panel (a) in Figure 1 displays the growth rates of the

PFH instability, markedly enhanced by the presence of

suprathermal protons, i.e., for κ = 3. The correspond-

ing wave frequencies (not shown here) show minor vari-

ations with κ. Beyond the linear dispersive properties

of PFH instability, here we describe the QL increase of

the instability, the temporal evolution of the enhanced

magnetic wave-energy density of the PFH fluctuations

Wt =
∫
dk̃ δW (k̃) (panel b), as well as their reactions

back on the anisotropic protons and isotropic electrons.

In panel (b) the magnetic wave-energy density Wt is

markedly enhanced in the presence of the suprathermal

protons (κ = 3), confirming the linear theory predic-

tions in panel (a). For κ = 3 the enhancement of the

Wt starts earlier, and Wt shows a steeper growth profile

before reaching a higher level of saturation.

The enhanced PFH fluctuations regulate the initial

temperature anisotropy of protons Ap ≡ βp⊥/βp‖ < 1

(or Ap ≡ Tκp⊥/T
κ
p‖ ≡ Tp⊥/Tp‖ < 1) through cool-

ing and heating processes reflected in panel (c) by, re-

spectively, the parallel (solid lines) and perpendicular

(dashed lines) plasma beta parameters. After satura-

tion (i.e., at τmax) protons are less anisotropic (in par-

allel direction) with Ap(0) < Ap(τmax) < 1.0, see panel

(e). Initially isotropic, the electrons (Ae(0) = 1) are sub-

jected to parallel cooling (solid lines) and perpendicular
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Figure 2. Instantaneous growth rates of the PFH instability for κ = 3 (panel a) and κ→∞ (panel b).

heating (dashed lines), as shown in panel (d) by the

electron plasma beta parameters βe⊥,‖. The electrons

gain modest perpendicular anisotropy at later stages,

i.e., Ae(τmax) & 1.0, see panel (f). It is obvious that the

enhanced fluctuations of PFH instability obtained in the

presence of suprathermal protons (κ = 3, red) lead to

more pronounced effects on the proton plasma param-

eters than those obtained for a Maxwellian core only

(κ → ∞), i.e., faster and stronger cooling and heating

mechanisms for the plasma betas, and more efficient re-

laxation for the proton temperature anisotropy Ap → 1,

approaching the quasi-stable state after saturation, i.e.,

at τmax.

In Figure 2 we plot the instantaneous growth rates of

PFH instability at different time steps τ = 0, 27, 35, 40,

50, 60, 70, 140 (including the initial ones at τ = 0), for

κ = 3 (panel a) and κ → ∞ (panel b). The instan-

taneous growth rates are plotted as a function of the

normalized wave-number ck/ωpp. An interesting con-

trast is observed for the times τ = 0, 27, 35, 40, when

suprathermals (κ = 3) determine a quite severe change

of the growth rates by comparison to those obtained for

the bi-Maxwellian core (κ→∞). This explains the en-

hanced PFH fluctuations in Figure 1, (panel b). For

κ→∞ more significant changes are obtained only after

τ = 40, when growth rates for κ = 3 start to saturate.

In order to visualize the relaxation of the proton

VDF under the effect of the enhanced PFH fluctuations

we plot in Figure 3 the normalized proton VDFs with

suprathermals (κ = 3, red) and without them (κ→∞,

blue). It is important to point out that in our QL

analysis we assumed that κ parameter does not change

in time, assuming it constant. The shape of the ini-

tial VD changes only due to the variations of the main

moments, such as temperature components. We show

parallel cuts (panels a and b) and contours in velocity

(v⊥/vA, v‖/vA)–space (panels c and d for κ = 3, and

e and f for κ → ∞), for the initial τ = 0 (top pan-

els) and final time step τ = τmax after saturation (bot-

tom panels). Here the VDF is normalized to the proton

Alfvén speed vA = B0/
√

4πnpmp, and for all panels

the contour levels 10−1, 10−2, 10−3, 10−4, and 10−5 of

fmax = 1 are shown. As one can see in the bottom

panels, comparing to the initial state (indicated also by

the light-red the light-red and light-blue contours in the

background) the proton VDFs become less anisotropic

in the parallel direction and more stable against PFH

instability. As expected, the final state of the proton

VDF for κ = 3 is much less anisotropic than that ob-

tained for κ→∞, and therefore more stable. It is worth

noting that for κ = 3 the kinetic (thermal) spread in the

(v⊥/vA, v‖/vA)–space is two times wider than that for

κ→∞.

Additional changes in the shape of the VD, as given

by the variation of κ, are not easily captured in a QL ap-

proach. In a recent attempt to overcome this limitation,

Moya et al. (2020) have proposed a new QL approach

that includes the time variation of the κ exponent dur-

ing the relaxation of temperature anisotropy. However,

this is only a zero-order approach needing further devel-

opments to be properly implemented in the QL theory.

A more general perspective can be provided by study-

ing the effects of the suprathermal protons on the QL

development of the PFH instability as a function of

the parallel plasma beta parameter of protons βp‖.
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Figure 3. Parallel cuts (panels a and b) and contours (panels c, d, e, and f) of proton VDs, for κ = 3 (red) and the bi-Maxwellian
limit κ→∞ (blue), initially at τ = 0 (top) and after saturation τ = τm (bottom).

Figure 4 presents comparisons for the magnetic wave-

energy densities obtained for κ = 3 (red) and κ → ∞
(blue) for an extended range of plasma beta parameter

2.0 6 βp‖ 6 10, including the solar wind and planetary

magnetosphere plasma conditions. Panel (a) in Figure 4
provides a comparison between the starting time τs of

the enhancement of the PFH fluctuations as a function

of βp‖ for κ = 3 (red) and κ → ∞ (blue). Panel (a)

shows that the enhancement of the PFH fluctuations

start markedly earlier for κ = 3 than those for κ → ∞,

especially for proton plasma beta parameter βp‖ < 4. In

general, the difference obtained for the starting time ts
decreases with increasing βp‖. Moreover, it is obvious

that ts markedly decreases as βp‖ increases, especially

for the bi-Maxwellian limit κ→∞.

Panel (b) shows that the maximum magnetic wave-

energy density Wt,max(τ) is markedly enhanced by in-

creasing βp‖. In the presence of the suprathermal pro-

tons (with κ = 3) Wt,max(τ) for βp‖ = 10 is ∼ 2.5 times

higher than that for βp‖ = 2.0, while in the Maxwellian

limit (κ → ∞) Wt,max(τ) for βp‖ = 10 is ∼ 4.0 times

higher than that for βp‖ = 2.0. The ratio between the

maximum magnetic wave-energy density Wt,max(τ) for

κ = 3 and its Maxwellian limit κ→∞, which we name

δWt,max(τ) is displayed in panel (c) as a function of

βp‖. This ratio δWt,max(τ) decreases with increasing

βp‖, starting from 2.25 and reaching a value of 1.55 at

βp‖ = 10. One conclusion to be drawn here is that

the effects of the suprathermal populations on the en-

hanced PFH fluctuations significantly reduce with in-

creasing the plasma beta parameter.

A direct consequence of the enhanced PFH fluc-

tuations is the relaxation of the initial proton tem-

perature anisotropy Ap(0) < 1 through the wave-

particle interaction, as already shown in Figure 1.

The impact of the suprathermals on the temporal

evolution of the proton and electron anisotropies can

be illustrated in a more precise manner by calculat-

ing the instantaneous percent difference of the proton

(j = p) and electron (j = e) temperature anisotropies

∆Aj(τ) = (Aκj (τ) − AMj (τ))/AMj (τ) × 100, where

Aκj (τ) and AMj (τ) are the instantaneous temperature
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Figure 4. Effects of the proton power-index κ = 3 (red)
and κ → ∞ (blue) on the starting time τs of the enhanced
PFH fluctuations (panel a), and their maximum energy level
Wt,max (panel b) as functions of βp‖ for 2 6 βp‖ 6 10. The
ratio of these maximum levels δWt,max as a function of βp‖
is shown in panel (c).

anisotropies for the bi-Kappa (superscript κ) and bi-

Maxwellian (superscript M) distributed protons, re-

spectively.

Figure 5 displays the instantaneous percent difference

∆Aj(τ) as a function of τ , for the proton (red) and

electron (blue) temperature anisotropies. For βp‖ = 4

(panel a) the percent difference of the proton tempera-
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Figure 5. Temporal profiles of the relative percentage
change of proton (red) and electron (blue) temperature
anisotropies ∆Aj(τ) = (Aκj (τ) − AMj (τ))/AMj (τ) × 100 for
βp‖ =4 (panel a), 6 (panel b). The maximum relative per-
centage difference ∆Ap,max(τ) (red) and that obtained after
saturation ∆Ap(τm) (dashed red) are displayed in panel (c)
as a function of βp‖.

ture anisotropy shows exponential growth, and peaks at

saturation (τ = 43) with value ∆Ap,max = 63.8% (and

then the variation of anisotropy is less significant). In

other words, the relaxation of the initial proton tempera-

ture anisotropy in the presence of suprathermal protons

(i.e., for κ = 3) is much stronger than that obtained
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Figure 6. PFH instability thresholds derived from linear theory for κ→∞ (blue) κ = 3 (red), and the QL dynamical decreasing
paths for the proton and electrons in (Aj , βp‖)−space for κ → ∞ (panel a) and κ = 3 (panel b). The magnetic wave energy
density level is colour coded. Initial states are indicated by white circles, while the final positions are marked with blue circles
κ→∞ for and red circles for κ = 3. Stable states of the PFH modes are indicated by black arrows.

for their bi-Maxwellian limit. For a higher proton beta

parameter, i.e., for βp‖ = 6 (panel b), peak value ob-

tained at saturation is lower, i.e., ∆Ap,max(τ) = 34%.

Electrons show the same behavior in the presence of the

suprathermal protons, with a percent difference of the

electron temperature anisotropy peaking and then de-

creasing before τmax. However, for the electrons these

peaks ∆Ae,max(τ) are modest, and the saturated values

are negative confirming the results in the right bottom

panel of Figure 1, which show the initially isotropic elec-

trons gaining less perpendicular anisotropy at the final

stage τmax, i.e., AMe (τmax) > Aκe (τmax) > 1. Panel

(c) in Figure 5 displays the variation of these two val-

ues of the percent difference of the proton tempera-

ture anisotropy with βp‖. Bith the peaking value (red

solid line) and the one obtained after saturation (red

dashed line) decrease with increasing βp‖. Furthermore,

the difference between ∆Ap(τ) and ∆Ap,max(τmax) de-

creases as βp‖ increases, and for βp‖ = 10, ∆Ap(τmax) '
∆Ap,max(τ) ' 15%.

Figure 6 displays the temperature anisotropy thresh-

olds derived as a function of βp‖ close to the marginal

stability of PFH modes (low maximum growth rates

γmax = 10−3Ωp), for κ = 3 (red curves) and κ → ∞
(blue curves). These thresholds are obtained from the

linear dispersion relation (8) and are well fitted to (Shaa-

ban et al. 2017)

Ap = 1− s(
βp‖ − β0

)α (15)

with fitting parameters (s, α, β0) = (0.45, 0.47, 0.65) for

κ = 3 (red curve) and (s, α, β0) = (0.26, 0.61,−0.042)

for κ→∞ (blue).

In the (Aj , βj‖)−space the unstable PFH modes are

located below the anisotropy thresholds, while the stable

states are located above the thresholds, as indicted by

the black arrows in Figure 6. These thresholds decrease

with increasing βp‖, extending the unstable regime of

PFH modes to lower deviations from isotropy Ap . 1.

This behavior is consistent with the fact that kinetic

plasma modes need lower anisotropies to destabilize in

hotter plasmas (βp‖ ∝ Tp‖). In Figure 6 the effects of

suprathermal protons are highlighted by a direct com-

parison of the anisotropy thresholds for κ = 3 (red)

and for bi-Maxwellian protons (blue). The anisotropy

threshold becomes markedly lower in the presence of the

suparthermal protons, extending the unstable regime of

PFH modes to lower anisotropies and lower βp‖ < 1. In

Figure 7 from Appendix A we display, in addition, the

anisotropy threshold derived for the parallel plasma beta

parameter of the bi-Kappa distributed protons (black

line). This threshold shows a similar significant displace-

ment towards lower anisotropies and lower values of the

plasma beta, due to the presence of suprathermal pro-

tons.

Furthermore, with dots in Figure 6 we display the re-

sults from QL approaches. We consider seven cases of

distinct initial parameters by using different values for

the parallel plasma beta parameter βp‖ = 0.5, 1, 2, 4, 6, 8,

and 10, and comparing again the results obtained for
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κ = 3 and κ→∞. Other initial plasma parameters are

Ap(0) = 0.3, Ae(0) = 1.0, and βp‖(0) = βe‖(0). For all

cases, the QL evolution of the temperature anisotropy

Aj for protons (subscript ”j = p”) and electrons (sub-

script ”j = e”) are displayed as dynamical paths. The

QL dynamical paths start at the initial conditions, as in-

dicated by the white circles, and end at the final position

after the saturation, as indicated by the red circles for

κ = 3 and the blue circles for κ → ∞. The level of the

magnetic wave-energy density of the PFH fluctuations

is indicated by the color bars, showing a clear enhance-

ment in the presence of suprathermals (panel b). The

enhanced PFH fluctuations scatter protons towards the

quasi-stable state close to marginal stability. Thus, for

all cases the initial proton anisotropy reduces towards

the quasi-stable states as time evolves, with a decline

towards lower betas. For all these QL runs the final

states settle down exactly on the temperature anisotropy

thresholds derived from linear theory. The presence of

suprathermal protons, i.e., for κ = 3 (panel b), deter-

mines a higher level of PFH fluctuations, and, in turn, a

higher and more efficient relaxation of the proton tem-

perature anisotropy. For bi-Maxwellian (core) protons

(panel a), the PFH modes can be destabilized under the

condition of βp‖ & 1 (Gary 1993), but in the presence

of suprathermals this condition is markedly relaxed, re-

quiring only βp‖ > 0.2 (see red thresholds in Figure 6).

Note, however, that this condition depends on the value

chosen for κ, and the new minimum limit for βp‖ in-

creases with increasing κ.

After gaining temperature anisotropy (Ae > 1), the

electrons may excite the RH polarized whistler instabil-

ity (WI) with a maximum growth rate in the parallel

direction to the background magnetic field (Lazar et al.

2019). For visual guidance Figure 6 displays also the

WI threshold (black curve) predicted from linear theory,

with fitting parameters (s, α, β0) = (−0.29, 0.49, 0.0) in

Eq. (15). The dynamical paths of the initially isotropic

electrons Ae(0) show that electrons gain temperature

anisotropy in the perpendicular direction and move to-

ward the WI thresholds. In general, the electron tem-

perature anisotropies Ae induced after saturation are

positioned below or near the WI threshold, except for

βp‖ > 4 in the case of the bi-Maxwellian distributed pro-

tons (panel a). This suggests that, despite the enhanced

level of fluctuations in the presence of suprathermal pro-

tons, their resonant transfer of energy to electrons via

the enhanced PFH fluctuations is reduced. Note, also,

that an increase of the initial plasma beta parameter

results in longer dynamical paths for the electrons and,

implicitly, a higher gain of their induced anisotropy.

4. CONCLUSIONS

We have investigated the periodic PFH instability,

in conditions typically encountered in space plasmas,

where suprathermal particles are ubiquitous. To prop-

erly outline the effects of suparthermal protons we

have performed a comparative analysis between the

results obtained for bi-Kappa distributed protons, and

those obtained in the absence of suprathermals, for

the bi-Maxwellian (quasi-thermal) core (Lazar et al.

2015, 2016). Thus, Figures 1-3 describe the effects

of suprathermal protons on the linear properties, but

also temporal evolution of PFH fluctuation and their

back reactions on the plasma species, including macro-

scopic plasma parameters, i.e., plasma beta parameters

βj⊥,‖ and temperature anisotropies Aj , instantaneous

growth rates of PFH instability, and the relaxation of

the initial proton VDs. All these results show a sys-

tematic stimulation of the instability in the presence

of suprathermals, due to their additional free (kinetic)

energy. Growth rates are enhanced, and so are the

resulting PFH fluctuations, reaching higher levels of

magnetic-wave energy density at the saturation. As a

consequence of that, the relaxation of the proton tem-

perature anisotropy becomes faster and more efficient,

see Figures 1 and 3.

Figures 4-6 provide a more comprehensive picture,

showing the robustness of these stimulative effects of

suprathermal protons on the PFH instability for an ex-

tended range of plasma beta conditions, in the interval

2 6 βp‖ 6 10. In Figures 4-5 the ignition time of PFH

instability is markedly shortened in the presence of sur-

prathermals, the maximum level of the enhanced fluc-

tuations is enhanced, and the relaxation of anisotropic

protons becomes more pronounced. Suprathermal pro-

tons contribute with an additional kinetic (free) energy

(e.g., Tκ‖ > T‖) and systematically stimulates the PFHI.

In Figure 6, thresholds predicted by linear theory in a

(Ap, βp‖) diagram are exactly recovered from the quasi-

linear dynamical paths of the temperature anisotropy

relaxation. The anisotropy thresholds are significantly

reduced in the presence of suprathermal protons (i.e.,

κ = 3), and the unstable regime is considerably ex-

panded to lower beta regimes, i.e., βp‖ < 1, where

plasma dynamics is more constrained by the magnetic

field. In this new regime the PFH modes are only

unstable due to the free kinetic energy provided by

suprathermal protons. Similar effects are induced by

the suprathermal electrons on the conditions of electron

firehose instabilities (Lazar et al. 2017; Shaaban et al.

2019a).

To conclude, suprathermal protons have a significant

and systematic stimulative effect on the PFH insta-
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bility, in both linear and quasi-linear phases, enhanc-

ing not only the growth rates, but also the enhanced

PFH fluctuations, which finally determine a faster in-

stability development and a more efficient relaxation

of the anisotropic protons. Comparing to idealized bi-

Maxwellian plasmas, which completely ignore the effects

of suprathermal protons, our results unveil a new unsta-

ble regime for the PFH instability, highly conditioned by

the suprathermal protons and plasma beta parameter.
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APPENDIX A

Figure 7 presents a comparison of the PFH instability

thresholds derived as a function of the parallel plasma

beta parameter for κ = 3 (red and black curves) and

κ→∞ (blue). Red and blue curves are the same thresh-

olds as in Figure 6, while the black curve represents

the instability threshold in the (Ap, β
κ
p‖)−space, where

βκp‖ = 2κ/(2κ− 3)βp‖ > βp‖ is the parallel plasma beta

parameter for the (bi-)Kappa distributed protons. This

threshold shows a similar significant displacement to-

wards lower values of plasma beta, supporting the main

conclusion of our present study.
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P. H. 2018, Plasma Physics and Controlled Fusion, 60,

075010. https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/aac1e4

Lario, D., Berger, L., Decker, R. B., et al. 2019, The

Astronomical Journal, 158, 12.

https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ab1e49

Lazar, M., Fichtner, H., & Yoon, P. H. 2016, A&A, 589,

A39. https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201527593
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Štverák, Š., Trávńıček, P., Maksimovic, M., et al. 2008,

Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 113.

https://doi.org/10.1029/2007JA012733

Summers, D., & Thorne, R. M. 1991, Physics of Fluids B:

Plasma Physics (1989-1993), 3, 1835.

https://doi.org/10.1063/1.859653

Tylka, A. J., & Lee, M. A. 2006, The Astrophysical

Journal, 646, 1319. https://doi.org/10.1086/505106

Yoon, P. H. 2017, Reviews of Modern Plasma Physics, 1, 4.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s41614-017-0006-1
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