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ABSTRACT

Differential flows among different ion species are often observed in the solar wind, and such ion differ-

ential flows can provide the free energy to drive Alfvén/ion-cyclotron and fast-magnetosonic/whistler

instabilities. Previous works mainly focused on ion beam instability under the parameters represen-

tative of the solar wind nearby 1 au. In this paper we further study proton beam instability using

the radial models of the magnetic field and plasma parameters in the inner heliosphere. We explore

a comprehensive distribution of proton beam instability as functions of the heliocentric distance and

the beam speed. We also perform a detailed analysis of the energy transfer between unstable waves

and particles and quantify how much the free energy of the proton beam flows into unstable waves

and other kinds of particle species (i.e., proton core, alpha particle, and electron). This work clar-

ifies that both parallel and perpendicular electric fields are responsible for the excitation of oblique

Alfvén/ion-cyclotron and oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler instabilities. Moreover, this work pro-

poses an effective growth length to estimate whether the instability is efficiently excited or not. It

shows that oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability, oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability, and

oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability can be efficiently driven by proton beams drifting at the speed

∼ 600−1300 km s−1 in the solar atmosphere. In particular, oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron waves driven

in the solar atmosphere can be significantly damped therein, leading to the solar corona heating. These

results are helpful for understanding proton beam dynamics in the inner heliosphere and can be verified

through in situ satellite measurements.

Keywords: Plasma physics (2089) — Space plasmas (1544) — Solar wind (1534)

1. INTRODUCTION

The proton velocity distribution in the solar wind usu-

ally consists of two components (Feldman et al. 1973,

1974; Marsch et al. 1982b): a more dense core and a

secondary tenuous beam that drifts at a speed faster

than the core. The proton beam component was firstly

found by Feldman et al. (1973) from the IMP space-
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crafts. Helios observations further identified the proton

beam population arising from heliocentric distance 0.3

−1 au (Marsch et al. 1982b). The statistical analysis for

the Helios and Ulysses data sets have explored that the

differential drift speed ∆V between the core and beam

components is of the order of the local Alfvén speed

VA (Marsch & Livi 1987; Goldstein et al. 2000; Tu et

al. 2004; Alterman et al. 2018; Ďurovcová et al. 2019).

The observed ∆V/VA are normally less than the values

predicted from proton beam instability (Marsch & Livi

1987; Goldstein et al. 2000). Consequently, proton beam

instability is proposed to play a significant role in con-
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straining the proton beam in the solar wind (Marsch &

Livi 1987; Goldstein et al. 2000).

The proton beam provides one of free energies to drive

the electromagnetic instabilities. Montgomery et al.

(1975, 1976) firstly performed a comprehensive investi-

gation of proton beam instability in a plasma containing

proton core, proton beam, and electron components, and

found that the proton beam induces three kinds of insta-

bilities: oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability, oblique

fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability, and parallel fast-

magnetosonic/whistler instability. Daughton & Gary

(1998) reconsidered proton beam instability, and identi-

fied the appearance of two kinds of oblique Alfvén/ion-

cyclotron instabilities, i.e., Alfvén I occurring at com-

paratively short wavelengths (also see Winske & Omidi

1992), and Alfvén II at comparatively longer wave-

lengths (also see Montgomery et al. 1975, 1976). Be-

sides, the proton beam could drive parallel Alfvén/ion-

cyclotron instability that have a speed threshold higher

than that for parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler in-

stability (e.g., Gary 1991; Liu et al. 2019). Among

these instabilities, parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler

and Alfvén I instabilities are the two strongest instabili-

ties under plasma parameters representative of 1 au solar

wind, and they are thought of as the candidates con-

straining the proton beam therein (Daughton & Gary

1998; Daughton et al. 1999).

In contrast to studies of proton beam instability in

the vicinity of the solar wind at 1 au, there are a few

works that have focused on such instability in the re-

gion close to the Sun. Recently, Liu et al. (2019)

proposed that parallel Alfvén/ion-cyclotron and fast-

magnetosonic/whistler instabilities can be driven by the

proton beam in the solar coronal holes. Using the Parker

Solar Probe (PSP) measurements, Verniero et al. (2020)

reported observations of the simultaneous occurrence of

proton beams and ion-scale waves at heliocentric dis-

tances of about 36RS , and identified that the observed

waves are locally driven by proton beams on the basis

of the instability analysis. Bowen et al. (2020) showed

that ion-scale waves are observed 30%−50% radial field

intervals in the first encounter of PSP. Moreover, in com-

parison to the proton beam speed comparable to VA in

the solar wind nearby 1 au, proton beams are at times

seen by PSP with relative speeds & 1.5VA (Klein et al.

2021). Since PSP will measure the ion velocity distri-

bution and electromagnetic fields down to the heliocen-

tric distance at 9.8Rs, it provides a unique opportunity

to identify the excitation of proton beam instability in

the solar atmosphere. Consequently, this paper plans

to investigate proton beam instability in both the solar

atmosphere and the solar wind.

In this paper, different from previous works that use

parameters representative of one location in the solar

wind, we study the ion-scale proton beam instability un-

der parameters radially distributed in the heliocentric

distance from 3 − 215RS . This study explores the na-

ture of four typical instabilities, i.e., oblique Alfvén/ion-

cyclotron instability, oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler

instability, oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability, and

parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability, in the

inner heliosphere. In particular, this study recognizes

that the Alfvén I instability proposed by Daughton

& Gary (1998) comes from the coupling between the

Alfvén/alpha-cyclotron mode and the Alfvén/ion-beam

mode. Also, this study explores the excitation mecha-

nism of each kind of instability using the energy transfer

rate between unstable waves and particles in both the

parallel and perpendicular directions with respect to

the background magnetic field, which clearly shows how

much the proton beam energy flows into unstable waves

and other particle components in each kind of insta-

bility. Furthermore, this study presents the control-

ling parameter region of each proton beam instability

and proposes that oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron, oblique

fast-magnetosonic/whistler, and Alfvén/ion-beam in-

stabilities could be driven by the proton beam with the

drift speed ∼ 600−1300 km s−1 in the solar atmosphere,

which can be checked by PSP observations.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 intro-

duces the theoretical model and plasma parameters.

Section 3 analyzes the nature and excitation mechanism

of four typical proton beam instabilities. Section 4 gives

the radial distributions of proton beam instability in the

inner heliosphere. Section 5 considers the effective exci-

tation of the instability. Section 6 discusses the change

in the plasma temperature during proton beam insta-

bility and shows the dependence of the instability on

plasma parameters, such as the temperature anisotropy,

the differential drift of alpha particles relative to pro-

tons, and the relative proton beam density. Lastly, our

results are summarized in Section 7.

2. THEORETICAL MODEL AND PLASMA

PARAMETERS

2.1. Theoretical Model

To study the wave dynamics in the weakly collisional

solar wind plasma, we use the model consisting of Vlasov

and Maxwell’s equations, which yield the wave equation

in Fourier space

k× (k×E) +
ω2

c2
ε ·E, (1)
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where ε = iσ/(ε0ω) + I, ε0 is the permittivity of free

space, ε is the dielectric tensor, σ is the conductivity

tensor, ω is the wave frequency, and E is the wave elec-

tric field. The plasma wave eigenmodes correspond to

solutions of Equation (1). Recently, a general dispersion

relation solver named BO/PDRK for Equation (1) was

developed by Xie & Xiao (2016) and Xie (2019), and

this solver is useful performing a comprehensive study

for ion and electron kinetic instabilities (Sun et al. 2019,

2020). In this paper we use BO/PDRK to give the wave

dispersion relation in proton beam plasma.

One key problem in the kinetic instability study is the

role of Landau and cyclotron resonances between un-

stable waves and particles on the instability excitation.

Both Landau and cyclotron resonances can induce the

free energy of particles flowing into plasma waves, result-

ing in wave amplification (e.g., Gary 1991). To estimate

the contribution of Landau and cyclotron resonances,

a popular method is to calculate the resonance factor

ηsn =
(
ω − k‖Vs − nΩcs

)
/
√

2k‖VTs (e.g., Gary 1991),

where Vs is the drift velocity along the background mag-

netic field B0, VTs ≡
√
Ts/ms is the thermal speed,

Ωcs ≡ qsB0/ms is the cyclotron frequency, and “s” de-

notes the particle species. Normally, |ηs0| . 2 (or 3)

indicates that the Landau resonance interaction is im-

portant in triggering instability; and |ηsn(n 6= 0)| . 2 (or

3) implies that the cyclotron resonance interaction is in

favor of triggering instability. We note that the transit-

time resonant interaction can also arise as ηs0 ∼ 0 (e.g.,

Stix 1992; Quataert 1998).

This study will use an alternative parameter, i.e.,

the energy transfer rate, to quantify wave-particle res-

onances on the instability excitation. We will calculate

the energy transfer rate by using the plasma current J

and the wave electric field E. The similar energy absorp-

tion/emission calculation has been proposed by previous

works (e.g., Stix 1992; Quataert 1998; Howes et al. 2017;

Klein et al. 2017, 2019, 2020; He et al. 2020). Once the

wave frequency and wave electric field fluctuations are

obtained from Equation (1), the plasma current is given

by

Js = σs ·E. (2)

The energy transfer rate between the waves and par-

ticles can be quantified by

Γs =
1

4
(E · J∗s + E∗ · Js) , (3)

which denotes the energy absorption/emission per unit

of time, and per unit of volume. Γs can be further de-

composed as contributions from the parallel and perpen-

dicular electric fields:

Γs‖ =
1

4

(
E‖ · J∗s‖ + E∗‖ · Js‖

)
, (4)

and

Γs⊥ =
1

4
(E⊥ · J∗s⊥ + E∗⊥ · Js⊥) . (5)

The total energy transfer rate can be obtained by sum-

ming all particle energy transfer rates: Γt =
∑
s Γs,

Γt‖ =
∑
s Γs‖, and Γt⊥ =

∑
s Γs⊥. Since Landau and

cyclotron resonances are dependent on parallel and per-

pendicular electric field fluctuations, respectively, they

can be quantitatively measured by using Γ‖ and Γ⊥.

When the energy transfer rate is smaller than zero, the

energy transfers from particles into waves, leading to

wave growth. While the energy transfer rate is larger

than zero, the energy transfers from waves into parti-

cles, leading to wave damping.

In this study we use the following expressions to quan-

tify the energy transfer between the waves and particles,

Ps =
Γs
WEB

, Ps‖ =
Γs‖

WEB
, Ps⊥ =

Γs⊥

WEB
, (6)

and

Pt =
∑
s

Ps, Pt‖ =
∑
s

Ps‖, Pt⊥ =
∑
s

Ps⊥. (7)

where WEB = ε0|E|2/4 + |B|2/4µ0 is the wave electro-

magnetic energy. These expressions quantify the energy

absorption/emission per unit of time, per unit of vol-

ume, and per unit of wave electromagnetic energy. We

note that a different definition for the energy transfer is

proposed in previous studies (e.g., Quataert 1998), and

the relation between these two expressions is discussed

in Appendix A. One advantage of using these normalized

rates is that due to Pt/2 = −γ (see Appendix A), we

can directly measure the contribution of each resonance

effect on wave growth or damping. Here, γ represents

the imaginary part of ω in which γ > 0 (or < 0) corre-

sponds to wave growth (or damping). In addition, we

use ω to calculate Pt, not the real part of ω, and the rea-

son is that a complete plasma current is only obtained

by using ω (see Equation 2).

Furthermore, we will decompose the energy transfer

rate at different n, i.e., Ps(n), and investigate the con-

tribution of n = 0 and n 6= 0 resonances on wave growth

or damping. Based on these energy transfer rates, we

will give detailed analyses for the growth and damping

mechanism in each proton beam instability in Section 3.

2.2. Magnetic Field and Plasma Parameters

PSP will measure plasma waves and particle veloc-

ity distributions in situ down to locations below 10RS
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Figure 1. The radial distributions of the magnetic field
strength and plasma parameters. (a) The magnetic field
strength B0; (b) the plasma number density N ; (c) the
plasma temperature T ; (d) the Alfvén speed VA (solid line),
and proton thermal speed VTp (dashed line); (e) the plasma
proton beta βp defined as the ratio of the proton thermal
pressure to magnetic pressure; and (f) the proton cyclotron
frequency Ωcp.

in the inner heliosphere. In order to provide a direct

comparison between PSP observations and theoretical

instability predictions, we use radial distributions of the

magnetic field strength and plasma parameters at PSP

orbits referring to Bale et al. (2016). The detailed fitting

procedures are stated in Bale et al. (2016), and here we

merely give the results.

The magnetic field strength is

B0 =
860RS
r

√(
215RS
r

)2

+

(
405

Vsw

)2

(nT), (8)

where r is the heliocentric distance, RS is the solar

radius, and the solar wind velocity is given as Vsw =

430

√
1− exp

(
− r/RS−2.8

25

)
(km/s). The electron num-

ber density is (also see Sittler & Guhathakurta 1999)

Ne = N0×exp

(
3.67RS

r

)(
R2
S

r2
+

4.9R3
S

r3
+

7.6R4
S

r4
+

6.0R5
S

r5

)
(9)

with N0 = 3.26×105 cm−3, and the proton temperature

is given by

Tp =
T0

(r/RS)0.6
, (10)

where T0 = 226.4 eV.

We consider a plasma containing four particle com-

ponents, i.e., electrons “e”, proton core “pc”, pro-

ton beam “pb” and alpha particles “α”, and as-

sume their velocity distribution functions following

the drifting Maxwellian distribution, i.e., fs
(
v‖, v⊥

)
=

Ns

(π)3/2(2Ts/ms)3/2
exp

[
− (v‖−Vs)

2
+v2⊥

2Ts/ms

]
, where ms, Ns, Ts

and Vs denote the mass, number density, temperature,

and drift speed for each particle component “s”. We

also consider the proton core frame, which is Vpc = 0.

To better show the pure proton beam instability, we

assume there is no differential drift between alpha par-

ticle and proton core components, i.e., Vα = 0, while

in fact, alpha particles are streaming faster than core

protons in the solar wind (e.g., Marsch et al. 1982a;

Alterman et al. 2018; Ďurovcová et al. 2019). More-

over, we assume NpbVpb − NeVe = 0 to ensure a zero

current condition. For the number density and tem-

perature of each particle component, we use following

values: Npc = 0.8Ne, Npb = 0.1Ne, and Nα = 0.05Ne;

and Tpc = Tpb = Tα = Te. The discussion of the de-

pendence of the instability on the particle density and

temperature will be given in Section 6.

The magnetic field strength and plasma parameters

as a function of the heliocentric distance r are presented

in Figure 1. Figure 1 also gives the radial distribu-
tions of the Alfvén speed VA, the proton thermal speed

VTp, the plasma proton beta βp (the ratio of the pro-

ton thermal to magnetic pressure), and the proton cy-

clotron frequency Ωcp. It should be emphasized that

βp is one important parameter affecting proton beam

instability (Montgomery et al. 1976; Daughton & Gary

1998). From Figure 1, we see that βp is smaller than

0.1 as r . 20RS , and then βp increases with r and is

about 0.9 at r = 215RS (1 au).

2.3. Basic Wave Modes

For identifying which kind of the wave mode is

unstable, this subsection introduces the basic wave

modes in proton beam plasmas. The proton beam can

considerably affect the dispersion relations of plasma

waves (Liu et al. 2019), and an example is given in

Figure 2, which presents all parallel and antiparallel
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Figure 2. Parallel and antiparallel plasma waves in (a)
a proton-alpha-electron plasma and (b) a plasma contain-
ing proton core, proton beam, alpha particle, and electron
components. The argument of Ey/Ex is overlaid on the
wave dispersion relations. Three wave modes correspond
to the A/αC (Alfvén/alpha-cyclotron) mode, the αC/PC
(alpha-cyclotron/proton-cyclotron) mode, and the FM/W
(fast-magnetosonic/whistler) mode in panel (a); and in panel
(b) the wave modes significantly affected by the proton beam
are the PC/PB (proton-cyclotron/proton-beam) mode, the
A/PB (Alfvén/proton-beam) mode, the mode with the fre-
quency near Ωcα, and the mode with the frequency near Ωcp.

low-frequency waves in a cold plasma. In an electron-

proton-alpha particle plasma without any relative drifts

between particle components, there are three kinds of

wave modes below the electron cyclotron frequency:

Alfvén/alpha-cyclotron mode, alpha-cyclotron/proton-

cyclotron mode, and fast-magnetosonic/whistler mode

(Figure 2a). When the plasma contains a proton beam

with a drift speed Vpb = VA (Figure 2b), the coupling

between the backward Alfvén/alpha-cyclotron mode

and the proton beam mode results in the appearance

of an Alfvén/proton-beam mode. The short-wavelength

Alfvén/proton-beam mode wave becomes right-hand

polarization and forward propagation due to the ef-

fect of the Doppler shift frequency Vpbkz. Also, a new

proton-cyclotron/proton-beam mode arises in the for-

ward propagation direction, and two left-hand polarized

wave modes in the backward direction correspond to a

mode with frequency near the alpha cyclotron frequency

and a mode with frequency near the proton cyclotron

frequency.

For the proton beam propagating against the back-

ground magnetic field, the basic wave modes are the

same as that in Figure 2b, and only the difference is

the wave direction. Therefore, this study considers the

situation where the proton beam propagates along the

background magnetic field.

3. FOUR TYPICAL PROTON BEAM

INSTABILITIES

Using the magnetic field and plasma parameters

stated in Subsection 2.2, we find there are four typi-

cal proton beam instabilities in the inner heliosphere.

An example is given in Figure 3, which presents the

k − θ distributions of these typical instabilities driven

by proton beams with Vpb = VA, 1.5VA, and 2.5VA
at r = 10RS . The Vpb = VA proton beam drives

an oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability, producing

the left-hand polarized waves arg(Ey/Ex) = −90◦, in

which the maximum growth rate (marked by #1) oc-

curs at θ ' 38◦. The Vpb = 1.5VA beam results in an

oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability where the

strongest excitation (marked by #2) occurs at θ ' 33◦,

and this instability generates the right-hand polarized

waves with arg(Ey/Ex) = 90◦. The proton beam with a

large speed Vpb = 2.5VA triggers two kinds of instabili-

ties: an oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability with the lo-

cal maximum growth rates (point #3 and #4) at θ ' 45◦

and θ ' 73◦, and a parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler

instability with the maximum growth rate at θ = 0◦

(#5). The nature of each instability is further explored

in Figures 4−13, which give a detailed analysis for each

instability at its maximum growth rate.

3.1. Oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability

Figures 4a and 4b present the dispersion relations of

all low-frequency waves and the growth rate of the un-

stable wave under Vpb = VA and θ = 38◦ at r = 10RS ,

respectively. Compared to the wave dispersion relations

in Figure 2, it is evident that the unstable wave at point

#1 is the Alfvén/alpha-cyclotron mode wave.

The energy transfer rates between unstable waves and

particles are given in Figures 4c−4e. Through parallel

electric field, the free energy of the proton beam is trans-

ferred into unstable waves. Simultaneously, the energy

flows from unstable waves into the electron component;

however, there is little energy transfer between unstable

waves and the proton core (alpha particle) component
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Figure 3. The k − θ distributions of four typical proton beam instabilities at r = 10RS : (a) the OA/IC instability driven by
the Vpb = VA proton beam; (b) the OFM/W instability driven by the Vpb = 1.5VA proton beam; and (c) the OA/IB instability
and PFM/W instability driven by the Vpb = 2.5VA proton beam. (Top panels) the maximum growth rate, γmax; (middle panels)
the real frequency ωr at γmax; and (bottom panels) the argument of Ey/Ex at γmax. The circular points marked by #1, #2, #3,
#4 and #5 denote local maximum growth rates, and the counter lines correspond to 0.9 times each local maximum growth rate.
OA/IB = oblique Alfvén/ion-beam; OA/IC = oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron; OFM/W = oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler;
and PFM/W = parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler.

in the parallel direction due to the parallel electric field.

Since the total parallel energy transfer rate Pt‖ is mainly

smaller than zero, the net energy flows into unstable

waves in the parallel direction. On the other hand, both
proton beam and electron components can release en-

ergy to unstable waves in the perpendicular direction

due to the perpendicular electric field, whereas both the

proton core and alpha particle components gain energy

from unstable waves. Since Pt⊥ . 0, the unstable waves

gain the net energy from particles in the perpendicu-

lar direction. From Figure 4e which presents the energy

transfer rate sum of both the parallel and perpendic-

ular directions, we see that the free energy carried by

the proton beam is nearly equally flowing into unstable

waves and other particle components at the position of

the strongest instability.

To understand the physical mechanisms driving par-

allel and perpendicular energy transfers, Figures 5 and 6

further show energy transfer rates at different n and typ-

ical diffusive particle flux paths in the n = 0 and n = 1

resonances, respectively. Since the oblique Alfvén/ion-

cyclotron instability generates oblique left-hand polar-

ized waves, these waves mainly interact with particles

through n = 0 and n = 1 resonance (Figure 5; also see

Verscharen & Chandran 2013).

A parallel electric field can induce strong Landau res-

onance interactions between unstable waves and n = 0

resonant particles (Figure 5a). Through comparing the

wave dispersion relation and n = 0 resonance lines

ωr = (Vs ± 2VTs)k‖ and analyzing the diffusive particle

flux path, we can estimate the effects of Landau reso-

nance on unstable waves (Verscharen & Chandran 2013).

The wave dispersion relation of the oblique Alfvén/ion-

cyclotron wave, which can be approximately given as

ωOA/IC ∼ VAk‖, resides two resonance lines of the pro-

ton beam and electron components. This indicates that

there are sufficient proton beam and electron particles

taking part in Landau resonance interactions. For the

proton beam population, vph 6 v‖ 6 vph + 2VTp and

vph − 2VTp 6 v‖ 6 vph resonant protons may ex-
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the growth rate of the unstable wave; (c) parallel energy transfer rates; (d) perpendicular energy transfer rates; and (e) total
energy transfer rates. The argument of Ey/Ex is overlaid on the wave dispersion relation and growth rate. OA/IC = oblique
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Figure 5. Energy transfer rates at different n in the oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability: (a) n = 0; (b) n = 1; and (c)
n = −1. (Upper panels) parallel energy transfer rates; (middle panels) perpendicular energy transfer rates; and (bottom panels)
total energy transfer rates.

perience different diffusion paths (Figure 6a) that are

similar to diffusion paths for the Landau resonant al-

pha particle beam population proposed by Verscharen

& Chandran (2013), and the total energy is flowing

from these resonant protons into unstable waves, that

is, Ppb‖(n = 0) < 0. For the electron population,

Landau interactions between resonant electrons with

vph − 2VTe 6 v‖ 6 vph + 2VTe and unstable waves lead

to Pe‖(n = 0) > 0. However, due to the wave disper-

sion relation highly deviating from two resonance lines

of the proton core and alpha particle components, a few

proton core and alpha particles experience Landau res-

onance interactions, and therefore Ppc‖(n = 0) ∼ 0 and

Pα‖(n = 0) ∼ 0.

The n = 0 resonant particles can suffer another kind

of wave-particle interaction via a perpendicular electric
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Figure 6. Diffusion paths in the oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability. (a) Landau interactions with n = 0 resonant beam
protons, where red and blue points denote protons with vph − 2VTp 6 v‖ 6 vph and vph 6 v‖ 6 vph + 2VTp, respectively. (b)
Transit-time interactions with n = 0 resonant beam protons with vph 6 v‖ 6 vph + 2VTp. (c) Cyclotron interactions with n = 1
resonant core protons with vres − 2VTp 6 v‖ 6 vres + 2VTp. Blue (red) points represent particles diffusing into a region with
smaller (larger) v. The black dashed and purple solid curves denote v2

‖ + v2
⊥ = C and (v‖ − vph)2 + v2

⊥ = C, respectively. The
points are randomly sampled from the Maxwellian model for the proton beam or proton core population.

field, that is, transit-time resonant interaction (e.g., Stix

1992; Quataert 1998). Through the analysis for con-

tributions of electric field components Ex and Ey on

Ps⊥(n = 0), we found that only Ey is responsible for

Ps⊥ at n = 0 (not shown). Because Ey corresponds to

Bz via Faraday’s law, n = 0 resonant particles would be

controlled by the motion equation mdtv‖ = −µb̂ ·∇|B|,
which will lead to resonant particles moving into smaller

v‖ (Figure 6b; Stix 1992), where µ = mv2
⊥/2B0 is

the magnetic moment of particles, and b̂ = B/B. The

transit-time resonant interaction leads n = 0 resonant

beam protons losing energy, i.e., Ppb⊥(n = 0) < 0 (Fig-

ure 5a). Also, the transit-time resonant interaction can

result in n = 0 resonant electrons losing energy in the

large k region, i.e., Pe⊥(n = 0) < 0 (Figure 5a).

Furthermore, in order to satisfy n = 1 cyclotron reso-

nance condition ωr = k‖vres + Ωcs, resonant ions (elec-

trons) should stream against (along) the background

magnetic field. n = 1 resonant ions can absorb energy

from unstable waves, and n = 1 resonant electrons can
release energy into unstable waves (Figure 5b). How-

ever, the contribution to Pt⊥(n = 1) mainly comes from

the proton core and alpha particle components. Fig-

ure 6c gives a sketch for the cyclotron resonance mech-

anism of core protons and alpha particles. The quasi-

linear diffusion theory predicts that resonant core pro-

tons and alpha particles are scattered along the surface

of a constant kinetic energy in the wave frame (Ken-

nel & Engelmann 1966; Verscharen & Chandran 2013),

i.e., (vs‖ − vph)2 + v2
s⊥ = C. When these resonant core

protons and alpha particles move along the gradient in

phase-space density (Figure 6c), they gain energy, as

shown in Figure 5b, inducing wave damping.

It should be noted that a parallel electric field can lead

to parallel energy transfer between unstable waves and

n = 1 resonant particles; however, this type interaction

is weaker than the cyclotron resonant interaction.

3.2. Oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability

Figures 7a and 7b show all stable and unstable waves

at point #2, where Vpb = 1.5VA and θ = 33◦. We clearly

see that the unstable wave at point #2 corresponds to

the fast-magnetosonic/whistler mode wave.

Figures 7c−7e present energy transfer rates between

unstable waves and particles. These unstable waves ab-

sorb energy from the proton beam and mainly release

energy toward the electron component in the parallel

direction, in which the net energy flows from unstable

waves into particles (Figure 7c). In the perpendicular

direction, shown in Figure 7d, the net energy flowing

into unstable waves approximates energy flowing into

the electron component, and these two energy strengths

are higher than that transferring into the proton core

and alpha particle components. Consequently, the free

energy lost from the proton beam flows into electrons,

unstable waves, core protons, and alpha particles in se-

quence (Figure 7e).

Since oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler waves have

both parallel and perpendicular electric field fluctua-

tions, these waves can interact with particles through

n = 0 and n = −1 resonances, as shown in Figure 8,

which gives energy transfer rates at different n.

For n = 0 resonant beam protons, their diffusive par-

ticle flux paths induced by a parallel electric field are the

same as that illustrated in Figure 6a, and therefore these

protons lose the kinetic energy. n = 0 resonant elec-

trons gain energy from unstable waves through Landau

resonance interactions. The perpendicular electric field

induces energy flowing from n = 0 resonant beam pro-

tons into unstable waves in the perpendicular direction,

in which the mechanism is the same as that illustrate

in Figure 6b. However, different from Pe⊥ (n = 0) < 0
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Figure 7. The OFM/W instability at point #2. The description of panels (a)-(e) are the same as those in Figure 4. OFM/W
= oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler.
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and (bottom panels) total energy transfer rates.

in Figure 5a, n = 0 resonant electrons obtain energy

from unstable waves in the perpendicular direction, i.e.,

Pe⊥ (n = 0) > 0 in Figure 8a. This indicates that n = 0

resonant electrons are scattered along the gradient in

the electron phase-space density, that is, these electrons

move to the region with higher kinetic energy.

Under the resonance condition of ωr = k‖vres − Ωcs,

n = −1 resonant particles correspond to forward stream-

ing ions and backward streaming electrons. These par-

ticles should follow the diffusive particle flux paths il-

lustrated in Figure 9. As a consequence, beam pro-

tons lose the kinetic energy, and other particle compo-

nents gain energy, resulting in Ppb(n = −1) < 0 and

Ppc,α,e(n = −1) > 0. In addition, because oblique fast-

magnetosonic/whistler waves are not pure right-hand

polarized mode, i.e., Ex + iEy = 0 and Ex − iEy 6= 0,

there also exists weak n = 1 resonances, as shown in

Figure 8.

3.3. Oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability
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Figure 9. Diffusion paths in the oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability. (a) Cyclotron interactions with n = −1
resonant beam protons with vres− 2VTp 6 v‖ 6 vres + 2VTp. (b) Cyclotron interactions with n = −1 resonant core protons with
vres − 2VTp 6 v‖ 6 vres + 2VTp. (c) Cyclotron interactions with n = −1 resonant electrons with vres − 2VTe 6 v‖ 6 vres + 2VTe.
Blue (red) points represent particles diffusing into a region with smaller (larger) v. The black dashed and purple solid curves
denote v2

‖ + v2
⊥ = C and (v‖ − vph)2 + v2

⊥ = C, respectively. The points are randomly sampled from the Maxwellian model for
the proton beam, proton core, or electron population.
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Figure 10. The OA/IB instability at point #3. The instability can be classified into three types labeled by I, II, and III. The
description of panels (a)-(e) are the same as those in Figure 4. OA/IB = oblique Alfvén/ion-beam.

At points #3 and #4 in Figure 3c, the unstable wave

corresponds to the oblique Alfvén/proton-beam mode

wave, which is the reason why this instability is referred

to as the oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability. Accord-

ing to the dispersion relation and the growth rate of

unstable waves in Figures 10 and 11, this instability is

further classified into three types: Type-I, Type-II, and

Type-III.

Here, we determine the basic features of these three

type instabilities from Figures 10a−10b, which exhibit

unstable Alfvén/ion-beam mode waves at Vpb = 2.5VA
and θ = 45◦. The unstable wave in Type-I insta-

bility corresponds to the low-frequency branch of the

Alfvén/proton-beam wave, and this Type-I instability

is the instability arising at #3 in Figure 3c. Differ-

ent from Type-I instability where the Alfvén/proton-

beam wave decouples with the Alfvén/alpha-cyclotron

wave, these two mode waves are coupled in Type-II in-

stability. Type-II instability was previously named as

Alfvén I instability by Daughton & Gary (1998). Be-

sides, Type-III instability arises in the region where

the oblique Alfvén/proton-beam mode wave meets the

alpha-cyclotron mode wave.

Since Type-I is much weaker than Type-II and Type-

III instabilities, energy transfer rates in Type-I insta-

bility are slower than that in other two instabilities.

Here, we only discuss energy transfer rates in Type-II

and Type-III instabilities. Figures 10c−10e show en-

ergy transfer rates of unstable Alfvén/ion-beam mode

waves at Vpb = 2.5VA and θ = 45◦. The energy transfer
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Figure 11. The OA/IB instability at point #4. The instability can be classified into three types labeled by I, II, and III. The
description of panels (a)-(e) are the same as those in Figure 4. OA/IB = oblique Alfvén/ion-beam.
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Figure 12. Energy transfer rates at different n in the oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability at point #4: (a) n = 0; (b) n = 1;
and (c) n = −1. (Upper panels) parallel energy transfer rates; (middle panels) perpendicular energy transfer rates; and (bottom
panels) total energy transfer rates.

rate in the perpendicular direction dominates that in the

parallel direction. In the perpendicular direction, beam

protons lost energy in both Type-II and Type-III insta-

bilities. However, there is an obvious difference between

Type-II and Type-III instabilities, that is, core protons

normally gain energy higher than alpha particles and

electrons in Type-II instability, whereas alpha particles

normally obtain energy approximating or slightly higher

than core protons and electrons in Type-III instability.

The reason for the latter is that Type-III instability ex-

cites alpha-cyclotron mode-like waves, which is in favor

of the cyclotron resonance with alpha particles.

For the oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability at θ = 73◦

(see Figures 11a−11e), the distributions of Type-I and

Type-II instabilities are similar to that at θ = 45◦ in Fig-

ures 10a−10e. Here, Type-II instability is the instability

arising at point #4 in Figure 3. Type-III instability at

θ = 73◦ is considerably different from that at θ = 45◦,

and this instability produces the oblique Alfvén/proton-

beam wave with ω & Ωcα. In Type-III instability, the
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Figure 13. The PFM/W instability at point #5. The
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PFM/W = parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler.

energy lost from the proton beam is mainly flowing into

core protons and alpha particles in the perpendicular di-

rection, and unstable waves gain the net energy in both

the parallel and perpendicular directions.

Furthermore, Figure 12 shows energy transfer rates

at different n for unstable waves at θ = 73◦. It is in-

teresting to see that energy transfer rates associated

with n = 0 resonant beam protons are nearly zero.

Since the parallel phase velocity ωOA/IB/k‖ of unsta-

ble Alfvén/ion-beam mode waves approximates the drift

speed of the proton beam, the total number of the pro-

ton beam particles with v‖ > ωOA/IC/k‖ is nearly the

same as that with v‖ < ωOA/IB/k‖, and this could lead

to no net energy transfer between the waves and beam

protons. Besides, because unstable waves are linearly

polarized that means Ex + iEy 6= 0 and Ex − iEy 6= 0,

both n = 1 and n = −1 resonances are important, and

the corresponding resonant mechanisms are similar to

the n = 1 resonance mechanisms shown in Figure 6 and

the n = −1 resonance mechanisms shown in Figure 9.

3.4. Parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability

Parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability gener-

ates parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler waves at point

#5, as shown in Figures 13a and 13b which present all

low-frequency waves at Vpb = 2.5VA and θ = 0◦. Since

the parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler wave is a pure

right-hand mode wave, only the n = −1 resonance ex-

ists, and the energy transfer is limited to the perpen-

dicular direction, as shown in Figure 13c. The diffusive

particle flux paths of those resonant particles are the

same as those given in Figure 9. As a result, beam

protons lose energy, and other particle components gain

energy.

4. RADIAL DISTRIBUTIONS

These four typical instabilities in Section 3 mainly

control the evolution of the proton beam as it propa-

gates outward from the Sun. In order to clearly explore

controlling parameters of each instability, Figure 14

presents the Vpb− θ distributions of proton beam insta-

bility at three heliocentric distances: r = 10RS , 55RS ,

and 100RS . Oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability

appears at r = 10RS and disappears at r = 55RS and

r = 100RS . Oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler insta-

bility is driven by proton beams with Vpb ∼ 1.3− 1.8VA
at r = 10RS and by larger Vpb beams at larger he-

liocentric distances. To understand these differences

at different r, we checked the energy transfer rate

of the Alfvén/alpha-cyclotron wave under Vpb = VA
and θ = 38◦ and of the fast-magnetosonic/whistler

wave under Vpb = 1.5VA and θ = 33◦ at different

heliocentric distances. For the oblique Alfvén/alpha-

cyclotron wave, the Landau damping of core protons

in the long-wavelength region and the cyclotron damp-

ing of alpha particles in the short-wavelength region sig-

nificantly enhance at larger heliocentric distance. For

the oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler wave, Landau

and cyclotron damping of core protons in the long-

wavelength region and the cyclotron damping of elec-

trons in the short-wavelength region considerably in-

crease at larger heliocentric distance. Also, the energy

transfer rate of the proton beam decreases with the he-

liocentric distance (this is due to the decrease of the

proton beam speed). These effects result in different ex-

citation behaviors of oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron and

fast-magnetosonic/whistler instabilities at different he-

liocentric distances.

Figure 14 also shows that the normalized thresh-

old Vpb/VA of parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler in-

stability decreases with increasing heliocentric distance

(with increasing βp). However, the normalized threshold

Vpb/VA of oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability increases

with increasing heliocentric distance (with increasing

βp), and this instability can be always weaker than the

parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability at larger
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Figure 14. The Vpb − θ distributions of proton beam instability at (a) r = 10RS , (b) r = 55RS , and (c) r = 100RS . (Top
panels) The maximum growth rate, γmax; (second panels) the real frequency ωr at γmax; and (bottom panels) the argument
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heliocentric distances. The βp dependence in these two

instabilities is consistent with the results given by Mont-

gomery et al. (1976) and Daughton & Gary (1998).

The radial distribution of the ion-scale proton beam

instability is shown in Figure 15, which gives the max-

imum growth rate γmax, and the real frequency ωr,

the argument angle of Ey/Ex, the absolute value of

Ey/Ex, the wavenumber λpk and the normal angle θ

associated with γmax. Figure 15 exhibits different in-

stabilities with different controlling regions. Oblique

Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability can control the region

where Vpb ∼ 0.8 − 1.4VA and r . 30RS . Oblique

fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability can arise in the

region where Vpb ∼ 1.3− 2.0VA and r . 60RS . Oblique

Alfvén/ion-beam instability can exist in the region

where Vpb ∼ 1.7 − 2.2VA and r . 30RS . Parallel fast-

magnetosonic/whistler instability mainly controls the

instability of the proton beam having Vpb ∼ 1.6−11VA.

Besides, a parallel Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability be-

comes dominant as the drifting speed of the proton

beam is Vpb & 11VA. One of important theoretical pre-

dictions is that unstable oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron

and fast-magnetosonic/whistler waves can be produced

by the proton beam in the solar atmosphere.

Moreover, Figure 16 gives the r− Vpb distributions of

the energy transfer rate. The basic features of the four

typical instabilities are consistent with that explored in

Section 3. For the fifth kind of instability, i.e., parallel

Alfvén/ion-cycltron instability, backward drifting elec-

trons lose the kinetic energy that provides the free en-

ergy to amplify unstable waves, and the three ion com-

ponents gain energy from unstable waves.

5. EFFECTIVE EXCITATION

Since the local Alfvén speed decreases with the helio-

centric distance, when a proton beam is stable at small

heliocentric distances, it will be destabilized at large he-

liocentric distances as its speed becomes larger than the

local Alfvén speed therein. Hellinger & Trávńıček (2011)

have performed hybrid simulations to study the evolu-

tion of the proton beam in the expanding solar wind,

and they indeed found a stable beam becomes unstable

at large heliocentric distances. Since the energy carried

by the proton beam is flowing into unstable waves and
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Figure 15. The r − Vpb distributions of proton beam instability: (a) the maximum growth rate, γmax; (b) the real frequency
ωr at γmax; (c) the argument of Ey/Ex at γmax; (d) the magnitude of Ey/Ex at γmax; (e) the wavenumber k at γmax; and (f)
the wave normal angle θ at γmax. The regions controlled by OA/IC, OFM/W, OA/IB, PFM/W and PA/IC instabilities are
denoted by I, II, III, IV and V, respectively. The boundary between two kinds of instabilities is denoted by dotted curves.
Two solid curves represent Vpb = VA and Vpb = 2VA, respectively. OA/IB = oblique Alfvén/ion-beam; OA/IC = oblique
Alfvén/ion-cyclotron; OFM/W = oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler; PA/IC=parallel Alfvén/ion-cyclotron; and PFM/W =
parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler.

other particle components during proton beam instabil-

ity, the proton beam is slowed down. Proton beam in-

stability can lead to an effective constraint on the beam

speed once unstable waves are considerably growing dur-
ing a short time.

To qualitatively estimate the effective excitation of

the instability, we propose a parameter defined as the

growth length Lgrow, which is the propagating distance

of the proton beam during a period when unstable waves

are linearly growing from a noise level to a considerable

large amplitude. The growth length is expressed as

Lgrow =

∫ t=tini+Teff

t=tini

(Vsw + Vpb (t)) dt, (11)

where Teff denotes the effective growing time. The

corresponding wave amplitude δB evolves as δB =

δBiniexp
(∫ t=tini+Teff

t=tini
γ (t) dt

)
during Teff , where δBini

is the wave amplitude at a noise level. Consequently,

Lgrow can be obtained once one knows Vpb (t) and Teff ,

in which Teff are given as δB/δBini and γ (t) are known.

Since the free energy of the proton beam is continuously

decreasing during the linear growth stage of the insta-

bility, both Vpb (t) and γ (t) are decreasing. In principle,

a quasi-linear theory should be used to proceed with a

self-consistent treatment of the variables Vpb (t), γ (t),

and δB/δBini. However, for performing a qualitative

estimation, we consider a constant γ, and thus Teff is

given as Teff = ln(δB/δBini)/γ. Assuming δB/B0 = 0.1

and δBini/B0 = 10−5, we have Teff ' 9/γ. On the

other hand, we can also estimate Teff through refer-

ring to the hybrid simulation results (Daughton et al.

1999), which exhibited that a transition from the linear

growth stage to the nonlinear stage occurs at Ωcpt ∼ 60

in parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability and at

Ωcpt ∼ 110 in Alfvén I instability (oblique Alfvén/ion-

beam instability). Considering the initial growth rate

γ = 0.1Ωcp (Daughton et al. 1999), Teff is nearly 10/γ.
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Furthermore, under the assumption of constant Vpb, the

growth length is estimated as

Lgrow = (Vsw + Vpb)Teff = (Vsw + Vpb)× 10/γ. (12)

In fact, due to a highly variable plasma and magnetic

field in the inner heliosphere, the plasma environment

cannot always be favorable of a continuous development

of proton beam instability. Here, we assume the char-

acteristic spatial scale corresponds to one solar radius

in the highly variable plasma environment. As a result,

the effective excitation would be estimated by using the

normalized growth length defined as L̄eff ≡ Lgrow/RS .

L̄eff < 1 corresponds to an effective excitation, whereas

L̄eff > 1 corresponds to an ineffective excitation. The

radial distribution of L̄eff is presented in Figure 17. It

shows that oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron, oblique fast-

magnetosonic/whistler and oblique Alfvén/ion-beam in-

stabilities can be effectively excited by proton beams

with Vpb ∼ 600 − 1300 km s−1 in the r . 6RS solar

atmosphere, and parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler in-

stability can be effectively driven by proton beams with

Vpb & 2VA in whole inner heliosphere.

6. DISCUSSION

6.1. Development of the plasma temperature anisotropy

and its impact on proton beam instability

In this study, the plasma temperature is assumed to

be isotropic for all particle species. Since energy transfer

rates are different in the parallel and perpendicular di-

rections, as shown in Figure 16 and Table 1 in Appendix

B, this will result in different developments of parallel

and perpendicular temperatures once the instability is

triggered. Considering the energy transfer rates listed in

Table 1 and assuming the energy totally responsible for

the change in the plasma temperature, we can predict

that:

(i) During oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability,

due to P pc⊥ ' 0.20 ± 0.03 and P pc‖ ' 0.03 ± 0.06

for core protons, Tpc⊥ will become larger than Tpc‖.

Similarly, Pα⊥ ' 0.19 ± 0.06 and Pα‖ ' 0 will re-

sult in Tα⊥/Tα‖ > 1. From P e⊥ ' −0.14 ± 0.06 and

P e‖ ' 0.52 ± 0.07, this implies that Te⊥ will decrease

and Te‖ will increase, inducing Te⊥/Te‖ < 1.

(ii) During oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler insta-

bility, P pc⊥ ' 0.16 ± 0.03 and P pc‖ ' 0.02 ± 0.02

will result in Tpc⊥/Tpc‖ > 1. Pα⊥ ' 0.04 ± 0.01

and Pα‖ ' 0 will induce Tα⊥ slightly larger than Tα‖.

P e⊥ ' 0.25 ± 0.07 and P e‖ ' 0.32 ± 0.02 will cause

Te⊥/Te‖ < 1.

(iii) During oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability,

Tpc⊥/Tpc‖ > 1 and Tα⊥/Tα‖ > 1 will arise due to
P pc⊥ ' 0.56 ± 0.26, P pc‖ ' 0, Pα⊥ ' 0.23 ± 0.23 and

Pα‖ ' 0. However, Te⊥/Te‖ will be unchanged because

of P e⊥ ' 0.02± 0.01 and P e‖ ' 0.03± 0.02.

(iv) During parallel fast-magneosonic/whistler insta-

bility, T⊥/T‖ > 1 will arise in the proton core, al-

pha particle, and electron populations due to P pc⊥ '
0.33 ± 0.06, P pc‖ ' 0, Pα⊥ ' 0.04 ± 0.01, Pα‖ ' 0,

P e⊥ ' 0.30± 0.10 and P e‖ ' 0.

(v) During parallel Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability,

T⊥/T‖ > 1 will arise in the proton beam, proton

core, and alpha particle populations due to P pb⊥ '
0.08 ± 0.04, P pb‖ ' 0, P pc⊥ ' 0.54 ± 0.16, P pc‖ ' 0,

Pα⊥ ' 0.05± 0.01 and Pα‖ ' 0.

The aforementioned predictions are performed for par-

ticle species that are not the source of each kind of insta-

bility. For the instability source particles, e.g., the pro-

ton beam in the first four instabilities and the electron

beam population in the last instability, these particles

will experience scattering by unstable waves along the

velocity trajectory
(
v‖ − vph

)2
+ v2
⊥ = C in the wave

frame, and the scattering of these particles can result in

occurrence of the temperature anisotropy T⊥/T‖ > 1.

The development of T⊥/T‖ > 1 of the proton beam
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Figure 18. The dependence of the growth rate on the plasma temperature anisotropy in four typical proton beam instabilities
at r = 10RS shown in Figure 3: (a) the OA/IC instability; (b) the OFM/W instability; (c) the OA/IB instability; and
(d) the PFM/W instability. The top, middle, and bottom panels give the dependence on the temperature anisotropy of the
proton core, proton beam, and electron components, respectively. The black, red, blue, and green curves denote T⊥/T‖ = 0.5,
1, 1.5, and 2, respectively. OA/IB = oblique Alfvén/ion-beam; OA/IC = oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron; OFM/W = oblique
fast-magnetosonic/whistler; and PFM/W = parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler.

has been identified in hybrid simulations of oblique

Alfvén/ion-beam (Alfvén I) instability and parallel fast-

magnetosonic/whistler instability (e.g., Daughton et al.

1999).

Actually, in situ satellites often detect anisotropic

temperature in the solar wind plasma (e.g., Kasper et al.

2002; Hellinger et al. 2006; Klein et al. 2018; Huang et al.

2020). The statistical analysis further showed that the

temperature anisotropy changes with heliocentric dis-

tance (e.g., Matteini et al. 2007). The wave-particle

interactions during and after proton beam instability

in the solar wind can provide one source of the tem-

perature anisotropy distribution therein (Daughton et

al. 1999; Hellinger & Trávńıček 2011). We note there

still exist other sources, e.g., adiabatic expansion and

Coulomb collisions.

On the other hand, the temperature anisotropy will

considerably affect proton beam instability (e.g., Mont-

gomery et al. 1976; Daughton & Gary 1998; Sun et al.

2019; Xiang et al. 2020). Figure 18 exhibits the de-

pendence of the four typical instabilities on Tpc⊥/Tpc‖,

Tpb⊥/Tpb‖ and Te⊥/Te‖ in detail. This figure shows that

the growth rate in oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron insta-

bility increases with increasing Tpb⊥/Tpb‖ and Te⊥/Te‖,

and it decreases with increasing Tpc⊥/Tpc‖ before the

temperature anisotropy instability is triggered (see also

Montgomery et al. 1976). For oblique Alfvén/ion-beam

(Alfvén I) and parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler in-

stabilities, their growth rates decrease with increasing

T⊥/T‖ of the proton beam, proton core, and/or elec-

tron species (see also Daughton & Gary 1998). Be-

sides, Figure 18 shows that the growth rate in oblique

fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability decreases with in-

creasing Tpc⊥/Tpc‖ and Te⊥/Te‖, and this growth rate

increases with increasing Tpb⊥/Tpb‖.

6.2. Dependence of the alpha particle drift speed

In addition to the proton beam, alpha particles also

flow faster than core protons in the solar wind (e.g.,

Marsch et al. 1982a). The differential drift between

alpha and proton components can induce alpha parti-

cle beam instability (e.g., Verscharen & Chandran 2013;

Liu et al. 2019). To show the difference between pro-

ton beam instability and alpha particle beam instabil-

ity, Figure 19 presents the Vα − θ distributions of the

instability driven by alpha particle beams at three he-

liocentric distances, r = 10RS , 55RS and 100RS . There

are three typical instabilities at r = 10RS : Alfvén/ion-

cyclotron instability, oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instabil-

ity, and parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability.

Also, oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability arises at low

Vα/VA in comparison with the same kind of instability
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Figure 19. The Vα − θ distributions of the alpha particle beam instability at (a) r = 10RS , (b) r = 55RS , and (c)
r = 100RS . (Top panels) the maximum growth rate, γmax; (second panels) the real frequency ωr at γmax; and (bottom panels)
the argument of Ey/Ex at γmax. The regions controlled by OA/IC, OFM/W, OA/IB, and PFM/W instabilities are denoted by
I, II, III, and IV, respectively. OA/IB = oblique Alfvén/ion-beam; OA/IC = oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron; OFM/W = oblique
fast-magnetosonic/whistler; and PFM/W = parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler.

driven by the proton beam (see Figure 14). The detailed

differences among different ion beam instabilities will be

studied in the future.

6.3. Dependence of the proton beam density

Proton beam instability is strongly dependent on the

relative density of the proton beam (e.g., Montgomery

et al. 1976). In order to show a comprehensive overview,

the Vpb−θ distributions of proton beam instability with

four relative beam densities npb = 0.05ne, 0.1ne, 0.25ne,

and 0.45ne are presented in Figure 20, which exhibits

the dependence of proton beam instability on npb/ne at

r = 10RS . When npb/ne increases, the characteristic

features in each instability are that: (1) the maximum

growth rate in oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability

arises at larger θ; (2) oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler

instability is controlled by oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron

instability or by oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability; (3)

oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability becomes dominant

at smaller Vpb/VA; and (4) the instability threshold of

parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability moves to

larger Vpb/VA. These changes also occur at other he-

liocentric distances. It should be noted that although

oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability is quenched at

r = 55RS and 100RS in Figure 14 where npb/ne = 0.1,

this instability can be driven by the proton beam with

larger npb/ne, and the reason is that large npb/ne pro-

vides more free energy for amplification of the instabil-
ity, and small npc/ne absorbs less energy from unstable

waves (leading to weak damping).

Moreover, for a specific case, i.e., oblique Alfvén/ion-

cyclotron instability at Vpb = VA in low-beta plasma,

the growth rate always increases with the relative beam

density, which is consistent with results given in Mont-

gomery et al. (1976). For oblique Alfvén/ion-beam in-

stability and parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler insta-

bility at Vpb = 2VA, their growth rates are first en-

hancing and then reducing as the relative proton beam

density increases, and these two instabilities are even

quenched at large relative beam densities (Montgomery

et al. 1976; Daughton & Gary 1998).

From Figure 20, we can see that proton beam instabil-

ity are sensitive on npb/ne. If we consider the value of

npb/ne different from npb/ne = 0.1, the radial distribu-
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Figure 20. The dependence of proton beam instability on npb at r = 10RS : (a)−(b) npb = 0.05ne; (c)−(d) npb = 0.1ne;
(e)−(f) npb = 0.25ne; and (g)−(h) npb = 0.45ne. Panel (i) presents one-dimensional distribution of the maximum growth
rate γmax as a function of Vpb. The dashed, dashed-dotted, dotted, and solid curves represent OA/IC, OFM/W, OA/IB, and
PFM/W instabilities, respectively. OA/IB = oblique Alfvén/ion-beam; OA/IC = oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron; OFM/W =
oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler; and PFM/W = parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler.

tion of proton beam instability would be different from

that shown in Figure 15. However, the basic features

are qualitatively consistent with that shown in Figures

15. Recently, Verniero et al. (2020) found that npb/npc

can be larger than 1 at r ' 36Rs, and this is more in

favor of the excitation of proton beam instability in the

inner heliosphere.

6.4. Observational evidence of proton beam instability

Since proton beam instability is widely thought of

strongly constraining the proton beam in the solar-

terrestrial environments, both statistical and case stud-

ies try to provide the observational evidence of the ex-

citation of the instability (e.g., Dum et al. 1980; Leub-

ner & Vinas 1986; Marsch & Livi 1987; Goldstein et

al. 2000; Gary et al. 2016; Zhao et al. 2019; Verniero

et al. 2020). The statistical studies of Marsch & Livi

(1987) and Goldstein et al. (2000) analyzed the Vpb−npb

distributions using Helios and Ulysses data, and they

concluded that the beam instability constrains the pro-

ton beam speed in the solar wind. However, Tu et al.

(2004) found a weak correlation between Alfvén I insta-

bility and the observed data set in the Vpb − βpc dis-

tribution. Because Tu et al. (2004) used the theoretical

predictions of the Alfvén I instability under limited pa-

rameters (Daughton & Gary 1998), the robust relation

between the data set given by Tu et al. (2004) and the

theoretical results under the actual plasma parameters

is still unclear. Klein et al. (2018) statistically stud-

ied the ion kinetic instability for 309 randomly selected

events through Nyquist”s instability criterion, and they

found that a majority of the ion instabilities occur in the

presence of a proton beam (also see Klein et al. 2019).

On the other hand, from case studies, the occurrence

of proton beam instability is identified by previous works

(e.g., Dum et al. 1980; Leubner & Vinas 1986; Gary et al.

2016; Zhao et al. 2019; Verniero et al. 2020; Klein et al.

2021). In particular, using PSP measurements, Verniero

et al. (2020) found coexistence of ion-scale waves and

ion beams at r ∼ 40RS , and they identified the ap-

pearance of both parallel Alfvén/ion-cyclotron and fast-

magnetosonic/whistler instabilities. Furthermore, Zhao

et al. (2019) identified the interplay of proton beam

and proton temperature anisotropy on proton insta-
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bility, and they provided an observational evidence of

proton instability enhanced by the proton beam. Re-

cently, Klein et al. (2021) used two popular models (a

single anisotropic population and two relatively drifting

anisotropic populations) to fit the proton phase-space

densities in two ion-scale wave activity events observed

by PSP, and they found that the two-component model

can result in instability much stronger than the one-

component model.

The aforementioned works mainly checked the ob-

servations to the theoretical predictions of paral-

lel fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability and oblique

Alfvén/ion-beam (Alfvén I) instability. In this study,

we propose that oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability

and oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability can

be effectively excited in the solar atmosphere, which can

be checked by using PSP measurements.

In addition to the resonant proton beam instabili-

ties, a sufficiently dense and/or fast proton beam can

provide sufficient excess parallel pressure to destabilize

the CGL firehose instability (e.g., Kunz et al. 2015).

The instability condition is Λf = Σs
(
βs‖ − βs⊥

)
/2 +

Σs
(
nsmsV

2
s

)
/Σs

(
nsmsV

2
A

)
> 1 (e.g., Kunz et al. 2015;

Chen et al. 2016), which yields a relation of Vpb &√
ne/npbVA ' 4.5VA in the plasma with isotropic tem-

peratures. However, in situ observations show that the

proton beam with Vpb & 4.5VA may only exist upstream

of the interplanetary shocks in the solar wind (e.g., Ka-

jdič et al. 2017).

7. SUMMARY

This paper presents a comprehensive investigation of

the energy transfer rate, radial distribution, and effec-

tive excitation of proton beam instability in the inner

heliosphere.

We firstly analyzed the nature and excitation mech-

anism of the four typical proton beam instabilities

in Section 3, i.e., oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron insta-

bility, oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability,

oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability, and parallel fast-

magnetosonic/whistler instability. In particular, we find

oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability can be classified

into three types (Figures 10 and 11), and the wave mode

in these three types corresponds to the long-wavelength

branch of the Alfvén/ion-beam mode wave (Type-I), the

coupling mode between the Alfvén/ion-beam mode and

the Alfvén/ion-cyclotron mode (Type-II) and the cou-

pling mode between the Alfvén/ion-beam mode and the

alpha cyclotron mode (or the Alfvén/ion-beam mode

wave at ωr & Ωcα; Type-III).

Based on the energy transfer rate and the diffu-

sive particle flux path, we further clarified the roles

of wave-particle resonant interactions on the instabil-

ity excitation. Oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability

is mainly triggered by Landau and transit-time interac-

tions with n = 0 resonant beam protons. Oblique fast-

magnetosonic/whistler instability is produced through

Landau and transit-time interactions with n = 0 res-

onant beam protons and cyclotron interactions with

n = −1 resonant beam protons. For oblique Alfvén/ion-

beam instability, its excitation mechanisms include cy-

clotron interactions with n = −1 resonant beam pro-

tons and with n = 1 resonant electrons as well as wave-

particle interactions of these resonant particles result-

ing from the parallel electric field. In addition, parallel

fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability is induced by the

n = −1 cyclotron resonant interactions with beam pro-

tons.

Secondly, from the radial distribution of proton beam

instability in the inner heliosphere, we exhibited the

possible excitation region for each instability, i.e., the

region with Vpb ∼ 0.8 − 1.4VA and r . 30RS for

oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron instability, the region with

Vpb ∼ 1.3 − 2VA and r . 60RS for oblique fast-

magnetosonic/whistler instability, the region with Vpb ∼
1.7− 2.2VA and r . 30RS for oblique Alfvén/ion-beam

instability, and parallel fast-magnetosonic/whistler in-

stability controlling the whole inner heliosphere as Vpb ∼
1.6−11VA. It is evident that proton beam instability can

provide a strong constraint on the proton beam speed

in the inner heliosphere. We also exhibited the radial

distributions of the energy transfer rate in these insta-

bilities, which provide strong implications on different

changes of plasma parallel and perpendicular tempera-

tures in the inner heliosphere (see discussion in Subsec-

tion 6.1).

Furthermore, we proposed an effective excitation

length to estimate the sufficient growth of proton
beam instability in the inner heliosphere. In partic-

ular, we showed that oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron in-

stability, oblique fast-magnetosonic/whistler instability

and oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability can be effec-

tively excited by beam protons with the drift speed of

∼ 600−1300 km s−1. Since oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron

and Alfvén/ion-beam waves can be significantly damped

in the solar atmosphere, oblique Alfvén/ion-cyclotron

instability and oblique Alfvén/ion-beam instability can

contribute to the solar coronal heating during and after

the instability.

Lastly, this study shows the dependence of proton

beam instability on the plasma parameters, such as the

plasma temperature anisotropy, the drift speed of the

alpha particles, and the relative density of the proton

beam (see Figures 18−20). Although proton beam in-
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stability is indeed sensitive to these plasma parameters,

our results explored the basic features of such instability.
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APPENDIX

A. SEVERAL EXPRESSIONS OF THE ENERGY TRANSFER RATE

From Ampere’s and Faraday’s laws in Fourier space,

k×B=−iµ0J−
ωE

c2
, (A1)

k×E=ωB, (A2)

the total energy transfer rate can be given as

Pt =
E · J∗ + E∗ · J

4WEB
= −2γ, (A3)

which clearly indicates that Pt and γ have reversed energy flow directions.

In order to illustrate the difference between our expression of the energy transfer rate and the expression proposed

in previous studies (e.g., Quataert 1998), we rewrite Ps in terms of the susceptibility tensor χs using σs = −iε0ωχs
and ω = ωr + iγ,

Ps = ωr
ε0E

∗ · χsa ·E
2WEB

+ γ
ε0E

∗ · χsh ·E
2WEB

, (A4)

where χsh =
(
χs + χs

†) /2 and χsa =
(
χs − χs

†) /2i denote the Hermitian and anti-Hermitian parts of χs, respec-

tively. Under the assumption of ωr � γ, Equation (A4) can be reduced to the following expression at the condition of

E∗ · χsa ·E & E∗ · χsh ·E,

Ps ' ωr
ε0E

∗ · χsa ·E
2WEB

. (A5)

Different from expressions (A4) and (A5), previous studies often use the energy transfer defined by Quataert (1998)

,

PQs ≡
E∗ · χsa ·E

4WEB
[CGS] =

πε0E
∗ · χsa ·E
WEB

[SI], (A6)

where χsa is calculated under the assumption of ω = ωr. Through Equations (A3)and (A5), we have

ΣsP
Q
s ' −

4πγ

ωr
= −2γT, (A7)

where T = 2π/ωr is the wave period. PQs describes the energy transfer per unit of volume and per unit of wave energy

in one mode period (Quataert 1998).

Comparing expressions (A4)−(A6), we can see that expression (A6) is valid under the condition γ � ωr. This implies

that expression (A6) cannot describe the energy transfer associated with plasma waves with zero real frequency, for

example, unstable waves driven by oblique firehose instability and ion/electron mirror instability (e.g., Sun et al. 2019,

2020). Although our expressions (e.g., expressions (6), (7), (A4), (A5)) and Quataert’s expression (A6) have slightly

different physical meanings, they are all helpful in quantifying the energy transfer between waves and particles.

B. TYPICAL PARAMETERS OF PROTON BEAM INSTABILITY

Based on the data in Figures 15 and 16, Table 1 summarizes characteristic values of the typical parameters in

different proton beam instabilities. This table is helpful for understanding the evolution of proton beam instability in

the inner heliosphere. For example, Subsection 6.1 discusses the evolution of both parallel and perpendicular plasma

temperatures according to the energy transfer rates listed in Table 1.
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Table 1. Typical parameters of proton beam instability†

OA/IC OFM/W OA/IB PFM/W PA/IC

r/RS . 30 . 60 . 30 no limitation no limitation

Vpb/VA 0.8− 1.4 1.3− 2.0 1.7− 2.2 1.6− 11 & 11

γ/Ωcp ∼ 1.2× 10−4 ∼ 3.4× 10−4 ∼ 3.2× 10−2 ∼ 0.3 ∼ 0.7

ωr/Ωcp ∼ 0.30 ∼ 0.25 ∼ 0.59 ∼ 0.84 ∼ 0.52

arg(Ey/Ex) −90◦ 90◦ ∼ 11◦ 90◦ −90◦

|Ey/Ex| 0.42± 0.15 1.55± 0.14 0.07± 0.03 1 1

λpk 0.47± 0.06 0.23± 0.07 2.15± 0.62 0.46± 0.21 0.63± 0.13

θ 38◦ ± 7◦ 34◦ ± 6◦ 68◦ ± 6◦ 0◦ 0◦

P pb −1 −1 −1 −1 0.08± 0.04

P pb⊥ −0.36± 0.04 −0.71± 0.01 −0.72± 0.07 −1 0.08± 0.04

P pb‖ −0.64± 0.04 −0.29± 0.01 −0.28± 0.07 0 0

P pc 0.23± 0.08 0.17± 0.05 0.56± 0.27 0.33± 0.07 0.54± 0.16

P pc⊥ 0.20± 0.03 0.16± 0.03 0.56± 0.26 0.33± 0.06 0.54± 0.16

P pc‖ 0.03± 0.06 0.02± 0.02 0 0 0

Pα 0.19± 0.06 0.04± 0.01 0.23± 0.23 0.04± 0.01 0.05± 0.01

Pα⊥ 0.19± 0.06 0.04± 0.01 0.23± 0.23 0.04± 0.01 0.05± 0.01

Pα‖ < 0.001 < 0.001 ∼ 0.001 0 0

P e 0.38± 0.08 0.57± 0.08 0.05± 0.02 0.30± 0.10 −1

P e⊥ −0.14± 0.06 0.25± 0.07 0.02± 0.01 0.30± 0.10 −1

P e‖ 0.52± 0.07 0.32± 0.02 0.03± 0.02 0 0

P t −0.20± 0.03 −0.22± 0.04 −0.16± 0.09 −0.34± 0.17 −0.33± 0.12

P t⊥ −0.11± 0.04 −0.26± 0.04 0.08± 0.13 −0.34± 0.17 −0.33± 0.12

P t‖ −0.09± 0.04 0.04± 0.01 −0.24± 0.05 0 0

Note—† P is defined as P ≡ P/max(|Ps|), where max(|Ps|) is the magnitude of the energy transfer rate between unstable
waves and instability source particles that provide free energy to trigger the instability. |Ey/Ex|, λpk, θ and P are given by
using the mean and the standard deviation.
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