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ABSTRACT
Firehose-like instabilities (FIs) are cited in multiple astrophysical applications. Of particular interest
are the kinetic manifestations in weakly-collisional or even collisionless plasmas, where these instabilities are expected to contribute to the evolution of macroscopic parameters. Relatively recent studies
have initiated a realistic description of FIs, as induced by the interplay of both species, electrons and
protons, dominant in the solar wind plasma. This work complements the current knowledge with new
insights from linear theory and the first disclosures from 2D PIC simulations, identifying the fastest
growing modes near the instability thresholds and their long-run consequences on the anisotropic distributions. Thus, unlike previous setups, these conditions are favorable to those aperiodic branches
that propagate obliquely to the uniform magnetic field, with (maximum) growth rates higher than
periodic, quasi-parallel modes. Theoretical predictions are, in general, confirmed by the simulations.
The aperiodic electron FI (a-EFI) remains unaffected by the proton anisotropy, and saturates rapidly
at low-level fluctuations. Regarding the firehose instability at proton scales, we see a stronger competition between the periodic and aperiodic branches. For the parameters chosen in our analysis,
the a-PFI is excited before than the p-PFI, with the latter reaching a significantly higher fluctuation
power. However, both branches are significantly enhanced by the presence of anisotropic electrons.
The interplay between EFIs and PFIs also produces a more pronounced proton isotropization.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The solar wind has an impressive ability to self-control
the physical properties of plasma particle populations by
redistributing the energy from large to small scales, between different species of plasma particles, e.g., protons
Corresponding author: R.A. López
rlopez186@gmail.com

and electrons (Marsch 2006; Verscharen et al. 2019). At
large enough heliocentric distances (e.g., 1 AU and beyond), the hot and dilute plasmas become collision-poor
or even collision-less, and the major role in the energy
exchange between plasma populations is expected to be
played by the waves and fluctuations, especially those
characteristic to proton and electron scales (Pierrard
et al. 2011; Marsch 2012). These fluctuations are locally enhanced by the kinetic instabilities, driven by the
velocity space anisotropy of plasma particles (Wilson III
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et al. 2013; Gary et al. 2016; Woodham et al. 2019; Hunana et al. 2019a,b). In the absence of collisions, these
instabilities can self-consistently constrain the temperature anisotropy of plasma particles, as, for instance,
in the expanding solar wind, where firehose instabilities
are believed to induce particle heating (cooling) in the
direction perpendicular (parallel) to the magnetic field
B0 and restore isotropy (Štverák et al. 2008; Bale et al.
2009).
The primary, basic characterization of an instability
triggered by a certain anisotropic plasma population is
usually made by minimizing the effects of other populations present, considering them isotropic. Thus, for
isotropic ions/protons, but anisotropic electrons (subscript e in the following) with Ae = Te,⊥ /Te,k < 1, where
k, ⊥ signify gyrotropic directions with respect to the
local magnetic field, linear kinetic theory predicts two
branches of electron firehose instability (EFI). While the
periodic EFI (p-EFI) mode with finite frequency (ω 6= 0)
is obtained for parallel direction and extends to small
oblique angles of propagation (Paesold & Benz 1999; Li
& Habbal 2000; Camporeale & Burgess 2008), the aperiodic EFI (a-EFI) branch is purely growing (ω = 0) and
should develop only for oblique angles (k × B0 6= 0, with
(maximum) growth rates higher than those of p-EFI (Li
& Habbal 2000; Camporeale & Burgess 2008; Shaaban
et al. 2019a). Numerical simulations confirm these predictions showing highly oblique a-EFI dominating the
initial growth, although fluctuations are obtained at all
propagation angles (Camporeale & Burgess 2008; López
et al. 2019; Innocenti et al. 2019; Micera et al. 2021).
On the other hand, if electrons are assumed isotropic
and only protons (subscript p in the following) exhibit
anisotropic temperature, with Ap = Tp,⊥ /Tp,k < 1, linear theory predicts a similar dual spectra of proton firehose instabilities (PFIs) (Yoon et al. 1993; Hellinger &
Matsumoto 2000; Shaaban et al. 2021). However, in this
case, the periodic PFI [p-PFI, also known as whistler FI
due to the right-hand polarization (Hellinger & Matsumoto 2000)] is more competitive. It shows growth
rates exceeding those of aperiodic PFI (a-PFI) for an extended range of parameters in a plane of proton parallel
beta βp,k = 8πnkB Tp,k /B02 vs proton anisotropy Ap , see
plate 3 in Hellinger & Matsumoto (2000). The growth
rates of a-PFI become superior only for a relatively narrow parametric domain near the instability thresholds,
i.e., from large deviations from isotropy (Ap << 1)
and relatively small βp,k & 1, up to small deviations
from isotropy (Ap . 1) and large βp,k > 1 (Hellinger
& Matsumoto 2000) [see also some of our comparative
graphics in section 2]. Numerical simulations confirm an
extended dominance of p-PFI, that, however, saturates

rapidly and is followed by the growth of a-PFI with a
subsequent significant contribution to the relaxation of
protons (Gary et al. 1998; Hellinger & Matsumoto 2001).
Electrons and protons are the dominant plasma
species in the solar wind. Investigations of their mutual effects on the excitation of firehose instabilities
have also been initiated relatively recently, providing
the first insights from linear theory (Michno et al. 2014;
Maneva et al. 2016; Shaaban et al. 2017), quasi-linear
theory (Yoon & Sarfraz 2017; Shaaban et al. 2021b) and
one- and two-dimensional particle-in-cell (PIC) simulations (Micera et al. 2020; Riquelme et al. 2018). These
investigations are motivated not only by the solar wind
observations, which show that both the electrons and
protons may satisfy conditions for the excitation of FIs
(Hellinger et al. 2006; Štverák et al. 2008), but also by
the different (temporal and spatial) scales at which the
EF and PF instabilities are expected to develop (Michno
et al. 2014; Maneva et al. 2016; Micera et al. 2020;
Shaaban et al. 2021b). When both the electron and
proton populations are anisotropic with Ae,p < 1, the
combined linear spectrum is dominated by the a-EFI,
which has the highest growth rate (Maneva et al. 2016).
Thresholds of p-PFI are also influenced by anisotropic
electrons, suggesting that this instability may also contribute to proton anisotropy constraint, thus explaining
solar wind observations (Michno et al. 2014; Shaaban
et al. 2017). However, it remains to be clarified how the
thresholds of the a-PFI are affected, and how the regimes
of dominance of each of these two branches change in
this case. The parametric regimes dominated by the pPFI developing along B0 have been modeled by a set
of 1D PIC (particle-in-cell) simulations (Micera et al.
2020). In the presence of electrons with Ae < 1 the onset of this instability occurs earlier with a higher growth
rate, leading to enhanced wave fluctuations, which reduce the proton temperature anisotropy to a stable,
nearly isotropic state. At oblique angles with respect
to B0 , the 1D spectra of magnetic wave energy confirm
linear theory predictions, revealing that the a-EFI develops faster than p-PFI, but also saturates very fast. This
evolution is followed by the more pronounced peaks of
PFIs: p-PFI, detectable only in parallel direction and
at small angles, and then the other branch of a-PFI,
which grows later in time but reaches comparable or
even higher levels of magnetic wave energy at highly
oblique angles of propagation. The same succession of
these PFI branches has also been confirmed in hybrid
simulations of ideal cases with isotropic (Ae = 1) electrons (Hellinger & Matsumoto 2001).
In this paper we present results from 2D PIC simulations of the interplay of firehose instabilities, as condi-
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2. NEW INSIGHTS FROM THEORY

This section presents new linear properties of firehose
instabilities, when both electron and proton populations
are anisotropic, with Ae < 1 and Ap < 1, respectively.
We have resolved the general dispersion relation for biMaxwellian plasma, using the numerical solver DIS-K,
capable to resolve the full spectrum of wave instabilities
in the whole wave-vector (k) space López et al. (2021).
We thus reveal new changes in the EFI and PFI spectra, under the mutual effects of anisotropic electrons and
protons. These results complement previous linear analyzes (Michno et al. 2014; Maneva et al. 2016), and also
help to understand the long-run evolution from numerical simulations in section 3.
2.1. Electron firehose instabilities (EFIs)
The main parameters in this analysis are the parallel plasma beta βj,k = 8πnj kB Tj,k /B02 , i.e., component
parallel to the background magnetic field, and the temperature anisotropy Aj = Tj,⊥ /Tj,k , where nj is the
total density of species j, kB is the Boltzmann constant, and B0 the background magnetic field. For the
1

We draw attention to the fact that in-situ measurements capture
only those quasi-stable plasma states of low temporal resolution,
which accumulate at small deviations from isotropy (Štverák
et al. 2008; Bale et al. 2009), below the thresholds of instabilities discussed here.
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tioned by the anisotropy of electrons and protons with
Ae < 1 and Ap < 1, respectively. In contrast to previous
studies, here we focus on different regimes of PFIs, which
ensure favorable conditions for a first ignition and development of a-PFI, before the growth of p-PFI branch (see
section 3). A comparative analysis is provided for the
PFIs, contrasting the case of isotropic and anisotropic
electrons1 exhibiting Ae < 1. We first obtain new insights from linear theory (in section 2) by describing the
effects, not only on the growth rates of EFIs and PFIs,
but also on the parametric conditions of the more robust
PFIs, showing when their spectra are dominated either
by the p-PFI or by the a-PFI. These results allowed
us to make the right choices for the setup of numerical
simulations discussed in section 3. These 2D-PIC simulations help us to understand not only the interplay of
EFI and PFI modes, which are initiated at very different time scales, but also to differentiate between a-PFI
and p-PFI modes, whose competition, we will see, becomes even stronger with increasing electron anisotropy.
The last section (section 4) summarizes the main conclusions of our analysis, as well as their implications for
a realistic modeling and interpretation of the properties
of space plasmas.
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Figure 1. Growth rates (color coded) in the k–θ plane, derived for Ae = 0.4, βe,k = βp,k = 2.5, and different proton
anisotropies, Ap = 1.0 (left), 0.4 (middle) and 0.1 (right).
All cases are dominated by the a-EFI at oblique angles, contrasting to p-EFI at small angles (only minor signature in
the right panel) and similar branches of PFI with very low
growth rates (blue) at lower wave-numbers (if Ap < 1).

solar wind plasma conditions, when electrons and protons show comparable values of these parameters, linear theory predicts spectra dominated by the aperiodic
branch of the a-EFI. This is found at oblique propagation directions and with growth rates higher than those
of the periodic p-EFI, and of course, much higher than
the growth rates of the PFIs. We are thus fully motivated to begin our analysis with EFIs, triggered by
anisotropic electrons with Ae < 1.
Figure 1 displays growth rates of EFIs (color coded)
derived for a parameterization similar to previous studies (Maneva et al. 2016; Micera et al. 2020), i.e., Ae =
0.4, βe,k = βp,k = 2.5. Here the wavenumber is normalized to the proton inertial length, c/ωpp , and the growth
rates are normalized to the proton gyro-frequency, Ωp ,
with ωpj = (4πnj e2 /mj )1/2 , and Ωj = eB0 (mj c), the
plasma and gyro-frequency, respectively. In Figure 1
we compare the ideal case with isotropic protons, i.e.,
Ap = 1.0 (left), with two situations when protons are
anisotropic Ap = 0.4 (middle) and 0.1 (right). Found at
highly oblique propagation angles θ, the a-EFI branch
dominates the spectra, having maximum growth rates
(given in each panel) much higher than all the other
branches. The electron parameters are below the threshold of the p-EFI branch (at low angles θ), which is
not observed in this case (left panel). However, for
anisotropic protons with Ap < 1 (middle and right panels) both the p-PFI and a-PFI branches are obtained,
and both have growth rates much lower than a-EFI.
There is no noticeable influence of proton anisotropy
(Ap < 1) on the fastest growing a-EFI, as the maximum growth rate is reduced by only about 1 %, and the
propagation angle remains almost unchanged.
2.2. Proton firehose instabilities (PFIs)
Now, let us see what happens to the spectra of PFIs,
when electrons are anisotropic with Ae < 1. A competi-
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Table 1. Plasma parameters of the analyzed cases

30

40

Figure 2. Growth rates (color coded) in the k–θ plane,
derived for Ap = 0.1, βe,k = βp,k = 2.5, and different electron
anisotropies, Ae = 1.0 (left), 0.4 (middle) and 0.3 (right).
The top panels focus on PFI branches at lower wavenumbers,
while the bottom panels show the full spectra.

tion between the aperiodic (a-PFI) and periodic (p-PFI)
branches is expected, dominated by the latter (Hellinger
& Matsumoto 2000; Micera et al. 2020). For isotropic
electrons (Ae = 1), linear theory predicts extended
regimes of a dominant p-PFI branch, with growth rates
higher than those of a-PFI (Hellinger & Matsumoto
2000), confirmed via one- and two-dimensional hybrid
PIC simulations (Hellinger & Matsumoto 2001). For
certain conditions, in the presence of anisotropic electrons with Ae < 1, 1D PIC simulations have also shown
the dominance of this mode (Micera et al. 2020).
These two branches can be distinguished in Figure 2,
with details visible in the top panels: the a-PFI with
a maximum growth rate at highly oblique angles, and
the p-PFI propagating at small angles and with a maximum growth rate along the magnetic field direction.
Unstable spectra are obtained for Ap = 0.1 and different electron anisotropies Ae = 1.0 (left), 0.4 (middle) and 0.3 (right), which show a significant increase
of the (maximum) growth rates, of both the p-PFI and
a-PFI branches, under the influence of anisotropic electrons with Ae < 1. For this set of parameters, both
a-PFI and p-PFI have comparable growth rates when
electrons are isotropic (with the first slightly dominating), with γmax /Ωp = 0.15 and γmax /Ωp = 0.14, respectively. The growth rates of both branches are enhanced as the electron (initial) anisotropy increases, but
the peaking (maximum) growth rates of a-PFI become
markedly higher than those of p-PFI. Thus, for a-PFI
we find γmax /Ωp = 0.15 for isotropic electrons, and then
γmax /Ωp = 0.46 and γmax /Ωp = 0.64 for Ae = 0.4 and

Ae = 0.3, respectively. There is also an effect on the
range of unstable wave-numbers, which increases significantly for both a-PFI and p-PFI. In the last case
(Ae = 0.3), the presence of p-EFI also becomes visible at large wave-numbers, which are covered in more
detail in the bottom panels. For anisotropic electrons,
the spectra are clearly dominated by the a-EFI (as in
Figure 1), with growth rates highly increasing with increasing the electron anisotropy.
It seems that anisotropic electrons have a more stimulating effect on the a-PFI. This is indeed what we found
not only for these cases but also for the unstable solutions derived for an extended range of proton parameters. Thus, Figure 3 displays the difference in maximum
growth rates (normalized by the proton gyrofrequency
Ωp ) ∆γmax = γmax (a-PFI) − γmax (p-PFI), derived as
a function of proton temperature anisotropy Tp,⊥ /Tp,k
and proton parallel beta βp,k for Ae = 1 (left), Ae = 0.8
(center) and Ae = 0.6 (right), using the same color scale
for all three cases. The plot in the left panel (isotropic
electrons) is obtained for the same set of parameters
used in Plate 3 in Hellinger & Matsumoto (2000). In
this case, a-PFI dominates, i.e., ∆γmax > 0, in a relatively narrow sub-range of parameters displayed with
reddish shades. As the electron anisotropy increases, the
ranges of dominance change, showing that a-PFI can be
faster than p-PFI even for larger βp,k away from the
instability thresholds. The reddish area is slightly narrowed and moves toward threshold conditions to lower
values of βp,k < 2. If the electrons are sufficiently
anisotropic (third panel), the difference becomes even
more significant in favor of a-PFIs, which dominate not
only for large values of betas but also for moderate values of anisotropy. Thus, the dominance of a-PFI (reddish area) extends to all values of βp,k > 1 considered
(already in the second panel) if deviation from proton
isotropy is sufficiently high, i.e., Ap 6 0.1 (this limit increases for higher values of βp,k ). Of interest here are
these regimes which, unlike other regimes discussed before (Micera et al. 2020), should be dominated by a-PFI
instability, see linear solutions in Figures 1 and 2. In
the next section, we use numerical simulations to verify
these predictions.
Particularly important are the plasma conditions
around the following values of the proton parameters,
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Figure 3. Influence of electron anisotropy on the maximum growth rate difference between a-PFI and p-PFI, ∆γmax =
γmax (a-PFI) − γmax (p-PFI), for Ae = 1 (left), Ae = 0.8 (center) and Ae = 0.6 (right). Reddish shades indicate a dominance of
a-PFI, while blue shades are regimes favorable to p-PFI.

i.e., βp,k = 2.5 and Ap = 0.1 (see also Table 1), which remain relevant for the competition of PFI branches near
the threshold conditions (see the reddish shades in all
the panels in Figure 3), and also ensure a reasonable
duration of the numerical simulations.
3. RESULTS FROM PIC SIMULATIONS

We consider such cases in the following PIC simulations, in order to describe the time evolution of the
complex spectra generated by the interplay of EFIs and
PFIs, when both populations of electrons (subscript e)
and protons (subscript p) are anisotropic, respectively,
with Ae < 1 and Ap < 1 (cases 2 and 3 in Table 1).
3.1. Plasma parameterization and simulations setup
The plasma parameterization considered in our analysis is summarized in Table 1. We show the values of parallel plasma beta parameters (βe,k , βp,k ) and
anisotropies (Ae , Ap ) of electrons and protons, which
are the main parameters needed in the dispersion and
stability analysis. For comparison, included are the interplay (EFI + PFI) conditions, when both the electron
and proton populations are anisotropic, i.e., Ae,p < 1 in
cases 2 and 3, and also the individual case 1 of Ae = 1
and Ap < 1, when only the PFI branches are excited.
Case 3 does not differ much from case 2, being mainly
intended to test the consistency of the results in PIC
simulations.
In the present analysis, the parameterization of the
plasma populations is highly conditioned by the available resources for our numerical simulations. This restricts us, especially in choosing the proton parameters,
to values large enough for βp,k > 1, and sufficiently
small for Ap < 1 (meaning large enough deviations from
isotropy), in order to increase the growth rate of the instabilities simulated and consequently reduce the time
required for their saturation to be observed on both elec-

tron and proton scales. For such situations, a-PFI is
expected to be more effective and develop faster than
p-PFI, see Figure 3. Moreover, to capture the dynamic
of both protons and electrons, we use the semi-implicit
PIC code, iPic3D (Markidis et al. 2010), which allows
us to resolve the multiple spatial and temporal scales by
removing the most rigid stability constraints typical of
explicit PIC codes (Lapenta 2016). Since in our simulations we want to simultaneously discern the physics at
electron scales and conduct analyses covering the longer
timescales characteristic of proton instabilities, simulations using the real mass ratio are beyond our reach in
terms of computational capabilities. Thus, we choose a
reduced mass ratio mp /me = 100, for which the spatial and temporal scales of both PFI and EFI are distinguishable enough to study both behaviors but close
enough to do it in a reasonable time. In our simulations, we consider ωpe /Ωce = 20. Our simulation box
is of size Lx = Ly = 45 c/ωpp and has been discretized
with cells of size ∆x = ∆y = 0.074 c/ωpp . Particles were
pushed for 209,000 (case 1) and 178,000 (cases 2 and 3)
iterations with a time step of ∆t = 0.2/Ωp . We use
1024 particles per cell per species. The remaining initial
values of the main parameters are given in Table 1.
Using a reduced mass ratio mp /me = 100 in simulations is supported by the results obtained from linear
theory in Appendix A. The effect of the reduced mass
ratio on the growth rates can be estimated if we compare Figure 2 with Figure 9 from Appendix A. Figure 9
uses a kx –ky plane to display the growth rates derived
for the same cases 1, 2 and 3. The left panels focus on
the PFI at smaller wavenumbers, while the right panels show the complete spectra of unstable modes. As
expected, a lower mass ratio reduces the differences between the maximum growth rates of PFI and EFI, and
between their specific ranges of unstable wavenumbers.
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However, the effect of anisotropic electrons on the PFI
branches does not change much, showing the same enhancement of the growth rates and the unstable range of
wavenumbers. In all three cases of Table 1, for Ap = 0.1,
a-PFI dominates over p-PFI, as can also be see in Figures 9 and 10 from Appendix A. Figure 10 shows the
maximum growth rate difference between p-PFI and aPFI, as in Figure 3, but this time for a reduced mass
ratio, i.e., mp /me = 100. The regimes of dominance
remain almost unchanged, and there are only subtle differences in the case of isotropic electrons. Thus, around
T⊥p /Tkp ≈ 0.1 the a-PFI dominates for all betas, in contrast to the real mass ratio case, where p-PFI is dominant only for βkp > 3.0.
3.2. PFIs + EFIs (Ap < 1 and Ae < 1)
In this section, we analyze the results obtained from
the PIC simulations for the three cases in Table 1. Figure 4 displaysR the time evolution of the total magnetic
wave energy, dxdy δB 2 /B02 , obtained from the simulations for all these cases. As we might expect, the peak
corresponding to the a-EFI branch arises on very short
time scales for the cases when electrons are anisotropic
(cases 2 and 3 plotted with blue-dashed and red-dotted
lines). The nature of this a-EFI, developing only at
oblique angles, is confirmed by the power spectra in Figure 5. The panels in this figure show the power spectra of
the transverse magnetic fluctuations, |FFT(δBz /B0 )|2
(color coded), as a function of kx and ky , for case 2 (top
panels) and case 3 (bottom panels), at different times
before reaching the saturation. The peak intensity, as
well as the range of unstable wavenumbers, are higher
in case 3, consistent with the linear prediction in Appendix A. The details in the spectra show a conversion
in time to lower propagation angles, where the spectrum
combines with the p-EFI branch. As already mentioned,
the saturation of the a-EFI shown in Figure 4 is quite
fast, and occurs well before any reaction from the pro-
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Figure 4. Time evolution of the total magnetic wave energy
corresponding to the simulation sets in Table 1.
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Figure 5. Power spectra of the transverse magnetic fluctuations, |FFT(δBz /B0 )|2 , at electron scales for cases 2 and 3
in Table 1.

tons. After saturation, the wave energy drops abruptly
to much lower (one order of magnitude lower) values.
Figure 4 also shows that the magnetic energy of the
fluctuations, after dropping to a local minimum following the saturation of the EFI, starts to grow again exponentially, reaching a value of one order of magnitude
larger than the EFI. The growth is due to the PFI, whose
onset appears to occur at earlier times in the presence of
anisotropic electrons. By comparing the growth rate of
the PFI in the presence of anisotropic electrons and protons with the growth rate of the same instability with
only anisotropic protons (black curve in Figure 4), we
can observe that the growth of the PFI is enhanced by
the electron anisotropy, thus confirming the prediction
of linear theory (see Figures 2 and 9). Finally, regarding
the evolution of the PFI, there is not much difference between cases 2 and 3, with the former reaching a slightly
higher energy peak.
The effect of the enhanced fluctuations on the
anisotropy of electrons and protons, are shown in Figure 6, left and right panels, respectively. The three cases
are shown with solid (case 1), dashed (case2), and dotted
(case 3) lines. As expected, electrons react quickly to the
instability, showing a rapid reduction of the anisotropy,
which leads to an increase of the perpendicular plasma
beta and a reduction of the parallel beta. This effect is
more pronounced in case 3. Still, after the a-EFI is saturated, the behavior of the anisotropy and betas follows a
similar trend in cases 2 and 3. Electron relaxation is not
smooth, but occurs in steps, or distinct phases, and continues after the saturation of the EFI. This phenomenon
has been already observed in the quasi-linear theory of
the interplay of anisotropic electrons and protons (Shaaban et al. 2021b). The third more pronounced phase of
relaxation, i.e., after t > 20 Ω−1
p , seems to be triggered
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Figure 6. Time evolution of the temperature anisotropy of
electrons (top left) and protons (top right), and the corresponding parallel and perpendicular components of the electron plasma beta (bottom left) and the proton plasma beta
(bottom right), for cases 1, 2 and 3 in Table 1.
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by the growing PFI fluctuations, see Figure 4. There is
also a fourth phase, when the electron anisotropy stagnates or slightly increases, and then decreases again.
This non-monotonic behavior may be caused by a selective interaction of electrons with a-PFI and p-PFI. The
latter, which develops later, is right-handed (RH) polarized and can possibly be responsible for a perpendicular
resonant heating of electrons. Moreover, on the time
scales corresponding to PFI fluctuations, the temperature anisotropy of protons increases (e.g. evolves toward
isotropization), as can be seen in the top-right panel of
Figure 6. This is mainly due to the decrease of Tp,k ,
and the corresponding βp,k , as shown in the bottomright panel. The evolution of the proton anisotropy is
markedly accelerated in the presence of anisotropic electrons (cases 2 and 3), and leads to lower anisotropies of
protons, i.e., a more efficient isotropization.
Now let us unveil more details about the nature of
PFIs modes during their initiation and development in
our simulations. Similar to Figure 5 for EFI, Figure 7
displays the power spectra of PFI branches. It shows
fluctuations of the a-PFI at highly oblique angles, i.e.,
for ky > kx , and of the p-PFI at lower angles and along
the magnetic field direction, i.e., for ky < kx . These
spectra are computed for the three cases in Table 1,
corresponding to the top, middle, and bottom panels,
respectively, and at different times (increasing from left
to right). The dashed line in the panels represents an
attempt to separate the contribution of the power spectra of the a-PFI (ky > kx ) from the contribution of the
p-PFI (ky < kx ). The lines lies at an angle of 40◦ with
respect to kx . This limit may need adjustments, especially for the late times (e.g., in the last column), but
in the linear phase of the instability it agrees quite well
with the linear spectra in Figure 9 in Appendix A. The
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2D–PIC simulations of firehose instabilities

10−14

Figure 7. Power spectra of the transverse magnetic fluctuations, |FFT(δBz /B0 )|2 , for the PFI branches in cases 1
(top), 2 (middle) and 3 (bottom) in Table 1. Dashed line
indicates the angle θ = 40◦ .

a-PFI branch dominates the initial phases, but its relative importance is reduced over time. For example, at
the time corresponding to the third column, the power
in the fluctuations is comparable for both a-PFI and
p-PFI.
We confirmed these qualitative estimates by integrating the power spectra at all angles below and above the
angular delimitation between aperiodic (highly-oblique
angles) Rand the periodic modes at lower angles, as
WB = dk |FFT(δBz /B0 )|2 in Figure 8. The distinction between the modes is is roughly given by the black
line in Figure 7, which allows us to differentiate between
p-PFI for θ < 40o and a-PFI for θ > 40o and for earlier
times, as in Figure 5, p-EFI for θ < 30o and a-EFI for
θ > 30o , shown in gray. These are plotted with solid
and dashed lines, respectively (see legends), and are displayed for all three cases in Table 1. It becomes now
clear that the first modes developing are those aperiodic
instabilities at oblique propagation angles. For case 1
(top panel), the power spectrum of the a-PFI can reach
values markedly higher than those of the p-PFI branch.
But, again, this difference is less evident if electrons initially exhibit an anisotropy, e.g., in cases 2 and 3. This
is in agreement with predictions from linear theory (see,
for instance, the difference of maximum growth rates
shown in Figure 3 and Figure 10 from Appendix A). In
Figure 8 we can also observe that curves corresponding
to the wave energy of the p-PFI (quasi-parallel) mode
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Figure 8. Temporal evolution of the integrated magnetic
energy spectra at all angles above and bellow of the angular
delimitation from Figure 7, for quasi-parallel (θ < 40◦ ) and
oblique modes (θ > 40◦ ), for cases 1-3 in table 1. For cases 2
and 3 we have used θ = 30◦ as a limit in the initial stage of
the simulation (in gray), Ωp t < 10, where a-EFI is operative,
see Fig. 5.

are not smooth, but exhibit an oscillatory, ripple-like
evolution in time, more regular in Case 1 (when the initial electrons are isotropic). Similar profiles have been
obtained in 1D simulations of p-EFI (Messmer 2002) and
p-PFI (Gary et al. 1998; Micera et al. 2020). For the
p-EFI, which are left-handed (LH) polarized, the oscillations of the magnetic wave energy seem to correspond
to an oscillatory resonant heating of protons (Messmer
2002), and suggests a similar explanation in our case.
4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

It is thought that the Firehose instabilities (FIs) are
important in constraining the anisotropy of electrons
and ions in collision-poor plasmas from space, such as
the solar wind. In particular, they are expected to play a
role in the presence of anisotropy values A = T⊥ /Tk < 1,
where perpendicular and parallel are intended with respect to the background magnetic field. These instabil-

ities act to restore the isotropy. Electrons (subscript e)
and protons (subscript p) are dominant species in the
solar wind. However, only relatively recent studies have
proposed a realistic approach of the plasma states highly
susceptible to these instabilities as conditioned by the interplay of both species when Ae < 1 and Ap < 1. In the
present paper, we have provided new insights from linear theory and the corresponding analysis from 2D semiimplicit PIC simulations, which enabled us to identify
the fastest growing FIs near the instability thresholds
and their long-term consequences on the relaxation of
anisotropic distributions.
The unstable linear spectrum remains dominated by
the aperiodic branch of EFI, i.e., a-EFI, predicted at
oblique angles and with the highest growth rates, not
much affected by the anisotropy of protons. Instead,
anisotropic electrons significantly influence the spectrum
of PFIs at larger time scales. By comparing the maximum growth rate difference between aperiodic (a-PFI)
and periodic (p-PFI) modes we have explored how the
growth rates of these instabilities are modified. In contrast to previous studies, here we considered different,
complementary regimes of PFIs that ensure favorable
conditions for a first ignition of the a-PFI, propagating
obliquely to the uniform magnetic field and developing
faster than the p-PFI branch. We have compared the
ideal case of isotropic electrons with that when electrons
are anisotropic, with Ae < 1.
Our PIC simulations confirm, in general, these theoretical predictions. While the a-EFI remains unaffected
by the anisotropic protons, and saturates rapidly at
low-level fluctuations, the subsequent PFI branches are
markedly influenced by the anisotropic electrons. The
a-PFI is excited before the p-PFI, and both branches
are ignited much earlier. However, the competition between these two branches increases, since only p-PFI
achieves a significantly higher fluctuating power. In return, the resulting enhanced fluctuations of PFIs determine a deeper relaxation of the proton anisotropy.
Comparing the present results with the previous ones,
we can conclude the following. Linear theory clearly
shows that the regimes of electron-generated firehose instabilities (EFIs) do not undergo major changes, while
PIC simulations confirm a general dominance of the aEFI. Instead, the regimes of proton-triggered firehose
instabilities (PFIs) are markedly changed, predicting
greater effectiveness and competition of both branches,
a-PFI and p-PFI, toward lower values of βp 6 1. One
can also notice an extended dominance of the a-PFI at
large deviations from isotropy Ap 6 0.1 and high βp > 2.
The resulting fluctuations of PFIs are, in general, more
robust than EFIs. But in the presence of anisotropic
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Figure 9. Similar to Figure 2 but for reduced mass ratio, mp /me = 100. Linear growth rate in the kx –ky plane, for cases 1, 2
and 3 in Table 1. Left panels focus on PFI at smaller wave-numbers, while right panels show the complete spectra extended to
larger wave-numbers.

electrons with Ae < 1, PFI fluctuations develop much
earlier and saturate at higher levels of magnetic energy
than obtained for isotropic electrons. Our results manage to clarify the specific conditions of the a-PFI mode,
completing the previous analysis that left the impression
of a universal dominance of the p-PFI mode.
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APPENDIX

A. GROWTH RATES FOR A REDUCED MASS RATIO

Growth rates plotted in Figure 9 are obtained for the same parametric cases as in Figure 2 (i.e., the same cases
in Table 1), except for a reduced mass ratio mp /me = 100, as used in the simulations. In this case, the growth rate
is computed as a function of kx and ky in order to compare with the spectra obtained from the simulation, as in
Figures 5 and 7. On the other hand, from a comparison with Figure 2 we can observe that only the maximum growth
rates of the a-EFI branch are affected (which remain the highest, roughly, one order of magnitude higher than those
of PFIs). In contrast, the maximum growth rate of PFIs, namely, that of a-PFI, practically does not change. Thus, a
lower mass ratio reduces the differences between the maximum growth rates of PFIs and EFIs, but also between their
specific ranges of unstable wavenumbers.
Figure 10 displays the difference between the maximum growth rates of a-PFI and p-PFI, derived for an extended
parametric domain including 2 6 βp,k 6 5.0 and 0.2 6 Ap 6 0.6. In this case the electron mass ratio is reduced to
mp /me = 100, and compared are the case of isotropic electrons Ae = 1 (left) with two situations with anisotropic
electrons with Ae = 0.8 (middle) and 0.6 (right). Comparing with the results in Figure 3, where these differences are
derived for a realistic mass ration mp /me = 1836, we can observe that the specific parametric regions where each of the
a-PFI and p-PFI dominates, respectively, the red and blue regions, do not change significantly. Moreover, conditions
chosen for cases 2 and 3 remain specific to a regime dominated by the a-PFI in the linear phase.
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R.A. López et al.
−0.04

−0.02

Δγm∥x/Δp
0.00

0.02

−0.04

−0.02

Δγm∥x/Δp
0.00

0.02

0.6

Ae = 1.0

0.04

−0.04

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.2
0.1
2.0

T ⟂ p/T ∥ p

0.5

0.3

0.3
0.2

2.5

3.0

3.5

β∥p

4.0

4.5

5.0

0.1
2.0

−0.02

Δγm∥x/Δp
0.00

0.02

0.6

Ae = 0.8

0.5

T ⟂ p/T ∥ p

T ⟂ p/T ∥ p

0.6

0.04

0.04

Ae = 0.6

0.3
0.2

2.5

3.0

3.5

β∥p

4.0

4.5

5.0

0.1
2.0

2.5

3.0

β∥p

3.5

4.0

Figure 10. As in Figure 3 but for reduced mass ratio, mp /me = 100. The difference between the maximum growth rates of
a-PFI and p-PFI, ∆γmax = γmax (a-PFI) − γmax (p-PFI), for Ae = 1 (left), Ae = 0.8 (center) and Ae = 0.6 (right). Reddish
shades indicate a dominance of a-PFI, while blue shades are regimes favorable to p-PFI.

REFERENCES
Bale, S., Kasper, J., Howes, G., et al. 2009, PhRvL, 103,
211101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.211101
Camporeale, E., & Burgess, D. 2008, JGRA, 113, A07107,
doi: 10.1029/2008JA013043
Gary, S. P., Jian, L. K., Broiles, T. W., et al. 2016, JGRA,
121, 30, doi: 10.1002/2015JA021935
Gary, S. P., Li, H., O’Rourke, S., & Winske, D. 1998,
JGRA, 103, 14567, doi: 10.1029/98JA01174
Hellinger, P., & Matsumoto, H. 2000, JGRA, 105, 10519,
doi: 10.1029/1999JA000297
Hellinger, P., & Matsumoto, H. 2001, JGRA, 106, 13215,
doi: 10.1029/2001JA900026
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