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ABSTRACT

Collisionless shock waves in supernova remnants and the solar wind heat electrons less effectively

than they heat ions, as is predicted by kinetic simulations. However, the values of Te/Tp inferred

from the Hα profiles of supernova remnant shocks behave differently as a function of Mach number or

Alfvén Mach number than what is measured in the solar wind or predicted by simulations. Here we

determine Te/Tp for supernova remnant shocks using Hα profiles, shock speeds from proper motions,

and electron temperatures from X-ray spectra. We also improve the estimates of sound speed and

Alfvén speed used to determine Mach numbers. We find that the Hα determinations are robust and

that the discrepancies among supernova remnant shocks, solar wind shocks and computer-simulated

shocks remain. We discuss some possible contributing factors, including shock precursors, turbulence

and varying preshock conditions.

Keywords: shocks — supernova remnants — plasma astrophysics — interstellar magnetic fields —

turbulence

1. INTRODUCTION

Collisional shock waves are characterized by a thick-

ness of order the mean free path. Because the shock

transitions are mediated by particle-particle collisions,

they produce Maxwellian distributions and thermal

equilibrium among the particle species. On the other

hand, the thickness of a collisionless shock in a plasma is

much smaller, of order the proton gyroradius or ion skin

depth. Because they are mediated by electromagnetic

fields and plasma turbulence instead of particle colli-

sions, collisionless shocks can produce non-Maxwellian
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velocity distributions and very different temperatures

among different particle species. Except for shocks in-

side stars or in molecular clouds, most astrophysical

shocks are collisionless.

The electron and proton temperatures Te and Tp pre-

dicted by the Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions can be

very different, because a shock thermalizes most of the

kinetic energy of the particles flowing through it, and

the electron and ion kinetic energies differ by their mass

ratio. Collisions can eventually bring Te and Tp into

equilibrium, but over a time scale that can exceed the

dynamical age of the astrophysical object (e.g., super-

nova remnants, galaxy cluster shocks, structure forma-

tion shocks). However, energy dissipation in the shock

front and precursor occurs by way of strong plasma tur-
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Figure 1. Comparison of estimates of Te/Tp from SNR shocks and from solar system shocks measured in situ plotted against
shock speed, Alfvén Mach number and magnetosonic Mach number, adapted from Figure 7 of Ghavamian et al. (2013). The red
boxes and arrows indicate trends from PIC simulations of low Mach number perpendicular shocks in the high β plasma typical
of galaxy clusters (Ryu et al., in preparation). We expect β in the range 0.2 to 2 for most SNR shocks, but the simulation
values of Te/Tp show little dependence on β.

bulence, and this plasma turbulence is capable of trans-

ferring energy between ions and electrons more rapidly.

Reliable determination of Te/Tp is important for un-

derstanding the physics of collisionless shocks. For in-

stance, electron-ion thermal equilibration can affect the

shock reformation process (Shimada & Hoshino 2005).

Te/Tp is also important as a diagnostic tool, since Te

is measured from X-ray spectra. In partially neutral

preshock conditions, shock speeds can also be deter-

mined from the Hα line profile, which effectively mea-

sures Tp (Chevalier & Raymond 1978; Bychkov & Lebe-

dev 1979). In cases where protons keep all the thermal

energy, Tp is twice as large as it will be in thermal equi-

librium, when half the thermal energy is given to the

electrons. Finally, electron heating may play a signifi-

cant role in the injection of particles into the diffusive

shock acceleration process (DSA) which produces radio

and X-ray synchrotron emission as well as gamma-ray

emission from inverse Compton scattering in SNRs.

Different estimates for the degree of electron-ion tem-

perature equilibration in collisionless shocks give contra-

dictory results. The in situ measurements of bow shocks

in the solar wind at Earth and Saturn show Te/Tp drop-

ping from 1 at very low sonic Mach numbers or Alfvén

Mach numbers (M or MA) to about 0.1 at Mach numbers

near 10. Although observations of supernova remnants

(SNRs) show a parallel decline, the trend is systemati-

cally shifted to much higher Mach numbers. In SNRs,

Te/Tp is near 1 at M∼30, and it drops to 0.05 at M∼300

as shown in Figure 1 (adapted from Ghavamian et al.

(2013)).

A second inconsistency arises at higher Mach num-

bers. Both particle-in-cell (PIC) simulations and solar

wind shocks show a drop in Te/Tp with Mach num-

ber between M=1 and M=15, but then Te/Tp rises to

about 0.2-0.3 (Bohdan et al. 2020; Hanusch et al. 2020;

Tsiolis et al. 2021; Wilson et al. 2020). On the other

hand, values of Te/Tp from the Hα profiles observed in

SNR shocks continue to decline with M to about 0.05 at

M'300 (Ghavamian et al. 2013).

Given the importance of understanding the electron-

ion temperature ratio for interpreting observations of

SNRs and other shocks, as well as for understanding

collisionless shock physics and the acceleration of non-

thermal electrons in shock waves, we try to resolve these

discrepancies. In principle, the values of Te/Tp derived

from the SNR observations, PIC simulations and in situ

measurements could all be correct, but the former per-

tain to a structure many orders of magnitude thicker

than do the latter. The SNR measurements could be

appropriate for such tasks as interpreting X-ray spec-

tra, while the in situ and PIC results could be appro-

priate for studies of plasma processes on small scales.

For instance, the PIC simulations and solar wind mea-

surements could pertain to a subshock, while the SNR

observations would include any precursor or postcursor

effects.

On the other hand, the discrepancies could result from

errors in either the theory or observations of the SNRs.
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In particular, the comparison in Ghavamian et al. (2013)

relied on the Hα line profiles of shocks in partially neu-

tral gas. The profiles consist of a narrow component

from H atoms that are collisionally excited after they

pass through the shock, and a broad component from

atoms that undergo charge transfer with postshock pro-

tons, acquiring a velocity distribution like that of the

protons before they are excited (Chevalier et al. 1980).

The ratio of the broad and narrow component intensi-

ties, IB/IN , depends on the electron temperature, and it

is often used to determine Te/Tp. However, this carries

some uncertainty.

The aim of this paper is to compare Te/Tp determi-

nations based on the intensity ratios of the broad and

narrow components of the Hα profiles of SNR shocks

(Ghavamian et al. 2013) with determinations that use

electron temperatures measured from X-ray spectra,

Te,x, proton temperatures based on Hα broad compo-

nent widths, Tp,w, and shock speeds based upon proper

motions for SNRs at known distances, Vpm. We make

four sets of determinations based on 1) IB/IN vs broad

component Hα width, 2) Tp,w vs Te,x, 3) Vpm vs Tp,w,

and 4) Vpm vs. Te,x, all based on published measure-

ments of the relevant quantities. We will look for com-

mon trends of Te/Tp with shock speed M or MA among

these different estimates.

We will not attempt a statistical comparison because

the uncertainties are dominated by systematic errors in

the measurements or the Te/Tp determinations that we

cannot quantify. For example, we try to choose a portion

of an SNR shock where Vpm and Te are both measured,

but the values will not always pertain to exactly the

same plasma. All the values of the basic parameters are

taken from the literature, and when a range of values

is given, it indicates the range that entered an average

rather than a 1-σ or 3-σ uncertainty. The comparison is

complicated by the fact that we often take, for instance,

proper motions from one paper and electron tempera-

tures based on X-ray spectra from another. Detailed

considerations for each SNR are given in the Appendix.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes

predictions from numerical simulations, and Section 3

describes results from in situ measurements of shocks in

the solar wind and in the laboratory. Section 4 describes

the diagnostic measurements of SNR shocks, and sec-

tion 5 discusses the four methods of estimating Te/Tp

in SNR shocks, along with the uncertainties involved.

Section 6 discusses the comparisons among SNRs, solar

wind and laboratory shocks and theory. It emphasizes

the questions of whether the inclusion of shock precur-

sors or postshock processes, cosmic ray acceleration, or

the presence of neutrals in the regions observed in the

SNRs can account for the differences. Section 7 summa-

rizes our results, and the Appendix gives details of the

Te/Tp estimates for each SNR.

2. PREDICTIONS FROM THEORY AND

SIMULATIONS

Early theoretical calculations for solar wind shocks

based on energy transfer by various wave modes or on

shock electric fields predicted Te/Tp∼0.2 (Cargill & Pa-

padopoulos 1988; Hull & Scudder 2000). On the other

hand, Ghavamian et al. (2007b) attempted to explain

the observed decline on Te/Tp in SNRs with shock speed

based on lower hybrid waves in a cosmic ray-generated

precursor.

PIC simulations of shocks have explored part of pa-

rameter space. For perpendicular shocks in plasma with

β near 1, Te/Tp drops steeply from 1 at very small MA

to 0.1-0.2 at MA = 10 (Tran & Sironi 2020), then in-

creases slowly from ∼0.1 at MA = 20 to 0.2 at MA =

100 (Bohdan et al. 2020), and perhaps tends asymptoti-

cally to 0.3 at higher MA (Tsiolis et al. 2021). It should

be noted that the prediction for Mach numbers above

100 depends on the scaling with MA, and the satura-

tion level may drop from 0.3 to 0.1. The results are

summarized in Figure 2.

Oblique shocks seem to behave like perpendicular

shocks, even in the presence of the electron foreshock

generated by the shock reflected electrons (Morris et al.

2023). Lezhnin et al. (2021) report Te/Tp∼0.5 in a

Mach 15 shock at ΘBN = 60◦, where ΘBN is the angle

between shock normal and the magnetic field. On the

other hand, parallel shocks are analytically predicted to

show a decline in Te/Tp with Mach number similar to

that seen in SNRs, as shown in Figure 12 of Arbutina

& Zeković (2021), or to show a decline from near equili-

bration to around 0.3 at MA around 20 (Hanusch et al.

2020). Tran & Sironi (2020) investigated low M shocks

in the context of the solar wind. That work and sub-

sequent simulations show that at low Mach numbers,

the electron heating is not much above that predicted

for adiabatic compression, but that the non-adiabatic

heating decreases with increasing magnetic obliquity. It

increases with Mach number, and neither plasma β nor

the assumed electron-ion mass ratio is very important.

PIC simulations have also been performed for weak

shocks (M ∼ 2−5) in high beta plasmas (β � 1), as ap-

propriate to shocks that form in hot intracluster medium

(ICM) during mergers of galaxy clusters. Electron heat-

ing mechanisms and their efficiency were investigated

for strictly perpendicular 2D shocks by Guo et al. (2017,

2018) who noted that Te/Tp is independent of plasma β

in the range β = 4−32 but decreases strongly with Mach
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Figure 2. Te/Tp for perpendicular shocks based on PIC Tran & Sironi (2020) (blue), Bohdan et al. (2020) (red) and Tsiolis
et al. (2021) (green). The prediction of Te/Tp at MA >100 depends on the magnetic field generated by the Weibel instability:

The red line is for B ∼ MA and the yellow line is for B ∼ M
1/2
A (see updated results in Bohdan et al. (2021)).

number from Te/Tp∼ 0.8 at M = 2 to Te/Tp∼ 0.25

at M = 5. This result should hold at oblique super-

luminal shocks with ΘBN > ΘBN,cr = cos−1 (vupsh /c).

A recent calculation by Kobzar et al. (2021) for an

M = 3 (MA=6.1) and β = 5 shock with a sublumi-

nal obliquity ΘBN = 75◦, close to ΘBN,cr ≈ 81.4◦ for

their parameters, gives Te/Tp∼ 0.4− 0.45 in agreement

with results by Guo et al. (2018). This is also com-

patible with 2D PIC simulations presented in Kang et

al. (2019a). They found (private communication) that

Te/Tp increases with plasma beta from Te/Tp∼ 0.55 at

β = 20 to Te/Tp& 0.7 at β = 100 at a subluminal angle

ΘBN = 63◦ for an M = 3 shock. Te/Tp decreases in

their simulations with the Mach number, but can reach

Te/Tp& 1 in very weak shocks with M ∼ 2. It also
depends quite strongly on ΘBN , and approaches Te/Tp

around 1 at high obliquity angles in very high β plasmas.

A limitation of some of the PIC simulations is an

unrealistic electron-ion mass ratio. For instance, Sha-

laby et al. (2022) simulated very fast shocks (40,000

km s−1) and found that a mass ratio of 100 suppresses

an intermediate-scale instability in low MA shocks. On

the other hand, simulations by Tran & Sironi (2020)

(mi/me=20-625) and Bohdan et al. (2020) (mi/me=50-

400) demonstrate that the ion-to-electron mass ratio

has a minor influence on Te/Tp if the mass ratio is

high enough to separate electron and ion scales (e.g.,

mi/me >100). They indicate that changing shock ve-

locity ratio with respect to c, with Mach and β fixed,

does not affect this conclusion (Lezhnin et al. 2021)

They indicate that shock velocity does not affect this

conclusion as long as all plasma components remain non-

relativistic.

3. MEASUREMENTS OF SHOCKS IN THE SOLAR

WIND AND THE LABORATORY

Extensive studies of Te/Tp in the Earth’s bow shock

(Schwartz et al. 1988) and Saturn’s bow shock (Masters

et al. 2011) have been conducted, and results are pre-

sented in Ghavamian et al. (2013) and in Figure 1. The

recent work of Wilson et al. (2020) is based on care-

ful analysis of 15,000 velocity distribution functions in

52 interplanetary shocks seen by the Wind spacecraft.

While there is a very large scatter, the average shows the

electron heating increasing gradually with MA, such that

for solar wind shocks, Te/Tp would be expected to drop

from 1 at small Mach numbers to ∼0.05 at Mach num-

bers near 10, then rise to around 0.4 at Mach numbers of

order 40. They found little correlation with parameters

such as pre-shock β or shock obliquity.

As with the values of Te/Tp inferred from SNR ob-

servations and the values expected from PIC simula-

tions, there are caveats. In particular, the shocks may

not be steady, and the electrons may be mobile enough

that they reflect average conditions rather than the local

shock parameters, so that measurements from a single

spacecraft passing through a shock will not always re-

flect the expected local electron-ion equilibration.

Recent developments in high-power lasers are now cre-

ating important opportunities to probe the plasma mi-

crophysics of collisionless shocks in controlled laboratory
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experiments. The interest in using laser-produced plas-

mas to study the physics of collisionless shocks is not

new. Early experiments in the 70’s and 80’s have used

100 J class lasers to ablate solid targets and produce in-

terpenetrating plasma flows to study their collisionless

coupling (Dean et al. 1971; Cheung et al. 1973; Bell et al.

1988). However, for such laser energies, these earlier

studies, were limited to relatively low Mach numbers and

electrostatic coupling. The development of high-energy

laser facilities capable of delivering 10 kJ to MJ laser

energy on target, such as OMEGA and the National

Ignition Facility (NIF) are transforming the ability to

study for the first time high-Mach number collisionless

regimes dominated by electromagnetic processes as per-

tinent to most space and astrophysical shocks.

In the last few years, several experiments produced su-

personic, super-Alfvénic plasma flows in the laboratory

to study the underlying shock formation processes (Ross

et al. 2012; Fox et al. 2013; Huntington et al. 2015; Nie-

mann et al. 2014; Schaeffer et al. 2017; Rigby et al. 2018;

Swadling et al. 2020; Fiuza et al. 2020). The plasma

flow velocities produced are typically in the range of

500 km s−1 to 2000 km s−1 and the corresponding Mach

number M = 2 - 400. Developments in plasma diagnos-

tics are starting to allow resolved measurements of the

evolution of the plasma temperature in these systems.

In particular, recent experiments at NIF characterized

the formation of a collisionless shock with M ∼ 12 and

MA ∼ 400, measuring a downstream Te = 3 keV using

Thomson scattering, and demonstrating the accelera-

tion of nonthermal electrons to energy > 100 Te (Fiuza

et al. 2020). While these experiments did not measure

Ti, considering that during shock formation the plasma

flow velocity varies between 1800 km/s and 1000 km/s

(the velocity of the laser produced flows varies in time)

and using the standard conservation equations at the

shock, one obtains ZTe/Ti = 0.15− 0.75 (note that the

experiments use carbon plasmas with Z = 6). This is

consistent with the PIC results summarized in Fig. 2,

which suggest Te/Tp = 0.1-0.4 for MA = 400. Planned

follow-up experiments will measure simultaneously the

electron plasma wave and ion acoustic wave features of

the Thomson scattering spectrum (Ross et al. 2012),

enabling a detailed characterization of Te/Ti. Further-

more, by varying the field strength and orientation of

an external magnetic field produced by coils it will be

possible to study Te/Ti as function of M, MA, and θBN .

4. DIAGNOSTIC MEASUREMENTS

Here we list the 3 diagnostic measurements we will be

using. Each measurement has systematic uncertainties.

We discuss some of them here, and we will discuss others

in more detail in the next section in the context of the

specific estimates of Te/Tp.

Some diagnostics for determining Te/Tp in SNR

shocks rely on the Hα profiles. A collisionless shock in

partially neutral gas produces a thin filament of emis-

sion in Hα and other hydrogen lines, because some of

the neutral H atoms are excited before they are ionized

(Chevalier & Raymond 1978; Chevalier et al. 1980). The

collisionless shock thickness is set by the proton gyrora-

dius or the skin depth, and it is very thin: ∼ 108−10 cm

for typical ISM magnetic fields and densities. For com-

parison, the length scale for excitation and ionization of

H is of order 1015 cm. The neutrals pass through the col-

lisionless shock without feeling the electromagnetic fields

or plasma turbulence, so many of them still have their

preshock velocities when they are excited and emit Hα.

On the other hand, some of the neutrals undergo charge

transfer reactions with postshock protons. Those neu-

trals acquire a velocity distribution similar to the pro-

ton distribution, though weighted by the charge transfer

cross section and the relative velocity (Chevalier et al.

1980; Ghavamian et al. 2001; Heng & McCray 2007; van

Adelsberg et al. 2008; Morlino et al. 2013). Thus the Hα

profile consists of a broad component, whose FWHM is

comparable to the shock speed, and a narrow compo-

nent, whose FWHM is typically 20-50 km s−1 (Soller-

man et al. 2003) .

The width of the Hα broad component is a direct

measurement of Tp in the postshock region, and the

narrow component width indicates the temperature in

the preshock region. Both widths include any turbu-

lent motion. The turbulence is likely to be significant

in a shock precursor (e.g., Bell (2004)). There may be

significant turbulence in the postshock region as well.

Small scale (kinetic scale) turbulence will decay over a

distance much smaller than the size of the Hα emitting

region, but we discuss turbulence in more detail below.

The intensity ratio IB/IN depends on the ratio of ioniza-

tion time to charge transfer time scale, and it therefore

depends on the electron temperature (Raymond 1991;

Smith et al. 1991; Laming et al. 1996; Ghavamian et al.

2001).

A second diagnostic is measurement of Te,x from an

X-ray spectrum. That is accomplished by folding a the-

oretical emission spectrum through the response func-

tion of an X-ray telescope and minimizing chi-squared

between the model and the observation. To first order,

Te comes from the continuum shape, e(−hν/kT), where

hν is the photon energy and kT is the thermal energy.

Several factors can complicate the Te,x measurement.

It is necessary to separate the shocked ISM or CSM gas

from shocked SN ejecta, which are heated by a sepa-
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Table 1
Equilibration from the Hα IB/IN

SNR Pos Navg FWHMB FWHMN IB/IN VS Te/Tp Ref

km s−1 km s−1 km s−1

SN1006 NW 19 2300-2600 18-24 0.67-0.86 2700-3400 0.09 N13, M12

Tycho knot ”g” 4 1760-2100 49(250) 0.67-1.08 1850-2400 0.05-0.15 G01, K17, S91, M12

Kepler - 6 1540-3500 42 0.45-1.1 1250-2700 0.8 S03, B91, M12

RCW 86 SW 1 544-580 36 1.15-1.21 580-620 0.35-0.65 G01, S03

Cygnus Loop North 9 203-296 35-43 0.60-1.39 300 0.8-1.0 M14, G99

0509-67.5 NE 3 4750-4235 25-31 0.05-0.7 >7000 <0.25 H18, M12

0519-69.0 - 1 1800-2800 39-42 0.4-0.8 2500 <0.20 S91, S94, M12, H18

0548-70.4 - 1 720-800 39-58 0.9-1.3 760 >0.5 S91, S94, M12

DEM L71 - 21 450-950 32-43 0.37-0.68 450-950 >0.1 S94, R09, M12

1E102.2-7219

References for Tables 1-5: A22- Alan & Bilir (2022), B19-Bandiera et al. (2019), B91-Blair et al. (1991), B06-Borkowski et al.
(2006), C22-Coffin et al. (2022), G99-Ghavamian (2000), G00-Ghavamian et al. (2000), G01-Ghavamian et al. (2001),

G17-Ghavamian et al. (2017), G22-Guest et al. (2022b), H02-Hwang et al. (2002), H11-Helder et al. (2011), H18-Hovey et al.
(2018), K78-Kamper & van den Bergh (1978), K15- Katsuda et al. (2015), K16- Katsuda et al. (2016), K17-Knežević et al.

(2017), K21-Knežević et al. (2021), K10-Kosenko et al. (2010), Mi12-Miceli et al. (2012), M12-Morlino et al. (2012),
M13-Morlino et al. (2013), M14-Medina et al. (2014), N13-Nikolić et al. (2013), R03-Rakowski et al. (2003), R09-Rakowski

et al. (2009), R17-Raymond et al. (2017), S09-Salvesen et al. (2009), S17 - Sano et al. (2017), S16-Schenck et al. (2016),
S21-Seitenzahl et al. (2019), S94-Smith et al. (1994), S91 - Smith et al. (1991), S03-Sollerman et al. (2003), W13-Winkler et al.

(2013), W16-Williams et al. (2016), W22-Williams et al. (2022), W03-Winkler et al. (2003), W13-Winkler et al. (2013),
X19-Xi et al. (2019)

rate reverse shock. The separation requires good spa-

tial resolution, and that is particularly challenging for

SNRs in the Magellanic Clouds. We use temperatures

from analyses that were specifically meant to pertain

to shocked ISM gas. The X-ray emitting plasma is not

in ionization equilibrium. Models of shock-heated gas

are available, but the ionization timescale is an addi-

tional free parameter in the fit. Elemental abundances

introduce still more free parameters, because sputtering

gradually liberates refractory elements from dust grains

in the hot postshock gas. In addition, there are many

cases where a single temperature model does not provide

an adequate fit, so the Te,x determination is ambiguous.

Finally, in some cases X-ray synchrotron emission con-

taminates the spectrum of the thermal emission. That

being said, observed temperatures of order 1 keV or less

are easily distinguished from the higher temperatures

that the faster shocks would produce if they were in

thermal equilibrium.

The third diagnostic is measurement of the shock

speed based on the proper motion of shocks in an

SNR whose distance is known, Vpm. Proper motions

are mostly measured with Hα filaments because they

are sharp, and because high spatial resolution can be

achieved, for instance by the Hubble Space Telescope

(HST). SNR filaments are tangencies of a line of sight

to the thin sheet of shock-heated gas (Hester 1987), so

their motion is perpendicular to the line of sight, and

the proper motion should correspond to the actual shock

speed. However, Shimoda et al. (2015) simulated a SNR

shock in an inhomogeneous medium, and they found

that the rippled shock front could put some energy into

turbulence rather than heat. In their models, compar-

ison of Vpm with Tp could overestimate the energy in

cosmic rays or in electron thermal energy by up to 40%.

Proper motions can also be measured from the expan-

sion of a remnant in Chandra X-ray images, provided

that a long temporal baseline is available and that there

are enough point sources in the field for image regis-

tration, or from expansion seen in IR images. In many

cases, uncertainty in the distance to the SNR is the main

limitation. We will consider a few Galactic SNRs whose

distances are well-established, along with SNRs in the

Magellanic Clouds.

5. FOUR Te/Tp DETERMINATIONS

Different methods can be used to to determine Te/Tp

depending on the data available. Here we describe four
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Table 2
Equilibration from Hα profile and Te,x from X-rays

SNR Pos Navg Vs Tp Te TCoul Te/Tp Ref

km s−1 keV keV keV

SN1006 NW 1 2800 18.3 0.90 0.93 0.05 W13, N13

Tycho

Kepler K2-K4 3 1250-1850 5.2-7.2 0.68-1.92 1.24-1.60 0.19 B91, K15

RCW 86 SEouter 1 1530 2.3 <0.7 <0.3 0.1-0.4 H11, M14

Cygnus Loop North 1 300-325 0.21 0.17 0.10 0.8 M14, S09

0509-67.5

0519-69.0 4 1300-2800 2.9-18.3 1.43 <2.2 0.13 S16, H18

0548-70.4 - 1 720-800 1.2 0.42 0.54 <0.42 S16, S91

DEM L71 - 7 450-950 0.39-1.72 0.26-0.43 0.5 <0.23 R03, A22

1E102.2-7219

The key to the references is given with Table 1.

methods, their uncertainties and the trends of Te/Tp

with shock speed.

5.1. Hα Line Profiles: Line Width and IB/IN

The combination of the broad component line width

and the broad-to-narrow component intensity ratio of a

Balmer line filament, sometimes called a nonradiative

shock, can be used to determine Te/Tp. This method

has the advantage that a single measurement of the Hα

profile provides both the shock speed and Te/Tp. It is

also attractive because to first order, the profile is de-

termined by just three well-understood atomic rates; the

ionization, charge transfer and excitation rates of H I.

An unusual aspect of the atomic rates is that excitation

and ionization by protons are important for shock speeds

above about 1000 km s−1. A second unusual feature is

that the narrow component neutrals move at 3/4 VS

relative to the postshock protons, so that a 2D integra-

tion over the relative velocity distribution weighted by

the velocity-dependent cross section is required (Cheva-

lier et al. 1980; Ghavamian et al. 2001; Heng & Mc-

Cray 2007; van Adelsberg et al. 2008; Morlino et al.

2013). The asymmetry in the velocity distribution leads

to polarization of Hα (Laming 1990; Sparks et al. 2015;

Shimoda et al. 2018). The determination of the broad

component width and IB/IN from the line profile is gen-

erally robust unless the spectral resolution is inadequate

or the broad component is not Gaussian (Raymond et al.

2010).

There are two potential difficulties involving the nar-

row line intensity, however. First, most of the excita-

tions to the 3p level produce Lyβ photons. The branch-

ing ratio for Hα is 0.12, so a Lyβ photon will typically

convert to Hα after about 8 scatterings. In principle

the optical depth to the narrow component Lyβ photons

in the upstream direction is effectively infinite, while in

the downstream direction it is typically a few (Chevalier

et al. 1980; Ghavamian 2000). This leads to a situation

between Case A, where all the Lyβ photons escape, and

Case B, where all the Lyβ photons are converted to Hα.

The radiative transfer has been computed for various as-

sumed line widths and preshock neutral fractions, and

the conversion efficiency seems not to be too sensitive

to those parameters (Chevalier et al. 1980; Hester et al.

1994; Ghavamian et al. 2001). However, there can be

a broader component to the narrow line (Morlino et al.

2013; Knežević et al. 2017), and the precursor may accel-

erate the gas away from the preshock rest velocity, which

might reduce the efficiency of conversion of Lyβ to Hα.

It should be noted that IB/IN can also depend on the

preshock neutral fraction, f0. Morlino et al. (2013) show

results for a reference value f0 = 0.5. Since f0 will not

generally be much larger than that because of photoion-

ization by He I and He II photons from the shock, and

it will not usually be much smaller because that would

make the Balmer emission very faint, we use that value.

The two exceptions are SN1006, where f0 is about 0.1

(Ghavamian et al. 2002) and knot ”g” of Tycho, where

f0 may be as large as 0.8 (Ghavamian et al. 2000).

The second potential difficulty is more complex. Gas

upstream of a shock will be heated and ionized by ioniz-

ing photons from the SNR, and it may produce signifi-

cant Hα emission. Photoionization precursors are likely

to be arcminutes thick for Galactic SNRs (Ghavamian

et al. 2000; Medina et al. 2014). In principle, emission
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from such a precursor is subtracted along with the Geo-

coronal and Galactic Hα backgrounds, but it may vary

on smaller scales and be difficult to subtract.

There are also precursors associated with cosmic ray

acceleration and with broad component neutrals that

overtake the shock and deposit their energy upstream

(Hester et al. 1994; Smith et al. 1994; Raymond et al.

2011; Morlino et al. 2012; Ohira 2012). In Galactic SNRs

these cosmic ray or neutral return precursors are on the

order of arcseconds thick (Lee et al. 2010; Katsuda et al.

2016). Therefore, depending on the size of the region ob-

served and on the seeing, a larger or smaller contribution

from the precursor could be present. So far, there are

few calculations of the Hα emission from the precursor,

but Morlino et al. (2012) compute the emission from the

precursor and IB/IN for shocks faster than 1000 km s−1.

The precursor not only contributes to the narrow line

emission, but ionization within the precursor can reduce

the number of neutrals that reach the shock and undergo

charge transfer to produce the broad component.

The Morlino et al. (2012) calculations assume Case B,

so they somewhat overestimate IN , and the results de-

pend on the uncertain degree of electron-ion equilibra-

tion in the precursor. In addition, Morlino et al. (2012)

did not include helium. For very fast shocks, this is ap-

propriate, since there is little temperature equilibration

among different ion species, but at lower shock speeds

the helium ions can significantly heat the protons (Ray-

mond et al. 2015, 2017). With those caveats, we use

Figure 16 of Morlino et al. (2012) to estimate Te/Tp

from IB/IN for shocks faster than about 1000 km s−1

and Ghavamian et al. (2001) for slower shocks. The

contribution of the precursor to the Hα narrow compo-

nent can be assessed to some extent from intensity of

associated [N II] emission (Medina et al. 2014).

The resulting estimates of Te/Tp are shown in Table 1.

The columns give the name of the SNR, the position

within the SNR if one is given and if the measurement

is not averaged over too large a region, the number of

positions averaged (Navg), the broad and narrow com-

ponent line widths, the broad to narrow intensity ratio,

and the shock speed and Te/Tp derived from those val-

ues. The key to the references in this and other tables

is included. There is a definite trend of high values of

Te/Tp in shocks slower than about 1000 km s−1, while

faster shocks show values below about 0.2. This is simi-

lar to the results compiled by Ghavamian et al. (2007b).

5.2. Hα Line Width and Te,x from X-ray Spectra

This method was used by Rakowski et al. (2003)

in a study of DEM L71, where they found that the

faster shocks (700-1000 km s−1) were consistent with no

electron-ion equilibration, while the slower ones (400-

600 km s−1) were consistent with full equilibration at

the shock. This method does not suffer from problems

with background subtraction and contributions to the

narrow component from a shock precursor. Nor does it

depend on the distance to the SNR as the methods that

use proper motion velocities do. The method is almost

model-independent, it that it uses a direct measure of

Te from X-rays and an almost direct measure of Tp from

the Hα line width. It is somewhat model dependent in

that the Hα line width is given by an integral over the

charge transfer cross section times the relative veloc-

ity distribution (Chevalier et al. 1980), which is further

complicated if a particle goes through multiple charge

transfer interactions (Heng & McCray 2007; van Adels-

berg et al. 2008; Morlino et al. 2013). Here, for shocks

faster than about 1000 km s−1 we use the models of

Morlino et al. (2013) to infer a shock speed from the

line width, then use that shock speed to compute Tp

from the Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions.

The main limitation of this method is that the X-ray

spectrum pertains to a relatively thick region behind the

shock as compared to the region where the Hα line is

formed. That means that there is time for Coulomb

collisions to transfer energy from ions to electrons, so

that the temperature from X-rays is an upper limit to

electron heating in the shock itself. If the X-ray tem-

peratures are determined from non-equilibrium ioniza-

tion (NEI) fits, the product of density times time, net, is

also determined. We use that with the proton tempera-

ture and the assumption that the electrons are initially

cold to compute TCoul, the temperature that would be

produced by Coulomb collisions alone. In most cases,

this is less than the value of Te determined from X-rays,

but not insignificant. In a few cases it is larger than the

measured X-ray temperature, indicating a problem with
either the temperature or the value of net from the fit.

The resulting estimates are shown in Table 2. The

electron and proton temperatures from the X-ray spec-

tra and Hα profiles, are given, along with the implied

shock speed and the value of TCoul which could be

reached by Coulomb collisions alone, and finally Te/Tp.

As with the determinations from the Hα profile, there

is a clear trend of decreasing Te/Tp with shock speed

from near 1 in the slow shocks in the Cygnus Loop to

0.05 in the fast shocks in SN1006.

5.3. Vpm and Te,x from X-ray spectra

The shock speed and the Rankine-Hugoniot jump con-

ditions predict the average temperature, so a measure-

ment of Te implies a value of Tp, and therefore Te/Tp.

We use the jump conditions for positions far upstream
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Table 3
Equilibration from Vpm and Te,x

SNR Pos Navg PM D VSHOCK Te TCoul Te/Tp Ref
′′/yr kpc km s−1 keV keV

SN1006 SE 8 0.50-0.70 1.85 4500-6300 1.60-2.10 0.57 0.02 Mi12

Tycho west 6 0.28 3 4000 1.7-2.4 0.51 0.027 H02, W16

Kepler

RCW 86 SEouter 1 0.13 2.2-2.6 1530 <0.7 <0.3 0.1-0.4 H11, M14

Cygnus Loop North 14 0.069-0.138 0.725 300-470 0.17 0.08-0.16 1.1 S09

0509-67.5

0519-69.0 3 1 0.011 50 1470-3700 1.4 1.9 0.04-0.07 S16, H18, W22

0548-70.4

DEM L71

1E102.2-7219 - 5 0.0055 60 1610±370 0.66 1.72 0.07-0.24 X19

The key to the references is given with Table 1.

and far downstream of the shock. The effects of ioniza-

tion of neutrals are discussed in Secion 6.1. The main

complication is that shocks in an inhomogenous gas be-

come rippled and partly oblique. This can result in a

somewhat lower postshock temperature than would be

expected from a shock speed derived from the proper

motion (Shimoda et al. 2015).

The second complication is that if particle accelera-

tion is efficient, it reduces the thermal energy available.

The reduced proton thermal energy can lead to an over-

estimate of Te/Tp. The shocks we discuss here do not

accelerate particles very efficiently based on a lack of

synchrotron X-ray emission at the positions we consider,

though other sections in some of the SNRs do have syn-

chrotron X-ray filaments. Many do produce nonthermal

radio and gamma-ray emission, in some cases by reac-

celeration of existing cosmic rays (Tutone et al. 2021).

Here, we assume that cosmic rays absorb a negligible

fraction of the shock energy, and we return to that as-

sumption in the discussion section, where we summarize

estimates of the fractions of shock energy in cosmic rays.

We consider the rather slow shocks in the Cygnus

Loop (300-400 km s−1; Salvesen et al. (2009)), faster

shocks in SN1006 (∼ 5000 km s−1; Miceli et al. (2012)),

and shocks in Magellanic Cloud supernova remnants,

where proper motions show speeds of 1400-3700 km s−1

(Hovey et al. 2018; Xi et al. 2019; Williams et al. 2018)

and electron temperatures have been measured in the

outermost regions of the forward shocks chosen to ex-

clude emission from the ejecta (Schenck et al. 2016).

We note that, as for the Te,x vs. Tp from the Hα

line width method, the measurement of Te pertains to

a region that is around 1017 cm or more thick, so that

Coulomb collisions can transfer a significant amount of

heat from protons to electrons. Therefore, we again in-

clude TCoul in Table 3, an estimate of Te that would

be reached by Coulomb collisions alone if the electrons

were initially cold.

Table 3 shows the proper motion shock speeds, the

electron temperatures derived from X-rays, the tempera-

tures that would be reached by Coulomb collisions alone,

and Te/Tp. Again, the trend of Te/Tp decreasing with

Mach number is similar to that obtained from IB/IN .

5.4. Vpm vs Tp from Hα broad component

Some reliable shock speeds have been obtained from

measured proper motions and SNR distances, along with

Hα profiles. The Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions

predict the total thermal energy, and since the proton

temperature can be inferred from the Hα broad com-

ponent width, we can determine Te/Tp. As discussed

above, the Hα broad component width is not exactly

the same as the proton thermal width, but it is deter-

mined by integrating over the cross section times the

relative velocity of the neutrals and protons (Chevalier

et al. 1980; Heng & McCray 2007; Morlino et al. 2013).

Especially at shock speeds above 2000 km s−1, the line

width is smaller than the proton thermal width. There-

fore, we use Vpm the models of Morlino et al. (2013) to

derive Tp from the Hα width.

Table 4 gives the proper motions and inferred shock

speeds, along with the FWHM of the broad Hα compo-

nent and Te/Tp. Once again, Te/Tp tends to decline

with shock speed, from approximatedly 1 for the ∼400
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Table 4
Equilibration from Vpm and Tp from Hα width

SNR Pos Navg PM D Vpm VFWHM Te/Tp Ref
′′/yr kpc km s−1 km s−1

SN1006 NW 11 0.37-0.45 1.85 3000 2900 <0.1 N13, W03, R17

Tycho knot ”g” 1 0.20 2.3-3.7 >2200 1800 <0.4 K78, G01

Kepler

RCW 86 SEouter 1 0.13 2.2-2.6 1530 1120 0.1-0.4 H11, M14

Cygnus Loop N 3 0.069-0.11 0.725 300-360 203-347 1.0 S09, M14

0509-67.5 NE 3 0.029 50 6900 7800 <0.1 H18, M13

0519-69.0 2-S 1 0.011 50 2300-3300 3200-4000 < 0.20 H18, M13

0548-70.4

DEM L71

1E102.2-7219

The key to the references is given with Table 1.

km s−1 shocks in the Cygnus Loop to less than 0.1 in

shocks faster than 3000 km s−1 in SN1006 and 0509-

67.5.

5.5. Evidence from other Observations

Ultraviolet spectra are only available for a few SNRs,

but they support the estimates of Te/Tp given above.

First, Laming et al. (1996) used the intensity ratios in

SN1006 to show that Te/Tp<0.05. Second, kinetic tem-

peratures of H, He, C, N and O have been measured

in a handful of SNRs that are observable in the UV

and in Hα (Raymond et al. 1995; Korreck et al. 2004;

Ghavamian et al. 2007a; Raymond et al. 2015, 2017),

as well as X-rays (Miceli et al. 2019). They show fairly

complete equilibration in the Cygnus Loop, where the

shocks are around 350 km s−1, and mass proportional
temperatures (no equilibration) in SN1006, where the

shocks are faster than 2500 km s−1. It is possible that

the wave modes responsible for sharing energy between

electrons and ions could be different from those that re-

distribute energy among the different ion species. How-

ever, the drop in ion-ion thermal equilibration seems to

mirror that in electron-ion equilibration.

Another estimate of Te/Tp is given by Matsuda et al.

(2022), who find Te/Tp < 0.15 in a knot on the NW limb

of Tycho based on the X-ray temperature increase over

15 years and a shock speed of > 1500 km s−1. There is

also an estimate of Te/Tp for the reverse shock in Ty-

cho by Yamaguchi et al. (2014), who used the centroid of

the Fe Kα line to determine the ionization state of iron.

They found 0.003 ≤ Te/Tp≤ 0.02 for the reverse shock.

Most recently, Ellien et al. (2023) were able to sepa-

rate thermal from non-thermal X-ray emission at five

positions in the South, West and Northeast regions of

Tycho, and the 2.0-2.6 keV electron temperatures they

derive are much less than the 10-15 keV predicted from

the shock speeds of Williams et al. (2016) and the as-

sumption of equal electron and ion temperatures. That

indicates that shocks that produce strong synchrotron

X-rays also show Te/Tp< 0.1 of the energy going into

cosmic rays and magnetic field amplification is not too

large (see Section 6.2).

We also note that, while Table 1 presents numbers

for a 600 km s−1/ shock in RCW86 from Ghavamian

et al. (2001), which was analyzed in the greatest de-

tail, several other positions in RCW86 were presented

in Ghavamian (2000). Excluding 3 positions contami-

nated by radiative shocks, there were 6 other positions

whose line widths and IB/IN ratios were similar to those

in the one in Table 1, so they would have similar shock

speeds and values of Te/Tp around 0.5. There were

also 2 positions showing line widths of 325 km s−1and

IB/IN= 1.0±0.2, indicating shock speeds of around 350-

400 km s−1 and Te/Tp > 0.6. These faster shock po-

sitions are in good agreement with the RCW86 value

shown in Table 1, while the slower shocks agree with

the Cygnus Loop value. Overall, these additional points

support the trends in Table 1 and Figure 3.

This paper has concentrated on shocks in SNRs, but

pure Balmer line spectra are also observed in the bow

shocks driven through the ISM by some pulsars. Ro-

mani et al. (2022) measured an Hα profile in the bow

shock of PSR J1959+2048. The shock speed is prob-

ably about 150 km s−1, but it is not well determined.

The IB/IN ratio is about 4, which would indicate a low
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value of Te/Tp, probably less than 0.2. This is much

different than the Cygnus Loop shocks, where IB/IN is

about 1. One possible cause of this difference is emission

from a precursor in the Cygnus Loop. Another is that

the Te/Tp is lower in the bowshock because it is slower.

Other possible causes include that the lower tempera-

ture in the bow shock favors excitation to the 3s and 3d

levels of hydrogen as opposed to 3p and that the smaller

width of the broad component permits some conversion

of Lyβ to Hα in the broad component. The latter might

make Te/Tp as high as 0.5 consistent with IB/IN = 4.

If the shock speed is significantly less than 150 km s−1,

the lower postshock temperature would reduce the ion-

ization rate, which could strongly increase IB/IN . Since

the shock is oblique, the effective shock speed could be

smaller than 150 km s−1.

6. DISCUSSION

All four estimates of Te/Tp in SNRs agree that the

electron-ion temperature ratio declines sharply with

shock speed. The discrepancies between SNR obser-

vations and solar wind measurements appeared when

Te/Tp was plotted against VS , MA or Mms in Figure 1,

which is adapted from Figure 7 of Ghavamian et al.

(2013). Measurements at the bowshocks of Earth and

Saturn appeared to disagree when plotted against VS ,

but agreed nicely with each other when plotted against

MA or Mms, while the discrepancy with SNR shocks was

magnified by plotting against MA or Mms.

The plots just described assumed generic sound speeds

and Alfvén speeds for the SNRs of 11 km s−1 and 9

km s−1, respectively. Here, we consider the possibility

that electron heating occurs only in the narrow collision-

less shock, while protons are also heated in the precur-

sor. In that case, the relevant sound speed is the sound

speed in the precursor, which is given by the narrow line

width, rather than the sound speed in the ambient ISM.

Therefore, we use the widths of the Hα narrow com-

ponents to determine temperatures and sound speeds.

Because nearly all of the observed shocks are Balmer

line filaments, we assume that the gas is 50% ionized,

except for SN1006 and 1E102.2-7219, which have low

neutral fractions. As shown in Table 5, the narrow com-

ponent widths vary, and the corresponding temperatures

range from T4 = 1.0 to 4.6, where T4 = T/10,000 K.

We note that Tycho’s SNR shows both a narrow and an

intermediate component that account for 35% and 65%

of the ‘narrow’ component. We have taken the weighted

average of the corresponding temperatures in quadra-

ture.

The Alfvén speed is even more problematic, given that

neither the ambient magnetic field nor the compression

in the precursor is known. For Milky Way SNRs we

assume a field strength of 10 µG (Sofue et al. 2019).

Kepler’s SNR and RCW 86 are expanding into their

own circumstellar shells, which could have very low mag-

netic fields or very high fields due to compression, and

the preshock densities vary enormously around their pe-

ripheries. For lack of reliable numbers, we do not com-

pute Alfvén or magnetosonic speed for those remnants.

For the LMC and SMC we also assume 10 µG based

upon Mao et al. (2012), Seta & Federrath (2021), Seta

et al. (2022) and Livingston et al. (2022). These are,

of course, average magnetic fields, so the local field will

be different. To obtain Alfvén speeds, we use preshock

densities generally derived from X-ray observations and

an assumed compression ratio of 4 at the shock. As

seen in Table 5, the preshock densities vary by over an

order of magnitude. The Alfvén speed may change in

the precursor, but as the plasma and the perpendicu-

lar component of the field are compressed together, the

change in VA should not be drastic.

Based on the estimates of sound speed and Alfvén

speed in Table 5 and the values of Te/Tp in Tables 1-4,

we plot in Figure 3 the equilibration as a function of

shock speed, sonic Mach number, Alfvén Mach number

and magnetosonic Mach number, using different colors

for the different methods of estimation. To reduce the

clutter, we plot only a single point for each SNR for each

method of estimation, generally an average if a range of

values is present, but in some cases such as RCW 86,

the best determination for that SNR. We also introduce

slight shifts along the X-axis in cases where a symbol in

one color would cover that in another color.

Figure 3 shows that the trends of Te/Tp with shock

speed shown in Figure 7 of Ghavamian et al. (2013) (our

Figure 1) hold, but that the Mach numbers are consid-

erably smaller. This is due to the generally higher tem-

peratures assumed here based on the narrow component

line widths, to the generally higher Alfvén speeds due to

smaller preshock density estimates, and to an assumed

10 µG magnetic field. However, the changes in Mach

number, Alfvén Mach number and magnetosonic Mach

number are not nearly enough to bring the SNR results

into agreement with the solar wind results (Te/Tp∼0.15

at V∼400 km s−1, MA ∼10, MMS ∼7), or with the PIC

prediction that Te/Tp rises to about 0.1 to 0.3 when MA

exceeds about 20 to 30.

There are, or course, still ways in which our Mach

numbers could be overestimates. For very short period

Alfvén waves, the density of the ionized gas rather than

the total density should be used. The ionization fraction

is about 90% in SN1006 (Ghavamian et al. 2002), and it

cannot be much less than about 0.5 because the shock
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Table 5
Sound Speed and Alfvén Speed

SNR Pos V FWHMnarrow T4 n0 CS VA Ref

km s−1 km s−1 104 K cm−3 km s−1 km s−1

SN1006 Avg 3000 22 1.0 0.1 16 63 B19

Tycho knot ”g” 2200 49,188 28. 1.0 65 20 K17, G00

Kepler Avg 2000 42 3.5 - 23 - S03

RCW 86 SW 560 36 2.6 - 20 - S03, S17

Cygnus Loop Avg N 320 35 2.5 0.20 20 44 M14, S09

0509-67.5 Avg 6000 28 1.6 0.4 16 31 S91 S21

0519-69.0 Avg 2500 40 3.2 1.5 22 16 S94, K10, W22

0548-70.4 Avg E 760 48 4.6 0.4 26 31 S91, S94, B06

DEM L71 Avg 800 37 2.8 0.6 21 26 S94, B06

1E102.2-7219 Avg 1600 - 1.0 1.6 12 16 X19

The key to the references is given with Table 1.

itself produces ionizing photons (Medina et al. 2014).

We also use mean magnetic fields to estimate the Alfvén

speed, and the local fields can be higher or lower. We

also use the pre-shock temperature estimated from the

narrow component line width, and it is possible that

protons are further heated in the precursor after the last

charge transfer (on average) communicates the proton

temperature to the neutrals. It is unlikely that these

effects would reduce the Mach numbers by more than a

factor of 2.

We therefore consider some ways in which the compar-

ison among SNR, solar wind and PIC simulated shocks

might be comparing different things. Then, we consider

possible differences in the physics.

6.1. Different Length Scales

One obvious difference between observations of SNR

shocks, the measurement of solar wind shocks and the

PIC simulations is the scale. The latter two pertain to

a few hundred times the ion skin depth, which is on the

order of 108 cm in the interstellar medium. The Hα pro-

file in an SNR shock is formed over an ionization length

scale, typically 1015 cm, and X-ray spectra are generally

resolution-limited to scales of 1017 cm. Thus if a shock

has a precursor (either a cosmic ray modified shock or

a return neutral precursor), the solar wind and PIC re-

sults might pertain to the subshock, while the SNR re-

sults pertain to the entire structure. Similarly, if post-

shock cooling or other processes affect the plasma be-

tween the shock jump and the Hα formation region, that

could affect the comparison. The comparison of labora-

tory experimental data with SNR observations suffers

from similar challenges due to the small scales of the

shock evolution captured in the experiments. Neverthe-

less, laboratory experiments can play an important role

in benchmarking the results of numerical simulations,

which have sometimes been limited by reduced mass ra-

tios and dimensionality. This will strengthen the under-

standing of the plasma microphysics and its connection

to Te/Tp in collisionless shocks.

Cosmic ray precursor: A cosmic ray precursor re-

quires magnetic turbulence to reflect accelerating par-

ticles back toward the shock, but it is uncertain how

effectively the turbulence dissipates or whether it heats

ions or electrons more effectively (Morlino et al. 2012).

The magnetic turbulence in the precursor will contribute

to the narrow component line width, causing an overes-

timate of the proton temperature and sound speed and

an underestimate of the sonic Mach number. By the

same token, the narrow component width provides an

upper limit on the level of turbulence in the precursor,

which is related to the amplification of magnetic fields

discussed below.

Return neutral precursor: As was mentioned in con-

nection with the narrow component flux, a neutral re-

turn precursor, in which some of the broad component

neutrals overtake the shock front and deposit their en-

ergy upstream, is also expected (Hester et al. 1994; Ray-

mond et al. 2011; Morlino et al. 2013). When a neutral

overtakes the shock, it has at least the average energy

of the shocked protons, and when it is ionized by charge

transfer or by collision with an electron, it becomes a

pickup ion similar to those seen in the solar wind, but

with an energy of 0.5 to 200 keV for the shock speeds

considered here. The pickup ions tend to be swept back
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through the shock, and what fraction of their energy is

deposited upstream is a complex question. In a per-

pendicular shock with modest magnetic turbulence, the

pickup ions form a ring beam in velocity space, and that

very quickly scatters into a bispherical shell distribution

in velocity space (Williams & Zank 1994; Isenberg & Lee

1996), transferring some of the kinetic energy to Alfvén

waves in the process. The amount of energy deposited

depends on ΘBN , the plasma β and on the neutral frac-

tion (Raymond et al. 2008). It is likely that protons are

heated more effectively than electrons, but at the low

temperatures in the precursor, Coulomb collisions may

transfer energy to the electrons.

Postshock electron heating and cooling: Another pos-

sible factor is that electrons are cooled behind the shock.

Some energy is required to ionize the atoms, and some

energy is lost by radiation over the region where the

Balmer lines are produced, mostly in the form of H I Ly-

man lines and He I and He II emission lines. The ioniza-

tion and radiative loss energies involved could cool the

electrons by removing thermal energy, but the amount

is equivalent to reducing the effective shock speed to

v′
2

= v2− 722 (km s−1)2 for a shock in fully neutral gas

(Cox & Raymond 1985), and that is negligible for the

shocks we consider here. In addition, ionization of neu-

trals also liberates electrons, so the thermal energy that

electrons gain at the shock is shared among more parti-

cles. The neutral fraction can be as high as 50% if there

are no sources of ionizing radiation in the neighborhood

other than the shock itself, so the liberation of neutrals

downstream could cool the electrons to half their value

at the shock. That could be a significant factor for the

SNRs showing Te/Tp∼ 0.5, such as RCW 86 or 0548-

70.4. The SNR with the most reliably known preshock

neutral fraction is SN1006, where only 10% of the hy-

drogen is neutral (Ghavamian et al. 2002), and there the

electrons created by ionization downstream would have

only a 10% effect on the temperature. Another possible

cooling process is adiabatic expansion, but that would

tend to occur on large scales, over which Coulomb colli-

sions could heat the electrons.

Another possible mechanism for heating the electrons

downstream is the cosmic ray postcursor discussed by

Diesing & Caprioli (2021) and Wilhelm et al. (2020).

Here, magnetic turbulence in the postshock region is

maintained for a thickness comparable to that of the

cosmic ray precursor. If that turbulence is dissipated

by reconnection, it could preferentially heat the elec-

trons. That could help to explain why SNR shocks at

Mach numbers around 10-15 show substantial equilibra-

tion, but it would aggravate the discrepancy between

PIC predictions and SNR observations of Te at high

Mach numbers. The energy available is discussed below

in connection with cosmic rays.

6.2. Jump Condition Energetics; Cosmic Rays and

Magnetic Fields

The Te/Tp estimates based on Vpm rely on the shock

jump conditions and the differences between the inferred

total thermal energy and the thermal energies measured

for either protons or electrons. With the exception of the

analyses of RCW 86 by Morlino et al. (2014) and 0509-

67.5 by Hovey et al. (2018), most of these estimates

assume that the fractions of shock energy going into

cosmic rays and amplification of magnetic fields, εCR

and εB , are small. If the energy in cosmic rays and

magnetic fields is significant, it will affect each estimate

of Te/Tp in a different way. The energy to accelerate

cosmic rays comes from the protons, since they carry

almost all the kinetic energy that is dissipated.

The estimates of Te/Tp based in IB/IN and on the

X-ray spectrum vs. the Hα line width rely on direct

measures of Te and Tp, so they do not depend on as-

sumptions about the fraction of energy in cosmic rays,

but the shock speed would be underestimated by a factor

(1 − εCR − εB)1/2. The estimate obtained by compar-

ing Te,x with the proper motion shock speed assumes

that the ions have all the dissipated shock energy that

is not in the electrons, so that Tp is overestimated and

Te/Tp is underestimated if εCR is significant. The esti-

mate based on comparing Tp from the Hα width with

Vpm assumes that all the dissipated shock energy that

is not in the ions is in the electrons, so it overestimates

Te and Te/Tp if εCR is important.

If SNRs provide much of the energy in cosmic rays,

then the fraction of shock energy in cosmic rays must be

εCR = 0.05-0.10 (Strong et al. 2010) on average, though

εCR may be much larger in fast shocks than in slower

ones (Blasi et al. 2005). We only have detailed estimates

for a few SNRs. Tutone et al. (2021) find that εCR is

only about 0.02 in the 400 km s−1 nonradiative shocks

in the Cygnus Loop. Hovey et al. (2018) find upper

limits εCR < 0.07/(1 − f0) and εCR < 0.11/(1 − f0),

where f0 is the preshock neutral fraction, in 0509-67.5

and 0519-69.0, respectively, with shock speeds span-

ning 1700 to 8500 km s−1. Morlino et al. (2014) stud-

ied a 1500 km s−1 shock in RCW 86, and found 0.05

< εCR < 0.30. With the possible exception of some

positions in Tycho’s SNR, none of the regions studied

here show nonthermal X-ray emission. Therefore, it is

unlikely that εCR is more than 10% in the regions we

consider. The recent work of Ellien et al. (2023) deter-

mined electron temperatures in Tycho’s SNR shocks by

separating the thermal and nonthermal components of
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Figure 3. Four estimates of Log Te/Tp plotted against shock speed, sonic Mach number, Alfvén Mach number and magnetosonic
Mach number. At most one value is given for each SNR for each method of estimations, and it is either an average or the best-
determined value, as discussed in the Appendix. The estimation method for Te/Tp is indicated by the color. Note that the
X-axis scales are different.
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the X-ray spectra. Their comparison with temperatures

determined from proper motion shock speeds indicates

that Te/Tpis 0.09-0.13 for εCR = εB = 0.1. Thus shocks

that produce X-ray synchrotron filaments seem not be

behave much differently from shocks that do not.

Cosmic ray acceleration is accompanied by turbulent

amplification of the magnetic field. That can reduce the

energy available, but it also provides a nonthermal com-

ponent to the line width. It has generally been assumed

that kinetic scale turbulence would damp out over a

length much smaller than the thickness of the region

where Hα forms, but a postcursor in which cosmic rays

and turbulence exchange energy is also possible (Wil-

helm et al. 2020; Diesing & Caprioli 2021). The energy

in magnetic turbulence could reach equipartition with

the cosmic ray energy, εB = εCR, so it could be as much

as 10% of the energy dissipated in the shock. It would

reduce Tp like the cosmic rays, but it would increase the

Hα line width. In the reference case of εB = εCR = 0.1,

the energy density in the waves is 1/8 the thermal energy

density. For Alfvén waves, the magnetic and kinetic en-

ergy contributions are equal, so the wave kinetic energy

is 1/16 the thermal energy, and if Tp >> Te the wave

velocity amplitudes are 1/4 the proton thermal veloci-

ties. If Tp = Te, the wave velocity contribution would

be
√

2 times higher. However, the slow Cygnus Loop

shocks where Tp = Te show εCR = 0.02 rather than

0.1 (Tutone et al. 2021). If the wave velocity and ther-

mal velocity add in quadrature, the Hα line widths are

only increased by a few percent. The compilation by

Reynolds et al. (2021) indicates that εB is about 10%

on average for Tycho and RCW 86, but those estimates

pertain to the X-ray synchrotron filaments rather than

the ones studied here. The values of εB from Reynolds

et al. (2021) are much smaller for SN1006 and Kepler.

6.3. Other Parameters

Other shock parameters might influence Te/Tp. The

angle between the shock normal and the magnetic field,

ΘBN , could well have an effect according to PIC sim-

ulations, as discussed in Sections 2 and 3. There is no

reason to believe that the SNR shocks are preferentially

either quasi-parallel or quasi-perpendicular, though our

avoidance of shocks with X-ray synchrotron emission

might bias our sample toward perpendicular shocks ac-

cording to some models. The ratio of gas pressure to

magnetic pressure, β, could perhaps have an effect, but

the preshock values of β should be of order 0.1-1, and

the solar wind shocks should be roughly similar. As also

discussed in section 2, the plasma β seems to have little

effect for the modest Mach number shocks, and its im-

portance would be expected to be even smaller in faster

shocks.

Subcritical/Supercritical shocks: One aspect of the

shocks that we have not discussed is their subcriti-

cal/supercritical character. Shocks up to Mms ∼2.76

(depending on shock parameters) can dissipate energy

efficiently enough to make a smooth, steady shock struc-

ture possible (Treumann 2009). Faster shocks must be

unsteady, and reflection of protons at the shock can

generate modified two-stream instabilities (MTSI) that

produce plasma waves that could couple electrons and

ions (Wu et al. 1984). While a supercritical shock may

be required to produce some of the wave modes that

can transfer energy from electrons to ions, even lami-

nar shocks can produce whistler wave precursors that

could transfer energy (Gary & Mellott 1985). The su-

pernova remnant shocks discussed here are well above

the range of subcritical shocks, with the possible excep-

tion of the Cygnus Loop shocks, which could perhaps

be slower than the “second whistler critical Mach num-

ber” or the “third or nonlinear whistler critical Mach

number”, allowing phase-standing whistlers to create a

steady structure (Kang et al. 2019). In any case, very

weak shocks should converge on Te/Tp∼1 at M∼1 due

to adiabatic compression even without electron-ion cou-

pling (Vink et al. 2015). However, the Cygnus Loop

electrons are much too hot for adiabatic heating to ac-

count for Te.

Effects of neutral atoms: The most likely parameter to

influence electron heating could be the neutral fraction,

which is effectively zero in the solar wind and in the PIC

simulations, but is 0.1 or more in the Balmer filaments.

Neutrals could damp plasma waves and perhaps weaken

those responsible for transferring energy from ions to

electrons. In general, that is expected to happen for

relatively long period waves that resonate with highly

energetic particles, so that a significant neutral fraction

limits the maximum cosmic ray energy (Reville et al.

2007), while the ion-neutral damping length is much

larger than the wavelengths of waves that would inter-

act with thermal particles. If the presence of neutrals

is important, it would affect all the Te/Tp determina-

tions that involve the Hα profile. It would not affect the

values of Te/Tp determined by comparing proper mo-

tion shock speeds with X-ray determined temperatures

in the western side of Tycho or in E0102.2-7219, where

no Balmer filaments are seen.

7. SUMMARY

We have used used four measured parameters of SNR

shocks to determine Te/Tp; the Hα broad component

widths, the Hα broad-to-narrow intensity ratios, the
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electron temperatures derived from X-ray spectra and

the shock speeds derived from proper motions. They

provide four distinct estimates of Te/Tp whose system-

atic uncertainties are different, and we have discussed

the uncertainties for each method. We have used pub-

lished values for the measured parameters, though in

some cases we reinterpreted the data using newer mod-

els (Morlino et al. 2012, 2013) or newer distances to

individual SNRs.

The result is that the trend of Te/Tp obtained from

the Hα profiles by Ghavamian et al. (2013) is robust,

and the disagreements with measurements of solar wind

shocks remain, along with disagreement with PIC sim-

ulations. First, the in situ measurements and PIC sim-

ulations indicate that Te/Tp is close to 1 at very low M

numbers, but drops to ∼ 0.2 around MA near 15, while

the SNR shocks are still at Te/Tp near 1 at M = 15-25.

Second, both PIC simulations and in situ measurements

indicate that as the shock speed increases for M above

about 20, Te/Tp increases to about 0.1 to 0.3, while in

the SNR shocks, Te/Tp continues to decrease to 0.05 or

less.

We consider several possible avenues to resolve this

discrepancy: the scale lengths of the regions where the

diagnostic emission is formed, the presence of energetic

particles and magnetic turbulence, the roles of shock

precursors and postcursors, the Alfvén speeds used to

derive Alfvén Mach numbers, and the presence of neu-

trals. While some of these factors decrease the discrep-

ancies, they do not provide definitive explanations.

Thus, we have utterly failed to resolve the discrep-

ancies among SNR shocks, solar wind shocks, and PIC

simulations in electron-ion thermal equilibration. It is

not clear whether the answer lies in more theory or more

observations. Systematic observational studies, in which

Hα profiles, proper motion measurements and high res-

olution UV and X-ray spectra of individual shocks are

obtained, are needed. On the theoretical side, simula-

tions that include neutrals and the important plasma

processes are needed, both upstream and downstream

of the shock jump.

8. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This research was supported by the International

Space Science Institute (ISSI) in Bern, through

ISSI International Team project #520. The effort

was supported by HST Guest Observer grant GO-

15285.0001 A to the Smithsonian Astrophysical Obser-

vatory. The work of J. N. has been supported by Nar-

odowe Centrum Nauki through research project No.

2019/33/B/ST9/02569. The work of DR was supported

by the National Research Foundation of Korea through

2020R1A2C2102800. AT was supported by NASA grant

FINESST 80NSSC21K1383. AB was supported by the

German Research Foundation (DFG) as part of the Ex-

cellence Strategy of the federal and state governments -

EXC 2094 - 390783311.

APPENDIX

A. SN 1006

SN1006 has been extensively studied. Hα is present around the entire circumference, but it is too faint for good line

profiles to be obtained except in the NW, where Nikolić et al. (2013) obtained excellent IFU data. Proper motions have

been measured both in Hα and X-rays (Winkler et al. 2003; Miceli et al. 2012; Katsuda et al. 2013; Raymond et al.

2017). The distance to SN1006 has been estimated in a number of ways to be 1.6-2.2 kpc. High velocity absorption

from the unshocked ejecta of SN 1006 has been seen in the spectrum of the Schweizer-Middleditch star, whose Gaia

parallax indicates 1.43-2.0 kpc. A distance less than 1.6 kpc would imply shock speeds too small to account for the

observed Hα line widths. Therefore, we adopt D = 1.85±0.15 kpc to convert proper motions to shock speeds. X-ray

temperatures are taken from Winkler et al. (2013) in the NW and Miceli et al. (2012) in the SE. We note that the

regions observed by Miceli et al. (2012) do not show the relatively bright Hα seen in the NW, but very faint Hα is

present. That might indicate a neutral fraction even lower than the value of 0.1 in the NW found by Ghavamian

et al. (2002). Miceli et al. (2012) found values of net of only 2-7×108 cm−3 s, so TCoul is only about 1/3 the observed

X-ray temperatures. In the NW, Winkler et al. (2013) find a higher value of net, so Coulomb collisions could provide

a substantial fraction of the temperature obtained from the X-ray spectra. We also note that other measurements of

Te,x and Vpm yield similar results for Te/Tp (Long et al. 2003; Winkler et al. 2003).

B. TYCHO’S SNR

Tycho’s SNR has also been studied extensively. For the Te/Tp estimate from IB/IN , we use Hα widths and broad-

to-narrow intensity ratios of Ghavamian et al. (2001) and Kirshner et al. (1987), and we interpret them with the
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models of Morlino et al. (2012) and Morlino et al. (2013). X-ray temperatures of the shocked ISM are available in

several regions from Hwang et al. (2002), and while Hα profiles are not available at those positions, we can compare

them with proper motions from Williams et al. (2016). Distance estimates range from 2.3 to 3.7 kpc (Chevalier et al.

1980; Black & Raymond 1984; Albinson et al. 1986). A distance of 2.3 kpc gives a lower limit to the shock speed of

3200 km s−1, which leads to an upper limit to Te/Tp of 0.15. The strongest limit comes from the combination of the

X-ray temperatures from Hwang et al. (2002) with the proper motions on the western rim from Williams et al. (2016)

and a distance of 3 kpc, which gives Te/Tp=0.027. We note that this region does not show Balmer line filaments, so

preshock neutral fraction is small. The proper motion of knot “g” of Kamper & van den Bergh (1978) is 0.20±0.01 ′′

per year. With the Hα width of Ghavamian et al. (2001) and the distance of 2.3 to 3.7 kpc, it implies Te/Tp < 0.4.

Another spectrum in the knot “g” area is given by Raymond et al. (2010). Within the uncertainties, the width of the

broad line agrees with the other values, but a Gaussian broad component did not provide an adequate fit to the data.

Several interpretations, including multiple shocks within the aperture, a non-Maxwellian velocity distribution, a shock

precursor or pickup ions, are possible.

Another estimate of Te/Tp is given by Matsuda et al. (2022). They see a substantial increase in Te from 0.30 to

0.69 keV in a knot on the NW limb of Tycho between 2000 and 2015, which they attribute to Coulomb heating. They

find Te/Tp <0.15 at the shock.

C. KEPLER

Individual values of IB/IN from Fesen et al. (1989) and Blair et al. (1991) vary considerably, and some are inconsistent

with the models of Morlino et al. (2012). This is likely to be the result of contamination by radiative shocks. We

exclude position P2D2 of Blair et al. (1991) because its very large FWHM would imply a shock speed above 5000

km s−1, and we exclude positions where IB/IN cannot be matched by the models. The average FWHM and IB/IN
give Te/Tp = 0.8 if Te = Tp upstream. Overall, the profiles are suspect, given the possible contamination by radiative

shocks. For the comparison of Te,x with Hα broad component line width we use Blair et al. (1991) and Katsuda et al.

(2015). Coffin et al. (2022) have measured proper motions, but the distance uncertainty is large enough that we do

not use proper motion velocities.

D. RCW 86

Helder et al. (2011) studied the electron-ion equilibration in RCW 86 based on the broad component widths and

electron temperatures from XMM spectra. In their sample, the three positions with low uncertainties showed Te/Tp

< 0.1, two positions showed Te/Tp '0.45, and two positions showed Te/Tp>0.58. One position showed an extremely

narrow Hα width that corresponded to Te/Tp> 10, but that is probably a case of a slow shock dominating the Hα

profile while a faster shock produces the X-rays. The shock speeds ranged from 580 km s−1 to 1100 km s−1, but there

was no trend of Te/Tp with shock speed. Table 1 give the value of Te/Tp from Ghavamian et al. (2000) based on the

Hα profile. As described under the corroborating observations, Ghavamian (2000) presented several other Hα profiles,

and they indicate Te/Tp in accord with values in Table 1.

The distance to RCW 86 is 2.4±0.2 kpc based on the kinematic distance to the associated atomic and molecular

shell (Sano et al. 2017), so proper motion measurements by Helder et al. (2013) and Yamaguchi et al. (2016) can be

translated into shock speeds of the thermal filaments of 700-2200 km s−1, with speeds of 1200±200 km s−1 in the NE

and SE that correspond very well with the Hα broad component widths for Te/Tp=0.4.

Morlino et al. (2014) combined the proper motion, Hα line width and X-ray temperature to obtain tight limits on

cosmic ray acceleration efficiency and Te/Tp at one position. We use their value for Tables 2, 3 and 4.

E. CYGNUS LOOP

For estimates of Te/Tp based on the Hα FWHM and IB/IN , we use the observations of Medina et al. (2014) with

the Ghavamian et al. (2001) predictions for IB/IN as a function of Te/Tp. We exclude a point with a large uncertainty

(FWHM=347±89 km s−1) and positions with line widths of 141 km s−1and 178 km s−1, which would correspond to

shocks slow enough to be radiative. We average the remaining nine positions and adopt Te/Tp= 0.8-1.0.

Salvesen et al. (2009) also measured electron temperatures from ROSAT spectra. Two-temperature fits were required,

but we use the lower temperatures because that component dominated the total emission. They are in line with other

X-ray temperatures in the northern Cygnus Loop (Raymond et al. 2003; Katsuda et al. 2008; Sankrit et al. 2010).

To estimate the contribution of Coulomb collisions to Te for the X-ray observations, we assume a preshock density
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of 0.2 and therefore a postshock density of 0.8 cm−3, along with a thickness of 5 × 1017 cm corresponding to the

spatial resolution of the ROSAT spectra. The Hα filaments are formed much closer to the shock, around 1015 cm, so

Coulomb collisions can only heat the electrons to about 3×105 K in the Hα-emitting region. We exclude four outlying

points whose apparent speeds were less than 300 km s−1, as they would be ineffective in producing X-rays and may

be transitioning to become radiative shocks. The observed X-rays probably originate in faster nearby shocks. That

leaves 14 positions whose speeds range from 300 to 470 km s−1, and whose values of Te/Tp range from 0.73 to 1.62

and average to 1.10.

To determine Te/Tp from the Hα width and Te,x we combine the Salvesen et al. (2009) and Medina et al. (2014)

results. Of the six positions where both are available, we exclude the five with line widths below 250 km s−1, leaving

only Salvesen’s position 8. It yields a value of Te/Tp of 0.8, but the uncertainty in the Hα line width is 20%, and the

uncertainty in Te/Tp is correspondingly large.

We also combine the data from Salvesen et al. (2009) and Medina et al. (2014) to determine Te/Tp from Vpm and

the Hα width. Here, we average three positions, excluding the slowest shocks and the position whose line width is

most uncertain and obtain an average Te/Tp of 1.0.

Though the relatively bright filament in the NE first discussed by Fesen et al. (1982) has been studied extensively

(Long et al. 1992; Hester et al. 1994; Sankrit et al. 2000; Blair et al. 2005; Katsuda et al. 2016) we do not include it

here because it is partially a radiative shock.

F. 0509-67.5

There are several sources for Hα profiles and proper motions, though we have been unable to find an X-ray tem-

perature derived from fits to a region that definitely corresponds to the shocked ISM (Smith et al. 1994; Helder et al.

2010; Hovey et al. 2018; Knežević et al. 2021). The broad component line width varies around the remnant, ranging

from around 3000 km s−1 in the E and to over 4000 km s−1 in the NE and NW. The value of IB/IN is 0.06±0.01

according to the MUSE observations of Knežević et al. (2021). Though some positions show large uncertainties and

provide less stringent upper limits to Te/Tp, some positions indicate Te/Tp<0.1 and probably lower; see Figure 3 of

Knežević et al. (2021).

This SNR also has well-determined proper motions (Hovey et al. 2018), and the distance to the LMC is known,

so reliable shock speeds can be derived. Very recent proper motion measurements were made from HST Hα images

(Arunachalam et al. 2022) and from Chandra images (Guest et al. 2022a). They show average shock speeds of 6315

and 6120 km s−1, respectively, with speeds as high as 8000 km s−1 in some regions. The limit on Te/Tp given by

Hovey et al. (2018) combines the Hα profile information with the proper motions, and we use that value for both

determinations.

G. 0519-69.0

For the value of Te/Tp from IB/IN and the Hα line width we use the value of Hovey et al. (2018), which folds in

proper motion measurements as well. We quote 1-σ upper limits rather than the 95% confidence values given by Hovey

et al. (2018). We also use the 95% upper limit from Hovey et al. (2018) (converted to 1-σ) for the constraint from the

Hα line width and proper motion velocity.

To determine Te/Tp from X-ray observations and proper motion velocities, we combine the X-ray temperatures of

Schenck et al. (2016) with proper motions from Hovey et al. (2018) and Williams et al. (2022). The Hovey et al. (2018)

positions correspond better to the Schenck et al. (2016) extraction regions, while the Williams et al. (2022) proper

motions should be more accurate because of their longer baseline. The average electron temperature of 1.4 keV and net

= 5.0× 1010 cm−3 s are taken from Schenck et al. (2016). The extraction regions for the X-ray spectrum correspond

approximately to regions East, 1-S, 2-S and 1-N of Hovey et al. (2018), so we use the average Hα broad component

line width of those regions for comparison. We use the average proper motion speeds of Hovey et al. (2018) to predict

an average proton temperature of 11.6 keV if there is no equilibration. More recently, Williams et al. (2022) measured

proper motions in 0519-69.0, and their regions 5, 6, 16 and 20 correspond approximately to the regions where Schenck

et al. (2016) extracted the X-ray spectrum. Their velocities give an average proton temperature of 16.7 keV. We use

both to estimate a range Te/Tp = 0.04-0.07. This is a case where Coulomb heating could account for all the electron

thermal energy. Guest et al. (2023) have very recently remeasured the X-ray expansion rate, and they find an average

value of 4760 km s−1, at the upper end of the range reported by Williams et al. (2022).
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H. 0548-70.4

The estimate of Te/Tp from IB/IN and the Hα line width uses the measurements of Smith et al. (1991). Taking

an X-ray temperature of 0.42 keV from Schenck et al. (2016) and a shock speed of 760±40 from the line width given

by Smith et al. (1991) gives Te/Tp= 0.28-0.67. However, Schenck et al. (2016) also give net = 2.6 × 1011 cm−3 s,

which is long enough for Coulomb collisions to heat the electrons to 0.5 keV. We consider the value of net to be the

most uncertain of the measurements, and indeed somewhat large for the likely age of the SNR. Simply taking Tp =

1.02 keV from the Hα line width and the X-ray temperature Te = 0.42 keV gives Te/Tp= 0.42, and since Coulomb

equilibration is probably significant, we take that as an upper limit. Proper motions are not available for this SNR.

I. DEM L71

We use the Hα profile measurements of Smith et al. (1991) and Rakowski et al. (2009) to find the values of Te/Tp

from IB/IN . Alan & Bilir (2022) fit X-ray spectra of the shocked ISM in DEM L71, and we have interpolated among

positions where Rakowski et al. (2009) measured the Hα line widths. For seven positions, the broad component widths

range from 450 km s−1 to 950 km s−1, with an average of 785 km s−1. The corresponding proton temperatures range

from 0.39 to 1.72 keV, while the electron temperatures from the X-ray fits range from 0.26 to 0.43 keV. The average

value for Te/Tp is 0.23. The values of net obtained by Alan & Bilir (2022) are larger than 1011 cm−3 s, so substantial

Coulomb heating of the electrons has probably occurred. We note that Rakowski et al. (2003) also compared Hα line

widths with Te,x at 5 positions around DEM L71. Their values of net at two positions preclude useful determination

of Te/Tp, but 3 other positions with shock speeds from 750 to 1000 km s−1 show Te/Tp averaging 0.7, where Coulomb

collisions might account for perhaps half of Te. No proper motions are available for this SNR.

J. N103B

Hα profiles at 4 positions are available from a MUSE data cube, and they indicate shock speeds between 1160 and

3560 km s−1, depending how much electron-ion equilibration occurs (Ghavamian et al. 2017). Unfortunately, the

values of IB/IN range between 0.23 and 0.48, and they are all below the range predicted by Morlino et al. (2012). It

is likely that the narrow components are contaminated by Hα from a stronger precursor than is predicted by (Morlino

et al. 2012) or by some other background. Guest et al. (2022b) fit the X-ray spectrum of the region selected as shocked

circumstellar medium on the basis of X-ray line ratios, but that region may be dominated by slower shocks in regions

far from the positions of the MUSE spectra. The proton temperatures from the Hα profiles and the values of net from

the X-ray fits would give Te from Coulomb collisions alone of 1.6 keV, which is well above the value of 0.9 keV from the

fit. The average proper motion expansion speed is 4170 km s−1 (Williams et al. 2022), and that speed combined with

Te,x = 0.9 keV from Guest et al. (2022b) yields Te/Tp= 0.03. Because TCoul is almost twice the electron temperature

measured from the X-ray spectrum, and because slower shocks probably contribute to the X-ray emission averaged

over much of the SNR and reduce the temperature determined from the X-ray spectra, we do not include N103B in

the tables or Figure 3, but it is consistent with the low values of Te/Tp in other fast shocks.

K. 1E102.2-7219

There are no Hα profiles for this SNR, apparently because the shock is passing through ionized material. Xi et al.

(2019) measured the expansion proper motion of 1E102.2-7219, and they fit the X-ray spectra of the shocked ISM in 5

sectors covering over half the circumference of the SNR. They found temperatures in a narrow range between 0.61 and

0.75 keV and values of net of 1.1− 2.3× 1011 cm−3 s. For a shock speed of 1610 km s−1 and net = 1.7× 1011 cm−3 s,

Coulomb collisions alone could heat the electrons to 1.7 keV, which is above the observed electron temperature. The

value of net is not unreasonable given an estimated age of 1740 years (Banovetz et al. 2021), but it is still the least

reliably determined parameter in this comparison.
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Knežević, S., Morlino, G., Bandiera, R., et al. 2021, in XIX

Serbian Astronomical Conference, Vol. 100, 267–273
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