arXiv:1210.0127v1 [physics.space-ph] 29 Sep 2012

Kinetic Scale Density Fluctuations in the Solar Wind

C. H. K. Chen^∗, G. G. Howes^†, J. W. Bonnell^∗, F. S. Mozer^∗, K. G. Klein^† and S. D. Bale^{∗,∗∗}

∗Space Sciences Laboratory, University of California, Berkeley, California 94720, USA †Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa 52242, USA ∗∗Physics Department, University of California, Berkeley, California 94720, USA

Abstract. We motivate the importance of studying kinetic scale turbulence for understanding the macroscopic properties of the heliosphere, such as the heating of the solar wind. We then discuss the technique by which kinetic scale density fluctuations can be measured using the spacecraft potential, including a calculation of the timescale for the spacecraft potential to react to the density changes. Finally, we compare the shape of the density spectrum at ion scales to theoretical predictions based on a cascade model for kinetic turbulence. We conclude that the shape of the spectrum, including the ion scale flattening, can be captured by the sum of passive density fluctuations at large scales and kinetic Alfvén wave turbulence at small scales. Keywords: solar wind, turbulence, plasmas, heating, heliosphere, spacecraft charging PACS: 94.05.Lk, 52.35.Ra, 96.50.Bh, 96.60.Vg

1. INTRODUCTION

The solar wind contains fluctuations at a broad range of scales: from large scale solar cycle variations down to small scale turbulence at plasma kinetic scales. While studying kinetic plasma turbulence is of intrinsic interest, it is at these scales where plasma heating is thought to occur, so determining the nature of this turbulence is also important for understanding the macroscopic properties of the heliosphere.

For example, it is well known that the fast solar wind proton temperature does not vary with radial distance R as expected for isotropic adiabatic expansion. Fig. 1 shows the radial variation of proton temperature measured by Helios Plasma Experiment [1]. The plot contains only data with a small collisional age A_c < 0.01, where A_c is the ratio of solar wind transit time to proton collision time, e.g., [2]. This selects the fast, hot, low density wind, i.e., the purest examples of collisionless “fast wind.” The radial power law is –0.69 ± 0.17, which is significantly shallower than for isotropic adiabatic expansion, for which the power law is –4/3 for an adiabatic index of γ = 5/3 [3]. This non-adiabatic expansion is well known both inside [4–6] and outside [6–9] 1 AU. In a collisionless plasma, one should ideally consider the parallel and perpendicular temperatures separately, and they also display non-adiabatic behavior [4, 10, 11].

Dissipation of plasma turbulence is a prime candidate for the additional heating required for the non-adiabatic radial temperature profiles in the inner heliosphere [12] (in the outer heliosphere, heating from pickup ion generated waves is thought to dominate [13]). In order to understand solar wind heating, therefore, we need to know

FIGURE 1. Variation of proton temperature with heliocentric distance for collisionally young (A_c < 0.01) solar wind. The darkness represents the number of points in each bin, normalized to the maximum number for each R. The best fit line (red) to the peaks of a Gaussian fit at each R is significantly shallower than for isotropic adiabatic expansion (blue line).

how the turbulence dissipates at kinetic scales. While there has been an increasing number of measurements of turbulence in this range, there is currently still disagreement about its nature (see, e.g., [14–16] and references therein).

Recently, Chen et al. [16] measured the density fluctuation spectrum of solar wind turbulence between the ion and electron kinetic scales, finding a spectral index of −2.75 ± 0.06. Here, we investigate this topic further by examining the nature of the flattening of the density spectrum at the ion scales.

2. SPACECRAFT CHARGING

The density spectrum in Chen et al. [16] was measured using the spacecraft potential [17] of ARTEMIS [18] as a proxy for density [19]. This technique requires the spacecraft potential to react quickly enough in response to plasma density changes. In this section, we describe the spacecraft charging, including a calculation of the charging timescale.

The charge on a spacecraft is given by Q = CV_{sc}, where C is the spacecraft capacitance and V_{sc} is the potential of the spacecraft with respect to the plasma. The time dependence, therefore, is given by

dV_{sc}/dt = I_t/C, (1)

where I_t = dQ/dt is the total current to the spacecraft. In typical sunlit conditions, the dominant contributions to I_t are the flow of electrons from the plasma to the spacecraft from thermal motions I_{pl} = −n_eeA √ k_BT_e/(2πm_e) [20] (n_e = electron density, e = magnitude of electron charge, A = spacecraft surface area, T_e = electron temperature, m_e = electron mass), and the flow of photoelectrons from the spacecraft to the plasma I_{pe}e^{−Vsc/Tpe} , where I_{pe} is the photoelectron current at V_{sc} = 0 and T_{pe} is the typical photoelectron energy in eV. We ignore higher order effects, e.g., focusing of the thermal electrons, ion currents, probe bias currents, etc. The total current is

I_t = I_{pl} + I_{pe}e^{−Vsc/Tpe} . (2)

We now examine the spacecraft potential reaction to density fluctuations. Separating the time varying quantities into mean and fluctuating parts, I_{pl} = I_{pl0} + δ I_{pl} and V_{sc} = V_{sc0} +δV_{sc}, and inserting Eq. 2 into Eq. 1 we obtain

dδV_{sc} dt = 1 C [ I_{pl0} + δ I_{pl} + I_{pe}e^{−(Vsc0+δVsc)/Tpe} ] . (3)

Subtracting the equilibrium equation, in which the currents are balanced (0 = I_{pl0} +I_{pe}e^{−Vsc0/Tpe} ), and assuming δV_{sc} ≪ T_{pe}, Eq. 3 becomes

dδV_{sc} dt = 1 C [ δ I_{pl} +

I_{pl0} T_{pe} δV_{sc} ] . (4)

Eq. 4 is a first order linear differential equation, which can be solved to find the time dependence of δV_{sc} given an instantaneous change in plasma current δ I_{pl} caused by a change in the plasma density δ n_e (note that in the solar wind, temperature fluctuations can be neglected [19, 21]). The solution to the equation is

δV_{sc}(t) = δ I_{pl}τ C ( e^{−t/τ} − 1 ) , (5)

where τ = −CT_{pe}/I_{pl0} (note that I_{pl0} is negative so τ is positive). This describes exponential relaxation of

FIGURE 2. Magnitude and phase of frequency dependent response of spacecraft potential fluctuations (δV_{sc}) to fluctuations of thermal electron current to the spacecraft (δ I_{pl}).

the spacecraft potential to the new equilibrium V_{sc0} + T_{pe}δ I_{pl}/I_{pl0} with time constant τ. An increase in electrons flowing to the spacecraft will result in an equilibrium with a smaller spacecraft potential.

We can now make an order of magnitude estimate of τ for ARTEMIS in the solar wind. Approximating the spacecraft by a conducting sphere of radius L ≈ 0.6 m (which gives the same surface area as the spacecraft dimensions 0.8 × 0.8 × 1 m [22]) gives a capacitance C = 4πε_0L ≈ 66 pF. The characteristic photoelectron energy is T_{pe} ≈ 1.5 eV [23]. The surface area is A ≈ 4.5 m^2, n_e ≈ 10 cm^{−3} and T_e ≈ 10 eV, giving I_{pl0} ≈ – 3.8 μA. These parameters give a charging time of τ ≈ 26 μs, corresponding to a frequency f_c = 1/(2πτ) ≈ 6 kHz. Since C ∝ L, I_{pl0} ∝ A ∝ L^2 and T_{pe} is independent of L, the charging time depends on spacecraft radius as τ ∝ 1/L, so larger spacecraft will charge quicker due to their greater surface area to collect extra charge. A plasma with higher density and temperature, having a larger return current, will also lead to faster charging.

Alternatively, the frequency dependence of the spacecraft potential response can be determined by substituting δV_{sc} = δṼ_{sc}e^{2πi ft} and δ I_{pl} = δ Ĩ_{pl}e^{2πi ft} into Eq. 4:

δṼ_{sc} = τ/C 1 − i f / f_c δ Ĩ_{pl}. (6)

The magnitude and phase of this response curve is plotted in Fig. 2. For frequencies f ≪ f_c, the potential fluctuations are linearly proportional to and in phase with the current fluctuations and do not depend on frequency, therefore the density fluctuation spectrum can be well measured by a simple calibration curve, as in [16]. For frequencies f^>_∼ f_c, the response is frequency dependent and while the density fluctuations can still be inferred

FIGURE 3. Density fluctuation spectra of 17 solar wind intervals normalized in scale to the proton gyroradius ρ_i.

(as long as the potential fluctuations are measurable), a correction for the response curve would be required.

Finally, we note that this derivation requires δV_{sc} ≪ T_{pe}. For the frequencies f > 10^{−3} Hz considered here, δV_{sc} < 0.1 V so the approximation is well satisfied; for larger amplitudes, e.g., at shock crossings [24], the response will differ. To conclude this section, the density fluctuation spectrum of solar wind turbulence for f ≪ 6 kHz can be well measured using the spacecraft potential.

3. ION SCALE FLATTENING

Fig. 3 shows all 17 of the density spectra discussed in Chen et al. [16], with frequencies converted to wavenumber k under Taylor’s hypothesis and normalized to the average proton gyroradius of each interval ρ_i. Frequencies greater than 15 Hz and less than 5 times the inverse interval length have been excluded for reliability. The measured spectral index of –2.75 for 3 < kρ_i < 15 [16] is marked, as well as a –5/3 inertial range spectral index [25]. A slight flattening of the spectrum can be seen in between, marked with a –1.1 slope to guide the eye.

The flattening at 0.1 < kρ_i < 1 has been observed previously, both at 1 AU [26–29] and in the near-Sun solar wind [30, 31] and has been attributed to either pressure anisotropy instabilities [32] or the increased compressive nature of kinetic Alfvén wave turbulence at the ion gyroscale [33–36]. In particular, Harmon and Coles [35] and Chandran et al. [36] modeled the spectrum as a sum of density fluctuations passive to the Alfvénic turbulence, which dominate at large scales, and active density fluctuations from kinetic Alfvén wave (KAW) turbulence, which dominate at small scales. At the crossover point, a flattening is naturally obtained with a shape that

FIGURE 4. Density spectra (solid blue) at ion kinetic scales for (a) high β_i and (b) low β_i. Theoretical spectral shapes (dashed black) with their passive (dotted green) and active (dotted orange) components are also shown.

depends on plasma parameters.

Fig. 4 shows the density spectra for the two intervals with the highest and lowest values of proton beta, β_i = 3.61 and 0.31. The proton to electron temperature ratios are similar for these intervals, T_i/T_e = 0.74 and 0.76, and are typical for slow solar wind. Theoretical curves, constructed using the technique of Chandran et al. [36] for the measured parameters, are also marked. The curves come from a kinetic turbulence cascade model [37] and consist of a passive contribution, which scales like the perpendicular magnetic field and an active contribution, calculated from the KAW eigenfunctions. To determine the relative amplitudes of these contributions, the parameter F = [(δ n/n_0)/(δ v_⊥/v_A)]^2 (see Eq. 1 of [36]) was measured for each interval from the density and velocity spectra at frequencies 10^{−3} Hz < f < 5 × 10^{−3} Hz. Note that the total power normalization of the theoretical curves is arbitrary; they have been plotted above the measured curves for clarity.

It can be seen from Fig. 4 that the shapes of the theoretical curves are in close agreement with the measurements, except, perhaps, for the slope at high frequencies. In particular, the flattening at ion scales is well captured, with the lower β_i interval showing a more prominent flattening. This is consistent with the increased compressive nature of KAWs at low β_i and is also consistent with the very prominent flattening seen in near-Sun measurements, where β_i is very low [30, 31]. This effect may also explain the density spectra of Kellogg and Horbury [29], which show more prominent ion scale flattening at low density, i.e., periods likely to have a low β_i.

It is also interesting to note how F varies with β_i. Fig. 4 shows that the lower β_i interval has a larger F, meaning that the relative passive density fluctuations are larger. There are two possible explanations for this. Firstly, it is thought that the passive density spectrum above ion scales consists of kinetic slow mode like fluctuations [38, 39], in which the density fluctuations are larger at lower β_i. Secondly, the compressive fluctuations are less strongly damped at lower β_i [40, 41].

Finally, we note that other explanations for the flattening [31, 32, 35] and kinetic turbulence in general have been suggested. While there is no space here to discuss these possibilities, the model that we consider [36] provides a good match to the current observations. Since the flattening is expected to be more prominent for lower β_i, it should become more easily detectable in situ with future missions Solar Orbiter and Solar Probe Plus as they travel in closer to the Sun.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by NASA contract NNN06AA01C and grant NNX09AE41G. Helios data was obtained from NSSDC (http://nssdc.gsfc.nasa.gov). We acknowledge the THEMIS/ARTEMIS team and NASA contract NAS5-02099. We thank the other SW13 participants for many interesting discussions.

REFERENCES

1. R. Schwenn, H. Rosenbauer, and H. Miggenrieder, Raumfahrtforschung 19, 226 (1975).

2. S. D. Bale, J. C. Kasper, G. G. Howes, E. Quataert, C. Salem, and D. Sundkvist, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 211101 (2009).

3. A. Barnes, Adv. Electr. Electron Phys. 36, 1 (1974). 4. E. Marsch, R. Schwenn, H. Rosenbauer, K.-H.

Muehlhaeuser, W. Pilipp, and F. M. Neubauer, J. Geophys. Res. 87, 52 (1982).

5. J. W. Freeman, Geophys. Res. Lett. 15, 88 (1988). 6. S. R. Cranmer, W. H. Matthaeus, B. A. Breech, and J. C.

Kasper, Astrophys. J. 702, 1604 (2009).

7. J. D. Mihalov, and J. H. Wolfe, Solar Phys. 60, 399 (1978).

8. P. R. Gazis, and A. J. Lazarus, Geophys. Res. Lett. 9, 431 (1982).

9. J. D. Richardson, K. I. Paularena, A. J. Lazarus, and J. W.

Belcher, Geophys. Res. Lett. 22, 325 (1995).

10. L. Matteini, P. Hellinger, S. Landi, P. M. Trávníček, and M. Velli, Space Sci. Rev. (2011), doi:10.1007/s11214-

011-9774-z.

11. P. Hellinger, L. Matteini, Š. Štverák, P. M. Trávníček, and E. Marsch, J. Geophys. Res. 116, A09105 (2011).

12. W. H. Matthaeus, G. P. Zank, C. W. Smith, and S. Oughton, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 3444 (1999).

13. L. L. Williams, G. P. Zank, and W. H. Matthaeus, J.

Geophys. Res. 100, 17059 (1995).

14. C. H. K. Chen, T. S. Horbury, A. A. Schekochihin, R. T.

Wicks, O. Alexandrova, and J. Mitchell, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 255002 (2010).

15. C. S. Salem, G. G. Howes, D. Sundkvist, S. D. Bale, C. C.

Chaston, C. H. K. Chen, and F. S. Mozer, Astrophys. J. 745, L9 (2012).

16. C. H. K. Chen, C. S. Salem, J. W. Bonnell, F. S. Mozer, and S. D. Bale, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 035001 (2012).

17. J. W. Bonnell, F. S. Mozer, G. T. Delory, A. J. Hull, R. E.

Ergun, C. M. Cully, V. Angelopoulos, and P. R. Harvey, Space Sci. Rev. 141, 303 (2008).

18. V. Angelopoulos, Space Sci. Rev. 165, 3 (2011). 19. A. Pedersen, Ann. Geophys. 13, 118 (1995). 20. H. M. Mott-Smith, and I. Langmuir, Phys. Rev. 28, 727 (1926).

21. C. P. Escoubet, A. Pedersen, R. Schmidt, and P. A.

Lindqvist, J. Geophys. Res. 102, 17595 (1997). 22. P. Harvey, E. Taylor, R. Sterling, and M. Cully, Space Sci.

Rev. 141, 117 (2008).

23. R. J. L. Grard, J. Geophys. Res. 78, 2885 (1973). 24. S. D. Bale, F. S. Mozer, and T. S. Horbury, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 91, 265004 (2003).

25. C. H. K. Chen, S. D. Bale, C. Salem, and F. S. Mozer, Astrophys. J. 737, L41 (2011).

26. T. W. J. Unti, M. Neugebauer, and B. E. Goldstein, Astrophys. J. 180, 591 (1973).

27. M. Neugebauer, J. Geophys. Res. 80, 998 (1975). 28. L. M. Celnikier, C. C. Harvey, R. Jegou, M. Kemp, and P. Moricet, Astron. Astrophys. 126, 293 (1983).

29. P. J. Kellogg, and T. S. Horbury, Ann. Geophys. 23, 3765 (2005).

30. W. A. Coles, and J. K. Harmon, Astrophys. J. 337, 1023 (1989).

31. W. A. Coles, W. Liu, J. K. Harmon, and C. L. Martin, J.

Geophys. Res. 96, 1745 (1991).

32. M. Neugebauer, C. S. Wu, and J. D. Huba, J. Geophys.

Res. 83, 1027 (1978).

33. J. K. Harmon, J. Geophys. Res. 94, 15399 (1989). 34. J. V. Hollweg, J. Geophys. Res. 104, 14811 (1999). 35. J. K. Harmon, and W. A. Coles, J. Geophys. Res. 110, 3101 (2005).

36. B. D. G. Chandran, E. Quataert, G. G. Howes, Q. Xia, and P. Pongkitiwanichakul, Astrophys. J. 707, 1668 (2009).

37. G. G. Howes, J. M. TenBarge, and W. Dorland, Phys.

Plasmas 18, 102305 (2011).

38. G. G. Howes, S. D. Bale, K. G. Klein, C. H. K. Chen, C. S. Salem, and J. M. TenBarge, Astrophys. J. 753, L19 (2012).

39. K. G. Klein, G. G. Howes, J. M. TenBarge, S. D. Bale, C. H. K. Chen, and C. S. Salem, Astrophys. J. 755, 159 (2012).

40. A. Barnes, Phys. Fluids 9, 1483 (1966).

41. A. A. Schekochihin, S. C. Cowley, W. Dorland, G. W.

Hammett, G. G. Howes, E. Quataert, and T. Tatsuno, Astrophys. J. Suppl. 182, 310 (2009).