arXiv:0711.4814v2 [physics.space-ph] 3 Dec 2007

Spatial correlation of solar wind fluctuations and solar cycle dependence

R. T. Wicks, S. C. Chapman, and R. O. Dendy^∗ Centre for Fusion, Space and Astrophysics, Physics Department, University of Warwick, Coventry, CV4 7AL, UK. (Dated: January 13, 2022)

We investigate the spatial correlation properties of the solar wind using simultaneous observations by the ACE and WIND spacecraft. We use mutual information as a nonlinear measure of correlation and compare this to linear correlation. We find that the correlation lengthscales λ of fluctuations in density ρ and magnetic field magnitude |B| vary strongly with the solar cycle, whereas correlation lengths of fluctuations in B field components do not. We find λ(|B|) ∼ 120RE and λ(|B|) ∼ 270RE at solar minimum and maximum respectively and λ(ρ) ∼ 75RE and λ(ρ) ∼ 170RE at minimum and maximum. The components of the B field have λ ∼ λ(|B|) at minimum.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

In situ solar wind plasma observations over the last 30 years show that its local properties at 1 a.u. are modulated by the solar cycle [1] and that this has an impact on the magnetosphere and ionosphere [2]. There is evidence for more mixing of fast and slow solar wind plasma at solar maximum [3] and changing magnetic for complexity over the cycle [4] [5]. One method for quantifying the effect of solar activity on the solar wind is to determine the correlation length scale of fluctuations measured in-situ. In the past this was done using the Taylor hypothesis [6] and long timeseries from single spacecraft (e.g. Bruno et al [7]). More recently, multiple spacecraft studies [8] have used linear correlation to calculate a typical correlation length for magnetic field in the solar wind. The ACE and WIND spacecraft give an excellent range of separations and enable long baseline correlations to be calculated for magnetic field vector B and magnitude |B| as well as solar wind bulk velocity and density ρ. These observations have been used to show anisotropy in the solar wind [9] and measure the Taylor microscale [8]. Quantitative knowledge of the spatial correlation of the fluctuations of the flow is relevant to attempts to understand the solar wind in terms of locally evolving turbulence [10] [11]. It also has implications for cosmic ray propagation [12] [13] which shows solar cycle dependence [14].

Previous studies used linear correlation measures and did not investigate solar cycle effects on the measurements of correlation length. Here we use a nonlinear measure of correlation, mutual information [2] [15] [16] [17] [18], alongside linear correlation coefficient. We calculate correlation lengths for the components of B, as well as |B| and ρ. We also investigate the behaviour of the correlation length of these quantities over the recent solar cycle, using ACE and WIND spacecraft data.

∗Also atUKAEA Culham Division, Culham Science Centre, Abingdon, Oxfordshire, OX14 3DB, UK.

II. MEASURING CORRELATION

We use two methods for estimating correlation: correlation coefficient as a linear measure, and normalised mutual information as a nonlinear measure. The linear cross covariance provides a measure of correlation between two signals A and B, defined by:

C(A, B) = E[(A − A)(B − B)] √ E[(A − A)^2]E[(B − B)^2] (1)

where E[. . .] denotes the mathematical expectation value and A = E[A]. Mutual information (MI) quantifies the information content shared by two signals A and B. For discrete signals we can write the MI as:

I(A, B) = m∑ i,j P (a_i, b_j ) log_2 ( P (a_i, b_j ) P (a_i)P (b_j ) ) (2) Here the signals A and B have been partitioned into an alphabet (an exhaustive discrete set which spans the possible values the signal can take) so that A = {a_1, . . . , a_i, . . . a_m} where a_1 and a_m are the extrema of A found in all data considered. The discretised signal takes value a_i with probability P (a_i) and similarly for b_i we have P (b_i), while P (a_i, b_j ) is the joint probability of a_i and b_j . The chosen base of the logarithm defines the units in which the MI is measured. Normally base 2 is used, so that the MI is measured in bits. If one defines the entropy of a signal as H(A) = − m∑ i P (a_i) log_2(P (a_i)), (3)

then MI can be written as a combination of entropies [15] I(A, B) = H(A) + H(B) − H(A, B) (4) The calculation of the entropies needed to form the MI is not trivial, as there is some freedom in the method of discretisation of the signals and in the method used to estimate the probabilities P (a_i), P (b_j ) and P (a_i, b_j ). There are many different methods currently used, summarised and compared by Cellucci et al. [19] and Kraskov et al. [20]. For spacecraft observations of the solar wind, we use a discretisation based on the standard deviation σ of the data. Only data within 5σ of the mean is considered and bins of^1_2 σ are used, giving 20 bins in total. The form of MI used here is the normalised mutual information (NMI) [21], which is I(A, B) normalised by the joint entropy H(A, B) so as to remove the dependence on the entropy of the solar wind at the time of observation: NMI(A, B) = H(A) + H(B) H(A, B) − 1 (5)

This gives results in the range 0 ≤ NMI ≤ 1 facilitating direct comparison between different periods of data.

III. RESULTS

A. The Datasets

To investigate the effect of the solar cycle on spatial correlation in the solar wind we take data from periods as near to solar activity minimum as possible, that is in 1998, 2005 and 2006, and from solar maximum in 2000. In 1998 WIND was returning towards Earth from the Sun-Earth libration point while ACE orbited the libration point; in 2005 and 2006 both ACE and WIND orbit the libration point. 17 periods of data were chosen with different spacecraft separations, giving a total of 48 days of data. At solar maximum in 2000 WIND is orbiting the Earth and therefore only short periods, when the spacecraft is suitably far from the magnetopause and bow shock, can be used. Four such periods were used giving a total of 15 days of data. Two minute cadence data are used for all variables. We use two different lengths τ for our measurement window to optimise for the two distinct timescales in the power spectrum. We choose τ_L = 960 minutes to investigate the large scale structures and τ_S = 200 minutes to access the inertial range of turbulence in the solar wind. A shorter window cannot be used as the data in the window then becomes too short for a reliable correlation estimate to be made. NMI (5) and correlation coefficient (1) are calculated for windows τ_S and τ_L as they are moved along the data. A value for NMI and correlation coefficient is thus obtained every two minutes for each window length, 24 hour averages are calculated and plotted against separation in Figures 1 to 4.

B. Analysis

Figure 1 plots linear correlation and NMI versus spacecraft separation for ρ , |B| and B components at solar

Variable Normalised MI Correlation Coeff. λmin λmax λmin λmax |B| 67^{+31}−16 219^{+126}−106 118^{+21}−15 274^{+104}−59 ρ 115^{+99}−37^∗ 75^{+11}−9 167^{+78}−40 By 102^{+102}−34^∗ 144^{+16}−18 169^{+40}−27 Bz 117^{+103}−37^∗ 125^{+66}−31 169^{+34}−24

TABLE I: Values of correlation length λ using window τL, with 95% confidence bounds, in Earth radii, calculated by least squares fitting of exponentials to the 24 hour mean NMI and linear correlation coefficient during solar minimum (1998, 2005, 2006) and solar maximum (2000). Those values marked with^∗ are fits that resulted in an R^2 value of less than 0.1.

minimum using τ_L. Following [8] we fit an exponential function y = a exp(x/λ) to the data using nonlinear least squares, with a = 1 for correlation coefficient. The values of λ calculated are shown in Table I. The quality of the fit is indicated by the error on the correlation length, calculated as the 95% confidence bound of the nonlinear least squares fit. The errors on these values arise primarily from the scatter of the measurements due to the highly variable nature of the solar wind.

FIG. 1: NMI and linear correlation for τL = 960 minutes, 24 hour averages plotted here versus spacecraft separation. Density ρ ((+) and dashed line) is compared to magnetic field magnitude |B| ((•) and solid line) in the two left hand panels. In the right hand panels the y and the z components (GSE) of B are compared. The lines are inverse exponential fits to the data.

We anticipate the spatial variation of correlation coefficient to be of exponential form. However NMI, which is a nonlinear measure, may have more complex behaviour; an exponential function provides a simple parameterisation of the data. The NMI gives ρ a longer correlation length than |B|, whereas the correlation coefficient gives the reverse. Both give a lower correlation for ρ than |B|. If both ρ and |B| NMI fits are set to have the same in-

FIG. 2: 24 hour mean NMI and correlation coefficient coefficients, between ACE and WIND |B| and ρ for window length τL = 960 minutes, for selected periods in 1998, 2005 and 2006 (solar minimum: (•) and solid line) and 2000 (solar maximum: (+) and dashed line). The lines plotted are inverse exponential fits to the data.

tercept then the NMI gives similar results to those found with the cross corelation, however as exact form of the NMI dependence on separation is unknown these correlation lengths remain a local estimate.

Table I also shows that at minimum the y and z components of B have similar correlation lengths to each other and |B|. The scatter on the correlation calculated for the components of B and |B| is larger than for ρ. The correlation coefficient gives a clearer decay and the estimates of correlation length are correspondingly more accurate.

We now consider variation with solar cycle. Figure 2 plots linear correlation coefficient and NMI against spacecraft separation for |B| and ρ. It shows that both the linear and the nonlinear measure of correlation yield a higher spatial correlation in both ρ and |B| at solar maximum. To quantify this we again fit an exponential of the form y = a exp(x/λ), with a = 1. This provides a reasonable fit in all cases except for the NMI at solar maximum for ρ, which also shows the largest scatter. The calculated values of correlation length λ are shown in Table I. We see that the correlation length measured at solar minimum is systematically smaller than that at maximum. The value at maximum for |B| is within error of previous estimates for the same interval [8].

Figure 3 shows the spatial correlation of components of B. The points from solar maximum and minimum do not show distinct behaviour, unlike ρ and |B| in Figure 2. Fitting an exponential function to the data, as before, yields the values of the correlation lengths for the components of B shown in Table I. The B_y and B_z values of λ_{max} and λ_{min} are within error of each other, and are

FIG. 3: 24 hour mean NMI and correlation coefficient coefficients, between ACE and WIND By and Bz using window length τL = 960 minutes, for selected periods in 1998, 2005 and 2006 (solar minimum: (•) and solid line) and 2000 (solar maximum: (+) and dashed line). The lines plotted are inverse exponential fits to the data

FIG. 4: 24 hour mean correlation coefficient coefficients, calculated between ACE and WIND |B| and ρ measurements at solar minimum in 1998, 2005 and 2006 (top panels) and solar maximum in 2000 (bottom panels). The (•) and solid line fits correspond to τL = 960 min and the (+) and dashed line fits correspond to τS = 200 min. The lines are inverse exponential fits to the data.

distinct from the values for |B| and ρ.

Finally, Figure 4 gives a comparison between the measured correlation coefficient from the two different time windows, τ_L = 960 minutes and τ_S = 200 minutes. The shorter window is within the inertial range of solar wind turbulence; it gives slightly smaller values for the correlation length (λ_{min}(|B|) = 89^{+8}_{−7} R_E , λ_{min}(ρ) = 55^{+7}_{−6} R_E ) than the longer time window (λ_{min}(|B|) = 118^{+21}_{−15}, λ_{min}(ρ) = 75^{+11}_{−9} ). This difference is more obvious at solar maximum where the correlation lengths measured by the smaller window are λ_{max}(|B|) = 166^{+26}_{−21} R_E for |B| and λ_{max}(ρ) = 116^{+35}_{−22} R_E for ρ; compared to λ_{max}(|B|) = 274^{+104}_{−59} R_E and λ_{max}(ρ) = 167^{+78}_{−40} R_E using the longer window τ_L. Large coherent structures within the solar wind may contribute to the change in correlation length seen on timescales τ_L above the inertial range value τ_S ; however the difference is not large.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We have used simultaneous data from the ACE and WIND spacecraft separated by between 30 and 220R_E, to calculate the spatial correlation of solar wind ρ, |B| and B components. Cross correlation and normalised mutual information were used as alternative linear and nonlinear measures of correlation. At solar minimum we have 48 days of contemporaneous WIND and ACE observations. We determine the correlation lengthscale λ(ρ) for ρ to be λ(ρ) = 75R_E. This is smaller than λ(|B|) by ∼ 1.6. For the components of B, we find λ(B_z ) is within error of λ(|B|) and λ(B_y ) is slightly above the range of errors.

At solar maximum we have 15 days of contemporaneous WIND and ACE data. This allows us to investigate the effect of the solar cycle. We find that λ(|B|) and λ(ρ) at solar maximum are larger than at minimum by ∼ a factor of 2. In contrast the components of the magnetic field show weak variation with solar cycle.

We have used two window lengths; one within the inertial range (200 min) and the other on longer timescales (960 min).The window on inertial range timescales gives values of λ, that are systematically shorter, but within the errors, of the values from the larger window. The solar cycle dependence of the correlation length is in all cases independent of our chosen window sizes.

Our result that ρ and |B| show variation with solar cycle, whereas the components of B do not, is consistent with the idea that the correlation in |B| and ρ is, at least in part, of solar origin. Intriguingly this behaviour persists when we restrict our analysis to timescales within the inertial range. This is consistent with recent singlespacecraft results [4] [5] which show solar cycle dependence within the inertial range of magnetic energy density fluctuations.

V. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors acknowledge the STFC, EPSRC and UKAEA for support, the CSC (Warwick) for computing facilities, the WIND MFI and SWE teams and the ACE MAG and SWEPAM teams for data provision.

[1] Hapgood, M. A., L. Lockwood, G. A. Bowe, D. M. Willis, and Y. K. Tulunay (1991), Variablility of the interplanetary medium at 1 a.u. over 24 years: 1963-1986, Planet. Space Sci. 39, No 3. 411-423 [2] Johnson, J. R. and S. Wing (2005) A solar cycle dependence of nonlinearity in magnetospheric activity J. Geophys. Res. 110, A04211, doi:10.1029/2004JA010638 [3] Bame, S. J., J. R. Asbridge, W. C. Feldman, and J. T.

Gosling (1976) Solar cycle evolution of high-speed solar wind streams The Astrophysical Journal 207, 977-980 [4] Kiyani, K., S. C. Chapman, B. Hnat and R.

M. Nicol (2007) Self-Similar Signature of the Active Solar Corona within the Inertial Range of Solar-Wind Turbulence Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 211101 doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.211101 [5] Hnat, B., S. C. Chapman, K. Kiyani, G. Rowlands and N.

W. Watkins (2007) On the fractal nature of the magnetic field energy density in the solar wind. Geophys. Res. Lett. 34, L15108 [6] Taylor G. I., (1938) The spectrum of turbulence Proc. R.

Soc., A164, 476-490 [7] Bruno, R., B. Bavassano, R. D’Amicis, V. Carbone, L.

Sorriso-Valvo, and E. Poetropaolo, (2006) On the radial evolution of Alfvénic turbulence in the solar wind. Space Sci. Rev. 122 :321-328 DOI:10.1007/s11214-006-5232-8 [8] Matthaeus, W. H. S. Dasso, J. M. Weygand, L. J. Milano, C. W. Smith, and M. G. Kivelson (2005) Spatial correlation of solar-wind turbulence from two-point measurements Phys. Rev. Lett. 95 231101 DOI: 10.1103/Phys- RevLett.95.231101 [9] Milano, L. J. S. Dasso, W. H. Matthaeus, and C. W.

Smith (2004) Spectral distribution of the cross helicity in the solar wind Phys. Rev. Lett. 93 155005 [10] Goldstein, M. L., D. A. Roberts, and W. H. Matthaeus (1995) Magnetohydrodynamic turbulence in the solar wind Annu. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 33:283-325 [11] Pommois, P., P. Veltri, and G. Zimbardo (2001) Field line diffusion in solar wind magnetic turbulence and energetic particle propagation across heliographic latitudes J. Geophys. Res. 106 A11 24,965-24,978 [12] Zank, G. P., W. H. Matthaeus, J. W. Bieber, and H.

Moraal (1998), The radial and latitudinal dependence of the cosmic ray diffusion tensor in the heliosphere, J. Geophys. Res., 103(A2), 20852098.

[13] Parhi, S., J. W. Bieber, W. H. Matthaeus, and R. A.

Burger (2002) Sensitivity of cosmic ray modulation to the correlation length, Geophys. Rev. Lett. 29 8, 1258 10.1029/2001GL013893 [14] Minnie, J., R. A. Burger, S. Parhi, J. W. Bieber, W.

H. Matthaeus (2003) The effect of solar cycle dependent heliospheric turbulence on cosmic ray modulation, Adv. Space Res. Vol 32, 4, 567-572 [15] Shannon, C. E., (1948) A mathematical theory of communication Bell System Tech. Journal 27, 379-423.

[16] March, T. K., S. C. Chapman, and R. O. Dendy, (2005) Mutual information between geomagnetic indices and the solar wind as seen by WIND: implications for propagation time estimates, Geophys. Res. Lett. 32, L04101.

[17] Sello, S., (2001) Time series forecasting: a nonlinear dynamics approach, Aastron. & Astro. 377, 312-320 [18] Wicks, R. T., S. C. Chapman, and R. O. Dendy. (2007) Mutual Information as a Tool for Identifying Phase Transitions in Dynamical Complex Systems With Limited Data, Phys. Rev. E 75 051125.

[19] Cellucci, C. J., A. M. Albano, and P. E. Rapp (2005)

Statistical validation of mutual information calculations: comparison of alternative numerical algorithms Phys. Rev. E 71, 066208.

[20] Kraskov, A., H. Stögbauer, and P. Grassberger (2004) Estimating mutual information Phys. Rev. E 69, 066138.

[21] Studholme, C., D. L. G. Hill, and D. J. Hawkes (1999) An overlap invariant entropy measure of 3D medical image alignment Pattern Recognition 32, 71-86