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Two-stream (TS) and Bump-On-Tail (BOT) electron distributions can induce in-

stabilities in collisionless plasmas, which is closely related to phenomena in space

and fusion plasmas. Collisions can lead to unexpected plasma behavior, especially

in dense and/or low temperature plasmas. In this work, the Vlasov-Poisson system

with Krook collisions are used to study the effect of collisions. Normally, the colli-

sion can dissipate the system energy which causes the suppression of the instabilities.

Against the traditional suppression effect of collision on the instability, it is found in

our simulation that the collision can also excite the instability even in the forbidden

beam velocity range predicted by the cold-beam theory. With collision, the beam

velocity range can be divided into suppression area [vth/2, vc + vth], transition area

[vc − vth, vc + vth], excitation area [vc + vth, 2vc] and forbidden area [2vc,+∞] for TS

instability. where vc is the critical velocity from cold-beam theory and vth is thermal

velocity or the beam width in our simulation. The collision dissipation effect and

the excitation of beam instability can compete with each other, which evoked the

excitation of collision on TS instability. The collision can change the suppression and

excitation condition from beam theory. However, for BOT instability, there is only

suppression effect of collision on the instability. These results can expand the view

of collision effect on instability of electrostatic plasmas.

a)Electronic mail: yumingyang@sztu.edu.cn
b)Electronic mail: jfwang@ipp.ac.cn
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I. INTRODUCTION

Beam-plasma instabilities can be excited when people inject beams into the plasmas1–3,

including the so called Bump-On-Tail (BOT) instability. When two-stream with opposite

direction injected and penetrated into each other, a two-stream (TS) instability can also

occur. Besides the Nyquist criterion4–6 for the linear instability condition, there are lots

of analytical7–13 and numerical14–22 study to reveal the nonlinear feature of the instability.

Recent research found that the TS and BOT instability are closely related with the electron

acceleration and electromagnetic wave generation in space and fusion plasmas23–27.

Plasmas are commonly thought to be collisionless when they are rare and/or hot enough.

However, when it comes to dense and/or low-termperature plasmas, collison can lead to

behaviors which are different from collisionless cases. On one hand, as the collision is an dis-

sipation process, it normally can suppress beam-plasma instabilities in overdense plasmas28

or increased density cases29. On the other hand, except supression, collision can excite the

instabilities under certain circumstances. In the dense region, collision can first attenuated

and then enhance the current-filamentation instability when a relativistic intense electron

beam penetrates into a cold dense plasma29. In a plasma jet, the two-stream instability

(Buneman instability) can be excited by collisions based on a two-fluid collisional theory30.

There maybe different mechanisms for the collision to suppress or excite instabilities. For in-

stance, collision can induce the electromagnetic waves or plasma oscillation amplification31.

However, this collision-induced instabilities cannot occur due to run-away effect32 if the

electron distribution becomes strong anisotropy.

From traditional point of view, the nonlinear evolution of TS or BOT instabilities can

be devided into two stages, linear growth and saturation stages. Our simulaition results33

show that the grow stage are not always linear due to the conbination of the wave harmonics

determined by the system size and the numerical noise. In our past work34, it is found that

collisions can decrease the growth rate and saturation level of the unstable waves. Collisions

also tend to shrink the phase space vortex and narrow the phase-mixed (smoothed) region

of the trapped electrons. These findings are consistent to the energy dissipation feature of

collision. However, our recent work shows that except the suppression of instability, collision

can also excite the TS instability. To find out the suppression and excitation condition of

collision on the TS instability, we take a scan of the beam velocity. It is found that the
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beam velocity range can be devided into four areas based on the feature of instability due

to collision. The transition area, during which the suppression of TS instability changes

to the excitation with the beam velocity, are centered around the critical velocity with a

beam width ([vc − vth, vc + vth]). When the beam velocity is less than vc − vth, the collision

can suppress the TS instability. When the beam velocity is in the range [vc + vth, 2vc], the

collision can suppress the TS instability. When the beam velocity is bigger than 2vc, the TS

instability can not be excited even with the collision.

In this paper, the simulation model of one-dimensional Vlasov and Poisson system is

introduced in Part II. In Part III, the existence conditions of the two-stream instability

and the bump-on-tail instability from both kinetic and cold-plasma theory are given. The

simulation results are found to be consistent with this exsistence condition. The collision

effect on the two-stream instability and the bump-on-tail instability are studied in Part IV

and Part V, seperately.

II. THE SIMULATION MODEL

The one-dimensional Vlasov and Poisson system including Krook collisions is35

∂tf + v∂xf −E∂vf = ν(f − fM), (1)

∂2
xφ =

∫

∞

−∞

fdv − 1, (2)

where the space x, time t, electron velocity v, electron distribution function f(x, v, t),

electrostatic field E(x, t) = −∂xφ, and potential φ, have been normalized by the Debye

length λD =
√

ǫ0kBT/n0e2, inverse plasma frequency ω−1
p =

√

mǫ0/n0e2, electron ther-

mal speed vT =
√

kBT/m, mλDω
2
p/e, and mλ2

Dω
2
p/e, respectively. Here, −e, m, T , n0, ǫ0,

kB, ν, and fM(v) = (2π)−1/2 exp(−v2/2) are the electron charge, mass, temperature, back-

ground plasma density, the vacuum permittivity, Boltzmann constant, collision rate, and

the Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution, respectively. The collision time is thus 1/ν. Overall

charge neutrality of the plasma is maintained by a uniform stationary ion background.

For investigating the two-stream and bump-on-tail instabilities, we invoke the bi-

Maxwellian background electron distribution

f0(v) = C(2π)−1/2 exp[−(v − v1)
2/2] + (1− C)(2π)−1/2 exp[−(v + v2)

2/2)], (3)
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where C and 1−C are the relative concentrations, and v1 and −v2 the center speeds, of the

two electron groups.

Periodic boundary conditions f(x, v, t) = f(x+L, v, t) and φ(x, t) = φ(x+L, t) are used,

where L is the length of simulated region. Thus, phenomena with characteristic lengths

larger than L are precluded. To avoid relativistic effects, we set f(x, v, t) = 0 for |v| > vm,

where vm = 8 for considering Landau damping and vm = 10 for considering the instabilities.

(That is, vm ≪ c and c is the light speed normalized by vT .) A fourth-order Runge-Kutta

scheme is used to solve the Vlasov equation in time and the centered-difference method is

used to advance x and v36–38. The Thomas algorithm together with the Simpson method

for the integration is used in solving the discretized Poisson equation with the centered-

difference method. Without the collision term, the simulation code is fourth order accurate

in time and second order accurate in space and velocity. The simulation code has been

bench-marked by comparing its results on linear and NLLD, as well as plasma wave echoes

and instabilities33,37–40, with that of existing numerical and analytical works.

III. EXISTENCE CONDITION OF THE TWO-STREAM INSTABILITY

AND THE BUMP-ON-TAIL INSTABILITY

The linear behaviors of the instabilities can be achieved by eigenmode analysis based on

dispersion relation. The dispersion relation6,9 D(k, ω) = 0 describes the relation between

wave vector k (spatial feature) and frequency ω (time feature) for electrostatic waves in an

electron plasma. The frequency can be divived into two parts ω = ωr+iγ, the real frequency

ωr and growth/damping rate γ, which show the oscilating and growth/damping feature

seperately. The dispersion relation is closely related to the electron plasma distribution

function based on kinetic theory,

D(k, ω) = 1− e2

ǫ0mk2

∫

∞

−∞

dvf0(v)

v − ω/k
dv. (4)

When γ ≪ ωr, γ can be given by an analytical expression

γ = −(πωp/2k)dvf0(v)|v=ωr/k(ωr/k − dkωr). (5)

When dvf0(v) > 0, a mode with real frequency ωr can grow, which is so called inverse

Landau damping. This mode growth can be attributed to energy exchange of resonance

5



between the wave and the electrons, whose velocities is close to the wave phase velocity

v ∼ ωr/k.

A. Existence condition of the two-stream instability

To simplify the estimation, the cold plasma limit, which replace the gaussian functions

in f0 by delta functions, can be used to estimate the existence condition and growth rate of

the beam instability when thermal effects do not contribute significantly to the instability6.

The dispersion relation of the cold plasma limit for two-streams is6,9,12

ω2
pa

(ω − kvb)2
+

ω2
pb

(ω + kvb)2
= 1, (6)

where ωpa =
√
Cωp and ωpb =

√
1− Cωp are the plasma frequency of two-streams.

The existence condition of beam instability is 0 < k < kc, where

kcr = [(C1/3 + (1− C)1/3)3/2]ωp/2vb. (7)

The wavevector/wavelength of the noise-excited mode in the simulations is located among

2π/L < k < 2Mπ/L or L/M < λ < L, where L is the system length and M is the grid

number of the system. In this study, M is set to be 2000, so 2π/L ≪ 2Mπ/L or L/M ≫ L.

The existence condition for instability can be expressed by wave vector, beam velocity or

system length. kcr ≥ kmin, where kmin = 2π/L is the minimum wave vector allowed in the

simulation, that is, vb ≤ vc, where the critical velocity is vc = (C1/3 + (1−C)1/3)3/2ωpL/4π,

or L ≥ Lc, where the critical system length is Lc = 4π(C1/3 + (1− C)1/3)−3/2vb/ωp.

The critical wave vector kc and critical system length Lc dependent on beam velocity vb

are plotted out in Fig. 1(a) for different beam strength C. It is found that with the increase

of beam velocity, the critical vector decreases rapidly and critical system length increases

linealy. The beam strength doesn’t inflence the critical vector significantly. The influence

of beam strength on the criticl system length increases with the beam velocity. From Fig.

1(b), one can find that critical velocity increases with the system length. The influence of

beam strength on the criticl velocity also increases with the system length.

To check the applicability of the instability exsistence condition from the cold-plasma

theory, especially the linear growth behavior of the instabilities, we perform the simulations

of the TS instability with different parameters. For L = 8π, C = 0.5 and vb = 4, the
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FIG. 1. The critical threshold of the two-stream instability based on cold-beam theory. (a) Critical

wave vector kc and critical system length Lc dependent on beam velocity vb. (b) Critical beam

velocity v0 dependent on system length L.

critical velocity is vc = 4.0 and the time evolution of wave energy is shown in Fig. 2(a). One

can see that the wave energy grow exponentially first and then oscillate after saturation.

If we change the beam velocity to vb = 4.5 which is bigger than the critical velocity, the

wave energy (Fig. 2(b)) grow first and then saturate at an very low level 10−9, which is 9

orders of magnitude lower than the first case. The critical velocity is deduced from cold

beam theory and the width of beam is ignored. In our simulation, the velocity is normalized

by the thermal velocity of electron, which is the width of beam in our initial setting, so

the applicable critical velocity is the critical velocity plus 0.5 or 1. As can be seen in Fig.

2(b), it is hard to excite two-stream instability which is consistent with the results from the

theory. To see the effect of beam strength on critical velocity, we change C to 0.3, then

the corresponding critical velocity should be vc = 3.9, which is a little smaller than the

initial case. It is found that the behavior of the wave energy evolution is similar to that

with vc = 4.0 for vb = 4.0 (Fig. 2(c)) and vb = 4.5 (Fig. 2(d)). The system length can also

affect the critical velocity, so we change system length to L = 7π and the critical velocity

will be vc = 3.5. For beam velocity vb = 3.0, which is less than the vc, the TS instability

can be excited (Fig. 2(d)) with the exponential growth linear stage and oscilating saturation

stage. However, when the beam velocity is set to be vb = 4.0(Fig. 2(d)), the wave energy

grows slowly and approach to a low level 10−7. These results show that system length,

beam velocity and beam strength can affect the excitation of TS instability. The criterion

of stability condition from cold-beam dispersion relation can be applicable to the simulation
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FIG. 2. Evolution of the wave energy for (a) L = 8π, C = 0.5 and vb = 4, ,(b) L = 8π, C = 0.5

and vb = 4.5, (c) L = 8π, C = 0.3 and vb = 4, (d) L = 8π, C = 0.3 and vb = 4.5, (e) L = 7π,

C = 0.5 and vb = 3,(f) L = 7π, C = 0.5 and vb = 4.

when the beam width can be ignored or the beam width is very small compared with beam

velocity. If the beam velocity is not too large compared to the beam width, the critical

velocity in use should include the beam width effect.

The parameters related to the criterion of the instability and the simulation results are

shown in Table I. When the critial velocity is 4.0 with system length L = 8π and beam

strength C = 0.5, the TS instability can be excited with beam velocity vb = 4.0, but it is

hard to be excited with vb = 4.5. If we change beam strength to be C = 0.3, then the critical

velocity would be vc = 3.9. It is also hard to excite TS instability with vb = 4.5 and easy to

excite TS instability with vc = 4.0. If we change to system length to be L = 7π, the velocity

would be vc = 3.5. It is found that TS instability is hard to be excited with vb = 4.5 and

easy to be excited with vc = 4.0. From these results, we can get to the conclusion that if

the beam velocity is large than the critical velocity and a half width of the beam, there is a

big chance that the instability is hard to be excited.
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TABLE I. Parameters set for two-stream instability. System length L, beam strength C, critical

velocity vc and beam velocity vb are the four parameters in the criterion of the instability.

L C vc vb instability F ig. 2

8π 0.5 4.0 4.0 X (a)

8π 0.5 4.0 4.5 × (b)

8π 0.3 3.9 4.0 X (c)

8π 0.3 3.9 4.5 × (d)

7π 0.5 3.5 3.5 X (e)

7π 0.5 3.5 4.0 × (f)

B. Existence condition of the bump-on-tail instability

Similarly, the linear dispersion relation for Bump-On-Tail instability from cold-beam

theory is
ω2
pa

(ω − kvb)2
+

ω2
pb

ω2
= 1, (8)

where ωpa =
√
Cωp and ωpb =

√
1− Cωp are the plasma frequency of the beam and back-

ground plasma.

The BOT instability appears for 0 < k < kc, where

kcr = [(C1/3 + (1− C)1/3)3/2]ωp/vb. (9)

In the simulations, the existence condition for the instability is then kc ≥ kmin, where

kmin = 2π/L is the minimum wave vector allowed in the simulation, that is, vb ≤ vc, where

the critical velocity is vc = (C1/3 + (1 − C)1/3)3/2ωpL/4π, or L ≥ Lcr, where the critical

system size is Lc = 4π(C1/3 + (1− C)1/3)−3/2vb/ωp.

We also change the parameters of the BOT instability simulations to check the applica-

bility of the instability exsistence condition based on cold-beam limit. For L = 8π, C = 0.5

and vb = 8, the critical velocity is vc = 7.8 and the time evolution of wave energy is shown

in Fig. 4 (a). One can see that the wave energy grow exponentially first and then oscillate

after saturation. If we change the beam velocity to vb = 9.0 which is bigger than the critical

velocity plus beam velocity width, the wave energy (Fig. 4(b)) oscillate at a very low level

10−13, which means no instability is excited. The results in Fig. 4 (a) and (b) are consistent
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FIG. 3. The critical threshold of the Bump-On-Tail instability based on cold-beam theory. (a)

Critical wave vector kc and critical system length Lc dependent on beam velocity v0. (b) Critical

beam velocity v0 dependent on system length L.

with that from the theory, because vb = 8 meets the instability criterion, but vb = 9 does

not. To see the effect of beam strength on critical velocity, we change C to 0.1, then the

corresponding critical velocity should be vc = 6.8. When vb = 7.0, the BOT instability (Fig.

4(c)) is excited with the initial linear growth stage and saturation stage. When vb = 8.0,

the BOT instability (Fig. 4(d)) grow very slow which means it’s hard to be excited. The

system length can also affect the critical velocity, so we change system length to L = 7π and

the critical velocity will be vc = 6.8. For beam velocity vb = 7.0, which is little bigger than

the vc, but not bigger than vc + vth, the BOT instability can be excited (Fig. 4(e)) with the

exponential growth linear stage and oscilating saturation stage. However, when the beam

velocity is set to be vb = 8.0(Fig. 4(f)), the wave energy grows and decrease at a low level

10−13, which means no BOT instability is excited. These results show that system length,

beam velocity and beam strength can also affect the excitation of BOT instability. Since

the beam velocity is not too large compared to the beam velocity width, the critical velocity

in use should also include the beam velocity width effect.

The parameters related to the criterion of the instability and the simulation results are

shown in Table II. When the critial velocity is 7.8 with system length L = 8π and beam

strength C = 0.3, the BOT instability can be excited with beam velocity vb = 8.0, but it

can not be excited with vb = 9.0. If we change beam strength to be C = 0.3, then the

critical velocity would be vc = 6.8. It is also hard to excite TS instability with vb = 8.0 and

easy to excite TS instability with vc = 7.0. If we change to system length to be L = 7π, the
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FIG. 4. Evolution of the wave energy for (a) L = 8π, C = 0.7 and vb = 8, ,(b) L = 8π, C = 0.7

and vb = 95, (c) L = 8π, C = 0.9 and vb = 7, (d) L = 8π, C = 0.9 and vb = 8, (e) L = 7π, C = 0.7

and vb = 7,(f) L = 7π, C = 0.7 and vb = 8.

TABLE II. Parameters set for Bump-On-Tail instability. System length L, beam strength C,

critical velocity vc and beam velocity vb are the four parameters in the criterion of the instability.

L C vc vb instability F ig. 4

8π 0.3 7.8 8.0 X (a)

8π 0.3 7.8 9.0 × (b)

8π 0.1 6.8 7.0 X (c)

8π 0.1 6.8 8.0 × (d)

7π 0.3 6.8 7.0 X (e)

7π 0.3 6.8 8.0 × (f)

vilocity would be vc = 6.8. It is found that BOT instability can not be excited with vb = 8.0

and easy to be excited with vc = 7.0. For the BOT instability, if the beam velocity is large

than the critical velocity and one beam velocity width, normally the instability is hard to

be excited.
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IV. SUPRESSION AND EXCITATION OF COLLISION ON THE

TWO-STREAM INSTABILITY

Without collision, the growth rate of TS instability increases first and then decreases with

the beam velocity (Fig. 5). The maximum wave energy increases with the beam velocity

and directly approaches to 0 for beam velocity bigger than the critical velocity plus a half

beam width.

The growth rate and maximum wave energy get to maximum value at vb = 3 and vb = 4

seperately, then approaches to 0 for beam velocity bigger than 4.5 and 5.0. Since the critical

beam velocity is vc = 4.0 from the cold-beam theory, we can see that the threshhold for

the instability to occur is critical beam velocity plus one beam width. From the Fig. 5

(a), as the beam velocity increases from 2 to 3, the collision decreases the growth rate. As

the beam velocity increases from 5 to 8, the collision increases the growth rate. There is

transition range for beam velocity between 3 and 5, which is the ciritical velocity minus and

plus one beam width in phase space. During this transition area, the instability excited by

the collison with ν = 0.005, ν = 0.001 and ν = 0.0001 from the beam velocity vb = 3.0,

vb = 4.0 and vb = 4.5 seperately. In the collision excitation area for beam velocity between 5

and 8, the growth rate increases first and then decreases. For beam velocity equal or bigger

than 8, collision can not excite the TS instability.

From the Fig. 5 (b), in the suppression area for beam velocity between 2 and 3, the

maximum wave energy decreases with the increase of collision. In the excitation area for

beam velocity between 4.5 and 8.0, the maximum wave energy increases with the increase

of collision. In the transition area for beam velocity between 3 and 5, after suppression,

the maximum wave energy start to increase for the collison with ν = 0.005, ν = 0.001 and

ν = 0.0001 from the beam velocity vb = 3.0, vb = 4.0 and vb = 4.5 seperately.

The results showed in Fig. 5 can be understood by the collision effect and the criterion

of instability. When the beam velocity is smaller than the critical velocity, the growth rate

increases and decreases, however the maximum energy increases with the beam velocity.

Normally, the collision can dissipate energy from the whole system, so the growth rate and

the maximum energy decreases with collision during the suppression area of beam velocity.

The collision can change the plasma distribution function to Maxwellian with time. It can be

considered as a small beam with beam velocity vb = 0 grows gradually with time. With the
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FIG. 5. The growth rate (a) and maximum energy (b) of the two-stream instability depend on on

beam velocity vb.

grow of the center beam caused by the collision, the two-stream system becomes to three-

stream system. The center beam can interact with the initial beams whose beam velocity

is in two opposite directions. This three-stream system can be considered as combination

of two two-stream systems, so the behavior changes. For the beam velocity bigger than the

critical velocity, the excitation of the instability by collision can be thought that the collision

generate a center beam and change the system instability criterion. The initial beam velocity

changes to be half of itself by the collision, so that the collision changes the beam velocity

to meet the criterion of the instability when the initial beam velocity is between vc and 2vc.

When the initial beam velocity is bigger than 2vc, even with collision, the collision changed

beam velocity is still bigger than critical velocity vc, which means the instability criterion

can not be satisfied, so the instability can not be excited by the collision.

To investigate the excitation effect of collision, the TS instability with beam velocity

vb = 6.0 are carefully studied. The time evolution of wave energy with different collision

rates are shown in Fig. 6. When the collision rate is small, it is hard to excite the instability.

As the increase of the collision rate, both the growth rate and maximum energy become

bigger. In the linear stage, one can see that the wave energy grows exponentially with

oscilation. This oscilation is caused by the interaction with center beam caused by collision

and initial two-beams. The oscilation is one of the features for multi-beam instability.

However after maximum energy, the wave energy with stronger collision ν = 0.005 decreases

with time more quickly than that with weaker collision ν = 0.001. That is, although the

strong collision can excite the beam quickly at the initial stage, it can also dissipate the
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FIG. 6. Evolution of the excited-wave energy of the two stream instability for v1 = −6 and v2 = 6,

and collision rates ν = 0 (black), 0.0001 (red), 0.001 (blue) and 0.005 (green), in (a) log and (b)

normal scales.

wave energy quickly after the maximum energy or during the ”saturation” stage.

Time evolution of the distribution in the phase space for the TS instability with ν = 0.001

are shown in Fig. 7. At time t = 10 (Fig. 7 (a) and (d)), the initial two-stream is dominant

and the center beam caused by collision start to grow. In this case, the wave energy saturates

around time t = 150. When it comes to t = 220, the peaks of two-stream shrinks and the

collision caused center beam become obvious(Fig. 7 (e)). Two vortices (Fig. 7 (b)) are

formed in the phase space by the interactions among the collision caused beam, v1 = −6

and v2 = 6 beams. With the collision, the collision caused beam grows and the initial

two-stream shinks continously. At time t = 400, the peak of the collision caused beam is

comparable with that of the initial two-stream(Fig. 7 (f)). The two vortices sturcture in the

phase space is still exsist and the center beam, which seperate the two vortices, becomes

more obvious. Although the main structure in phase space is roughly clear and visible, the

detail of the figure becomes more and more vague by the collision.

Time evolution of the distribution in the phase space for the TS instability with ν = 0.005

are shown in Fig. 8. At time t = 10 (Fig. 8 (a) and (d)), the initial two-stream is dominant

and the center beam caused by collision becomes more obvious than the ν = 0.001 case. The

wave energy saturates around time t = 100. For t = 120, the peaks of two-stream shrinks

and the collision caused center beam become larger than the two-stream (Fig. 8 (e)). At

time t = 400, the peak of the collision caused beam is dorminant and the initial two-stream

almost disappears and only little remains left (Fig. 8 (f)). The two vortices structure in the

14



FIG. 7. The electron phase space (upper row) and fv (lower row) of the two-stream instability for

ν = 0.001 at t = 10 [(a) and (d)], 220 [(b) and (e)], and 400 [(c) and (f)].

phase space caused by the collision becomes obvious (Fig. 8 (b)) and then eliminate (Fig.

8 (c)) with time. Since the collision is stronger, phase space figure becomes vague more

quickly than that of the case ν = 0.001.

FIG. 8. The electron phase space (upper row) and fv (lower row) of the two-stream instability for

ν = 0.005 at t = 10 [(a) and (d)], 120 [(b) and (e)], and 400 [(c) and (f)]. Here favg(v) eventually

becomes single peaked as a result of collisional thermalization of the electron distribution.
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FIG. 9. The growth rate (a) and maximum energy (b) of the bump-on-tail instability depend on

on beam velocity vb.

V. SUPPRESSION OF COLLISION ON THE BUMP-ON-TAIL

INSTABILITY

Without collision, the growth rate of BOT instability increases first and then decreases

with the beam velocity (Fig. 9). The threshold beam velocity of the instability is 9, which

is the critical velocity plus the beam width in phase space. If the beam velocity is bigger

than this threshold, no instability could be excited. The maximum wave energy increases

with the beam velocity and directly approaches to 0 for beam velocity bigger than the

critical velocity plus the beam width. The collision can suppress the BOT instability for the

whole beam velocity region, which means both the growth rate and maximum wave energy

decreases with the collision rate. When the beam velocity is set to be the critical velocity,

the maximum wave energy decreases dramatically with the collision rate.

VI. SUMMARY

Based on our simulations of the TS and BOT instabilities using Vlasov-Poisson code with

Krook collision, we find that the collision can both suppress and excite the TS instability

for different beam velocity, however it can only suppress the BOT instability. The collision

always dissipate the system energy, so that it can suppress the instability. When the collision

induced ”beam” or ”bump” in the distribution function meet the instability criterion, this

collision induced beam-plasma instability can grow, which brings the excitation of the insta-

bility. The competetion of suppression and excitation effect can lead to the coplex behavior

16



of the instability for different beam velocity and collision. In this paper, we have disscussed

the mechanism and given out the transition condition of the suppression and excitation.

This study is 1D Vlasov-Possion simulation for electrostatic plasma, more studies should be

taken to investigate the mechanism for higher dimensions and eletromagnetic plasmas. The

collision excitation of instability under certain conditions can help people to understand the

instabilities related phenomena in space and fusion plasmas, especially the charged partice

acceleration and electromagnetic wave excitation in dense or low-temperature plasmas.
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