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ABSTRACT

Alfvénic interactions which transfer energy from large to small spatial scales lie at the heart of

magnetohydrodynamic turbulence. An important feature of the turbulence is the generation of negative

residual energy – excess energy in magnetic fluctuations compared to velocity fluctuations. By contrast,

an MHD Alfvén wave has equal amounts of energy in fluctuations of each type. Alfvénic quasimodes

that do not satisfy the Alfvén wave dispersion relation and exist only in the presence of a nonlinear term

can contain either positive or negative residual energy, but until now an intuitive physical explanation

for why negative residual energy is preferred has remained elusive. This paper shows that the equations

of reduced MHD are symmetric in that they have no intrinsic preference for one sign of the residual

energy over the other. An initial state that is not an exact solution to the equations can break

this symmetry in a way that leads to net-negative residual energy generation. Such a state leads to a

solution with three distinct parts: nonresonant Alfvénic quasimodes, normal modes produced to satisfy

initial conditions, and resonant normal modes that grow in time. The latter two parts strongly depend

on initial conditions; the resulting symmetry breaking leads to net-negative residual energy both in

Alfvénic quasimodes and ω = k∥VA = 0 modes. These modes have net-positive residual energy in the

equivalent boundary value problem, suggesting that the initial value setup is a better match for solar

wind turbulence.

Keywords: Magnetohydrodynamics(1964) — Interplanetary turbulence(830) — Alfven waves(23) —

Solar wind(1534)

1. INTRODUCTION

Turbulence is a fundamental and widespread aspect of plasma behavior, occurring in nearly every natural plasma

system that we observe, from the large scales of galaxy clusters (Schuecker et al. 2004; Subramanian et al. 2006) down

to the plasmas within our solar system (Saur et al. 2002) including the solar wind (Bruno & Carbone 2013; Chen

2016). Leading theories of magnetohydrodynamic turbulence (e.g., Goldreich & Sridhar 1995; Boldyrev 2005) describe

counter-propagating Alfvénic interactions that transfer energy from large to small spatial scales. An important feature

of the turbulence is the generation of negative residual energy – excess energy in normalized magnetic fluctuations

(δb = δB/
√
4πnmi) compared to velocity fluctuations (δv) (Matthaeus & Goldstein 1982; Bavassano et al. 1998; Chen

et al. 2013). By contrast, an MHD Alfvén wave has equal amounts of energy in fluctuations of each type. While solar

wind turbulence measurements do show an outward flux of low frequency (below ion cyclotron), incompressible modes

with highly correlated magnetic and velocity fluctuations (Coleman 1967; Belcher & Davis 1971) (all characteristics

consistent with linear Alfvén waves), the presence of residual energy is taken to indicate a key role for nonlinear physics

(Matthaeus 2021). In other words, fully developed turbulence retains only some of the properties of the relevant linear

wave modes (Grošelj et al. 2019; Verscharen et al. 2019). However, there is to date no intuitive physical explanation

why negative residual energy is preferentially generated, how this depends on physical parameters such as initial

conditions, and how this relates to departures from a physical picture dominated by interacting normal mode waves.

Several ideas have been proposed over the years to explain residual energy in the solar wind. Non-MHD corrections

to the Alfvén speed due to temperature anisotropies were put forward as a resolution (Belcher & Davis 1971; Matthaeus

& Goldstein 1982), but it was later shown that these corrections cannot generate sufficient residual energy to fully
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account for observations (Bavassano & Bruno 2000). Residual energy could also be due to coherent structures such as

flux tubes and current sheets that either arise from or develop separately from the turbulence (Matthaeus & Lamkin

1986; Bowen et al. 2018). Conversion to compressible fluctuations (Ofman & Davila 1998) or fluctuations generated by

other instabilities (e.g. mirror and firehose (Hellinger et al. 2006)) could alter the fundamental nature of the turbulence

and generate modes containing residual energy. The expansion of the solar wind could also lead to the formation of

magnetically dominated structures (Meyrand et al. 2023) or influence the nonlinear interactions that generate residual

energy (Shi et al. 2023). While one or more of the aforementioned effects may play a role in residual energy generation,

this paper will focus on isolating a single physical effect – residual energy generated by overlapping, interacting Alfvénic

modes. We will show that the reduced MHD equations that describe this system are symmetric in that they have no

intrinsic preference for one sign of the residual energy over the other. Initial and boundary conditions can break the

symmetry; for the typically invoked initial value problem, this leads to net-negative residual energy generation.

We begin by deriving reduced MHD. Our starting point is the incompressible MHD equations written in terms of

Elsasser fields z± = δv ± δb:

∂z±

∂t
∓ (VA · ∇) z± = −z∓ · ∇z± − ∇P

ρ0
(1)

The pressure term in Eq. 1 is determined by the incompressibility condition ∇· z± = 0 together with the divergence

of Eq. 1 (Howes & Nielson 2013):

∇2P

ρ0
= −∇ ·

(
z∓ · ∇z±

)
(2)

Eq. 1 describes not only Alfvénic modes, but also slow modes and entropy fluctuations (Howes & Nielson 2013). Be-

cause the latter two are found to be subdominant and passively advected in the inertial range of solar wind turbulence,

a reduced MHD model which retains only the dominant Alfvénic component is often employed (Schekochihin et al.

2009; Howes & Nielson 2013; Oughton et al. 2017). In this model, which is rigorously valid in the anisotropic limit

(k⊥ ≫ k∥, see Section II.C of Howes & Nielson (2013) for a full discussion), the component of magnetic and velocity

fluctuations parallel to the mean magnetic field is set to zero. We can then write Eq. 1 in terms of Elsasser potentials

ζ±, which are defined as (Schekochihin et al. 2009; Howes & Nielson 2013):

z± = ẑ×∇⊥ζ± (3)

where ẑ represents the unit vector along the mean magnetic field, defined as pointing to the right; this is not to be

confused with z± representing the Elsasser fields. ζ± can be related to δv and δb (Howes & Nielson 2013):

δv⊥ = ẑ×∇⊥
1

2
(ζ+ + ζ−) (4a)

δb⊥ = ẑ×∇⊥
1

2
(ζ+ − ζ−) (4b)

We will also find it useful to define ϕ± as a new parallel coordinate in the frame moving in the ∓ẑ direction along

the mean magnetic field at the Alfvén speed (Howes & Nielson 2013):

ϕ± = z ± VAt (5)

where z is the coordinate along the mean magnetic field.

With these definitions in place, we can take the curl of Eq. 1 and substitute in Eqs. 3 and 5 to obtain the Elsasser

Potential Equation (Schekochihin et al. 2009; Howes & Nielson 2013):

∂∇2
⊥ζ±

∂ϕ∓
= ± 1

4VA

[
{ζ+,∇2

⊥ζ−}+ {ζ−,∇2
⊥ζ+} ∓ ∇2

⊥{ζ+, ζ−}
]

(6)

where the Poisson bracket is defined as:

{f, g} = ẑ · (∇⊥f ×∇⊥g) (7)
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and the parallel coordinates are changed to the variables ϕ± via the method of characteristics used in Howes & Nielson

(2013); with this change, only a single parallel coordinate appears in each version of Eq. 6. Physically, this means

that the nonlinear distortion of ζ± due to interactions with ζ∓ takes place in the moving frame where the parallel

coordinate is ϕ∓. When ζ∓ is zero, the terms on the right hand side of Eq. 6 that lead to this nonlinear distortion

vanish, and ζ± can therefore no longer depend on ϕ∓. This linear solution for ζ± may still depend on the other parallel

coordinate ϕ±; such a solution describes normal mode Alfvén waves propagating in the ∓ẑ direction along the mean

magnetic field with the dispersion relation ω = ∓k∥VA.

The construction of a more general solution to Eq. 6 is not as trivial. Many prior attempts make use of a weak

turbulence (WT) approximation (Galtier et al. 2000, 2001; Nazarenko 2011; Schekochihin 2022) in which, unlike the

solar wind, the timescale associated with the nonlinear terms (τnl ≡ (k⊥|z∓|)−1) on the right side of Eq. 1 is assumed

to be long compared to the timescale associated with the linear terms (τA ≡ (k∥VA)
−1) on the left side. Such models

often assume that only normal modes that satisfy the Alfvén wave dispersion relation are present; this condition,

together with the frequency and wavenumber matching relations for three-wave interactions, implies that one of the

three normal modes has ω = k∥VA = 0. This mode does not oscillate in time and has no variation parallel to the

mean magnetic field; it consists of stationary fluctuations that describe variation only in the directions perpendicular

to the mean magnetic field. We will therefore call this special normal mode a stationary 2D normal mode. Thus WT

describes interactions of finite k∥ modes with k∥ = 0 stationary 2D normal modes to produce secondary modes with

the original k∥, i.e. energy is only transferred in the direction perpendicular to the mean magnetic field (Montgomery

& Turner 1981; Oughton et al. 1994; Ng & Bhattacharjee 1996; Galtier et al. 2000; Meyrand et al. 2016). It has

been shown in the context of WT theory that residual energy is spontaneously generated as a result of the nonlinear

interaction (Boldyrev et al. 2012), and that the negative residual energy condenses around a narrow region in phase

space near k∥ = 0 (Boldyrev & Perez 2009; Wang et al. 2011). However, the k∥ = 0 modes that contain residual energy

(Wang et al. 2011) have an infinite linear timescale in this formalism, breaking the WT approximation, and reducing

the utility of this approach (Schekochihin 2022).

Residual energy has also been studied in the context of turbulence scaling theories, with the goal of deriving

predictions for the residual energy spectrum. One family of relevant models relies on an eddy-damped quasi-normal

Markovian approximation in which residual energy is generated by the nonlinear interactions (Grappin et al. (2016)

refers to this as a dynamo effect) and removed from the system on a timescale of τA by an Alfvén effect (defined

later in this paragraph) associated with the linear terms (Pouquet et al. 1976; Grappin et al. 1982, 1983). Subsequent

refinements to the model incorporate the anistropy of MHD turbulence with respect to the mean magnetic field

(Boldyrev & Perez 2012; Gogoberidze et al. 2012) and use τnl as the timescale for removal of residual energy (Grappin

et al. 2016); the latter modification was made to better connect with critically balanced strong turbulence (τnl ∼ τA),

as found in the solar wind. Predictions for the solar wind residual energy spectrum have also been made from numerical

simulations (Boldyrev et al. 2011; Shi et al. 2023), and both theory and simulations show consistency with solar wind

observations (Chen et al. 2013). However, there is a potential problem with tying the residual energy relaxation rate

to the linear Alfvén wave time τA. According to this Alfvén effect formalism, first described by Kraichnan (1965), a

newly formed nonlinear mode can be decomposed into forward and backward propagating Alfvén normal mode waves.

The two waves decorrelate as they propagate away from each other, leading to a state in which the residual energy

is asymptotically zero. But this physical picture assumes the newly formed nonlinear mode is not supported by local

plasma conditions, i.e. the mode is not in a region where a nonlinear drive term in the governing equation is present

to sustain it. This may not always be the case in the turbulent bath of fluctuations that make up the solar wind.

Our approach to the question of residual energy generation will instead rely on an examination of the reduced MHD

equations inspired by the approach of Howes & Nielson (2013). In Howes & Nielson (2013), Eq. 6 is solved up to third

order in τA/τnl for the case of two overlapping Alfvén waves in a periodic box and the result is benchmarked against

numerical simulations (Nielson et al. 2013). While this formalism is not a scaling theory and the authors do not

analytically derive a turbulent spectrum, the results provide important insight into the underlying wave modes. The

second order solution of Howes & Nielson (2013) includes finite-frequency, purely magnetic modes with k∥ = 0 that the

authors attempt to tie to residual energy generation, but there are also finite-parallel-wavelength, ω = 0 modes present

that are purely kinetic. Their third order solution contains additional modes that are also not normal modes of the

system – despite having correlated magnetic and velocity fluctuations, these modes only exist in the presence of the

nonlinear drive from the two initial Alfvén waves and do not satisfy an Alfvén wave dispersion relation. We therefore

term these nonresonant modes Alfvénic quasimodes; analogous terminology has been previously used in the fusion
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community (Porkolab 1978; Takase et al. 1985). Modes that fit this description have also been seen in Alfvén wave

interaction experiments (Drake et al. 2016; C. H. K. Chen, 2024) (where they are sometimes referred to as beat modes

(Drake et al. 2016)) as well as 3D MHD turbulence simulations in which a 4D Fourier transform was applied to analyze

the spectral content of the various waves and structures (Yang et al. 2019; Markovskii & Vasquez 2020). Inclusion of

quasimodes represents an important departure from WT theory, as we expect these nonlinear modes may play more of

a role in the strong turbulence regime. Note that the stationary 2D normal mode, which is also present in the solution

of Howes & Nielson (2013), is not a quasimode according to this definition because it satisfies ω = k∥VA = 0.

Prior work also suggests that residual energy may be intimately tied to initial and boundary conditions. Simulations

which find residual energy generation via nonlinear interactions are commonly conducted under periodic boundary

conditions and initialize several overlapping wave modes, e.g. (Oughton et al. 1994; Muller & Grappin 2005; Bigot

et al. 2008; Boldyrev & Perez 2009; Mininni & Pouquet 2009). Meanwhile, simulations by Verniero & Howes (2018)

consider both the periodic case of two initially overlapping Alfvén waves and a case in which two Alfvén wave packets

initialized in distinct regions of space propagate towards each other. While the first case generates multiple Alfvénic

quasimodes, after the wavepackets pass through each other in the second setup, all the resulting modes examined are

Alfvén normal modes with zero residual energy. Although this is consistent with the fact that once the nonlinear

drive is no longer present the plasma can only support normal mode waves, a physically intuitive explanation for the

connection between initial conditions and residual energy generation remains elusive.

This paper aims to provide such a connection. We show in Section 2 that the reduced MHD equations have no

preference between net-positive and net-negative residual energy due to a symmetry that has not yet been reported

in the literature. In Section 3, we show that when initial conditions which are not an exact solution at t = 0 are

applied, this important symmetry is broken. A Fourier decomposition of Eq. 6 then has both a particular solution at

the frequency of the nonlinear drive and a homogeneous solution at the frequency of the associated normal mode. At

the resonance where the two frequencies match, secularly growing Alfvén normal modes are produced. In Section 4,

we show that both the homogeneous and secular solutions are highly dependent on the initial conditions in a way

that breaks the symmetry of the governing equations, leading to net-negative residual energy generation by scale-local

interactions. For the chosen initial condition, this net-negative residual energy manifests in two ways: i) stationary 2D

normal modes in the homogeneous and secular solutions are purely magnetic and ii) secular modes grow in time (not

in space), leading to a time-dependent nonlinear drive that preferentially produces Alfvénic quasimodes with negative

residual energy. The equivalent boundary value problem with a condition specified at z = 0 generates net-positive

residual energy; thus our results suggest the solar wind, where net-negative residual energy is observed (Matthaeus &

Goldstein 1982; Bavassano et al. 1998; Chen et al. 2013), is better described by an initial value problem in which a

turbulent plasma parcel evolves nonlinearly from its initial state at t = 0. Important definitions used in the paper are

summarized in Tables 1 and 2 and the conclusions are discussed in Section 5.

2. ELSASSER SYMMETRY

The reduced MHD model described by Eq. 6 has an important property that we will refer to as “Elsasser symmetry:”

the equation is invariant under the simultaneous interchange of both i) magnetic and velocity fluctuations and ii) the

coordinate parallel to the mean magnetic field with Alfvén speed times the time coordinate. In terms of variables that

appear in Eq. 6, this may be written as a simultaneous negation of ζ− → −ζ− and ϕ− → −ϕ−, per Eqs. 4a, 4b, and 5.

Per the explanation that follows Eq. 7, the latter transformation corresponds to a reversal of the parallel coordinate in

the frame where ζ− distorts ζ+. To keep the evolution of ζ+ unchanged, the sign of the nonlinear terms is also flipped

via the negation of ζ−. Meanwhile, the version of Eq. 6 describing the distortion of ζ− is also unchanged; there is no

change to the parallel coordinate in the frame of the distortion, and all terms in Eq. 6 pick up a cancellable negative

sign. This same argument for Elsasser symmetry applies to the other Elsasser potential: Eq. 6 is also invariant under

the simultaneous negation of variables ζ+ → −ζ+ and ϕ+ → −ϕ+. Note that this symmetry is not present in the more

general incompressible MHD formalism (Eq. 1) due to the retention of parallel gradients (and hence factors of ϕ±) in

the nonlinear terms. Reduced MHD equations that include viscosity and resistivity (e.g. Oughton et al. 2017) will also

not be Elsasser symmetric.

Importantly, the Elsasser symmetry of reduced MHD does not mean that every system described by Eq. 6 will be

Elsasser symmetric. We define a reduced MHD system as Elsasser symmetric when the ζ± functions describing the

system are invariant under at least one of two simultaneous variable negations: i) ζ− → −ζ−, ϕ− → −ϕ−, and an

optional supplementary transformation to be described later in this section and/or ii) ζ+ → −ζ+, ϕ+ → −ϕ+, and an
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Table 1. Table summarizing the definitions of key modes, interaction types, and transformations discussed in the text.

Term Definition

Alfvén normal mode Alfvén wave solution to Eq. 1 that satisfies the linear dispersion relation

Alfvénic quasimode Nonlinearly driven, non-normal mode that need not satisfy an Alfvén wave disper-
sion relation but still retains some Alfvénic properties such as incompressibility
and a high degree of correlation between δb and δv

Stationary 2D normal mode Special Alfvén normal mode with ω = k∥VA = 0

Resonant interaction Interaction in which the secondary mode produced is an Alfvén normal mode

Nonresonant interaction Interaction in which the secondary mode produced is an Alfvénic quasimode

Resonant triad interaction Interaction in which all three modes are Alfvén normal modes (and one is a sta-
tionary 2D normal mode)

Scale-local interaction Interaction in which the two primary modes have similar perpendicular scales

Elsasser symmetric system A system of interacting Alfvénic modes that is invariant under at least one of
two simultaneous variables interchanges i) δv ⇄ δb, z ⇄ VAt, and an optional
supplementary transformation and/or ii) δv ⇄ −δb, z ⇄ −VAt, and an optional
supplementary transformation. Any linear superposition of non-interacting, El-
sasser symmetric systems is also defined to be Elsasser symmetric. An Elsasser
symmetric system has zero net residual energy.

Supplementary transforma-
tion

Any coordinate translation, rotation, or reflection i) under which the reduced
MHD equations are invariant, and ii) when applied the 4D Fourier transform of
a system of interacting modes, only affects the sinusoidal phases of the modes

optional supplementary transformation. For simplicity, we will primarily consider simultaneous variable negation (i)

in our calculations later in this paper, but our physical arguments will also be applicable to set (ii).

To more easily evaluate the effect of these negations, we will find it useful to conceptualize our system as a su-

perposition of many interacting Fourier modes. This may be achieved by applying a 4D Fourier transform over all

three spatial dimensions and time; each mode then has a sinusoidal phase of k⊥ · x⊥ + k∥z − ωt + θ, where θ is a

phase constant. Per Eq. 5, this sinusoidal phase will depend on ϕ+ and ϕ−; the ϕ− → −ϕ− (or ϕ+ → −ϕ+) negation

therefore acts on the sinusoidal phase of the modes. Meanwhile, the ζ− → −ζ− (or ζ+ → −ζ+) negation reverses

the sign of mode amplitudes. Here, we adopt the sign convention of Howes & Nielson (2013) in which the sign of k

represents the mode propagation direction and ω is always positive.

Elsasser symmetry has important implications for the residual energy. We define Ev ∼ (δv)2 and Eb ∼ (δb)2 as the

energy in the velocity and magnetic fluctuations respectively. The residual energy is then given by Er = Ev − Eb.

The simultaneous negation of variables ζ− → −ζ− and ϕ− → −ϕ− may be equivalently written in a more intuitive

form as the simultaneous interchange δv ⇄ δb and z ⇄ VAt, where ⇄ indicates that the symbols on either side of the

operator are interchanged with each other. Similarly, ζ+ → −ζ+ and ϕ+ → −ϕ+ may be expressed as δv ⇄ −δb and

z ⇄ −VAt. We note that under either simultaneous interchange of variables, not only does the form of Eq. 6 remain

the same, but so do the root mean square energy < Ev+Eb > and cross helicity < δv ·δb > for any constant-amplitude

sinusoidal mode. The mode’s residual energy < Er >=< Ev −Eb >, however, picks up a negative sign. Therefore, in

an Elsasser symmetric system of many such interacting Alfvénic modes, individual modes may contain either positive

or negative residual energy, but to be considered symmetric under the variable interchange, the system must have zero

net residual energy. Furthermore, because initial and boundary conditions in t and z will swap as a consequence of the

variable interchange, they must be chosen to enable preservation of symmetry; for example, the system can be setup

to be periodic in both t and z by choosing a set of constant-amplitude sinusoidal modes with phase arguments that

depend linearly on both variables. For solutions to Eq. 6 that are not Elsasser symmetric, there is no reason based on

the equation alone to prefer one sign of net residual energy over the other. We will see in Section 4 that the choice of

initial conditions can break Elsasser symmetry in a way that favors net-negative residual energy generation.

Eq. 6 has other symmetries that may need to be considered when evaluating whether a system is Elsasser symmetric.

For example, a translation of our coordinate system (e.g. ϕ+ → ϕ± + ϕ±0 or x⊥ → x⊥ + x⊥0, where ϕ±0 and x⊥0

are constants) can change the mode phase constants; this has no effect on the physics of the system, as Eq. 6 depends

only on derivatives and is therefore translation invariant. Similarly, Eq. 6 is also invariant under a rotation of the

perpendicular coordinate axes or under a reflection with respect to a line in the perpendicular plane. The latter yields
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Table 2. Table of selected variables and operators used in this paper. Listed are the equation or section that defines or
introduces each variable or operator and a description of the quantity.

Variable or Operator Equation Description

ẑ Eq. 3 Unit vector along the mean magnetic field

z± δv ± δb Elsasser fields

ζ± Eq. 3 Elsasser potentials

ϕ± Eq. 5 Parallel coordinate in the ω = ∓k∥VA normal mode frame

k± Eq. 12 Parallel wavenumber in the ω = ∓k∥VA normal mode frame

Ev Section 2 Energy in velocity fluctuations

Eb Section 2 Energy in magnetic fluctuations

→ Section 2 Variable to the left of the arrow becomes the one on the right

⇄ Section 2 Interchange variables on either side of double arrows

N± Eq. 8a Reduced MHD nonlinear operator

F Eq. 8b Nonlinear Faraday operator

M Eq. 8c Nonlinear Momentum operator

P± Eq. 16 Particular solution nonlinear operator

θ Section 2 Phase constant of a given mode

ζ̄ Eq. 11 Fourier amplitude of ζ after transform over ϕ∓ only

ζ̆ Eq. 14 Fourier amplitude of ζ after transform over both z and t

ζ0± Eq. 10 Elsasser potentials at t = 0

δk Eq. 13 Kronecker delta, δk = 1 if k = 0, δk = 0 otherwise

δ(k) Eq. 19 Dirac delta function

⊛ Eqs. 17a, 17b Convolution operator

p±(ℓ, ω, k∥) Eq. 21 Parallel response function

fc(t) Eq. 18 Time-dependent nonlinear drive amplitude

f
(n)
c (t) Eq. 23 nth derivative of fc(t)

∆ω Eq. 20 Any frequency for which f̆c(ω) is nonzero

θc Eq. 18 Phase factor in the nonlinear drive

no net change because it negates both the cross product and one perpendicular gradient in the Poisson bracket. We

define any such coordinate translation, rotation, or reflection under which Eq. 6 is invariant and which only affects

the sinusoidal phase of the modes as a “supplementary transformation.” For some systems, including the example in

the last paragraph of this section, the simultaneous interchange of variables δv ⇄ δb and z ⇄ VAt (or δv ⇄ −δb and

z ⇄ −VAt) will only produce the same system up to the sinusoidal phase of the modes. If we can recover the original

system by also adding in a supplementary transformation, then the system is still considered to be Elsasser symmetric.

We also define a system as Elsasser symmetric if the system can be expressed as a linear superposition of multiple

non-interacting systems, and each individual system in the superposition is by itself Elsasser symmetric. An example

of this is a system of modes with aligned perpendicular wavenumbers, for which the nonlinear terms in Eq. 6 are

identically zero. Each mode in the system then satisfies Eq. 6 independently, the phases of these independent modes

need not be related, and there are no frequency and wavenumber matching conditions to satisfy. As we will see in an

example at the end of this section, this may make it impossible to design a supplementary transformation that can be

simultaneously applied to every mode. But because the equations for these modes are decoupled, it makes physical

sense to treat each non-interacting mode as its own separate system for the purposes of evaluating Elsasser symmetry.

When interacting modes are present, the right side of Eq. 6 represents a nonlinear drive due to Alfvénic mode

coupling and the left side represents the Alfvénic modes that appear in the plasma in response. We can therefore write

Eq. 6 in terms of a nonlinear operator N :
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∂ζ±
∂ϕ∓

= N±(ζ+, ζ−)=F(ζ+, ζ−)±M(ζ+, ζ−) (8a)

F(ζ+, ζ−)=
−1

4VA
{ζ+, ζ−} (8b)

M(ζ+, ζ−)=
(∇2

⊥)
−1

4VA

[
{ζ+,∇2

⊥ζ−}+ {ζ−,∇2
⊥ζ+}

]
(8c)

Here, F contains the nonlinear terms that arise from the curl of v×B in Faraday’s law while M contains terms from

the nonlinear convective derivative and nonlinear j × B term in the ion momentum equation. This may be seen by

noting that i) the ion momentum equation can be recovered by adding together the z+ and z− versions of Eq. 1 while

Faraday’s Law can be recovered from a difference between the two and ii) Due to the change of parallel coordinate

variables, Eq. 6 is multiplied by an extra ∓ sign compared to Eq. 1.

To build our intuition for Elsasser symmetric systems, it is useful to consider the case in which ζ+ and ζ− are of

similar perpendicular scales. The two nonlinear terms in theM operator then approximately cancel each other, and the

remaining F operator is identical for both sign choices in Eq. 8a. This means that when modes of similar perpendicular

scale interact, the ∂ζ+/∂ϕ− response and the ∂ζ−/∂ϕ+ response are approximately the same. Considering only the

response at a single frequency and parallel wavenumber, we can use this result together with Eqs. 4a, 4b, and 5 to

directly relate the phase speed of the nonlinearly driven mode to δv/δb:

rA =

(
δv

δb

)2

≈
(
k∥VA

ω

)2

(9)

The quantity rA is defined as the Alfvén ratio1.

For an MHD Alfvén wave with ω = ∓k∥VA, the residual energy is zero, and Eq. 9 gives an Alfvén ratio of 1. However,

Alfvénic quasimodes need not satisfy ω = ∓k∥VA. When modes of similar perpendicular scale interact, Eq. 9 predicts

that secondary modes with phase speeds less that the Alfvén speed (i.e. |ω| < |k∥VA|) contain excess kinetic energy

and modes with phase speeds greater than the Alfvén speed (i.e. |ω| > |k∥VA|) contain excess magnetic energy. We

will see in Section 4 how this generalizes to the interaction of modes that may not have similar perpendicular scales.

Under the interchange of variables δv ⇄ δb and z ⇄ VAt (or δv ⇄ −δb and z ⇄ −VAt), a mode with positive residual

energy that predominately varies in the parallel direction transforms into a mode with negative residual energy that

predominately varies in time (and vice versa). A system with no net residual energy contains both kinds of quasimodes

in equal proportion. We therefore expect such a system will be Elsasser symmetric, but as will be discussed in Section 5,

proof of this conjecture is left to future work. This system may also contain ω = ∓k∥VA modes which retain the same

dispersion relation under the variable interchange and therefore can have no residual energy. This property applies to

stationary 2D normal modes, suggesting that previously studied systems which include a 2D condensed region with

large amounts of negative residual energy (e.g. Wang et al. 2011) are not Elsasser symmetric.

To further demonstrate how to evaluate the requirements for Elsasser symmetry, consider one final example: a system

that includes normal mode “p” which appears only on ζ+ and normal mode “m” which appears only on ζ−. Mode “p”

[“m”] is proportional to sin(kp⊥ ·x⊥ − kp∥ϕ+) [sin(km⊥ ·x⊥ + km∥ϕ−)]. We can see from these expressions that mode

“p” [“m”] will satisfy the dispersion relation ω = −k∥VA [ω = k∥VA]. Under the ϕ− → −ϕ− negation, the ζ+ normal

mode “p” is unchanged, but the ζ− mode “m” is now proportional to − sin(−km⊥ ·x⊥+km∥ϕ−). To recover the same

modes after applying the ζ− → −ζ− part of the simultaneous negation, a supplementary transformation involving the

negation of an x⊥ component is clearly required, but this transformation must be designed to affect mode “m” but

not mode “p.” It is possible to either satisfy or work around this requirement in three cases i) kp⊥ ∥ km⊥ and all

modes in the system are non-interacting, ii) kp⊥ ⊥ km⊥, or iii) The direction of km⊥ is not correlated with km∥. In

case (i) each individual mode can be considered as a separate system for the purpose of evaluating Elsasser symmetry

and any supplementary transformation of mode “m” will therefore not affect mode “p.” Meanwhile, in case (ii) it

is possible to design a supplementary transformation that affects mode “m” but not mode “p” by negating only the

1 This result was derived in the context of an interaction between modes of similar perpendicular scale in nonlinear reduced MHD, but Eq. 9
exactly holds for a linear Alfvénic fluctuation in the two-fluid regime. It can be derived in the latter context by equating i) the cross-field
ion current in an Alfvénic mode with the ion polarization drift [Using the ion momentum equation (Eq. 30 of Hollweg (1999)) and Ampère’s
Law] and ii) the velocity fluctuations with the ion E ×B drift.
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component of x⊥ parallel to km⊥. However, case (iii) is likely the most common in real systems as it does not require

the angle between kp⊥ and km⊥ to be an exact multiple of π/2. In this case, even though mode “m” transforms into

a mode with the opposite sign of km⊥, there is an equal-amplitude mode in the system with this opposite sign of

km⊥ that transforms into mode “m,” preserving Elsasser symmetry. This could occur, for example, in a system with

no preferred k⊥ direction. In case (ii) and likely also in case (iii), the full system will also include a large number of

other modes that result from interactions involving modes “p” and “m,” and these modes must also be considered to

determine the overall Elsasser symmetry of the system.

3. THE INITIAL VALUE PROBLEM

In the remainder of this paper, we will examine how initial conditions can break Elsasser symmetry in a way that

leads to net-negative residual energy. We begin by considering Eq. 6 in the context of an initial value problem where

ζ± = ζ0± at t=0. Here, ζ0± represents a set of constant-amplitude, sinusoidal Alfvén normal modes polarized in various

directions in the plane perpendicular to the mean magnetic field such that ∇⊥ζ0+×∇⊥ζ0− ̸= 0. This initial condition

is chosen to represent typical initial simulation setups e.g. (Oughton et al. 1994; Muller & Grappin 2005; Bigot et al.

2008; Boldyrev & Perez 2009; Mininni & Pouquet 2009) in which modes with equal amounts of energy in magnetic

and velocity fluctuations are initialized in a periodic box and net residual energy can subsequently develop. Note that

our initial condition is not an exact solution to Eq. 6, as secondary modes that result from the interaction between

ζ0+ and ζ0− are not included in the initial state. By contrast, two non-overlapping wave packets traveling towards

each other is an exact solution at t = 0, as there is then no initial nonlinear drive; while we will briefly comment in

this section on how the physics changes when the initial state is an exact solution to Eq. 6, a full treatment of this

alternate case is left to future work. With our chosen initial condition included, Eq. 6 can be written as:

ζ± = ζ0± +

∫ ϕ∓

ϕ±

N±(ζ+, ζ−)dϕ
′
∓ (10)

Integration of the + mode takes place in the frame of the − mode and vice versa. This integration over ϕ′
∓ is from

ϕ′
∓ = ϕ± (which corresponds to t = 0) to an arbitrary time. The t = 0 limit of integration ensures that our initial

condition consists of only ζ0±. If ζ0± is already an exact solution at t = 0, this lower limit evaluates to zero.

The simple act of applying an initial condition to Eq. 6 that is not an exact solution breaks Elsasser symmetry.

This important result can most easily be seen by considering the ζ− version of Eq. 10 under the simultaneous negation

ζ− → −ζ− and ϕ− → −ϕ−. As explained at the start of Section 2, this simultaneous negation simply adds a cancellable

negative sign to both sides of Eq. 6; but in Eq. 10, ζ0− does not pick up this negative sign. More importantly, the

lower limit of integration at ϕ′
+ = ϕ− corresponding to t = 0 becomes ϕ′

+ = −ϕ−, which corresponds to z = 0. Thus,

our initial value problem has transformed into a boundary value problem with −ζ0− as the boundary condition on ζ−
at z = 0. This broken Elsaaser symmetry implies that terms arising from the asymmetric lower limit of integration

imposed to satisfy our initial condition will play a key role in residual energy generation.

To gain additional insight into the form and role of these terms, we will find it useful to Fourier transform the

nonlinear operator with respect to the normal mode frame coordinate ϕ∓; this transformation corresponds to a

description of the system as a set of interacting Fourier modes. We will employ a continuous Fourier transform in this

paper, corresponding to a system that is infinitely large in both the parallel direction and time; this choice makes it

as easy as possible to perform the interchange z ⇄ VAt that is part of the test for Elsasser symmetry. A periodic box

considered for all time is a subset of this type of system, as the box can be made infinite in the parallel direction by

infinite repetition of the periodic pattern. We can then write N±(ζ+, ζ−) as:

N±(ζ+, ζ−) =
1√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
N̄±(ζ+, ζ−)e

ik∓ϕ∓dk∓ (11)

Here, N̄±(ζ+, ζ−) is a function of k∓ representing the Fourier transform of N±(ζ+, ζ−); this Fourier amplitude may

depend on the perpendicular coordinates and on ϕ±, but not on ϕ∓. The wavenumber in this coordinate system k±
is defined by equating the sinusoidal phase k∥z − ωt with k+ϕ+ + k−ϕ−:

k± =
1

2

(
k∥ ∓

ω

VA

)
(12)

Plugging Eq. 11 with ϕ∓ = ϕ′
∓ into Eq. 10 and performing the integration over ϕ′

∓:
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ζ± =− i√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞

[
1− δk∓

] N̄±(ζ+, ζ−)

k∓
eik∓ϕ∓dk∓

+ ζ0± +
i√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞

[
1− δk∓

] N̄±(ζ+, ζ−)

k∓
eik∓ϕ±dk∓

∓ (ϕ+ − ϕ−)N̄±(ζ+, ζ−)

∣∣∣∣
k∓=0

(13)

We identify three distinct parts of the solution in Eq. 13. The term on the first line is from the upper limit of

integration in Eq. 10 and retains the same k∓ϕ∓ dependence as the nonlinear drive in Eqs. 10 and 11. This term

therefore represents the response of the plasma at the frequency and wavenumber of the nonlinear drive, which is called

the particular solution. The resulting Alfvénic quasimodes are not constrained by the Alfvén dispersion relation. By

contrast, the terms on the second line have no ϕ∓ dependence, but depend on ϕ± both explicitly and through the

N̄±(ζ+, ζ−) Fourier amplitude and ζ0± initial condition. These ζ± modes are therefore normal modes satisfying the

Alfvén dispersion ω = ∓k∥VA. This response at the normal mode frequency, known as the homogeneous solution,

includes both the normal modes in the initial condition and an integral term; the latter is present due to the lower

limit of integration imposed to satisfy the initial condition at t = 0. Note that this second homogeneous term is not

needed if the chosen initial conditions ζ0± are already an exact solution to Eq. 6. These definitions of the particular

and homogeneous solutions are taken from the mathematics of differential equations (Edwards et al. 2018). Finally,

the third line combines terms from the upper and lower integration limits into a ϕ+ − ϕ− = 2VAt dependence, which

as we will see in Section 4.2 is problematic for Elsasser symmetry. This secularly growing term contains interactions

between mode pairs with k∓ values that add up to zero, which corresponds to the case where the nonlinear drive is at

the normal mode frequency and wavenumber. A factor of one minus the Kronecker delta function δk∓ is used in the

particular and homogeneous solutions to exclude this resonance.

The fact that the solution has these three distinct parts is a key result of this paper, summarized in Fig. 1. For

conceptual simplicity, Fig. 1 considers only a subset of the system described by Eq. 13: a single Fourier mode “a”

interacts with Fourier mode “b” to produce mode “c.” To better relate Eq. 13 to Fig. 1, we perform an additional

Fourier transform of Eq. 13 over ϕ± and note that
∫∞
−∞

∫∞
−∞ dk∥dω =

∫∞
−∞

∫∞
−∞ 2VAdk+dk− to obtain:

ζ± =− iVA

π

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞

[
1− δk∥±ω/VA

] N̆±(ζ+, ζ−)

k∥VA ± ω
ei(k∥z−ωt)dk∥dω

+ ζ0± +
iVA

π

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞

[
1− δk∥±ω/VA

] N̆±(ζ+, ζ−)

k∥VA ± ω
eik∥(z±VAt)dk∥dω

∓ VAt

√
2

π

∫ ∞

−∞
N̆±(ζ+, ζ−)

∣∣∣∣
ω=∓k∥VA

eik∥(z±VAt)dk∥

(14)

As in Eq. 13, the three lines of Eq. 14 represent the particular, homogeneous, and secular solutions respectively. The

notation N̆±(ζ+, ζ−) is used to indicate the 2D Fourier transform of the nonlinear operator result over both z and t;

this quantity absorbs the factor of 2VA from the change in the variables of integration. Resonant interactions produce

the normal modes described by the third line of Eq. 14 that grow with time; meanwhile, quasimodes described by the

first line result from nonresonant interactions, which means that they appear immediately whenever the associated

nonlinear drive is present. This does not invalidate our chosen initial condition because the homogeneous solution

cancels the particular solution at t = 0. To see this, note that the particular and homogeneous integrals in Eq. 14 are

identical except for the time dependence and an overall sign flip. The factor of ω in the denominator of both solutions

is the frequency of the quasimode in the particular solution. The sinusoidal phase of k∥ (z ± VAt) = (k+ + k−)ϕ± in

the homogeneous term has the same parallel wavenumber as the nonlinear drive but is at the associated normal mode

frequency, as indicated in Fig. 1. As long as k∥ ̸= 0, this sinusoidal dependence will be different for the ζ+ and ζ−
solution, leading to two distinct normal modes.

We note here that WT theory does not contain or consider all three parts of the solution summarized in Fig. 1.

Traditional WT theory (Galtier et al. 2000, 2001) considers only the interaction of resonant triads, which consist of

normal modes satisfying the Alfvén dispersion relation; the theory does not contain Alfvénic quasimodes. Therefore,

the only interaction from our solution allowed in WT theories is a subset of the secular solution in which one of the
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c0=−V A(ka∥±kb∥)ω

Particular solution – response 
of the plasma at the frequency of 
the nonlinear drive (quasimodes)

Homogeneous solution –
response of the plasma at the 
frequency of the normal mode

Special case: Non-linear drive is at the normal 
mode frequency → secularly growing mode

⃗k c⊥= k⃗a⊥± k⃗b⊥
k c∥=k a∥±k b∥

ωc=ωa±ωb

Eb≠Ev Eb=Ev

Eb=Ev

ωc0≠0(if )

ωc0≠0(if )

ω c0=+V A (ka∥±kb∥)

ζ+

ζ−

(       mode)

(       mode)

ζ+

ζ−

(       mode)

(       mode)

c= a± b=−V A (k a∥±kb∥)ω ω ω

ζ+

ζ−

(       mode)

(       mode)

c= a± b=+V A (k a∥±k b∥)ω ω ω

Figure 1. Three different components of the solution (particular, homogeneous, secular) described by Eq. 14. Mode “c”
represents the secondary mode that arises from the interactions of primary modes “a” and “b.” Since ζ+ (ζ−) normal modes
propagate to the left (right) with the dispersion relation ω = −k∥VA (ω = +k∥VA), each of these two cases is noted for the
homogeneous and secular solutions. Alfvénic quasimodes that make up the particular solution need not follow the Alfvén wave
dispersion relation. The special case of the stationary 2D normal mode (ωc0 = 0) is discussed in Section 4.2.

interacting modes has ω = k∥VA = 0. Alfvénic quasimodes interacting to produce a secularly growing normal mode is

not allowed in WT theory, as this set of modes does not form a resonant triad.

Also unlike WT theory, individual secular modes are not set up a priori as a closed-form solution with slowly varying

amplitudes; to see this result in our formalism, we must instead consider multiple individual interactions which yield an

expansion for the mode amplitude in powers of t; this will be the subject of a future publication. In the present paper,

we are not trying to construct a closed-form solution to Eq. 6; such a solution is not required to show the relationship

between broken Elsasser symmetry due to initial conditions and net-negative residual energy generation. It is therefore

not necessary to adopt a random phase or closure approximation or assume that the nonlinear interactions remain

weak. Eqs. 10, 13, and 14 are therefore valid for any reduced MHD system that is well-described by our initial

conditions and Fourier representation.

4. PHYSICS OF RESIDUAL ENERGY GENERATION

Since Elsasser symmetry is broken when our initial condition is applied in Eq. 10, we expect the system to have net

residual energy. We now examine the various terms in Eq. 14 to see where this residual energy lies. Note that per

Eqs. 4a and 4b, this means that we need to examine the difference between δv⊥ ∼ ζ++ζ− and δb⊥ ∼ ζ+−ζ−. It follows

that if a mode only contributes to a single Elsasser potential (ζ+ or ζ−), it does not contain residual energy. We will

examine the particular solution in Section 4.1 and the homogeneous and secular solutions in Section 4.2 to show that

while the particular solution can be Elsasser symmetric per the requirements in Section 2, initial conditions break the

symmetry of the homogeneous and secular solutions. For scale-local interactions this symmetry breaking preferentially

produces negative residual energy in stationary 2D normal modes. Finally, in Section 4.3 and 4.4 we show how the
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presence of secular terms that grow in space rather than time can, upon subsequent interactions, break the symmetry

of the particular solution, also leading to net-negative residual energy generation in scale-local interactions.

4.1. Particular Solution

To examine the residual energy in the particular solution, we rewrite the first line of Eq. 14 as the sum and difference

of the two Elsasser potentials:

(ζ+ ± ζ−)particular =
VA

π

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞

[
1− δk2

∥−(ω/VA)2

]
P̆±(ζ+, ζ−)e

i(k∥z−ωt)dk∥dω

− i√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞

[
1− δk∥

] N̆+(ζ+, ζ−)

k∥

∣∣∣∣
ω=k∥VA

eik∥(z−VAt)dk∥

∓ i√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞

[
1− δk∥

] N̆−(ζ+, ζ−)

k∥

∣∣∣∣
ω=−k∥VA

eik∥(z+VAt)dk∥

(15)

where the second and third terms represent ζ+ quasimodes moving to the right with ω = k∥VA and ζ− quasimodes

moving to the left with ω = −k∥VA respectively. Quasimodes that fit this description were recently observed in a

numerical simulation where they were referred to as anomalous fluctuations (Yang et al. 2023). These are not normal

modes because for our choice of sign convention, a normal mode Alfvén wave traveling to the right (left) must be

polarized as ζ− (ζ+) to be an exact solution to Eq. 1, which means that the mode has anti-correlated (correlated)

magnetic and velocity fluctuations. The combination of the ζ− (ζ+) quasimode on line 3 (2) of Eq. 15 and a ζ+
(ζ−) normal mode from the corresponding homegenous or secular solution in Eq. 14 can then contain residual energy.

Per the argument in the second to last paragraph of Section 2, any such residual energy breaks Elsasser symmetry;

however, this residual energy is unlikely to be very important. If the system is dominated by resonant interactions,

the growing secular component of the mode in question, which contains no residual energy, will be significantly larger

than the other terms. Meanwhile, in a system dominated by nonresonant interactions, there are likely to be many

more possible quasimodes with ω ̸= ∓k∥VA than modes that satisfy the dispersion relation. Thus, the remainder of

this section will consider residual energy arising from the particular solution alone, which will come from the first line

in Eq. 15.

This first line encompasses terms that contribute to both ζ+ and ζ− in the particular solution. Here, the particular

solution nonlinear operator P̆±(ζ+, ζ−) is defined as:

P̆±(ζ+, ζ−) = iF̆(ζ+, ζ−)

[
−1

ω + k∥VA
± 1

ω − k∥VA

]
+ iM̆(ζ+, ζ−)

[
−1

ω + k∥VA
∓ 1

ω − k∥VA

]
(16)

Eqs. 15 and 16 together with Eqs. 4a and 4b imply that for ω ̸= ∓k∥VA, δv̆⊥ ∼ P̆+(ζ+, ζ−) and δb̆⊥ ∼ P̆−(ζ+, ζ−).

In other words, the expressions for the magnetic and velocity fluctuations differ only by the combinations of k∥ and

ω present in the P̆± operator. These differences imply that a given quasimode can carry either negative or positive

residual energy, which is indicated in Fig. 1 by the note that Eb ̸= Ev for each individual mode that only appears in

the particular solution. Because the sinusoidal dependence will be the same for both versions of Eq. 15, we also expect

the magnetic and velocity fluctuations of Alfvénic quasimodes to be highly correlated.

We next examine the Elsasser symmetry of the particular solution for ω ̸= ∓k∥VA, i.e. keeping only the first line

of Eq. 15. The z ⇄ VAt part of the variable interchange has the same effect as interchanging integration variables

ω ⇄ −k∥VA in the sinusoidal exponent. To ensure this causes the solutions for magnetic and velocity fluctuations

to swap, i.e. ζ+ + ζ− ⇄ ζ+ − ζ−, we therefore require that P̆+(ζ+, ζ−) ⇄ P̆−(ζ+, ζ−) under the variable interchange

ω ⇄ −k∥VA plus any optional supplementary transformation. Examining the form of Eq. 16, we can see that this will

be true as long as the F̆(ζ+, ζ−) and M̆(ζ+, ζ−) operators (or equivalently the N̆±(ζ+, ζ−) operators) pick up a negative

sign under the variable interchange ω ⇄ −k∥VA plus optional supplementary transformation. This is equivalent to

saying that the inverse transform N±(ζ+, ζ−) picks up a negative sign under the variable interchange z ⇄ VAt plus

optional supplementary transformation; this matches our expectations from the analysis of the Elsasser symmetry of

Eq. 6 at the start of Section 2. Therefore, the particular solution given by the first line of Eq. 15 can be Elsasser

symmetric, and it has the same requirements for Elsasser symmetry as the original Eq. 6. This symmetry can be

broken by initial conditions, as we will see in Section 4.4.
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4.2. Homogeneous and Secular Solutions

The homogeneous and secular terms in Eq. 14 are made up of normal modes which, as long as k∥ ̸= 0 in the

sinusoidal dependence, will contribute only to ζ+ or only to ζ− and by themselves contain no net residual energy. This

is indicated in Fig. 1 by the note that Eb = Ev for each of these normal modes in the solution. However, there is also

a special case corresponding to a stationary 2D normal mode noted. We will now examine this special case to show

that scale-local interactions preferentially produce net-negative residual energy in these ω = k∥VA = 0 modes.

A stationary 2D normal mode arises in the homogeneous solution when a ζ+ mode interacts with a ζ− mode of the

same |k∥|, producing a k∥ = 0 quasimode in the particular solution with finite ω, and a corresponding ω = k∥VA = 0

mode in the homogeneous solution on both Elsasser potentials. This ω = k∥VA = 0 mode is the k∥ = 0 (i.e. k+ = −k−)

contribution to the integral on the second line of Eq. 14. Per the argument in the second to last paragraph of Section 2,

the presence of the stationary 2D normal mode on both ζ+ and ζ− breaks Elsasser symmetry; thus it is not surprising

that this mode carries residual energy. By using Eq. 14 to calculate ζ+±ζ−, we can show that the velocity fluctuations

in this mode are proportional to an integral over M̆(ζ+, ζ−)/ω while the magnetic fluctuations are proportional to

an integral over F̆(ζ+, ζ−)/ω, where ω is the frequency of the quasimode that our stationary 2D normal mode must

cancel at t = 0, and both operators are evaluated at k∥ = 0. A similar dependence may be seen for stationary 2D

normal modes in the secular solution on line three of Eq. 14, with velocity fluctuations proportional to M̆(ζ+, ζ−) and

magnetic fluctuations proportional to F̆(ζ+, ζ−), where both operators are evaluated at ω = k∥VA = 0. These secular

ω = k∥VA = 0 modes are produced when the interacting ζ+ and ζ− modes have frequencies and parallel wavenumbers

that both sum to zero or both subtract to zero. Thus for both the homogeneous and secular solutions, residual energy

in stationary 2D normal modes crucially depends on the difference between the F̆ and M̆ operators.

To better understand the difference between these operators, it is useful to consider a simplified situation in which

modes “a” and “b,” which each have a well-defined perpendicular wavenumber, interact to produce mode “c.” In this

case, the Fourier transforms of Eqs. 8b and 8c may be written as:

F̆(ζa+, ζb−)=
−ẑ

4VA
· (ka⊥ × kb⊥) ζ̆a+ ⊛ ζ̆b− (17a)

M̆(ζa+, ζb−)=
−ẑ

4VA
· (ka⊥ × kb⊥)

k2a⊥ − k2b⊥
k2c⊥

ζ̆a+ ⊛ ζ̆b− (17b)

where ⊛ represents the convolution operator. We note that these expressions are consistent with derivations of the

interaction coefficient that are often the first step in WT theories (e.g. Schekochihin (2022) Eq. A4, A5, Nazarenko

(2011) Eq. 14.9, 14.10).

Eqs. 17a and 17b show that the F̆ and M̆ operators only differ by the important fraction (k2a⊥ − k2b⊥)/k
2
c⊥. This

term can also be expressed as (ka⊥ + kb⊥) · (ka⊥ − kb⊥)/|kc⊥|2, a dot product between two possible secondary mode

wavenumbers. This term could in principle have any value, however, with two critical assumptions it can be argued that

it is small for most interactions in the system: i) Energy in our system is transferred from large to small scales, implying

that for most interactions |kc⊥| = max(|ka⊥ + kb⊥|, |ka⊥ − kb⊥|) and therefore (k2a⊥ − k2b⊥)/k
2
c⊥ ≤ 1 and ii) Scale

locality: modes of similar perpendicular scale are more likely to interact than modes of disparate scales, so ka⊥ ∼ kb⊥.

Both of these assumptions are commonly employed by leading MHD turbulence theories (Goldreich & Sridhar 1995;

Boldyrev 2005), and a theoretical proof of scale locality for a suitable power law scaling was performed by Aluie &

Eyink (2010). The shell-to-shell (scale-to-scale) energy transfer function is found in simulations to primarily involve

modes of similar perpendicular scales (Alexakis et al. 2007; Debliquy et al. 2005), although some non-local interactions

are also present (Meyrand et al. 2016). With these assumptions in place, we can see the magnetic fluctuations (∼ F̆)

of the stationary 2D normal mode will be much greater than the velocity fluctuations (∼ M̆) because the velocity

fluctuations are multiplied by an extra factor of (k2a⊥ − k2b⊥)/k
2
c⊥. When the interactions in question are precisely

scale-local, this factor will be zero and the stationary 2D normal modes in the homogeneous and secular solutions will

be purely magnetic.

Purely magnetic stationary 2D normal modes in the homogeneous and secular solutions are a direct consequence

of the breaking of Elsasser symmetry by an initial condition that is not an exact solution to Eq. 6. As shown in

Section 3, these modes arise in whole or in part due to the lower limit of integration in Eq. 10 that is key to the

symmetry breaking. To better understand how this choice of an initial condition is related to residual energy, it is

useful to consider what happens if in lieu of an initial condition that is not an exact solution at t = 0 we implement
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a boundary condition that is not an exact solution at z = 0; this switch is accomplished by changing the lower limit

of integration in Eq. 10 from ϕ± to −ϕ±. The phase argument in the homogeneous solution in Eq. 14 then becomes

±(k+ − k−)ϕ± = ∓ω(z/VA ± t), leading to a stationary 2D normal mode when ω = 0 (i.e. k+ = k−). Following the

same procedure used in the second paragraph of this section, velocity fluctuations in this mode are proportional to an

integral over F̆(ζ+, ζ−)/k∥ while the magnetic fluctuations are proportional to an integral over M̆(ζ+, ζ−)/k∥, where

both operators are now evaluated at ω = 0, and k∥ is the wavenumber of the quasimode that cancels our stationary 2D

normal mode at z = 0. Therefore, for scale local interactions, we will now have purely kinetic stationary 2D normal

modes in the homogeneous solution. In the secular solution, the ∓(ϕ+ − ϕ−) = ∓2VAt factor in Eqs. 13 and 14 will

change to (ϕ+ + ϕ−) = 2z. The sign change in this factor means that the velocity fluctuations in the secular solution

are now proportional to F̆(ζ+, ζ−) and magnetic fluctuations are proportional to M̆(ζ+, ζ−), where both operators are

evaluated at ω = k∥VA = 0. An ω = k∥VA = 0 mode, which grows in space rather than in time, will now be purely

kinetic when it is produced by scale local interactions.

Secular modes with ω = ∓k∥VA ̸= 0 also pose a problem for Elsasser symmetry. Secular modes grow in time, which

means that the system must also include corresponding modes that grow in space in order to be Elsasser symmetric.

But, as is evident from Eq. 14, in an initial value problem with a nonlinear drive at t = 0, only modes that vary with

time are produced at resonance. Elsasser symmetry is correspondingly broken, and we expect the system to have net

residual energy. This residual energy lies in the particular solution, as we will see in Section 4.4.

4.3. Three Mode Nonresonant Interaction

As a result of secular terms that grow in time and not space due to a choice of non-equilibrium initial conditions,

we expect subsequent interactions involving these terms to lead to a time-dependent nonlinear drive. This time

dependence can then break the symmetry of the particular solution. To explore this, it is necessary to calculate the

particular solution response to said nonlinear drive. We begin with a simple model for a single term in that drive:

ζa+ζb− =
fc(t)

ka⊥kb⊥
cos (kc∥z − ωct+ θc) (18)

which arises from the nonlinear interaction of modes “a” and “b” in the system, producing quasimode “c.” Here, ωc

and kc∥ are the frequency and parallel wavenumber of the nonlinear drive, respectively. The interaction is nonresonant

with ωc ̸= ∓kc∥VA. Normalization to the perpendicular wavenumbers of modes “a” and “b” is based on Eq. 3 and

ensures that fc(t), which depends on a product of the Elsasser amplitudes of the two primary modes, has units

of velocity squared. fc(t) is a function of t in order to capture the variation of the mode amplitude in time. As

mentioned in Section 4.2, this time dependence breaks Elsasser symmetry, and we wish to examine how this leads

to residual energy generation in the particular solution. Note that fc(t) and the phase factor θc can depend on the

perpendicular coordinates; we assume that this dependence takes a form that allows Eqs. 17a and 17b to be valid.

Fourier transforming the nonlinear drive given by ζa+ζb−:

ζ̆a+ ⊛ ζ̆b− =

√
2π

2ka⊥kb⊥

[
f̆c(ω − ωc)δ(k∥ − kc∥)e

iθc + f̆c(ω + ωc)δ(k∥ + kc∥)e
−iθc

]
(19)

here f̆c represents the Fourier transform of the function fc and δ is the Dirac delta function. Plugging this form into

the first line of Eq. 15, we integrate over k∥ and use Eqs. 16, 17a, and 17b to obtain:

(ζc+ ± ζc−)particular =
−iẑ√
2π

·
(
k̂a⊥ × k̂b⊥

)[∫ ∞

−∞
p±(0,∆ω + ωc, kc∥)f̆c(∆ω)ei(kc∥z−(∆ω+ωc)t+θc)d∆ω

+

∫ ∞

−∞
p±(0,∆ω − ωc,−kc∥)f̆c(∆ω)ei(−kc∥z−(∆ω−ωc)t−θc)d∆ω

] (20)

where we have also performed a substitution of variables ∆ω = ω − ωc in the first integral and ∆ω = ω + ωc in the

second integral. The parallel response function p±(ℓ, ω, k∥) captures factors resulting from the integration over the

parallel coordinate ϕ′
∓ in Eq. 10. This function depends on an integer argument ℓ and is defined as:

p±(ℓ, ω, k∥) =
1

4

[
−1

(ω + k∥VA)ℓ+1
± 1

(ω − k∥VA)ℓ+1
+

k2a⊥ − k2b⊥
k2c⊥

(
−1

(ω + k∥VA)ℓ+1
∓ 1

(ω − k∥VA)ℓ+1

)]
(21)
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Since we have assumed that the interactions are nonresonant, the ω ± k∥VA terms in the denominator of p± must

be finite. From the form of Eq. 20, this means that f̆c(ω) is nonzero only in a frequency window near zero; for each

frequency ∆ω contained within this window, |∆ω| < |ωc ± kc∥VA| must be satisfied to ensure that the frequency

broadening due to fc(t) does not lead to a resonant interaction. If ωc is close to a resonant frequency ±kc∥VA, then

|∆ω| must always be much smaller than both |ωc| and |kc∥VA|. This corresponds to the case of weakly interacting

modes (τA ≪ τnl) where the amplitude variation described by fc(t) is on a much slower timescale than the sinusoidal

dependence in Eq. 18. Alternatively, ωc may be far off resonance, in which case the timescale for amplitude variation

described by fc(t) may be of the same order as the sinusoidal dependence such that τA ∼ τnl. With both these physical

situations as options, we use the requirement |∆ω| < |ωc ± kc∥VA| to invoke the following Taylor expansion:

1

∆ω + ωc ± kc∥VA
=

∞∑
n=0

(−∆ω)n(
ωc ± kc∥VA

)n+1 (22)

The integral in Eq. 20 can now be performed by noting that:

1√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
(−∆ω)nf̆c(∆ω)e−i∆ωtd∆ω = (−i)nf (n)

c (t) (23)

where the notation f
(n)
c (t) indicates the nth derivative of the function fc(t). If fc(t) is an analytic function, it can

be represented by a convergent power series in the neighborhood of a time t = t0. As will be discussed in the

final paragraph of Section 5, such a series expansion for fc(t) in powers of t naturally arises due to the form of

nonlinear drive that is a consequence of the secular solution. We therefore approximate fc(t) here as the polynomial∑m
n=0

1
n!

[
f
(n)
c (t0)

]
(t− t0)

n, where the series has been truncated at n equal to an integer m, beyond which subsequent

terms are negligible due to series convergence. This truncation is equivalent to the assumption f
(n)
c (t) ≡ 0 for n > m.

Under this assumption, the series in Eq. 22 will converge because only terms in this series with n ≤ m will be associated

with a nonzero derivative of fc(t) via the integration step in Eq. 23. Consistent with this convergence, we expect the

Fourier transform of the polynomial approximation of f
(n)
c (t) to satisfy |∆ω| < |ωc±kc∥VA|. To see this, note that the

Fourier transform of tn is proportional to the nth derivative of the Dirac delta function. The polynomial approximation

will therefore Fourier transform into a sum of a finite number of these delta function derivatives, which by definition

will be nonzero only in a very narrow frequency range near zero. Therefore, we can use a polynomial approximation

of fc(t) in order to make the present derivation valid in any small time window in which fc(t) is an analytic function.

This procedure corresponds to limiting the time window over which fc(t) is allowed to vary, which ensures that there

is no frequency broadening of the nonlinear drive leading to a resonant interaction.

Following the Taylor expansion (Eq. 22) and integration (Eq. 23), Eq. 20 may be written as:

(ζc+ ± ζc−)particular = ẑ ·
(
k̂a⊥ × k̂b⊥

) ∞∑
n=0

(−i)(n+1)f (n)
c (t)

[
p±(n, ωc, kc∥)e

i(kc∥z−ωct+θc)

+p±(n,−ωc,−kc∥)e
i(−kc∥z+ωct−θc)

] (24)

Or equivalently using sine and cosine functions:

(ζc+ ± ζc−)particular = 2ẑ ·
(
k̂a⊥ × k̂b⊥

) ∞∑
n=0

(−1)n
[
f (2n)
c (t)p±(2n, ωc, kc∥) sin

(
kc∥z − ωct+ θc

)
−f (2n+1)

c (t)p±(2n+ 1, ωc, kc∥) cos
(
kc∥z − ωct+ θc

)] (25)

Eq. 25 splits modes “c” in the particular solution into two parts, one involving even-numbered derivatives of the fc(t)

function and the sine of the phase argument, and one involving odd-numbered derivatives and the cosine of the phase

argument. We can see from this equation along with Eqs. 4a and 4b that δvc⊥ is proportional to a sum involving p+
functions while δbc⊥ is proportional to a sum involving p− functions. Invoking the scale-locality assumption discussed

in Section 4.2, the first two terms in Eq. 21 are likely to dominate the last two in a case where there are many

interacting modes. For n = 0 (no time varying amplitudes), this means that the velocity fluctuations for each term in

the particular solution will be approximately proportional to k∥ while the magnetic fluctuations will be approximately
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proportional to ω. This result is consistent with our inferences from the physical arguments used to obtain Eq. 9. These

properties will be important for the discussion of the relationship between Elsasser symmetry and residual energy in

the next section.

4.4. Symmetry Breaking of the Particular Solution

The form we used for ζa+ζb− in Section 4.3 is not Elsasser symmetric, even if fc(t) is set to a constant value. We

can, however, construct an illustrative example of a nonlinear drive where the symmetry may hold:

ζ+ζ− =
∑
c

fc(t)

ka⊥kb⊥

[
cos

(
kc∥z − ωct+ θc

)
− cos

(
−ωc

VA
z + kc∥VAt+ θc

)]
(26)

where the sum is over all nonresonant modes “c” resulting from the coupling of all mode pairs “a” and “b.” Eq. 26

is designed following the physical arguments in the second to last paragraph of Section 2 such that modes with

|ωc| < |kc∥VA| and modes with |ωc| > |kc∥VA| will be driven in the system in equal proportion. If fc(t) is set to a

constant, Eq. 26 is symmetric under the simultaneous variable interchange ζ− → −ζ− and z ⇄ VAt (both sides pick

up a negative sign). However, a system consisting only of constant amplitude quasimodes will be difficult to construct

because the large number of modes present is likely to include a combination that produces a resonant interaction;

given our initial conditions, this leads to time-dependent mode amplitudes and non-constant fc(t). In this context,

we must consider non-constant fc(t) and should view Eq. 26 as the portion of the nonlinear drive that produces the

particular solution. For this form of ζ+ζ− we can use Eq. 25 to write the particular solution as:

(ζ+ ± ζ−)particular =
∑
c

2ẑ ·
(
k̂a⊥ × k̂b⊥

) ∞∑
n=0

(−1)n
{
f (2n)
c (t)

[
p±(2n, ωc, kc∥) sin

(
kc∥z − ωct+ θc

)
+p∓

(
2n, ωc, kc∥

)
sin

(
−ωc

VA
z + kc∥VAt+ θc

)]
−f (2n+1)

c (t)p±(2n+ 1, ωc, kc∥)

[
cos

(
kc∥z − ωct+ θc

)
− cos

(
−ωc

VA
z + kc∥VAt+ θc

)]}
(27)

where we have used the identities i) p±

(
2n,−kc∥VA,− ωc

VA

)
= −p∓

(
2n, ωc, kc∥

)
and ii) p±

(
2n+ 1,−kc∥VA,− ωc

VA

)
=

p±
(
2n+ 1, ωc, kc∥

)
; these can be proven by closely examining the form of p± in Eq. 21. Recall that the p+ (p−)

function appears as the amplitude of the velocity (magnetic) fluctuations associated with a single mode in Eq. 25;

thus, the first identity expresses the fact that the magnetic and velocity fluctuations of the mode interchange when

z ⇄ VAt. Identity (i) is therefore both an mathematical expression of Elsasser symmetry and a generalization of Eq. 9

to the case where the interactions may not be scale-local. Note, however, that when f
(2n+1)
c (t) ̸= 0 for any integer n,

identity (ii) must also be considered, and this portion of the particular solution is not Elsasser symmetric because the

associated magnetic and velocity fluctuations do not swap when z ⇄ VAt.

It is clear from this physical argument and the form of Eq. 27 that the particular solution is Elsasser symmetric if

and only if fc(t) is set to a constant. We can see this as follows: In this case, only the first two lines are nonzero, and

only for n = 0. The second line has the same sinusoidal dependence as the first with z ⇄ VAt, and the p± functions

on each line swap under the ζ− → −ζ− negation. Thus we are left with the same two terms under the simultaneous

variable interchange. But once we account for the expected variation fc(t) with t, both this added time dependence

and the terms on the third and fourth lines may break the symmetry.

Consistent with this, there is no net residual energy generation for constant fc(t); the root mean square of both

sinusoidal terms will be 1/
√
2, and < δv⊥

2 > and < δb⊥
2 > will both be proportional to p+(0, ωc, kc∥)

2+p−(0, ωc, kc∥)
2.

However, when fc(t) is not constant in time, the third and fourth terms may become important, with p+(2n+1, ωc, kc∥)

contributing to the velocity fluctuations and p−(2n+ 1, ωc, kc∥) to the magnetic fluctuations.

Assuming scale locality, |p−(2n+ 1, ωc, kc∥)| > |p+(2n+ 1, ωc, kc∥)|, which may be seen by noting that the denomi-

nators of the important first two terms in Eq. 21 are always positive for ℓ = 2n+ 1. This means that for this part of

the particular solution, we expect the energy in the magnetic fluctuations to be larger than the energy in the velocity

fluctuations. This suggests that once secularly growing modes ∼ t are generated, then subsequent interactions will
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involve a time-dependent nonlinear drive and lead to the generation of net-negative residual energy. Even though the

key physics that can break Elsasser symmetry of a system is due to the presence of the secular modes (which grow in

time, not in space), the residual energy is held in the subsequently generated Alfvénic quasimodes of the particular

solution.

If we instead consider the alternate case of a boundary value problem with a condition specified at z = 0, secular

modes will grow in the parallel spatial direction rather than time (as discussed in Section 4.2). We can model this by

using fc(z) in lieu of fc(t) in our nonlinear drive. The result of the calculation in Section 4.3 will be extremely similar

with the roles of ω and k∥VA swapped. In Eq. 27 this swap leads to p±(2n + 1, ωc, kc∥) → p∓(2n + 1, ωc, kc∥) in the

third and fourth lines. In other words, normal modes growing in the parallel direction ∼ z lead to a space-dependent

nonlinear drive that produces quasimodes with net-positive residual energy. We note here that this alternate situation

is somewhat unphysical, as the modes growing in space would need to be fully developed at all times, including t = 0;

however, most real systems are not perfectly described by an initial value problem either. This exercise instead serves to

illustrate how initial and boundary conditions can break Elsasser symmetry, leading to net residual energy generation;

we will explore possible implications for real solar wind turbulence in the next section.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have identified a new symmetry of reduced MHD: the governing equations are symmetric under the simultaneous

interchange of variables δv ⇄ δb and z ⇄ VAt (or δv ⇄ −δb and z ⇄ −VAt), and systems that break this symmetry

have net residual energy. We demonstrate that a non-equilibrium initial condition breaks the symmetry in a way that

preferentially leads to net-negative residual energy generation in scale-local interactions. This potentially opens up a

new area of magnetized plasma turbulence research, as further exploration of the new Elsasser symmetry as well as

the addition of quasimodes to existing theories may yield new insights. Several examples are discussed below.

Our analysis of the reduced MHD equations with an initial condition applied that is not an exact solution at

t = 0 contains both a particular solution at the frequency of the nonlinear drive and a homogeneous solution at the

frequency of the associated normal mode. The particular solution that arises from a constant amplitude nonlinear

drive may contain either positive or negative residual energy, depending on the relationship between the phase speed

of each driven secondary mode and the phase speed of an Alfvén normal mode. At the resonance where the nonlinear

drive matches the normal mode frequency, secularly growing Alfvén normal modes are produced. Due to the chosen

initial conditions, these modes grow in time and not in space, breaking Elsasser symmetry. Subsequent scale-local

interactions then involve a time-dependent nonlinear drive, which preferentially produces Alfvénic quasimodes with

negative residual energy. Broken Elsasser symmetry is also evident in ω = k∥VA = 0 stationary 2D normal modes

produced by scale-local interactions, as the chosen initial condition requires these modes to be purely magnetic. By

contrast, in the equivalent boundary value problem Elsasser symmetry is broken in the opposite way, leading to

net-positive residual energy generation by scale-local interactions.

Our results are consistent with prior work that shows that Alfvénic quasimodes resulting from nonlinear interactions

can contain either positive or negative residual energy (Howes & Nielson 2013); this physics has also recently been

corroborated in laboratory experiments (M. Abler, 2024). These quasimodes are not freely propagating Alfvén waves

but retain some Alfvén wave properties such as incompressability and a high degree of correlation between magnetic

and velocity fluctuations, consistent with solar wind observations. This suggests that the answer to the question of

the fundamental nature of the observed solar wind fluctuations may be that the solar wind is dominated by Alfvénic

quasimodes that exist only in the presence of the nonlinear driving terms.

Also consistent with the physical picture presented in this manuscript, net-negative residual energy is commonly

observed in prior simulation studies. Many of these studies e.g. (Oughton et al. 1994; Muller & Grappin 2005; Bigot

et al. 2008; Boldyrev & Perez 2009; Mininni & Pouquet 2009) initialize modes with equal amounts of energy in magnetic

and velocity fluctuations in a periodic box, a physical situation that can be represented by the initial value problem

considered in Section 3 of this manuscript that leads to net-negative residual energy generation. As explained at the

end of Section 4.4, the corresponding net-positive residual energy case contains modes that grow in space which must

be fully developed at t = 0; the impracticality of setting this up in a numerical simulation may explain why net-positive

residual energy systems are not typically reported in the literature. While these general comparisons with existing

simulations are promising, more detailed theory/simulation comparisons of the early time evolution for more specific

initial and boundary conditions (as done in Nielson et al. (2013)) are planned as a benchmark for our theoretical

results. We recently conducted such a comparison for the case of two overlapping Alfvén waves in a periodic box
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and found that, as in Nielson et al. (2013), the essential RMHD dynamics are the same in both the calculation and

simulation; this will be presented as part of a future publication.

Our conclusion that net residual energy can be generated by a symmetry breaking in reduced MHD provides some

clues that may be applicable to real turbulent systems such as the solar wind, where net-negative residual energy is

also observed. For example, our association of net-negative residual energy with an initial value problem at t = 0 and

net-positive residual energy with the equivalent boundary value problem at z = 0 (Sections 4.2 and 4.4) suggests that

the real solar wind case is closer to the former than the latter. The fact that the initial condition considered in this

manuscript is not an exact solution to the reduced MHD equations may also have an analogue in the solar wind. For

example, if at its origin at the solar corona, a parcel of solar wind plasma already contains a small z+ component

in addition to the dominant z− component (where z− normal modes propagate away from the sun), an initial state

that is not an exact solution could be generated. Alternately, the expansion of the solar wind (Meyrand et al. 2023)

could modify solar wind turbulence to continuously generate states that are not exact solutions to Eq. 6, and negative

residual energy could be generated upon subsequent nonlinear evolution of the plasma parcel. A third possibility in

which the solar wind consists almost entirely of z− fluctuations at its origin and the minority z+ fluctuations are

primarily produced by reflection at the Alfvén critical point (Chandran & Hollweg 2009) would require initial and

boundary conditions that are not considered by the present manuscript. Therefore, an interesting area for future

work is an extension of the present calculation to these and other sets of assumptions. In the Fourier decomposition

considered in this manuscript, nonlinear terms are simultaneously present at every point in space; a different physical

situation with a spatially varying nonlinear drive can be used to test how Alfvénic quasimodes change character as they

enter a region where this varying nonlinear drive supports a different set of quasimodes. Possible choices for future

work include initial and boundary conditions similar to laboratory experiments (Drake et al. 2016; M. Abler, 2024;

C. H. K. Chen, 2024) or the case of two interacting Alfvénic wavepackets simulated by Verniero & Howes (2018). Since

real turbulent systems may also include a subdominant compressive component, resistivity, viscosity and/or kinetic

physics, examining how these physical effects may break Elsasser symmetry is also a promising future direction. We

might expect physics that has been previously shown to be of negligible importance to the turbulent cascade in the solar

wind (e.g. compressive fluctuations (Goldreich & Sridhar 1995; Schekochihin et al. 2019)) to break Elsasser symmetry

differently than other effects (e.g. kinetic effects at ion scales (Grošelj et al. 2019)) that play a more central role.

Other fundamental questions about Elsasser symmetry are also ripe for follow-on work. For example, while we

demonstrated in Section 2 that an Elsasser symmetric system cannot have net residual energy, we have not proven

the converse. As discussed in that section, modes with positive and negative residual energy exist in equal proportion

in an system with no net residual energy, and under the simultaneous variable interchange each mode will transform

into one of the opposite type. However, each type of mode will only exactly transform into the other, as required for

Elsasser symmetry, if there exists a supplementary coordinate transformation that can eliminate any discrepancy in

the sinusoidal phases. We postulate that such a transformation exists for any zero net residual energy system, but

proof of this conjecture is left to future work.

Future work may also focus on the closure issues associated with the secular term. Formally, the right side of Eq. 14

is no longer a Fourier decomposition due to the factor of t in the secular term. These secular modes lead to a nonlinear

operator proportional to t times a sinusoidal dependence, which at resonance leads to terms of power t2 in the secular

solution; the continuation of this logic will clearly cause even higher powers of t and hence a closure problem. To avoid

this problem in Section 4.3, we modeled the nonlinear drive that results from this time variation by the function fc(t);

a closed form solution will therefore yield the form for fc(t) for each mode in the system’s nonlinear drive. A possible

way to attack this is to borrow multiple scale methods from WT theory in which the mode amplitudes are taken to

be slowly varying compared to the fluctuating component (Galtier et al. 2000). Insights from this exercise, which will

essentially add Alfvénic quasimodes to WT theory, may then motivate any further mathematical development required

to obtain a closed-form solution to the more general case. This assumes of course that such a solution is possible,

which is a question left to future work.
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