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[1] The adiabatic transport process is introduced into our recently developed three‐
dimensional physics‐based electron radiation belt model (STEERB, Storm‐Time Evolution
of Electron Radiation Belt) via adopting a time‐varying Hilmer‐Voigt geomagnetic field.
The current STEERB model contains more complete physical processes: adiabatic transport,
radial diffusion, and various in situ wave‐particle interactions. In particular, the influence
of adiabatic transport on storm time radiation belt electron dynamics is investigated by some
idealized simulations. It is found that the adiabatic transport alone (without plume hiss
and electromagnetic ion cyclotron (EMIC) waves) is unable to reproduce the observed
main phase loss of energetic outer radiation belt electron fluxes in the presence of a strong
chorus‐driven acceleration process. However, these adiabatic and nonadiabatic processes
for radiation belt electron dynamics are coupled to each other. The adiabatic transport,
together with radial diffusion and cyclotron resonant interactions with chorus, plume hiss,
and EMIC waves, contributes significantly to the main phase loss and the recovery phase
enhancement of energetic electron fluxes. In the absence of adiabatic transport, the energetic
outer radiation belt electron fluxes are found to be overestimated by a factor of 5–30 over
all the pitch angles during the main phase and to be underestimated by a factor of 2–5 at
larger pitch angles (ae > 50°) during the recovery phase. These numerical results suggest that
the adiabatic transport in a time‐varying geomagnetic field model should be incorporated
into the future radiation belt models for space weather application.
Citation: Su, Z., F. Xiao, H. Zheng, and S. Wang (2011), Radiation belt electron dynamics driven by adiabatic transport, radial
diffusion, and wave‐particle interactions, J. Geophys. Res., 116, A04205, doi:10.1029/2010JA016228.

1. Introduction
[2] The Earth’s electron radiation belt dynamics have
attracted considerable attention in recent years due to their
scientific and practical significance [Baker, 1996; Fok et al.,
2008]. Observations show that the outer radiation belt often
exhibits dramatic variabilities during magnetic storms (typically a rapid dropout during the main phase and a substantial
buildup during the recovery phase) [Friedel et al., 2002;
Reeves et al., 2003]. Such variations are often attributed to
the imbalance between various source and sink processes.
The most important topic of current research is to differentiate
among contributions of these competing physical mechanisms to radiation belt evolution.
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[3] These physical processes controlling radiation belt
electron dynamics can be generally classified into adiabatic
(reversible) and nonadiabatic (irreversible) types. Adiabatic
transport of electrons can occur in response to the storm time
geomagnetic field variations on a timescale associated with
the adiabatic invariants [Kim and Chan, 1997; Reeves et al.,
1998; Kim et al., 2010]. In fact, the irreversible variations
of electron fluxes are observed in many geomagnetic storms
[e.g., Baker et al., 1986; McAdams and Reeves, 2001; Reeves
et al., 2003], suggesting that nonadiabatic physical processes
can occur during storms. Radial diffusion driven by drift
resonance with ULF waves is traditionally considered to
control the radiation belt evolution [Falthammar, 1968;
Schulz and Lanzerotti, 1974; Elkington et al., 1999, 2003;
Hudson et al., 2000; Shprits et al., 2006]. The enhanced
inward and outward radial diffusion is able to accelerate
and decelerate a source population of electrons during storm
time [Green and Kivelson, 2004]. The Cluster observations
of energetic electron drift resonance with toroidal mode ULF
waves in the dayside magnetosphere have been presented
by Zong et al. [2007]. Degeling et al. [2008] demonstrated
that drift resonance with a burst of narrow band ULF waves
can generate relativistic electrons by nondiffusive radial
transport. Zong et al. [2009] reported that shock‐induced
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ULF waves can efficiently energize the radiation belt electrons (up to 2MeV) via drift resonance. Cyclotron resonant
interactions with various VLF/ELF waves, e.g., chorus, hiss,
and electromagnetic ion cyclotron (EMIC) waves, are often
invoked to be the in situ acceleration and loss mechanisms of radiation belt electrons [Horne and Thorne, 1998;
Summers et al., 1998, 2004, 2007a, 2007b; Roth et al., 1999;
Summers and Ma, 2000; Albert, 2003, 2005; Horne et al.,
2003a, 2005; Bortnik et al., 2006; Jordanova et al., 2008].
In addition, some works have revealed the nonlinear character
of energetic electron interactions with large amplitude chorus
[Nunn, 1974; Albert, 2002; Summers and Omura, 2007;
Bortnik et al., 2008] and EMIC waves [Albert and Bortnik,
2009].
[4] Global numerical models are required to understand
and forecast radiation belt dynamics. Many multidimensional
kinetic models for electron phase space density evolution
have been constructed. Beutier and Boscher [1995]; Varotsou
et al. [2005, 2008] proposed the first three‐dimensional (3‐D)
electron radiation belt model (Salammbô) including cyclotron wave‐particle interaction and radial diffusion. More
comprehensive 3‐D radiation belt electron diffusion models,
e.g., Versatile Radiation Belt (VERB) model [Shprits
et al., 2009; Subbotin and Shprits, 2009; Subbotin et al.,
2010] and Storm‐Time Evolution of Electron Radiation
Belt (STEERB) model [Su et al., 2010a; Xiao et al., 2010],
have been developed. Data‐driven 3‐D diffusion simulations
of radiation belt electron dynamics due to chorus wave‐
particle interaction and radial diffusion during the 9 October
1990 magnetic storm have been carried out [Albert et al.,
2009]. Bourdarie et al. [1997] presented the first four‐
dimensional (4‐D) electron radiation belt model with
incorporation of wave‐particle interactions and convective
transport. New 4‐D convection‐diffusion models for radiation belt electron dynamics, e.g., ring current‐atmosphere
interactions (RAM) model [Jordanova and Miyoshi, 2005]
and Radiation Belt Environment (RBE) model [Fok et al.,
2008], have also been implemented. The role of azimuthal
convection has been evaluated by Su et al. [2010d], and the
drift‐averaged simulations (ignoring the azimuthal convection) were found to be able to produce significant overestimate of energetic electron fluxes in some circumstances. All
of these radiation belt models used the full solutions of
multidimensional kinetic equations, while Tu et al. [2009]
presented a special model only based on the radial diffusion equation with some magnetic activity‐dependent source
and loss terms. In addition, some radiation belt models
[e.g., Ukhorskiy et al., 2006; Saito et al., 2010] have been
developed based on the test particle formulation in a time‐
dependent magnetic field model.
[5] All of the kinetic models for radiation belt dynamics
above except the RBE model [Fok et al., 2008] adopted a
static magnetic field model, and excluded the adiabatic
response of energetic electrons to magnetic field variation.
Recently, Su et al. [2010b] investigated the combined radial
diffusion and adiabatic transport of radiation belt electrons in
a time‐varying geomagnetic field model, and suggested that
adiabatic transport (instead of outward radial diffusion) can
be the dominant loss mechanism beyond 5RE. In this study,
we shall introduce the adiabatic transport into the STEERB
code via adopting a time‐varying magnetic field model. In

particular, the influence of adiabatic transport on radiation
belt electron dynamics shall be systematically investigated by
some test simulations.

2. Numerical Model
2.1. Basic Equation
[6] The three‐dimensional modified Fokker‐Planck equation [Schulz and Lanzerotti, 1974]
 "

 !#
@f
1 @ 
@f 
@f 
G hD i
þ hDp i 
¼
@t G @e p;L
@e p;L
@p e ;L
 "
 !#

1 @ 
@f 
@f 
G hDp i
þ hDpp i 
þ
G @pe ;L
@e p;L
@p e ;L

 !
DL* L* @f 
@ 
f
f
f

  
þ L*2

@L* ;J
L C W
L*2 @L* ;J

ð1Þ

is adopted to describe the radiation belt electron phase space
density (PSD) f evolution. The current model involves two
computational spaces: adiabatic invariant space (magnetic
momentum m, longitude invariant J, Roederer parameter L*)
and observable space (equatorial pitch angle ae, momentum
p, radial distance L). The first two terms on the right hand
side of equation (1) treat the local wave‐particle interaction
processes with the bounce‐averaged diffusion coefficients
in pitch angle hDaai, momentum hDppi and cross‐pitch angle
momentum hDapi = hDpai. For computational simplicity,
we evaluate the local wave‐particle interactions in a dipolar
geomagnetic field, and then the definitions of hDaai, hDppi,
hDai = hDpai and G(ae, p) are exactly same as those adopted
by Su et al. [2010a]. The third term on the right‐hand side
of equation (1) treats the radial diffusion process. The corresponding radial diffusion coefficient DL*L* is listed in the
earlier works [Su et al., 2010a, 2010b]. The last three terms
[Su et al., 2010a, 2010b] present the dominant loss mechanisms in the loss cone, near the Earth (L < 1.5), and in the slot
region, respectively. The electron lifetime t L related to precipitation loss is set to be a quarter of bouncing time in the loss
cone and infinite outside the loss cone. The electron lifetime
t C related to Coulomb scattering [Wentworth et al., 1959;
Lyons and Thorne, 1973] is given by
C ¼ 3  108 Ek ðMeVÞ
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L
4
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The electron lifetime t W in the slot region is empirically set
to be [Su et al., 2010a]
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with the plasmapause location Lpp = 5.6 − 0.46K*p and the
maximum Kp value Kp* in the preceding 24 h [Carpenter
and Anderson, 1992].
[7] Following our preceding work [Su et al., 2010b],
the Dst‐dependent Hilmer‐Voigt symmetric geomagnetic
field model [Hilmer and Voigt, 1995] is employed to obtain
the mapping relation between adiabatic invariant space and
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Figure 1. (a) Geomagnetic field lines in the meridian plane; (b‐j) Sample relations between adiabatic
invariants (m, J, L*) and observables (ae, Ek, L). The solid, dotted, dashed, dot‐dashed, and dot‐dot‐dashed
lines represent the simulation cases with Dst = −15, −30, −50, −100, and −120 nT, respectively.
I

observable space. The magnetic field B in a geocentric
spherical coordinates (r, , ) can be written as


B ¼ r  A ¼ r  A e ;

ð4Þ
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where B0 = 31200 nT, and r+, r−, B+ and B− are four Dst‐
dependent parameters [see Kim and Chan, 1997; Su et al.,
2010b]. The mapping relation between the two computational spaces is defined as
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where me is the electron rest mass; RE is the Earth’s radius;
Be is the equatorial magnetic field; sm and s′m denote mirror
points; ds represents the distance along the field line; dl
represents the guiding drift shell segment. For the azimuthally
symmetric geomagnetic field configuration, all the electrons
mirroring on the same field line have the same value of third
adiabatic invariant [Roederer, 1970]. In the current field
model, the relation between L* and L can be directly derived
from equations (5) and (8):
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The geomagnetic field configuration and sample relations
between adiabatic invariants and observables with different
Dst values are shown in Figure 1.
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Ek
fo ðt ¼ 0; ; J Þ ¼ f ðe ; Ek Þ  c 1 þ
E0

ð þ1Þ

sinq e ; ð12Þ

where d(t) is a time‐dependent normalized factor (given
in section 3); f (ae, Ek) is a kappa‐type distribution function
[Vasyliunas, 1968; Maksimovic et al., 1997a, 1997b; Viñas
et al., 2005; Xiao, 2006; Xiao et al., 2008a, 2008b, 2008c]
with a normalized constant c , q = 0.855, E0 = 3 keV, and
= 5 [Christon et al., 1988; Thorne et al., 2005; Su et al.,
2010a]. The boundary conditions in the observable space are
set to be
@f =@e ðe ¼ 0 Þ ¼ 0 @f =@e ðe ¼ 90 Þ ¼ 0

ð13Þ

f ðEk ¼ 0:1 MeVÞ ¼ fl ðt; e ; LÞ f ðEk ¼ 5:0 MeVÞ ¼ fu ðt; e ; LÞ;
ð14Þ

where f l (t, ae , L) and f u (t, ae , L) are determined self‐
consistently by the interpolations from (m, J, L*) space at
each step.
[10] The initial condition is given by solving the steady
radial diffusion equation with Kp = 2.0 and Dst = −15 nT
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Figure 2. (a) L‐dependent flux profiles of equatorially
trapped electrons with different kinetic energies (shown).
Pitch angle‐dependent flux profiles of (b) 1.0 and (c) 2.0 MeV
electrons at different L shells (shown).
2.2. Numerical Method
[8] Following our previous works [Su et al., 2010a,
2010b], the 3‐D modified Fokker‐Planck equation is solved
based on a split operator technique [Strang, 1968], in conjunction with the hybrid finite difference (HFD) method
[Su et al., 2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 2010c, 2010d, 2011; Xiao
et al., 2009, 2010] in the observable space, and the fully
implicit finite difference method in the adiabatic invariant
space. The mapping between the two computational spaces
is implemented by a spline interpolation method.
2.3. Boundary and Initial Conditions
[9] In the adiabatic invariant space, the inner and outer
boundary conditions are set to be
f ð L* ¼ 1Þ ¼ 0; f ð L* ¼ 7Þ ¼ fo ðt; ; J Þ:

ð10Þ

Figure 2 shows the profiles of obtained steady state radiation belt electron fluxes j = p2f in the observable space. The
L‐dependent configuration, inner and outer belts separated by
slot region (2–3 RE), can be clearly distinguished, generally
comparable to the previous observations [e.g., Thorne et al.,
2007]. The pitch angle anisotropy of ∼MeV electrons is
found to increase with L decreasing, consistent with the earlier measurements [see Thorne et al., 2005].

3. Numerical Results
[11] The numerical simulations of storm time radiation
belt electron dynamics with and without adiabatic transport
shall be performed. Following the earlier numerical studies
[Shprits and Thorne, 2004; Su et al., 2010a, 2010b], the time‐
dependent Kp and Dst (nT) indexes of an idealized storm are
assumed to be
8
0:0  t < 1:0 d
< 4t þ 2;
Kp ¼ ð4t þ 22Þ=3; 1:0  t < 4:0 d ;
:
2;
t  4:0 d

ð16Þ

8
< 105t  15; 0:0  t < 1:0 d
Dst ¼ 35t  155; 1:0  t < 4:0 d
:
15;
t  4:0 d

ð17Þ

The geomagnetic index Kp (Dst) is set to be 2 (−15 nT)
during the quite time and has the maximum (minimum) value
6 (−120 nT) during the storm time. The corresponding time‐
dependent factor d(t) for the outer boundary condition is
further assumed to be

In this study, fo(t, m, J) is assumed to be
fo ðt; ; J Þ ¼ ðt Þ fo ðt ¼ 0; ; J Þ

ð15Þ

ð11Þ
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Figure 3. Evolution of equatorially trapped electron PSD at m = (left) 500 and (right) 2000 MeV/G in the
adiabatic invariant space for (a and b) case A1, (c and d) case A2, (e and f) case B1, and (g and h) case B2.
d(t) is set to be less than 1 during the most geomagnetically
active periods (0.5 d < t < 1.5 d), which introduces the storm
time outer boundary losses related to other physical mechanisms (e.g., magnetopause shadowing effect) [Shprits and
Thorne, 2004; Shprits et al., 2006]. Note that the inflation
of drift shell due to the buildup of ring current can speed up
the magnetopause shadowing effect [Ukhorskiy et al., 2006].
[12] The current model mainly contains these physical
processes: adiabatic transport (AT), radial diffusion (RD),
cyclotron resonant interaction with chorus waves (CW),
plume hiss and EMIC waves (PW). Four simulation cases are
conducted for such an idealized storm: (A1) RD+CW; (A2)
AT+RD+CW; (B1) RD+CW+PW; (B2) AT+RD+CW+PW.
These simulation cases are further categorized into two
groups: (A) = {A1, A2} (without plume waves) and (B) =
{B1, B2} (with plume waves). The suffixes 1 and 2 denote the
simulation cases without and with adiabatic transport. The
turn on or off of adiabatic transport process is implemented by
adopting a time‐varying or static geomagnetic field model.

The chorus, plume hiss and EMIC waves are assumed to be
distributed from L = max(3, Lpp) to 7. These wave models are
the same as those adopted by Su et al. [2010a].
[13] Evolutions of equatorially trapped electron PSDs at
m = 500 and 2000 MeV/G for the four cases are shown in
Figure 3. The corresponding electron PSD profiles during the
main phase (t = 1.0 d) and recovery phase (t = 4.0 d) are
plotted in Figure 4. For all the four simulation cases, the
energetic electron PSDs exhibit significant (20–50 times)
enhancements after the model storm in the region 4 < L* < 6,
primarily due to the chorus‐driven acceleration [e.g., Albert
et al., 2009; Shprits et al., 2009; Su et al., 2010a]. The
comparison between groups A (without plume waves) and B
(with plume waves) indicates that incorporation of the plume
wave‐particle interaction can effectively deplete the PSDs
especially for the high‐energy electrons during the main
phase, consistent with the previous numerical studies [e.g., Li
et al., 2007; Shprits et al., 2009; Su et al., 2010a]. The
comparison between simulation cases in each group shows
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Figure 4. Equatorially trapped electron PSD profiles at m = (top) 500 and (bottom) 2000 MeV/G in the
adiabatic invariant space during (left) the main phase and (right) the recovery phase for cases A1 (dotted),
A2 (dashed), B1 (dot‐dashed), and B2 (dot‐dot‐dashed). The solid lines represent the steady state.
that ignoring the adiabatic transport process generally leads
to the underestimate of energetic electron PSDs throughout
the storm. During the main phase (t = 1.0 d), the PSD
underestimate factors at m = 500 and 2000 MeV/G for both
groups A and B are about 20–100 in the heart of outer
radiation belt. Note that the kinetic energies of electrons
possessing the constant adiabatic invariants decrease with
Dst decreasing in the simulation CasesA2 and B2 (see
Figure 1). During the recovery phase (t = 4.0 d), the PSD
underestimate factor at m = 500 and 2000 MeV/G is about
2 and 5, respectively, for each group in the center of the outer
radiation belt. According to Liouville’s theorem, the adiabatic transport alone (without other nonadiabatic processes)
does not change the PSD function in the adiabatic invariant
space. The current simulation results indicate that the adiabatic and nonadiabatic processes are coupled to each other,
and that adiabatic transport, together with other nonadiabatic
processes, can obviously affect the PSD function. In other
words, the adiabatic process can influence the nonadiabatic
processes via changing the electron distribution function in
the observable space, and in turn the nonadiabatic processes
can affect the adiabatic process via changing the electron
distribution function in the adiabatic invariant space. The
incorporation of a time‐varying, activity‐dependent magnetic field model can ultimately affect the PSD function in
the adiabatic invariant space via changing the efficiency of
nonadiabatic processes. Note that such interactions between
the adiabatic and nonadiabatic processes are numerically
implemented by the mapping between the adiabatic invariant
and observable spaces at each time step.
[14] Figure 5 shows the evolutions of equatorially trapped
electron fluxes j = p2f at Ek = 1.0 and 2.0 MeV for the four
cases. Figure 6 plots the corresponding electron flux profiles
during the main phase (t = 1.0 d) and recovery phase (t = 4.0 d).
In the simulation (Case B2) including the adiabatic transport, radial diffusion, cyclotron resonant interaction with

chorus and plume waves, the energetic outer radiation belt
electron fluxes are found to decrease by about 2–3 orders of
magnitude during the main phase, and substantially increase
by about 2 orders of magnitude during the recovery phase,
comparable to the previous observations [Reeves et al., 2003;
Green et al., 2004]. For the two cases of group A (without
plume waves), only the insignificant main phase depletion
(less than 10 times) can occur beyond 5RE, primarily due to
the outward radial diffusion induced by outer boundary loss
[Brautigam and Albert, 2000; Miyoshi et al., 2003, 2006;
Shprits et al., 2006]. The significant main phase depletion can
be produced when the plume wave‐particle interactions are
included (group B). These results suggest that adiabatic
transport alone (without plume waves) cannot cause the significant depletion of energetic electron fluxes in the presence
of strong chorus‐wave particle interactions during the main
phase, and that the EMIC and hiss waves play an important
role in the main phase losses. The comparison between
simulation cases in each group shows that ignoring the adiabatic transport process generally yields an overestimate
(underestimate) of energetic outer radiation belt electron
fluxes during the main (recovery) phase. Such main phase
overestimate in the group B (with plume waves) is much
stronger than that in the group A (without plume waves). For
the group A, the main phase overestimate factors at energies
1.0 and 2.0 MeV are about 5 in the region 3 < L < 4. For the
group B (with plume waves), the main phase overestimate
factor at 2.0 MeV can approach ∼30 in the region 4 < L < 5,
much larger than that at 1.0 MeV. The groups A and B
generally have the same recovery phase underestimate factor,
which is relatively small (≤2) for 1.0 MeV electron flux in the
outer radiation belt region, and can approach 2–5 for 2.0 MeV
electron flux in the region 3 < L < 6.
[15] The pitch angle distributions of 1.0 and 2.0 MeV
electrons for the four cases at different L shells during the
main phase (t = 1.0 d) and recovery phase (t = 4.0 d) are
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Figure 5. Same as Figure 3 except for electron fluxes j at energies Ek = (left) 1.0 and (right) 2.0 MeV in the
observable space. The equatorially trapped electron fluxes j are plotted as functions of t and L, and the
relation between L and L* is given by equation (9).

7 of 12

A04205

A04205

SU ET AL.: INFLUENCE OF ADIABATIC TRANSPORT

Figure 6. Same as Figure 4 except for electron fluxes j at energies Ek = (top) 1.0 and (bottom) 2.0 MeV in
the observable space. In Figure 6b, the dotted and dot‐dashed lines overlap each other, and the dashed and
dot‐dot‐dashed lines overlap each other. Note that the equatorially trapped electron fluxes j are plotted as
functions of L at any time.

Figure 7. Pitch angle‐dependent flux profiles for 1.0 MeV electrons at different L shells (shown) during
(left) the main phase and (right) the recovery phase. The solid lines represent the steady state. The dotted,
dashed, dot‐dashed, and dot‐dot‐dashed lines denote the simulation cases A1, A2, B1, and B2, respectively.
In Figures 7b, 7c, 7d, and 7f, the dotted and dot‐dashed lines overlap each other, and the dashed and dot‐dot‐
dashed lines overlap each other.
8 of 12
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Figure 8. Same as Figure 7 except for 2.0 MeV electrons.
plotted in Figures 7 and 8. All of the pitch angle distributions
(except the Case A2 at 2.0 MeV during the main phase) are
90° peaked throughout the storm time, and the butterfly
shaped pitch angle distributions [Lyons, 1977; Horne et al.,
2003b; Ebihara et al., 2008] are not observed in the current
simulations. Our previous work [Su et al., 2010b] showed that
combined radial diffusion and adiabatic transport can lead to
the pitch angle distribution evolution from a rounded 90°
peaked distribution to a butterfly shaped distribution during
the main phase, and back into a 90° peaked distribution
during the recovery phase. The persistence of 90° peaked
distribution in the current simulations may be caused by the
pitch angle scattering (more effective at small pitch angles)
and energization (more effective at large pitch angles) related
to various wave‐particle interactions [e.g., Horne and
Thorne, 2003; Li et al., 2007]. The further incorporation of
magnetopause shadowing and magnetic shell splitting in an
asymmetric geomagnetic field model would produce the
observed butterfly shaped pitch angle distribution at large L
shells [Stone, 1963; Roederer, 1967; Horne et al., 2003b].
The strong enhancement of energetic electron fluxes over all
the pitch angles during the recovery phase is found to occur in
the four simulation cases. Only when the cyclotron resonant
interaction with plume waves is introduced in the numerical
model (group B), the main phase loss of energetic electron
fluxes over all the pitch angles forms outside of L = 4. Due to
the neglect of adiabatic response, the main phase overestimate of energetic electron fluxes can occur over all the pitch
angles, while the recovery phase underestimate of energetic
electron fluxes mainly occurs at the relatively large pitch
angles (ae > 50°). Clearly, the storm time overestimate

or underestimate is more significant at the energy channel
2.0 MeV than that at 1.0 MeV.

4. Discussion and Conclusion
[16] We introduce the adiabatic transport process into the
Storm‐Time Evolution of Electron Radiation Belt (STEERB)
code [Su et al., 2010a] by adopting the Dst‐dependent
Hilmer‐Voigt symmetric geomagnetic field model [Hilmer
and Voigt, 1995]. The current STEERB model includes
more complete physical processes: adiabatic transport, radial
diffusion, and various in situ wave‐particle interactions. The
timescales of these acceleration and loss mechanisms are
about several hours to days. However, some other important
physical mechanisms, e.g., magnetospheric convection [e.g.,
Bourdarie et al., 1997; Khazanov et al., 2004; Fok et al., 2008]
and nonlinear wave‐particle interactions [e.g., Albert, 2002;
Summers and Omura, 2007], are not incorporated. Future
attempts will be made to introduce these physical processes
into STEERB code.
[17] We further evaluate the influence of adiabatic transport
on radiation belt electron dynamics by comparison.
[18] 1. In the presence of a strong chorus‐driven acceleration process, the adiabatic transport alone (without plume
waves) is found to be hard pressed to produce the observed
main phase loss of energetic outer radiation belt electron
fluxes. Note that the adiabatic transport is able to cause significant depletion of energetic electrons beyond 5RE in the
absence of chorus waves [Su et al., 2010b].
[19] 2. These adiabatic and nonadiabatic processes for
radiation belt electron dynamics are coupled to each other.
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The adiabatic transport, together with radial diffusion and
cyclotron resonant interactions with chorus and plume waves
contribute significantly to the main phase loss and the
recovery phase enhancement of energetic electron fluxes.
Ignoring the adiabatic transport process generally produces
the overestimate (underestimate) of energetic outer radiation
belt electron fluxes during the main(recovery) phase of a
storm. In the current simulations, the main phase overestimate
factor is up to 5–30 over all the pitch angles, and the recovery
phase underestimate factor can approach 2–5 at larger pitch
angles (ae > 50°). These numerical results suggest that the
adiabatic transport should be incorporated into the future
radiation belt models for space weather application. Time
stepping a more sophisticated nonazimuthally symmetric
magnetic field model [e.g., Tsyganenko and Sitnov, 2005]
should be employed in the future studies of adiabatic transport effects [e.g., Ukhorskiy et al., 2006].
[20] The current simulation results obviously depend on
diffusion coefficient model, magnetic field model, initial and
boundary conditions. Inaccuracy in these auxiliary models
and computational conditions will quantitatively change our
results to some extent. Data‐driven simulations will be performed in the future works when the observational data
becomes available from, for example, the Radiation Belt
Storm Probes satellites, scheduled for launch in 2012. It
would be possible to determine the dominant loss and energization mechanisms under the realistic condition by the
comparison between observations and simulations.
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