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ABSTRACT

Alfvénic rotational discontinuities (RDs) are abundant in the inner heliosphere and can be used

to model the boundary of switchbacks, i.e. Alfvénic magnetic kinks. To investigate the effects of

RDs on proton kinetics, we model a pair of switchback-boundary-like RDs with a hybrid Particle-

In-Cell (PIC) approach in a 2D system. We find that, at one of the boundary RDs, a significant

population of protons remains trapped over long times, creating a secondary beam-like component

with temperature anisotropy T⊥/T∥ ≳ 4 in the proton velocity distribution function that excites ion

cyclotron waves within the downstream portion of the transition layer. Further analysis suggests that

the static electric field in the vicinity of the RD is the key factor in trapping the protons. This work

indicates that switchback boundaries could represent a viable environment for the creation of proton

beams in the heliosphere; it also highlights the need to investigate RD sub-structures, especially the

embedded current systems of interplanetary RDs. Finally, this paper underscores the importance of

high-resolution observations of the solar wind velocity distributions around RDs.

Keywords: Solar wind (1534) — Plasma physics (2089) — Interplanetary discontinuities (820)

1. INTRODUCTION

In solar wind physics, a proton beam is a secondary population of the proton velocity distribution function (VDF)

(W. C. Feldman et al. 1973; E. Marsch et al. 1982). It is often characterized with an anti-sunward drift velocity relative

to the primary population (the core). The drift velocity is generally aligned with the background magnetic field, and

while its magnitude may occasionally exceed the local Alfvén speed, drift instabilities restrict this excess to remain

small. Although the number density ratio of the beam to the core, nb/nc, is typically less than 0.5 at most times (E.

Marsch et al. 1982; T. Ďurovcová et al. 2021; J. L. Verniero et al. 2020), the beams can still carry significant free

energy and can potentially excite instabilities, thus modulating the local state of the solar wind (S. P. Gary 1991; P.

Hellinger & P. M. Trávńıček 2011; D. Verscharen & B. D. G. Chandran 2013). The generating mechanisms of proton

beams have been proposed as Coulomb collision (S. Livi & E. Marsch 1987), wave–particle interaction with a second

branch of right-hand polarized (RHP) and left-hand polarized (LHP) waves in the presence of alpha particles (C. Tu

et al. 2002), parametrically unstable Alfvén-cyclotron waves (J. A. Araneda et al. 2008), trapping effect of obliquely

propagating Alfvén modes (A. Osmane et al. 2010; T. Ďurovcová et al. 2021), and magnetic reconnection (B. Lavraud

et al. 2021).

Rotational discontinuities (RDs) are one of the inherent types of magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) discontinuities

formulated by the Rankine–Hugoniot relations (L. Landau & E. Lifshitz 1984). They are characterized by a rotation

of the magnetic field and plasma velocity, which are Alfvénically correlated, while plasma density and pressure stay

nearly constant across the transition layer. RDs are commonly interpreted as the steepened forms of Alfvén waves

(B. T. Tsurutani et al. 1995; B. J. Vasquez & J. V. Hollweg 2001; L. Yang et al. 2015) or as products of magnetic

reconnection (Y. Lin & L. C. Lee 1994; C. C. Lin et al. 2009; Y.-H. Liu et al. 2011; M. E. Innocenti et al. 2015). The

occurrence rate of RDs is positively correlated with the solar wind speed (L. F. Burlaga et al. 1977; M. Neugebauer
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et al. 1984). Dumbbell-shaped proton velocity distribution functions (VDFs) and α particle VDFs are observed in

the reconnection exhaust region bounded by a pair of back-to-back RDs, which guide the particles crossing the RDs’

interfaces at about Alfvén speed to form the dumbbell-shaped VDFs and cause the parallel heating (H. Jiansen et al.

2018; D. Duan et al. 2023). Moreover, enhanced Alfvénic turbulence full of bi-directional propagating Alfvén waves and

the occurrence of oblique compressional waves are also observed in the reconnection exhaust region, as bounded by the

back-to-back RDs (H. Jiansen et al. 2018; R. Zhuo et al. 2024). Proton RDs are observed throughout interplanetary

space (M. Neugebauer & B. Buti 1990; M. Neugebauer 2006). Numerical simulations of individual RDs with finite

transition width of several ion gyroradii have focused on dominant mechanisms at the transition scale, addressing

issues such as their stability, the minimum shear required for their existence, and their interaction and coexistence

with background waves and fluctuations (P. Richter & M. Scholer 1989; D. Krauss-Varban 1993; D. Krauss-Varban

et al. 1995; H. Karimabadi et al. 1995).

Parker Solar Probe (PSP) (N. J. Fox et al. 2015) and Solar Orbiter (SolO) (D. Müller et al. 2020), launched in

2018 and 2020, respectively, mark a new era of solar exploration and offer unique opportunities to revisit classic

topics in space plasma physics such as proton beams and RDs. Equipped with the Solar Wind Electron Alpha and

Proton (SWEAP) (J. C. Kasper et al. 2015; R. Livi et al. 2022) and the Solar Wind Analyzer (SWA) (C. J. Owen

et al. 2020) suite of instruments, these missions provide observations of solar wind ion (primarily proton) VDFs at

cadences down to ∼ 1 second and 0.25 seconds, respectively, enabling detailed investigations of proton beams and

related plasma instabilities (K. G. Klein et al. 2021; P. Louarn et al. 2021). Recent observations have further revealed

novel proton VDFs, including three-component distributions where a third population, the “hammerhead”, is strongly

heated perpendicularly to the background magnetic field (J. L. Verniero et al. 2022; L. Pezzini et al. 2024), as well as

non-field-aligned proton beams modulated by the fast magnetosonic/whistler waves excited by the proton VDF itself

(X. Zhu et al. 2023).

Another important finding in the inner heliosphere is the prevalence of Alfvénic magnetic kinks, also called “switch-

backs” (S. D. Bale et al. 2019; J. C. Kasper et al. 2019). They are characterized by a large variation (jump-like, up to a

reversal) of the magnetic field, accompanied by an Alfvénic spike in the plasma velocity, together with nearly constant

field strength and conserved suprathermal electron pitch angle distribution. The boundaries of the switchbacks are

generally classified as Alfvénic plasma discontinuities, although not unambiguously identified as either RDs or tangen-

tial discontinuities (TDs) (A. Larosa et al. 2021; M. Akhavan-Tafti et al. 2022; N. Bizien et al. 2023). Recent studies

have highlighted their importance for particle dynamics. P. Louarn et al. (2021) discuss the correlation between the

direction of magnetic flux tubes and the development of the proton beam and find a significant beam enhancement in

the vicinity of discontinuities. Y. Shen et al. (2024) propose that discontinuities at 1 au play a unique role in enhancing

plasma anisotropy by comparing theory-informed plasma anisotropy with observed electron anisotropy.

To investigate in detail the effect of a switchback boundary (modeled as an RD) on proton kinetics in the heliosphere,

we revisit a hybrid simulation of a single RD and discuss its kinetic implications, especially in generating proton beams.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the simulation settings. In Section 3,

we present the main simulation results and analysis from the perspectives of wave activity, plasma instabilities, and

proton kinetics. Relevant discussions are presented in Section 4.

2. MODEL

The hybrid Particle-In-Cell (PIC) method treats protons as particles with mass mi and electrons as a massless fluid,

under the quasi-neutrality assumption, i.e., ne = ni = n. In this work, we employ the hybrid-kinetic version of the

VPIC software (referred as Hybrid-VPIC herein) (A. Le et al. 2023). The simulation is initialized as follows. We use

Cartesian coordinates to construct a 2D system in the xOy plane, where x ∈ [0, Lx) and y ∈ [0, Ly). Lx and Ly are

the lengths of the box along x and y, respectively. The z-axis points out of the simulation plane. Each boundary of

the simulation box is periodic.

Inspired by frequent observations in the inner heliosphere, we initialize a pair of Alfvénic RDs characterized by

rotation in the magnetic field and Alfvénically correlated plasma velocity. We define the rotation angle θ, with y as

the direction normal to the discontinuity,

θ =
θmax

2

(
tanh

(
y − y1
∆

)
+ tanh

(
y2 − y

∆

))
, (1)
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Figure 1. The initial settings of the magnetic field and the proton bulk velocity. The variables are in code units.

where θmax = 120◦ is the maximum rotation angle, y1 = 72di and y2 = 120di refer to the locations of two RDs, and

∆ = 3.6di is the transition scale, where di represents the ion skin depth. The magnetic field is specified as
Bx = Bt sin θ

By = Bn

Bz = Bt cos θ,

(2)

where we establish a normalized constant magnitude of the magnetic field B0 = 1.0. The constants Bn = 0.4 and

Bt =
√
B2

0 −B2
n refer to the magnetic field components normal and transverse to the discontinuity. By definition,

the RD at y1 is ion-sense (left-handed), meaning that as one crosses from upstream to downstream, the magnetic

field rotates in the same direction as the ion gyration (P. Richter & M. Scholer 1989). Conversely, the RD at y2 is

electron-sense (right-handed), where the magnetic field rotates in the same direction as the electron gyration. The

plasma density n0 is uniform in the simulation domain, normalized to 1.0. In accordance with the Rankine–Hugoniot

(RH) conditions of an RD, the proton bulk velocity component normal to the discontinuity un = uiy is uniformly

prescribed as un = −VA,0Bn/B0, where VA,0 ≡ B0/
√
µ0n0mp is the initial Alfvén speed. As a result, the simulation is

in the reference frame moving together with the discontinuity. Notably, the normalization units in the Hybrid-VPIC

code set the initial B0 and VA,0 to identical values. Such a realization results in an RD static in space, while plasma

flows across it.

The simulation box is defined with dimensions Lx = 24di and Ly = 192di, with the large extent of the y coordinate

making sure that the periodic boundary condition in the y dimension (e.g., the plasma flow exiting one boundary and

entering the opposite boundary) does not artificially influence the dynamic evolution of the RD pairs in the numerical

domain during the time of interest. The computational grid has Nx ×Ny = 120 × 960. The initial number of macro

particles per cell is 2048. The time step ∆t is fixed at 0.01 Ω−1
ci , where Ωci denotes the ion (proton) cyclotron frequency.

The governing equation for electric fields in Hybrid-VPIC is the generalized Ohm’s law,

E = −ui ×B +
1

ene
J ×B − 1

ene
∇pe +Rie, (3)

where the current is defined by J = ene(ui − ue), pe is the electron pressure and Rie = ηJ + ηH∇2J is the

resistivity term. The resistivity η and hyper-resistivity ηH contribute to simulation stability by damping oscillations,

with ηH being particularly effective at suppressing small-scale numerical noise. Here we set η = 0.005B0/ne and

ηH = 0.001B0d
2
i /ne. By varying these two parameters and repeating the simulation, we confirm that the key physical

features of the simulation are not sensitive to variations in these parameters within a reasonable range. Assuming a

vanishing initial electric field, where the electron pressure term 1
ene

∇pe is uniformly zero and the resistivity term Rie is
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Figure 2. Key variables in the simulation. (a) The magnitude of magnetic field, (b)-(d) the three components of the magnetic
field, (e)-(g) the three components of the ion bulk velocity, (h) the proton number density, (i)-(k) the three components of the
electric field, (l)-(n) parallel, perpendicular and isotropic ion beta.

negligible, the initialization of the transverse component of the proton bulk velocity takes the form (D. Krauss-Varban

1993):


uix =

uiy

By
Bz −

1

eneµ0

∂Bx

∂y

uiz =
uiy

By
Bx +

1

eneµ0

∂Bz

∂y
.

(4)

The initialization of the protons satisfies a drifting Maxwellian distribution with the bulk velocity above. The proton

temperature of the initial Maxwellian distribution is isotropic. The initial proton plasma beta βi,0 = 2µ0n0κTi,0/B
2
0

is set to 0.5, and the temperature ratio Ti/Te is 2.0, typical for the interplanetary plasma. The equation of state for

the electrons is assumed to be adiabatic, given by pen
−5/3
e = const. Fig 1 shows the initialization of the magnetic field

and the proton bulk velocity where the profiles of uix and uiz exhibit different trends at two RDs due to the Hall term

in Equation (4). Since the rotation is only a function of y, all other related variables are also solely functions of y.

While the setup described above is an MHD equilibrium, it is not a kinetic equilibrium and therefore we expect

plasma dynamics at the kinetic level, potentially influencing microscale waves and instabilities, as we describe below.
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Figure 3. Excitation, growth, and damping of the left-hand polarized ICWs due to wave-particle interactions in the presence
of a proton beam. (a)-(e): Spatial distribution of By at 114di < y < 120di where the wave activity dominates, and the green
lines are cuts of By sampled along the white dashed line. (f)-(j): Proton VDFs sampled within 114.0di < y < 120.0di and
6.0di < x < 12.0di (marked with magenta dashed squares). The white dashed line marks roughly the location of the “bean”
population in panel(f) as an example. Two panels in the same row correspond to the same simulation time. An animation of
the left column, i.e. panels (a)-(e), is available. The video runs for approximately 6 seconds and covers the simulation time
interval from t = 120Ω−1

ci to 250Ω−1
ci . It demonstrates the continuous leftward propagation of the waves, clearly illustrating the

dynamic process of wave amplitude growth and subsequent damping that is represented by the snapshots in the static figure.

3. RESULTS

3.1. Overview of Simulation Results for a Pair of Kinetic RDs

The simulation is run until t = 500Ω−1
ci . During the whole simulation, the two RDs are static in space as expected.

No significant broadening occurs. To highlight key dynamic features, we present a representative snapshot of the

simulation at t = 155Ω−1
ci in Figure 2, where the buffer regions (i.e., y < 48di and y > 144di) have been cropped to

focus on the regions of interest. In this figure, we display the magnetic field strength and components, ion bulk velocity

components, electric field components, and proton number density. Additionally, we define three key ion temperature
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Figure 4. (a) The ratio of the fitted beam number density to the fitted core number density, as a function of time. (b)
Red dashed line and red dots: fitted drift velocity of the proton core; blue solid line and blue dots: fitted drift velocity of
the proton beam; black solid line and black squares: the difference between the fitted beam drift velocity and the fitted core
drift velocity. (c) Red solid line and red dots: fitted parallel thermal speed of the proton core; red dashed line and red circles:
fitted perpendicular thermal speed of the proton core; blue solid line and blue solid squares: fitted parallel speed of the proton
beam; blue dashed line and blue hollow squared: fitted perpendicular speed of the proton beam. (d) The real frequency, as a
function of wavenumber, of the wave branches with maximum growth rates at different times (marked with the colorbar). (e)
The imaginary frequency, as a function of the wavenumber, of the same wave branches in (d). The red dashed line in (d) and
(e) refers to the estimated wavenumber in the simulation.

quantities, isotropic temperature (Ti), parallel temperature (Ti∥), and perpendicular temperature (Ti⊥) with respect

to the background magnetic field, using the ion thermal pressure tensor Pi. These are given by:
Ti = pi/ni

Ti|| = Pi : b̂b̂/ni

Ti⊥ =
1

2

(
3pi − Pi : b̂b̂

)
/ni,

(5)

where pi = Tr(Pi)/3 is the isotropic ion thermal pressure, and b̂ = B/B. The Boltzmann constant is 1 in simulation

normalized units.
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The most interesting features in Figure 2 are wave-like activities around the upper RD with electron-sense (right-

handed) rotation of the magnetic field fluctuations, especially pronounced in By. Fluctuations are concentrated within

the downstream portion of the RD transition that spans approximately 5 di in the y direction. There are also

fluctuations that extend slightly away from the upper RD on the downstream side, but with smaller amplitude. From

here on, we focus on the analysis of the regions with the strongest fluctuations. Correlated fluctuations of uiy, Ey, and

Ez are also visible, but not significantly observed in |B| and ni, suggesting that the fluctuations are not compressible.

3.2. Wave Activity and Associated VDF Evolution

We have conducted further quantitative analysis on the fluctuations. The left column of Figure 3 illustrates the

evolution of By in the transition region of interest. An animated version of this column is available online, showing

the continuous temporal evolution of the wave fluctuations from t = 120Ω−1
ci to 250Ω−1

ci . Figure 3a-c depict the

growth phase: slight fluctuations (Fig. 3a) develop into moderate waves (Fig. 3b) and reach maximum amplitude

in Figure 3c. Subsequently, Figure 3c-e show the damping process: the amplitude of fluctuations decreases and

eventually returns to the initial low level (Fig. 3e). We concluded that these fluctuations are left-hand (LH) circularly

polarized waves propagating antiparallel to the background magnetic field. The compressible component of the waves

has an amplitude less than 1% of the transverse component, so these waves are considered incompressible. Although

these fluctuations experience growth and damping over the course of the simulation, we focus here on reporting a set

of representative wave characteristics concerning the moment they are fully developed, when wave amplitudes and

coherence are strongest. At this stage, the waves exhibit a representative wavelength λrep = 8.07di, a frequency of

0.137Ωci, and a corresponding phase speed Vp,rep = 0.302VA,0 (measured in the plasma rest frame). These quantities

vary by less than 5 percent when the wave activity is clearly observable. The key characteristics mentioned above

suggest that the most probable wave mode is the ion cyclotron wave (ICW), as we will discuss in more detail later on.

The right column of Figure 3 presents the proton VDFs sampled at the same time of their corresponding wave

fields. For example, Panels (a) and (f) suggest that before the waves grow, there is a beam-like secondary population

with a velocity difference relative to the bulk of the plasma population along the background magnetic field (e.g.

the population marked with the white dashed line in Figure 3f). For simplicity, we name this main population and

the beam population as the “core” and the “beam” of the VDF, respectively. The beam elongates in the direction

perpendicular to the background magnetic field. The relative abundance of the beam population evolves with the wave

lifecycle. When the waves start to grow, the beam population appears to comprise a smaller percentage of the total

number of particles. After the waves are damped, the beam appears to constitute a minimum percentage. We observe

a trend where, as the waves grow, protons lose bulk kinetic energy. Conversely, when the waves are damped, part of

this energy is transferred back to the protons’ kinetic energy through wave-particle interaction.

In Figure 4 we present the results from the application of a two-component fitting algorithm to further investigate

VDFs and related wave activities. The fitting assumes each VDF to consist of two components, the proton core (denoted

by “c”) and the proton beam (denoted by “b”). The two components are both approximated as bi-Maxwellian, each

characterized by (potentially different) parallel and perpendicular thermal speeds relative to the background magnetic
field, as

f(v||, v⊥) =
n

(2π)3/2vth,||v
2
th,⊥

exp

(
−
(v|| − u)2

2v2th,||
− v2⊥

2v2th,⊥

)
. (6)

The plots indicate that during the early phase of the simulation (until t ∼ 100Ω−1
ci , when significant wave growth

commences), the beam evolves to converge on nb/nc ∼ 0.1, ub − uc ∼ VA,0 and vth,||,b ∼ 0.15VA,0. Subsequently, the

characteristics of the beam remain nearly constant until the amplitude reaches its maximum around t = 150Ω−1
ci , prior

to a significant drop in nb/nc. After the waves are damped, nb/nc reaches a minimum percentage, exhibiting slight

fluctuations. Beyond t ∼ 100Ω−1
ci , the drift velocities and the thermal velocities of both populations appear to converge

to their asymptotic values. In the whole time range presented, the beam has a significant temperature anisotropy,

with T⊥/T∥ ≳ 4.

We use a dispersion solver, “Plasma Kinetics Unified Eigenmode Solutions” (PKUES, Q. Luo et al. (2022)) for linear

plasma systems to obtain the dispersion relation and growth rates of probable waves based on the fitted parameters

obtained above. Panels (d) and (e) of Figure 4 present the key results of applying PKUES to the simulated plasma

conditions. At the wavenumber estimated from the simulation krep = 2π/λrep, the waves are predicted to have a

phase speed that matches the estimated representative value, Vp,linear ∼ Vp,rep. The sign of the real part of wave

frequency, ωr(krep), is negative, which is consistent with their anti-parallel propagation. Combining ωr(krep) < 0
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and the fluctuating electromagnetic fields given by PKUES (not shown here), the waves are LH circularly polarized,

thereby further supporting the idea that the wave mode as ICW. On the other hand, the peak of the curve does not

coincide with krep, indicating that the wavevector observed in the simulation differs from the one associated with the

maximum growth rate. This discrepancy can be attributed to the confinement of waves within a specific spatial range

in y and the influence of the periodic boundary condition. The growth rate at krep predicts potential wave behavior

in the simulation. The growth rate at t = 110, 130, and 150Ω−1
ci during the active growth phase is much larger than 0,

while subsequently from t = 150Ω−1
ci the growth rate decreases and finally becomes negative, which also aligns with the

simulation results. Therefore, the growing and damping process can be predicted by linear wave theory. In conclusion,

as the sole input to PKUES, the proton beam is the primary cause of the observed wave activity.

3.3. Origin of the Proton Beam Responsible for the Wave Activity

A critical question remains: how does the proton beam originate? To address this question, we trace selected

ensembles of particles in the simulation. The traced particles constitute a downsampled subset of all particles within

the region of interest where the VDF in Figure 3 is plotted, corresponding to t = 125Ω−1
ci during the early stage of

the wave growth phase. The downsampling factor with respect to the total number of particle within the region of

interest is 256. The velocity distribution of the sampled particles is shown in Figure 5a. The proton beam is weakened

but still recognizable.

By simply splitting traced particles into two groups with the criterion vi,|| > −0.3VA,0 for the “beam” and the com-

plementary criterion for the “core” as marked in Figure 5b, the histogram shows that at t = 100Ω−1
ci , i.e. approximately

4 proton gyro-periods Tci = 2π/Ω−1
ci before the VDF is sampled, the core particles and the beam particles exhibit

distinct distribution in y. The core particles move along with the bulk proton flow upstream of the RD, while the beam

particles appear to persistently remain on the downstream part of the RD transition. Although vi,|| > −0.3VA,0 is

an approximate criterion, two distinct peaks are indeed present in the y|t=100Ω−1
ci

distribution of all sampled particles,

and this criterion effectively distinguishes between them. Eight typical particle trajectories selected from the “beam”

group, shown in Figure 5c, suggest that these particles experience a reflection process that resembles magnetic mirror-

ing. To visualize the particle cyclotron motion in 3D space, we integrated each particle’s vz to obtain its z-coordinate.

These particles are traced from t = 50Ω−1
ci until t = 125Ω−1

ci with trajectory colors indicating time. The x-coordinates

of all particles are shifted to separate the trajectories, without affecting the relationship between the trajectories and

the magnetic field lines, since the field lines exhibit translational symmetry along the x-axis, given the moderate wave

amplitude over the background magnetic field. These traced particles experience reflection at varying times (indicated

by colors), suggesting that reflection occurs continuously. Several particle trajectories from the “core” are also shown

in Figure 5d for comparison. These trajectories demonstrate that proton core population traverses the magnetic field

rotation region, with no evidence of magnetic reflection, which is distinct from the bouncing behavior of beam particles.

A gradient in magnetic field strength is a common trapping factor in magnetic mirror structures and magnetic holes

(R. F. Post 1959; M. A. Balikhin et al. 2009; G. Arrò et al. 2024). However, the simulated RD is initialized without

a gradient in magnetic field strength. To identify the key mechanism of trapping, we further examine the relationship

between proton kinetics and local electromagnetic field by presenting key diagnostics in Figure 6. The top row

presents pitch angles, kinetic energy, and y-coordinate over time for eight typical particles sampled above, alongside

the local electromagnetic field. The pitch angles change from ∼ 100 degrees to ∼ 80 degrees and simultaneously

fluctuate periodically with a frequency slightly larger the proton gyro-frequency. One can compare the frequency to

the oscillation frequency in the y-coordinate in panel (c), which is approximately equal to Ωci. The fluctuation of pitch

angles is attributed to the kinetic-scale RD: while particles are gyrating, they also encounter a rotation in the local

magnetic field; the crossing of this rotation occurs on the same timescales as their gyration. Moreover, |B| consistently
exhibits a gradient along the +y direction, corresponding to a mirror force directed along −y, which opposes particle

reflection. Therefore, the reflection is not due to the magnetic gradient. The actual cause of the reflection is identified

as the static electric field in the RD reference frame, especially the persistent positive enhancement of Ey around the

region of interest, as shown in panel (d).

To verify this idea, we conducted a test-particle simulation using the standard Boris algorithm (J. P. Boris et al.

1970), incorporating three key factors: a formulated magnetic field rotation as the initial state; a Gaussian profile

resembling the electric field “bump” with comparable potential; and a gradient of magnetic field strength derived from

a Gaussian curve, as depicted in Figure 6h. The resulting pitch angle, kinetic energy, and y-coordinate of the test
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Figure 5. (a) Velocity distribution of downsampled traced particles at t = 125Ω−1
ci . These particles are sampled from the

same region as in Figure 3f-j. (b) Distribution of y-positions of traced particles at t = 100Ω−1
ci . The black vertical dashed line

corresponds to the location of the RD of interest. (c)-(d) Sampled particle trajectories from the “beam” and “core” groups.
The colors on trajectories indicate time. The black solid lines show the local magnetic field geometry.

particles are shown in the bottom row of Figure 6 and closely resemble those observed in the simulation. We note that

if we remove any one factor, this similarity is no longer maintained.

A further brief analysis can help us understand the measured electromagnetic fields at the kinetic scales. Figure 7a-f

present decompositions of Ey versus time as in Equation 3. From t = 40Ω−1
ci to t = 120Ω−1

ci , approximately when the

proton beam is forming dynamically, the Ey enhancement remains steady and is primarily attributed to the convective
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Figure 6. The top row is from the hybrid PIC simulation. (a) pitch angle, with a black dashed line at 90◦ indicating the
reflection threshold, (b) kinetic energy, and (c) y-coordinate of the same eight traced particles as in Figure 5c. (d)Solid lines:
y-component of the electric field (Ey, green) and magnitude of the magnetic field (|B|, blue) averaged over time from t = 50Ω−1

ci

to t = 125Ω−1
ci , as a function of y in the region of interest. Shaded regions: the temporal standard deviation of the corresponding

variables.

Two black dashed lines mark a region in between where reflections mainly happen.The bottom row is the counterpart of the
top row from the test-particle run in a preset electromagnetic field environment that resembles the simulated situation.

electric field −ui ×B. The electron pressure term and the Hall term are of comparable magnitude and approximately

balance each other. Note that at t = 0 the simulation is initialized with a vanishing electric field, with the Hall term

and the convective term balancing each other. We also plot the x- and z-components of the magnetic field and the

bulk proton velocity to investigate their contribution to the convective electric field, see panels (i) and (j). The black

dashed lines here denote the initial distributions of Bx, Bz, ui,z and ui,x. The deviation from these initial states

due to evolution indicates no leading term that accounts for the enhancement in − (ui ×B)y, suggesting that the

structures of the current density (J) around an evolving RD at kinetic scales are complicated. Figure 7g-j present

several quantities associated with the evolution of the magnetic strength. In Figure 7g we plot the y−component of

the curvature drift velocity resulting from the magnetic field topology. The curvature drift velocity is defined as

vcurvB =
mv2∥

qB
b× [(b ·∇)b]. (7)

The calculated curvature drift is highly correlated with the y− component of the ion bulk flow velocity shown in Fig-

ure 7h, suggesting that the curvature drift effect contributes to the deviation of uiy from its initial state. Furthermore,

the density profile in Figure 7i is in phase with uiy, and is anti-correlated with |B| ( Figure 7j). This phase relation-

ship resembles that of compressible waves, specifically (kinetic) slow modes propagating in the +y direction (from the

downstream part of the RD to the upstream) against a background bulk flow in the −y direction. In summary, the

variation in |B| is governed by a compressible (kinetic) slow mode propagating upstream at the RD interface, where

the initial fluctuations are driven by curvature drift.

4. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have conducted a hybrid PIC simulation of a switchback-like boundary layer modeled as a kinetic rotational

discontinuity. Our double-periodic simulation initializes a pair of kinetic RDs with a Hall velocity transition; we find

that the electron-sense (right-handed) RD traps a significant population of protons, forming a proton beam population

aligned with the background magnetic field that is strong enough to excite ion cyclotron waves. The key mechanism

driving this beam formation is a static electric field component that is aligned with the RD normal and remains

relatively static in the RD reference frame. The convective electric field is the primary contributor to this electric field.

Although this term is initially zero, it develops as the simulation progresses. Furthermore, the presence of the beam
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Figure 7. Panels (a)-(e) show Ey, the electron pressure term, the convective electric field, the Hall electric field, and the
resistivity term at the regions of interest versus time, respectively. Panels (f)-(h) show the y-component of the curvature drift
velocity (v∇B,y), the ion density and magnetic field strength. (i) Bx (from upper left to lower right) and Bz (from lower left to
upper right) versus time. (j) ui,z (from upper left to lower right) and ui,x (from lower left to upper right) versus time. Colors
denote the simulation time. The black dashed lines in panel (i) and (j) denote the initial distributions of Bx, Bz, ui,z and ui,x,
to to illustrate their deviation during evolution.

makes ui,x closer to zero, which in return enhances the convective electric field term −(u×B)y aligned with the RD

normal, thus creating a self-sustaining mechanism for the local electric potential.

Three factors determine the dynamics of the beam protons: the electric potential, the magnetic field bump, and the

field rotation. We conducted test particle simulations with magnetic and electric field profiles mimicking those we find

in the hybrid PIC run when wave activity is detected; these test-particle simulations indicate that the electric potential

is the dominant cause of trapping. The magnetic field modulates the trapping process, and its slight enhancement

also prevents ensembles of particles from going further to the upstream. The rotation direction does not have a direct

and significant effect on the proton kinetics. When reversing the rotation while keeping all other factors the same,

our simulations show that fewer than 20% protons escape the trap. This might result from the electron-sense (right-

handed) of rotation, which means that passing protons experience the background changes in an opposite direction

to their gyration. As a result, proton pitch angles exhibit larger fluctuations, making it easier for them to reach the

90◦ threshold. However, it is non-straightforward to isolate this effect in the hybrid simulation. When the rotation is

reversed, the local variations in the magnetic field also change. This, in turn, alters the curvature drift and modifies the

balance of currents will be different, so the same static electric field and magnetic bump do not form in the downstream

portion of the transition. That is the reason why we observe the proton beam and wave-like activity in the vicinity of

the upper RD at y = 120di only in the electron-sense (right-handed) rotation, whereas no trapping occurs at the lower

ion-sense (left-handed) RD at y ∼ 72di. We also confirm that in the simulation, there is no such electric field around
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y ∼ 72di, even though there is a gradient of magnetic field strength with a corresponding gradient force towards +y

in the vicinity of the lower RD. These features highlight the importance of the electric field in trapping protons.

As shown in Figure 4, the proton beam has a lower parallel temperature and a comparable perpendicular temperature

to the core population. Its drift velocity is very close to the Alfvén speed. These features do not match well with

the observations of P. Louarn et al. (2021), which reported a higher parallel temperature and a lower perpendicular

expansion. In the context of switchbacks in the inner heliosphere, whether such a beam undergoes other processes

around these discontinuities is still an open question. It is also instructive to briefly compare the beam with the

“hammerhead” population (J. L. Verniero et al. 2022). While similar in temperature anisotropy, they differ significantly

in drift speed and background magnetic topology. The hammerhead population is typically observed along with

background radial magnetic field without sharp field rotations, and exhibits a much higher drift speed (up to 5−6VA).

F. Malara et al. (2021) also discussed the trapping mechanisms of RDs, but for energetic particles instead of the warm

solar wind plasma investigated here. Nevertheless, understanding the magnetic topology of RDs and their kinetic

effects on plasma remains a valuable scientific issue as we probe the finer scales of the interplanetary plasma.

Such field-aligned proton beams generated at RD-like boundaries may not remain passive structures. Solar Orbiter

observations have shown that non-field-aligned beams can efficiently excite fast magnetosonic/whistler (FM/W) waves

in the solar wind (X. Zhu et al. 2023). Moreover, linear and nonlinear kinetic theories predict that proton beams with

temperature anisotropy can further drive both FM/W and Alfvén/ion-cyclotron (A/IC) instabilities, depending on

their drift speed and anisotropy (L. Xiang et al. 2021). Therefore, the beams produced in our simulations could serve

as seed populations for wave growth, suggesting that RD-generated beams may play an active role in plasma heating

and wave–particle interactions in the solar wind.

Our simulation also emphasizes the role of the relatively static electric field in trapping particles. Relatively static

electric trapping, which has been discussed in the context of dynamic structures and processes like magnetic reconnec-

tion and coherent structures (J. Egedal et al. 2005; I. H. Hutchinson 2020; Z.-K. Xie et al. 2024), might also be worth

investigating in observations of rotational discontinuities.

The primary limitation of this study is its two-dimensional (2D) geometry. Key 3D features of realistic switchback

structures, such as the orientation of flux tubes and their angle relative to the Parker spiral, can only be fully captured

in 3D simulations (R. Laker et al. 2023). Here, we also avoided the use of the piston method which fixes the parameters

downstream of the RD as D. Krauss-Varban et al. (1995), because reflecting plasma flows on the boundary might affect

particle kinetics and instabilities in the volume. However, extending the simulation box to obtain a larger domain

transit time is a viable, though imperfect method to preventing the re-mixing of plasma from the periodic boundary;

this will be investigated in future work. Finally, since Alfvénic discontinuities are frequently embedded in high speed

solar wind streams, where the core-beam distributions of protons are commonly observed, future simulations with an

initial VDF consisting of a core and a beam are also a promising avenue for investigation.
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