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ABSTRACT
In this study we explore the statistics of pressure fluctuations in kinetic collisionless turbulence. A 2.5D kinetic particle-in-cell
(PIC) simulation of decaying turbulence is used to investigate pressure balance via the evolution of thermal andmagnetic pressure
in a plasma with 𝛽 of order unity. We also discuss the behavior of thermal, magnetic and total pressure structure functions and
their corresponding wavenumber spectra. The total pressure spectrum exhibits a slope of −7/3 extending for about a decade in
the ion-inertial range. In contrast, shallower −5/3 spectra are characteristic of the magnetic pressure and thermal pressure. The
steeper total pressure spectrum is a consequence of cancellation caused by density-magnetic field magnitude anticorrelation.
Further, we evaluate higher order total pressure structure functions in an effort to discuss intermittency and compare the power
exponents with higher order structure functions of velocity and magnetic fluctuations. Finally, applications to astrophysical
systems are also discussed.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Motivation

Most naturally occurring as well as laboratory plasma flows are
turbulent. Astrophysical systems of interest include the intracluster
medium (ICM) (Schuecker et al. 2004; Churazov et al. 2012; Zhuravl-
eva et al. 2014, 2019), black hole accretion disks (Balbus & Hawley
1998; Pessah 2010), solar wind (Coleman Jr 1968; Matthaeus &
Goldstein 1982; Bruno & Carbone 2013), and planetary magneto-
spheres (Sahraoui et al. 2020). Turbulent stresses and pressure play
an important role at scales ranging from the largest structures in the
universe (Simionescu et al. 2019) to laboratory plasmas. A promi-
nent feature of galactic plasma observations is the “great powerlaw”
spectrum of electron density fluctuations that extends over more than
ten orders of magnitude in scale (Armstrong et al. 1981) in the inter-
stellar medium. Under mild assumptions (Montgomery et al. 1987)
this spectrum is found to be consistent with Kolmogorov spectrum
of magnetic field fluctuations. This calculation depends on an as-
sumption of near-incompressibility and also implies that density and
magnetic field, and therefore mechanical and magnetic pressures, are
anticorrelated and partially cancel one another. This kind of statisti-
cal pressure balance is an element of turbulent dynamics, in contrast
to the superficially similar static pressure balances that are special
solutions of the ideal MHD equations.
Pressure balance plays an important role in astrophysics. The

mass of galaxy clusters (Kravtsov & Borgani 2012; Planelles et al.
2015), the largest structures in the universe, provides stringent con-
straints on cosmological models (Voigt & Fabian 2006; Carlberg
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et al. 1997; Pratt et al. 2019). Hydrostatic pressure balance is a
common assumption used to estimate the mass of relaxed clusters
(Lau et al. 2013). However, this assumption can easily break in clus-
ters far from equilibrium and can also be broken by turbulent stress
contributions (Markevitch et al. 2004; Angelinelli et al. 2020). X-
ray (Schuecker et al. 2004; Churazov et al. 2012; Zhuravleva et al.
2014) and radio observations via the Sunayev-Zel’dovich (Khatri
& Gaspari 2016) effect provide detailed measurements of the ther-
mal properties of galaxy clusters. An accurate understanding of the
pressure dynamics in the intracluster medium can help disentangle
contributions from thermal pressure and turbulent stresses.
Similarly, properties of the pressure have a major impact in the

heliosphere. Near-Earth, the solar wind plays a vital role in shaping
Earth’s magnetosphere and driving space weather. The solar wind is
measured to be turbulent (Coleman Jr 1968; Matthaeus & Goldstein
1982; Bruno & Carbone 2013) and is observed to be hotter than ex-
pected from adiabatic cooling (Wang & Richardson 2001; Hellinger
et al. 2013). Heating implies an increase of the trace of the pressure
tensors, and this increase in the internal energy can occur through
interaction between the pressure tensors and the velocity gradient
tensors (Yang et al. 2017a). The solar wind routinely displays inter-
vals of pressure balance (Vellante & Lazarus 1987; Goldstein et al.
1995; Reisenfeld et al. 1999; Ruffolo et al. 2021) which potentially
emerge as a result of the nearly incompressible magnetohydrody-
namics (NI-MHD) of the solar wind (Matthaeus et al. 1991).
In this study, we develop a framework to discuss pressure balance

in the context of the equation governing pressure in incompressible
MHD with and without shear. We also explore various aspects of
pressure dynamics in kinetic plasmas using a fully kinetic particle-
in-cell (PIC) simulation. We find the pressure spectrum follows the
hydrodynamic scaling in the incompressibleMHD regime. Although
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the kinetic plasmas are not fully incompressible, the pressure spec-
trum shows an excellent agreement with the power scaling following
the MHD predictions, indicating that the simulation is likely in a
state of NI-MHD. The remaining paper is organized as follows: Sec-
tion 2 first reviews some additional theoretical background and then
constructs the Poisson’s equation for pressure in an incompressible
MHD framework. In section 3 we report the results from PIC simu-
lation, and finally we discuss the implications and future directions
in section 4.

2 THEORY

2.1 Background

Following the seminal work on hydrodynamic pressure fluctuations
by Obukhoff and Batchelor (Obukhoff & Yaglom 1951; Batchelor
1951),the second-order pressure structure function 𝐷2

𝑃
and pres-

sure spectrum have been studied both experimentally (Uberoi 1953;
George et al. 1984; Tsuji & Ishihara 2003) and via direct numeri-
cal simulations (DNS) (Schumann & Patterson 1978; Kim & An-
tonia 1993; Pullin & Rogallo 1994; Nelkin & Chen 1998; Squire
et al. 2023), mostly for homogeneous and isotropic turbulence.While
these studies rely on the assumptions that the velocity distribution
is joint gaussian or the small-scale statistics follow Kolmogorov’s
similarity hypothesis, 𝐷2

𝑃
as a function of lag 𝑟 is found to be pro-

portional to 𝑟4/3. Therefore, the pressure spectrum 𝐸𝑃 (𝑘) varies as
𝑘−7/3 within the inertial range, where 𝑘 is the wavenumber. Attempts
have also been made to extend the pressure spectrum to the higher
wavenumber (dissipation range) (Zhao et al. 2016). However, the
kinetic/dissipation range scaling exponents are less well understood,
in general and for the pressure spectrum.
The study of nearly incompressible MHD (Klainerman & Majda

1981) is a bit more subtle than the hydro case. Beginning with the
Montgomery et al. (1987) explanation of the 𝑘−5/3 spectrum of the
interstellar density structure function, several additional layers of the-
ory have been presented (Higdon 1984; Matthaeus & Brown 1988a)
based on the idea that the core solution of the plasma dynamics in
a perturbation theory controlled by the turbulent Mach number is
incompressible MHD, and the leading order density fluctations are
those discussed by Montgomery et al. (1987). Additional theories
have been presented that elaborate on the role of thermal fluctua-
tions (Zank & Matthaeus 1990; Bayly et al. 1992), and variations
in plasma beta (Zank & Matthaeus 1992, 1993). In light of the latter
references, the original perturbation theory of Montgomery et al.
(1987) and Matthaeus & Brown (1988a) can be seen to apply most
readily to plasma beta greater than unity.
To place the current work better in the context of these prior

studies, it is important to emphasize that most of the literature focuses
on mechanical pressure statistics in both hydrodynamic turbulence
andMHD. Thenmechanical pressure is linked to density and thermal
fluctuations through an equation of state. In contrast, the present study
is mainly concerned with statistics of the total pressure – magnetic
plus mechanical – and contrasting this with behavior of the magnetic
andmechanical pressure separately. Therefore we are concernedwith
pressure balances.Wewill also examine higher order statistics related
to total pressure. Notably we will study in detail these properties
using a particle-in-cell model of collisonless plasma, thus departing
substantially from the starting point of the MHD model.

2.2 Pressure Poisson’s equation in MHD

The incompressible MHD equations (using Einstein’s convention)
are given by

𝜕𝑡𝑢𝑖 + 𝑢 𝑗𝜕 𝑗𝑢𝑖 − 𝑏 𝑗𝜕 𝑗𝑏𝑖 = −𝜕𝑖𝑃 + 𝜈𝜕 𝑗𝜕 𝑗𝑢𝑖 , (1)
𝜕𝑡𝑏𝑖 + 𝑢 𝑗𝜕 𝑗𝑏𝑖 − 𝑏 𝑗𝜕 𝑗𝑢𝑖 = 𝜂𝜕 𝑗𝜕 𝑗𝑏𝑖 , (2)

where u is the flow velocity, b is the magnetic field in Alfvén units,
𝑃 is the total pressure (magnetic plus thermal), 𝜈 is the kinematic
viscosity, and 𝜂 is the electric diffusivity. Here, the density is assumed
to be unity and the velocity is solenoidal ∇ · u = 0. Now, in terms of
Elsässer variables z± defined as z± = u ± b, the above equations can
be combined as

𝜕𝑡 𝑧
±
𝑖 + 𝑧∓𝑗 𝜕 𝑗 𝑧

±
𝑖 = −𝜕𝑖𝑃 + 𝜈𝜕 𝑗𝜕 𝑗 𝑧±𝑖 , (3)

where we assume 𝜈 = 𝜂. Taking the divergence of Eqn. 3 and em-
ploying incompressibility (𝜕𝑖𝑧𝑖 = 0) we get

−𝜕𝑖𝑖𝑃 = 𝜕𝑖 (𝑧∓𝑗 𝜕 𝑗 𝑧
±
𝑖 ) = (𝜕𝑖𝑧∓𝑗 ) (𝜕 𝑗 𝑧

±
𝑖 ). (4)

Aswritten, the pressure is now seen to be as a constraint force that acts
to maintain the solenoidal nature of the velocity field. The so-called
Nearly Incompressible MHD (NI-MHD) theory proceeds to compute
the density as a linear response to the pressure fluctuations (Batchelor
1951; Montgomery et al. 1987; Matthaeus & Brown 1988b) that
emerge from the solution of Eqn. 4.
Incompressibility does not imply constant pressure in the system,

as seen in Eqn. 4; instead, pressure is a non-linear function of the
Elsässer variables suggesting any fluctuation in the Elsässer variable
creates a pressure field in the system and vice-versa. The right hand
side of Eqn. 4 can be split into symmetric and anti-symmetric (skew-
symmetric) parts as

−𝜕𝑖𝑖𝑃 = (𝜕𝑖𝑧∓𝑗 ) (𝜕 𝑗 𝑧
±
𝑖 ) = (𝜏∓𝑖 𝑗 + 𝑅

∓
𝑖 𝑗 ) (𝜏

±
𝑖 𝑗 − 𝑅

±
𝑖 𝑗 ), (5)

where 𝜏±
𝑖 𝑗

= 12 (𝜕𝑖𝑧
±
𝑗
+ 𝜕 𝑗 𝑧±𝑖 ) is the symmetric part of the decompo-

sition, and is called the rate of strain tensor related to the Elsässer’s
variable, while 𝑅±

𝑖 𝑗
= 12 (𝜕𝑖𝑧

±
𝑗
− 𝜕 𝑗 𝑧±𝑖 ) is the anti-symmetric compo-

nent, called the rate of rotation tensor associated with the curl of the
Elsässer variable. One can simplify Eqn. 5 further to obtain

−𝜕𝑖𝑖𝑃 = 𝜏−𝑖 𝑗𝜏
+
𝑖 𝑗 − 𝑅

−
𝑖 𝑗𝑅

+
𝑖 𝑗 . (6)

The first term on the right hand side is related to the strain ten-
sor. If one decomposes 𝜏±

𝑖 𝑗
such that 𝑆𝑖 𝑗 = 1

2 (𝜕𝑖𝑢 𝑗 + 𝜕 𝑗𝑢𝑖) and
𝑀𝑖 𝑗 =

1
2 (𝜕𝑖𝑏 𝑗 + 𝜕 𝑗𝑏𝑖) are the velocity and magnetic rates of strain

respectively, then 𝜏−
𝑖 𝑗
𝜏+
𝑖 𝑗

= 𝑆𝑖 𝑗𝑆𝑖 𝑗 − 𝑀𝑖 𝑗𝑀𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑆2 − 𝑀2, where 𝑆2

and 𝑀2 are the respective squares of the velocity and magnetic rate
of strain tensors. These are the associated second tensor invariants,
equal to the sum of squares of the respective eigenvalues.
The second term on the right hand side simplifies further to yield

𝑅−
𝑖 𝑗
𝑅+
𝑖 𝑗

= 14 (∇×z−)𝑘 (∇×z+)𝑘 = 14 (𝜔𝑘− 𝑗𝑘 ) (𝜔𝑘 + 𝑗𝑘 ) =
1
4 (𝜔𝑘𝜔𝑘−

𝑗𝑘 𝑗𝑘 ), where 𝜔 = ∇ × u is the vorticity and j = ∇ × b is the current
density. Therefore, Eqn. 6 can be re-written as

−𝜕𝑖𝑖𝑃 = (𝑆2 − 𝑀2) − 1
4
(𝜔𝑖𝜔𝑖 − 𝑗𝑖 𝑗𝑖). (7)

Eqn. 7 is the Poisson equation for pressure, which shows that the
pressure fluctuations are related to the rate of velocity and magnetic
field strains and their rotations. In the absence of a magnetic field,
Eqn. 7 reduces to −𝜕𝑖𝑖𝑃 = 𝑆2 − 14𝜔𝑖𝜔𝑖 .

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)
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2.3 Poisson’s equation with shear

Using Reynolds’ decomposition, we can write a physical quantity
(say 𝑃) as the sum of mean (𝑃) and fluctuating component (𝑝).
Substituting in Eqn. 4, and using 𝜕𝑖𝑧±𝑖 = 0, we get

𝜕𝑖𝑖𝑃 + 𝜕𝑖𝑖 𝑝 = −𝜕𝑖𝜕 𝑗 (𝑍
∓
𝑖 𝑍

±
𝑗 + 𝑍

∓
𝑖 𝑧

±
𝑗 + 𝑧

∓
𝑖 𝑍

±
𝑗 + 𝑧∓𝑖 𝑧

±
𝑗 ). (8)

Subtracting the ensemble average from itself we get

𝜕𝑖𝑖 𝑝 = −𝜕𝑖𝜕 𝑗 (𝑍
∓
𝑖 𝑧

±
𝑗 + 𝑧

∓
𝑖 𝑍

±
𝑗 ) − 𝜕𝑖𝜕 𝑗 (𝑧∓𝑖 𝑧

±
𝑗 − 𝑧∓𝑖 𝑧

±
𝑗
), (9)

which is the shear form of the Poisson equation for fluctuations in
pressure.
The form of Eqn. 9 is the same as its hydrodynamic counterpart

except that 𝑢 is replaced by 𝑧. Clearly, the Laplacian of pressure
fluctuation is composed of two different terms. The first term repre-
sents the distortion produced by the shear as a result of interaction
of shear with turbulence, while the second term is the interaction
among the turbulent fluctuations. Solving Eqns. 7 and 9 for pressure
requires specific boundary conditions which is out of scope of this
paper. Instead, we focus ourselves on the statistics of pressure, as
follows. The characteristics of pressure fluctuation can be studied
using the pressure correlation functions 𝑅𝑃 (r) = 〈𝑃(x + r)𝑃(x)〉
(Batchelor 1951) or the second-order pressure structure functions
𝐷2
𝑃
(r) = |𝛿𝑃(r) |2 (Obukhoff & Yaglom 1951) both of which

are related to each other (Monin & Yaglom 1975). Here, x repre-
sents the positions space, r represents the spatial lag, 〈...〉 repre-
sents the ensemble average, and the pressure increment is defined as
𝛿𝑃(r) = 𝑃(x + r) − 𝑃(x).
The scaling of the pressure spectrum in the inertial range can be

readily identified by applying Kolmogorov similarity hypothesis to
pressure increments (Kolmogorov 1991). The second-order structure
function 𝐷2

𝑃
(𝑟) depends only on spatial lag 𝑟 and rate of dissipation

of energy 𝜖 , and can be written as

𝐷2𝑃 (𝑟) = 〈|𝑃(x + r) − 𝑃(x) |2〉 = 𝐶𝑝𝜖4/3𝑟4/3, (10)

where 𝐶𝑝 is a constant. The form in Eqn. 10 is valid in the inertial
range. AFourier transfromof Eqn. 10 results in the pressure spectrum
𝐸𝑃 (𝑘) with the mathematical form

𝐸𝑃 (𝑘) ∝ 𝜖4/3𝑘−7/3, (11)

where 𝑘 is the wavenumber. The second-order pressure structure
function has also been linked to the fourth-order velocity structure
function (Hill & Wilczak 1995; Hill & Boratav 1997; Nelkin &
Chen 1998) and pressure-gradient velocity-velocity structure func-
tion (Hill & Boratav 2001). However, exploring such relationship
is beyond the scope of this paper, where our emphasis is on kinetic
plasmas.

3 SIMULATION AND RESULTS

To study the statistics of pressure fluctuations in kinetic plasmas,
we analyze a 2.5D fully kinetic particle-in-cell (PIC) simulation of
turbulence performed using the P3D code (Zeiler et al. 2002). The
simulation follows the normalization where length is normalized to
the ion-inertial length 𝑑𝑖 = 𝑐/𝜔𝑝𝑖 , where 𝑐 is the speed of light
and 𝜔𝑝𝑖 is the plasma frequency for ions; time is normalized to the
inverse of the cyclotron frequency 𝜔𝑐𝑖 and velocity is normalized to
Alfvén speed 𝑣𝐴0 = 𝐵0/

√︁
4𝜋𝑚𝑖𝑛0, where 𝑚𝑖 is the mass of ions, 𝐵0

and 𝑛0 are the normalizing parameters for magnetic field and number
density, respectively. Similarly, temperature is normalized to 𝑚𝑖𝑣2𝐴0
and pressure is normalized to 𝑛0𝑚𝑖𝑣2𝐴0.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
t ci

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

P

Pmag

Pth

Ptot

Figure 1. Time evolution of the change in thermal 𝑃𝑡ℎ , magnetic 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 and
total pressure 𝑃𝑡𝑜𝑡 calculated with respect to their initial values. 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 and
𝑃𝑡ℎ have opposite behavior once themagnetic pressure reaches themaximum
value. The red star represents the time of analysis.

The simulation is a periodic square domain of length 𝐿 = 149.6𝑑𝑖
with grid points of 40962, and 3200 particles initially in each grid.
The mass ratio of ions to electrons is set to 25 with an initial back-
ground density of 1, uniform initial temperature of 𝑇𝑒 = 𝑇𝑖 = 0.3
with a total plasma beta 𝛽 = 1.2, and an initial out-of-plane mag-
netic field of strength 1. The system is initially populatedwith Fourier
modes formagnetic field and velocity (both ions and electrons)within
2𝑘0 ≤ |𝑘 | ≤ 4𝑘0, where 𝑘0 = 2𝜋/𝐿 and allowed to evolve for about
370 𝑡𝜔𝑐𝑖 without external forcing (see Parashar et al. (2018), Ad-
hikari et al. (2021) for details).

3.1 Pressure balances

Fig. 1 shows the time evolution of the ensemble averaged (i.e., vol-
ume integrated) change in magnetic Δ𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 and total thermal Δ𝑃𝑡ℎ
pressure. The change in the pressure is calculated with respect to
the initial value at 𝑡 = 0. Initially, the magnetic pressure increases
rapidly for a small period of time and then falls, while the thermal
pressure continues to increase gradually throughout the simulation.
Note, the change in the total pressure stays roughly constant once it
reaches the maximum value; as the thermal pressure compensates
for the fall in the magnetic pressure. The change in the magnetic and
thermal pressure intersects at 𝑡𝜔𝑐𝑖 = 116.5 when the mean square
current is maximum in the system (not shown). This time, when
MHD dissipation typically reaches a maximum, is often regarded
as the turbulence having reached a fully developed state. One finds
that in this state, the volume-integrated magnetic pressure and the
volume-integrated thermal pressure are anticorrelated, producing a
near-constant volume integrated total pressure. Since we are inter-
ested in the turbulence properties of pressure fluctuations, we focus
our analysis around this time.
To understand how the global pressure balance impacts the local

pressures, in Fig. 2 we show the two-dimensional view of the ther-
mal, magnetic, and total pressure fluctuations at 𝑡𝜔𝑐𝑖 = 116.5, each
normalized to their respective mean value. It is observed that most of
the regions near the current sheets (see Fig.A1) have low magnetic
pressure and high thermal pressure indicating a negative correlations
between the two. As a result the total pressure in these regions stay

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)
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Pth
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0.4

Figure 2. Two dimensional image at 𝑡𝜔𝑐𝑖 = 116.5 of the magnetic 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 , thermal 𝑃𝑡ℎ , and total 𝑃𝑡𝑜𝑡 pressure fluctuations normalized to their respective
mean values.

0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
Pmag

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

Pth

rP = 0.257

100

101

102

103

104

Figure 3. Joint probability distribution of the thermal 𝑃𝑡ℎ and magnetic
𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 pressure at 𝑡𝜔𝑐𝑖 = 116.5. A dashed line of slope −1 is drawn for
reference and 𝑟𝑃 represents the Pearson correlation coefficient.

relatively uniform as seen on the right panel of Fig. 2. On the other
hand, the magnetic islands have similar magnitude of 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 and 𝑃𝑡ℎ .
This is certainly due to the magnetic compression and heating within
the islands. The total pressure balance is further quantified by calcu-
lating the variance of the pressure fluctuations plotted in Fig. 2, and
is shown in Table. 1. The variance of the magnetic and thermal pres-
sure fluctuations have similar magnitude, while the variance of the
total pressure fluctuation is much smaller (∼ 40% of 𝑃𝑡ℎ or 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔).
Next, we plot the joint probability distribution function (PDF) of

the thermal and magnetic pressure in Fig. 3, where a line of slope −1
is drawn for reference. The joint PDF clearly follows the reference
line suggesting a negative correlation between the two pressures. In
addition, we compute the Pearson correlation coefficient 𝑟𝑃 (Cohen
et al. 2009) between 𝑃𝑡ℎ and 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 to be−0.257 supporting the trend
seen in Fig. 3. This anticorrelation quantifies the tendency towards
statistical (in contrast to pointwise) pressure balance.
We now discuss the pressure spectra. In the top panel of Fig. 4,

we plot the magnetic, thermal, and total pressure spectra. The dotted
vertical lines represent the wavenumber corresponding to the ion

Table 1. Variance about the spatial mean of the magnetic, thermal and total
pressure as plotted in Fig. 2.

Variance 𝑃𝑡ℎ 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 𝑃𝑡𝑜𝑡

𝜎2 0.0107 0.0101 0.0039

10 8

10 7

10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

E P
(k

)

3
7/3

5/3

kde = 1kdi = 1 k D = 1

EPmag

EPth

EPtot

10 1 100 101 102

kdi

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1

E B
(k

)

5/3

8/3

11/3

EBx

EBy

EBz

EB

Figure 4. (Top) Pressure spectra for magnetic pressure (dashed line), thermal
pressure (dash-dot) and total pressure (solid green line) as a function of
wavenumber at the time of analysis. Reference lines with slopes −5/3, −7/3
and −3 are provided. (Bottom) Magnetic energy spectra at the same time.
Lines of slope −5/3, −8/3, and −11/3 are drawn for reference. Both total
spectrum and component spectra are shown (See legend).
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inertial length 𝑑−1
𝑖
, electron inertial length 𝑑−1𝑒 and the Debye length

𝜆−1
𝐷
. Additional lines of slope −5/3, −7/3, and −3 are drawn for

reference. The thermal and magnetic pressure spectra exhibit very
similar behavior except at the higher wavenumbers. In the inertial
range 𝑘𝑑𝑖 . 1, both these spectra exhibit similar spectral slopes
close to −5/3, while at large wavenumbers 𝑘𝑑𝑖 > 5, the thermal
pressure has a plateau at approximately 10−7 while the magnetic
pressure spectrum falls down below 10−8.
Once again, the total pressure displays different behavior compared

to its constituent parts. The total pressure spectrum, in the inertial
range displays a spectral slope of −7/3 consistent with Eqn. 11.
This is due to the significant cross-spectrum correlation between
the thermal and the magnetic pressure, a direct consequence of the
statistical pressure balance described above.
At higher wavenumber, the total pressure spectrum steepens be-

yond the inertial range 2 ≤ 𝑘𝑑𝑖 ≤ 9 with slope −3 before the hump
on the thermal pressure spectrum dominates the contribution.
The bottom panel of Fig. 4 shows the magnetic energy spectra

along with its components. In the inertial range (𝑘𝑑𝑖 . 1) the mag-
netic spectra approximate the familiar Kolmogorov −5/3 slope as
expected in strong turbulence. Near 𝑘𝑑𝑖 = 1 the magnetic spectra
steepen, as often reported for plasma (Leamon et al. 1998), with a
slope that varies in the range of about −7/3 to −8/3 (Smith et al.
2006). In this range kinetic dissipation and dispersion effects be-
come important. Various steeper forms have been proposed for the
spectrum at still higher wavenumbers 𝑘𝑑𝑒 > 1; an 11/3 spectrum
is shown here for reference. The spectrum of the out of plane com-
ponent 𝐵𝑧 is much flatter than the other two magnetic components,
and in the inertial range appears at a much lower amplitude, down
by as much as two orders of magnitude at the long wavelength end
of the inertial range. However at the intermediate kinetic range, the
𝐵𝑧 spectrum reaches equipartition with the spectra of the other two
components, and further along, at sub electron scales, this component
becomes dominant over the other two by a modest factor.
We note in passing that the theoretical development in (Mont-

gomery et al. 1987) began with assumption that the magnetic spec-
trum exhibits a −5/3 spectrum and proceeded to compute the density
and pressure spectra as a linear response to the magnetic field. The
conclusion was that inMHD the thermal pressure (and density) spec-
tra would take on a −5/3 power law as seen here. The anticorrelation
of thermal and magnetic pressure at inertial range scales was also
concluded. The statistical characterization of total pressure was not
included. The present findings are complementary to this important
antecedent.
Next, we show the probability density function (PDF) of the pres-

sure increments (𝛿𝑃) defined in section 2.3 as

𝛿𝑃(r) = 𝑃(x + r) − 𝑃(x), (12)

where r is the spatial lag. For simplicity, we compute the PDF using
lags along the 𝑥 and 𝑦 directions, and average the results. One can
also perform these calculations for lags along different directions and
take an angular average (Wang et al. 2022). The PDF’s are shown in
Fig. 5 for two different lags 𝑟 = 1𝑑𝑒 ≈ 0.2𝑑𝑖 (left panel) and 𝑟 ≈ 1𝑑𝑖
(right panel).
At 𝑟 ≈ 𝑑𝑖 , the PDF of both 𝛿𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑔 (blue circles) and 𝛿𝑃𝑡ℎ (red

diamonds) follow each other closely in contrast to the 𝑟 ≈ 𝑑𝑒 case,
however, displaying a departure from gaussianity in both cases. The
total pressure PDF (green box) for 𝑟 ≈ 𝑑𝑒 is very close to a normal
distribution (solid black line), drawn for reference, but is distorted
for 𝑟 ≈ 𝑑𝑖 implying better pressure balance at smaller lags.
To examine the spatial distributions that originate from different

sections of these PDF’s, we divide the probability distribution func-
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Figure 5. Probability density functions of pressure increments 𝛿𝑃, for
magnetic pressure (blue circles), thermal pressure (red diamonds) and to-
tal pressure (green boxes), each normalized by its standard deviation, at
𝑟 ≈ 1𝑑𝑒 = 0.2𝑑𝑖 (left), and 𝑟 ≈ 1𝑑𝑖 (right). The PDFs are computed at
𝑡 = 116.5𝜔−1

𝑐𝑖
. The black solid line is a normal distribution for reference (see

text for details).

tion into regions I, II and III (as in Greco et al. (2009)) and mask out
all but one region in a given plot. The results for small lag increments,
at 𝑟 ≈ 𝑑𝑒, are shown in Fig. 6. Here we have used a binary color
representation where black represents the structures contributing to
a particular region, and white represents the region with no contri-
bution. It is immediately evident that the total pressure increments
at this scale are much more homogeneous than the separate contri-
butions from magnetic or thermal pressures. This is the case for the
region I core of the distributions, for the fine scale super-gaussian
tails representing region III, and for the intermediate subgaussian
regions II. This signature of pressure balance is particularly clear
for the supergaussian tail. However none of these regions is com-
pletely uniform. In fact the spatial distribution of magnetic islands
and their boundaries, i.e., what we sometimes called cellularization
of the plasma (Servidio et al. 2008), is evident in all three ranges of
the PDF, as is evident in the panels of Fig. 6. Quantitative diagnostics
of this spatial structure leads us to a discussion of intermittency.
Theories and classifications of intermittency provide a physical ba-

sis for quantifying deviations from gaussianity. To understand the in-
termittency of pressure fluctuations,we calculate the scale-dependent
kurtosis and higher-order structure function for pressure increments
in the following sub-section.

3.2 Higher Order Statistics and Intermittency

3.2.1 Scale dependent kurtosis

The scale-dependent kurtosis 𝜅(r) for the pressure fluctuations 𝛿𝑃(r)
as a function of lag r is defined as

𝜅(r) = 〈|𝑃(x + r) − 𝑃(x) |4〉
〈|𝑃(x + r) − 𝑃(x) |2〉2

. (13)

𝜅(r) takes on a value of three for a scalar field having a gaussian
distribution. For a scalar quantity (or its increments) less randomly
distributed and more clustered in space, 𝜅(r) attains larger values,
and can be heuristically interpreted as the reciprocal of the spatial
filling factor. This property makes 𝜅(r) a good preliminary indicator
of the presence of spatial intermittency.
In Fig. 7 we plot 𝜅(𝑟) for magnetic, thermal, and total pressure.

It is observed that 𝜅(𝑟) is non-gaussian for all pressure forms at
the smaller lags 𝑟 ≤ 1𝑑𝑖. This agrees with the PDF seen in Fig. 5.
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The scale-dependent kurtosis for the magnetic field pressure peaks
at ≈ 0.1𝑑𝑖 , that for thermal pressure peaks at ≈ 0.3𝑑𝑖 , while 𝜅(𝑟)
of total pressure peaks at ≈ 0.5𝑑𝑖 , approaching a value closer to 3
for larger lags. This implies that the fluctuations at smaller lags are
intermittent, and therefore the original Kolmogorov (1941) similarity
hypothesis is not valid and needs some discussion or clarification.

3.2.2 Structure functions

In this subsection, we discuss the higher order structure functions for
pressure fluctuations asmeasured by the increments 𝛿𝑃, and compare
themwith the higher order velocity andmagnetic structure functions.
The structure function of order 𝑛 is defined as

𝐷𝑛𝑃 (𝑟) = 〈|𝛿𝑃(𝑟) |𝑛〉. (14)

For Kolmogorov 1941 scaling (𝐾41 from here on), which ignores
intermittency, (see section 2.3) the pressure fluctuation is expected
to scale as 𝛿𝑃 ∼ (𝛿𝑣)2, and therefore the 𝑛𝑡ℎ order pressure structure
function 𝐷𝑛

𝑃
(𝑟) ∼ (𝛿𝑣)2𝑛 ∼ 𝑟2𝑛/3. However, this idealization is not

expected to be valid for higher-order structure functions because of
the non-gaussian behavior as seen in Fig. 5. This section explores
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Figure 7. Scale dependent kurtosis 𝜅 (r) for magnetic (dash-dot), thermal
(dashed) and total pressure (solid) as a function of lag. The dotted line is a
reference for the kurtosis of a gaussian distribution.
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the lag dependence of the higher-order pressure structure functions
in the kinetic plasmas of interest.
The multi-fractal scaling of pressure fluctuations has not been

explored as much as the velocity and magnetic field. Some attempts
have been made to include intermittency corrections in the pressure
scaling (Donzis et al. 2012), but not for kinetic plasma turbulence
as far as we are aware.
For further analysis, first we assume the pressure structure function

to take the form

𝐷𝑛𝑃 (𝑟) ∼ 𝑟
𝜁𝑛 , (15)

where 𝜁𝑛 includes the intermittency correction to the 𝐾41 scal-
ing (Kolmogorov 1962; Obukhov 1962). We then compute the scal-
ing exponents for our system and compare that with a few intermit-
tency models that are formulated to describe the scaling of velocity
structure functions.
One of the first descriptions of intermittency comes from

Oboukhov’s suggestion that motivated the Kolmogorov refined simi-
larity hypothesis (Oboukhov 1962; Kolmogorov 1962). Specifically
Oboukhov reasoned that patchy dissipation might be accounted for
if the velocity fluctuation (i.e., increment) depends on the local value
of dissipation and exhibits a log-normal distribution. According to
this model (𝐾62 from here on), the scaling exponent takes the form

𝜁𝐾62𝑛 =
𝑛

3
+ 𝜇

18
(3𝑛 − 𝑛2), (16)

where 𝜇 is the intermittency exponent, whose values typically ranges
between 0.2−0.3 (Van Atta & Antonia 1980; Sreenivasan & Kailas-
nath 1993; Davidson 2015).
Another successful model used to describe intermittency is the

She and Leveque model (She & Leveque 1994) which assumes a
log-Poisson model distribution. In this model, the exponent has the
generalized form

𝜁𝑛 =
𝑛

3
(1 − 𝛼) + 𝐶0 (1 − 𝛽𝑛/3)], (17)

where 𝐶0 = 𝛼
1−𝛽 is related to the dimension D of the dissipative

eddies through the relation𝐶0 = 3−𝐷 (Biskamp 2003) and therefore
called the co-dimension. The parameter 𝛼 is the scaling exponent,
while 𝛽 is a characteristic of the intermittency. For hydrodynamic

turbulence, because of the quasi-1D structure of thin vortex filaments,
the co-dimension 𝐶0 = 2. She and Leveque (She & Leveque 1994)
further assumed that with Kolmogorov scaling, 𝛼 = 2/3 and 𝛽 = 2/3,
which yields

𝜁𝑆𝐿𝑛 =
𝑛

9
+ 2

[
1 −

(
2
3

)𝑛/3]
. (18)

However, for magnetohydrodynamic turbulence the smallest dissipa-
tive structures may be taken to be 2D as we observe from small scale
current sheets. For that case,𝐶0 = 1. With the same 𝑥 = 2/3, we now
have 𝛽 = 1/3 that yields the scaling exponents (Politano & Pouquet
1995; Müller & Biskamp 2000) of the form

𝜁𝑀𝐻𝐷𝑛 =
𝑛

9
+ 1 −

(
1
3

)𝑛/3
. (19)

Next, in Fig. 8 we show the higher-order structure functions 𝐷𝑛
𝑃

versus lag 𝑟 up to the eighth order. Two vertical lines on the left denote
the kinetic range (between 𝑑𝑒 = 0.2𝑑𝑖 and 1𝑑𝑖), while two vertical
lines on the right denote the inertial range (between 4𝑑𝑖 and 15𝑑𝑖)
(Adhikari et al. 2021). The magnitude of the higher-order structure
functions is smaller than the lower-order structure functions. The
structure functions are observed to be steeper in the kinetic range
compared to the inertial range. The steepness of the kinetic range
increases sharply with higher-order structure function compared to
the inertial range because the fluctuations at those lag scales aremuch
smaller than those in the inertial range. Beyond the inertial range,
the structure functions display a similar slope. Next, we calculate
the power exponent of these structure functions. In Fig. 9 we plot the
scaling exponent of these structure functions as a function of the order
𝑛, across the inertial (top) and kinetic (bottom) range and compare
it with those from the magnetic and velocity structure functions.
The exponents are obtained using power-law fits to the structure
function curve at both the inertial and kinetic ranges. It is instructive
to compare the present results with similar findings presented for
kinetic plasma turbulence by (Wan et al. 2016) and for the density in
compressible MHD turbulence by (Yang et al. 2017b).
The scaling exponents for the structure function follow the order

velocity <magnetic field < pressure, with the ratio between pressure
and velocity structure function ∼ 2. The value of 𝜁𝑛 for the ve-
locity/magnetic and pressure structure functions decrease more and
more from the conventional (K41) value of 𝑛/3 and 2𝑛/3 respectively
as 𝑛 increases. Interestingly, the exponent saturates to a value close
to 1 for the velocity structure function.
We also plot the K41, SL, and K62 prediction for comparison.

Clearly, none of these models fully describe the exponents obtained
from our simulations. However, interestingly, the exponent for the
magnetic structure functions is in good agreement with the general-
ized She Leveque exponent (Eqn. 17) with scaling exponent 𝑥 = 3/4,
and 𝛽 = 1/4, such that the co-dimension 𝐶0 = 1. This curve is
denoted by MSL (modified SL) in Fig. 9.
In the kinetic range (bottom panel Fig. 9), the exponents for all

the structure functions exhibits a linear relation with the order of the
structure function, contrary to the inertial range behavior. The values
of the exponents for lower-order (𝑛 . 6)magnetic and velocity struc-
ture functions are similar. However, for 𝑛 > 6 the difference in 𝜁𝑛
starts to increase and diverges with increasing 𝑛 (not shown). On the
contrary, the power exponent for the pressure structure functions is
smaller in the kinetic range suggesting that the previous description
in the inertial range is not valid in the kinetic range. More studies em-
phasizing the kinetic regime of the structure functions will certainly
shed some light on our understanding of the structure functions.
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Figure 9. Power index for different orders 𝑛 of the magnetic (blue squares),
velocity (green circles), and pressure (red diamond) structure functions in the
inertial (top), and kinetic (bottom) range as defined by the shaded rectangles
in Fig. 8. The scaling exponents predicted by different models in the inertial
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Recent works on intermittency in the magnetic field provide guid-
ance in this issue, while it remains clear that some subtle distinctions
may be needed. For example, Leonardis et al. (2013) foundmultifrac-
tal scaling of the magnetic field at subproton scales in simulations of
kinetic reconnection, but also found monofractal gaussian scaling at
scales less than 𝑑𝑖 (Leonardis et al. 2016). Other kinetic simulations
of collisonless plasma turbulence supported the finding that turbu-
lence at proton scales and smaller is self-similar, i.e., monofractal
(Wan et al. 2016). Laboratory findings (e.g., (Schaffner & Brown
2015)) and Parker Solar Probe data (Chhiber et al. 2021) also find
monofractal behavior at sub-proton scales. Here we have found very
similar results for intermittency in the total pressure. First we have
found that the pressure fluctuations are indeed intermittent. Second,
the finding of of multifractal scaling at scales larger than 𝑑𝑖 , and
monofractal scaling at scales less than 𝑑𝑖 is in accordance with char-
acterization of magnetic field intermittency in a number of prior
studies.

4 CONCLUSIONS

Pressure balance has long been an important element in space plasma
physics (Burlaga et al. 1990). The traditional viewpoint adopts ex-
plicitly an assumption that fluctuations are small, leading to amenu of
linear wave solutions and small amplitude pressure fluctuations that
emerge as special static solutions of the MHD equations (Cowling
1976). Here we have employed particle-in-cell simulations of kinetic
turbulence starting from conditions that give rise to strong MHD
scale fluctuations and subsequently the formation of strong spatial
intermittency, coherent structures, and nonuniform dissipation.
In this paper, we emphasize the properties of pressure fluctuations

that are of inherently nonlinear and stochastic nature, and therefore
the characteristics we describe are attributable to turbulence and not
a collection of static or wavelike structures.
The key conclusions of this paper are listed below:

(i) Poisson’s equation for pressure (Eqn. 7) in terms of Elsässer’s
variable was presented. This equation explains the quasi-pressure
balance obtained in turbulent systems. Similarly, Poisson’s equation
for the pressure fluctuation is formulated in terms of Elsässer shear
(Eqn. 9). The form of the equation is the same as it would be for
velocity replaced by Elsässer variables.
(ii) In a PIC simulation of decaying turbulence, as turbulence is

fully developed, the volume averaged change in the thermal pressure
behaves opposite to that of the magnetic pressure keeping the total
pressure nearly constant as seen in Fig. 1. A 2D view of the thermal
(ion plus electron) and magnetic pressure indicates the suggested
signatures of anticorrelation between the magnetic and the thermal
pressure locally, and results in the global anticorrelation (Fig. 2).
(iii) The omnidirectional pressure spectrum has a characteristic

slope of −7/3 (Fig. 4) in the inertial range while the magnetic and
thermal pressure each have a slope of −5/3, a less steep power
spectrum than the total pressure spectrum. The significant cross con-
tribution between the two pressure terms (magnetic and thermal) is
a result of the anti-correlation between the two.
(iv) The intermittent behavior of pressure fluctuations is discussed

and contrasted to the intermittency observed in the velocity and mag-
netic fields. The ratio of the scaling exponents for the higher-order
pressure structure function to that of velocity structure function in the
inertial range is ∼ 2. None of the previously described intermittency
models fit the scaling exponent obtained from our simulations; reso-
lution of this issue requires detailed study that is outside the scope of
the present paper. The exponents for velocity structure functions are
much lower than the predicted value for higher orders 𝑛 and saturate
close to 1. The scaling exponent formagnetic structure functions does
agree with the MHD description of the SL model but with a different
scaling exponent. Further, both monofractal and multifractal scaling
exponents are observed in the pressure, suggesting that traces of the
intermittent behavior are also observed in pressure fluctuations.

This study sheds light on the contribution of thermal and magnetic
pressure to the total pressure using pressure spectra and higher-order
statistics. One can use these results to characterize the fluctuations
of mass density in many astrophysical systems, exploring the con-
tributions coming from the thermal and magnetic pressure in the
system (Lau et al. 2013). Therefore, studies of pressure fluctuations
in astrophysical systems can only lead to a better understanding of
the system.
Finally it is not yet clear if the findings presented here will ex-

trapolate to all the cases of two or three dimensions, including the
expected anisotropy of magnetic fields (Oughton et al. 1994). Given
the great variation in physical processes that occur in widely different
parameter regimes of three dimensional plasma turbulence, it is also
not clear if the conclusions present here will prove to be universal
across all attainable parameters. Future studies on these extensions
are therefore warranted.
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APPENDIX A: SYSTEM OVERVIEW

Fig. A1 shows the magnitude of the out-of-plane current ( 𝑗𝑧) in the
system at the time of analysis.
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