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ABSTRACT

In this paper we present a comprehensive statistical analysis of more than two thousand bipolar elec-
trostatic solitary waves (ESW) collected from ten quasi-perpendicular Earth’s bow shock crossings
by Magnetospheric Multiscale spacecraft. We developed and implemented a correction procedure
for reconstruction of actual electric fields, velocities, and other properties of ESW from measure-
ments, whose spatial scales are typically comparable with or even several times smaller than spatial
distance between axial and spin plane voltage-sensitive probes. We also determined the optimal ratio
between frequency response factors of axial and spin plane antennas used for interferometry analysis
of ESW. We found that more than 95% of the ESW in the Earth’s bow shock are of negative polarity
and present an in depth analysis of properties of these ESW. They have spatial scales of about 10–
100 meters, amplitudes typically below a few Volts, and velocities from a few tens to a few hundreds
km/s in spacecraft and plasma rest frames. The spatial scales of ESW are distinctly correlated with
local Debye length λD, being typically within a range of λD to 10λD. Their amplitudes are typically
below 0.1 of local electron temperature, and their velocities are on the order of local ion-acoustic
speed. We also observed large-amplitude ESW with amplitudes of 5–30 V or 0.1–0.3 of local elec-
tron temperature with occurrence rate of a few percent. The ESW have electric fields generally
oblique to local magnetic field and propagate highly oblique to shock normal N; more than 80% of
ESW propagate within 30◦ of the shock plane. In the shock plane, ESW typically propagate within
a few tens of degrees of local magnetic field projection BLM onto the shock plane and preferentially
opposite to N×BLM. We argue that the ESW of negative polarity are ion phase space holes, which
are solitary waves produced in a nonlinear stage of various ion-streaming instabilities. We estimated
lifetimes of the ion holes to be 10–100 ms, or 1–10 km in terms of spatial distance. We speculate
that the ion holes are likely produced by the ion-ion streaming instability, because amplitudes of the
ion holes fall below the threshold expected for the saturation of this instability at typical densities of
ion beams in the Earth’s bow shock; this instability can also explain highly oblique propagation of
the ion holes to shock normal.

1 Introduction

The Earth’s bow shock is the most accessible natural laboratory for in-situ analysis of various plasma processes in su-
percritical collisionless shock waves [e.g., 1]. One of the problems not entirely resolved in the physics of collisionless
shocks concerns mechanisms of electron heating and thermalization [e.g., 2, 3, 4, 5], whose analysis is also stimu-
lated by simulations [e.g., 6, 7] and remote observations [8, 9] of astrophysical shocks. The current consensus is that
quasi-static magnetic and electric fields play a major role in electron heating, while scattering by some wave activities
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results in thermalization of electron velocity distribution functions shaped by quasi-static fields [10, 11, 12]. Among
various waves observed in the Earth’s bow shock, electrostatic fluctuations deserve particular attention, because they
are always present in the shock transition region [13, 14]. It is rather likely that the scattering by electrostatic fluctua-
tions is one of the leading mechanisms of electron thermalization in the Earth’s bow shock [15, 16, 5]. This study is
focused on experimental analysis of electrostatic fluctuations in the Earth’s bow shock, which results can be of value
for simulations and quantitative studies of the electron heating in collisionless shocks.

The presence of electrostatic fluctuations in the Earth’s bow shock was revealed by spectral measurements aboard early
spacecraft missions [17, 13, 18]. In particular, [13] showed that electric field fluctuations above a few hundred Hz are
predominantly electrostatic, while [17] used fast spectral measurements to argue that the electrostatic fluctuations are
most likely ion-acoustic waves with wavelengths on the order of a few tens of Debye lengths. [18] showed that the
electrostatic fluctuations propagate generally oblique to local magnetic field. The infrequent measurements of electric
field waveforms (at resolution below a few hundred samples per second) showed that electric field fluctuations can
have amplitudes up to hundreds of mV/m [19, 20, 21]. Based on early measurements, the electrostatic fluctuations
were interpreted in terms of ion-acoustic waves produced by two-stream instability between incoming and reflected
ions [19, 22]. Nevertheless, the most detailed analysis of electrostatic fluctuations in the Earth’s bow shock became
possible with advent of high-resolution waveform measurements aboard Wind, Polar, Cluster, STEREO and THEMIS
spacecraft [see, e.g., review by 23].

High-resolution waveform measurements showed that electrostatic fluctuations in the Earth’s bow shock are composed
of quasi-sinusoidal wave packets interpreted in terms of ion-acoustic waves [24, 25, 26] and various electrostatic soli-
tary waves [27, 28, 29, 30, 26]. There are only a few observations of quasi-sinusoidal packets of electron cyclotron
harmonic waves [31, 26] and low-hybrid waves [32]. In accordance with early spacecraft observations, the waveform
measurements showed that ion-acoustic waves have wavelengths of a few tens of Debye lengths, propagate oblique
to local magnetic field, and have electric field amplitudes up to a few hundred mV/m [25, 33, 15]. The observations
of electrostatic solitary waves (ESW) were possible solely due to high-resolution waveform measurements. [27, 28]
originally reported ESW with bipolar electric field profiles measured aboard the Wind spacecraft. Though the polarity
of the bipolar structures could not be determined, they were interpreted in terms of electron holes, which are solitary
waves of positive polarity formed in a nonlinear stage of various electron-streaming instabilities [34, 6, 35, 36]. How-
ever, Cluster measurements in several crossings of the Earth’s bow shock revealed only bipolar structures of negative
polarity and, therefore, questioned the presence of electron holes in the Earth’s bow shock [29, 30]. Cluster measure-
ments also showed that ESW in the Earth’s bow shock can have unipolar, tripolar and more complicated electric field
profiles [30].

The critical caveat is that the studies of electrostatic fluctuations in the Earth’s bow shock were mostly limited to
electric field measurements in a spacecraft spin plane [27, 28, 29, 30]. The 3D electric field measurements were
reported only in three crossings of the Earth’s bow shock by the Polar spacecraft [25, 33]. Clearly, the electric
field measurements limited to a spacecraft spin plane cannot provide accurate estimates of parameters of electrostatic
fluctuations with wave vectors out of the spin plane. More specifically, the electric field amplitudes are obviously
underestimated, whereas phase velocities and wavelengths of the electrostatic fluctuations are overestimated [see, e.g.,
discussion by 30, and the analysis in the present study]. At present, the 3D electric field measurements aboard the
Magnetospheric Multiscale (MMS) mission [37] allow the most in depth analysis of electrostatic fluctuations in the
Earth’s bow shock. In this study, we use MMS measurements for a statistical analysis of bipolar electrostatic structures.
Importantly, we show that the use of 3D electric field measurements substantially improves quantitative estimates
presented in previous case studies based on 2D electric field measurements [29, 30]. Understanding the nature of
bipolar structures will reveal types of instabilities operating in the Earth’s bow shock, including those producing ion-
acoustic wave packets, because bipolar structures most likely appear in the course of a nonlinear evolution of those
waves [see, e.g., simulations by 34, 38, 36]. We do not consider unipolar, tripolar, or more complicated ESW, which
most likely result from further nonlinear evolution of bipolar structures [e.g., 39, 40, 41].

The MMS measurements in the Earth’s bow shock have already provided valuable information about electrostatic
waves [42] and bipolar structures [16, 43, 44]. In particular, [16] and [44] have analyzed respectively twenty and
more than one hundred large-amplitude (>50 mV/m) bipolar structures from a chosen quasi-perpendicular Earth’s
bow shock crossing. They showed that these solitary waves are Debye-scale structures with electric fields up to 600
mV/m, typically oriented oblique to local magnetic field. In spacecraft rest frame, the bipolar structures propagate with
velocities of the order of one hundred km/s. We note that obliqueness of the electric fields is a fundamentally important
property, because oblique electric fields allow efficient pitch-angle scattering and demagnetization of thermal electrons
[3, 16, 5]. Surprisingly, all large-amplitude bipolar structures considered by [16] and [44] had negative polarity of the
electrostatic potential. [44] have suggested that these bipolar structures are ion phase space holes, which are solitary
waves of negative polarity formed in a nonlinear stage of various ion-streaming instabilities [45, 46, 38, 47]. One of
the potential candidates is the two-stream instability between incoming and reflected ions, which would be consistent
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Table 1: A summary of properties of selected crossings of the Earth’s bow shock: shock normal N determined by
analysis of Rankine-Hugoniot conditions and unit vector L parallel to Bu−N · (N ·Bu), where Bu is the upstream
magnetic field (all vectors are in the GSE coordinate system); θBN is the angle between upstream magnetic field
and shock normal; MA is Alfvén Mach number MA = (Vu ·N) / vA, where vA is the upstream Alfén velocity and
Vu is the upstream plasma flow velocity in shock rest frame (the shock velocity in spacecraft frame is determined
by considering Rankine-Hugoniot conditions); fast magnetosonic Mach number MF is computed as MF = MA (1+
0.5γβe(1 + Tp/Te)

−1/2 with γ = 5/3; βe = 8πneTe/B2
u is parallel electron beta in the upstream region, where Te

denotes parallel electron temperature; Te/Tp is electron to proton temperature ratio in the upstream region, the proton
temperature estimates Tp are adopted from Wind spacecraft measurements, because MMS estimates of the proton
temperature in the solar wind are not accurate.

# date: time N L θBN MA MF βe Te/Tp
1 11092016: 12:19:24 (0.91, 0.42, 0.01) (-0.36, 0.76, 0.55) 65 8.4 4.1 2.8 2.7
2 11042015: 07:56:04 (0.98, 0.15, -0.11) (-0.13, 0.98, 0.17) 116 10.3 6 0.8 0.45
3 11042015: 07:37:44 (1.00, 0.01, -0.04) (0.04, 0.2, 0.98) 92 11.2 6.3 0.8 0.45
4 11022017: 04:26:23 (0.76, 0.64, 0.11) (0.13,-0.32,0.94) 119 3.4 2.5 0.8 4.3
5 11022017: 08:28:43 (0.85, 0.52, 0.10) (0.5, -0.7, -0.5) 101 4.7 2.7 1.6 2.3
6 11302015: 08:43:14 (0.99, -0.10, 0.12) (0.15, 0.77, -0.62) 86 7 5.4 0.4 1.1
7 11092016: 12:57:04 (0.93, 0.36, -0.01) (-0.27, 0.7, -0.66) 107 6.4 2.2 5.5 1.6
8 11022017: 06:03:33 (0.80, 0.57, 0.18) (-0.1, -0.16, 0.98) 98 5.4 2.8 2.3 2.4
9 11042015: 04:57:34 (0.99, 0.11, -0.01) (0.11, -0.99, 0.05) 100 12.8 6.4 0.85 0.3

10 12282015: 03:58:04 (0.96, -0.25, 0.10) (-0.13, -0.77, 0.62) 101 24 11.7 3.3 3

with observations of [44] that occurrences of bipolar structures are correlated with magnetic field gradients, known
to be associated with reflection of a fraction of incoming ions [e.g., 48, 49, 50]. The Cluster and MMS case studies
have called into question whether electron holes (positive polarity structures) can exist in the Earth’s bow shock at all.
A recent statistical analysis showed though that, albeit in a negligible amount, bipolar structures of positive polarity
do present in the Earth’s bow shock. [43] have presented a statistical analysis of almost four hundred large-amplitude
(>50 mV/m) bipolar structures collected in nine quasi-perpendicular Earth’s bow shock crossings. They have found
that > 97% of the bipolar structures had negative potentials, and < 3% had positive potentials. The small occurrence
rate explains the absence of bipolar structures of positive polarity in previous Cluster and MMS case studies. [43] have
suggested that bipolar structures of positive polarity are slow electron holes similar to those observed in reconnection
current sheets [51, 52, 53, 54]. They have also suggested that the rarity of these solitary waves is probably associated
with the fact that under ωpe/ωce ∼ 100 typical of the Earth’s bow shock, the lifetime of large-amplitude electron holes
is strongly limited by the transverse instability [55, 56].

Our previous studies were limited to analysis of large-amplitude (>50 mV/m) bipolar structures [16, 43, 44]. In addi-
tion, the statistical analysis by [43] was mostly focused on identifying the nature of bipolar structures, rather than on a
statistical analysis of their various properties. The present study is the most extensive and complete statistical analysis
of bipolar structures in the Earth’s bow shock, whose aim is to determine the nature of these structures, obtain statisti-
cal distributions of their various properties, estimate their lifetimes, and discuss potential generation mechanisms. For
that purpose, we use more than two thousand bipolar structures with peak-to-peak electric field amplitudes as low as 8
mV/m collected in ten crossings of quasi-perpendicular Earth’s bow shock by MMS spacecraft. In this study we also
present a detailed summary of the methodology of analysis of the electric field measurements, including description of
correction coefficients compensating the effects of short scales (comparable to antenna lengths) of bipolar structures,
and analysis of the most suitable frequency response factors of Axial Double Probe [57] and Spin-Plane Double Probe
[58] antennas. We note that this study is mostly focused on the analysis of bipolar structures of negative polarity,
which strongly dominate our dataset [in accordance with 43], while the analysis of about one hundred positive polarity
structures is presented by [59].

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe the selection procedure and give an overview of the
dataset of bipolar structures. In Section 3 we describe correction coefficients used to compensate effects of short
scales of the bipolar structures. In Section 4 we present examples of the interferometry analysis, demonstrate that
the correction coefficients must be included to obtain actual electric fields, and analyze the most suitable frequency
response factors. In Section 5 we present results of statistical analysis of bipolar structures. In Section 6 we present
theoretical interpretation and discussion of the results. The conclusions of this study are presented in Section 7.
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Table 2: The table presented number of various types of bipolar structures selected in the considered Earth’s bow
crossings. The columns labelled IH, EH, NA and BS present numbers of ion holes (negative polarity structures), elec-
tron holes (positive polarity structures), bipolar structures of uncertain polarity and total number of bipolar structures,
respectively. The fifth column demonstrates the occurrence rate of electron holes in each shock, which is computed as
#EH / (#BS – #NA).

# date: time IH EH NA EH [%] BS
1 11092016: 12:19:24 253 4 21 1.5% 278
2 11042015: 07:56:04 156 10 6 6.3% 172
3 11042015: 07:37:44 120 2 2 1.6% 124
4 11022017: 04:26:23 63 22 6 25.9% 91
5 11022017: 08:28:43 91 31 9 25.4% 131
6 11302015: 08:43:14 68 2 2 2.9% 72
7 11092016: 12:57:04 260 2 7 0.8% 269
8 11022017: 06:03:33 665 18 30 2.6% 713
9 11042015: 04:57:34 65 4 1 5.8% 70

10 12282015: 03:58:04 201 6 9 2.9% 216
Total 1942 101 93 5% 2136

2 Data and dataset

We selected ten quasi-perpendicular crossings of the Earth’s bow shock by the Magnetospheric Multiscale (MMS)
spacecraft in 2015–2017 with continuous burst mode measurements in shock transition region (Table 1). The first
nine of these shocks were originally selected for the statistical study of large-amplitude bipolar structures [43], while
an additional Earth’s bow shock crossing on December 28, 2015 with a high Mach number was also included, whose
reformation process has been recently considered by [60]. We used burst mode measurements of DC-coupled magnetic
field at 128 S/s (samples per second) resolution provided by Digital and Analogue Fluxgate Magnetometers [61], AC-
coupled electric field at 8,192 S/s resolution provided by Axial Double Probe [57] and Spin-Plane Double Probe [58],
electron moments at 0.03s cadence and ion moments at 0.15s cadence provided by the Fast Plasma Investigation
instrument [62]. We also used fast mode measurements of DC-coupled magnetic field at 16 S/s resolution and ion and
electron moments at 4.5s cadence available not only in shock transition region, but also in upstream and downstream
regions of the shocks. The electric field is computed using voltage signals measured by two voltage-sensitive probes
mounted on 14.6 meter axial antennas along the spacecraft spin axis (almost perpendicular to the ecliptic plane) and
four probes mounted on 60 meter antennas in the spacecraft spin plane. The interferometry analysis of voltage signals
of opposing probes will be used to estimate velocities, spatial scales, and amplitudes of bipolar electrostatic structures
(Sections 3 and 4).

We used fast mode measurements of magnetic field, plasma density, and velocity upstream and downstream of a
shock to estimate shock normal N and shock velocity in spacecraft rest frame. The estimates were obtained using
the procedure (Rankine-Hugoniot conditions) described by [63]. For each shock, we computed average upstream
magnetic field Bu, unit vector L that is parallel to Bu−N · (N ·Bu), and vector M = N×L, so that a local shock
coordinate system LMN is right-handed and orthogonal. The LM plane is the shock plane, while the LN plane is
the shock coplanarity plane. In an idealized stationary laminar shock, the magnetic field BN does not vary across
a shock, BL increases across the shock due to the current density flowing opposite to M, while BM appears only
within the shock transition region and vanishes upstream and downstream of the shock [e.g., 64, 65]. Table 1 presents
vectors N and L, angle θBN between shock normal and upstream magnetic field, Alfvén Mach number MA and fast
magnetosonic Mach number MF computed as explained in the caption. Table 1 also presents electron beta parameter
and electron to proton temperature ratio in the upstream region. We use proton temperature estimates provided by the
Wind spacecraft1, because MMS estimates of proton temperature in solar wind are not accurate. The selected Earth’s
bow shock crossings are quasi-perpendicular supercritical shocks with θBN in the range from 65◦ to 120◦, Alfvén Mach
numbers in the range 3 . MA . 24 and fast magnetosonic Mach numbers in the range 2 . MF . 12. We note that
the Earth’s bow shock crossing on December 28, 2015 has the largest Alfvén and fast magnetosonic Mach numbers
(MA ≈ 24 and MF ≈ 12) because of a relatively small upstream magnetic field.

Figure 1 presents magnitude of burst mode magnetic fields measured in selected Earth’s bow shock crossings.
Overview plots demonstrating three magnetic field components, plasma flow velocity along shock normal, amplitude
of electric field fluctuations, and electron density and temperatures are presented in Supporting Information. Using

1The website https://cdaweb.gsfc.nasa.gov/ provides Wind spacecraft measurements of plasma parameters at 1 min cadence
time-shifted to the nose of the Earths bow shock.
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the procedure described below, we selected in total 2136 bipolar structures observed aboard four MMS spacecrafts in
these ten shocks. The list of the bipolar strutures can be found in Supporting Information. Table 2 presents the num-
ber of bipolar structures selected in individual shocks. We note that 371 of these bipolar structures were previously
considered by [43]. The occurrence moments of the bipolar structures are indicated in Figure 1 along with cumulative
distribution functions of the number of bipolar structures across a shock. The cumulative distribution functions show
that bipolar structures are concentrated in shock transition region, though they may also occur downstream of a shock.
The procedure used to select the representative dataset of bipolar structures was as follows. First, we selected samples
corresponding to steep gradients of electric field E(t) measured at 8,192 S/s resolution. To exclude small-amplitude
or long-wavelength fluctuations, we set the quantitative selection criterion, | E(t +∆t)−E(t) | > 2 mV/m, where
∆t = 1s/8192≈ 0.12ms is the time resolution of electric field measurements. After that we considered 5 ms intervals
around each selected sample, upsampled the electric fields ten times by interpolation, and used Minimum Variance
Analysis to determine the direction corresponding to the maximum electric field variation and compute upsampled
electric field EMVA(t) in that direction [see 66, for the MVA method]. The electric field EMVA(t) was fitted to model
bipolar profile Emodel(t) = E0 (t − t0)/τ · exp

[
1/2− (t− t0)2/2τ2

]
, where E0, τ and t0 are fitting parameters repre-

senting amplitude, temporal scale and moment of EMVA = 0 [see, e.g., 16, for case studies]. The correlation between
EMVA and the best fit model is quantified by parameter σ2, the sum of squared residuals divided by E2

0 . A threshold of
σ2 = 10 was set for the initial fit, and all samples with σ2 ≤ 10 were isolated over time interval |t− t0|< 5τ and fitted
again to the model Emodel(t). After that, samples satisfying σ2 ≤ 1 were tentatively qualified as bipolar structures and
examined visually to discard inappropriate samples, which resulted in a total of 2136 bipolar structures. We would
like to stress that the selection procedure is biased toward sharp spikes standing well above ambient electrostatic fluc-
tuations, and it may, in principle, miss bipolar structures of large amplitudes with relatively large temporal widths, so
that |dE/dt|. 2 mVm−1 / 0.12 ms.

3 Effects of short-scale electric fields

The electric field is computed using voltage signals of the opposing voltage-sensitive probes P5 & P6 mounted on
axial antennas along the spacecraft spin axis, and voltage signals of two pairs of opposing probes P1 & P2 and P3 &
P4 mounted on identical antennas in the spacecraft spin plane. The physical distance between the opposing spin plane
probes is 120 meters, while the distance between the axial probes is 29.2 meters. The voltage signals V1–V6 of the
probes are measured with respect to the spacecraft. Unit vectors directed from P2 to P1, from P4 to P3 and from P6 to
P5 form a right-handed orthogonal triad, which we call the Antenna Coordinate System (ACS). Using the spin phase
of the antennas, electric field or any other vector in the ACS can be transformed, for instance, into the Geocentric Solar
Ecliptic (GSE) coordinate system. Each electric field component in the ACS are computed as the difference of voltages
of opposing probes divided by physical distance between the probes, then multiplied by frequency response factor of
the antenna. Frequency response factors are discussed in the next section, whereas in this section it suffices to assume
that electric field components are Ei j = (Vj−Vi)/2li j, where l12 = l34 = 60m and l56 = 14.6m. The computation of
electric field using a pair of spatially separated probes will certainly distort waveforms of electric fields with typical
spatial scale comparable to the physical distance between the probes. [16] showed that bipolar structures in the
Earth’s bow shock typically have spatial scales comparable to the distance between probes and suggested a correction
procedure compensating for effects of their short scales. In this section we present a simple simulation demonstrating
these effects and briefly discuss an improved version of the correction procedure, whose details and application are
demonstrated in the next section.

We consider a planar one-dimensional bipolar structure propagating along unit wave vector k at speed Vs in spacecraft
rest frame. The electrostatic potential of the bipolar structure is described by the Gaussian model

ϕ(r, t) = ϕ0 exp
[
− (k · r−Vs t)2

2 l2

]
, (1)

where ϕ0 is the amplitude of the electrostatic potential, and l is the spatial scale, which is half of peak-to-peak width of
the bipolar electric field. The electric field amplitude is E0 = ϕ0 l−1 exp(−1/2), its components in the ACS are E0ki j,
where ki j are wave vector components. The electric field of the bipolar structure produces variation of voltages in the
probes with respect to the spacecraft. Assuming that the spacecraft is located at the origin of the ACS, we find voltage
signals of a pair of opposing probes Pi and P j

Vi(t) = ϕ0 exp
[
−(ki jli j−Vs t)2 / 2 l2]−ϕ0 exp

[
−V 2

s t2 / 2 l2]
(2)

Vj(t) = ϕ0 exp
[
−(ki jli j +Vs t)2 / 2 l2]−ϕ0 exp

[
−V 2

s t2 / 2 l2]
5
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The electric field signal Ei j(t) computed using voltages of probes Pi and P j is given as follows

Ei j(t) =
ϕ0

2li j
exp
[
−
(ki jli j +Vst)2

2l2

]
− ϕ0

2li j
exp
[
−
(ki jli j−Vst)2

2l2

]
(3)

Normalizing Ei j to the actual electric field amplitude E0ki j we obtain

Ei j(t)
E0 ki j

=
1

2ai j
exp
[

1− (ai j +Vst/l)2

2

]
− 1

2ai j
exp
[

1− (ai j−Vst/l)2

2

]
(4)

where

ai j = ki j li j / l (5)

For ai j → 0, the signal Ei j(t) reproduces the actual electric field of a bipolar structure. Thus, even for a bipolar
structure with l � li j, the signal Ei j may well reproduce the actual electric field provided that |ki j| � 1. Generally
though, the electric field waveform is distorted; moreover, each electric field component in the ACS is distorted to a
different extent depending on the spatial scale and propagation direction of the bipolar structure.

Figure 2 presents analysis of electric field distortion at ai j = 0.2, 1 and 3. We generate voltage and electric field
signals using Eqs. (2) and (4) with time measured in units of l/Vs. The upper panels present temporal profiles of
voltage signals of probes Pi and P j normalized to ϕ0. The time delay between voltages Vi & −Vj corresponds to
propagation of the bipolar structure from one probe to another. The time delay is determined by the phase constancy,
k · r−Vst = const, so that ∆ti j = ki jli j/Vs, hence, larger values of ai j results in larger time delays in units of l/Vs. The
bottom panels present Ei j(t) normalized to actual electric field amplitude E0ki j. We also present Ei j(t) corresponding
to actual electric field (ai j → 0). The signal Ei j(t) is almost identical to actual electric field at ai j = 0.2, while it is
wider and of smaller amplitude at ai j = 1 and 3. In addition, at ai j = 3, signal Ei j(t) has a characteristic bifurcated
shape, this is due to negligible voltage signal produced when a short-scale bipolar structure is located between a probe
and the spacecraft. Electric field distortion can be characterized by two parameters

ARF≡ Amplitude Reduction Factor, & SWF≡ Signal Widening Factor.

These parameters determine how strongly signal Ei j(t) underestimates the amplitude and widens the temporal profile
of actual electric field. Both ARF and SWF depend only on a single parameter ai j and can be tabulated using Eq. (4).

Figure 3 presents the dependence of ARF, SWF and ARF·SWF on ai j. Panel (a) shows that signal Ei j(t) more or less
reproduces the actual electric field at ai j . 1, but can substantially widen and reduce the amplitude of electric field
profile at ai j & 1. Panel (b) shows that ARF·SWF varies in a narrow range from 0.8 to 1. Up until now, we have
modelled the electrostatic potential of bipolar structures by the Gaussian model (1), which is typically in reasonable
agreement with spacecraft measurements [e.g., 67, 16]. We also computed ARF and SWF assuming models of the
electrostatic potential often used in some theoretical studies, ϕ = ϕ0 cosh−ν((k · r−Vst)/l) with ν = 2 and 4 [e.g.,
68, 69]. Panels (a) and (b) show that ARF and SWF are not very sensitive to a specific model of the electrostatic
potential, though ARF·SWF varies in a narrower range for non-Gaussian profiles of the electrostatic potentials. In
what follows we use ARF and SWF corresponding to the Gaussian model of the electrostatic potential.

[16] suggested a correction procedure compensating for effects of short scales, that is applicable for bipolar structures
with three reliably determined time delays ∆ti j between well-correlated voltage signals Vi & −Vj of opposing probes.
In that procedure, we first determine the propagation direction and speed of a bipolar structure in the spacecraft rest
frame

ki j =Vs ∆ti j / li j , Vs = (∆t2
12 / l2

12 +∆t2
34 / l2

34 +∆t2
56 / l2

56)
−1/2 (6)

Then we select Ei j signal with the minimum peak-to-peak temporal width τ∗ and determine a distorted spatial scale
l∗ = Vs τ∗ /2. The actual spatial scale l of the bipolar structure is determined by solving nonlinear equation l∗ =
l ·SWF(ai j), where ai j = ki jli j/l. Once the spatial scale l is computed, we determine parameter ai j for each antenna and
corresponding reduction factor ARFi j ≡ARF(ai j) and widening factor SWFi j ≡SWF(ai j). Finally, amplitude reduction
is compensated by multiplying each signal Ei j(t) by 1/ARFi j, while widening is compensated by compressing the time
by factor 1/SWFi j. Demonstration of the correction procedure for a particular bipolar structure can be found in [16].

This correction procedure is of limited applicability though, because usually we cannot determine three time delays
∆ti j reliably. First, even if a pair of opposing probes have well-correlated vol It is worth noting though that exactly due
to this smaller separation, axial electric field is typically less distorted than spin plane electric field components.tage
signals, the time delay can be substantially smaller than 1s/8192≈ 0.12 ms (voltage signals are upsampled before
computing time delays) and thus be rather uncertain. This occurs more often for the axial probes, because of their
smaller spatial separation. Second, voltage signals from a pair of opposing probes can be poorly correlated, despite

6
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having a reasonable bipolar profile in the corresponding electric field. Poor correlation can be due to variation in
the spacecraft potential (on a time scale of solitary wave propagation from one probe to another) that was implicitly
assumed to be constant in simulations in Figure 2. The analysis of various processes resulting in spacecraft potential
variations can be found in studies by [70] and [71]. The spacecraft potential variations do not affect the electric field
Ei j ∝ (Vj−Vi) because voltages at the probes are measured with respect to the spacecraft, but they may obscure those
parts of signals Vi & −Vj produced by the electric field. Figure 2 shows that the amplitudes of those voltage signals
normalized to ϕ0 are smaller for smaller values of ai j = ki jli j/l. Thus, spacecraft potential variations are more likely
to affect correlation between voltages of axial probes (because of shorter antennas), and correlation between voltages
of spin plane probes in the case of sufficiently oblique propagation to the antennas, |k12| � 1 or |k34| � 1. On the
contrary, a reasonable correlation between voltage signals from a pair of probes indicates that the voltage difference
produced by electric field is much larger than the spacecraft potential variation.

In this study we use an improved version of the correction procedure (see next section), which enables us to compute
the actual electric field of short-scale bipolar structures. Here we only clarify the way to estimate the speed of a
bipolar structure provided its electric field has been already corrected. First, we determine time delays ∆ti j between
well-correlated voltage signals (correlation coefficient >0.75). Second, we assume that a bipolar structure has a locally
1D configuration, which is consistent with the observation that three electric field components Ei j usually have similar
bipolar profiles [16, 43]. For 1D electrostatic structures, the propagation direction k should be parallel to the electric
field, whose direction will be characterized by unit vector Ê. Using each of the reliable time delays ∆ti j, we estimate
the speed of a bipolar structure in the spacecraft rest frame

Vs = Êi j li j / ∆ti j (7)

If we have more than one pair of well-correlated voltage signals, we can obtain several independent velocity estimates,
whose consistency indicates the validity of the assumption of 1D configuration of a bipolar structure. For bipolar
structures with three pairs of well-correlated voltage signals, Eq. (7) allows obtaining three independent velocity
estimates, which will all be in agreement with the velocity estimate given by Eq. (6) provided that unit vectors Ê and
k are consistent with each other.

4 Interferometry analysis, correction procedure, and frequency response factors

For each bipolar structure we computed correlation coefficients (c.c.) and time delays between voltage signals (up-
sampled a hundred times) from three pairs of opposing probes. Among 2136 bipolar structures, we found 90 bipolar
structures where all three pairs of voltage signals correlated poorly (c.c.<0.75); while 650, 935, and 461 bipolar struc-
tures have one, two and three pairs of well-correlated (c.c.>0.75) voltage signals respectively. For the three latter
categories of bipolar structures, we demonstrate the correction procedure and interferometry analysis. The electric
field signals Ei j presented in this section were computed using frequency response factors (FRF) of 1.65 and 1.8 for
axial and spin plane antennas: E56 = 1.65 · (V6−V5)/2l56, E12 = 1.8 · (V2−V1)/2l12 and E34 = 1.8 · (V4−V3)/2l34.
The actual values of these factors might be different (ranging from 1 to 2.2), but we argue that, statistically, the most
accurate estimates of the electric field direction of bipolar structures correspond to the ratio of FRFs around 1.65/1.8.
In our previous studies we used FRFs of 2.2 and 1.8 [16, 43, 44], while the electric field data on the MMS website2

correspond to FRFs of about 2.2 and 1.3, whose ratio is almost twice of the optimal value of 1.65/1.8.

Figure 4 presents analysis of a particular bipolar structure observed on MMS2 in shock #7 (Table 1). Panels (a)–(c)
present voltage signals from three pairs of opposing probes. The voltage signals of opposing probes are well-correlated
and their corresponding time delays ∆ti j are indicated in the panels. All three time delays exceed 1s/8192≈0.12 ms
and, therefore, are rather reliable. Using these time delays and Eq. (6) we estimate the propagation direction of the
bipolar structure in the ACS and the speed in the spacecraft rest frame, k≈ (0.71,0.52,−0.47) and Vs≈ 50 km/s. Panel
(d) presents electric field signals Ei j and shows that spin plane components E12 and E34 have a characteristic bifurcated
shape similar to that in our simulations (Figure 2). This indicates that the spin plane electric fields are substantially
underestimated due to the short scale of the bipolar structure. To compensate for the effects of short scales, we adopt
the following procedure. (i) We determine temporal peak-to-peak width τi j of each signal Ei j and consider the electric
field component with the minimum temporal width τ∗ to be the least distorted component. (ii) We compute amplitude
of each signal Ei j as half of the difference between leading and trailing peak values, then combine three components
of widths and amplitudes into vectors τpp and Epp. The results of steps (i) and (ii) are τpp = (1.71,1.22,0.4) ms and
Epp ≈ (−3.7,−3.15,11.4) mV/m. E56 is the least distorted component and τ∗ = 0.4 ms. We assume that the least
distorted component does not deviate significantly from the actual electric field, which will be verified a posteriori,
and we determine signal widening factors SWFi j = τi j/τ∗ and corresponding amplitude reduction factors ARFi j using

2https://lasp.colorado.edu/mms/sdc/public/about/
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Figure 3a. (iii) We multiply each component of Epp by the corresponding factor 1/ARFi j to compensate for amplitude
reduction with respect to the least distorted component. (iv) We compute electric field amplitude E0 ≡ |Epp| and
unit vector Ê = Epp/E0 along the actual electric field, which is multiplied by σ = −1 or 1 to match the propagation
direction. For the example bipolar structure SWF12 = τ12/τ∗ ≈ 4.3 and SWF34 = τ34/τ∗ ≈ 3.1; spin plane electric
fields are underestimated by factors of 1/ARF12 ≈ 5 and 1/ARF34 ≈ 3.6. The results of steps (iii) and (iv) are
Epp = (−18.5,−11.3,11.4) mV/m, E0 = 24.5 mV/m, σ = −1 and Ê = (0.75,0.46,−0.46). We note that σ = −1,
because the bipolar structure propagates from P5 to P6 and, hence, Ê56 should be negative. The crucial result of the
correction procedure is that the angle ΘkÊ between vectors k and Ê is only about 4◦, whereas without the correction
procedure that angle would be about 40◦. The narrow angle ΘkÊ is a strong indication that steps (i)–(iv) allowed
reconstructing of the actual electric field of the bipolar structure with locally 1D configuration. We compute the
dominant electric field component of the bipolar structure, that is parallel to Ê, by scaling the amplitude of the least
distorted electric field component to E0 and multiplying by σ . Panel (e) presents the dominant electric field El obtained
by scaling the amplitude of E56 and multiplying the resulting signal by σ =−1.

We used Eq. (7) and unit vector Ê to compute velocity estimates from each component, which are 53, 45 and 50
km/s. Because k and Ê are almost identical, these velocity estimates are consistent with Vs ≈ 50 km/s obtained using
Eq. (6). We transform temporal profiles into spatial profiles by computing spatial distance x =

∫
Vsdt along Ê, where

x = 0 corresponds to El = 0. We also reconstruct the electrostatic potential as ϕ =
∫

ElVsdt. The spatial distance is
shown in the bottom of Figure 4, while the electrostatic potential is shown in panel (e). We found that the bipolar
structure is of negative polarity and has amplitude ϕ0 ≈−0.35 V. The spatial scale of the structure is l∗ ≈Vsτ∗/2≈ 10
m, so the peak-to-peak width of El is about 20 meters. The local electron temperature and density were about 22 eV
and 150 cm−3, hence, eϕ0 ≈ −0.016 Te and the spatial scale is a few Debye lengths, l∗ ≈ 3.5λD. The polarity and
amplitude of the bipolar structure can actually be determined without integrating the electric field El , but rather by a
simple analysis of signals Ei j, Vi, and Vj from a pair of opposing probes. For instance, panel (c) shows that the bipolar
structure propagates from P5 to P6, because signal V5 leads signal −V6, while E56 is first directed from P6 to P5 and
then in the opposite direction. This implies that in physical space E56 has a divergent configuration that has negative
polarity in its electrostatic potential. Similar analysis of spin plane electric fields and voltage signals confirms that the
structure is of negative polarity in all components. The amplitude of the electrostatic potential can be estimated as
|ϕ0| ≈ E0l∗ exp(1/2)≈ 0.4 V, which is close to the amplitude determined by integrating El . Another critical property
of bipolar structures is obliqueness of electric field to local magnetic field B. Using the spin phase of the antennas, we
transform Ê into the GSE and observe that the bipolar structure in Figure 4 propagates almost perpendicular to local
magnetic field, ΘÊB ≈ 105◦.

We have several comments on the correction procedure. (A) Parameter l∗ (E0) overestimates (underestimates) the
actual spatial scale (amplitude), because corrections were done with respect to the least distorted component. The
actual spatial scale l is smaller than l∗ by a factor of 1/SWF∗, while the actual amplitude is larger than E0 by a factor
of 1/ARF∗, where ARF∗ and SWF∗ are reduction and widening factors corresponding to the least distorted component.
It turns out, however, that the corresponding parameter ai j = ki jli j/l, denoted a∗ in what follows, is statically smaller
than 1, factors ARF∗ and SWF∗ are not very different from 1 and, statistically, parameters E0 and l∗ represent the
actual properties with accuracy better than about 30% (Section 5). The amplitude of electrostatic potential ϕ0 ∝ E0l∗
represent the actual amplitude with even better accuracy, because ARF∗·SWF∗ ≈ 1 (Figure 3b). For the bipolar
structure in Figure 4 we have a∗ = Ê56l56/l ≈ Ê56l56/l∗ ≈ 0.7 and, hence, ARF∗ ≈ 0.86 and SWF∗ ≈ 1.1 (Figure 3a),
which confirms that E0 and l∗ are consistent with the actual properties within 30%. In what follows, correction factors
ARF∗ and SWF∗ will not be taken into account, because they are not of critical importance. Moreover, we will not
distinguish between parameter l∗ and actual spatial scale l, and parameter E0 and the actual electric field amplitude.
(B) The crucial conclusion of the analysis in Figure 4 is that the correction procedure (i)–(iv) allows reconstruction of
the actual electric field of bipolar structures, whose spatial scales are comparable or even several times smaller than
spin plane antenna lengths. The success criterion of the correction procedure is smallness of the angle ΘkÊ between
the propagation direction k and corrected electric field direction Ê.

We performed similar interferometry analysis for 461 bipolar structures with three pairs of well-correlated voltage
signals. The analysis of signals Ei j, Vi & −Vj revealed 443 bipolar structures of negative polarity and 16 bipolar
structures of positive polarity. In these events, polarity is consistent in all three pairs of opposing probes. For 2
bipolar structures, polarities from different antennas did not agree, so those two events were excluded from further
analysis. We used bipolar structures with three reliably determined time delays to demonstrate that the correction
procedure (i)–(iv) indeed reconstructs the actual electric field of short-scale bipolar structures. We also used these
bipolar structures to estimate the optimal ratio of FRFs of axial and spin plane antennas by minimizing angle ΘkÊ
between the propagation direction k estimated using time delays ∆ti j and corrected electric field direction Ê computed
using various FRFs. To maximize the accuracy of estimates of k, we considered bipolar structures with reliably
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determined time delays: 161 bipolar structures with min(∆ti j)> 0.12 ms and 346 bipolar structures with min(∆ti j)>
0.06 ms.

Figure 5 presents analysis of the success of the correction procedure and analysis of optimal ratio of FRFs. Panel (a)
presents the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of angle ΘkÊ between k and Ê computed with and without the
correction procedure using FRFs of 1.65 and 1.8. CDFs obtained for 161 bipolar structures with min(∆ti j) > 0.12
ms show that the correction procedure substantially improves the agreement between vectors k and Ê. Without the
correction procedure we have ΘkÊ < 20◦ for 70% of the bipolar structures, while after the electric field correction
ΘkÊ < 20◦ for more than 96% of the bipolar structures. The same effect of the correction procedure is demonstrated
by CDFs produced for 346 bipolar structures with min(∆ti j) > 0.06 ms. Thus, CDFs in panel (a) strongly indicate
that the correction procedure allowed reconstruction of the actual electric field of short-scale bipolar structures. Panel
(a) also presents CDFs of ΘkÊ corresponding to FRFs of 2.2 and 1.8, which in comparison to other CDFs, shows that
FRFs of 1.65 and 1.8 result in smaller angles between k and Ê. To address the optimal ratio of FRFs, we considered
161 bipolar structures with min(∆ti j)> 0.12 ms. For each bipolar structure we choose a ratio of FRFs that minimizes
the angle between k and Ê. Panel (b) presents the probability distribution of the optimal ratios. The optimal ratio is
distributed in the range from 0.2 to 1.8 with a clear peak around 1.65/1.8. Although we could not identify any physical
parameters (density, Debye length, temperature etc.) that correlates with the optimal ratio, we argue that, statistically,
FRF ratio around 1.65/1.8 results in the best agreement between k and Ê. Panel (b) shows that FRFs of 2.2 and 1.8
used in our previous studies are sub-optimal [e.g., 16], while FRFs of 2.2 and 1.3 on the MMS website3 are even less
ideal. Thus, the analysis of bipolar structures with three reliably determined time delays showed that implementation
of the correction procedure results in ΘkÊ < 20◦ at 96% confidence level, while the optimal ratio of FRFs is around
1.65/1.8. We demonstrate below how these conclusions are crucial in analysis of bipolar structures with one or two
pairs of well-correlated voltage signals.

Figure 6 presents analysis of another bipolar structure observed on MMS2 in shock #7. Panels (a)–(c) present volt-
age signals of three pairs of opposing probes, while panel (d) presents electric field signals Ei j. There is a distinct
correlation between signals V3 & −V4 and V5 & −V6, while signals V1 & −V2 are not correlated. The signal E34 has
a characteristic bifurcated shape, which indicates that this electric field component is substantially underestimated.
The signal E12 is of small amplitude (<1 mV/m) and, therefore, to prevent the automatic procedure from selecting
the wrong leading and trailing peaks, we assume E12 = 0. The results of steps (i) and (ii) of the correction proce-
dure are τpp = (NA,1.1,0.34) ms and Epp = (0,2.7,9.2) mV/m; the least distorted component is E56 and τ∗ = 0.34
ms. We have SWF34 = τ34/τ∗ ≈ 3.3 and 1/ARF34 ≈ 4. The results of steps (iii) and (iv) are Epp = (0,10.6,9.2)
mV/m, E0 = 14 mV/m, σ = −1 and Ê = (0,−0.76,−0.65). We note that σ = −1, because the bipolar structure
propagates from P5 to P6 and, hence, Ê56 has to be negative. Based on the statistical analysis in Figure 5 we can
assume that k is parallel to Ê and use Eq. (7) to obtain two independent velocity estimates, V (1)

s = Ê34l34/∆t34 ≈ 79
km/s and V (2)

s = Ê56l56/∆t56 ≈ 66 km/s, whose consistency supports the assumption of locally 1D configuration of
the bipolar structure. It is worth noting that without correction of the electric fields, we found quite different inde-
pendent velocity estimates (29 and 96 km/s). Panel (e) presents the dominant electric field El , which uses the profile
of E56 with amplitude scaled to E0 and multiplied by σ = −1, and the electrostatic potential ϕ =

∫
El Vs dt, where

Vs = (V (1)
s +V (2)

s )/2 ≈ 72 km/s. The bipolar structure is of negative polarity, which is also revealed by a simple
analysis of signals Ei j, Vi & −Vj; both pairs of opposing probes (P3&P4 and P5&P6) indicate that the bipolar structure
is of negative polarity. Panel (e) shows that the spatial scale of the bipolar structure is l = Vsτ∗/2 ≈ 12 m, while the
amplitude of the electrostatic potential is |ϕ0|= E0l exp(1/2)≈ 0.27 V. In terms of local plasma parameters we have
l ≈ 4λD and eϕ0 ≈ −0.01 Te. The bipolar structure propagates oblique to local magnetic field, ΘÊB ≈ 45◦. We note
that a∗ = Ê56l56/l ≈ 0.8, so that parameters E0 and l more or less accurately represent the properties of the bipolar
structure.

We performed similar interferometry analysis for 935 bipolar structures with two pairs of well-correlated voltage sig-
nals. We identified 889 bipolar structure of negative polarity and 45 bipolar structures of positive polarity. For 1
bipolar structure, two pairs of opposing probes indicated polarities of different signs and, therefore, this bipolar struc-
ture was excluded from further analysis. To demonstrate that the correction procedure (i)–(iv) indeed reconstructed the
actual electric field of bipolar structures, we compared independent velocity estimates V (1)

s and V (2)
s obtained with and

without correction of the electric fields. In this comparison, we also included 459 bipolar structures with three pairs of
well-correlated voltage signals, for which among three independent velocity estimates we selected two corresponding
to the largest time delays ∆ti j.

3https://lasp.colorado.edu/mms/sdc/public/about/
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Figure 7 presents comparison of two independent velocity estimates obtained for 934 and 459 bipolar structures with
two and three pairs of well-correlated voltage signals, respectively. Panel (a) shows the scatter plot of V (1)

s versus
V (2)

s , while panel (b) presents CDF of |V (1)
s −V (2)

s |/|V (1)
s +V (2)

s | which is an indicator of consistency between the
independent velocity estimates. For 90% of the bipolar structures we have |V (1)

s −V (2)
s |< 0.3 |V (1)

s +V (2)
s | or, in other

words, at 90% confidence level the uncertainty of Vs = (V (1)
s +V (2)

s )/2 does not exceed 30%. Panel (b) also presents a
similar CDF for velocity estimates computed without correction of electric fields. In this case the agreement between
V (1)

s and V (2)
s is worse, i.e. |V (1)

s −V (2)
s |< 0.3 |V (1)

s +V (2)
s | for only 50% of the bipolar structures. Thus, the correction

of electric fields substantially improves the agreement between independent velocity estimates. Panel (b) also presents
a similar CDF for velocity estimates computed using FRFs of 2.2 and 1.8, which in comparison to the other CDFs in
panel (b), shows that FRFs of 1.65 and 1.8 provide better agreement between independent velocity estimates. Thus,
panel (b) confirms that the correction procedure must be used in order to compute the actual electric field and obtain
accurate estimates of velocity of the bipolar structures. In addition, panel (b) confirms that the optimal ratio of FRFs
is around 1.65/1.8.

Figure 8 presents analysis of a bipolar structure with only one pair of well-correlated voltage signals. This bipolar
structure was also observed on MMS2 in shock #7. Panel (a) shows that the time delay between signals V1 & −V2 is
quite reliable. Panel (b) shows that signals V3 & −V4 are almost anti-correlated, implying that electric field signal E34
is small, hence, the fluctuations in these signals is entirely due to variation of spacecraft potential. Surprisingly, these
variations are not seen in well-correlated signals V1 & −V2. Panel (c) shows that signals V5 & V6 are well-correlated,
but the corresponding time delay of 0.01 ms is one order of magnitude smaller than 1s/8192≈ 0.12 ms and hence
unreliable. Although the time delay between V5&−V6 cannot be determined reliably, panel (d) shows that E56 has a
bipolar profile similar to that of E12. The signal E34 has amplitude smaller than 0.5 mV/m and does not have a bipolar
profile; therefore, we disregard it and set E34 = 0. The results of steps (i) and (ii) of the correction procedure are
Epp = (−6.4,0,16.6) mV/m and τpp = (0.9,NA,0.55) ms; the least distorted component is E56 and τ∗ = 0.55 ms.
Therefore, we have SWF12 ≈ 1.65 and 1/ARF12 ≈ 2. The results of steps (iii) and (iv) are Epp = (−12.8,0,16.6)
mV/m, E0 ≈ 21 mV/m, σ = −1 and Ê = (0.61,0,−0.79). We note that σ = −1, because the bipolar structure
propagates from P2 to P1, thus Ê12 should be positive. Using Eq. (7) we estimate the velocity of the bipolar structure,
Vs = Ê12l12/∆t12 ≈ 90 km/s. Panel (d) presents the dominant electric field El and electrostatic potential ϕ . The bipolar
structure is of negative polarity, which could also be determined by analysis of signals E12, V1 &−V2. The spatial scale
of the bipolar structure is l =Vsτ∗/2≈ 25 m or l ≈ 8λD, while the amplitude is ϕ0 ≈−0.9 V or eϕ0 ≈−0.04 Te. The
bipolar structure propagates quasi-parallel to local magnetic field, ΘÊB ≈ 20◦. Parameters E0 and l rather accurately
represent the properties of the bipolar structure, because a∗ = Ê56l56/l ≈ 0.5.

We performed similar analysis for 650 bipolar structures with only one pair of well-correlated voltage signals. The
analysis revealed 610 bipolar structures of negative polarity and 40 bipolar structures of positive polarity. Thus, among
2136 bipolar structures we identified: (a) 93 bipolar structures whose nature and properties could not be determined.
90 of these structures did not have a single pair of well-correlated voltage signals; 3 bipolar structures had two or three
pairs of well-correlated voltage signals, but different antennas indicated different polarities of electrostatic potential.
All 93 of these bipolar structures were excluded from further analysis; (b) 101 bipolar structures of positive polarity;
(c) 1942 bipolar structures of negative polarity; 610, 889 and 443 of these bipolar structures have one, two and three
pairs of well-correlated voltage signals, respectively. Thus, in accordance with our previous study restricted to large-
amplitude (>50 mV/m) bipolar structures [43], bipolar structures in the Earth’s bow shock are typically of negative
polarity. The analysis of 101 bipolar structures of positive polarity is presented by [59], while we focus on analysis
of 1942 bipolar structures of negative polarity. Before concluding this section, we summarize the accuracy of our
estimates of velocity and other related parameters of bipolar structures. For bipolar structures with one pair of well-
correlated voltage signals, we only have a single velocity estimate; while for bipolar structures with two or three
well-correlated voltage signals, we compute the velocity as the averaged value of two independent velocity estimates
(Figure 7). The analysis of bipolar structures with two and three pairs of well-correlated voltage signals showed
that at 90% confidence level, the uncertainty of velocity is less than 30% (Figure 7); and at 96% confidence level, the
corrected electric field direction Ê coincides with the propagation direction k within 20◦ (Figure 5). All these accuracy
estimates can be also applied to bipolar structures with only one pair of well-correlated voltage signals, although in
that case we could not evaluate them directly.

5 Statistical distributions of parameters of bipolar structures of negative polarity

In this section we consider statistical properties of 1942 bipolar structures of negative polarity examined through
interferometry analysis described in the previous section. Panels (a) and (b) in Figure 9 present probability distributions
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of electric field amplitudes E0 and temporal peak-to-peak widths τ∗ of the least distorted electric field component. The
bipolar structures have typical amplitudes from 10 to 200 mV/m, with only 1% of the structures having amplitudes
exceeding 200 mV/m or even reaching 500 mV/m in accordance with previous reports of large-amplitude electric
fields in the Earth’s bow shock [33, 16]. The temporal widths of the bipolar structures range from 0.2 ms to a few
milliseconds, where the lower boundary is dictated by resolution of electric field measurements. Panel (c) presents the
probability distribution of a∗, which is the value of parameter ai j = Êi jli j/l corresponding to the least distorted electric
field component. For more than 98% of bipolar structures a∗ is smaller than 1; this implies that, statistically, amplitude
reduction factor ARF∗ and signal widening factor SWF∗ differ from 1 by less than 30% (Figure 3a). Therefore,
parameters E0 and τ∗ can reliably represent the actual amplitude and temporal width of the bipolar structures within
30%. The same accuracy is typical in the spatial scale l = Vsτ∗/2, while the amplitude of the electrostatic potential
ϕ0 ∝ E0 · l represents the actual amplitude with even better accuracy, because SWF∗·ARF∗ ≈ 1 (Figure 3b).

Figure 10 presents statistical distributions of velocities of the bipolar structures. The probability distribution in panel
(a) shows that in spacecraft rest frame, bipolar structures have velocities from a few tens to a few hundred km/s with
peak value around 100 km/s. These are also typical velocity values in plasma rest frame, because shock velocities in
spacecraft rest frame are a few tens of km/s. For each bipolar structure, we determined the velocity in the plasma rest
frame as Vs−Vp ·Ê, where Vp is the proton bulk velocity measured at the moment closest to the occurrence of a bipolar
structure. The distribution in panel (b) shows that velocities of bipolar structures in plasma rest frame are also within
a few hundred km/s. We compared these velocities to local ion-acoustic speed, cIA = ((Te +3Tp)/mp)

1/2, where mp
is proton mass, Te is local parallel electron temperature, Tp is proton temperature in the upstream region (Table 1)
that is considered to be a proxy of local temperatures of incoming and reflected proton populations co-existing in the
shock transition region. The distribution in panel (c) shows that velocities in plasma rest frame are on the order of
magnitude as cIA, but can be several times smaller or larger. The velocity estimates in plasma rest frame are uncertain
by Vp · (k− Ê), where at 96% confidence level Ê and k are consistent within 20◦ (Figure 5). Because proton bulk
velocity is on the order of a few hundred km/s, the uncertainty of velocity estimates Vs−Vp · Ê in the plasma rest
frame can be a few tens of km/s and up to about 100 km/s. Nevertheless, we can safely conclude that velocities of
bipolar structures in plasma rest frame are within a few hundred km/s.

Figure 11 presents statistical distributions of spatial scale l =Vsτ∗/2 of bipolar structures. The distribution in panel (a)
shows that spatial scales typically range from 10 to 100 meters with the most likely value around 20 meters. We recall
that spatial scale l is half of the distance between electric field peaks, while total spatial width of a bipolar structure is
about four times larger. Thus, although bipolar structures have spatial scales comparable or even smaller than axial and
spin plane antennas (14.6 and 60 meters), the correction procedure described in the previous section allowed reliable
reconstruction of their properties. The probability distribution in panel (b) shows that spatial scales range from λD to
10λD with the most likely value around 3λD. Panel (c) shows that there is a distinct correlation between spatial scale
l and local Debye length λD, implying that local Debye length controls the spatial scale of bipolar structures in the
Earth’s bow shock.

Figure 12 presents statistical distributions of amplitudes of electrostatic potentials of bipolar structures. The probability
distribution in panel (a) shows that bipolar structures typically have amplitudes below a few Volts (75% of structures
have amplitudes less than 2 Volts). The distribution in panel (b) shows that amplitudes are typically below 0.1 of local
electron temperature. Although bipolar structures typically have small amplitudes, a few percent of structures have
large amplitudes of 5–30 Volts or 0.1–0.3 of local electron temperature. Panel (c) shows that there is a general trend
that bipolar structures with higher amplitudes e|ϕ0|/Te have larger spatial scales l/λD. The lower boundary evident in
panel (c) is an artefact of the selection procedure that picked events with electric field amplitudes larger than 8 mV/m.
For typical values of Te∼ 50 eV and λD∼ 5 m, the lower electric field threshold is equivalent to e|ϕ0|/Te & 10−3 · l/λD.

Figure 13 presents a statistical analysis of wave vectors k, or equivalently Ê of bipolar structures in shock coordinate
system LMN and with respect to local magnetic field B. In this particular analysis, vector Ê of each bipolar structure
was multiplied by sign of Vs−Vp · Ê (Figure 9), so that Ê matches the propagation direction of bipolar structure in
plasma rest frame. We recall that LN is the shock coplanarity plane, while LM is the shock plane (Table 1). In
an idealized laminar shock, BL increases across a shock due to the current density JM flowing opposite to M, BN
is constant, while BM vanishes in upstream and downstream regions [e.g., 65]. The upper panels are projections
of Ê onto various planes; the middle panels are polar histograms of Ê in those planes, while the bottom panels
present distributions of angles between Ê and vectors N, L and B. Panels (a)–(c) demonstrate that statistically bipolar
structures propagate highly oblique to shock normal, in other words, almost within shock plane; this is in accordance
with previous analysis of large-amplitude bipolar structures [44]. For more than 80% of the bipolar structures we have
60◦ < ΘÊN < 120◦. Both panels (b) and (c) show that in plasma rest frame, bipolar structures can propagate both
upstream and downstream. Panels (d)–(f) show that in the shock plane, bipolar structures propagate quasi-parallel
to L and slightly off the coplanarity plane with preferential propagation opposite to M that is in the same direction
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as current density JM . We also addressed obliqueness of propagation of bipolar structures to local magnetic field.
Since in shock transition region L is not exactly parallel to projection of local magnetic field B onto LM plane, for
each bipolar structure we determined unit vectors in the shock plane parallel to BLM = B−N · (B ·N) and N×BLM.
Panels (g) and (h) present the distribution of Ê projections in the shock plane with basis vectors parallel to BLM and
N×BLM, which were determined individually for each structure. The distribution in panel (g) shows that propagation
direction of the bipolar structures are clustered around BLM within 40◦ and there is a clear preferential propagation
opposite to N×BLM. The probability distribution in panel (e) shows that similarly the bipolar structures propagate
typically within a few tens of degrees of local magnetic field B, but about 25% of the bipolar structures propagate
highly oblique to local magnetic field at ΘÊB & 45◦ and about 5% of the bipolar structures propagate at ΘÊB & 80◦.
The examples of such obliquely propagating bipolar structures, demonstrating that oblique propagation is indeed a
reality, were presented in the previous section (Figures 4 and 6).

6 Interpretation and Discussion

We presented a comprehensive statistical analysis of bipolar electrostatic structures in the Earth’s bow shock using truly
3D electric field measurements aboard MMS spacecraft. In contrast to our previous studies limited to large-amplitude
(>50 mV/m) bipolar structures [16, 43, 44], the results of this paper are based on the most extensive dataset of 2136
bipolar structures (collected from ten quasi-perpendicular Earth’s bow shock crossings) with electric field amplitudes
as low as 8 mV/m. We performed interferometry analysis and implemented the electric field correction procedure
to determine electric field, velocity, and other properties of the bipolar structures. An important aspect we showed
was that implementation of the correction procedure allowed reliable reconstruction of the actual electric field of the
bipolar structures, whose spatial scales are generally comparable or even smaller than the distance between voltage
sensitive probes. Meanwhile, interferometry analysis revealed properties of 2043 out of 2136 bipolar structures. We
recall that early observations of bipolar structures aboard the Wind spacecraft were interpreted as evidence for electron
holes [27, 28], which are solitary waves of positive polarity formed in a nonlinear stage of various electron-streaming
instabilities such as bump-on-tail [34, 36], two-stream [72, 73] and Buneman [6, 74, 35] instabilities. In contrast to
the early interpretations, we found that more than 95% of bipolar structures in the Earth’s bow shock are of negative
polarity and thus cannot be electron holes. This result agrees with [43], who showed that more than 97% of 371
large-amplitude bipolar structures were of negative polarity. We found that only a small fraction of bipolar structures,
101 out of 2043, which is less than 5%, are of positive polarity. The detailed analysis by [59] showed that these 101
bipolar structures are slow electron holes similar to those observed in reconnection current sheets [51, 52, 53, 54]. In
this section we discuss the nature, origin and lifetime of the bipolar structures of negative polarity.

We first compare our results to previous studies based on 2D (spin plane) electric field measurements by Cluster
spacecraft. [29] considered a few bipolar structures in a quasi-parallel Earth’s bow shock crossing and found that
the bipolar structures are of negative polarity and have velocities of 400–1000 km/s in the spacecraft rest frame.
[30] considered around twenty small-amplitude (<10 mV/m) bipolar structures in a quasi-perpendicular Earth’s bow
shock crossing. They also found only bipolar structures of negative polarity with spatial scales larger than 30λD,
propagating generally oblique to local magnetic field with velocities of 400–600 km/s in the spacecraft rest frame.
We showed that bipolar structures in the Earth’s bow shock are indeed typically of negative polarity, but in contrast
to the Cluster studies, velocities are typically around 100 km/s and spatial scales are typically a few Debye lengths
(Figures 10 and 11). Our results are quantitatively different from the Cluster studies because, according to 3D electric
field measurements aboard MMS, bipolar structures typically have electric fields out of the spin plane. In the Cluster
studies Ê56 was assumed to be zero, which resulted in artificially large spin plane components of Ê as well as velocities
computed as Vs = Êi jli j/∆ti j. We note that velocities of 100 km/s are consistent with previously reported velocities
of quasi-sinusoidal wave packets estimated using 3D electric field measurements aboard Polar spacecraft [25]. [29]
argued that bipolar structures in the Earth’s bow shock cannot be interpreted in terms of known types of solitary waves,
but in fact this problem of interpretation was due to substantial overestimate of velocities of bipolar structures.

We showed that bipolar structures of negative polarity have spatial scales of a few Debye lengths, amplitudes below a
few tenths of local electron temperature, and propagate with velocities on the order of local ion-acoustic speed. The
only three types of solitary waves of negative polarity existing in plasma are electron-acoustic solitons [75, 76], ion-
acoustic solitons in plasma with multiple ion or electron populations [77, 78], and ion phase space holes [79, 45, 80].
The observed bipolar structures cannot be solitons of any type, because bipolar structures with larger spatial scales tend
to have larger amplitudes (Figure 12), while in the case of solitons we would observe the opposite trend, e|ϕ0|/Te ∝

(λD/l)2 [see, e.g., review by 81]. The observed trend is typical of purely kinetic Bernstein-Green-Kruskal modes [82],
one of which is ion phase space holes. Ion holes are Debye-scale structures propagating with velocities on the order of
ion-acoustic speed, which exist due to the dearth of phase space density of ions trapped within negative electrostatic
potentials [80]. In contrast to electron holes, these solitary waves are formed in a nonlinear stage of various ion-
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streaming instabilities [83, 84, 38, 47]. The critical prediction of stationary ion hole models is that in plasma with
Maxwellian ion and electron velocity distribution functions (VDF), ion holes can exist only if Te/Tp > 3 [79, 80].
The proton VDF in the Earth’s bow shock is not Maxwellian and consists of at least incoming and reflected ion
populations [e.g., 49], while the electron VDF is not Maxwellian either [e.g., 2]. Without going into detailed analysis
of kinetic features of electron and ion VDFs, we show in Figure 14a that bipolar structures in the Earth’s bow shock
are indeed preferentially observed at Te/Tp & 3, where Te is local electron temperature, while Tp is proton temperature
in the upstream region, which is considered to be a proxy of temperatures of incoming and reflected protons in shock
transition region (Table 1). Based on all the arguments above, we interpret bipolar structures of negative polarity in
the Earth’s bow shock in terms of ion phase space holes. Interestingly, according to Boltzmann distribution, each ion
hole should be associated with a local depletion of electron density, δne/n0 ≈ eϕ0/Te, which is typically within 10%
(Figure 12). The local variation of electron density is one of the causes of variations of spacecraft potential on a time
scale of ion hole propagation from one probe to another (see Section 3 for discussion).

It is appropriate to present a brief overview of previous observations and simulations of ion phase space holes. Ion
holes were originally observed in numerical simulations of electrostatic shocks [85] and Earth’s bow shock [86], and
in laboratory experiments on electrostatic shocks [87]. They were later observed in laboratory experiments [46, 88]
and numerical simulations [84, 38, 47, 89] of ion-streaming instabilities. In space plasma, solitary waves interpreted
in terms of ion holes were previously observed only in the auroral region aboard S3-3 [90], Viking [91], Polar [92] and
FAST [93, 94] spacecrafts. Similar to the Earth’s bow shock, ion holes in the auroral region have spatial scales of a
few Debye lengths, amplitudes below a few tenths of local electron temperature, and propagate with velocities on the
order of ion-acoustic speed; their spatial scales are positively correlated with amplitudes of electrostatic potential [92].
Ion holes in the auroral region are usually observed simultaneously with ion beams or conics, which are indications
of operation of ion-streaming instabilities [95, 93, 92, 94]. There is a critical difference between ion holes in the
auroral region and in the Earth’s bow shock. Ion holes in the auroral region are clearly three-dimensional structures,
as indicated by substantial perpendicular electric fields with unipolar profiles, and propagate parallel to local magnetic
field [93, 94]. In contrast, ion holes in the Earth’s bow shock have a single dominant electric field component and
propagate typically oblique to local magnetic field. The differences arise because of different values of the parameter
fpi/ fci, where fpi and fci are ion plasma and cyclotron frequencies respectively. In the auroral region, fpi and fci are
comparable and thermal proton gyroradius is on the order of Debye length, because ρi/λD ≈ (Tp/Te)

1/2 fpi/ fci. In
accordance with the scaling relation (valid at fci of the order of or larger than fpi) between perpendicular and parallel
spatial scales, l⊥/l|| ∼ (1+ f 2

pi/ f 2
ci)

1/2 [96], the perpendicular scale of ion holes is on the order of thermal proton
gyroradius and perpendicular electric fields are generally comparable to parallel electric fields. Long-living ion holes
with lifetime longer than ion cyclotron period f−1

ci , which is on the order of ion plasma period f−1
pi , must propagate

parallel to magnetic field to ensure confinement of ions trapped within ion holes. The situation is fundamentally
different in the Earth’s bow shock, where fpi is typically three orders of magnitude larger than fci. In this regime, we
have ρi� λD and f−1

ci � f−1
pi . In physical units, ion cyclotron period in the Earth’s bow shock is on the order of one

second and may well exceed the lifetime of ion holes. Thus, in contrast to the auroral region, ion holes in the Earth’s
bow shock are observed in unmagnetized regime.

In unmagnetized regime, fpi� fci, ion holes were previously observed and analyzed in laboratory experiments [46, 88]
and multi-dimensional Particle-In-Cell (PIC) simulations [38, 47] of ion-streaming instabilities. The critical result of
these studies is that the lifetime τL of ion holes is on the order of several bounce periods of protons trapped by ion
holes. Therefore, we assume that τB . τL . 10τB, where τB = 2π/ωB and ωB = l−1(e|ϕ0|/mp)

1/2 is the typical bounce
frequency of trapped protons. The estimate of typical bounce period can be written as follows

τB =
1
fpi

l
λD

(
e|ϕ0|

Te

)−1/2

(8)

Assuming l = 3λD and eϕ0 =−0.05 Te (Figure 12c), we find τB ∼ 10 f−1
pi which is on the order of ten milliseconds in

physical units, because fpi is typically around 1 kHz. Figure 14b presents the statistical distribution of bounce period
estimates of trapped protons for the observed bipolar structures and shows that the most likely value of τB is around
10 ms. We conclude that the lifetime of ion holes in the Earth’s bow shock can be estimated as follows

10 f−1
pi . τL . 100 f−1

pi , or 10 ms . τL . 100 ms (9)

It is important to note that τL� f−1
ci , and the confinement of trapped protons over such time scales is not problematic,

because trapped protons perform almost no cyclotron rotation on such short time scales. Assuming typical velocity of
ion holes of 100 km/s in shock rest frame, we reveal that ion holes can propagate about 1–10 km across a shock from
their source region.
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The prevalence of ion holes in the Earth’s bow shock strongly suggests that ion-streaming instabilities produce elec-
trostatic fluctuations in the Earth’s bow shock. The instability should be driven by resonant protons with velocities
ranging from about Vs− (2e|ϕ0|/mp)

1/2 to about Vs +(2e|ϕ0|/mp)
1/2, which are velocities on the order of a few tens

or a few hundred km/s. The saturation of the instability occurs when the amplitude of electrostatic fluctuations is
sufficiently large, so that typical bounce frequency ωB = l−1(e|ϕ0|/mp)

1/2 of trapped protons is comparable to the
initial growth rate γ of the instability [97, 98, 99]. This allows an estimation of the saturated amplitude of electrostatic
fluctuations

e|ϕ0| ≈
4πn0e2

k2

(
γ

ωpi

)2

, (10)

where k is the wave number of the most unstable wave. In the latest nonlinear stage, phase space vortexes of trapped
protons merge, resulting in formation of isolated ion holes [e.g., 38, 89]. We assume that Eq. (10) can be used as an
order of magnitude estimate of amplitudes of ion holes, although this estimate has not been verified in simulations
yet. Assuming k ∼ l−1 in Eq. (10), we estimate the amplitude of ion holes as e|ϕ0| ≈ 4πn0e2l2 · (γ/ωpi)

2. The most
plausible instability producing ion holes is the ion two-stream instability; for example, instability between incoming
and reflected proton populations [22, 100, 101]. The maximum growth rate of instabilities of that type corresponds to
cold proton populations: γmax = (3

√
3αref/16)1/3, where αref is the relative density of the reflected proton population

[e.g., 22]. This leads to derivation of the following upper estimate for amplitudes of ion holes

e|ϕ0|. 4πn0e2l2 ·

(
3
√

3αref

16

)2/3

(11)

Figure 14c presents e|ϕ0| versus 4πn0e2l2 and demonstrates that ion holes amplitudes are below the threshold given
by Eq. (11) for the relative densities αref of 5, 10 and 20% typical of the Earth’s bow shock [e.g., 48, 102]. Thus,
the observed amplitudes of ion holes are in principle consistent with generation by ion two-stream instability in the
Earth’s bow shock.

We found that the ion holes propagate highly oblique to shock normal: more than 80% of the ion holes propagate within
30◦ of the shock plane (Figure 14). This behaviour of highly oblique propagation is consistent with generation of ion
holes by the ion two-stream instability. The simulations of electrostatic shock waves [103, 104] and fast magnetosonic
shock waves [105, 101], as well as laboratory studies of the ion two-stream instability [106, 107] showed that once the
velocity difference ∆V between counter-streaming ion populations exceeds 2cIA, the most unstable waves propagate
oblique to ∆V at angle ψ such that cosψ ≈ cIA/|∆V| to satisfy the Cherenkov resonance [see, e.g., 100, for stability
analysis]. Since incoming ions in the Earth’s bow shock have normal velocities in upstream region several times
larger than ion-acoustic speed (in shock rest frame), we may expect that multi-streaming population formed in shock
transition region can have ∆V much larger than 2cIA, which would result in highly oblique propagation of unstable
electrostatic waves with respect to shock normal. A more detailed identification of the specific instability based on
analysis of proton velocity distribution functions is left for future studies. We have also found that in the shock plane,
ion holes typically propagate within a few tens of degrees of local magnetic field projection BLM onto the shock plane,
and they tend to propagate opposite to N×BLM and in the direction of current density JM (Figure 14). The reason for
the observed preferential propagation directions in the shock plane remains to be understood in future studies. We also
found that the ion holes can propagate highly oblique to local magnetic field, which is not surprising, because on a
time scale of ion hole lifetime, ions are unmagnetized and thus magnetic field cannot control the propagation direction
of the ion holes.

Finally, there are a few appropriate comments. First, we could not find a distinct correlation between properties of
bipolar structures and any of the four macroscopic shock parameters (MA, θBN , βe and Tp/Te). One may need a larger
number of shocks to reveal a potential correlation in the four-dimensional space of macroscopic shock parameters.
It is worth noting that we noticed the highest occurrence of electron holes (bipolar structure of positive polarity) of
25% in shocks #4 and #5 characterized by the lowest Alfvén Mach numbers (Tables 1 and 2). Based on that, we
can tentatively speculate that electron holes may constitute a substantial fraction of bipolar structures observed in
interplanetary shock waves [108, 109, 110]. Second, we only considered bipolar structures in quasi-perpendicular
Earth’s bow shock, but the case study by [29] indicates that our conclusions might apply to quasi-parallel shocks as
well. Third, we could not estimate a net potential drop possibly carried by ion holes because we used AC-coupled
electric field measurements. A potential drop may appear due to asymmetric reflection of current-carrying electrons
[39, 40] and propagation in non-uniform plasma [111, 112], but we expect both effects to produce negligible potential
drops. We note that ion holes in the auroral region were shown to carry negligible (if any) potential drops [94]. In
any case, we expect the leading contribution to the cross-shock potential drop to be from the macroscopic electric
field (on scales of about ion inertial length) capable of coherently reflecting incoming protons [e.g., 113, 114, 115].
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Fourth, the ion holes have electric fields oriented typically oblique to local magnetic field, implying that these solitary
waves can in principle efficiently pitch-angle scatter and thermalize electrons in the Earth’s bow shock [16, 116, 5].
The statistical distributions presented in Section 5 are expected to be of value for quantifying the effects of bipolar
structures in collisionless shocks.

7 Conclusion

We presented a comprehensive analysis of more than two thousand bipolar electrostatic structures in quasi-
perpendicular Earth’s bow shocks using 3D electric field measurements aboard MMS spacecraft. The dataset includes
bipolar structures with amplitudes ranging from 8 to 500 mV/m and temporal peak-to-peak widths from 0.2ms to a
few milliseconds. The lower boundary of amplitudes is due to our selection procedure, while the lower boundary of
widths is due to temporal resolution of electric field measurements. The results of this study can be summarized as
follows:

1. We presented the correction procedure, which compensates for the effects of short-scale electric fields
measured by spatially separated voltage-sensitive probes. We showed that implementation of this procedure
allowed reconstruction of the actual electric fields, velocities, and other properties of bipolar structures in
the Earth’s bow shock, whose spatial scales are typically comparable with or even several times smaller than
spatial distance between axial and spin plane voltage-sensitive probes. We also showed that the optimal ra-
tio of frequency response factors of axial and spin plane antennas for the bipolar structures is around 1.65/1.8.

2. We showed that more than 95% of bipolar structures in the Earth’s bow shock are of negative polarity.
Bipolar structures have spatial scales 10 m . l . 100 m, amplitudes ϕ0 typically below a few Volts and
velocities from a few tens to a few hundreds km/s in spacecraft as well as plasma rest frames. In local
plasma units, we observed λD . l . 10λD, e|ϕ0| typically below 0.1Te, and velocities on the order of local
ion-acoustic speeds. There is also a distinct correlation between l and local Debye length λD. We underline
that the spatial scale l is defined as a half of the distance between peaks of bipolar electric field.

3. Bipolar structures typically have electric fields oblique to local magnetic field and propagate highly oblique
to shock normal N. More than 80% of bipolar structures propagate within 30◦ of the shock plane LM. In
the shock plane, bipolar structures propagate typically within a few tens of degrees of local magnetic field
projection BLM onto the shock plane and preferentially opposite to N×BLM and in the direction of current
JM (N is directed upstream).

4. Based on the observed properties, we argue that the bipolar structures of negative polarity can be only
ion phase space holes, which are solitary waves produced in a nonlinear stage of various ion-streaming
instabilities.

5. We estimated the lifetime of ion holes to be 10–100 ms, or 1–10 km in terms of spatial distance.

6. The instability potentially producing the ion holes is the ion-ion stream instability. The amplitudes of the ion
holes fall below the threshold expected for saturation of the ion-ion stream instability for relative densities of
ion beams typical in the Earth’s bow shock. The ion-ion stream instability can also explain highly oblique
propagation of the ion holes to shock normal.
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Figure 1: Overview of the selected ten quasi-perpendicular crossings of the Earth’s bow shock (Table 1). Each panel
presents the magnitude of burst mode magnetic field measured aboard MMS1 (black), the moments of occurrence of
bipolar electrostatic structures selected from all four MMS spacecrafts (blue vertical lines), and cumulative distribution
functions of the number of bipolar structures (red). The number of bipolar structures selected in each Earth’s bow
shock crossing is given in Table 2. The time intervals between neighboring ticks is 10 seconds, the time in each plot is
measured from t0 indicated in the panels, which gives time in seconds from beginning of the day.
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Figure 2: A simulation of effects of short-scale electric fields on electric field measurements using a pair of opposing
probes Pi and P j. The electrostatic potential of a planar 1D bipolar structure is described by Eq. (1). The upper
panels present simulation of voltage-signals Vi(t) and −Vj(t) from opposing probes produced by electric field of a
bipolar structure located between a probe and the spacecraft. Voltage signals are normalized to amplitude ϕ0 of the
bipolar structure; time is measured in units of l/Vs, where l is spatial scale of the bipolar structure, while Vs is its
speed in spacecraft rest frame. Each column corresponds to a different value of parameter ai j = ki jli j/l, where ki j
is the projection of the unit wave vector k onto the direction from P j to Pi. The bottom panels present electric field
signal Ei j = (Vj−Vi)/2li j normalized to the actual amplitude of this electric field component E0ki j. The electric field
corresponding to ai j = 0.01 are shown as magenta curves. These profiles demonstrate the electric field that we obtain
as ai j→ 0. Details of the simulation procedure can be found in Section 3.

Figure 3: The coefficients describing distortion of the electric field of a bipolar structure, measured by a pair of op-
posing and spatially separated voltage-sensitive probes Pi and P j. Panel (a) presents the dependence of Amplitude
Reduction Factor (ARF) and Signal Widening Factor (SWF) on parameter ai j = ki jli j/l. Panel (b) presents the de-
pendence of ARF·SWF on ai j. Different colors correspond to different models of electrostatic potential of a bipolar
structure (see Section 3 for details).
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Figure 4: The interferometry analysis of bipolar structure observed on MMS2 in shock #7 (Table 1) with reliably
determined time delays between all three pairs of voltage signals from opposing probes. Panels (a)-(c) present voltage
signals from four probes in the spin plane (V1, V2, V3 and V4) and from two probes on the axial antenna (V5 and V6).
The voltages of the probes are measured with respect to the spacecraft. The time delays ∆ti j between voltage signals of
opposing probes (V1 & −V2, V3 & −V4, V5 & −V6) are indicated in their respective panels. Panel (d) presents electric
field components in the coordinate system related to the antennas: Ei j ∝ (Vj−Vi)/li j, where li j represent spin plane
and axial antenna lengths. After correcting the electric fields, we use peak-to-peak amplitudes of Ei j to obtained unit
vector Ê along electric field direction. Panel (e) presents the electric field El along the aforementioned direction Ê
and the electrostatic potential computed as ϕ =

∫
El Vs dt. The horizontal axis at the bottom is the spatial distance

x =
∫

Vs dt with x = 0 corresponding to the moment of El = 0. In all panels, dots represent actual measurements
at 8,192 S/s resolution, while solid curves correspond to spline interpolated data. The details of the interferometry
analysis can be found in Section 4.
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Figure 5: The analysis for the optimal value of the ratio of frequency response factors in axial and spin plane antennas,
carried out using bipolar structures with three time delays ∆ti j between voltage signals from opposing probes. The
panels also demonstrate the results of correction of short-scale electric fields using the correction procedure (i)–(iv)
described in Section 4. Panel (a) presents the distribution of angle ΘkE between propagation direction k determined
using the time delays ∆ti j and the direction of the electric field Ê. The solid curves represent the probability distribu-
tion of ΘkE for 161 bipolar structures with all three time delays exceeding 0.12 ms (time resolution of electric field
measurements), while dashed curves represent similar probability distributions for 346 bipolar structures with all three
time delays exceeding 0.06ms. Different colors correspond to various FRFs for axial and spin plane antennas; while
in black is the distributions of ΘkE obtained using electric field without applying the correction procedure. Panel
(b) presents the analysis for the optimal values of the ratio of FRFs of axial and spin plane antennas for 161 bipolar
structures with min(∆ti j)> 0.12 ms.

list of all 2136 bipolar structures (occurrence times and dates) considered in this paper is presented in the Supporting
Information.
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Figure 6: The interferometry analysis of bipolar structure observed on MMS2 in shock #7 (Table 1) with reliably
determined time delays between only two pairs of voltage signals from the opposing probes. The format of the figure
is identical to that of Figure 4. The time delay between voltage signals V1 & −V2 could not be determined because the
signals are poorly correlated (correlation coefficient is less than 0.75).
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Figure 7: The comparison of two independent velocity estimates V (1)
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well-correlated pairs of voltage signals obtained using Eq. (7). Panel (a) presents a scatter plot of velocities for 934 and
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with three pairs of well-correlated voltage signals, we selected velocity estimates corresponding to two largest time
delays ∆ti j between voltage signals of opposing probes. In panel (b) we present the cumulative distribution functions
of |V (1)
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s +V (2)
s |, where the velocity estimates were computed using Ê obtained before and after the
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Figure 8: The interferometry analysis of a bipolar structure observed on MMS2 in shock #7 (Table 1) with only one
reliably determined time delay between voltage signals from a pair of opposing probes. The format of this figure is
identical to that of Figure 4. The time delay between voltage signals V3 & −V4 could not be determined because the
signals are anti-correlated, rather than correlated. The time delay between V5 & −V6 could not be determined because
it is one order of magnitude smaller than the temporal resolution of electric field measurements.
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Figure 9: Panels (a) and (b) present statistical distributions of electric field amplitudes E0 and temporal peak-to-peak
widths τ∗ of 1942 bipolar structures of negative polarity. Panel (c) presents statistical distribution of a∗, which is the
value of parameter ai j = ki jli j/l corresponding to the least distorted electric field component (see Section 4 for details).

Figure 10: The statistical distributions of velocities of 1942 bipolar structures of negative polarity. Panel (a) presents
the distribution of velocities Vs in spacecraft rest frame. Panel (b) presents the distribution of velocities in plasma
rest frame computed as Vs − Ê ·Vp, where Vp is the proton bulk velocity measured at the moment closest to the
occurrence of a bipolar structure. Panel (c) presents the distribution of the ratio of velocities in plasma rest frame
|Vs− Ê ·Vp| to local ion-acoustic speed cIA. Ion acoustic speed was computed as cIA = (Te +3Tp)/mp)

1/2, where mp
is the proton mass, Te is local parallel electron temperature, Tp is the proton temperature in shock upstream region,
which is considered as a proxy for the temperature of incoming and reflected proton populations in shock transition
region.

Figure 11: The statistical distributions of spatial scales of 1942 bipolar structures of negative polarity. Panels (a) and
(b) present distributions of spatial scales l in physical units and in units of local Debye length λD. Panel (c) presents a
test of correlation between spatial scale and local Debye length.
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Figure 13: The statistical distribution of propagation direction k or equivalently, Ê of bipolar structures of negative
polarity. The upper panels present distribution of projections of Ê onto various planes including coplanarity plane
LN, shock plane LM, and shock plane formed by basis vectors parallel to BLM = B−N · (B ·N) and N×B computed
individually for each bipolar structure; BLM is projection of local magnetic field onto the shock plane, N is directed
upstream. The middle panels present polar histograms of projections of Ê shown in the top row. The bottom panels
present probability distributions of the angle between Ê and vectors N, L and local magnetic field B.
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Figure 14: Panel (a) presents statistical distribution of the ratio between local parallel electron temperature Te corre-
sponding to each bipolar structure and proton temperature Tp in shock upstream region. The upstream proton tem-
perature is considered to be a proxy of local temperatures of incoming and reflected proton populations in shock
transition region. Panel (b) presents statistical distribution of typical bounce periods of protons trapped in the ob-
served bipolar structures. The bounce periods were computed as τB = 2π/ωB, where the typical bounce frequency is
ωB = l−1 (e|ϕ0|/mp)

1/2, l is spatial scale and ϕ0 is amplitude of electrostatic potential of a bipolar structure. Panel (c)
presents the relationship between e|ϕ0| versus 4πn0e2l2 for the observed bipolar structures of negative polarity, where
n0 is local plasma density. The dashed lines correspond to saturated amplitudes of ion-ion streaming instability given
by Eq. (11) at various (5,10 and 20%) relative densities of ion beams typical of the Earth’s bow shock.
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