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ABSTRACT
Small-scale fluctuating magnetic fields of order 𝑛G are observed in supernova shocks and galaxy clusters, where its amplification
is likely caused by the Biermann battery mechanism. However, these fields cannot be amplified further without the turbulent
dynamo, which generates magnetic energy through the stretch-twist-fold (STF) mechanism. Thus, we present here novel three-
dimensional magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) simulations of a laser-driven shock propagating into a stratified, multiphase medium,
to investigate the post-shock turbulent magnetic field amplification via the turbulent dynamo. The configuration used here is
currently being tested in the shock tunnel at the National Ignition Facility (NIF). In order to probe the statistical properties
of the post-shock turbulent region, we use 384 × 512 × 384 tracers to track its evolution through the Lagrangian framework,
thus providing a high-fidelity analysis of the shocked medium. Our simulations indicate that the growth of the magnetic
field, which accompanies the near-Saffman kinetic energy decay (𝐸kin ∝ 𝑡−1.15) without turbulence driving, exhibits slightly
different characteristics as compared to periodic box simulations. Seemingly no distinct phases exist in its evolution, because
the shock passage and time to observe the magnetic field amplification during the turbulence decay are very short (∼ 0.3 of
a turbulent turnover time). Yet, the growth rate is still consistent with those expected for compressive (curl-free) turbulence
driving in subsonic, compressible turbulence. Phenomenological understanding of the dynamics of the magnetic and velocity
fields are also elucidated via Lagrangian frequency spectra, which are consistent with the expected inertial range scalings in the
Eulerian-Lagrangian bridge.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Astrophysical gas flows in the interstellar medium (ISM) are often
highly stratified and weakly magnetised (Zeldovich et al. 1983; To-
bias 2002), with fields of the order of 𝑛G to 102𝜇G, extending over
large coherence length scales of the order of several kilo parsecs
(Brandenburg et al. 1996; Brandenburg & Subramanian 2005). It is
in these, often shock-dominated, compressible flows that the small-
scale magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) turbulent dynamos can exist
(Schober et al. 2012; Schleicher et al. 2013; Federrath et al. 2014;
Federrath 2016; Seta & Federrath 2022), where small seed turbu-
lent magnetic fields amplify into much larger ones in the presence
of vorticity and turbulent fluctuations, which excites the field inter-
mittently and sustains it by converting kinetic energy into magnetic
energy (Batchelor 1950; Mac Low & Klessen 2004; Federrath et al.
2011a; Brandenburg 2018; Achikanath Chirakkara et al. 2021; Seta
& Federrath 2021; Kriel et al. 2022).
The primary effect of turbulence and anisotropy production is

the amplification of the turbulent field through the transport terms
in the MHD equations, which are governed by two dimensionless
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numbers called the magnetic Reynolds number Rmℓ and the hy-
drodynamic Reynolds number Reℓ . These control the action of the
magnetic field through the characteristic scales of turbulence, where
ℓ is the characteristic length scale. This defines Reℓ = 𝑣ℓ/ν, where
𝑣 is the turbulent velocity and ν is the kinematic viscosity. The tur-
bulent magnetic resistivity 𝜂 defines the magnetic Reynolds number
as Rmℓ = 𝑣ℓ/𝜂 (Yokoi 2013). This further introduces the quantity
called the magnetic Prandtl number, which is Pmℓ = Rmℓ/Reℓ .
Oftentimes in astrophysical flows, Reℓ and Rmℓ are very large and
Pmℓ > 1, leading to generation of large-scale vorticity, thus per-
mitting the exponential amplification of a turbulent magnetic field,
𝐵 = 𝐵0 exp(Γ𝑡), where Γ is the growth rate, from below the viscous
scale (𝑘ν ) to the resistive scale (𝑘𝜂), such that 𝑘ν < 𝑘 < 𝑘𝜂 , but
only up until the equipartition scale, 𝑘 ∼ 𝑘eq, where the conversion
between magnetic and kinetic energy slows down and the turbulent
dynamo saturates (Schekochihin et al. 2002a).

While substantial work has been done on the small-scale turbu-
lent dynamo (SSD) through periodic box simulations, there are only
a number of studies on this process in the context of post-shock
turbulence. The latter has been a subject of only a few numerical
(Balsara et al. 2004; Vladimirov et al. 2006; Inoue et al. 2009; Drury
& Downes 2012; Downes & Drury 2014; Donnert et al. 2018; Hu
et al. 2022) and experimental studies (Sarma et al. 2002; Meinecke
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et al. 2014; Sano et al. 2021). Some of these have been focussed
on the amplification by shock compression and pre-shock pressure
gradients only or on examining mixed pre- and post-shock turbu-
lent media (Inoue et al. 2009; del Valle et al. 2016; Bohdan et al.
2021), where the corrugated shock front interacts with density in-
homogeneities (Giacalone & Jokipii 2007; Beresnyak et al. 2009),
inducing vorticity and turbulence transport enhancement. In most
cases considered, two-dimensional (2D) numerical simulations were
conducted with strong shock profiles emulating supernova blast and
detonation waves, or heliospheric termination shocks, where mag-
netic flux lines are rapidly compressed and stretched, yielding orders
of magnitudes of shock-induced amplification. For shock-driven tur-
bulence, it has been suggested that the small-scale dynamo process
likely contributed significantly to these amplifications (Mac Low
et al. 2005; Federrath et al. 2014; Federrath 2016; McKee et al.
2020). However, its impact is likely masked by the contribution from
rapid shock compression (Balsara et al. 2004; Kim & Balsara 2006).

Moreover, we expect that two-dimensional numerical simula-
tions conducted in prior works can significantly differ from their
three-dimensional counterparts, since the development of three-
dimensional coherent structures is not possible in the former, due
to the topological constraints imposed in two-dimensional geometry.
These have shown to play a crucial role in the turbulent dynamo
process within post-shock turbulence (Inoue et al. 2013; Downes &
Drury 2014; Ji et al. 2016; Hu et al. 2022) since purely 2D flows
are unable to excite a dynamo according to Zeldovich (1957)’s anti-
dynamo theorem.

Thus, motivated by the lack of studies in this particular area, we
here propose to investigate the post-shock turbulent medium through
the Lagrangian framework by studying the evolution of tracer trajec-
tories in the moving volume behind a laser-driven shock front. This
allows thorough analyses of the dynamical evolution of the turbulent
dynamo in relation to its associated time scales, since the tracer trajec-
tories follow the advected (co-moving) fluid parcels via streamlines;
thus providing a high-fidelity approach to studying the filamentary
structures that compress or stretch themagnetic field lines in the flow,
while avoiding amplifications caused directly by the shock front, or
by stratified shear instabilities (Sano et al. 2012). Such methods of
injecting Lagrangian tracers have been applied by Konstandin et al.
(2012) to establish the Lagrangian statistics of supersonic ISM tur-
bulence with mixed solenoidal and compressive turbulence driving,
and by Homann et al. (2007) and Busse et al. (2010) to the study of
the Lagrangian structure functions and frequency spectra scalings in
MHD turbulence. Lagrangian statistics for the Taylor-Green forced
dynamo was also studied by Homann et al. (2014), where time evo-
lution of the magnetic field was educed through the material frame
with mass-averaged quantities, providing insight into the time scales
of its evolution through a volume that is unaffected by advection
due to the co-moving frame of reference . To our knowledge, there
are no other studies applying the Lagrangian framework to quantify
small-scale dynamo action, especially for shock-driven turbulence.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, a the-
oretical background is given covering the details pertinent to our
numerical experiment, including turbulent (small-scale) dynamos,
Lagrangian statistics and decaying hydrodynamic and MHD turbu-
lence. Then, in Section 3 we describe our numerical model and
setup. Finally, in Section 4 we provide the numerical results of our
shock-driven dynamo simulations, and quantify the level of magnetic
field amplification with quantitative comparisons to ISM dynamos.
Section 5 summarises the results and conclusions of the study.

2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 The turbulent (small-scale) dynamo

2.1.1 Kinematic (exponential) growth phase

In high Pm = ν/𝜂 plasmas (Pm � 1) such as in the ISM, there is
little to no resistive decay (𝜂 ∼ 0). The small-scale dynamo existing in
the inner scales of hydrodynamic turbulence can grow exponentially
from interactions with viscous eddies at the dissipation scale, ℓν ∼
𝑘−1ν (Batchelor 1950; Schekochihin et al. 2002a;Kulsrud&Anderson
1992; Xu & Lazarian 2016), such that when it reaches a stage where
the magnetic excitation is so strong that at 𝑘ν < 𝑘 < 𝑘𝜂 (kinematic
regime), the magnetic energy spectrum in Fourier space, has a spatial
distribution given by the resistive Green’s function solution to the
Kazantsev equation:

𝑀 (𝑘, 𝑡) = 𝑀0 exp
(
3
4

∫
Γ𝑑𝑡

)
𝑘3/2𝐾0

(
𝑘

𝑘𝜂

)
, (1)

where 𝐾0 is the Macdonald function, and the magnetic spectrum
evolves as 𝑀 ∼ 𝑘3/2 (Kazantsev 1968; Kulsrud & Anderson 1992;
Federrath et al. 2011a). Based on Kazantsev theory, one can also
obtain a definition of the magnetic energy, via an integral over the
magnetic energy spectrum,

𝐸mag =
1
2
𝑣2A =

1
2

∫ 𝑘′

0
𝑀 (𝑘, 𝑡)𝑑𝑘, (2)

where 𝐸mag is the specific magnetic energy, and 𝑣A is the Alfvén
speed. Thus, the magnetic energy is dependent only on the viscous
scale eddies, 𝑘ν ∼ ℓ−1ν , and an amplitude term for the initial magnetic
energy, 𝑀0 = 𝜖0/𝑘ν , and 𝑘 ′ is a reference scale, where 𝑘ν < 𝑘 ′ <
𝑘𝜂 . Coupling this with the conducting limit of the MHD induction
equation (McKee et al. 2020; Beattie et al. 2022), we have

𝑑𝐸mag
𝑑𝑡

= 2Γ𝐸mag (3)

where the growth rate (Γ) is determined only by quantities at the
dissipation scales,

Γ(𝑡) = 〈(B ⊗ B) : (∇ ⊗ v)〉ν〈
𝐵2

〉
ν

. (4)

Thus, the magnetic energy 𝐸mag grows exponentially by exp(2Γ𝑡)
throughout the kinematic regime.Additionally, since the fundamental
scales of this regime is governed by folds and random stretching at
the diffusive scale, we have ℓ2ν/ν ∼ ℓ2𝜂/𝜂, then 𝑘𝜂 ∼ 𝑘νPm1/2, as
proposed by Schekochihin et al. (2002a), and confirmed recently by
Kriel et al. (2022) and Brandenburg et al. (2022).

2.1.2 Transition to saturation (non-linear stage)

Now, we direct our attention towards the nonlinear stage of the dy-
namo, where the back-reaction by the Lorentz force is magnified
enough that it is able to dampen the development of coherent struc-
tures; thus hindering the continual amplification of the field through
the stretch-twist-fold-merge mechanism. Here we approach the peak
scale of the magnetic spectrum, 𝑘peak = 𝑘 ′ exp((3/5)Γ𝑡). Xu &
Lazarian (2016) argued that, by setting 𝐸mag ∼ 𝐸ν , where 𝐸ν is the
turbulent kinetic energy at the diffusive scale, we can account for the
field growth near equipartition, since it is the eddies at the stretching
scale, ℓ𝑠𝑡 = 𝑘−1𝑠𝑡 , where 𝑘inj < 𝑘𝑠𝑡 � 𝑘ν , that now dominate the
interactions. Thus, we have

𝐸mag =
1
2
(ν𝜖)1/2 (5)
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where 𝜖 describes the kinetic energy dissipation rate at the inertial
range, whose value is determined from the injection scales of Kol-
mogorov turbulence, 𝜖 = 𝑘−1inj 𝑣

3
inj, 𝑘inj = 𝐿−1inj . It can be seen from

Eqn. 2 that for eddies 𝑘 ′ < 𝑘peak, the dominant contribution of the
magnetic energy always comes from the larger scales that seeded it,
and no dependence is placed on the weaker fields whose contribu-
tions are negligible in the amplification process. Then, the magnetic
energy amplifies until the peak of the power spectrum shifts to that
of the viscous scale eddies, and one can eliminate the dependence on
𝑘ν , through the fact that there are only dependencies on the injection
scales, 𝑘inj and 𝑣inj . By such dimensional arguments, one can then
write

𝐸mag =
1
2
(ν𝜖)1/2 ≈ 1

2
𝑣2inj, (6)

and finally, in the fully non-linear stage of the dynamo, we have
minimal scale separation, such that 𝑘ν ∼ 𝑘peak. Thus, expanding the
Macdonald function 𝐾0 in Eqn. 1, for the low wavenumber limit,
where 𝐾0 ≈ ln(𝑘𝜂) ∼ ln(𝑘ν ). One obtains a magnetic spectrum of
the form (Xu & Lazarian 2016, 2017, 2020):

𝑀 (𝑘, 𝑡) = 𝑀0 exp
(
3
4

∫
Γ𝑑𝑡

) (
𝑘

𝑘ν

)3/2
, (7)

Substituting this into Eqn. 2, and taking the time derivative
𝑑 ln(. . . )/𝑑𝑡 we have:
𝑑 ln(𝐸mag)

𝑑𝑡
∼ 3
4
Γ, (8)

and hence
𝑑𝐸mag
𝑑𝑡

∼ 3
4
Γ𝐸mag ≈

3
8
Γ𝑣2inj, (9)

where Γ ∼ 𝛼𝑣inj/𝐿inj, and 𝛼 is of order unity, which simplifies it to
a linear differential equation of the form:
𝑑𝐸mag
𝑑𝑡

= 𝛽𝜀. (10)

Using the earlier definition for the energy dissipation rate, Xu &
Lazarian (2016) found directly that 𝛽 = 3/38 by accounting for the re-
connection diffusion effect encountered in the nonlinear phase, where
only a fraction of the total turbulent kinetic energy on the stretching
to viscous scales contribute to the overall magnetic field amplifica-
tion. The rest is dissipated via fast stochastic reconnection (Lazarian
& Vishniac 1999; Eyink et al. 2011), including natural mechanisms
of viscous heating and turbulent diffusion (Kolmogorov 1941; Kul-
srud & Anderson 1992). Similar scalings, with corresponding linear
growth1, up until the suggested 𝑘𝜂 ∼ 𝑘injPm1/2Re1/2 = 𝑘injRm1/2

at saturation2 have also been observed in numerous prior works (Kul-
srud & Anderson 1992; Schekochihin et al. 2002a; Cho et al. 2009;
Beresnyak et al. 2009; Beresnyak 2012).

1 Alternatively, consider simply that 𝑣𝑠𝑡/ℓ𝑠𝑡 ∼ 𝜂/ℓ2𝜂 , which gives ℓ𝜂 ∼
(ℓ𝑠𝑡 𝜂/𝑣𝑠𝑡 )1/2 ∼ (𝜂𝑡)1/2. The selective decay mechanism suppresses high
𝑘-modes, which triggers a magnetic back-reaction when 𝐵2 ∼ 𝑣2𝑠𝑡 . Then,
𝑑𝐸mag/𝑑𝑡 ∼ 𝑣𝑠𝑡𝐵

2/ℓ𝑠𝑡 ∼ 𝑣3𝑠𝑡/ℓ𝑠𝑡 ∼ 𝜖 , implying therefore that 𝐸mag ∼ 𝜖 𝑡

(Schekochihin et al. 2002a).
2 According to this scenario, a quasi-static balance is achieved, where non-
linear interactions arising from the injection (outer) scales of turbulence have
dynamical time-scales comparable to folding at the resistive time-scales (i.e.
𝜏inj ∼ 𝜏𝜂 ). Hence, 𝜏inj ∼ 𝐿inj/𝑣inj ∼ 𝜏𝜂 ∼ 𝑙2𝜂/𝜂, which yields the ex-
pected 𝑘𝜂 ∼ Pm1/2Re1/2𝑘inj (Schekochihin et al. 2008; Galishnikova et al.
2022). Note that this idealised relation does not consider the effect of tearing-
mediated turbulence concentratedwithin anisotropic current sheets (e.g., Gal-
ishnikova et al. (2022); Beattie et al. (2022)).

Hu et al. (2022) applied this model to analyse the dynamo growth
rate in shock-driven turbulence. Thus, we will also apply it for com-
parisons to our simulations. It should be noted upfront that the Xu
& Lazarian (2016) model applies in the non-linear stage of the dy-
namo, i.e., when the Lorentz force has become strong, as discussed in
this subsection. However, the simulations discussed below, have not
reached this stage, as we will see, which makes a direct comparison
to the Xu & Lazarian (2016) model difficult. Instead, our simulations
here are in the exponential (often referred to as ‘kinematic’ phase)
growth stage of the dynamo.

2.2 Lagrangian description of second-order statistics

Similar to the Eulerian description of turbulence, one can describe
two-point statistics such as the second-order structure function and
the energy spectra through the Lagrangian framework. A unique ad-
vantage of this perspective is that it allows the treatment of point-like
particle trajectories, which are co-moving in the direction of velocity
streamlines, such that each particle has a time-dependent position,
X = X(X0, 𝑡0), based on the Eulerian fixed-in-space velocity field
V(X(X0, 𝑡), 𝑡). Thus, trajectories in this frame of reference are not
affected by advection, and therefore, each Lagrangian tracer particle
represents a unique fluid/gas element that can be traced throughout
the simulation. Through this, one can define the Lagrangian second-
order structure function as

SΦ
2 (Δ𝑡) =

〈��Φ 𝑗 (𝑡 + Δ𝑡) −Φ 𝑗 (𝑡)
��2〉 (11)

where Φ is an arbitrary vector field and 𝑗 = 𝑥, 𝑦 are the longitudinal
and transverse components of Φ, over which we take its increments
along each particle trajectory and average the values obtained as
an ensemble of realisations. This quantity is spatially invariant in
homogeneous turbulence and is also rotationally invariant in isotropic
flow (Frisch & Kolmogorov 1995). In the inertial subrange 𝑘inj <
𝑘 < 𝑘ν , where 𝑘𝑙 is the injection scale or forcing scale, the energy
spectrum follows an energy cascade. Thus, it can be shown that the
Lagrangian K41 scaling for the second-order LSF with respect to
Lagrangian frequency, 𝜔 ∼ (𝜖/ν)1/2, by the constant flux ansatz,
has the form,

S2 (Δ𝑡) ∼ (Δ𝑡)𝑝 (12)

up to small-scale intermittency corrections (Benzi et al. 1993;
Homann et al. 2007; Arnèodo et al. 2008; Benzi et al. 2010; Busse
et al. 2010; Konstandin et al. 2012; Beresnyak 2015). The velocity
LSF follows a linear scaling (𝑝 = 1) based on the Kolmogorov bridge
relations as detailed below.
If we assume Kolmogorov (K41) (Kolmogorov 1941) or

Goldreich-Sridhar (GS95) scaling (Sridhar & Goldreich 1994; Gol-
dreich & Sridhar 1995, 1997), which obtains both 𝐸 (𝑘) ∼ 𝜖2/3𝑘−5/3
(𝑘 = 𝑘⊥ for GS95) in Eulerian space, one can easily show that

𝐸 (𝜔) ∼ 𝜖𝜔−2 (13)

is the expected scaling obtained for the kinetic energy spectrum
(Inoue 1951; Corrsin 1963; Tennekes & Lumley 1972; Tennekes
1975; Frisch & Kolmogorov 1995). We further note that in the three-
dimensional incompressibleMHD simulations of Busse et al. (2010),
excellent agreement was found for this scaling law given by Eqn. 13,
consistent with prior experimental (Mordant et al. 2004) and nu-
merical results (Yeung et al. 2006). However, for two-dimensional
simulations, it was found that 𝐸 (𝜔) ∼ 𝜔−3/2, in accordance with
the Iroshnikov-Kraichnan (IK) phenomenology of turbulence, where
𝐸 (𝑘) ∼ 𝑘−3/2 (Iroshnikov 1964; Kraichnan 1965, 1977; Gogob-
eridze 2007) for the wavenumber spectra. Thus, on the basis that
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dynamical alignment at large scales (Mason et al. 2006) are dom-
inated by Eulerian sweeping effects, Busse et al. (2010) suggested
that the relevant timescale for the Lagrangian frequency spectrum
should be the Eulerian correlation time. Therefore, following the
Eulerian definition of a time spectra, with the ansatz of frequency-
wavenumber self-similarity, i.e. 𝜔𝐸 (𝜔) ∼ 𝑘𝐸 (𝑘), an analogous IK
scaling is found which is identical to the Eulerian time-frequency
spectra (Tennekes 1975; Busse et al. 2010).
We note here also that for a Burgers’ spectrum (Burgers 1995),

𝐸 (𝑘) ∼ 𝑘−2 occurring in shock-dominated, highly supersonic flows
(Federrath 2013; Federrath et al. 2021); since 𝑣 ∼ ℓ1/2, and as-
suming 𝑡ac ∼ 𝑡cas, where 𝑡ac and 𝑡cas are autocorrelation and cas-
cade timescales, respectively. We have 𝑡cas ∼ ℓ/𝑣 ∼ ℓ1/2, yielding
𝑣2cas ∼ 𝑡2cas ∼ 𝜔−2. Thus, the corresponding Lagrangian frequency
spectrum should therefore scale as3:

𝐸 (𝜔) ∼ 𝜔−3. (14)

2.3 Decaying MHD turbulence

In shock-driven turbulence without additional external turbulence
driving, supersonic turbulence decays very rapidly on time scales
of roughly one turnover time (Scalo & Pumphrey 1982; Stone et al.
1998; Mac Low et al. 1998; Mac Low 1999; Federrath & Klessen
2012). Such time scales emphasise the importance of turbulence
driving mechanisms (Mac Low & Klessen 2004; Schleicher et al.
2010; Federrath et al. 2016; Sur 2019), which continuously supply
kinetic energy into the system to allow for amplification of a small-
scale seed magnetic field (Schober et al. 2012; Schleicher et al. 2013;
Seta & Federrath 2020, 2021).
Numerical simulations with large-scale mean fields (Mac Low

et al. 1998) and even seeded kinetic helicity (𝐻𝑘 = 𝒗 · (∇×𝒗)) (Bran-
denburg& Petrosyan 2012; Brandenburg et al. 2019) have shown that
turbulent (or mean in the large-scale dynamo setting) magnetic fields
can decay rapidly together with the kinetic energy, such that satura-
tion or strong magnetic fields can never be achieved. The increased
alignment of the velocity and magnetic fields associated with this
process (Servidio et al. 2008), suggests that even turbulence driven
with a very strong shock, followed by a transient period of quies-
cence, will not be able to completely amplify small-scale magnetic
fields.
Here we also expect such phenomena to occur. Thus, the time-

dependence of the energy flux will need to be quantified in this un-
driven (decaying) turbulent configuration for accurate understanding
of how magnetic fields can amplify in decaying ISM post-shock
media. We note that in subsonic, incompressible turbulence, the
energy flux follows a power-law decay, 𝐸kin ∼ 〈𝑣2〉 ∝ 𝑡−𝑛, where 𝑛 =
6/5 if the Saffman integral is invariant (Saffman 1967), and 𝑛 = 10/7
if the Loitsyansky integral is conserved (Proudman&Reid 1954) (see
also Davidson 2000; Krogstad &Davidson 2010; Davidson 2010). In
supersonic, isothermal turbulence, it has been found that 0.85 < 𝑛 <
1.2 (Mac Low et al. 1998; Mac Low 1999), suggesting a decay much
closer to that of the Saffman invariant. Further numerical experiments
(Biskamp & Müller 1999, 2000; Müller & Biskamp 2000; Banerjee
& Jedamzik 2004; Frick&Stepanov 2010; Berera&Linkmann 2014;
Brandenburg et al. 2015; Brandenburg & Kahniashvili 2017; Reppin

3 This is a spectrum with no mathematically self-similar second-order struc-
ture function (SF2), since SF2 (𝑡) = 2

(
𝑣2 −

∫ ∞
−∞ 𝐸 (𝜔) exp(𝑖𝜔𝑡)𝑑𝜔

)
=

2
∫ ∞
−∞ [1 − exp(𝑖𝜔𝑡) ] 𝐸 (𝜔)𝑑𝜔 using Wiener-Khinchin theorem, is condi-

tionally convergent only when 𝐸 (𝜔) ∼ 𝜔−𝑛 with 𝑛 ∈ (1, 3) .
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Figure 1. Schematic of the geometrical configuration used in the present
study. The physical system is identical to Dhawalikar et al. (2022), resembling
the current experimental test setup at the NIF. The laser-driven shock hits the
ablator at 𝑦 ≈ 0.3 mm, and propagates further through the cylindrical tube
in the 𝑦-direction, subsequently interacting with the foam material, which
are shown as black circles. The top panel shows a slice along the 𝑧-direction
though the centre of the tube, while the bottom panel shows a slice along the
𝑦-direction, again at centre of the tube.

& Banerjee 2017; Sur 2019; Bhat et al. 2021) in three-dimensional
non-helical4 MHD turbulence also confirm scalings very close to
the Saffman invariant, as well as the later known Biskamp & Müller
(1999) scaling (𝑛 = 1) based on 2D anastrophy conservation5.

4 Non-helical in the sense of zero net helicity, but small-scale helical fluc-
tuations are allowed under the assumption that they do not influence the
large scale dynamics (see e.g., Reppin & Banerjee (2017) for a quantitative
discussion).
5 To clarify, in a recent work by Hosking & Schekochihin (2021), it was
shown that the non-helical decay scaling should not be argued based on
anastrophy conservation, but by the requirement of Hosking integral invari-
ance. This still produces similar results, where with fast stochastic reconnec-
tion (i.e. 𝜖rec ∼ const, for example in LV99 (Lazarian & Vishniac 1999)),
〈𝐵2 〉 ∼ 𝑡−10/9 ∼ 〈𝑣2 〉, and with Sweet-Parker (SP) dominated reconnection
(i.e. 𝜖rec ∼ 𝑆̃

−1/2
𝐿

) , where 𝑆̃𝐿 is the Lundquist number, then 〈𝐵2 〉 ∼ 𝑡−20/17

and 〈𝑣2 〉 ∼ 𝑡−19/17.
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Thus, here in our numerical experiment, we test these decay laws,
and quantify the decay found in our simulations, suggesting how it
may affect the dynamo growth rate over longer timescales.

3 NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

3.1 Governing Equations

We use a modified version of the FLASH code (Fryxell et al. 2000),
with the HLL3R 3-wave approximate Riemann solver (Bouchut et al.
2010; Waagan et al. 2011) to solve the fully three-dimensional, com-
pressible MHD equations,

𝜕𝜌

𝜕𝑡
+ ∇ · (𝜌𝒗) = 0, (15)

𝜌

(
𝜕

𝜕𝑡
+ 𝒗 · ∇

)
𝒗 =

1
4𝜋

(𝑩 · ∇)𝑩 − ∇
(
𝑝th +

𝐵2

8𝜋

)
+∇ · (2𝑣𝜌S) + 𝜌𝑭

(16)

𝜕𝑩

𝜕𝑡
= ∇ × (𝒗 × 𝑩) + 𝜂∇2𝑩 (17)

∇ · 𝑩 = 0 (18)

where 𝜌, v, 𝑝tot = 𝑝th + (1/8𝜋) |B|2, B, and 𝑒 = 𝜌𝜖int + (1/2)𝜌 |v|2 +
(1/8𝜋) |B|2 denote the gas density, velocity, total pressure (sum
of the thermal and magnetic), magnetic field, and energy density
(sum of the internal, kinetic and magnetic), respectively. S𝑖 𝑗 =

(1/2)
(
𝜕𝑖𝑣 𝑗 + 𝜕 𝑗𝑣𝑖

)
− (1/3)𝛿𝑖 𝑗∇ · v is the traceless rate of strain ten-

sor, which is the symmetric part of the velocity gradient tensor that
accounts for physical shear viscosity. Here 𝑭, the turbulence driving
parameter is set to zero since we do not use any driven turbulence.
The quantities ν and 𝜂 are the kinematic viscosity (dynamic viscosity
divided by density), and the magnetic resistivity, respectively. Here
we do not specify these dissipative terms, and instead use numerical
viscosity and resistivity inherent in the Riemann flux functions as a
subgrid-scale model for dissipation (Garnier et al. 1999). Thus, we
perform implicit large-eddy simulations (ILES). We close the MHD
equations with an equation of state (EOS) for an ideal monoatomic
gas, i.e., 𝑝th = 𝜌𝑒int (𝛾 − 1), where 𝛾 = 5/3 is the specific heat ratio.

3.2 Initial conditions and flow configuration

Fig. 1 displays the initial configuration used in the present study. The
geometry is identical to that used in Dhawalikar et al. (2022), and
corresponds also to the one currently being tested in the wind tun-
nel facility at the National Ignition Facility (NIF). The foam within
the cylindrical domain is modelled as a CH-based polymer, and
the foam voids with radius 𝑟 = 25 mm are air bubbles contained
within the foam, existing as the precursor small-scale density inho-
mogeneities to generate post-shock turbulence. Also, although the
laser-driven blast wave propagating into the medium may inherently
cause changes in the material chemistry, induce radiation via in-
verse Bremsstrahlung, as well as cooling effects, etc., we do not
consider these properties, since the primary purpose of this setup is
to study the turbulent dynamics of a post-shockmedium generated by
a shock running over a pre-structured medium. The thermodynamic
properties are not a primary concern for this, as long as a reason-
able turbulent density and velocity field results from the interaction,
which is the case (Dhawalikar et al. 2022). Neglecting these effects

Figure 2. Density distribution showing the initial Lagrangian volume chosen
in the post-shock medium at 𝑡 = 𝑡1 = 26.1 ns, consisting of about 2 × 105
tracers. The volume chosen is a cylinder with radius 0.03 cm, in accordance
with the flow configuration itself. (a) 𝑧- projected density distribution, (b)
𝑦-projected density distribution, centred on the respective mid-plane of the
shock tube. Tracer particles are shown as white points (note that each tracer
technically corresponds to exactly the size of a grid cell, as we are using the
cloud-in-cell particle-mesh interpolation scheme, i.e., while this graphical
representation plots them as point particles, they actually occupy/trace the
entire cylindrical volume in which they were initialised as a collective).

will also allow us to make thorough comparisons of our numerical
results to other studies of post-shock turbulence, as well as small-
scale dynamo processes in the ISM. Thus, the simplified approach
was taken for this purpose. In order to study the growth of a turbu-
lent magnetic field, we inject a very small-scale magnetic field of
𝐵turb = 5.5 × 10−5 G, and also a mean guide field in the 𝑦-direction
(streamwise) of that same value, corresponding to an initial plasma
𝛽 = 2𝑐2𝑠/𝑣2𝐴 = 1×1016. The turbulent field is initialised using Fourier
modes, with an initial power law at large scales, 2 ≤ 𝑘𝐿/2𝜋 ≤ 20
where 𝐿 is the 3D turbulent box size, and 𝑘 the wavenumber, con-
taining a Kazantsev spectral scaling with a power-law exponent of
3/2 (see Sec. 2). We also test a parabolic power with no mean field
in the streamwise direction, with the magnetic field being injected at
even larger scales, 1 ≤ 𝑘𝐿/2𝜋 ≤ 3, similar to that used in Seta &
Federrath (2020, 2022), and find negligible differences in the overall
qualitative properties (i.e., the magnetic field amplification and other
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Figure 3. Same as Fig. 2, but at 𝑡 = 𝑡2 = 40.0 ns. The Lagrangian volume
traced by the tracer particles has evolved into a complex structure. However,
by the definition of the Lagrangian tracers, the collective of tracer particles
still traces the same material as they were initialised in (cf., Fig. 2), allowing
us to study the magnetic field amplification and other turbulent properties,
for exactly the same material at any given time.

time-dependent properties remain the same). The turbulent initial
magnetic fields were generated with the publicly available TurbGen
code (Federrath et al. 2010, 2022).

3.3 Grid and Lagrangian statistics

The simulation domain is a uniform grid with 384× 512× 384 cells,
with outflow boundary conditions (as in Dhawalikar et al. 2022).
For sampling the Lagrangian statistics, we initialise 384× 512× 384
tracer particles (one in each grid-cell centre). This is comparable
to the amount of tracers used in prior high-resolution periodic box
simulations (Biferale et al. 2004; Arnèodo et al. 2008; Benzi et al.
2010; Homann et al. 2007; Konstandin et al. 2012), thus allowing us
to sample the time dynamics reliably.
In order to investigate the Lagrangian statistics specifically within

the moving post-shock turbulent medium, we select a subset of tracer
particles in the turbulent region behind the propagating shock front
(i.e., where the shock has already passed), that is similar in size
to the turbulence analysis region used in Dhawalikar et al. (2022).

Figure 4. Same as Fig. 3, but at 𝑡 = 𝑡3 = 60 ns and with magnetic field
lines (shown as blue streamlines) superimposed. The filamentary and tangled
nature of the field is clearly visible. The collective of tracer particles is shown
as white dots in these projections.

The cylindrical region chosen here (see Fig. 2) is wide enough for
such analyses, where we are able to sample over 2 × 105 tracers
throughout the time evolution. This allows us to examine the growth
rate of the magnetic field, while avoiding the domain boundaries, so
as to avoid shock reflection (diffraction) effects or interactions with
the ablator or pre-shock medium, which typically result in abrupt
vorticity and magnetic field amplifications that are not associated
with SSD action. We also ensure that the tracers do not sample the
flow properties within the stratified shear instabilities, which only
develop much further behind the shock front at the later stages of the
time evolution.

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 defines the computed mean values of the post-shock vari-
ables in the material volume traced throughout the time evolution.
Crucially, the turbulent time (large-eddy turnover time) is calculated
based on the largest length scale in the moving volume, which ap-
proximates the integral length scale in our simulations. This quantity
is used throughout our time evolution analyses below.

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Post-shock parameters Definition/Symbol Mean

Mean Density 𝜌 0.13 g cm−1

Turbulent Alfvén speed 𝑣𝐴 = |B |/
√︁
4𝜋𝜌 1.76 × 10−9 cm s−1

Turbulent plasma beta 𝛽 = 2𝑐2𝑠/𝑣2𝑎 2.29 × 1015
3D Turbulent Velocity 𝜎𝑣,3D =

√
3𝜎𝑣 11.9 km s−1

Sound Speed 𝑐𝑠 =
√︁
𝛾𝑃/𝜌 20.0 km s−1

Injection length scale 𝐿inj 0.14 cm
Turbulent turnover time 𝐿inj/𝜎𝑣 217 ns
Alfven Mach number M𝐴 = 𝜎𝑣/𝑣𝐴 3.89 × 1014
Mach number M = 𝑣/𝑐𝑠 0.31

Table 1. Calculated post-shock parameters in the post-shock turbulent
medium. The large-scale turbulent turnover time, 𝑇ed is computed with the
largest length scale that the Lagrangian volume occupies during the time
evolution.

4.1 Time evolution and probability distributions

Fig. 3 displays the later stage of the time evolution of the density dis-
tribution with the Lagrangian tracers superimposed. It can be clearly
seen that the tracers begin to disperse rapidly from its original posi-
tion owing to the highly turbulent nature of the post-shock medium.
As the shock front propagates further downstream, it clearly becomes
corrugated in shape, similar to that observed in Ji et al. (2016) and
Hu et al. (2022) due to interactions with the density inhomogeneities.
Such changes in the global curvature of the shock further leads to
enhanced vorticity production, particularly in the shock-parallel di-
rection (Kevlahan 1997). Furthermore, Fig. 4 clearly shows that the
topology of the magnetic field lines are very tangled and filamentary
in nature. This is an indicator of a turbulent dynamo mechanism
(Federrath 2016).
Fig. 5 shows the time evolution of the 𝑥, 𝑦 and 𝑧-components

of the turbulent velocity dispersion (mass-weighted, as they were
computed on the tracer particles) across all tracers in the moving
post-shock volume. It can be seen that the initial velocity dispersion
starts off at rather large values within the Lagrangian volume, of
order 105 cm s−1, with the streamwise component 𝜎𝑣𝑦 always being
slightly higher than the other two components, since it corresponds
to the shock direction, where the shock profile was first injected.
However, the values decay to almost half their value over less than
half a turbulent turnover time. Such a behaviour cannot be purely
explained by conversion of kinetic energy to magnetic energy, and
is fundamentally indicative of decaying turbulence (Mac Low et al.
1998; Mac Low 1999), where a fraction of the kinetic energy decays
away as the corrugated shock front runs down the domain.
Fig. 6 shows the time evolution of themagnetic field, where we can

notice substantial correlations with the corresponding velocity fields.
The magnetic fields are gradually amplified over a short time scale,
while the velocities decay. The streamwise field (𝜎𝐵𝑦

) is always larger
than the other components, likely owing to the additional amplifica-
tion originating from shock compression. All values clearly indicate
the anisotropic nature of the turbulent quantities, which crucially
leads to the enhanced anisotropic nature of the vorticity. Our simu-
lations further indicate that the magnetic field amplification by the
turbulent dynamo effect does not even exceed an order of magnitude.
This is similar to observations in prior numerical works (Giacalone&
Jokipii 2007; Hu et al. 2022) with only slightly longer time evolution,
where the seededmean turbulent field amplifies by about a factor of 2
in half a turnover time. They however, primarily focussed on themax-
imum amplifications, we here consider the mass-averaged quantities
through the Lagrangian framework, thereby removing compression
effects from dynamo action. Moreover, the magnetic field amplifica-
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Figure 5. Time evolution of the Cartesian components of the turbulent ve-
locity dispersion computed as an average across all tracers initially marked
in Fig. 2. The time is in units of the turbulent turnover time as defined in
Tab. 1. We clearly see the decaying nature of the turbulence in the post-shock
turbulent medium traced by the tracer particles.
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Figure 6. Same as Fig. 5, but for the standard deviation of the magnetic field
components.

tion in our system is accompanied with a high degree of turbulent
diffusion, so that no distinct phases or regimes can be observed in
the averaged turbulent magnetic field evolution.
In order to elucidate the effects of the shock compression and

its influence on the magnetic field, we plot the mean density and
the density dispersion (Fig. 7). We note that at 𝑡 ≈ 0.2𝑡/𝑇𝑒𝑑 , the
density values begin to rise in both quantities, and display similar
evolution with the magnetic field components (Fig. 6). Such a result
is typical of strongly compressive flows (Sur et al. 2010; Federrath
et al. 2011b), where the magnetic field amplifies as |𝑩 | ∼ 〈𝜌〉𝑝 ,
where 𝑝 is some positive power and 〈𝜌〉 is the mean density of
the region of interest. Thus, in order to distinguish dynamo effect
from shock compression-induced magnetic field amplification, the
effect of the compression has to be corrected for, in order to isolate
purely turbulent magnetic field amplification, i.e., dynamo action.
A common strategy to account for the effect of compression is to
divide the magnetic field by the density to some power (Sur et al.
2010; Federrath et al. 2011b). For instance, in a 3D medium in
which the magnetic field is compressed in all three spatial directions,
𝐵 ∼ 〈𝜌〉2/3, because of mass and magnetic flux conservation during
compression.
Further to this, we also find that the turbulent density dispersion

(standard deviation of the density) amplifies by a factor of two, a
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0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45
t/Ted

0.10

0.11

0.12

0.13

0.14

〈ρ
〉 m

[g
cm
−

3
]

0.0150

0.0175

0.0200

0.0225

0.0250

0.0275

0.0300

σ
ρ

[g
cm
−

3
]

Figure 7. Time evolution of the mean density 〈𝜌〉m and density dispersion
(𝜎𝜌) of the tracers. This shows a relaxation stage until 0.2 𝑡/𝑇ed, followed
by a compression phase between 0.20 and 0.35 𝑡/𝑇ed, which is the turbulent
amplification phase we study in detail below, and finally another stage of
dropping mean density, which is due to tracer particles beginning to break
out at the top of the shock tube.

value very similar to that observed in Dhawalikar et al. (2022), even
with mass-averaged quantities. In order to quantify this, we show
the probability distribution functions (PDFs) of the logarithmic den-
sity contrast 𝑠 = ln(𝜌/〈𝜌〉𝑚) time-averaged on the tracer particles
within the Lagrangian volume in Fig. 8, the magnetic field PDFs in
Fig. 9, and theMach number PDFs in Fig. 10. Here we notice that the
density PDF displays salient characteristics similar to that found by
Dhawalikar et al. (2022), with a log-normal for low to intermediate
densities, and a power-law tail at high densities, despite the fact that
we have utilised mass-averaged quantities, where it is known that
substantial quantitative differences can exist (see e.g., Konstandin
et al. 2012). The magnetic field PDFs in Fig. 9 show that the mag-
netic fields are spatially intermittent, with non-Gaussian stretched
tails. This is consistent with the log-normality condition of the mag-
netic field PDF in the kinematic SSD based on the white-in-time
Fokker-Planck model (Boldyrev & Schekochihin 2001; Schekochi-
hin & Kulsrud 2001; Schekochihin et al. 2002c, 2004) (i.e. the 𝐵
field components themselves will be non-Gaussian and spatially in-
termittent). The 𝐵𝑦 component is slightly different than the rest, and
occupies a slightly larger volume fraction. This is expected since the
magnetic field in the shock direction is always larger than the other
components, producing larger fluctuations compared to the 𝑥 and
𝑧 components. Nonetheless we note that the spatially intermittent
character of the PDFs are indicators of the presence of the turbulent
dynamo (Seta & Federrath 2021, 2022), which has not yet reached
saturation6. The Mach number PDFs (Fig. 10) clearly illustrate a
similar pattern as that observed for the magnetic ones, where the
occupied volume in the shock direction is always larger due to the
simple fact that it has larger variations near the shock front. They
are, however, Gaussian, as expected for fully-developed turbulent
flows (Federrath 2013; Dhawalikar et al. 2022). Overall, this high-
lights the role of the shock front in creating not only turbulent Mach
number variations, but also turbulent magnetic field amplification as
mentioned earlier, in the post-shock medium.

6 At 𝑣 ∼ 𝐵 (saturated state), the log-normal magnetic field PDFs become
increasingly Gaussian (non-intermittent), resembling then the quasi-normal
velocity PDFs in a causal manner. This scenario is traced out nicely in Seta
& Federrath (2021, 2022).
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Figure 8. PDF of the logarithmic density contrast 𝑠 = ln 𝜌/〈𝜌〉𝑚, time-
averaged across the tracer trajectories in the post-shock Lagrangian volume.
The shape is similar to that analysed in Dhawalikar et al. (2022).
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Figure 9. PDF of the turbulent magnetic field components 𝐵𝑥 , 𝐵𝑦 and 𝐵𝑧

in the Lagrangian volume, based on the time-averaged trajectories of the
tracer particles in the analysis box starting at 𝑡 ≈ 0.13𝑇ed. The magnetic field
components are non-Gaussian and display stretched tails due to the spatial
intermittency naturally occurring in the kinematic stage of the dynamo as
a result of Lagrangian chaos (random stretching of field lines) (Boldyrev &
Schekochihin 2001; Schekochihin & Kulsrud 2001; Seta & Federrath 2021,
2022).

4.2 Vorticity evolution

The evolution of the small-scale dynamo is strongly influenced by
the production of vorticity, which creates tangled field configura-
tions and increase in the topological complexity of magnetic flux
lines (Mee & Brandenburg 2006; Federrath et al. 2011a; Seta & Fed-
errath 2021). The quantities involved in this arise primarily from the
non-linear term ∇ × (𝒗 × 𝑩) in the MHD induction equation, which
determines the electromotive force (e.m.f.) generation and conse-
quently the magnetic field amplification. A quadratic invariant of the
ideal MHD equations which quantifies the level of e.m.f. produc-
tion is the turbulent cross helicity (𝐻𝑐), defined as 𝐻𝑐 = 〈v · B〉,
which defines the cross-correlation between the velocity and mag-
netic fields, and hence allows a quantitative measure of the degree
of alignment between these two components (Yokoi 1999; Perez &
Boldyrev 2009;Yokoi 2013).We show the normalised turbulent cross
helicity 𝐻𝑐/𝜎B𝜎v in Fig. 12. It can be seen that the turbulent cross
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Figure 10. Same as Fig. 9, but for the turbulent Mach number.M𝑦 occupies
a larger volume fraction compared to the other Mach number components,
since it is in the shock direction. It therefore also displays somewhat more
intermittent (non-Gaussian) features; similar to Dhawalikar et al. (2022).

0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45
t/Ted

0.12

0.14

0.16

0.18

0.20

0.22

0.24

σ
M

i

σMx

σMy

σMz

Figure 11. Time evolution of the Mach number components,M𝑥 ,M𝑦 ,M𝑧 ,
averaged across all the tracer trajectories.

helicity decreases in the initial time evolution up until 𝑡 = 0.3𝑡/𝑇𝑒𝑑 .
This is associated with the gradual entanglement of the magnetic and
velocity field lines, which explains the growth of the magnetic field
during this period of the time evolution. Examining all component
in Fig. 6, we can observe an intimate connection between the cross
helicity and the consequent decay of the magnetic fields at later time
intervals. The associated increase of 𝐻𝑐 from 𝑡 ≈ 0.3𝑡/𝑇ed leads to
the increased alignment of v and B, which inhibits the generation of
the e.m.f. This explains the decay at late times in the magnetic fields.

Further to this, in order to examine the contribution of small-scale
solenoidal modes in the flow, we show the solenoidal ratio (Kida &
Orszag 1990; Kida & Orszag 1992; Kritsuk et al. 2007; Federrath
et al. 2010; Pan et al. 2016), defined as

𝑟cs ≡
〈
|∇ × 𝒗 |2

〉〈
|∇ · 𝒗 |2

〉
+
〈
|∇ × 𝒗 |2

〉 , (19)

which measures the contribution of the vorticity (𝝎 = ∇× 𝒗) relative
to the full velocity field (sum of vorticity and divergence). This
ratio is bounded in [0, 1], and thus provides a good indicator of the
vorticity fraction in the local flow. Fig. 13 displays this ratio, and
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Figure 12. Time evolution of the normalised turbulent cross helicity across
all tracer trajectores.
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Figure 13. Time evolution of the small-scale solenoidal ratio as defined in
Eqn. 19. This value is bounded in [0, 1] and therefore measures the rela-
tive strength of vorticity compared to the sum of vorticity and divergence
(compression).

shows that at the small scales for which this quantity is computed,
the solenoidal modes (∇ × 𝒗) are much larger than the contributions
from compressive modes (∇ · 𝒗). High values are expected in the
case of post-shock turbulence (Kritsuk et al. 2007; Pan et al. 2016),
since such drivers, while compressive in nature, still tend to induce
high fractions of solenoidal modes in the flow (Federrath et al. 2010;
Kritsuk et al. 2011; Federrath & Klessen 2013).
Fig. 14 displays the vorticity PDF, which shows a similar shape

as the logarithmic density PDF (cf. Fig. 8), with a power-law tail at
higher vorticity levels. We attribute this to the fact that not all regions
in space have uniformly-distributed vorticity, and thus large-scale
contributions only exist intermittently in space within the post-shock
medium. Such structuresmay also explain the intermittency observed
in the magnetic field PDFs (Fig. 9), since intermittent magnetic
field variations are strongly linked to vorticity production (Mee &
Brandenburg 2006; Federrath et al. 2011a; Seta & Federrath 2021).
Furthermore, we show that the connection between the vorticity

and logarithmic density contrast PDFs (Figs. 14 and 8) lie in the fact
that vorticity generation behind a three-dimensional curved shock
front has an analytical relation that is related to the density perturba-
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Figure 14. PDF of the vorticity, 𝜔 = ∇ × 𝒗, normalised by its standard
deviation. Similar to the log-normal density PDF (Fig. 8), the vorticity PDF
also shows a Gaussian plus power-law shape. Thus, we fit a semi-analytical
model PDF that is directly related to the logarithmic density contrast (𝑠), based
on the vorticity generation behind a curved shock front (Eqn. 22), assuming
negligible baroclinicity, constant shock curvature and near self-similarity of
the shock profile.

tions (Kevlahan 1997; Kevlahan & Pudritz 2009):

𝛿𝜔 =
𝜇2

1 + 𝜇
𝜕𝐶𝑟

𝜕𝑆
− 𝜇

𝐶𝑟

[(
D𝒗
D𝑡

)
𝑆

+ 𝐶2𝑟
1 + 𝜇

1
𝜌

𝜕𝜌

𝜕𝑆

]
+ 𝜇𝝎 (20)

where 𝐶𝑟 is the velocity in the shock-normal frame, 𝜇 is the nor-
malised density jump across the shock, 𝜕/𝜕𝑆 is the tangential com-
ponent of the directional derivative and 𝑆 denotes the shock tangential
surface. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that the flow ahead
of the shock is initially uniform, which reduces it to a well-known
result (Hayes 1957; Kanwal 1959), given by

𝛿𝜔𝒃 = − 𝜇2

1 + 𝜇 𝒏 ×
(
𝒗shock · 𝑲 + 𝜕𝐶𝑟

𝜕𝑆

)
𝑆

(21)

where 𝒃 and 𝑲 denote the shock-tangential direction and shock
curvature, respectively and 𝒗shock is the shock velocity. Since
𝜇 ∼ exp(𝑠) − 1, we have:

𝛿𝜔 ∼ 𝜇2

1 + 𝜇 ' 𝐴 [exp(𝑠) − 1]2
1 + 𝐵 [exp(𝑠) − 1] (22)

if we assume a mostly pseudo-stationary (pseudo-steady) shock
(i.e., 𝑣shock, 𝜕𝐶𝑟 /𝜕𝑆 ' const) as well as constant shock curva-
ture (|𝑲 | ' const), which leaves behind the free parameters 𝐴 and
𝐵. Taking the PDF of Eqn. 22 in the moving post-shock frame, we
find reasonably close agreement between the model and the vorticity
PDF (Fig. 14), bearing inmind the aforementioned assumptions. This
therefore shows the strong connection between the logarithmic den-
sity contrast 𝑠 and the vorticity generation behind a shock. While the
model PDF we derive here also neglects vorticity contribution from
the baroclinic term, which generates vorticity through the misalign-
ment between pressure and density gradients (∇𝑝th × ∇𝜌), the fact
that it still suffices to predict the overall shape of the long-tailed inter-
mittent distribution suggests that baroclinicity may not play a crucial
role in highly subsonic, post-shock turbulence, as has already been re-
ported previously (Mee &Brandenburg 2006; Federrath et al. 2011a;
Livescu & Ryu 2016; Federrath 2016; Tian et al. 2019; Achikanath
Chirakkara et al. 2021); while such effects, are usually magnified in
pre-shock, supersonic turbulence (e.g., cosmic-ray pressure gradi-
ents; see Beresnyak et al. 2009; Drury & Downes 2012; Downes &

Drury 2014).Moreover, the close agreement between the PDFs eluci-
date that shock curvature effects play a pre-dominant role in vorticity
generation within post-shock turbulence, and also further solidifies
that we have successfully isolated the turbulence generation behind
a shock front by employing the Lagrangian frame of reference.

4.3 Dynamo amplification

With the analyses above, we have established that dynamo action is
present in the post-shock turbulent medium in our simulations. Here
we educe the magnitude of its amplification, and compare it to values
obtained for dynamos in the literature (Federrath et al. 2011a; Xu &
Lazarian 2016). Firstly, we conduct two additional simulations with
the exact same parameters, but only vary the seed for the foam void
distribution, and subsequently take the average of the values from all
three of them. The different seeds were also found to not influence
the overall dynamics of the system, which gives confidence to the
numerical results. Averaging over these additional seeds is merely to
improve the statistical significance of our results and to allow for a
more accurate determination of the growth rate of the dynamo in the
post-shock medium.
We further examine the level of turbulent diffusion by plotting

𝐸kin, as shown in Fig. 15. It can be clearly seen that in less than
half a turnover time, the kinetic energy drops by an about a factor of
6, as reflected also in the turbulent velocity components. We fit the
scaling of 𝐸kin in our simulations, averaged across the three different
seeds, and find that 𝐸kin ∼ 𝑡−1.15±0.02. This value of the power-law
exponent of the decay is very close to the Saffman integral invari-
ant, which goes as 𝑡−6/5. Interestingly, this value is also very similar
to that observed by Mac Low et al. (1998) for their subsonic case,
which had a scaling of 𝑡−1.1. This is consistent with scaling expected
in kinetically dominated turbulence. As mentioned earlier, many nu-
merical experiments, (Biskamp & Müller 1999, 2000; Christensson
et al. 2001; Banerjee & Jedamzik 2004; Frick & Stepanov 2010;
Berera & Linkmann 2014; Brandenburg et al. 2015; Brandenburg &
Kahniashvili 2017; Reppin & Banerjee 2017; Sur 2019; Bhat et al.
2021) have also observed scalings between the range of the Saffman
integral and that of Biskamp &Müller (1999), where the exact decay
law should depend on whether 𝑣 ∼ 𝐵, 𝑣 � 𝐵 or 𝑣 � 𝐵. Thus,
we find that the system undergoes significant turbulence decay, and
the dynamo effect will most likely no longer be sustained after a
long time evolution, at least not at the same intensity as compared
to early times when the turbulence is still strong. This is consistent
with previous works. It also shows that in such a decaying system,
the dynamo growth rate is time dependent, at least when quantified
over a significant amount of time, due to the time-dependence of the
large-scale turbulent turnover time. Such an observation, has also
been made for helical large-scale 𝛼2-dynamos (Brandenburg et al.
2019).
Now, in order to fully capture the dynamo-induced magnetic field

amplification, we note that the shock-normal streamwise field al-
ways has higher amplifications than the rest. This is attributed to
the compression at the shock front, and primarily a result of the
large-scale systematic stretching of field along the shock propagation
direction. Thus, we neglect this contribution, because wewant isolate
the truly turbulent amplification process, and therefore only calculate
the density-normalised magnetic energy for components parallel to
the shock front (𝐵𝑥 and 𝐵𝑧).
Fig. 16 shows the magnetic energy as a function of time. As men-

tioned before, there are seemingly no distinct phases or stages for
the evolution of the magnetic energy, because the time to observe
dynamo amplification during the onset of decaying turbulence origi-
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Figure 15. Time evolution of the kinetic energy of the simulation data (thick
black line), with best-fit line and scaling parameters obtained as 𝑡−1.15 shown
as the blue solid line. The scalings obtained for the Loitsyansky and Saffman
invariants are shown for comparison, as the red dotted and green dash-dotted
lines, respectively. Thin lines show individual simulations with three different
random seeds for the foam, which are used to obtain the averaged line (thick
black line) with the 1-sigma band shown as the shaded grey region.

nating from turbulent (numerical) diffusion is very short, only ∼ 0.3
of a turbulent turnover time. We find that in the intermediate range
of time scales at 𝑡 ≈ 0.195 − 0.380𝑡/𝑇ed, the growth is very close to
exponential. We attribute the initial growth of the field to a numerical
transient, where the field experiences a sudden growth at early stages
of its evolution due to the prior strong shock compression. The later
stages are also neglected in consideration that many of the tracer
trajectories have exited the medium with the propagating shock, and
thus may not be able to capture the full temporal dynamics of the
magnetic energy.
Thus, we fit the growth rate in this time window, where 2Γ =

0.216±0.008 is the best fit obtained. The time-averagedMach number
isM = 0.31 (Fig. 11). Based on measurements of the growth rate
in driven turbulence box simulations by Federrath et al. (2011a) and
Achikanath Chirakkara et al. (2021), purely solenoidal driving would
yield a growth rate near unity, while purely compressive driving
would yield 2Γcomp = 0.16, close to what we find for the present
shock-induced simulations.
For purposes of further comparisons with dynamos where clear,

distinct phases can be observed (kinematic, nonlinear, saturated), we
also show the prediction of the Xu & Lazarian (2016) non-linear
phase model (Eq. 10),

𝐸mag = 𝐸initial +
3
38
𝜖 (𝑡 − 𝑡initial), (23)

where 𝐸initial and 𝑡initial correspond to the initial magnetic energy
and time where the dynamo process begins. Here, we find that the
model is able to predict the growth of the magnetic field we observed
in the averaged data from all three of our numerical simulations with
reasonable accuracy, although wemust emphasise that it applies only
in a non-linear phase, with the assumption of Kazantsev-Kraichnan
phenomenology for solenoidally forced (not decaying) turbulence.
Thus, in the presence of compressive driving, we do not expect that
the non-linear growth phase to be well-captured by the analytical
model.
To further educe the overall growth rate, we use the semi-empirical

estimate provided by Kulsrud (2005) (see also Fraschetti (2013) and
Appendix A in this work, where we provide a derivation), which as-
sumes homogeneity and isotropy of the velocity two-point correlator
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Figure 16. Time evolution of the specific magnetic energy (𝐸mag = 1/2𝑉 2𝐴),
averaged across the three different seeds for the foam void distribution. We
compare the growth rates in the region where an exponential growth is ob-
served, with rates expected for compressive and solenoidal turbulence driving
mechanisms (Federrath et al. 2011a), as well as the analytical model of Xu &
Lazarian (2016).
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Figure 17. Plot of the magnetic energy growth rate (2Γ) as a function of
Mach number, M, with the value obtained from simulations in the current
work, alongwith the propagated error. Comparisons aremade to the empirical
fit from Federrath et al. (2011a) for compressively- and solenoidally-driven
turbulence, as well as corresponding simulation data obtained in their work.

to obtain a relation between the growth rate, Γ (in units of 𝑇−1ed ) and
the vorticity induced downstream of a shock, |𝝎| as:

Γ ≈ 𝜋

3
|𝝎|𝑇ed (24)

In Fraschetti (2013), it was assumed that the pre-shock medium has
initially zero vorticity, |𝝎0 | = 0. In three-dimensional simulations,
we find that this is not the case. Thus, we divide the mean vorticity
evolution with |𝝎0 | in order to consider only the vorticity driven by
the shock. Noting that this is an order of magnitude estimate, the
post-shock vorticity from our simulations is |𝝎|/|𝝎0 | ≈ 0.5 × 106,
this yields 2Γ ≈ 0.2 ± 0.1, which is close to what we find in our
measured growth rates.
Thus, all the above estimates further provide confidence that there

is an inherent turbulent dynamo mechanism within the post-shock
turbulent flow, and that it corresponds well with the growth rates
expected for compressively-driven turbulence as shown earlier. This
is also consistent with the observations of Dhawalikar et al. (2022),
since their work demonstrated that the driving mode of shock-driven
turbulence is primarily compressive, rather than solenoidal.
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Finally, we show themeasured growth rate averaged from our three
simulations (Fig. 17) together with those expected for compressively-
and solenoidally-driven turbulence (Federrath et al. 2011a), further
confirming that the shock-driven turbulent dynamo growth rate ex-
hibited in our simulations are very close to that of a compressively-
driven turbulent system.

4.4 Second-order statistics of the velocity and magnetic field

Now we consider the second-order statistics in the form of the La-
grangian frequency spectrum (Tennekes & Lumley 1972; Tennekes
1975; Busse et al. 2010; Homann et al. 2014; Beresnyak 2019). We
plot both the kinetic and magnetic energy spectra, via the cosine
transform of their temporal auto-correlation functions,

Φ(𝜔) = 1
2𝜋

∫
𝑑𝜏〈𝑄𝑖 (𝑡 + 𝜏)𝑄𝑖 (𝑡)〉 cos(𝜔𝜏), (25)

where 𝑄 = B or u, and where 𝜏 is the time lag from the standard
two-point correlation function. The Lagrangian frequency spectrum
is computed for all tracers, and then averaged to obtain the mean
spectra. The velocity and magnetic field spectra are displayed in
Fig. 18 and Fig. 19. It can be seen that the velocity spectra show
a spectral scaling consistent with that of the Lagrangian bridge for
the Kolmogorov scaling, 𝐸 (𝜔) ∼ 𝜔−2, within the 16-th to 84-th per-
centile range. Asmentioned earlier, such scalings have been observed
in three-dimensional incompressible MHD simulations (Busse et al.
2010), hydrodynamic simulations (Yeung et al. 2006) and experi-
ments (Mordant et al. 2004). Thus, we also observe these power-law
scalings even in the presence of large-scale compression, where the
slight deviation exists likely due to compressibility effects and small-
scale intermittencies commonly observed in Lagrangian statistics
even with high Reynolds number turbulence (Homann et al. 2007;
Arnèodo et al. 2008; Benzi et al. 2010; Busse et al. 2010; Konstandin
et al. 2012). To our knowledge, this is the first discussion and veri-
fication of the scaling of the Lagrangian frequency spectrum in the
context of post-shock MHD turbulent flows.
The magnetic spectrum, however, displays fundamental differ-

ences from its Eulerian counterpart. There are seemingly no visi-
ble scale separations within it, which one would see in the Eulerian
framework, i.e., a typical peak scale and driving scale which is to
be expected in an Eulerian magnetic spectrum (Schekochihin et al.
2004; Schober et al. 2015; Brandenburg et al. 2019; Seta & Federrath
2020). In fact, the shape of the magnetic spectra in our simulations
resembles those of Homann et al. (2014) (cf., Fig. 9 in their paper),
with somewhat similar scaling. Most importantly, it also corresponds
well with the findings of Busse et al. (2010), that the total spectra of
both velocity andmagnetic field (i.e. for the Elsässer field z+ = 𝒗+𝑩)
should scale roughly as𝜔−2. The overall features nevertheless shows
a clear power-law turbulent cascade, which is expected for the mag-
netic energy spectrum, where energies are at a range from large to
small scales due to the fundamental property of inertial range cascad-
ing turbulence. However, the intrinsic properties of the Lagrangian
magnetic spectrum still remains to be fully understood, and thus
should be further investigated beyond this context, and also beyond
the scope of this paper.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we performed numerical experiments of shock-driven
MHD turbulence to investigate the turbulent dynamo induced mag-
netic field amplification through the Lagrangian framework for the
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Figure 18. Lagrangian frequency spectrum of the velocity fluctuations, the
solid black line is mean spectra across all tracer trajectories within the analysis
box, and the shaded region indicates 16-th and 84-th percentile from themode.
Coloured dashed lines are energy spectra of random singular trajectories. A
near 𝜔−2 scaling is observed at the inner scale, which is consistent with the
K41 Lagrangian frequency scaling.
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Figure 19. Same as Fig. 18, but for the turbulent magnetic field spectrum.
Here we observe a slightly shallower spectrum than the velocity field.

first time. We followed the moving post-shock turbulent shell, in or-
der to capture the full temporal dynamics of the post-shock medium,
while avoiding spurious amplifications from Richtmyer-Meshkov re-
lated stratified shear instabilities, and thus found that the growth rates
of the dynamo are comparable to turbulence driving in the ISM, for
subsonic, compressively-driven turbulence. The overall setup and
evolution is consistent with the hydrodynamic simulations of Dhawa-
likar et al. (2022), but we here focus on the magnetic field ampli-
fication using Lagrangian tracer particle tracking of the turbulent
post-shock medium. We summarise our main findings as follows:

(i) The shock-driven turbulent dynamo, in the presence of decay-
ing hydrodynamic turbulence displays slightly different characteris-
tics than its forced periodic box counterparts. This is particularly
because the shock passage is usually quite short (e.g., Davidovits
et al. (2022); Dhawalikar et al. (2022); Hu et al. (2022)), which
in our simulation, leads to only a time evolution of about ∼ 0.3
turbulent turnover time. Therefore, we only observe exponential or
‘kinematic’ phase growth rate of the magnetic field due to magnetic
excitation from the viscous scale, which does not achieve saturation.
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The decay in the kinetic energy further complicates the system by
making continual amplifications impossible in long time evolutions,
which we expect will lead to a dynamical saturation pathway of the
SSD, where 𝐸mag and 𝐸kin both decay as ∼ 𝑡−𝑛, ensuring that the
turbulence remains Alfvénic (𝛿𝐵 ∼ 𝛿𝑣) as shown in some periodic
box simulations (e.g., Park (2017); Sur (2019); Brandenburg et al.
(2019)). Turbulent cross-helicity measurements also clearly indicate
that the velocity and magnetic fields become more aligned, due to
the decrease in turbulent kinetic energy and fluctuations. These con-
tribute to the overall inefficiency in the dynamo process (Mac Low
et al. 1998; Sur 2019).
(ii) It has also been shown that the dynamo kinematic growth

rate in this configuration matches that obtained for driven turbulence
in the subsonic, compressive-driving regime. This result is consis-
tent with prior works on shock-driven turbulence in periodic boxes.
Therefore, if the turbulent magnetic field amplification is completely
isolated as uniquely done here through the post-shock Lagrangian
framework, the salient features of dynamo action remain the same.
(iii) The kinetic energy decay rate found in our simulations is

very close to the Saffman scaling, as well as to subsonic turbulence
simulations in prior works. These all highlight that the dynamo effect
cannot be sustained over long time periods without external driving.
(iv) The Lagrangian frequency spectra of the magnetic and ve-

locity fields display similar scalings, and they are comparable to that
found in prior works, as well as that expected from the Kolmogorov
theory. This is shown for the first time in the context of shock-driven
turbulence.
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APPENDIX A: DERIVATION FOR THE GROWTH RATE
OF A SMALL-SCALE DYNAMO WITH POST-SHOCK
VORTICITY

We present here a brief derivation of the growth rate of a turbulent
dynamo, Γ in terms of vorticity (Eqn. 24) (Kulsrud 2005), where
𝜔𝑖 (𝑘) = 𝜖𝑖 𝑗𝑚𝑖𝑘 𝑗𝑣𝑚/𝑘2. The reader is advised to refer to Kraichnan
& Nagarajan (1967), Kulsrud & Anderson (1992), Kulsrud (2005)
and Fraschetti (2013) for additional details.
We start with the general assumption of 𝛿-correlated, isotropic and

homogeneous velocity statistics, i.e.

〈v𝑖 (k, 𝑡)v 𝑗 (k, 𝑡)〉 = 𝐽 (𝑘) (I − k̂k̂)𝛿k,𝑡 (A1)

where I is the unit dyad, k̂ = k/|k|, 𝐽 (𝑘) is the shell-integrated
vorticity spectrum and 𝛿k,t = 𝛿(k′ − k)𝛿(𝑡 ′ − 𝑡) is a shorthand
notation for both 𝛿-functions. Here we have omitted the helical part
of the correlation function, which includes contributions from the
helicity spectrum, with fluctuations perpendicular to k (𝑖k × I). This
action is unimportant in the kinematic phase of a small-scale dynamo
(Brandenburg & Subramanian 2005).
Using the conducting form of the MHD induction equation

(Eqn. 3), with the ansatz of linear eigenmode solutions for v and
B. Kraichnan & Nagarajan (1967) and Kulsrud & Anderson (1992)
derived a mode-coupling equation for the magnetic spectrum, 𝑀 (𝑘)
(see Schekochihin et al. (2002b) for a general form):
𝜕𝑀 (𝑘)
𝜕𝑡

=

∫
𝐾 (𝑘, 𝑘 ′)𝑀 (𝑘 ′)𝑑𝑘 − 2𝑘2𝛼𝑀 (𝑘) (A2)

here 𝐾 (𝑘, 𝑘 ′) is given as,

𝐾 (𝑘, 𝑘 ′) = 4𝜋2𝑘4
∫
sin2 𝜃

𝑘2 + 𝑘 ′2 − 𝑘𝑘 ′ cos 𝜃
𝑘 ′′2

𝐽 (𝑘 ′′) (A3)

where k′′ = k − k′, 𝜃 is defined as the angle between k and k′ (see
Fig. 4 in Kulsrud & Anderson (1992)) and also,

𝛼 =
2𝜋
3

∫
𝐽 (𝑘 ′′)𝑑3𝑘 ′′ (A4)

Integrating Eqn. A2 over 𝑘 , with 𝐸mag as given in Eqn. 2, we obtain
an expression for the growth rate, Γ:

Γ =
2𝜋
3

∫
𝑘2𝐽 (𝑘)𝑑3k (A5)

It is straightforward now to find that the assumption of Eqn. A1 also
imply homogeneity in the vorticity:

〈𝝎𝑖 (k, 𝑡)𝝎 𝑗 (k, 𝑡)〉 = 2𝑘2𝐽 (𝑘)𝛿k,𝑡 (A6)

With 𝛿𝑡 = 1, the steady-state assumption (Kulsrud&Anderson 1992)
entails that:

𝝎2 (x, 0) = 2
∫

𝑘2𝐽 (𝑘)
𝜏

𝑑3k =

∫
𝝎2
𝑘

𝑑3k
𝑘3

(A7)

holds true in general, where 𝛿𝑡 (0) ∼ 1/𝜏, and 𝜏 ∼ 1/|𝝎𝑘 | is the
correlation time of turbulence. Comparing this with Eqn. A5, we
find Γ = 𝜋

3
∫
𝜔𝑘

𝑑𝑘
𝑘
. Hence, this implies finally that in position

space:

Γ ≈ 𝜋

3
|𝝎 | (A8)

as required. |𝝎| can then be replaced by the vorticity expression
downstream of an unsteady curved shock (Kevlahan 1997) as sug-
gested by Fraschetti (2013), based on the standard doubly-curved
shock element approximation (Hayes 1957; Emanuel & Liu 1988;
Mölder 2016; Emanuel 2019; Hew et al. 2022)
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