arXiv:2108.11919v1 [physics.plasm-ph] 26 Aug 2021

Laser astrophysics experiment on the amplification of magnetic fields by shock-induced interfacial instabilities

Takayoshi Sano,^{1, ∗} Shohei Tamatani,^1 Kazuki Matsuo,^1 King Fai Farley Law,^{1, 2} Taichi Morita,^3 Shunsuke Egashira,^1 Masato Ota,^1 Rajesh Kumar,^1 Hiroshi Shimogawara,^1 Yukiko Hara,^1 Seungho Lee,^1 Shohei Sakata,^{1, 4} Gabriel Rigon,^{5, 6} Thibault Michel,^5 Paul Mabey,^5 Bruno Albertazzi,^5 Michel Koenig,^{5, 7} Alexis Casner,^8 Keisuke Shigemori,^1 Shinsuke Fujioka,^1 Masakatsu Murakami,^1 and Youichi Sakawa^1 1Institute of Laser Engineering, Osaka University, Suita, Osaka 565-0871, Japan 2Department of Earth and Planetary Science, The University of Tokyo, Hongo, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan 3Faculty of Engineering Sciences, Kyushu University, Kasuga, Fukuoka 816-8580, Japan 4Administration and Technology Center for Science and Engineering, Technology Management Division, Waseda University, Okubo, Shinjyuku-ku, Tokyo 169-8555, Japan 5LULI, CNRS, CEA, École Polytechnique, UPMC, Université Paris 06, Sorbonne Université, Institut Polytechnique de Paris, F-91128 Palaiseau Cedex, France 6Department of Physics, Nagoya University, Chikusa-ku, Nagoya, Aichi 464-8602, Japan 7Graduate School of Engineering, Osaka University, Suita, Osaka 565-0871, Japan 8Université de Bordeaux-CNRS-CEA, CELIA, UMR 5107, F-33405 Talence Cedex, France (Dated: July 9, 2022)

Laser experiments are becoming established as a new tool for astronomical research that complements observations and theoretical modeling. Localized strong magnetic fields have been observed at a shock front of supernova explosions. Experimental confirmation and identification of the physical mechanism for this observation are of great importance in understanding the evolution of the interstellar medium. However, it has been challenging to treat the interaction between hydrodynamic instabilities and an ambient magnetic field in the laboratory. Here, we developed an experimental platform to examine magnetized Richtmyer-Meshkov instability (RMI). The measured growth velocity was consistent with the linear theory, and the magnetic-field amplification was correlated with RMI growth. Our experiment validated the turbulent amplification of magnetic fields associated with the shock-induced interfacial instability in astrophysical conditions for the first time. Experimental elucidation of fundamental processes in magnetized plasmas is generally essential in various situations such as fusion plasmas and planetary sciences.

I. INTRODUCTION

The shock-induced interfacial instability, which is called the Richtmyer-Meshkov instability (RMI) [1, 2], under the presence of a magnetic field plays a crucial role in various plasma phenomena in astrophysics, space sciences, and laboratory experiments [3, 4]. The interaction of supernova shocks with the inhomogeneous magnetized interstellar medium is subject to the RMI, which contributes to enforcing interstellar turbulence [5]. The amplitude of the turbulence has a critical meaning to affect the following star formation history [6]. The RMI is one of the most severe problems in the implosion process of laser-driven inertial confinement fusion (ICF) [7]. Ideal compression is achieved only when the mixing caused by the RMI and other interfacial instabilities, e.g., the Rayleigh-Taylor instability (RTI), is mitigated. Recently, the application of an external magnetic field has been intensely considered for the suppression of the instabilities and electron heat conduction [8]. Therefore, the understanding of the magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) evolution of the RMI is an urgent issue to be solved.

The RMI with an ambient magnetic field has been investigated theoretically and numerically. There are two

∗ sano@ile.osaka-u.ac.jp

fundamental interactions of the RMI with a magnetic field. One is the amplification of the field due to the turbulent velocities associated with the RMI [9, 10]. The amplification factor could be more than two orders of magnitude, which makes the RMI turbulence a promising mechanism to interpret strong magnetic fields observed at supernova shocks [11]. The amplification occurs when the initial seed field is weak enough. If the field strength becomes larger than a critical value, the RMI is suppressed by such a strong magnetic field [12–14]. Thus, the stabilization of the RMI is another essential interaction. The critical field strength is estimated by the Alfvén number for the RMI [14, 15], which is defined as the ratio of the growth velocity of the RMI to the Alfvén speed. The experimental validation of the theoretical prediction on the MHD RMI remains the next challenge.

The experimental study of the RMI in fluid and gas dynamics has a long history of many decades [2, 16, 17]. However, it is essential to include two key elements, especially for astrophysical applications: an external magnetic field and a strong shock of high Mach number. For this purpose, laser-plasma experiments provide a unique and most suitable platform to realize and examine the details of MHD plasma instabilities.

It is known that evolutionary similarity holds between laser and astrophysical plasmas [18, 19]. Therefore, phenomena throughout the vast Universe can be understood from laboratory experiments on a very tiny scale [20]. For instance, the RTI is one of the standard subjects of this field, and many experiments have already been performed in high-energy laser facilities, including the National Ignition Facility [21–23]. The generation of magnetic fields associated with the RTI was observed in laser-plasma experiments [24–26]. There are also several studies of the RMI experiments in the absence of ambient magnetic fields [27–30]. In this work, we have therefore conducted the first laser experiment to investigate the interactions between the RMI and the magnetic field.

The purpose of this paper is to experimentally verify the amplification phenomenon of a magnetic field by the RMI under the condition of a weak seed magnetic field. From the viewpoint of magnetic-field amplification, the experimental results obtained by the Vulcan and OMEGA laser have been reported [31, 32]. In contrast, the originality of our experiment highlights the successful observation of the amplification process in much closer situations to the interstellar medium. For example, in their experiment, a turbulent flow is forcibly generated by passing a shock wave through an obstacle, while fluid instability naturally generates turbulence in this work. The ability to observe a series of evolutions from linear growth to nonlinear turbulence is another important advantage of our experiment.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Sec. II, the experimental setup to measure the growth of the RMI and the amplification of magnetic fields is described. The experimental achievements are shown in Sec. III, which include the growth velocity of the RMI, the interface velocity, and the evidence of magnetic-field amplification. In Sec. IV, the physical interpretation of our findings and future prospects are discussed. Finally, the conclusions are summarized in Sec. V.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND METHOD

The experiments were performed using the GEKKO HIPER laser facility at the Institute of Laser Engineering, Osaka University. The laser is a neodymium-doped glass system operating at the wavelength of the third harmonic λ_L = 351 nm. The laser energies between E_L = 185 and 725 J were delivered to drive a shock wave in the target using a nominally square pulse of 2.5 ns in duration. The laser focal spot of 600 μm in diameter was smoothed using kinoform phase plates [33]. Then the effective laser intensities I_L are estimated as a few times 10^{13} W/cm^2 on the target. We define the time origin t = 0 by the laser timing in the analysis.

The experimental setup was designed to be as simple as possible (see the sketch in Fig. 1) to obtain the evidence of magnetic-field amplification by the RMI. The GEKKO laser irradiated a polystyrene (CH) foil with a thickness of 50 μm. The surface modulation was applied to the rear side of the foil in advance. The modulation shape was imprinted by the heat press on a wavy pattern of tungsten

FIG. 1. Side-view sketch of the arrangement for the RMI experiment driven by a laser-induced shock in a weak ambient magnetic field. The GEKKO laser irradiates a polystyrene foil target in nitrogen gas. A permanent magnet applies the initial seed field at the target position.

mold. The averaged wavelength of the modulation is λ = 154 ± 4 μm, and the measured amplitude is typically ψ_0 = 8.8 ± 0.5 μm. The foil size is 1.4 × 0.4 mm, so the width of the target is smaller than the laser spot. The foil target alone was held by a glass stalk in the target chamber filled with nitrogen gas (N_2). For the external magnetic field, we placed a neodymium magnet at 6 mm above the target. The size of the cylindrical magnet is 12 mm in diameter and 16 mm in height. The magnetic field strength is 0.63 T at the surface of the magnet, and then the seed field B_{ext} is about 0.08 T at the target position. The magnetic field variation within the target size is at most 6%, and the nonuniformity has little influence on the later evolution. The angle between the target surface and the external magnetic field is about 45 degrees in our setup.

The boundary between the rear side of the target (ρ_{CH} = 1.0 g/cm^3) and N_2 gas creates a modulated contact discontinuity. When the laser-driven shock reaches the rear surface, the interface is subject to the RMI. The gas pressure was (6.7 ± 0.3) × 10^2 Pa, in which the mass density of the nitrogen is estimated as ρ_{N2} ≈ 8.3 × 10^{−6} g/cm^3. This case is the heavy-to-light configuration with a huge density jump ρ_{N2} /ρ_{CH} ≪ 1, and the absolute value of the Atwood number, At = (ρ_{N2} − ρ_{CH})/(ρ_{N2} + ρ_{CH}), is almost unity.

The induction coil probe (also known as the B-dot probe) was used to measure time-varying magnetic fields according to Faraday’s law of induction [34]. Three orthogonal components of the magnetic field were detected with the independent coils. An oscilloscope recorded the electromotive force in the voltage induced when the magnetic flux within the coil changes in time. The oscilloscope had 1 GHz bandwidth with a sampling time interval of 100 ps (10 GHz), whereas the frequency spectra of the magnetic field considered in this work are at 1–30

MHz. The B-dot probe has a nearly linear response in this frequency range. The same technique was adopted in similar experiments at the LULI2000 [35] and Vulcan laser facilities [31, 36]. In order to capture the magnetic field moving with the turbulent interface, the B-dot probe should be set along the direction of the plasma flow blown out from the rear surface. The location of the probe in our setup was 4.2 cm away from the laser focal spot in the direction perpendicular to the foil surface. We also performed an off-axis measurement with the same probe for comparison, which was 52 degrees offset from the plasma flow axis.

An extensive array of visible diagnostics has been implemented on the GEKKO laser facility for various experiments [37–40]. Besides the drive beams, a probe YAG laser at 532 nm is available in the direction perpendicular to the shock propagation. The energy of the probe laser is a few mJ, and the pulse duration is about 10–15 ns. The time evolution of the interface between the CH target and N_2 gas was observed by a simple shadowgraph coupled with three cameras with a time-gated intensified CCD (ICCD) detector, which allow multiple snapshots of the silhouette against the background of the probe light. The exposure time of the cameras for the shadowgraph was 200, 250, and 1600 ps, which can be regarded as instantaneous compared to the growth timescale of the RMI. Optical pyrometry for self-emission from the shocked plasma was taken by another ICCD camera with an exposure time of 5 ns. The observation bandwidth for self-emission is 10 nm around the wavelength of 450 nm.

The streaked diagnostics were also implemented for the shadowgraph and self-emission. The streak cameras enable the measurement of trajectories of the interface and shock front in each shot. The slits for the streaked images were aligned parallel to the plasma flow direction.

The seed magnetic field must be weak enough not to suppress the RMI growth. The criterion for the suppression is given by the Alfvén number evaluated as Al = δv/v_A <∼ 1 [14, 15], where v_A = B_{ext}/(μρ)^{1/2} is the Alfvén speed and μ is the permeability. The slower value of the Alfvén speed at the interface plays a decisive role in the suppression process, and thus the CH density should be considered. The growth velocity of the RMI in our experiment is anticipated to be about δv ∼ 3 km/s. The required field strength B_{crit} for the suppression is then given by

B_{crit} [T] ∼ 100 ( ρ 1 g/cm^3

)_{1/2} ( δv 3 km/s ) , (1)

where the permeability in the vacuum μ = μ_0 is assumed for simplicity. The stabilization by the magnetic field is more efficient as the growth velocity becomes slow or the target density is low. In our case, the field strength at the target was far below the critical value, i.e., B_{ext} ≪ B_{crit}. Therefore, the RMI could take place, and the field amplification by the turbulent motion is strongly expected.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Growth of interfacial instabilities

The growth of the RMI was observed through the optical shadowgraph. Figures 2(a) and 2(b) show snapshot images of the polystyrene foil target before the shot and 40 ns after the shot, respectively. The field of view of the instrument is 4.63 mm in diameter. In the figure, the GEKKO laser comes horizontally from the left to the target, and the red mark indicates the center of the focal spot. We define the Cartesian coordinate of this system in which the x axis is parallel to the laser injection, and the z direction is upward on the image. The incident angle of the laser is 45 degrees to the target surface in our setup (see Fig. 1). For this shot, the laser energy delivered to the target was E_L = 201 J. The intensity corresponds to I_L = 9.0 × 10^{12} W/cm^2, where the influence of the incident angle and the conversion efficiency of the phase plate (≈ 45%) are taken into account. The silhouette of the CH foil shone by the probe YAG laser traces the contact surface with the ambient N_2 gas. The spatial resolution evaluated at the target edge is 2.7 ± 0.4 pixels. The pixel size of this image corresponds to about 5.06 μm. Then, in Fig. 2(a), a sinusoidal pattern on the rear surface with about nine wavelengths long is marginally resolved.

A shock wave produced immediately after the laser irradiation propagates towards the rear side of the target, and finally interacts with the modulated interface. The shock velocity in the CH foil is about 20 km/s, which is simulated by the radiation-hydrodynamic code MULTI [41] assuming I_L = 10^{13} W/cm^2. Then the shock transit time through the CH target would be within three nanoseconds.

The growth of the RMI enhanced the amplitude of the modulation, which is observed clearly in Fig 2(b). This image was taken at t = 40 ns, and the exposure time of the camera was 250 ps. As shown, the rear side of the target is severely distorted at this time. The wavelength of the finger-like structure is nearly consistent with the initial wavelength of the modulation λ ≈ 150 μm. Thus, the structure suggests it is an outcome of unstable growth of the initial perturbation. The spike-top does not show the mushroom shape in our experiment, which is reasonable because the straight finger-like structure is the characteristic feature of the RMI with a large density jump [42]. The finger-length from the peak to the valley is about 2ψ ∼ 340 μm, which is much larger than the initial amplitude of ψ_0 ≈ 9 μm. Assuming linear growth of the amplitude with time, the growth velocity estimated from Fig. 2 is ⟨δv⟩ ≈ 4.0 km/s on average.

The shadowgraph image captured the stable surface of the transmitted shock because it is sensitive to the second derivative of the column density [43]. Since the corrugation of the transmitted shock front dies away quickly after it propagates the order of the fluctuation wavelength [44, 45], the observed shock surface is smooth by contrast

FIG. 2. Optical shadowgraph images of the target in shot No. 41767 (a) before the shot and (b) 40 ns after the shot. A modulated CH target was used in this shot so that the rear surface is subjected to the RMI. In the later evolutionary stage shown by (b), a fluctuated contact surface and a smooth transmitted shock emerged as a shadow. The field of view is 4.63 mm in diameter. The red arrow and mark in (a) denote the drive laser injection and the center of the laser focal spot, respectively. The indicated coordinate is for the three-axis induction coil probe.

FIG. 3. Optical shadowgraph images of the target in shot No. 41765 (a) before the shot and (b) 40 ns after the shot. A flat CH target was used in this shot so that the rear surface is stable for the RMI. The indicated marks are the same as in Fig. 2.

to the interface. The shock speed is faster than the interface velocity, so that the shock front locates far beyond the contact discontinuity. The distance to the shock front from the original target position is 3.5 mm, which gives an estimation of the average shock velocity of about 86 km/s in the gas. Assuming the nitrogen gas temperature is around 10 eV, or the sound speed is c_s ≈ 8.2 km/s, the Mach number of the transmitted shock is about 10. The plasma beta is very large in this situation, so that the Alfven Mach number would be much larger than 10.

The phase reversal of the initial modulation is a characteristic behavior of the RMI when the rarefaction is reflected [46]. This feature is identified by the shadowgraph image at the earlier phase of t = 25 ns in a similar shot. When the shock hits the rear surface, the reflected rarefaction travels back to the front surface. The trace left by the modulated rarefaction wave is seen in the shadow of the ablation plasma that exhibits an orderly periodic pattern with the initial modulation wavelength.

The evidence of the instability is also confirmed by comparing with the result of a flat foil target, which is displayed in Fig. 3. The rear surface of the target has no initial modulation [see Fig. 3(a)] so that the RMI growth cannot be expected. The laser intensity of this shot was 9.2 × 10^{12} W/cm^2, which means that the experimental conditions are almost the same as in the shot shown in Fig. 2 except for the foil shape. In contrast to the modulated-target case (Fig. 2), the contact surface is smooth and stable even at t = 40 ns. The wavefront of the contact surface reaches 1.1 mm from the laser spot, which is equivalent to an average interface velocity of ⟨v_i⟩ ∼ 26 km/s. A stable shock surface is also visible near the edge of Fig. 3(b). The shock front position is 3.9 mm, and the average shock velocity is 96 km/s for

FIG. 4. Growth velocities of the modulation amplitude obtained in the GEKKO-laser experiment. The closed and open circles are the results of the shots with and without the initial magnetic field applied by a permanent magnet. The corresponding data shown in this figure are listed in Table I. The red dashed curve is the linear growth velocity of the Wouchuk- Nishihara formula [49] using an experimentally-obtained interface velocity given by Eq. (2). Here, the numerical factor is assumed to be |ξ| = 0.3 (see Appendix A).

this case. The difference in the shock velocity compared with that in Fig. 2 might be due to the fluctuations in the laser intensity and the ambient gas pressure. At the laser ablation side, we can see thin striped structures each at an interval comparable to the thickness of the target. Although it could be an indication of the ablative RTI [47, 48], the interpretation of this peculiar structure is beyond the scope of this paper.

Since the linear growth velocity of the RMI increases with increasing the Mach number of the incident shock [49], it should depend on the laser energy or intensity. We can change the laser intensity by increasing the number of laser beams (e.g., 3, 6, or 9). In our experiment, the growth velocity was evaluated from three snapshot data taken by the ICCD cameras at different timing during the same shot. The shadowgraph is limited by the pulse duration of the probe laser. Then, the time interval of the images mainly was 5 ns, and the full range of the measurement period was 10–15 ns. The amplitude of the finger-like fluctuation of the wavelength λ was evaluated from the rear surface shape in each snapshot. We define half of the spike-to-bubble distance as the average amplitude of ψ at that time. The growth velocities, δv = dψ/dt, are obtained by linear fitting of the time profile of the amplitude. The obtained growth velocity for each shot is listed in Table I with its corresponding laser condition. The identification of the spike top or bubble bottom is not obvious in some images, which is reflected by the relatively larger error in δv. In addition, the timing to evaluate the growth velocity is different for each shot, which could contribute to the data variability.

As expected, there is a positive correlation between the growth velocity of δv and the laser intensity I_L. Ex-

FIG. 5. Interface velocities obtained in the experiment of the flat target with the seed magnetic field. The corresponding data shown in this figure are listed in Table II. The blue dashed curve is the power-law fitting of the data given by Eq. (2). Here the interface velocity is fitted by a function aI^b_L where a and b are the fitting parameters. (inset) Streaked image of the shadowgraph for shot No. 41765. The silhouette of the interface between the CH foil and N2 gas is captured in this figure. The boundary is indicated by the red dashed line.

perimentally measured growth velocities are displayed as a function of the laser intensity in Fig. 4. The theoretical growth velocity is also shown in the figure (see Appendix A for the derivation). In order to study the impact of the initial magnetic field on the RMI growth, we performed the experiments of the modulated target not only with the magnet but also without the magnet. The growth velocities in the experiments with and without the seed field are plotted in Fig. 4 as shown by the closed and open circles, respectively. There is no systematic difference in the growth velocity caused by the inclusion of the magnet. Although the growth velocity is slightly lower for the shots with the external magnetic field, the difference is within the error. The errors in the shots with the initial magnetic field appear to be larger. The plasma beta value, which is the ratio of the thermal pressure to the magnetic pressure, is much larger than unity in this experiment. This fact suggests that the magnetic field is too weak to affect the dynamics of the RMI [14, 15]. Thus, the measured growth velocities and the errors would be independent of the external magnetic field.

B. Comparison with the theoretical growth velocity of RMI

Here we will check whether the RMI indeed initiates the enhancement of the modulation amplitude observed

TABLE I. Growth velocities of the RMI obtained in the laser experiment with the modulated CH target. The first three columns are the shot number, laser energy EL, and intensity IL of each shot. For the conversion from the laser energy to intensity, we considered the incident angle and the transmittance of the phase plate. The growth velocities δv (column 4) are estimated from multiple shadowgraph images during the measurement period (column 5). The last two columns are the availability of the magnet and the B-dot probe in the shot.

Shot No. Laser Energy Intensity Growth Velocity Measurement Period Magnet B-dot Probe EL [J] IL [W/cm^2] δv [km/s] [ns] 41767 201 0.90 × 10^{13} 2.6 ± 0.9 30 – 40 - Yes 40335 209 0.94 × 10^{13} 1.1 ± 2.4 45 – 55 Yes - 41742 227 1.0 × 10^{13} - - - Yes 41763 228 1.0 × 10^{13} 0.4 ± 2.3 15 – 25 Yes Yes 40334 229 1.0 × 10^{13} 1.6 ± 1.0 45 – 55 - - 41744 239 1.1 × 10^{13} - - Yes Yes 40344 413 1.9 × 10^{13} 3.6 ± 1.0 45 – 55 - - 40333 450 2.0 × 10^{13} 3.4 ± 1.5 30 – 40 Yes - 40345 588 2.6 × 10^{13} 6.3 ± 1.1 45 – 60 - - 40342 623 2.8 × 10^{13} 5.2 ± 2.7 30 – 40 Yes -

in our experiment. Based on the linear stability analysis of the RMI [1, 49, 50], the growth velocity is correlated to the interface velocity. The interface velocity is one of the observable quantities in our experiment. Then, the theoretical growth velocity inferred from the observed interface velocity must be consistent with the experimentally obtained growth velocity if it is driven by the RMI.

The interface velocity v_i was evaluated in the flattarget shots based on two methods, which namely are from multiple shadowgraph images of different timings and the trajectory of the interface position in streaked images. The inset of Fig. 5 is a streaked image of the shadowgraph for a flat-target shot, which traces the interface trajectory through the edge of the shadow. The interface velocity is extracted by the gradient of the trajectory in the position-time diagram, as shown by the red dashed line in the figure. Note that the pulse duration of the probe laser was limited to at most 15 ns so that the streaked shadowgraph is restricted only in this time range. The obtained data are listed in Table II with the corresponding information of the measured period for each shot.

It is found that the interface velocities exhibit a powerlaw dependence on the intensity, which is depicted in Fig. 5. The fitted function is given by

v_i [km/s] = (29.1 ± 0.7) ( I_L 10^{13}W/cm^2 )_{0.33±0.04} . (2)

Here we assume that the decrease of the interface velocity with time is not so significant and then ignore the difference in the measured period. The ablation pressure has a simple relation with P_a ∝ (I_L/λ_L)^{2/3} where λ_L is the laser wavelength [7]. The dependence given by Eq. (2) is consistent with the interpretation that the interface velocity is proportional to the sound speed determined by the ablation pressure v_i ∝ P^{1/2}_a .

Based on the linear analysis [49], the growth velocity of the RMI is described as a function of the interface velocity. Suppose the experimental parameters are given such as the density jump ρ_{N2} /ρ_{CH} ≈ 10^{−5}, modulation amplitude ψ_0/λ ≈ 0.05, and isentropic index γ = 5/3. Then, the growth velocity of the Wouchuk-Nishihara (WN) formula [49] is expressed as

|v_{wn}| ≈ 0.094 ( |ξ| 0.3 ) ( ψ_0/λ 0.05 ) v_i , (3)

where ξ is a non-dimensional factor obtained from the detailed calculation of the growth velocity (see Appendix A). The absolute value of this factor is |ξ| <∼ 1, and of the order of 0.1. Thus, the analytical growth velocity is given approximately by ten percent of the interface velocity, |v_{wn}| ∼ 0.1v_i.

By substituting the experimental result of v_i [Eq. (2)] into Eq. (3), the theoretical prediction of the growth velocity can be estimated. The obtained |v_{wn}| is drawn by the red dashed curve in Fig. 4. The growth velocities in our experiment are the same order of the theoretical expectation |v_{wn}|. The order-of-magnitude consistency, therefore, implies that the RMI genuinely causes the enhancement of the modulation amplitude in our experiment.

However, for the higher intensity cases, the experimental data seem to be slightly faster than the theory. In general, the higher laser intensity produces a laser-driven shock with a higher Mach number. In the limit of the high Mach number, the growth velocity becomes much slower than the interface velocity, that is, |ξ| becomes smaller (see Fig. 9 in Appendix A). Therefore, the deviation between the experimental δv and the theoretical |v_{wn}| is more pronounced in the higher intensity cases. The contamination of the RTI might be the source of the enhancement of the unstable growth observed in the experiment. It is because deceleration of the interface due

FIG. 6. Streaked image of the self-emission from the shocked gas in shot No. 41765. The origin stands for the initial target position and the laser timing. The time profile of the shock velocity is obtained from the trajectory of the shock front. The shock-front position obtained from the shadowgraph image [Fig. 3(b)] is plotted by the black mark at (3.9 mm, 40 ns). The white dashed line is the interface location measured by the shadowgraph streak image of this shot shown by the inset of Fig. 5. The blank data near 1.2 mm is due to the damage of the camera.

to the geometrical effect appears in the earlier timescale if the interface velocity is fast or the laser intensity is high.

The streaked images of self-emission reveal the longterm evolution of the shock front. The advantage of the self-emission measurement is to be available in a longer time window up to 50 ns. Figure 6 shows a sample image of the streaked self-emission for a flat target case. The edge of the strong emission traces the shock front, and the gradient in the position-velocity diagram gives the shock velocity. The shock-front position at t = 40 ns is coincident with the shadowgraph image of this shot [Fig. 3(b)]. Because the shock front travels much further than the laser spot size, the decrease of the shock velocity due to the geometrical effect is not negligible. In fact, the shock velocity until t ∼ 10 ns is about 150 km/s, while it is less than 100 km/s after t ∼ 20 ns. The interface velocity could also be decelerated at the later evolutionary stage. As a reference, the trajectory of the interface is indicated by the white dashed line. The effect of the RTI at the decelerating interface is evaluated in Section IV.

C. Amplification of ambient magnetic fields

The induction coil probe was used to detect the enhancement of a seed magnetic field. In order to eliminate the electrostatic component, two electrically independent wires per axis are used, which are twisted together and wound counter-direction [34]. In this case, an external electric field acts equally on the charges in the coils, and then the voltage of the same polarity arises on each coilpair. However, a magnetic field induces a voltage of opposite polarity. Therefore, subtracting one from the other gives twice the magnetic field component and cancels out the contribution of the electrostatic component.

In principle, it is possible to quantify the magnetic field strength using the B-dot probe. However, the electromagnetic noise is significant in high-intensity laser experiments, and its subtraction is not straightforward. Thus, in this analysis, we focus on using the raw signals in voltage of the coil detection and the Fourier spectra. The Cartesian coordinate of the three-axis probe is depicted in Figs. 2(a) and 3(a). In our target configuration, the seed magnetic field would have a dominant component in the z direction.

Two characteristic features have been retrieved from the B-dot data at different times. Figure 7 displays the signals from the B-dot probe for three different shots. The top and middle panels compare the features based on the target shape. The bottom one is for the demonstration of the self-generated magnetic field. The modulated and flat targets are used in Figs. 7(a) and 7(b), respectively. Figure 7(c) is for the case of the modulated target when the initial magnetic field is off. The large amplitude of the signals appears typically around t ∼ 0.5 μs and after t ∼ 2 μs.

The transmitted shock seems to contribute to the earlier-phase signals. Because the coil probe locates at 4.2 cm away from the laser spot, the arrival time t ∼ 0.5 μs implies the plasma velocity is v ∼ 80 km/s, which is consistent with the observed shock velocity in the gas. The early-phase B-dot signals in the top two panels are almost identical, but it is different in the case without the magnet. Hence, this feature could be caused by the compressional amplification of the seed magnetic field at the shock surface.

A noticeable difference exists in the later-phase signals in Figs. 7(a) and 7(b). After t ∼ 2 μs, the modulatedtarget shot exhibits largely fluctuating signals, while the signals in the flat-target shot are considerably quiet. The plasma velocity carrying these signals is around 20 km/s or less. The laser intensity of these shots was about I_L ∼ 10^{13} W/cm^2 so that the interface velocity is expected to be v_i ∼ 30 km/s. Taking into account the velocity decay by the spherical expansion, it is reasonable that the later-phase signals originated from the magnetic field associated with the interface plasma. All three components are evenly fluctuating, which means the field direction is randomized in the plasma. These characteristics of the B-dot signals are explained by the magnetic field in the RMI turbulence, and thus provide clear evidence of the field amplification by the RMI.

An interesting comparison can be made by using the result of the modulated target without a seed magnetic field, which is shown by Fig. 7(c). The later-phase signals

TABLE II. Interface velocities obtained in the laser experiment with the flat CH target. The definition of the first three columns is the same as in Table I. The interface velocities vi (column 4) are estimated from multiple shadowgraph images or the streaked image during the measurement period (column 5) by the fitting of a linear function passing through the origin. The permanent magnet is set in all the shots listed in this table. The last column is the availability of the B-dot probe in the shot.

Shot No. Laser Energy Intensity Interface Velocity Measurement Period Magnet B-dot Probe EL [J] IL [W/cm^2] vi [km/s] [ns] 41747 185 0.83 × 10^{13} 28.4 ± 0.9 30 – 40 Yes Yes 41765 205 0.92 × 10^{13} 28.7 ± 0.4 25 – 35 Yes Yes 40332 232 1.0 × 10^{13} 24.8 ± 2.2 30 – 40 Yes - 40338 416 1.9 × 10^{13} 34.2 ± 0.6 45 – 55 Yes - 40341 725 3.3 × 10^{13} 44.1 ± 0.8 30 – 40 Yes -

in this shot exhibit fewer fluctuations compared with the case of the RMI with a seed magnetic field [Fig. 7(a)], but slightly more evident than the flat-target case [Fig. 7(b)]. It is known that the turbulent motions in plasmas could generate magnetic fields via the so-called Biermann battery effect [51]. The signals around t ∼ 3 μs in Fig. 7(c) indicate such a self-generated field. Therefore, we can categorize three types of magnetic-field evolutions; (i) a mixture of both amplified and self-generated fields, (ii) no amplification and no self-generation of the field, and (iii) only a self-generated field but no amplification of a seed field.

It should be noticed that no other signal except for the shock signal was detected until 9 μs, when the B-dot probe was set at the off-axis location of the plasma flow. The distance from the focal spot to the probe was 7 cm for this case. The negative detection additionally supports our interpretation that the magnetic-field signals around 2–3.5 μs in Fig. 7 is associated with the turbulence at the unstable interface.

Figure 8 shows the Fourier spectra of the time variation of the B-dot signals for the three types shown in Fig. 7. The frequency dependence of the mode amplitude is depicted where the correction of the sensitivity is applied based on the calibration using the controlled time variation of magnetic fields. Each spectrum is the average of two-shot data with the same experimental conditions. The shot numbers used in the B-dot analysis are listed in Table I and II (see the last column of these tables). The shot-by-shot fluctuations are shown by thick lines with the light color in Fig. 8 for the modulated-target and flat-target cases with the magnet. The width indicates the deviation from the average. The relative deviation to the average is around 0.7 in a range from 1 to 10 MHz for all three cases.

For the Fourier analysis, we concentrate on the contribution of the interface fluctuations. Then, the B-dot data for the spectra are extracted between t = 1.93 and 3.57 μs as highlighted in Fig. 7. We measured the reference data before every shot. The noise level plotted in Fig. 8 is the average of the Fourier amplitude of the corresponding reference data. The B-dot signals of the shots are significantly higher than the noise level at a frequency of less than about 30 MHz, where a few tens of MHz is the diagnostic limitation of the B-dot coil.

The frequency spectrum for the modulated-target shot with the magnet has the highest amplitude. This is the case of the RMI growth with a seed field. The power index of the amplified magnetic field is close to the Kolmogorov value of −11/3 [52]. The enhancement of the magnetic field compared to the flat-target shot is seen at a frequency of less than 30 MHz. The amplification factor is one order of magnitude larger in terms of the magnetic energy. The Fourier spectrum for the self-generated field case appears in between the other two cases. The ordering of the mode amplitude among these three types is reproducible and very general. The qualitative behavior of the magnetic fields measured by the B-dot probe is consistent with the radiation MHD simulations including the Biermann battery effect using the FLASH code [53, 54] (see Appendix B).

If a constant speed of the plasma flow is assumed, the frequency information is replaced by the spatial size of the magnetic field fluctuations. In other words, the horizontal axis of Fig. 8 can be regarded as the wavenumber of the fluctuations. The frequency of 30 MHz corresponds to 300 μm when the plasma velocity is 10 km/s. Consequently, the turbulent structure of the RMI would be larger than a few hundreds of μm, which is of the order of the initial modulation wavelength. The B-dot signals at the later phase continue over 1 μs, so that the corresponding plasma size is more than 1 cm. The entire region of the CH plasmas would be in a turbulent state when it reaches the location of the probe. On the other hand, the contribution of the self-generated field is evident at f <∼ 3–10 MHz, so that the spatial size may be larger than 1–3 mm for the Biermann effect.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Interfacial instabilities

The growth velocities measured in this experiment are consistent with the linear growth velocity of the RMI. However, if the deceleration of the interface is not neg-

FIG. 7. Time profiles of the signals in voltage detected by the inductive coil probes. The amplitude indicates the time derivative of the magnetic field strength for (a) a modulatedtarget case with the magnet, (b) a flat-target case with the magnet, and (c) a modulated-target case without the magnet. The shot number is indicated at the right-bottom of each panel. Each component of the signals is shown in different colors. The later-phase signals in the highlighted period (1.93 < t [μs] < 3.57) are used for the Fourier analysis shown in Fig. 8. The significant amplitude of signal noise at the laser timing t = 0 can be seen in all cases.

ligible, the exponential growth of the RTI influences the modulation amplitude. Here, we estimate the growth rate of the RTI based on the experimental data.

The averaged interface velocity evaluated from the front position of the interface at t = 40 ns is ⟨v_i⟩ = 44.1 km/s in the highest intensity shot. On the other hand, the temporal average from t = 30 to 40 ns is fitted as 38.7 km/s in the same shot. Then the deceleration of the interface is roughly estimated by g ∼ −3.6 × 10^8 km/s^2, and the corresponding growth rate of the RTI is (Atgk)^{1/2} ∼ 1.2 × 10^8 s^{−1}, where the Atwood number At ∼ −1 is assumed. Therefore, the contribution of the RTI could appear after a few tens of nanoseconds, which is comparable to the observed timescale in our experiment. The deceleration is reduced slightly in the lower intensity cases. This picture explains the deviation from the theoretical growth velocity of the RMI at the higher intensity shown in Fig. 4.

B. Hydrodynamic Similarities

Hydrodynamic and MHD phenomena are scalable from a small size in the laboratory to astronomical scale in the Universe [18–20] (see Table III). Thus, our experiment mimics the interstellar turbulence and has success-

FIG. 8. Frequency spectra of the magnetic field energy calculated by the Fourier transform of the B-dot data for three types: (red) the modulated-target shots with the seed magnetic field, (green) the flat-target shots with the magnetic field, and (blue) the modulated-target shots without the magnet. Each spectrum is the average of two different shots with the same experimental conditions. The shot-by-shot fluctuation is indicated with the light color for the modulated-target (light-red) and flat-target (light-green) cases with the magnet. The light-color thickness stands for the deviation from the average for each shot. The selected period for the Fourier analysis is from 1.93 to 3.57 μs (see Fig. 7). The reference slope proportional to f^{−11/3} is for the Kolmogorov turbulence. The dashed gray curve indicates the noise level calculated from the reference data taken before the shot.

fully demonstrated the amplification of the magnetic field by the interfacial instabilities in astrophysical events. If the magnetic pressure is much smaller than the thermal pressure, the magnetic field has no impact on the RMI growth. The evolution of the hydrodynamic RMI is characterized by three non-dimensional ratios, which are the shock velocity to the sound speed, the density ratio at the interface, and the corrugation amplitude to the wavelength, whatever value the denominator and numerator take.

Let us consider the scaling relation between our RMI experiment and the supernova remnant (SNR). Assuming the characteristic shock velocity, shock radius, and density of SNRs as U ∼ 10^4 km/s, R ∼ 3 pc ∼ 10^{17} m, and n ∼ 1 cm^{−3}, the corresponding physical quantities are evaluated by the hydrodynamic scaling from the experimental values. The equivalent time and temperature are resulted in t ∼ 300 yr ∼ 10^{10} s and T ∼ 30 keV, which are in a reasonable range for SNRs. The fluctuation length and velocity in SNRs are scaled to λ ∼ 0.05 pc and δv ∼ 300 km/s. Then, our experiment simulates the turbulent structure of the size of molecular cloud cores [55]. The fluctuations of sub-pc size might evolve into the birthplace of stars after the radiative cooling [6]. Thus, what we observed in the experiment is said to be a part of stellar recycling processes in the Universe.

The scaling cannot hold if the effects of collisional processes have to be considered. In our case, the collision effect appears predominantly in the ohmic dissipation for the magnetic-field evolution. If the non-dissipative assumption is valid, the magnetic field is amplified by the turbulent motions of the RMI [9]. However, the dissipation could weaken the amplified magnetic field significantly.

C. Magnetic-field amplification

The importance of the magnetic dissipation is usually indicated by the magnetic Reynolds number, which is defined by Rm = VL/η using the characteristic velocity V and length L. Here, η = (μ_0σ)^{−1} is the magnetic diffusivity, σ = e^2n_e/(m_eν_{ei}) is the electrical conductivity, e is the elementary charge, n_e and m_e are the number density and mass of electrons, and ν_{ei} is the electron-ion collision frequency. Using the Spitzer formula [56], the collision frequency is given by ν_{ei} = ln Λ 3(2π)^{3/2} Ze^4 ε^2_0m^{1/2}e n_e (k_B T_e)^{3/2}

, (4)

where ln Λ (∼ 10) is the Coulomb logarithm, Z (∼ 1) is the ion charge, ε_0 is the vacuum permittivity, and T_e is the electron temperature. Considering the case of V ∼ δv and L ∼ λ, it takes

Rm ≈ e^2n_e ε_0m_ec^2ν_{ei} VL ∼ 0.02 (¯ T_e 10 eV

)_{3/2} ( δv 3 km/s ) ( λ 150 μm ) , (5)

for our experimental conditions. The typical temperature of the laser-shocked CH is adopted for T_e [57], and T̄ is the temperature in eV.

This estimation tells us that the magnetic Reynolds number in the laser plasmas could be much smaller than that for astrophysical plasmas (see Table III). The dissipation timescale is λ^2/η ∼ 1 ns for the parameters in Eq. (5), so that the saturation level of the turbulent magnetic field is determined by the balance between the amplification and ohmic dissipation. The low Rm might be the reason why the amplification factor is reasonably smaller than the result of ideal MHD simulations [9]. Nonlinear simulations, including ohmic dissipation, are inevitable for more quantitative discussions on the magnetic field.

On the other hand, the fluid viscosity is negligible in our experiment. The ion-ion collision frequency is written as ν_{ii} = (m_e/m_i)^{1/2}(T_e/T_i)^{3/2}(Z^2/ √ 2)ν_{ei}, where m_i and T_i is the mass and temperature of ions. The Reynolds number is defined as Re = VL/ν by using the kinematic viscosity ν = k_B T_i/(m_iν_{ii}), which takes

Re ∼ 2 × 10^6 ( ρ 1 g/cm^3 )_{−1} ( T̄_i 10 eV )_{5/2}

× ( δv 3 km/s ) ( λ 150 μm ) . (6)

Here we use a relation for the ion density n_i = ρ/(Am_p) where A (∼ 6.5) is the mass number and m_p is the proton mass. The viscous timescale is much longer than the dissipation timescale, because the magnetic Prandtl number is quite small, Pm = ν/η ∼ 10^{−8}.

D. Self-generated magnetic fields

The self-generated magnetic field will affect the saturation level of the field in the RMI turbulence. It is found that the self-generated field has a detectable contribution in the B-dot signals. The Biermann battery term in the induction equation is given by ∂B ∂t = 1 en^2_e (∇P_e × ∇n_e) , (7)

where P_e = n_ek_B T_e is the electron pressure. The order of magnitude estimate of the self-generated field is written as B_{self} [T] ≈ P_e en_eVL ∼ 2 (¯ T_e 10 eV ) ( v_i 30 km/s )_{−1} ( λ 150 μm )_{−1} ,(8)

using the typical values of V ∼ v_i and L ∼ λ for the laser experiment. Note that B_{self} at SNRs is negligibly small compared to the ambient magnetic field, so that this is a unique feature of the laser RMI experiment.

The kinematic viscosity is tiny in our situation (see Table III). Then, the velocity fluctuations initiated by the RMI could remain for much longer than several tenths of nanoseconds. As long as the turbulent motions exist, amplification and self-generation of the magnetic field can still happen. If the Biermann effect is the dominant mechanism of the field enhancement, the balance with the ohmic dissipation brings the saturation amplitude of the magnetic field, that is,

B_{sat} [T] ≈ P_e en_eη ∼ 0.4 (¯ T_e 10 eV )_{5/2} . (9)

The amplitude is determined only by the temperature for this case. The saturated field strength is independent of the size and velocity of the turbulence, although they affect the timescale of saturation.

In our experiment, the Alfvén number,

Al ∼ 10^3 ( ρ 1 g/cm^3

)_{1/2} ( B 0.1 T )_{−1} ( δv 3 km/s ) , (10)

TABLE III. Scaling between the plasmas in laser laboratories and SNRs. Here, 1 pc = 3.09 × 10^{16} m and 1 yr = 3.15 × 10^7 s. The fluctuation velocity and length are represented by the growth velocity and wavelength of the RMI, respectively. For the kinematic viscosity for SNRs, the magnetized viscosity ν [m^2/s] = rLv_{th} = T̄i/B is adopted [18], where rL and v_{th} are the Larmor radius and thermal velocity of ions.

Definition Laser-shocked Plasma SNR Material CH H Mass Density ρ 1 g/cm^3 2 × 10^{−24} g/cm^3 Electron Number Density n 3 × 10^{23} cm^{−3} 1 cm^{−3} Temperature T̄ 10 eV 30 keV Thermal Pressure P 5 × 10^{11} Pa 5 × 10^{−9} Pa Time t 100 ns 300 yr Shock Velocity U 100 km/s 10^4 km/s Shock Radius R = Ut 1 cm 3 pc Plasma Velocity v 30 km/s 3 × 10^3 km/s Plasma Length L = vt 3 mm 1 pc Fluctuation Velocity δv 3 km/s 300 km/s Fluctuation Length λ 150 μm 0.05 pc Kinematic Viscosity ν 3 × 10^{−7} m^2/s 3 × 10^{13} m^2/s Reynolds Number Re = δvλ/ν 2 × 10^6 2 × 10^7 Magnetic Diffusivity η 30 m^2/s 2 × 10^{−4} m^2/s Magnetic Reynolds Number Rm = δvλ/η 0.02 3 × 10^{24} Magnetic Prandtl Number Pm = ν/η 10^{−8} 2 × 10^{17} Magnetic Field B 0.1 T 1 nT Magnetic Pressure Pmag 4 × 10^3 Pa 4 × 10^{−13} Pa Alfvén Speed vA 3 m/s 20 km/s Plasma Beta β = P/Pmag 10^8 10^4 Alfvén Number Al = δv/vA 10^3 15

is always large enough to guarantee the passive evolution of magnetic fields by turbulent motions. The Alfvén number is also greater than unity for the SNR parameters in Table III. The measurement of the field strength must be an essential next step. Furthermore, in situ measurements of the density and velocity fluctuations in the RMI turbulence are worth challenging for the feedback in understanding the interstellar turbulence and star formation scenarios.

E. Laser astrophysics experiments

An exciting extension of this work is to confirm the suppression of the RMI by a strong magnetic field experimentally. The suppression and amplification processes can be understood continuously in terms of the size of the Alfvén number Al [14, 15]. When the Alfvén number is less than unity, the interface oscillates stably after the shock passage. The required strength for the suppression is larger than B_{crit} ∼ 100 T for typical laser-plasma conditions as given by Eq. (1).

At present, strong magnetic fields of kilo-Tesla order are available in the laser experiments by several methods [58–61]. By introducing capacitor coil targets to generate a quasi-static magnetic field over 100 T [59], we could examine the suppression regime of the RMI in the same experimental setup using high-power laser facilities. The lower density target reduces the critical field strength so that the RMI could be mitigated by a more easily manageable condition for the external magnetic field. In this sense, it would be interesting to use a modulated foam target surrounded by the gas for this purpose.

The dependence of the RMI growth on the direction of the initial magnetic field is another interesting topic for future laser experiments. In our setup, the initial field B_z is amplified by the RMI motions. For the suppression study, the field direction distinguishes the final state of the RMI. The x and z components work as the suppression force on the RMI. Thus, the strong B_x and B_z could reduce the growth of the RMI. However, if the initial field has only y component in our setup, which is perpendicular to the RMI motions, the magnetic field cannot stabilize the RMI at all. This kind of multi-dimensional effect may have a significant meaning for the application to the implosion process in laser-driven ICF plasmas [8, 62–64].

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have investigated the amplification of a seed magnetic field by the growth of the RMI associated with a laser-driven shock wave. Our findings are summarized as follows:

1. The unstable growth of the surface corrugation is captured by the optical shadowgraph in our laserinduced shock experiment. The growth velocity observed in the experiment is consistent with the linear growth velocity predicted by the analytical theory of the RMI. However, when the laser intensity is higher, the contribution of the RTI enhances the fluctuation amplitude in addition to the RMI.

2. The induction coil probe successfully measures the evidence of the magnetic-field amplification by the RMI. It is found that the random field in the RMI turbulence has the spatial structure of the order of the initial RMI wavelength. The saturation level of the magnetic field would be determined by the balance between the turbulent amplification and ohmic dissipation in our experiment.

3. When the RMI takes place, the signals of magnetic fields are always detected with or without a seed field. It confirms that self-generated fields through the Biermann battery process are non-negligible in the RMI turbulence for the laser-plasma case.

This work is primarily motivated to understand the evolution of interstellar turbulence and magnetic fields. Magnetic-field generation and amplification by the interfacial instabilities are demonstrated distinctly in our laser experiment. The coupling with ambient magnetic fields in interstellar plasmas is stronger than that in laboratory laser plasmas, and thus the field amplification by turbulent motions occurs undoubtedly in many astrophysical phenomena. Therefore, the RMI must have a significant contribution to the emergence of strong magnetic fields associated with supernova shocks. This fundamental research will be applicable to various subjects other than astrophysics. For instance, the MHD behavior of the RMI is crucially important to the optimization of the implosion process for laser-driven ICF.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was performed under the joint research project of the Institute of Laser Engineering, Osaka University. We are deeply grateful to the GEKKO technical crew for their exceptional support during these experiments. We thank F. Cobos-Campos and J. G. Wouchuk for the linear analysis of the RMI. We also thank M. Hoshino, K. Katagiri, Y. Kuramitsu, S. Matsukiyo, N. Ozaki, and R. Yamazaki for useful discussion, and J. L. Gabayno for her careful reading of the manuscript. The software used in this work was in part developed by the DOE NNSA-ASC OASCR Flash Center at the University of Chicago. This research was partially supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant No. JP26287147, No. JP15H02154, No. JP16H02245, and No. JP19KK0072, JSPS Core-to-Core Program, B. Asia- Africa Science Platforms No. JPJSCCB20190003, and MEXT Quantum Leap Flagship Program Grant No. JP- MXS0118067246. This work was also supported by the Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR) in the framework of the ANR project TURBOHEDP (ANR-15-CE30- 0011).

Appendix A: LINEAR GROWTH VELOCITY OF RMI The RMI is triggered by the deposition of the circulation when an incident shock passes through a corrugated density interface. Because of the corrugation of the transmitted and reflected wavefronts, the tangential velocities are generated by the refraction motions. Then, the difference in the pressure fluctuations appears across the interface, which could be the driving force of the instability.

The detailed linear theory of the RMI has been done in the form of series expansions in terms of the Bessel functions [49]. Consider an interaction of a corrugated interface between two fluids (“a” and “b”) and a planner shock traveling in the fluid “b”. The asymptotic growth velocity is calculated with the following expression:

v_{wn} = −ρ^∗_aδv^∗_a + ρ^∗_b δv^∗_b ρ^∗_a + ρ^∗_b + ρ^∗_aF_a − ρ^∗_b F_b ρ^∗_a + ρ^∗_b

, (A1)

where ρ^∗_a (ρ^∗_b ) and δv^∗_a (δv^∗_b ) are the density and tangential velocity at the interface of the fluid “a” (“b”) just after the shock passage. The quantity F_a (F_b) represents the sonic interaction between the contact surface and the transmitted (reflected) wavefront, which are measured by the amount of vorticity left behind the wavefront in the bulk of each fluid.

The WN formula given by Eq. (A1) is exact within the limits of linear theory and inviscid flow. It is valid for any initial configuration, and every element is analytically calculated from the pre-shocked parameters [44, 45]. The growth velocity v_{wn} is determined by a given set of the parameters, which are the Mach number of the incident shock M, the pre-shocked density jump ρ_{a0}/ρ_{b0} and the sinusoidal modulation amplitude relative to the wavelength ψ_0/λ, and the isentropic index of the fluid γ. The first term of the right-hand side of Eq. (A1) is due to the instantaneous deposition of the vorticity at the interface just after the shock interaction, which has the dominant contribution in the limit of weak incident shocks. On the other hand, the second term becomes non-negligible for stronger shocks or highly compressible fluids, and usually has the opposite sign to the first term.

FIG. 9. Mach-number dependence of the linear growth velocity of the RMI. The relation between the growth velocity of the WN model vwn and the interface velocity vi shown as a function of the incident Mach number M. The vertical axis is the ratio defined by a non-dimensional factor ξ = vwn/(kψ0vi). The experimental parameters are adopted here for the evaluation of vwn, which are the density jump ρa0/ρ_{b0} = 10^{−5} and the corrugation amplitude ψ0/λ = 0.05. The isentropic index is assumed to be γ = 5/3.

Here we define a non-dimensional factor ξ = v_{wn} kψ_0v_i , (A2)

where k = 2π/λ is the wavenumber of a mode. Figure 9 shows the dependence of ξ on the incident Mach number M under our experimental conditions, where the density jump is ρ_{N2} /ρ_{CH} ≈ 10^{−5} and the corrugation amplitude is ψ_0/λ ≈ 0.05. If the equation of state for the ideal gas with γ = 5/3 is assumed, the ratio of the growth velocity of the WN model to the interface velocity, v_{wn}/v_i, is determined only by the Mach number M. The negative velocity stands for the phase reversal that is a typical feature of the RMI for the rarefaction-reflected cases.

As can be seen from Fig. 9, the factor ξ ranges from −0.4 to −0.1 for the strong shock limit of M >∼ 2. It is difficult to define the incident Mach number in our experiment based only on the observable optical information. Here we adopt ξ ∼ −0.3 (around M ∼ 3) for the estimation of the growth velocity. In the end, the theoretical growth velocity of the WN model is depicted in Fig. 4 with the help of the observed interfacial velocity given by Eq. (2).

Appendix B: NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS ON AMPLIFICATION AND SELF-GENERATION OF MAGNETIC FIELDS

Experimental evidence of the magnetic-field amplification comes from the B-dot probe. The unstable motions driven by the RMI amplify the ambient magnetic field by stretching and compressing field lines, which has been confirmed by the ideal MHD simulations assuming the single-mode analysis [9]. It is predicted that the amplification factor can reach two orders of magnitude or more. Although the geometrical effects of spherical expansion may reduce the field strength in the actual experiment, the growth of the RMI could bring detectable differences between the cases with the modulated target and flat target. However, self-generated magnetic fields should be considered in the numerical study relevant to the laser experiment. Thus, to estimate the evolution of magnetic fields in our experiment, we performed radiation MHD simulations using FLASH code [53, 54] including the Biermann battery term.

As the initial conditions for the numerical simulations, we adopt a similar configuration to our experiment. A modulated CH foil with the density 1 g/cm^3 is put in the atmospheric helium gas. The Cartesian coordinate in two-dimensions (x, z) is used, where the x and z directions are perpendicular and parallel to the target surface. The target thickness is 50 μm, and the location of the front surface is at x = 0. We prepare two types of targets, which are a modulated target and a flat target. For the modulation at the rear surface, the wavelength of the sinusoidal pattern is 150 μm with an amplitude of 8.8 μm. The gas density is chosen to be 10^{−3} g/cm^3 from the constraint of numerical computation, which is slightly denser than in the experiment. A uniform magnetic field is applied in the direction of 45 degrees to the target surface, B_x = −B_z > 0. The initial field strength is 0.1 T. In terms of the laser conditions, the pulse shape is a square wave of 2.5 ns. The incident angle of the laser injection is 45 degrees to the target surface, and it is normal to the direction of the seed magnetic field. The spot size is 600 μm, and the laser intensity corresponds to 1.1×10^{13} W/cm^2 at the target surface. The center of the laser focal spot is set to be at the origin, (x, z) = (0, 0).

The range of the computational domain is sufficiently larger than the spot size, that is, −800 μm≤ x ≤ 3200 μm and |z| ≤ 1500 μm. The outflow boundary conditions are assumed at all four boundaries. An adaptive mesh refinement technique is adopted to capture narrow structures of the vortex at the interface. The grid size is determined according to the magnitude of the density and temperature gradients, and the minimum grid size in our simulations is 0.98 μm.

Figure 10(a) shows a snapshot of the density distribution at 50 ns after the laser irradiation. The growth of the RMI triggered by the shock passage is recognized as the interface fluctuations. Several finger-like structures with about 300 μm long are formed, which exhibits obvious difference from the flat-target shot depicted by Fig. 10(b). The interface velocity and the growth velocity of the fluctuation amplitude in these simulations are consistent with the experiment quantitatively. However, there are some discrepancies in the detailed structure of the finger shape and the shock front position compared with the experimental images.

The strong magnetic fields are observed near the fluctuated interface. The magnetic field distributions of each

FIG. 10. Snapshots of the density distribution at 50 ns after the laser irradiation calculated by the FLASH code. The initial conditions of these radiation MHD simulations are almost the same as the experimental parameters for the cases of (a) a modulated target and (b) a flat target. Finger-like structures of the interface indicate the growth of the RMI with the wavelength of the initial modulation. Although there are tiny fluctuations of the interface in the flat-target case, the contact discontinuity is relatively smooth, the same as seen in the experiment.

FIG. 11. Spatial distributions of the magnetic field at the nonlinear regime of the RMI in the modulated-target case. The color denotes the strength of the magnetic field in the unit of Tesla for (a) Bx, (b) By , and (c) Bz . The snapshots are taken at 50 ns after the laser hits the target. The x and z components are amplified by the RMI growth from a weak seed field. On the other hand, the y component is generated only through the Biermann battery effect.

component are shown in Fig. 11. Because of the uniformity in the y direction, the amplified magnetic fields always have B_x and B_z components, whereas the selfgenerated magnetic fields appear only in B_y. Thus, the self-generated component can be distinguished completely from the amplified component.

The initial weak fields are amplified along with the interface by the stretching motions associated with the RMI growth. The shock compression also contributes to the magnetic-field enhancement of the z component [see Fig. 11(c)]. The maximum strength of the amplified magnetic field is around 10 T in this simulation, which is about 100 times larger than the initial field. These features in the amplified magnetic fields are consistent with the ideal MHD cases [9].

On the other hand, magnetic fields can be generated through the Biermann battery effect without any seed fields. The large Biermann fields are caused by the large

FIG. 12. Time evolutions of the maximum strength of the magnetic field for each component in (a) the modulated-target case and (b) the flat-target case. The laser irradiation is from t = 0 to 2.5 ns. The amplified magnetic fields |Bx|max and |Bz |max are depicted by the red circles and blue squares, respectively. The green triangles indicate the self-generated magnetic field |By |max. The time profiles of the self-generated magnetic field in the reference simulations without the initial magnetic field are also shown by the gray circles.

vorticity so that the strong B_y also appears along with the interface [see Fig. 11(b)]. The maximum strength of the self-generated magnetic field is comparable to the amplified magnetic field at the time of the snapshot. In the experiment, we observed a mixture of the amplified and generated magnetic fields.

It is interesting to compare the maximum field strength between the modulated-target and the flat-target cases. The time evolutions of the maximum field strength for each component are plotted by Fig. 12. Here, the maximum value is searched within the range of the laser spot, |z| ≤ 200 μm. The self-generated B_y takes a peak value at the early phase of the evolution for both cases. The peak value of the self-generated magnetic field is about 35 T, which is much larger than the initial ambient field of 0.1 T. However, the self-generated magnetic field decreases shortly within a few tens of nanoseconds. In contrast, the ambient magnetic field is gradually amplified associated with the growth of the RMI. The maximum strength of the amplified components exceeds the self-generated B_y sufficiently after the laser shot around t >∼ 60 ns. In the flattarget simulation, the time history of the self-generated magnetic field is similar to that for the modulated-target case, because this is an ablation-side phenomenon. The saturated strength of B_y determined in the rear-side plasmas is slightly weaker in the flat-target case. As can be seen from Fig. 10(b), even in the case of the flat target, there is some disturbance growth at the interface, which may be originated from the nonuniformity of the laser absorption or numerical noise of the grid-size scale. The seed magnetic field is amplified by this small interfacial perturbation. However, the amplified magnetic field is much weaker than that in the RMI case, and it never reaches the strength of the self-generated magnetic field.

Since the initial magnetic field is too weak to affect the dynamical evolution of the RMI, the time evolution of the self-generated magnetic field is almost unchanged by the presence of the initial magnetic field. Then, the B_y profile alone can be regarded as the magnetic-field evolution for the cases without the magnet. This interpretation is confirmed by the simulation results without the initial magnetic field shown in Figs. 12(a) and 12(b) by the gray circles. The experimental data indicate that the Fourier amplitude of the magnetic energy for the modulated target with the magnet is larger than that for the modulated target without the magnet. Thus, the characteristics of the magnetic fields in the numerical simulations are consistent with the experimental fact. In the experiment, the weakest magnetic field was measured in the flat target case, which is also reproduced correctly by the simulations.

The experiments and simulations show good agreement with respect to the relative strength of the magnetic field for three different types shown in Figs. 7 and 8. Thus the MHD simulations support the positive correlation between the RMI growth and the magnetic-field amplification observed in our experiment. Based on the simulations, it is implied that when a flat target is used without a magnet, the B-dot signal would not be so different from that in a flat-target shot with a magnet. In the experiment, the B-dot probe measures the magnetic field at a much later time than in the simulations. During the long-term evolution, the magnetic field could be affected by magnetic dissipation and three-dimensional geometrical effects. Therefore, more extended radiation MHD simulations, together with quantitative measurements of the magnetic field in experiments, will be essential for future studies.

[1] R. D. Richtmyer, Commun. Pure Appl. Math. 13, 297 (1960).

[2] E. E. Meshkov, Fluid Dyn. 4, 101 (1969). [3] K. Nishihara, J. G. Wouchuk, C. Matsuoka, R. Ishizaki, and V. V. Zhakhovsky, Phil. Trans. R. Soc. A 368, 1769 (2010).

[4] Y. Zhou, R. J. Williams, P. Ramaprabhu, M. Groom, B. Thornber, A. Hillier, W. Mostert, B. Rollin, S. Balachandar, P. D. Powell, A. Mahalov, and N. Attal, Physica D 423, 132838 (2021).

[5] T. Inoue, R. Yamazaki, and S. Inutsuka, Astrophys. J.

695, 825 (2009).

[6] P. Hennebelle and S. Inutsuka, Front. Astron. Space Sci. 6 (2019).

[7] S. Atzeni and J. Meyer-ter-Vehn, The Physics of Inertial Fusion: Beam Plasma Interaction, Hydrodynamics, Hot Dense Matter (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 2004).

[8] L. J. Perkins, D. D. Ho, B. G. Logan, G. B. Zimmerman, M. A. Rhodes, D. J. Strozzi, D. T. Blackfield, and S. A. Hawkins, Phys. Plasmas 24, 062708 (2017).

[9] T. Sano, K. Nishihara, C. Matsuoka, and T. Inoue, Astrophys. J. 758, 126 (2012).

[10] C. Matsuoka, K. Nishihara, and T. Sano, J. Nonlin. Sci. 27, 531 (2017).

[11] Y. Uchiyama, F. A. Aharonian, T. Tanaka, T. Takahashi, and Y. Maeda, Nature 449, 576 (2007).

[12] R. Samtaney, Phys. Fluids 15, L53 (2003). [13] V. Wheatley, D. I. Pullin, and R. Samtaney, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 95, 125002 (2005).

[14] T. Sano, T. Inoue, and K. Nishihara, Phys. Rev. Lett.

111, 205001 (2013).

[15] T. Sano, Astrophys. J. accepted (2021).

[16] J. W. Jacobs and J. M. Sheeley, Phys. Fluids 8, 405 (1996).

[17] M. Brouillette and R. Bonazza, Phys. Fluids 11, 1127 (1999).

[18] D. D. Ryutov, R. P. Drake, J. Kane, E. Liang, B. A. Remington, and W. M. Wood-Vasey, Astrophys. J. 518, 821 (1999).

[19] D. D. Ryutov, R. P. Drake, and B. A. Remington, Astrophys. J. Suppl. 127, 465 (2000).

[20] B. A. Remington, D. Arnett, R. P. Drake, and H. Takabe, Science 284, 1488 (1999).

[21] C. C. Kuranz, H.-S. Park, C. M. Huntington, A. R.

Miles, B. A. Remington, T. Plewa, M. R. Trantham, H. F. Robey, D. Shvarts, A. Shimony, K. Raman, S. MacLaren, W. C. Wan, F. W. Doss, J. Kline, K. A. Flippo, G. Malamud, T. A. Handy, S. Prisbrey, C. M. Krauland, S. R. Klein, E. C. Harding, R. Wallace, M. J. Grosskopf, D. C. Marion, D. Kalantar, E. Giraldez, and R. P. Drake, Nat. Commun. 9, 1564 (2018).

[22] A. Casner, C. Mailliet, G. Rigon, S. Khan, D. Martinez, B. Albertazzi, T. Michel, T. Sano, Y. Sakawa, P. Tzeferacos, D. Lamb, S. Liberatore, N. Izumi, D. Kalantar, P. Di Nicola, J. Di Nicola, E. Le Bel, I. Igumenshchev, V. Tikhonchuk, B. Remington, J. Ballet, E. Falize, L. Masse, V. Smalyuk, and M. Koenig,

Nucl. Fusion 59, 032002 (2019).

[23] G. Rigon, A. Casner, B. Albertazzi, T. Michel, P. Mabey, E. Falize, J. Ballet, L. Van Box Som, S. Pikuz, Y. Sakawa, T. Sano, A. Faenov, T. Pikuz, N. Ozaki, Y. Kuramitsu, M. P. Valdivia, P. Tzeferacos, D. Lamb, and M. Koenig, Phys. Rev. E 100, 021201(R) (2019).

[24] M. J.-E. Manuel, C. K. Li, F. H. Séguin, J. Frenje, D. T. Casey, R. D. Petrasso, S. X. Hu, R. Betti, J. D. Hager, D. D. Meyerhofer, and V. A. Smalyuk, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 255006 (2012).

[25] L. Gao, P. M. Nilson, I. V. Igumenschev, S. X.

Hu, J. R. Davies, C. Stoeckl, M. G. Haines, D. H. Froula, R. Betti, and D. D. Meyerhofer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 115001 (2012).

[26] P. M. Nilson, L. Gao, I. V. Igumenshchev, G. Fiksel, R. Yan, J. R. Davies, D. Martinez, V. A. Smalyuk, M. G. Haines, E. G. Blackman, D. H. Froula, R. Betti, and D. D. Meyerhofer, J. Plasma Phys. 81, 365810201 (2015).

[27] G. Dimonte and B. Remington, Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 1806 (1993).

[28] D. R. Farley, T. A. Peyser, L. M. Logory, S. D. Murray, and E. W. Burke, Phys. Plasmas 6, 4304 (1999).

[29] S. G. Glendinning, J. Bolstad, D. G. Braun, M. J. Edwards, W. W. Hsing, B. F. Lasinski, H. Louis, A. Miles, J. Moreno, T. A. Peyser, B. A. Remington, H. F. Robey, E. J. Turano, C. P. Verdon, and Y. Zhou, Phys. Plasmas 10, 1931 (2003).

[30] Y. Aglitskiy, N. Metzler, M. Karasik, V. Serlin, A. L.

Velikovich, S. P. Obenschain, A. N. Mostovych, A. J. Schmitt, J. Weaver, J. H. Gardner, and T. Walsh, Phys. Plasmas 13, 080703 (2006).

[31] J. Meinecke, H. W. Doyle, F. Miniati, A. R. Bell, R. Bingham, R. Crowston, R. P. Drake, M. Fatenejad, M. Koenig, Y. Kuramitsu, C. C. Kuranz, D. Q. Lamb, D. Lee, M. J. MacDonald, C. D. Murphy, H.- S. Park, A. Pelka, A. Ravasio, Y. Sakawa, A. A. Schekochihin, A. Scopatz, P. Tzeferacos, W. C. Wan, N. C. Woolsey, R. Yurchak, B. Reville, and G. Gregori, Nature Phys. 10, 520 (2014).

[32] P. Tzeferacos, A. Rigby, A. F. A. Bott, A. R. Bell, R. Bingham, A. Casner, F. Cattaneo, E. M. Churazov, J. Emig, F. Fiuza, C. B. Forest, J. Foster, C. Graziani, J. Katz, M. Koenig, C.-K. Li, J. Meinecke, R. Petrasso, H.-S. Park, B. A. Remington, J. S. Ross, D. Ryu, D. Ryutov, T. G. White, B. Reville, F. Miniati, A. A. Schekochihin, D. Q. Lamb, D. H. Froula, and G. Gregori, Nat. Commun. 9, 591 (2018).

[33] S. Skupsky, R. W. Short, T. Kessler, R. S.

Craxton, S. Letzring, and J. M. Soures, J. Appl. Phys. 66, 3456 (1989).

[34] E. T. Everson, P. Pribyl, C. G. Constantin, A. Zylstra, D. Schaeffer, N. L. Kugland, and C. Niemann, Rev. Sci. Instrum. 80 (2009).

[35] G. Gregori, A. Ravasio, C. D. Murphy, K. Schaar, A. Baird, a. R. Bell, A. Benuzzi-Mounaix, R. Bingham, C. Constantin, R. P. Drake, M. Edwards, E. T. Everson, C. D. Gregory, Y. Kuramitsu, W. Lau, J. Mithen, C. Niemann, H.-S. Park, B. a. Remington, B. Reville, a. P. L. Robinson, D. D. Ryutov, Y. Sakawa, S. Yang, N. C. Woolsey, M. Koenig, and F. Miniati, Nature 481, 480 (2012).

[36] J. Meinecke, P. Tzeferacos, A. Bell, R. Bingham, R. Clarke, E. Churazov, R. Crowston, H. Doyle, R. P. Drake, R. Heathcote, M. Koenig, Y. Kuramitsu, C. Kuranz, D. Lee, M. MacDonald, C. Murphy, M. Notley, H.-S. Park, A. Pelka, A. Ravasio, B. Reville, Y. Sakawa, W. Wan, N. Woolsey, R. Yurchak, F. Miniati, A. Schekochihin, D. Lamb, and G. Gregori, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 112, 8211 (2015).

[37] M. Koenig, T. Michel, R. Yurchak, C. Michaut, B. Albertazzi, S. Laffite, E. Falize, L. Van Box Som, Y. Sakawa, T. Sano, Y. Hara, T. Morita, Y. Kuramitsu, P. Barroso, A. Pelka, G. Gregori, R. Kodama, N. Ozaki, D. Lamb, and P. Tzeferacos, Phys. Plasmas 24, 082707 (2017).

[38] Y. Kuramitsu, T. Moritaka, Y. Sakawa, T. Morita, T. Sano, M. Koenig, C. D. Gregory, N. Woolsey, K. Tomita, H. Takabe, Y. L. Liu, S. H. Chen, S. Matsukiyo, and M. Hoshino, Nature Commun. 9, 5109 (2018).

[39] T. Morita, K. Nagashima, M. Edamoto, K. Tomita, T. Sano, Y. Itadani, R. Kumar, M. Ota, S. Egashira, R. Yamazaki, S. J. Tanaka, S. Tomita, S. Tomiya, H. Toda, I. Miyata, S. Kakuchi, S. Sei, N. Ishizaka, S. Matsukiyo, Y. Kuramitsu, Y. Ohira, M. Hoshino, and Y. Sakawa, Phys. Plasmas 26, 090702 (2019).

[40] T. Michel, B. Albertazzi, P. Mabey, G. Rigon, F. Lefevre, L. Van Box Som, P. Barroso, S. Egashira, R. Kumar, C. Michaut, M. Ota, N. Ozaki, Y. Sakawa, T. Sano, E. Falize, and M. Koenig, Astrophys. J. 888, 25 (2020).

[41] R. Ramis, R. Schmalz, and J. Meyer-Ter-Vehn, Comp. Phys. Commun. 49, 475 (1988).

[42] C. Matsuoka and K. Nishihara, Phys. Rev. E 73, 026304 (2006).

[43] I. H. Hutchinson, Principles of Plasma Diagnostics (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2002).

[44] J. G. Wouchuk, Phys. Plasmas 8, 2890 (2001). [45] F. Cobos Campos and J. G. Wouchuk, Phys. Rev. E 96, 013102 (2017).

[46] K. Shigemori, M. Nakai, H. Azechi, K. Nishihara, R. Ishizaki, T. Nagaya, H. Nagatomo, and K. Mima, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84, 5331 (2000).

[47] H. Takabe, K. Mima, L. Montierth, and R. L. Morse, Phys. Fluids 28, 3676 (1985).

[48] R. Betti, V. N. Goncharov, R. L. McCrory, and C. P.

Verdon, Phys. Plasmas 5, 1446 (1998).

[49] J. G. Wouchuk and K. Nishihara, Phys. Plasmas 4, 1028 (1997).

[50] K. A. Meyer and P. J. Blewett, Phys. Fluids 15, 753 (1972).

[51] L. Biermann, Z. Naturforsch. 5A, 65 (1950). [52] D. Biskamp, Magnetohydrodynamic Turbulence (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2003).

[53] B. Fryxell, K. Olson, P. Ricker, F. X. Timmes, M. Zingale, D. Q. Lamb, P. MacNeice, R. Rosner, J. W. Truran, and H. Tufo, Astrophys. J. Suppl. 131, 273 (2000).

[54] A. C. Calder, B. Fryxell, T. Plewa, R. Rosner, L. J. Dursi, V. G. Weirs, T. Dupont, H. F. Robey, J. O. Kane, B. A. Remington, R. P. Drake, G. Dimonte, M. Zingale, F. X. Timmes, K. Olson, P. Ricker, P. MacNeice, and H. M. Tufo, Astrophys. J. Suppl. 143, 201 (2002), 0206251.

[55] E. A. Bergin and M. Tafalla, Annu. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 45, 339 (2007), 0705.3765.

[56] F. F. Chen, Introduction to Plasma Physics and Controlled Fusion (Plenum Press, New York, 1984).

[57] M. A. Barrios, D. G. Hicks, T. R. Boehly, D. E. Fratanduono, J. H. Eggert, P. M. Celliers, G. W. Collins, and D. D. Meyerhofer, Phys. Plasmas 17, 056307 (2010).

[58] H. Yoneda, T. Namiki, A. Nishida, R. Kodama, Y. Sakawa, Y. Kuramitsu, T. Morita, K. Nishio, and T. Ide, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 125004 (2012).

[59] S. Fujioka, Z. Zhang, K. Ishihara, K. Shigemori, Y. Hironaka, T. Johzaki, A. Sunahara, N. Yamamoto, H. Nakashima, T. Watanabe, H. Shiraga, H. Nishimura, and H. Azechi, Sci. Rep. 3, 1170 (2013).

[60] P. Korneev, E. d’Humières, and V. Tikhonchuk, Phys. Rev. E 91, 043107 (2015).

[61] C. Goyon, B. B. Pollock, D. P. Turnbull, A. Hazi, L. Divol, W. A. Farmer, D. Haberberger, J. Javedani, A. J. Johnson, A. Kemp, M. C. Levy, B. Grant Logan, D. A. Mariscal, O. L. Landen, S. Patankar, J. S. Ross, A. M. Rubenchik, G. F. Swadling, G. J. Williams, S. Fujioka, K. F. F. Law, and J. D. Moody, Phys. Rev. E 95, 033208 (2017).

[62] M. Hohenberger, P.-Y. Chang, G. Fiksel, J. P. Knauer, R. Betti, F. J. Marshall, D. D. Meyerhofer, F. H. Séguin, and R. D. Petrasso, Phys. Plasmas 19, 056306 (2012).

[63] W.-M. Wang, P. Gibbon, Z.-M. Sheng, and Y.-T. Li, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 015001 (2015).

[64] S. Fujioka, Y. Arikawa, S. Kojima, T. Johzaki, H. Nagatomo, H. Sawada, S. H. Lee, T. Shiroto, N. Ohnishi, A. Morace, X. Vaisseau, S. Sakata, Y. Abe, K. Matsuo, K. F. F. Law, S. Tosaki, A. Yogo, K. Shigemori, Y. Hironaka, Z. Zhang, A. Sunahara, T. Ozaki, H. Sakagami, K. Mima, Y. Fujimoto, K. Yamanoi, T. Norimatsu, S. Tokita, Y. Nakata, J. Kawanaka, T. Jitsuno, N. Miyanaga, M. Nakai, H. Nishimura, H. Shiraga, K. Kondo, M. Bailly-Grandvaux, C. Bellei, J. J. Santos, and H. Azechi, Phys. Plasmas 23, 056308 (2016).