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We investigate the linear evolution of Richtmyer-Meshkov (RM) instability in the
framework of an ideal two-fluid plasma model. The two-fluid plasma equations of
motion are separated into a base state and a set of linearized equations governing
the evolution of the perturbations. Different coupling regimes between the charged
species are distinguished based on a non-dimensional Debye length parameter dp .
When dp is large, the coupling between ions and electrons is sufficiently small that
the induced Lorentz force is very weak and the two species evolve as two separate
fluids. When dpp is small, the coupling is strong and the induced Lorentz force
is strong enough that the difference between state of ions and electrons is rapidly
decreased by the force. As a consequence, the ions and electrons are tightly coupled
and evolve like one fluid. The temporal dynamics is divided into two phases: an
early phase wherein electron precursor waves are prevalent, and a post ion shock-
interface interaction phase during which the RM instability manifests itself. We also
examine the effect of an initially applied magnetic field in the streamwise direction
characterized by the non-dimensional parameter 3y,. For a short duration after the
ion shock-interface interaction, the growth rate is similar for different initial magnetic
field strengths. As time progresses the suppression of the instability due to the
magnetic field is observed. The growth rate shows oscillations with a frequency that
is related to the ion or electron cyclotron frequency. The instability is suppressed

due to the vorticity being transported away from the interface.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Inertial confinement fusion (ICF) is a promising method for the generation of fusion
energy. By imploding the target to very high densities, it is expected that the fusion reactions
occur and the fuel is confined by its own inertia. A key bottleneck towards the achieving goal
of ICF is hydrodynamic instabilities, such as Richtmyer-Meshkov (RM) instability which
occurs when a perturbed density interface is impulsively accelerated*®. Due to the high
temperature and high energy-density scenario in ICF, it is expected the materials to be in

a plasma state, and thus could be influenced by a magnetic field.

An effective fluid description for the plasma is single-fluid magnetohydrodynamics
(MHD). In the context of ideal MHD, it was demonstrated that the magnetic field suppresses
the RM instability®. This was followed by a linear analytical model for RM instability in
incompressible MHD?, and other studies?. The single-fluid MHD studies concluded that
the essential physical mechanism suppressing the instability in the presence of a magnetic
field is due to the transport of the baroclinically generated vorticity away from the interface
by MHD waves. A purely numerical approach for linear analysis of the RM instability
was developed for hydrodynamics and MHDY. This numerical approach was then used to
investigate RM and Rayleigh-Taylor instabilities in cylindrical geometry by Bakhsh et al.”
and Baksh & Samtaney®.

The aforementioned MHD investigations do not take into account the effect of finite
Larmor radius. In fact, the single-fluid MHD model is valid when the plasma length scales,
such as Debye length and Larmor radius, are negligible compared to the characteristic length
scale of the flow. Magnetized implosion experiments have demonstrated that the Larmor
radius of alpha particles may be larger than the hot spot size?, suggesting that single-fluid
MHD may not be sufficient to model the physics under this circumstance. Moreover, unless
the Biermann battery effect is included™, MHD fails to capture the phenomenon of self-
generated electromagnetic fields. To consider the effect of plasma length scales, the two-fluid
plasma model is employed. In this model, ions and electrons are treated as two separate
fluids and are coupled to the full Maxwell equations. In addition, the electron particle mass
and light speed are finite. The two-fluid plasma model also allows for the investigation of
self-generated electromagnetic fields. Bond et al investigated the multi-fluid plasma RM

instability of a thermal interface and noted that the two-fluid plasma differed significantly



from the hydrodynamic case. Nonlinear simulations by Bond et al.*? showed that the
two-fluid plasma RM instability is suppressed by an initially imposed magnetic field with

increasing effectiveness as plasma length scale is decreased.

Presently, the linear stability of an impulsively accelerated density interface is investigated
in the framework of the ideal two-fluid plasma. Linear simulations enable us to explore a
wider range of parameters compared with earlier nonlinear simulations due to the relatively
inexpensive computational cost. Moreover, the spatial and temporal resolution in linear
studies can vastly exceed those employed in nonlinear simulations. Linear studies, such as
the present one, can serve as a guide for future nonlinear simulations. In addition, due to
the complex physics encountered in two-fluid plasma RM instability investigations, linear
studies can help better elucidate physical mechanisms since the complexity of the physics
is somewhat decreased in the context of linear studies. In the present work, we enhance
the numerical method developed by Samtaney® to take into account the expanded set of

linearized two-fluid plasma equations.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: The original and linearized ideal
two-fluid plasma models, numerical method and initial setup are introduced in Section [[I|
In Section [[IT| we present linear simulation results in the absence of an initial magnetic field
and discuss the different coupling regimes by varying the reference Debye length. In [[V]
linear simulation results are presented when there is an initial magnetic field present and
the growth rate of the perturbations is examined for different initial magnetic field strength
for weak and strong coupling between the ions and electrons. Conclusions are presented in

Section [V]

II. LINEARIZATION OF TWO-FLUID PLASMA EQUATIONS AND
NUMERICAL DETAILS

A. Two-fluid plasma model

We use an ideal two-fluid plasma model for this work. In this model, the collisional
equilibrium state is instantaneously reached in each species while no collisions are considered

between particles of different species. Therefore, the ions and electrons are treated as two



separate fluids described by Euler equations with the Lorentz force as the source term,
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The subscript « denotes the species with ‘a = i(e)’ for ions (electrons). p, n, m, u =
(u, v,w)T, p, £, g and T are the density, number density, particle mass, velocity, pressure,
energy, particle charge and temperature, respectively. 7 is specific heat ratio with the value
of 5/3 for each species throughout this study. kp is the Boltzmann constant. Since inter-
species collisions are not considered, the interactions between ions and electrons are via the
induced magnetic field B and electric field E. The evolution of electromagnetic field is
governed by the Maxwell equations with two correction potentials ¢)g and ¥ g for divergence

constraintst?.
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where ¢ = 1/,/10€ is the light speed with o permeability of free space and ¢ vacuum
permittivity. The introduced correction potentials 15 and g serve to enforce the divergence
constraints by transferring the divergence errors out of the domain with the speed I'gc and

I'ge, respectively. Here, I'g and ' are chosen to be unity throughout this study.

The dimensionless variables are defined as below by specifying the reference variables
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where the reference magnetic field By = \/uongmoug. Therefore, the dimensionless ideal
two-fluid plasma equations with the above notation may be written as follows, with the

carets omitted for simplicity.
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Two dimensionless parameters arise from the non-dimensional process. One of these, that
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appears in the equations above, is the reference Debye length dp o = Noting that
the electromagnetic force is essentially inversely proportion to dp, the magnitude of dp
dictates the coupling between ions and electrons to some extent. A large Debye length
implies weak coupling between the two charged species. As the dpy — o0, the coupling
decreases to zero, as if the two charged fluids do not interact with the electromagnetic fields,
as seen in Egs. and where the source terms approach 0. In this limit, ions and
electrons evolves like two uncoupled hydrodynamic fluids. On the other hand, the limiting

behavior of dpy — 0 is that the coupling is so strong that the ions and electrons essentially

evolve together as a “single” fluid. The second dimensionless parameter , which does not

2(pi+pe)

BE This is related to the initial strength of the applied

appear in the equations, is fy =

magnetic field. When § is infinity, it implies that no initial magnetic field is presented in



simulations. We note here that one may choose a reference By scale independently in which

case [y will appear in the equations.

B. Linearization

The non-dimensional equations in conservative form in two dimensions can be written as

follows,
8_U n OF(U) N 0G(U)
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=S (17)

We linearize the ideal two-fluids plasma equations by splitting the solution vector into a
base and perturbed solutions, i.e. U = U° + U exp(iky). Here, k is the wave number and
¢ is a small value (e may be related to the initial small amplitude of the density perturbed
interface). We note that the base state is time-dependent. Substituting it into Eq. ,
we derive a set of nonlinear equations for the base state and another set of linear equations

governing the perturbations, respectively.
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B, and C are given in Appendix . Here we note that the source term C(U°))U plays an

where A = g—g o and C' = g—g|Uo are the Jacobean matrices. The details of A,

important role in the dynamics of the perturbed quantities: this source term matrix C'(U®))

is essentially the forcing on the perturbations due to the base state Lorentz force.

Due to the finite speed of light and the existence of light waves in the two-fluid plasma
model, we find that the light and fast electron waves tend to reflect off the domain boundary,
causing unphysical oscillations. One method to mitigate this is to develop better absorbing
boundary conditions while the other is to use an unbounded domain in x. We choose the
latter approach and map =z € (—o00,00) to & € (—1,1), where the mapping variable is

§(z) = 2 arctan(ox) (0 = 0.1 is chosen for the simulations presented later). Then the Egs.
(18a)) and ({18b)) become
OzU° N OF(U°)
ot Ox

=x:S(U°), (19a)
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C. Physical setup

In this study, we consider the shock-interface interaction cases in a two-fluid plasma.
As shown in Fig. [} the whole domain is divided into three sections by an ion shock and
a density interface. An ion shock with strength of My = 1.5 initialized at & = —0.295
(x &~ —5.0) moves from left to right, and interacts with the ion density interface centered at
€ =0 (z =0). For a sharp density interface, the perturbed number density profile across

the ion interface can be written with a Heaviside function as follows,
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where n;; and n; o are the unshocked number density to the left and right of the interface
of ions with the values set to be 1.0 and 3.0, respectively. Here, ¢ denotes the perturbation
amplitude. Note that in linear stability, the perturbation amplitude € cancels out in the
linear set of equations governing the perturbations . In the results presented later in
Sections [[I]|and [[V], we will plot the growth rate of the amplitude and the time history of the
amplitude normalized by its initial value: these are referred to as the “perturbation growth
rate” and “perturbation amplitude”. Instead of the strictly sharp interface, we use a smooth
approximation to the step function H(z(£)). This so-called regularized Heaviside function
is then defined as H(z(&)) = %arctan(%), where ¢ is a measure of the smoothness applied
to the sharp interface. As a result, by retaining only the linear term in a Taylor expansion
in Eq. , we have the initial number density profile of the base state across the interface
as,

M1t N2 M2 — NG x(§

n0(o()) = A2 4 T2 T g (D0, (21)

and the perturbation of number density n; as,

Ni1 — N2 4]
T x(§)?+6%

ni((8)) = (22)

Presently we choose 6 = 0.01 throughout this work. Ahead of the ion shock, we set the ion

pressure p;; = p;2 = 0.5 and velocity u;; = u;2 = 0. Therefore, the ion states behind the
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FIG. 1: Initial setup of the ions with ion shock strength M, = 1.5; (a) base state of ion ,
(b) perturbation of number density. The figures are plotted in stretched coordinates.
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with R = % Initially, charge neutrality, thermal equilibrium and mechanical equi-
librium are satisfied in each section, viz., n;s = Nes, Dis = Pes a0d U; s = Ues, s = 0,1, 2.

For investigations of an initially imposed magnetic field, the initial magnetic field is applied

2(pi+pe)

B where p; and p,

along the x direction, with the magnitude determined as B, =

are the pressures on the density interfaces.

The non-dimensional electron charge ¢. and ion charge ¢; are —1 and 1, respectively. We
use the mass ratio m;/m. = 100 instead of the physical value 1836, (m; is normalized to
unity) to reduce the problem stiffness while ensuring relatively fast electron dynamics "4,
Based on the limiting values of hotspot temperature and number density in ICF implosion
(Ty = 5 x 10® eV with ng = 10312 we set the non-dimensional light speed ¢ = 50 to reduce
the computational cost. By varying the reference Debye length dp o, we investigate the two-
fluid effect on the perturbation growth of the RM instability. Moreover, the effect of the

initial applied magnetic field on the growth of the perturbations is examined by varying .

For simplicity, the wave number of the perturbation is fixed as k = 27 for all the simulations.
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FIG. 2: Base number density of ions and electrons at ¢ = 0.157 for the cases with various
reference Debye lengths; (a) dpo = 10, (b) dpo = 0.1, (¢) dpo = 0.01, (d) dp, = 0.001.
The results are compared with those of limiting hydrodynamic cases ‘H1’ and ‘H2’.

D. Numerical Implementation

A third-order TVD Runge-Kutta® scheme is used to solve the Eqs. and ,
with HLLCI solver for the fluid fluxes and HLLE™ scheme for the electromagnetic fluxes,
while the Roe solver is applied for the perturbation fluxes. The source terms are treated
locally with an implicit method™®. For all the simulations presented, during the entire time
duration in each simulation, the effective resolution is at least 4000 cells per unit length.
A volume-of-fluid approach is used to track the density interface in each species, where the

tracer variable ¢, € [—1,1].
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FIG. 3: Base electric field and electron Lorentz force along z direction at ¢ = 0.157 for the
cases with various reference Debye lengths: (a) E?, (b) [£Y],.

IIT1. ZERO INITIAL MAGNETIC FIELD By = oo

In this section, we present results for the cases in which no initial magnetic field is
applied, i.e. By = co. We first present a discussion of the various coupling regimes between
the ion and electron species as characterized by the parameter dpy. This is followed by
examining the weakly coupled (dp = 0.1) and strongly coupled cases (dpo = 0.01) in more
detail. In each of these cases, we distinguish between two temporal phases. The first, and
early phase is associated with the interactions of electron waves with the electron interface.
This is dubbed the “electron precursor waves” phase. The second phase, which is more
dynamically important for the growth of the ion interface perturbations, is associated with
the time period after the interaction of the ion shock with the ion density interface, and is
dubbed the “post-ion shock interaction” phase. Furthermore, for each of the weakly and
strongly coupled cases, we examine the temporal history of the perturbation growth rate
and the normalized amplitude. We correlate the oscillations in spatial profiles and temporal

histories with different frequencies that are present in the two-fluid plasma system.

A. Coupling Regimes

The different coupling regimes are illustrated by examining the wave structures in each
of the ion and electron fluids. We examine the base state prior to the ion shock-interface

interactions, and plot the spatial profile of density for ions and electrons at ¢ = 0.157 for
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the cases with various dp in Fig. 2} For comparison, two asymptotic hydrodynamic limits
of the two-fluid plasma model are considered. For dpy — oo, other parameters remaining
finite, the ions and electrons are fully decoupled and evolve as two separate fluids which are
not influenced by electromagnetic forces. In this limit, we refer to the ion part as the case
“H1”, in which a single shock with My = 1.5 travels towards the density interface (plotted in
Fig. [J(a)). The other extreme limit arises as the reference light speed ¢ — oo and dp,oc — 0:
in this limit the ideal two-fluid plasma model degenerates to the hydrodynamic equations,
and the initial density, momentum and pressure in each section becomes ) pa, D, Pala
and > pa, respectively™. This limiting case is referred to as “H2”. In this case, a shock,
contact discontinuity and rarefaction wave are generated from the Riemann interface, see
Fig. (d) For large values of the parameter, say dpo = 10, the coupling between ions and
electrons is sufficiently weak that the two species barely influence each other. In this large
dp, case, as shown in Fig. (a), the shock in the ion fluid has translated a small distance
and the ion shock profile and position matches well with that of “H1” case. In contrast, the
much lighter electrons have evolved signficantly. The distinct shock, contact discontinuity

and rarefaction wave in electron wave structure is shown in Fig. 2f(a).

As dp decreases, the extent of coupling between the two species increases. In particular,
the electromagnetic forces influence both species, with the effects on the electrons much more
prominent due to their smaller particle mass. To demonstrate this coupling we consider
dpo = 0.1. In contrast to the dpy = 10 case, ions and electrons significantly impact
each other through the induced electromagnetic force in this case, resulting in a significant
transformation of the wave structures. The ion and electron number density for this lower
dp, case is plotted in Fig. (b) It shows that the electron number density oscillates about
the ion density. We note that although the number density of ions seems to be constant
in the region where electrons number density oscillates, it actually oscillates but with much
smaller amplitude due to the 100 times heavier ion particle mass. Decreasing dp  further to
0.01, we observe that the wavenumber of the electrons waves increases while the amplitude
decreases in general, and the configuration of electron wave structures is almost same as
ions (Fig. [2(c)). Finally, in the case with dpp = 0.001, the coupling effect is sufficiently
strong enough that the number densities of ions and electrons matches well except in the
very narrow region right behind the ion shock (see inset in Fig. [2(d)). However, the profiles
dp,o = 0.001 are not completely congruent with the “H2” profiles because of the insufficiently
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large light speed (¢ = 50).

It is instructive to examine the induced electromagnetic forces between ions and electrons
for a deeper understanding of the behavior of the two species in Fig. An examination
of the two-fluid plasma equations leads us to the conclusion that no electromagnetic fields
except the x— direction aligned electric field will be induced in the base state when 5y, = oco.
Figure |3| plots the electric field and electron Lorentz force along the x direction in the base
state at ¢ = 0.157 for various values of the coupling parameter dpo. According to Eq.
, the growth of E? is proportional to the x— component of the current, Y., naGata,
(denoted as j henceforth) while it is inversely proportional to dpg. The difference in
this source term between the ions and electrons is at its maximum at the location of the
ion shock, and j° is the maximum there. Therefore, EY has its peak value at the ion
shock (see Fig. [3(a)). Although the value of jO at the ion shock is larger for the case
with smaller dp g, the stronger coupling effect decreases the value of jO in a shorter time
duration that the peak of ;2 (E?) at the ion shock is of the same order of magnitude for
all four different values of dp, as shown in Fig. [3(a). The induced electric field E? leads
to the electromagnetic force exerted on ions and electrons. According to Eq. , the

0 0
Nalo E(L’

corresponding Lorentz force [£Y], is -

, which is inversely proportional to dp . Figure
(b) shows the electron Lorentz force in the region away from the ion shock for the cases
with different dpg. For the case with dpg = 10, though the induced electric field EY and
number density n. is comparable to those of case with dp o = 0.1, the Lorentz force [£?], is
smaller than 1 x 1072 due to the much larger reference Debye length. Hence, the Lorentz
force has an insignificant influence on the evolution of electrons, not to mention ions. As dp
decreases, the influence of Lorentz force on the charged species increases, and the difference
between the states of two species is reduced due to the [£?], that is induced by the electric
field E°. However, due to the inertia of the electrons, the difference not only continues to
decrease but eventually goes through a sign change and increases in magnitude (the sign
of 79 and [£Y], reverses). This results in an overshoot, so that E? gradually decreases to 0
and its magnitude increases albeit with a sign reversal. Finally, the reversed —FE? induces
a Lorentz force that reverses the process discussed above. Essentially, in one whole cycle,
the above process is —j° — E? — —[£%], — 7 - —EY — [£%, — —j% It means that
the electron state and induced electric field oscillate over time which is manifested as the

oscillations in the spatial profiles. Therefore, we can see the oscillation waves in electron
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TABLE I: Coupling regimes for various reference Debye length dp .

dpo Extent of coupling Behavior of ions and electrons
%) No coupling Two separate uncoupled hydro-fluids
10 Loose coupling Evolve almost as two separate hydro-fluids
0.1 Weak coupling The electrons oscillate around the ions due to the Lorentz force
0.01 Strong coupling Similar as above with tighter combination and higher frequency
0.001| Extreme strong coupling Ions and electrons evolve as one fluid
0 Full coupling Equivalent to single-fluid MHD with ¢ — oo and dpoc — 0

number density and electric field in Figs. [2]and [3] It is noted that the above physical process
results also in oscillations of the ion states, however, due to the 100 times larger particle
mass, the oscillation amplitude of ions is negligible compared with the electrons. As a result,
the ion number density n;, looks somewhat “flat” compared with the n. in Fig. 2] We may
estimate the frequency Qg and wave length A\g of the oscillation waves in E? by combining

Egs. and while neglecting the gradient terms,

0*EY 1 n, n
r L (2 4+ YE2=0. 24
8t2 d%’()(mi + me) T ( )

—
\/ni-&-mf;ne

dp,o

2TCs e

e where

Thus the frequency of E? waves is Qp = and the wave length \g is ~
Cs,e is the sound speed in electrons. Since the magnitudes of n;, n. and u, are of same orders
respectively for all cases, we can draw an approximate conclusion that the frequency and
wave length of the oscillation waves are inversely proportional to the reference Debye length

dp,o, which is confirmed to some extent in the Fig. [B[(b).

Although the electrons oscillate under the Lorentz force, the long term effect of [£Y],
is to bind the two species. Therefore, as time progresses, the difference between ions and
electrons gradually shrinks to 0, brings about the gradually decreasing electric field that
results in the gradually damping oscillations of n.. The smaller dp is, the sooner is the
combination of the two species and shorter the duration during which the oscillations get
damped. As a result, in general, the amplitude of oscillations at the same space and time
is smaller when dp g is smaller, see Figs. . Especially when dp o = 0.001, in this case, the
reference Debye length is so small that ions and electrons rapidly combine and evolve like

one fluid. The various coupling regimes are summarized in table
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From the above discussion, we note that the base states evolve like hydrodynamics when
dp, is either too large or too small. For a better understanding of the two-fluid effect,
we investigate in detail the cases with finite dpo (0.1 and 0.01), i.e. the weak and strong

coupling cases, in the ensuing sub-sections.

B. Weak Coupling: dp,, = 0.1 Case

Presently, we examine the linear dynamics due to the electron precursor waves, followed
by an examination of the post-ion shock phase and then quantify the perturbation amplitude

and growth rate history as a function of time.

1. FElectron Precursor Waves

Figure [4] shows the number density and perturbed velocity for each species along the
direction at ¢ = 0.628, where the z— component of the perturbed velocity is derived as
Uo7, 1) = (patia — ulpa)/p°. At this time, the electron waves have traversed the electron
density interface due to the fast wave speed while the ion shock has only translated by a short
distance (at z &~ —4). At the same time, the leftmost location of the electron waves moves
to x &~ —12 (the fast speed of these waves is the reason for considering an infinite domain
in ). The wave number of the electron waves increases across the electron density interface
due to the high density there. Although not shown in the figure, the ion and electron density
interfaces oscillate around initial position under the influence of the electron waves. For the
perturbed states, we focus on a narrow region, x € [—1 : 1], near the density interface.
Examining the perturbation equations, we note that any deviation of the base states from
the equilibrium implies a forcing on the perturbed states. Therefore, the oscillating electron
waves lead to an oscillating force, and this results in the oscillations manifesting themselves
in the perturbed states. Similar to the base state part, due to the high ion particle mass,
the perturbed ion n; and 4; are not as much influenced as electrons. For instance, the peak

value of 4; is about 6.6 x 10~2 while that of 1. is about 3.8.
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FIG. 4: Number density and velocity during the electron precursor waves interaction at
t = 0.628 for the weak coupling case with dpo = 0.1; (a) number density profile of the base
state, (b) perturbed number density state of ions and electrons, (c) perturbed ion velocity
in  direction, (d) perturbed electron velocity in = direction. The dashed line denotes the

location of the corresponding density interface. Only a limited portion of the entire
domain x € [—1: 1] is shown.

2. Post-Ion Shock Evolution

At t = 4.241, the ion shock is located at x =~ 1.7 and has interacted with the ion interface,
as plotted in Fig. [5] The ion shock-interface interaction breaks the oscillation motion of the
ion density interface around x = 0 by providing an impulse, so that the ion interface moves
to the location & ~ 0.75 at the time instant shown. The induced electron Lorentz force
drags the electron density interface to evolve together with ion interface. Meanwhile, the
leftmost position of the electron waves is about —48 (inset in Fig. [5[a)). Unlike the weak
electron waves, the ion shock can significantly change the base states of the two species, so

that substantial forces are exerted on both ion and electron perturbations. Therefore, the
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perturbed states in the ions deviate sufficiently enough that both n; and 4; are comparable
to the electron perturbations. It is the perturbed velocity #; at the interface that is related
to the growth rate of the perturbation amplitude. Ideally, if the ion shock is a discontinuity,
it will result in delta-function like spike in the perturbation of the number density and
momentum at the ion shock location. However, numerically due to the smearing of the
shock front, there is an extremely large spike in n; and 4; at the location of ion shock. Note
that the peaks of these spikes are actually larger than shown in Fig(c) and these peaks

have been cut off as these isolated peaks are not important to our discussion.
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FIG. 5: Number density and velocity after the ion shock interaction with the interface at
t = 4.241 for the weak coupling case with dp = 0.1; (a) number density of base state
(inset shows the location of the electron waves at x ~ —48), (b) number density of
perturbed state, (c¢) perturbed ion velocity in z direction, (d) perturbed electron velocity
in z direction. The dashed line denotes the location of the corresponding density interface.
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3. Perturbation Amplitude and Growth Rate History

We now discuss the time history of the perturbation amplitude and its growth rate for
both the ion and electron species. The location of each interface at all times is determined
by tracking the tracer variable of each species. In our simulations, for each species, the
value of tracer ¢, is set to be —1 (respectively +1) on the left (respectively, right) of the
corresponding density interface. Thus, the growth rate of each interface (denoted as dA,,/dt
in the figures) is computed as the perturbed velocity 4, where ¢,(x,t) = 0. The evolution
of perturbation amplitude for each species is then calculated by integrating the growth rate
over time. Figure [0] shows the evolution of growth rate and amplitude of the perturbations
at each density interface. The precursor electron waves first interact with the electron
interface at about ¢ = 0.53, while the ion shock-interface interaction is delayed and occurs
around t = 2.7. As discussed above, the electron waves induce an oscillating force on the
perturbation states, giving rise to the oscillating perturbed velocities of the interfaces. Thus,
the growth rate of each interface oscillates during the interaction between electron waves
and interface, i.e., oscillatory growth rate in both the ions and electrons due to the electron
precursor waves occurs during the interval ¢ € [0.53,2.7]. During this interval, although the
amplitude of the oscillating electron growth rate is considerable, the period of each cycle
is so short that the integral of positive growth rate over the half period is not large and
quickly decreases in the other half period of negative growth rate. As shown in Fig. @(d)
the electron perturbation amplitude A, oscillates with very small amplitude before t = 2.7,
and we note from Fig. @(b) that the ion perturbation amplitude A; appears to be virtually

zero although in actuality it is oscillating with a much smaller amplitude.

The dynamics become quite different after the ion shock impacts the ion interface. The
substantially altered ion base state exerts a considerable influence on the ion perturbed
state. As a result, the growth rate of ion interface increases very rapidly in a very short
period during the ion shock-interface interaction, which is seen as a sharp spike at t ~ 2.7.
After the interaction, the ion interface moves right with a positive base velocity ug ; While the
amplitude grows with a positive perturbed velocity #; ;. Again, the Lorentz force exerted
on the perturbations tends to oscillate the growth rate, however the force is not enough
to change the sign of dA;/dt. At late time, dA;/dt gradually oscillates around 1.32 — this

is somewhat similar to the growth rate noted in linearized compressible hydrodynamics
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as originally done by RichtmyerY. The amplitude, A4;, appears to grow linearly in time.
In contrast to the ions, the force on electron perturbations are significantly affected and
dA./dt can even drop below zero during a short duration after ¢ = 2.7. Therefore, we can
see an obvious oscillation in the A, during the time interval from ¢ € [2.7,5.0]. As time
increases, the decreasing difference between base states diminishes the force acting on the
perturbations. As a consequence, the force eventually becomes too weak to significantly
influence the electron growth rate at late time. Meanwhile, dA./dt gradually oscillates

around 1.28.
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FIG. 6: Evolution of the growth rate and reference amplitude of the ion and electron
density interfaces for the weak coupling case with dpo = 0.1; (a) growth rate of ion
interface, (b) amplitude of ion interface, (c) growth rate of electron interface, (d)
amplitude of electron interface.

It is interesting to observe that the different frequencies in the growth rate plots. We
investigate the frequencies by dividing the time zone into two intervals: T4 (0.53 <t < 2.7)

and Tp (2.8 < t < 10). During the time interval T4, the growth rate is caused by the
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interaction between the precursor electron waves and interface, thus the frequency €2, is

related to the frequency of electron waves, i.e., 2, ~ d;o /== During the time interval

Tp, two frequencies are observed: the large one which is also clearly seen in dA./dt is

linked to the frequency of ion waves, so that ; ~ -+, /2

do\ me The smaller frequency, one

that is very noticeable in dA;/dt, corresponds to the reverberations, denoted as 2,. These
reverberations are also present in the linearized solution to compressible hydrodynamics
equations, and are related to the sound waves reverberations in the y— direction®). This
reverberation frequency €2, is not related to the parameter dp o when dp  is sufficient small.
Generally, these frequencies satisfy 2. > €; > ,.. It is noted that all three frequency waves
exist and are superposed in both of the growth rate plots. However, the oscillations at the

Q. frequency are too weak to be distinct in the plots after ¢ > 2.7.

C. Strong Coupling: dpo = 0.01 Case

In this case, the smaller dp o implies a stronger coupling between the two charged species
compared to the previous one. Thus, the motions of ions and electrons are expected to be
more similar to each other. As before, we examine the linear dynamics due to the electron
precursor waves, followed by an examination of the post-ion shock phase and then quantify

the perturbation amplitude and growth rate history as a function of time.

1. FElectron Precursor Waves

Fig. 7] shows the number density and perturbed velocity for each species along the x
direction at ¢ = 0.628. We can see the base number densities match well with each other.
The electron number density shows oscillations with a higher wavenumber but with a smaller
amplitude compared with dpy = 0.1 case. At this time, the leftmost location that electron
waves have reached at x ~ —11.3, closer than that of the dp y = 0.1 case, and is a consequence
of the coupling effect that tends to accelerate ions while decelerating the electrons. Thus,
the smaller dp g is correlated with the the slower electron wave speed. Similar to the dp =
0.1 case, after the interaction between the precursor electron waves and the interface, the
electron base state induces an oscillating force on the electron perturbations, results in the

oscillating perturbations (see, for instance, the 7, and 4. in the Fig)7). The deviated electron
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FIG. 7: Number density and velocity during the electron precursor interactions at
t = 0.628 for the strong coupling case with dpy = 0.01; (a) number density of base state,
(b) number density of perturbed state, (c¢) perturbed ion velocity in = direction, (d)
perturbed electron velocity in x direction. The dashed line denotes the location of the
corresponding density interface.

base state induces the Lorentz force acting on the ions that only slightly changes the ion
base state due to their large particle mass. However, the change is smaller compared to the
electron part and the magnitude of u; is about two orders smaller than the magnitude of
i,. However, the profiles of perturbed velocities of ions and electrons are virtually similar
(insofar as the location and wavenumber is concerned) for this smaller dp o = 0.01 case than

for the dpy = 0.1 case.

2. Post-Ion Shock Evolution

At t = 4.241 the ion shock has already impacted the ion interface (see Fig. . Due to

the stronger coupling effect, the base number densities of ions and electrons profiles in x
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FIG. 8 Number density and velocity after the ion-shock interaction with the interface at
t = 4.241 for the strong coupling case with dpy = 0.01; (a) number density of base state,
(b) number density of perturbed state, (c¢) perturbed ion velocity in = direction, (d)
perturbed electron velocity in x direction. The dashed line denotes the location of the
corresponding density interface.

are virtually identical compared with the dpy = 0.1 case. The ion shock strongly changes
not only the ion base state but also the electron one. As a result, the perturbation states of
both species are strongly influenced by the ion shock. We note that the order of magnitude
of perturbed ion x— component of velocity 4, is same with that of #.. Furthermore, the

structures of u; and . are more alike than that of the large dp o case.

3. Perturbation Amplitude and Growth Rate History

The time history of the growth rate and amplitude of perturbation for both species are
plotted in Fig. [0] After the first interaction between precursor electron waves and the

interface at t ~ 0.56, the electron perturbations start to grow. Due to the oscillating nature
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FIG. 9: Evolution of the growth rate and perturbation amplitude of the ion and electron
density interfaces for the strong coupling case with dp o = 0.01; (a) growth rate of ion
interface, (b) amplitude of ion interface, (c) growth rate of electron interface, (d)
amplitude of electron interface.

of the electron waves, the growth rate of electron density interface dA./dt oscillates around
zero with frequency €2, ~ ﬁ\/:%:e Due to the drag effect of the Lorentz force, the ion
growth rate dA;/dt also oscillates around zero with same frequency but the amplitude is
about two orders of magnitude smaller than the electrons. At early time, because the
perturbed Lorentz force is inversely proportional to dp, the perturbations are subject to
a larger force in the smaller dp case, and hence this results in the larger amplitude of
the growth rate. We note that the peak amplitude of dA./dt is about 57 in the case with
dpp = 0.01 while is about 11 in the dp = 0.1 case. As time progresses, the Lorentz force
induced due to the difference in the base state, tends to reduce these difference, and reduce

the forcing source term on the perturbed quantities. As a result, the amplitude of the

oscillating growth rate gradually decreases, as shown in the figure. Though the magnitude
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FIG. 10: Perturbed velocity (x-component) of ions and electrons for various f, at
t = 0.628; the reference Debye length dpo = 0.1. (a) ions: u;, (b) electrons: .

of the oscillating growth rate is considerable, the short period of each cycle leads to the
amplitude of the perturbations almost unchanged over time, similar as in the dp o = 0.1 case.
The ion growth rate dA;/dt develops significantly after the ion shock-interaction at ¢ ~ 2.6.
On one hand, the smaller dp o implies a larger force acting on the perturbations. On the
other hand, the smaller dp o also implies a shorter period for the base state difference, thus
the shorter period for the force affects the perturbations. Hence, a competitive mechanism
develops. In this case, the latter one dominates so that dA;/dt increases to a value smaller
than that of case with dpy = 0.1. At late time, the ion growth rate oscillates around 0.65
while the electron growth rate oscillates around 0.66. The normalized amplitude of ion
perturbations is about 5.87 while that of electron perturbations is about 5.98 at ¢ = 10. For
comparison, for the dp o = 0.1 case, the reference amplitudes of ion and electron interfaces at
t = 10 is about 10.56 and 11.04, respectively. Since the frequencies €2, and (); are inversely
proportional to dp g, these frequencies are much larger than ones for the dpy = 0.1 case, as
confirmed in Fig. [0l However, the frequency €, is comparable between the two cases. It
is noted that the oscillations with frequency €1, are present in the growth rate for t > 2.6,

although these are too weak to be visible in the plots.

23



(a)

2-
=
< 1
~

O.

0.0 2.5 5.0 75 100 0.0 2.5 5.0 75 100

() (d)
101
- B
> <
3 £
<
_20
T T T 1- T T T
0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
t t

FIG. 11: Evolution of the growth rate and reference amplitude of the density interfaces
for various . The reference Debye length dpy = 0.1. (a) growth rate of ion interface, (b)
amplitude of ion interface, (c) growth rate of electron interface, (d) amplitude of electron

interface.

IV. EFFECT OF THE INITIAL MAGNETIC FIELD

A. Weak Coupling: dpy = 0.1 Case

Presently, we turn our attention to the effect of the initial imposed magnetic field on the
growth of the perturbations for the weakly coupled, i.e., dpy = 0.1, case. In the two-fluid
plasma model, there is a time delay before the magnetic field influence is felt on the perturbed
quantities. This time delay before the magnetic field has an influence is proportional to Sy,
i.e., the stronger (small ) the field the shorter the delay. This delayed influence of the
magnetic field is illustrated by examining the flow field at early time (¢ = 0.628) in Fig.
where the the perturbed velocities are plotted for different 5;. The influence of initial

x— direction magnetic field on the flow continues to grow with time. At this early time,
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FIG. 12: Perturbed vorticity of ions and electrons in z direction at ¢ = 8.168 for the cases
with By = oo(a, b) and 10 (c, d). The reference Debye length dp o = 0.1. The dashed line
denotes the location of the corresponding density interface.
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FIG. 13: (a) Evolution of perturbed ion vorticity in z direction on the ion interface for the
cases with various fy, (b) evolution of each component of perturbed ion vorticity on the
ion interface for the case with 3y = 0.01 . The reference Debye length dp = 0.1.
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the effect of the magnetic field with Sy < 0.1 is not sufficient enough to affect perturbed
velocities, while the magnetic field with Sy = 0.01 apparently changes ., especially for the

i, due to the light particle mass.

The time history of growth rate and normalized perturbation for ions and electrons are
plotted in Fig. |11 During the electron precursor wave interaction, the growth rate is
virtually the same for all 5y except for the strongest field case (6y = 0.01) which shows a
small decrease in the growth rate. Just after the ion shock interaction with the interface,
the growth rate and perturbation amplitude matches well with each other for various fy.
As time progresses we see differences in the growth rates for different values of fy. For ions,
the peak value of growth rate dA;/dt induced by the ion shock decreases as the strength of
the magnetic field increases (see Fig. [L1[(a)). For 3, < 1, the ion growth rate is significantly
suppressed by the magnetic field and, in fact, the growth rate dips below zero. The stronger
the initial magnetic field, the faster the ion growth rate decreases below zero. After that,
dA;/dt oscillates around zero with a frequency that is proportional to the ion cyclotron
frequency, i.e., Qg ~ m, and this frequency is larger for stronger magnetic fields. For
Bo = 0.01, there are about three cycles (or periods) that are captured within the simulation
duration, while for 5y = 0.1 we note only about one such cycle. For the case with gy = 1
or 10, the frequency of the cycle is smaller than the duration of the simulation and only
a part of this oscillation cycle is observed. The perturbation amplitude is computed by
integrating the growth rate over time (see Fig. [LI(b)). The ion perturbation amplitude
is also suppressed by the magnetic field after a short duration during which the amplitude
grows. Here it is relevant to point out that, in the context of incompressible ideal MHD,
Wheatley et al® showed that the initial growth rate matches well the impulse model of
Richtmyer and eventually the growth rate decreases to zero with a corresponding saturation
of the perturbation amplitude. We note a somewhat similar trend here, i.e., the interface
amplitude grows for a short duration after which the magnetic field influences the dynamics,
reduces the growth rate, and the perturbation amplitude is smaller than it would be without
the initial magnetic field. Hence the application of the magnetic field is associated with a
time delay before the growth rate shrinks to zero. The stronger the initial magnetic field, the
larger is the extent the suppression. Since the ion growth rate eventually oscillates around
a zero mean value, the ion perturbation amplitude would oscillate around a finite value at

the end. The electron growth rate and perturbation amplitude is also suppressed by the
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magnetic field as seen in Fig. [IIjc) and (d), respectively. The mechanisms affecting the
electron dynamics are similar to that influencing the ions, but the electrons respond much
faster to the magnetic field with a higher oscillation frequency owing to their lighter mass.
For the electrons, several oscillation cycles about zero mean are noted even for higher values
of By. The suppression mechanism is further discussed next by examining the vorticity

evolution on the interface.

In RM instability in hydrodynamics, as the shock interacts with the interface, baroclinic
generation of vorticity occurs which drives the growth of the perturbations. Similarly, we
expect that the vorticity on the interface is the driving force which results in the growth
of the perturbations. The relevant quantity in linear analysis is the z component of the
perturbed vorticity defined as w, , = Re(d0,/dx — iki,). Figure 12| compares the perturbed
vorticity of ions and electrons with or without initial magnetic field at ¢ = 8.168. We see that
the vorticity on the interface of each species reduces in the presence of magnetic field. For
instance, the vorticity on the ion interface is @w,; ~ 160.23 when 3y = oo while @, ; ~ 26.08
when [y is 10. We further note that the peak vorticity may not be coincide with the location
of the interface. It shows that the vorticity on the interface is transported away when the
initial magnetic field is applied. As a consequence, the growth rate of the perturbations are

suppressed by the field.

Figure [I3(a) shows the evolution of @.; on the ion interface (where ¢;(z,t) = 0) for
various . After the ion shock-interface interaction at t ~ 2.7, vorticity w,; is deposited on
the interface. After that, w,; is positive when 3y = oo or oscillates around 0 with frequency
proportional to g when [ is finite. The time history of w,; is strongly correlated with
the ion growth rate dA;/dt of the ion interface (see Fig. [L1)). This is consistent with vortex
dynamical interpretation of RM instability*”. The oscillating @, ; leads to the oscillating
growth rate, and results in the overall suppression of RM instability. When the initial
magnetic field is applied, the perturbed Lorentz force L; becomes considerable enough to
transport the vorticity away from the interface. The effect of V£, (ﬁz) is to decrease the
magnitude of perturbed ion vorticity w; (velocity w;). However, there is an out-of-phase
correlation between between VL; (ﬁl) and w; (w;). The Lorentz force changes sign and
leads to the overshoot of w; (u;). Eventually the cycle repeats and as a result, oscillation
occurs in vorticity, and correspondingly the growth rate oscillates. As shown in Fig. (b),

each component of w; oscillates around zero, which is also observed in the nonlinear two-fluid
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plasma simulation result**. The same process occurs in the electrons though not elaborated

here.

B. Strong Coupling: dpo = 0.01 Case
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FIG. 14: Evolution of the growth rate and reference amplitude of the density interfaces
for the cases with various fy; the reference Debye length dp o = 0.01. (a) growth rate of
ion interface, (b) amplitude of ion interface, (c) growth rate of electron interface, (d)
amplitude of electron interface.

For this strong coupling case, the time history of growth rate and normalized perturbation
for ions and electrons are plotted in Fig. [I4l At early time before the ion shock interaction
with the interface, the magnetic field has little influence on the perturbations, and the growth
rate and perturbation amplitude match well with each other for various fy. This is similar
to the weak coupling case. As time progresses, the growth rate is significantly suppressed by
the magnetic field with various 3. For ions, the peak value of growth rate dA;/dt induced
by the ion shock decreases as the strength of the magnetic field increases (see Fig. [14[a)).
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In addition, the ion growth rate dips below zero and then dA;/dt oscillates around zero
with a frequency that is proportional to the ion cyclotron frequency, i.e., Qg ~ m
The stronger the magnetic field, the larger is the frequency of the oscillation (or the shorter
period for ion growth rate to dip to zero). For fy = 0.1, we observe ten cycles that are
captured within the simulation duration (1 cycle for the dpo = 0.1 case), while for §y =1
we note only about three such oscillation cycles, and for the case with 5y = 10 there is
about one oscillation cycle. Since (g is inverse proportional to dp g, the frequency of the
oscillating growth rate for dpo = 0.01 case is larger than that for case with dpy = 0.1 for
the same [y, i.e. the period for each cycle is shorter for smaller dp case. On the other
hand, as previously discussed, the growth rate for dpy = 0.01 case is smaller than that for
dpo = 0.1 case. As a consequence, these two aspects lead to a larger extent of suppression
for dpy = 0.01 case under the same magnetic field (see Figs. [11[b) and [14|b) ). The same
process occurs in the electrons though not elaborated here. The perturbation amplitude of
both the ion and electrons (see Fig. [I4(b) and (d)) are virtually identical (except for the
very short duration just after the ion shock interaction) due to the strong coupling between

the charged species in this case.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this work, we investigate the linear evolution of RM instability in the framework
of an ideal two-fluid plasma model. By separating the original equations into base and
perturbation parts, we first compute the nonlinear base state, then solve the linearized
equations governing the perturbed state. The base state Lorentz force is an important
forcing term in the dynamics of the perturbations. The non-dimensional Debye length dp
governs the level of coupling between the ions and electrons. By varying the reference
Debye length dp o, we examine the two-fluid effect on the RM instability that occurs when
an ion shock interacts with the ion density interface. When dpj is large, the coupling
between ions and electrons is sufficiently small that the induced Lorentz force is too weak
to influence the particles. In this scenario, the two species evolve as two separate fluids.
When dp g is small, the coupling is strong and the induced Lorentz force is strong enough
that the difference between state of ions and electrons is rapidly decreased by the force.

As a consequence, the ions and electrons are tightly coupled and evolve like one fluid.
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The evolution of growth rate and amplitude of interfaces is investigated for the cases with
different dpo. Temporally, we distinguish between an early phase during which electron
precursor waves interact with the electron interface, and the second instability phase when
the ion shock interacts with the ion density interface causing the perturbation to grow. The
electron precursor waves induce an oscillating force on the perturbations and the growth rate
oscillates about a zero mean. After the ion shock-interface interaction, the growth rate and
amplitude of perturbations almost “linearly” increase. When dp q is small, the induced force
acting on the perturbations is strong while the duration this force acts shortens. This forms
a competitive mechanism in the development of growth rate. In the case with dpo = 0.01,
the latter dominates so that the final growth rate of each species is less than those of the
case with dpo = 0.1. We also examine the effect of an initially applied magnetic field in
the streamwise direction characterized by the non-dimensional parameter ;. The magnetic
field has a very small influence on the perturbations during the electron precursor waves
interaction with the interface. For a short duration after the ion shock interaction, the
growth rate is very similar for different initial magnetic field strengths. However, as time
progresses, the suppression of the instability is observed. Moreover, the time duration taken
for the instability to be suppressed is directly proportional to 5. The growth rate shows
oscillations with a frequency that is related to the ion or electron cyclotron frequency. For
the smaller value of dpy = 0.01 the ion and electron perturbation amplitude history are
virtually identical. Both the growth rate and amplitude of perturbations are suppressed due

to the vorticity on interfaces is transported away from the interface.
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Appendix A: Matrices A, B and C

The matrices in Eq. (19b) which arise after the linearization of the governing equations
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D,0™M D,0Me
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