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There currently exists a number of different schemes farlaased ion acceleration in the literature. Some
of these schemes are also partly overlapping, making adisi@mction between the schemes difficult in certain
parameter regimes. Here, we provide a systematic numeacaparison between the following schemes and
their analytical models: light-sail acceleration, Coulbaexplosions, hole boring acceleration, and target normal
sheath acceleration (TNSA). We study realistic laser patara and various different target designs, each op-
timized for one of the acceleration schemes, respectividya means of comparing the schemes, we compute
the ion current density generated at different laser powesiag two-dimensional particle-in-cell (PIC) simu-
lations, and benchmark the particular analytical modeigtie corresponding schemes against the numerical
results. Finally, we discuss the consequences for at@high fluxes through the studied laser ion-acceleration
schemes.

PACS numbers: 41.75.Jv,52.38.Kd,52.59.-f,52.65.-y

I. INTRODUCTION to as light sail (LS),[[26=29]. The latter two schemes aim
at directly employing the laser’s light pressure to move the
plasma electrons, which subsequently pull the heavierbigns

Producing high-energy ions by compact, laser-based adhe Coulomb field, thus promising a more controllable energy
celerators has received considerable interest and eféert o transfer and hence more easily tunable ion bunch properties
the past decadél[1-3]. The principal work horse of lasems well as a higher efficiency. All the above mentioned laser
ion-acceleration up to now is the robust and widely stud-on-acceleration schemes surpass the capabilities of TINSA
ied scheme of target normal sheath acceleration (TNSA) [4-aiming at higher laser intensities and powers, as will bezom
[@]. This scheme, however, suffers from a number of severavailable in the coming years [30,/31], whence one can sub-
drawbacksl[[8], including (i) a disfavorable scaling of ashi  sume them under the general teligh-power schemes
able ion energies with increasing laser intensity [9], ting
the scheme’s efficiency at higher laser intensities, (i | The concept of TNSA has been well studied in experiment
ited control over the acceleration, as is apparent from théd] and is supported by a well developed thealy [5]. Assess-
mostly thermal ion energy spectrum, hindering the precisdéng the prospects of the mentioned high-intensity accetera
tuning of the target ion energies, as well as (iii) a low ef-mechanisms is a still ongoing and demanding effort in both
ficiency of the acceleration mechanism at high laser powergxperiment and theory. Despite the analytical models devel
[1d]. Many of these drawbacks, however, can be counteracteeped for each mechanism, several issues make it difficult to
to some extent by specially designed tardets/[11-14] ard las directly compare their potentials. Firstly, each mecharris-
pulse shapes$ [15,116]. Thus, the comparatively simple desigquires adjusting the parameters of the target, which can de-
and operation of TNSA accelerators renders it a promisinggend also on the laser pulse’s parameters, such as totglener
mechanism for the construction of reliable and stable lewerduration, focal spot size or pulse contrast. Secondly, niyt o
energy laser ion-accelerators. On the other hand, in ooder the peak or average energy, but also many other characterist
compensate for the mentioned drawbacks, there have be@fithe produced ions may be of crucial importance for certain
a number of novel ion acceleration schemes proposed, sugi®tential applications. For instance, some schemes may pro
as Coulomb explosion (CE) of clustefs|[17-19] and doublevide higher ion energies, sacrificing the total number o&cc
layered targetd [20-22], designed to provide narrow energgrated particles, possibly even reducing the overall gnefg
spreads for the generated ion beams. Next to these schem#g accelerated ion bunch. Apart from high ion energy, how-
which still rely on an expanding electron cloud due to lo- ever, potential applications of laser-based ion sourceea®
cal plasma heating, new schemes were introduced promisirig@quirements on such other characteristics of the ion beams
a more direct energy transfer from the laser pulse to an a®.g., the particle number. Thus, the comparison of the high-
celerated ion bunch, such as collisionless shock acciglarat intensity schemes’ efficiencies needs to be performed care-
[23,[24], hole boring (HB)[[25] or laser piston, also referre fully and thoroughly. Finally, there is only limited knovedge

available about the agreement between the simplifying-theo

retical models and the complex physics of the ion accetarati

over a broad range of parameters, as is necessary for a system
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In this work we aim at providing a systematic study of thewherer = (x,y, z) is the spatial coordinatey(r) is the
respective efficiencies of the most common high-power laseions’ velocity, n(r) the particle densityy(r) = (1 —
ion-acceleration schemes and a comparison to numerical sinfv(r)/c)?)~1/2 the Lorentz factor and the division by the
ulations. We include three of the high-power schemes menspeed of lightc turns the current into a dimensionless mea-
tioned above in this study, namely Coulomb explosion, holesure quantifying the total number of accelerated ions wezigh
boring and light sail, since they exemplify the fundamemgtal with their relativistic factor. For a homogeneous ion bunth
different physical processes and main driving mechanisms f constant velocity the current obviously reduces to the prod
laser-based acceleration schemes in solid targets. Wesasseict of the particle number and the relativistic factar/c,
the schemes’ prospects using particle-in-cell (PIC) sanul indicating that the current indeed is a good measure for the
tions and previously developed analytical models. To studyunch’s overall energy content. We thus employ this param-
these acceleration schemes we keep the laser parametdrs fixater to benchmark all the studied ion acceleration schemes’
and consider four classes of target designs, optimizech®or t efficiency in transforming the input laser energy into otitpu
various schemes (s. Fif). This practice is motivated by ion beam energy.
striving to provide the most valuable information for lager Since we are studying the acceleration schemes numeri-
cilities where the laser parameters are largely fixed but theally in a two-dimensional geometry, however, we are going
target may be changed. For full comparability we analyt-to study a two-dimensional equivalent of the ion curtkra-
ically, as well as numerically, benchmark the results of thebeledion current densityj. This takes into account that the
high-intensity schemes against TNSA, simulating a target o transverse dimension, not resolved in our simulationssis a
timized for TNSA as well. Finally, to provide a concise com- sumed to feature translational symmetry. Thus, insteadeof t
parison of the studied laser acceleration schemes in tefms @olumetric integral over the particle densityr) in our study
only one parameter, we use an ion momentum flux density ase only perform a two-dimensional areal integral over the tw
a basic efficiency measure applicable to different acctitera dimensions resolved in the simulations
schemes.

The paper is organized as follows: After the introduction Jj= /dzdy y(r)
we provide a concise definition and discussion of the retativ
tic ion current, employed as the single parameter quantfyi
the laser-ion acceleration schemes’ efficiency, emplogselrl
parameters, the configuration of the performed simulation
and an estimate of thermal noise level. Next, we summariz
the known analytical theories and compare the theoretieal p
dictions to a performance analysis in a two-dimensional Pl
simulations for the three high-power acceleration schemes

v(r)

—n(r), (2)

where we have chosen the target normal to coincide with
ghe z-axis and labeled the resolved perpendicular coordinate
Y- Since we only consider the accessible ion current, prop-
agating along the target normal direction the decisive; one
diimensional measure to quantify the acceleration schesnes i

Coulomb explosion, hole boring and light sail. Finally, we je =7 = /d:cdy W(T)UI(T)n(r). 3)
compare all schemes to each other and benchmark their re- ¢
spective performance against TNSA. Whereas the three-dimensional current is dimensionless, a

argued above, in the present case the ion current density is
given per unit distance in the non-resolved perpendicudar ¢

IIl. ANALYTICAL MODELS AND 2D PIC SIMULATIONS ordinate direction. As a typical length unit of the studied i
acceleration we will always give it ifj] = pm~!. In order to
A. Relativistic ion current recover a conventional, dimensionless three-dimensimumal

rent one can multiply the simulation results with an assumed

A possibly problematic issue in comparing the various dif-perpendicular extent of the accelerated ion bunch. As a good
ferent high-intensity ion acceleration schemes is thay theapproximation this extent can be assumed to be equal to the
have all been optimized and benchmarked with the emphaon bunch’s diameter, which is of order of the laser spot.size
sis put on different aspects of possible applications ofhig
energy ion beams. Thus, in each optimization different
benchmark parameters were employed, such as peak energies B. Laser parameters
[27,132)38], number of accelerated particled [34] as wel as
small width of the ion distribution in energ 24)85-37]  We aim at modeling laser parameters as are mostly avail-
or space![38]. In order to assess the performance and paitentiable at present or upcoming high-power laser facilities. We
of the various ion acceleration schemes we are thus going tus consider a laser pulse of fixed wavelength= 810 nm
study a single parameter, in order to put all ion accelematio (frequencywy = 27c/ o), FWHM durationry = 44 fs, with a
schemes in context. A suitable parameter for this task is th&aussian profile focused to a FWHM beam waist radigis=
relativistic ion current, or flux of momentum, generatedty t 10 um. We only vary the pulse’s total energy. Its peak in-

laser acceleration, defined as tensity is consequently given by= 2¢+/log 2/ (row3 /7).
For the best performance of the mentioned high-power accel-
J= /dsr 7(7,)”(7"%(7,)7 (1) eration scheme_s we model the laser puls_e to be circularly po-
c larized and to hit the target under normal incidence, exitept
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mentum along the target’'s normal along thdirection. Gen-
eralising the results to other species of light ions is, hare
straightforward.

While the analytical estimates are carried out irrespectiv
of the specific target design, each of the calculations vweade
below assumes its underlying physical mechanism to work op-
timally. To ensure that this is indeed the case for each mespe
tive acceleration mechanism, one has to invoke certaify, opt
(C) (d) mized targets. In order to fully assess the wide range oétarg

optimized for the various introduced high-power ion accele
ation schemes we chose to perform numerical experiments on
various different target geometries (s. E.

In the numerical spectra we only account for protons with
kinetic energies above a certain lower cutoff energy, sece
perimentally there is only limited interest in the large abu
dance of low-energy, mostly thermal protons in the acceler-
W laser ions B protons ™ electrons  ated bunch. Furthermore, this exclusion reduces the impact

of thermal noise that needs to be taken into account self-
FIG. 1: (color online) Laser (from left in red) impinging opo  CONSistently in the simulations, as explained below. Thas,
timized target designs for the studied high-power ion asesion  less specifically mentioned, we employ a lower cutoff energy
schemes: (a) for the study of Coulomb explosion we model hléeu  Of 5 MeV. For assessing the contribution of high-energy pro-
layered target consisting of electrons (green), protohgejband  tons to the current, however, we also provide spectra foetow
heavier ions (light purple), (b) for hole boring we considethick  cutoff energies 010, 50 and75 MeV.
proton target, (c) for a light-sail we study a thin layer obfams and
electrons and (d) for the benchmarking TNSA we study a traoet
of heavy ions with a thin proton layer on the back. D. Thermal noise

) ) ) . It is known that every solid target hit by a high-power laser
the simulation of TNSA, where a linearly polarized laserseul g already heated by the laser's prepulse to a high tempera-

hits the target at an incidence anglegfi. _ ture before the main pulse arrives. The interaction with the
The targets are modeled with varying geometry but givenatter thus does not take place in a cold background plasma,
number density,g = 30n¢ With the critical densityner = put is surrounded by an abundance of hot ions and electrons

mews/4me?, wherem, (e < 0) is an electron’s mass (charge). jn strong thermal motion. To account for this effect and to es
The thickness of the target will be chosen for each accelerqi'mate the resumng background for the simulated protqn cu
tion scheme separately and is denotedy dce, dug forthe  rents, we initialize the particles in our numerical expesitts
respective schemes. with an initial temperaturdy. The corresponding random
motion constitutes a current, due to thermal noise. To esti-
mate the level of thermal noise, that could obscure the tesul
C. Numerical configuration of the simulations we estimate that each plasma patrticle in
the simulation box has an initial thermal energy3af; 7 /2.
In order to systematically benchmark the analytical mod_S_ince We are only measuri_ng th? current in one spat.ial direc-
tion which, due to the equipartition theorem, comprises one

els, it is required to compare their predictions to numérica, . e .
solutions of the relevant plasma equations. We made use 6?'“1 of the total thermal kinetic energy, the particleshnel-

the PIC code R-ADOR [3S]. We performed two-dimensional ativistic thermal_momentum in the direction of the measured

simulations, since they capture the one- or two-dimensiona”!"eNt will be given by

nature of the involved mechanisms as well as the possible for = N (4)

mation of instabilities. Also, the benchmarking of the ana- . ) . o

lytical models, all formulated in a one-dimensional geome-e fix the particles’ initial temperature such that theirekin

try, against a two-dimensional simulation will already aity  €N€rgy iskpTo = 10~*m.c?. Thus, the protons’ momentum

whether significant drawbacks of its applicability are fdun ~ @long the current direction due to their initial thermal font
We model targets consisting of electrons, protons (mas$ 9iven by

m,, charge—e) and heavy ions (mag$m,,, charge—e), cor- ph— £ (5)

responding to the third ionization state of iron. In all s ST A

acceleration schemes the heavy ions serve as a mount for th@e total current density caused by the thermal noise véthth

lighter protons and are not significantly accelerated. Wa th pe

focus the present work on the current of accelerated protons h N

In extracting the current density from the simulations @ns jin = Pa_ Vo (6)

quently only protons were counted, weighed with their mo- mpc Az’




where N is the number of all particles in the simulation box 1012
andAz the box’s extent in the perpendicular direction not re-=—
solved in the simulation. Given that up to the particle numbe & 10%0 s
all the above quantities are fixed in our simulations, we canz e qugﬁ!ﬂ”
provide an engineering formula for the thermal current in ou = <PIC, Ium |7 +PIC, 10um
simulations 106
12 10
jth:i me&z2x10*3&. 7 = 1 =
10\ mp Az Az £ 101 15
= E
In all comparisons to numerical results we indicate this-the '~ 108jpiZ==" 0.1
mal noise level as a lower boundary below which the simula- o <+ PIC. d
tions’ results need to be interpreted with great care. 1012 13 14 15 16 1712 13 14 15 16 17
logyg Py [W] logyg Py [W]
E. Acceleration by Coulomb explosion FIG. 2: (color online) Comparison of the proton currentsultisg
from three different target thicknesses in a Coulomb exptosetup
1. Governing model for (@)dce = 1 um, (b)dce = 10 pm and (C)lce = d‘(’:”E‘ as compared

to the theoretical model and (d) the dependence of the optarget
hickness on the laser power. For comparison [(a)-(c)gdirscaling
horizontal stripes) and square root scaling (vertic@pes) with the
aser power. Gray shaded area: thermal noise.

The basic concept of laser-ion acceleration via Coulomt%
explosion relies on the Coulomb repulsion of residual ions,
collectively stripped of a large portion of the correspantdi
electrons. As a specific example of this basic ion accelera-
tion concept we are going to study a refined, double-layeregs the order
setup of a purely Coulomb explosion tardet [20]: it was pro-
posed to mount a thin layer of light ions, protons in this ¢ase ECE= mpc2 + eEcgro,
of thicknessicg, on a layer of heavier ones of thickne&s:. o _ _

Once a laser pulse has ionized both layers and ejected @il elewherer, again is the acceleration length over which the the
trons, the heavier ions are going to stay in place, while thé@ne-dimensional approximation is assumed to hold. The pro-
lighter ones are repelled by the Coulomb force onward, reton current density is then given by

sulting ideally in a collimated, dense bunch of light iona. |

order to estimate the scheme’s efficiency, we have to find a jcE = ,
reasonable assumption on the ratio of electrons expelbed fr myp wo  dce
the target by the laser pulse. As a s_trongly simplifying as here the proton momentum is given byce —
sumption we assume the target to be ionized only by the pre- — 5 > 5 N

pulse. Neglecting any shielding of the ions’ charge as welly/€ce/¢® — mj¢* and the additional factalce, i/ dce results

as the proton layer, the ratio of electrons expelled from thdrom the proton layer being thinner than the layer of heavy
layer of heavy ions can be roughly approximated as the ratiéons.

of the laser pulse’s total energy to the total number of elec-  In order to provide an intuitive access to the proton cur-
trons in the targelNce = nodcerwi and the energy required rents to be expected according to the above theory, we derive
to remove one single electron from the heavy ion cldud  asimple scaling law. Assuming the ratio of electrons exkll

To estimate latter we employ the common assumption of thé&rom the heavy ion layer does not saturate for the considered
ions’ potential to be one-dimensional up to a distance fronfaser powers (as we confirmed numerically) we find the scal-
the target of its transverse dimension= 2wy. The binding Ing Ece ~ vce ~ Fy. The momentum of a proton acceler-
energy of an electron to the cloud of heavy ions then becomeated in a Coulomb explosion setup can thus be estimated to be
Ae = 2me’nodcero and we find the ratio of electrons ex- pee = myey/(ece/mpc®)? — 1 ~ my\/Ece/m, ~ By'?,
pelled from the heavy ion layer to be whereeEcgrg < m,c? was used, as it holds for all studied
laser powers. The resulting proton current density is ttgen e

Nced
PCE YCE GcEll (10)

€0 .
YCE = X Nee (8) timated to scale as
In the casesy > AcNp we assume all the electrons to jeg ~ pepdeg ~ VB fixeddce, 11
. CE "~ PCECCE,| opt (11)
be expelled from the heavy ion layer. In the assumed one- Fo dcg~ VH.
dimensional geometry the electric field exerted by the remai _ _ _
ing layer of heavy ions will then bﬁle] Finally, in order to run the Coulomb explosion mechanism
optimally, it was found from simulations that the heavy ion
Ece = 2mvceno Zedce, (9)  layer should have an optimum thickness/of [21]
where Z is the heavy ions’ ionization level. One can then donEt — (0.4a + 3)ncr Mo (12)

estimate that the light protons will be accelerated to €rerg no



2. Comparison with 2D PIC modeling 1012 (2)+ deg = 10um

> (b)-# dcg = 10um

+dcg = 1lpm =dcg = 1pum —

) pt
We model the proposed double layer setup as consisting of 10" - i 4
a layer of protons mounted on a layer of heavy ions (s.[Big. "= . |4 —

. . . = 10 1_1'-_[—4‘7‘ ]I:F:

(a)). Keeping in mind that the proposed double-layer setup = -
needs to be manufactured, however, we relax the complica- 106
tion of a very thin target by assuming the proton layer to be ol /e dew — 100m
only half as thick (in contrast to the thickness ration6 as ., 107°[(© 7% =
employed in[[20]) as the heavy ion layer, which for the op- = oo~
timal thickness already has to be subn thin (s. Figl2(d)). I e

For comparing the acceleration scheme’s performance ferva = 108 ITLJ_LQ‘
ious target geometries, we study three different thickeee$ ] =
i imi - 10
th_e heavy0|’?tn layer, n_amely_the optimized, power-dependent b 13 11 15 16 7213 11 © 16 17

thicknessi-¢ and two fixed thicknesses dfim or 10pm. The
) . . . logyo o [W] logyo P [W]
two fixed target thicknesses are chosen siigis always

smaller thar:l50 pm bUt_ grows larger thai,m for laser pow- FIG. 3: (color online) Direct comparison of all three thiglas op-
ers abqu() W (s. Fig2(d)). _ tions for a Coulomb explosion setup above for a lower cutoéfrgy
We find that the exact solutions of Eq. (10) for the targetsof (a) 5 MeV, (b) 10 MeV, (c) 50 MeV and (d)75 MeV. For com-
of fixed thicknesse$ ym or 10 um indeed predicts a scaling parison: linear scaling (horizontal stripes) and squam sgaling

Jog ~ P01/2 (s. Fig.Z (a),(b)), whereas for the target of op- (vertical stripes) with the laser power. Gray shaded arbarmal

timal thicknessi2™ the current’s scaling is predicted to shift "'

from jce ~ Pol/2 to jce ~ Py (s. Fig2(c)) in the same man-
ner as the optimal thickness shifts from a constant value to a
scalingd® ~ P}/* (s. Fig 2 (d)).

Apparently the theoretically predicted proton currents ar
not reached in the performed PIC simulations, indicatirgy th
model overestimates the proton current by almost one offder o

magnitude. We associate this stark discrepancy with the the e find the thickest target to produce the lowest proton cur-
retlcally neglected retu_rn currents, neut_rahzmg theam_mg ~ rent of all target geometries for this laser power (s. Bitp)).
heavy ions’ Coulomb f!eld as vyell as with an overestimationgqy |aser power®, < 10'> W we find the intermediate thick-
of the electron expulsion efficiency. Nevertheless, the pernessi ;m to produce the highest proton currents, indicating a
formed simulations should still reproduce the found seplin gelicate balance between large numbers of accelerated part
laws and general tendencies. In the nugnlerlcal S|mulatms, cles and high proton energies (s. Ffa)). For laser powers
the other hand, only the um- and thedZ¢-targets approxi- - p; > 105 W it seems that the target thickness, correspond-
mately satisfy the predicted scalifige ~ Pol/2 for low laser  ing to the number of accelerated particles, dominates the pr
powers (s. Fig2(a),(c)). We note, however, that for the high- ton current. This indicates that all target geometries peed
est considered powd?, = 10'7 W in the numerical simula- comparable proton energies, with the apparent differeinces
tion we find a significant portion of the laser pulse to breakthe currents being attributable to different numbers okthcc
through the targets of optimal thickness adgk = 1um.  erated particles. This notion is also supported by comparin
Thus, the studied Coulomb explosion mechanism develops the proton currents resulting from the three differenteaoge-
substantial similarity to a light sail mechanism and thated = ometries at different lower cutoff energies (s. B). Includ-
data point exhibits a considerably higher proton curreanth ing only protons above a lower energy cutoff 5f MeV in

one would expect from extrapolating the low-power scalingthe current, the optimal thickness target yields a sigmifiga
behavior (s. Figl (a),(c)). The thicker target, on the other larger current than th& um thin target up taP, = 106 W,
hand, exhibits a scalinge ~ Py (s. Figl2 (b)), which we at-  while the the10 um-target does not yield any current be-
tribute to a strong efficiency loss for lower laser powergsin low P, = 10 W (s. Fig.[3 (c)). This confirms that fixed
the electron return currents inside the thick target can effithickness-targets at low laser powers produce proton otare
ciently compensate the heavy ions’ Coulomb fields before @f many, mostly low-energy thermal protons while the opti-
significant proton current can form. Due to this scaling & th mal, far subgm target thickness yields a true Coulomb explo-
proton current, the thickest target geometry produces a consion acceleration with fewer particles of higher energids.
paratively low overall current level for low laser powers-u can thus conclude that at low cutoff energies there is a gtron
derrunning the predicted proton current by almost two arderthermal contribution to a Coulomb explosion ion accelerati

of magnitude forP, = 10'* W. The deviation from the linear setup. Only when excluding a large portion of low-energy pro
scaling at a laser powé?, = 10** W seems to be attributable tons does a non-thermal scalifige ~ P, develop (s. Fig3

to thermal noise, whence we do notinclude this laser power ifd)). At high laser powers, on the other hand, the currents
the refined interpretation and consider in particularithem-  do not change significantly relatively to each other, intliga
target only down to a minimal laser power Bf = 104 W. that they all yield protons of comparable energies.

y (d)"‘ch = 10pm
"'dCE = l,um

t
-




F. Acceleration by hole boring 1012
1. Governing model |§ 1010

. ] ==
Unlike the previously discussed Coulomb explosion o=
regime, hole boring denotes a radiation pressure accelera- 6
tion in an overdense, thick target. The acceleration mecha- 19
nism relies on the laser pulse piling up a thin electron spike— 10
pushed forward by the ponderomotive force at the so—calledE 1010
piston velocityvpision = ¢Z/(1 + E), where the parameter < PP

== /I/(mpnoc?) [25] is introduced. The resulting charge = 10° ~

separation field pulls the ions behind, forming an electticst Lol

. 6
shock propagating through the target. We adopt a well-known 12 13 14 15 16 1712 13 12 15 16 17
analytical model predicting an ion velocify [25] log,o Fy [W] logyo P [W]
2upiston . ) )
UHB = T v 2 (13) FIG. 4: (color online) Comparison of the proton current teésg
L+ (T) from a hole boring setup as compared to the model for a lowteffcu

energy of (ap MeV, (b) 10 MeV, (c) 50 MeV and (d)75 MeV. For
comparison: linear scaling (horizontal stripes) and sguaot scal-
25(1 +E) ing (vertical stripes) with the laser power. Gray shaded:attgermal
1102 (14) noise.

Consequently, the proton current density is given by

The resulting proton momentum is then given by

PHB = MpC

JHB = —— ——. (15)

In order to estimate the number of protons accelerated in
the studied hole boring scheme, it is advantageous to note
that the propagation speed of the shock front is given by

vug = cE2/(1 4+ E). The time over which the laser pulse will anq electron layer three times thicker than one which allows
be acting on the shock front can be approximated in the laboror the onset relativistic transparency (FEb)). In this way
ratory frame to be given bits = 70/(1 — vus/c). APPIOX- jt is ensured that the laser pulse does not break through the
imating then the number of protons piled up in a hole boringarget and the HB regime is maintained over the whole accel-
setup aftettys by the total number of protons in the volume eration process. Also, varying the target thickness wasdou
the shock front traversed, i.e., assuming perfectioropaid  to have no effect on the proton current. As apparent from the
capture of the protons by the shock front, we find theoretical considerations presented above, we assunugid a f
ionization of the target as well as the accelerated curient t
be formed by all protons in the laser pulse’s path. From the
Naturally, Nyg < N = ngdugmwi has to always hold good agreement between the presented theory and PIC simu-
since the laser pulse cannot pile up more protons than ardations accounting for all protons above a lower cutoff gger
contained in its path through the whole thickness of the tarof 5 MeV (s. Figil(a)) we conclude the former assumption to
get. Thus, for a target that is too thin or an acceleratior tim be reasonable and the presented theory to describe the phys-
which is too long, such thafys < wystns, the number of ical acceleration process satisfactorily. Furthermor fiwd
protons accelerated in hole boringhgE*. the predicted linear scaling with the laser power to be very
Finally, we provide an approximate scaling law for the pro-well reproduced and even slightly overrun. Only at the ldwes
ton current also for hole boring. For all studied laser pawer considered laser powét, = 10'* W the PIC simulation de-
it holds= < 1 and from this parameter’s definition one con- viates from a linear scaling, which we attribute to the tharm
cludes® ~ Pol/2_ Thus we concludens ~ pug ~ P01/2_ noise level. From comparing the proton currents at various

The proton current density resulting from a hole boring getu l0Wer cutoff energies, where the absence of a data poirt indi

Nug = novHBtHBﬂwg. (16)

thus is expected to scale as cates that at the given laser power there is no current of pro-
tons above the chosen cutoff energy formed (s.&ib)-(d)),
Jue ~ PHeNHB ~ PHBUHB ~ [D- (17)  we infer that at low laser powers hole boring yields a current

of a large number of rather low-energetic particles. Atdarg
laser powers, however, hole boring reliably produces eelarg
2. Comparison with 2D PIC modeling number of high energy protons, as we infer from the fact that
the proton current at laser poweRs > 10> W do not sig-
Due to the conceptional simplicity of hole boring it is suf- nificantly differ for a lower cutoff energy df0 Mev (s. Figldl
ficient to only study one target geometry. We model a protor(c)) or 75 Mev (s. Fig(d)).



G. Light sail acceleration . 1012 (22 model, exact (blmodel,exacl
in model, approxe
1. Governing model E 10%
= 100 H
Just like hole boring, the laser piston, or light sail, regim = +PIC, 10pm

relies on directly employing the longitudinal radiatioreps 10°

sure for ion acceleration. We adopt the theoretical desierip ~ 10"?} (2 model, exact (@) on 10
of [2€] which is somewhat more involved than the previously™ model, apprgse L =
. . . . J g 1010 Tt 1%
studied static acceleration mechanisms of Coulomb exgiosi 5 } 1 B
and hole boring. The proton dynamics in a light sail regime = {(s|r1ig# 0.1
are governed by the set of coupled differential equatidng][1 ) 7 *PIC, dY%
10
12 13 14 15 16 1712 13 14 15 16 17
@ _ R( )Eg (t - IE/C) \/ p2 + m12302 - p 10g10 F)[) [W} logw 130 [W}
at P 2mnodLs 2 4 m2e2 +
p P p FIG. 5: (color online) Comparison of the proton currentsutiésg
(18) from a light sail setup for three different target thickresséa)d s =
p 1 um, (b)dis = 10 um and (c)dis = d{% as compared to the exact
and approximate theoretical models. (d): dependence aftimal
dz target thickness on the laser power. For comparison [(&){{cear
i V. scaling (horizontal stripes) and square root scaling icarstripes)

with the laser power. Gray shaded area: thermal noise.
The momentum dependent reflectivity is given by [40]

no’(p) it a0 < /T 1 7202(p) In order to run the light sail mechanism optimally, it was
R(p) = { g:;?p‘;gg))z . ., (19) shown that the target should have a thickness, balancing be-
“T4al if ap > +/1+n20%(p) tween reflection of the laser pulse and a premature break-

through, due to the onset of relativistic transparehty T2ie
where the boosted areal density of the light sail in the comovpptimum thickness was found to be given byl [40]
ing reference frame is given by(p) = oo A(p)/ Ao, with the
momentum dependent wavelength in the light sail’s moving dﬁg‘: @0 Ter Ao. (22)
frame \(p) and the dimensionless areal density in the labo- T no
ratory frameoo = nodis/ncrdo. It was shown, that in an e finally estimate the scaling law for the proton current ex-
ideal light sail configuration with constant reflectivity = 1 pected from a light sail setup. Inserting the definition af th

and constant laser field strengly = const, a proton sheath  yarameters we derive for the optimal thickné@&the follow-
acquires a momenturn [26] . . 3/2 ) -
ing scalingQustis ~ P,'” for (eo/(norwgdismpc?))* >
csch(uis) (20) 3/2 and Qustis ~ Pol/2 for (50/(7_107rw3dL_5mpc2))2 <
4 ’ 3/2, where we respected the varying scalingtpf. Fur-
thermore, the balance conditidny/(nomwid sm,yc®))? =
where we usays — asinh(QLsth+hfé2+3/2th) /3, 3/2 signifies the balance poinfstis =~ 1, whence
) for (eo/(norwddism,c?))?* < 3/2 we can approximate
Os = (3E0)/(27T110d|_5mpc) and s = pLS,O/mpC + sinh(u.s) ~ Qustis and fOI’(EQ/(’IlQﬂ'wgdLsmpCQ))Q > 3/2

\/1+Dp7g0/m2c?. The time over which the light sail ac- we find sinffuis) ~ (Qustis)'/?. In both cases the proton

celeration is expected to be maintained was estimated to h@omentum thus scales ass ~ Pol/2 and for the proton cur-
ts = 270(c0/(nomwidismyc?))? /3 [2€]. Naturally,7, isa  rent density we expect a scaling

lower limit for t,s, so for(eo/(nomwadLsm,c?))? < 3/2 we -

sett; s = 9. As we will see later, the differences in final light jis ~ pLsdys ~ P. (23)
sail momenta between the exact and the approximate theo
are marginal for larger laser powers, proving approxingatin
the laser pulse to be of constant amplitude and the light sa
perfectly reflecting to be admissible in this parametermegi
The proton current density is then

PLs = mpc <Sinh(u|_s) —

ry . . , .
A similar argument shows that for a fixed target thickness one
gxpects the same linear scaling.

2. Comparison with 2D PIC modeling

JLs = m_pw—o (21) As a simple target is conceptionally required for light salil
acceleration, we study a thin layer of protons and electrons
The number of protons accelerated in an ideal light sailpsetu(Fig.[d c)). Analogous to the Coulomb explosion regime, in
is simply given by all particles contained in the sheathkhic order to study the acceleration’s efficiency for varyingyégr
nessNis = disnomwg. geometries we investigate three different layer thickegss
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FIG. 6: (color online) Direct comparison of all three thiglas op-
tions for a light sail setup above for a lower cutoff energy(af5

MeV, (b) 10 MeV, (c) 50 MeV and (d)75 MeV. For comparison:
linear scaling (horizontal stripes) and square root sgafirertical
stripes) with the laser power. Gray shaded area: thermaénoi

namely the optimized, power-dependent thickné%‘;é and

8

fect is even more pronounced as the optimal thickness target
then does notyield any proton current, while for them thin
target there are a few, mostly thermal protons reaching this
energy (s. Figal (b)). For a laser poweP, = 10'* W, on the
other hand the target of optimal thickness produces a curren
of particles almost exclusively at energies larger thaMeV
(compare Figld (b) and (c)), while thel um-target yields a
current of apparently more particles, however at lower ener
gies (s. Figle(c)). We thus conclude that at such smaller laser
powers only the optimal, far subm target thickness yields a
true light sail acceleration, while thiezm-target produces a
rather thermal proton current. Lastly, at the largest |psarer

Py = 10'" W we find the currents from the target with optimal
thickness to surpass those from them-target for all lower
cutoff energies, due to the latter’s efficiency drop at thegh

laser powers (s. Fif (a)). This behavior prevails up to lower
cutoff-energies of5 MeV. The proton currents from the light
sail target withd_.s = 10 um are not particularly discussed
here, since they need to be interpreted with great care due to
the hole boring mechanism that comes additionally into.play

H. Target normal sheath acceleration

two fixed thicknesses ofym and10um. We find the ex-
act and approximate theoretical models introduced above to |n addition, we consider a target design optimized for

agree good within an order of magnitude (s. l8fa)-(c)).  TNSA, in order to benchmark the high-energy schemes
The overestimation of the proton current by the approximategainst the most conventional thermal acceleration scheme
model at low laser powers is due to assuming a perfect reflecro this end, we model a linearly polarized laser pulse to hit
tivity of the relativistic mirror, that is not yet fully achved at 3 typical TNSA target with thickness &fum with a0.2m

the Correspondlng low ra._dlatlon p-re-SSUr-es. AlSO the PI@sim thin hydrogen |ayer on the back surface (S. E]gd)) under
lations follow the theoretical predictionsin scaling ashi®a  an incidence angle of /4. We then compare the efficiency
very good extent, also in absolute numbers. There is, haweveof the three mentioned high-intensity acceleration sctseime

a Sl|ght deviation from the Scalinﬁ_s ~ P, for the Optlmal the performance of conventional TNSA.
thicknessd}® (s. Fig.B (c)). This behavior can most proba-

bly be attributed to imperfect proton capture due to thergfro
transversal ponderomotive force pushing the protons out of
the interaction region and other onsetting plasma instiisil
driven by high power lasers. A more discontinuous change in
the scaling behavior is observed for the thin target= 1 um
at the highest laser powét, = 1017 W (s. Fig.H (a)). This
abrupt efficiency loss is due to the target’s thicknessrfglli
below the optimal target thickness (s. Byd)) and thus con-
taining too few protons to follow the linear trend. A similar
particle number-dominated explanation most likely apple
the behavior of the over-thick light sail targéts = 10um  mann constant an@d the plasma temperature. The model is
which maintains the linear scalinﬁgt ~ Py over all studied  only defined forz > ™" (t) = —c,t and the front of the ex-
laser powers. Since the target, however, is always too thickandingion cloud is located at'®(t) = (2 log[wy, ;t] —1)cst.

to admit relativistic transparency and thus break-throofyh Consequently, the ion current density, given by the prodfict
the laser pulse through the target, this target rather tggera the transverse size of the acceleration region, approgiinat
in a hole-boring regime, as is also supported from the closey wy with the spatial integral over the product of the particle
similarity of the simulations results to those of hole bgrin density and the respective velocity through the plasmarexpa
(s. Figldl(a)). We also see that light sail operation at low lasersion volume, is given by

powers belowl0'* W requires sulysm thin targets and thus

ultra-high laser contrast. Furthermore, it shows that atser

1. Governing model

The modeling of this acceleration mechanismis done based
on the well-known, one-dimensional Mora model of a heated
plasma expanding into vacuuh [5] along thelirection with
a velocity distributionvrysa = ¢s + «/t and a density profile

n = neexp[— (1 + z/(cst))], wheree, = /(ZkpT)/my, is

the speed of sound; the ions’ ionization levelk z the Boltz-

power P, = 10'* W the 1 um thin target yields larger pro- 2™ (tnsA) N (1+=2)
ton currents than the target with optimal thickness (s.[Blig. JTNsA = Towo / - dx 1 (vmsa € Az,
(a)), merely because it yields larger particle numbers. Whe TN (t1nsa) — (rme)

considering only protons above an energytoMeV this ef- (24)



I. Comparing high intensity acceleration schemes

102
D
§ 10%0 Comparing the results from simulations of all the consid-
.y 108 / ered schemes (s. Fi§) one can draw several conclusions.

= « PIC = i The theoretical models (s. Fi (a)) predict TNSA to pro-
106 i [ vide the largest proton currents for laser powgys< 10° W
while at larger powers hole boring provides larger currents

— 10*2 due to its favorable scaling with the laser power. The liglilt s
TE 1010 mechanism is predicted to always yield smaller currents tha
3, hole boring, due to the smaller number of accelerated pspton
~ 108 but eventually surpasses the TNSA currentsfge> 1016 W,

- * PIC : -+ PIC The results of the performed two-dimensional PIC simula-
10612 31 15 16 T/ 05 i 5 16 17 tions largely confirm these predictions. In general, the-sim
log Py [W] logy Py [W] ulate_d currents of all protons with energies ab_@ve/lev _
81070 81070 (s. Figl8(b)) is strongly reminiscent of the theoretical predic-
. s . 15
16,7 ot nie) Comparsn of e oon curer g (005 OB, e s poneis S0
from a TNSA setup as compared to the model for a lower cuteff en . ’
ergy of ()5 MeV, (b) 10 MeV, (c) 50 MeV and (d)75 MeV. For  the currentis mostly formed by low-energy protons. When ac-
comparison: linear scaling (horizontal stripes) and sgjuaot scal- ~ counting only for protons with energy above MeV, TNSA
ing (vertical stripes) with the laser power. Gray shaded:aiteermal IS less efficient than light sail and for small laser poweis it
noise. also less efficient than Coulomb explosion (s. B¢d)). This
is due to the TNSA mechanism quickly establishing strong
accelerating fields for a large number of particles. However
where we defined the distance a plasma perturbation tra\}he acceleration is spatially confined to the vicinity of th_e
els during the operation time of TNSAmsa = csftnsa Interface betwee_n the vacuum and the thermally expandmg
plasma. The rapid expansion of plasma leads to a quick reduc-

with ttnsa = 1.379 an effective estimate of how long the & . .
TNSA mechanismocan be upheld and the additional squar?;on of the number of protons that experience the acceteyati

root factor is the position dependent Lorentz factor of the leld at this interface. Thus, the process favors accetaral .

proton cloud. The proton plasma frequency is given b large number of protons but_toallrr_med energy. In compari-

wys — +/(4noe?)/m, and as an estimate for the plasmason’ Coulomb explosion and light sail provide a control &f th
D D

temperature we emplov the ponderomotive model — number of accelerated protons by tur_1ing the thickness of the
P ploy P target. Thus one can optimize the thickness so that the laser

Me (\/ 1+af - 1)- pulse energy is not entirely consumed for acceleratinggelar
number of particles, but more directed towards the accelera
tion of high-energy protons. Furthermore, light sail istjzar
larly designed for accelerating a limited number of pagtsdio
a high energy. As one can see, for laser pow&rs 10'° W
the current is almost insensitive to introducing a loweitgno
energy threshold of up tth MeV (s. Fig[8(b)-(d)), indicating

As a benchmark TNSA target we consider a target of heavyhat almost all accelerated have larger energies.
ions with a thin proton layer on the backside (s. Elgd)). At the rangeP, < 10! W hole boring is difficult to dis-
We find the resulting proton current to closely follow the-the tinguish from TNSA, thus it has similar features, but is sub-
oretical predictions in absolute numbers, particulariyfean-  stantially less efficient than TNSA. On the other hand, for a
ing the expected scalingrnsa ~ P01/2_ Only the data point Iasgr power above ordét, > 10> W hole boring provideg
at P, = 10'3 W does not follow the theoretical prediction a Significantly larger current than all other schemes (s.@&ig
(s. Fig.[Zl (a)). Taking into account that the modeled curve(b)-(d)). This is explained by the fact that it can provideele
falls below that thermal noise level at this laser powerghe ~ eration to a certain level of energy for a large number of pro-
served deviation from the analytical model is most probablytons. This numberis proportional to the pulse energy, begau
due to thermal noise in the simulation. The otherwise goodhe mechanism gives roughly the same acceleration for an in-
agreement between theory and numerical experiments, howr€asing number of protons as the pulse penetrates through
ever, is by no means surprising, since TNSA has been studbe target until itis depleted. Thus, if one aims at accélega
ied abundantly and is theoretically well understood. Tgkin & large number of particles to a certain energy in the range of
into account, on the other hand, that the simulated proton cutens of MeV, hole boring seems to provide the optimal styateg
rents at higher lower cutoff energies fall significantly efen ~ for high pulse powers. The scaling law for the hole boring fits
for high laser powers confirms that TNSA produces mostiywell the trend ofjug ~ Py. At high powers this establishes its
low-energy protons (s. Fif (b)-(d)). These are accelerated, dominance over the TNSA, which follows the trennglf/Q.
albeit, at a large number, yielding the resultant high proto  The light sail mechanism is efficient in terms of delivering
currents. the laser power to a limited number of protons, giving them

2. Comparison with 2D PIC modeling
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acceleration. Benchmarking them to the broadly employed

12
- 10 scheme of ion acceleration, TNSA, we have revealed sev-
Ig 1010 eral promising behaviors and identified strong points a$ wel
= P, weaknesses of the theoretical models customarily usecekto pr
=108 e dict the high-power ion acceleration schemes’ performance

We have provided a systematic access to the opportunities
posed for laser-ion acceleration by currently availableels
as future facilities. We introduced a single parameter nqu
tify a laser-ion accelerator’s efficiency in terms of traorsf-
ing laser energy into accelerated ions. Computing this pa-
rameter for various theoretical models of laser-ion aceele
- tion and benchmarking it against the results of elaborate tw
106 dimensional PIC simulations revealed which theoreticatlmo
12 13 14 15 16 1712 13 14 15 16 17  els capture the simulated physics reasonably well and which
log,y Fy [W] log,y Fy [W] need to be interpreted with care. Furthermore, it showetd tha
for laser powers abové PW essentially all studied high-
FIG. 8: (color online) (a): Comparison of the theoreticadhedicted  power ion acceleration schemes surpass the ion currents of

proton currents r_esulting from all four studied accelm&etups. the hitherto mostly employed TNSA scheme, especially when
[(C)-(d)): Comparison of the simulated proton currentsifisg from 4 4ing into account how the latter's current is formed by
all four studied acceleration schemes for a lower cutoffgyef (b) mostly low-energy ions

5 MeV, (c) 10 MeV and (d)75 MeV. For comparison: linear scaling

(horizontal stripes) and square root scaling (verticabes) with the The results presented here can serve as a guidance for the

laser power. Gray shaded area: thermal noise. design and planning of upcoming laser-ion acceleratioifr fac
ities. Comparing the operation parameters of any high-powe
laser facility to those studied here will allow to assessatie

very high energy. In particular, when accounting for onlg th cessibility of all studied major laser-ion acceleratiohames

protons of abov&5 MeV energy, it provides the best results as well as the ion currents to be reachable.

for Py = 10'5 W (s. Fig[8(d)). For larger laser powers, how-

ever, the proton current increases less favorably as cadpar

to the hole boring regime, due to a slower rate of growth in

the number of accelerated protons.

108
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