arXiv:1602.05289v1 [physics.plasm-ph] 17 Feb 2016

Scalings of intermittent structures in magnetohydrodynamic turbulence Vladimir Zhdankin^{a)},^{1, b)} Stanislav Boldyrev,^{2, 3} and Dmitri A. Uzdensky^4 1)JILA, NIST and University of Colorado, 440 UCB, Boulder, Colorado 80309, USA 2)Department of Physics, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1150 University Avenue, Madison, Wisconsin 53706, USA 3)Space Science Institute, Boulder, Colorado 80301, USA 4)Center for Integrated Plasma Studies, Physics Department, UCB-390, University of Colorado, Boulder, CO 80309 (Dated: 6 May 2019) Turbulence is ubiquitous in plasmas, leading to rich dynamics characterized by irregularity, irreversibility, energy fluctuations across many scales, and energy transfer across many scales. Another fundamental and generic feature of turbulence, although sometimes overlooked, is the inhomogeneous dissipation of energy in space and in time. This is a consequence of intermittency, the scale-dependent inhomogeneity of dynamics caused by fluctuations in the turbulent cascade. Intermittency causes turbulent plasmas to self-organize into coherent dissipative structures, which may govern heating, diffusion, particle acceleration, and radiation emissions. In this paper, we present recent progress on understanding intermittency in incompressible magnetohydrodynamic turbulence with a strong guide field. We focus on the statistical analysis of intermittent dissipative structures, which occupy a small fraction of the volume but arguably account for the majority of energy dissipation. We show that, in our numerical simulations, intermittent structures in the current density, vorticity, and Elsässer vorticities all have nearly identical statistical properties. We propose phenomenological explanations for the scalings based on general considerations of Elsässer vorticity structures. Finally, we examine the broader implications of intermittency for astrophysical systems.

PACS numbers: 52.35.Ra, 95.30.Qd, 96.60.Iv, 52.30.Cv

a) Invited speaker b)Electronic mail: zhdankin@jila.colorado.edu

I. INTRODUCTION

Turbulence is generally regarded to be the complex spatiotemporal behavior of a dynamical field characterized by irregular and irreversible dynamics, fluctuations across many scales, and energy exchange between many scales. Although a formidable problem, the relative simplicity of the dynamical equations (e.g., the Navier-Stokes equations) and the presence of symmetries implies that a statistical framework for describing turbulence may in principle be achieved. In his original theory for incompressible hydrodynamic turbulence, Kolmogorov^1 proposed that the inertial-range dynamics can be described by scale invariance, with the mean energy dissipation rate ⟨ϵ⟩ and length scale l being the only relevant variables. Dimensional analysis then constrains the moments of increments in the velocity field, known as structure functions, to scale as ⟨(δv_l)^n⟩ ∝ (⟨ϵ⟩l)^{n/3} for all orders n, where longitudinal velocity increments are defined as δv_l(x) = [v(x + l) − v(x)] · l/l with l in an arbitrary direction. The n = 2 structure function implies an energy spectrum E(k) ∝ k^{−5/3}, while the n = 3 structure function gives Kolmogorov’s four-fifths law^2.

Although the predicted low-order statistics (associated with n ≤ 3) agree remarkably well with experiments and numerical simulations, observations show that higher-order statistics (associated with n > 3) deviate strongly from Kolmogorov’s predicted scaling. The loophole in Kolmogorov’s argument comes from a generic phenomenon known as intermittency, which causes ⟨ϵ⟩ to be insufficient for characterizing the dynamics due to strong local fluctuations in dissipation.

Intermittency is the inherent spatiotemporal inhomogeneity of turbulence due to random fluctuations in the energy cascade as it proceeds from large scales to small scales. To illustrate intermittency, one can consider the local energy dissipation rate measured across a subvolume (e.g., sphere) of size l, denoted by ϵ_l. Due to the development of the cascade across an increasing number of scales, ϵ_l spans a wider range of values as one considers smaller scales l. Hence, the probability density function for ϵ_l is scale-dependent, with the moments ⟨ϵ^n_l ⟩ increasing with decreasing scale. The shortcoming of Kolmogorov’s original theory was that ⟨ϵ⟩ was used when instead the random variable ϵ_l should be used^{3,4}, making a complete theory nontrivial to construct.

One important consequence of intermittency is the emergence of coherent structures and intense dissipative events. In turbulent plasmas, intermittency forms current sheets and vorticity sheets that may serve as sites for magnetic reconnection, plasma heating, and particle acceleration; they may also impede particle transport and affect the magnetic dynamo. Intermittency may play an important role in fusion devices^{5–7}, the solar photosphere, corona, and wind^{8–13}, Earth’s magnetosphere^{14,15}, the interstellar medium^{16,17}, accretion systems^{18–20}, and pulsar wind nebulae^{21,22}. For a recent review on intermittency in plasmas, see Matthaeus et al. 2015^{23}.

A promising methodology for understanding intermittency is the statistical analysis of intermittent structures. The energetics, sizes, and morphology of intermittent structures can reveal inhomogeneity, characteristic dynamical scales, and anisotropy. The properties of the structures can also be used for modeling physical processes such as heating, transport, particle acceleration, and radiation emission. Intermittent structures are identifiable not only in numerical simulations, but also in a large class of experimental and observational problems, although usually with limitations such as reduced dimensionality (e.g., 1D temporal measurements from spacecraft in the solar wind or projected 2D spatial emission profiles from the solar corona) or lack of direct measurements of key quantities (e.g., the local energy dissipation rate, which must be inferred from proxies). Methods were successfully developed and applied for the quantitative statistical analysis of intermittent vorticity filaments in numerical simulations of hydrodynamic turbulence^{24–27}. On the other hand, although intermittent structures were long known to exist in numerical simulations of MHD turbulence^{28–31}, methods to study them in substantial detail were developed only recently. Statistical analyses were performed to understand the role of coherent structures in the kinematic dynamo^{32}; magnetic reconnection in 2D MHD turbulence^{33,34} and reduced MHD turbulence^{35,36}; dissipation in decaying MHD turbulence^{37,38} and driven MHD turbulence^{39–41}; and current sheets in decaying collisionless plasma turbulence^{42}.

In our recent work on dissipative structures in MHD turbulence, we found that a significant fraction of the resistive energy dissipation is concentrated in intermittent current sheets^{39}. These current sheets are large in the sense that, although very thin, their widths and lengths span inertial-range scales up to the system size. In fact, the contribution of the largest current sheets to the overall energy dissipation is comparable to, if not greater than, that from dissipation-scale current sheets. In this work, we expand upon those conclusions and compare the statistical properties of the current sheets to dissipative structures in the vorticity and Elsässer vorticity fields. We show that the statistics are nearly identical in each of the three intermittent fields. We also discuss how the reduced MHD equations for the Elsässer vorticities yield insight into the observed scalings of intermittent structures. Finally, we conclude with an overview of some astrophysical implications of intermittent structures and remaining open questions.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In this work, we focus on the idealized setting of incompressible strong MHD turbulence driven at large scales in a periodic box. We further consider the limit of reduced MHD (RMHD), which describes the large-scale dynamics of plasmas with a uniform background magnetic field B_0 = B_0ẑ that is strong relative to turbulent fluctuations (i.e., B_0 ≫ b_{rms}) and with typical gradients along B_0 being much smaller than those perpendicular to B_0. In this limit, the fluctuating components of the magnetic field and flow velocity along B_0 are negligible, and the MHD equations can be written in terms of stream function ϕ and magnetic flux function ψ as^{43,44}

∂_tψ + v · ∇ψ = B_0∂_zϕ + η∇^2ψ ∂_tω + v · ∇ω − b · ∇j = B_0∂_zj + ν∇^2ω , (1) where b = ẑ × ∇ψ, v = ẑ × ∇ϕ, ω = ∇^2_⊥ϕ, and j = ∇^2_⊥ψ. Note that ω and j are the components of vorticity and current density in the direction of the guide field, respectively (with other components vanishing). We have rescaled magnetic field by 1/ √ 4πρ so that the background field equals the Alfvén velocity, B_0 = v_A. RMHD is generally valid at sufficiently small scales (relative to the driving scale) in turbulence with a critically-balanced energy cascade. Furthermore, RMHD is applicable to both collisional and collisionless plasmas as long as dynamical scales are larger than the characteristic microphysical scales (e.g., the ion gyroradius or ion skin depth)^{45}. Although resistivity η and viscosity ν do not accurately describe the mechanisms of dissipation in many natural plasmas, they provide a physical energy sink which can be easily measured in simulations.

The foundations of inertial-range incompressible MHD turbulence were established in a landmark paper by Goldreich and Sridhar^{46}, who proposed a phenomenological model for strong MHD turbulence based on critical balance, which posits that the timescale for linear Alfvén waves traveling along the local background field, τ_A = l_‖/v_A, equals the timescale for the nonlinear cascade in the transverse direction, τ_{NL} = l_⊥/δv_l, where l_‖ and l_⊥ are the sizes of the eddy in the parallel and perpendicular direction, and δv_l ∼ l^{1/3}_⊥ is the velocity increment at that scale. This phenomenology predicts scale-dependent anisotropy, an inertial-range energy spectrum of E(k_⊥) ∼ k^{−5/3}_⊥ where k_⊥ is the wavevector perpendicular to the local background field, and dissipation scales given by l_{⊥,η} ∼ η^{3/4} and l_{‖,η} ∼ η^{1/2} (assuming η = ν). The scale-dependent dynamic alignment between v and b modifies some of these scalings^{47,48}, making eddies anisotropic in three directions and producing a shallower energy spectrum E(k_⊥) ∼ k^{−3/2}_⊥ , with dissipation scales given by l_{⊥,η} ∼ η^{2/3} and l_{‖,η} ∼ η^{1/3}.

Extending the phenomenology of inertial-range MHD turbulence to describe intermittent structures is nontrivial for a number of reasons. Firstly, most phenomenological theories ignore intermittency, which gives only a small correction to low-order statistics (e.g., the energy spectra). Secondly, the theories are strictly valid only in the inertial range and therefore do not address dynamics near the dissipation scale, where intermittency is most conspicuous. Thirdly, the theories tend to describe the typical scalings of space-filling eddies, whereas intermittency is manifest in thin structures that occupy a small fraction of space.

We note that, despite these issues, several phenomenological models for intermittency in MHD turbulence have been proposed^{29,49–51}. Motivated by the success of the She and Leveque model for describing intermittency in hydrodynamic turbulence^{52}, these models assume log-Poisson statistics in order to predict the scaling exponents of structure functions, and are able to reproduce measurements in numerical simulations and in the solar wind reasonably well. However, their implications for the sizes, intensities, and morphology of dissipative structures are less clear. The recent model by Chandran et al. (2015) accounts for scale-dependent dynamic alignment and quantitatively predicts the 3D anisotropy of intense eddies, which can potentially be linked to intermittent dissipative structures^{51}.

As already mentioned, intermittency is most evident in the small-scale dynamics of turbulence, involving gradients of the magnetic and velocity fields. It is therefore natural to focus on the current density j, which is directly associated with the resistive energy dissipation rate per unit volume, ηj^2, and the vorticity ω, since νω^2 equals the viscous energy dissipation rate per unit volume when averaged over the system. For theoretical purposes, it is often more tractable to consider structures in the Elsässer vorticities, ω^± = ω ± j. Structures in all of these quantities will be considered in this work.

There is no unique and ideal method for identifying intermittent structures^{53,54}. For simplicity, we define a structure to be a connected region in space in which the magnitude of a given intermittent field f(x) exceeds a threshold parameter, f_{thr}, and is bounded by an isosurface at |f| = f_{thr}. Here, f is any intermittent quantity such as j, ω, and ω^±. The only free methodological parameter is f_{thr}, which should be relatively large, e.g., f_{thr} > f_{rms}, so that structures occupy well-defined regions that do not span the entire system. Formally, this framework for identifying structures is mathematically well-defined and robustly characterizes the morphology of the field, including implicit information about higher-order correlations^{55}. Potential drawbacks include the fact that the threshold parameter is arbitrary, overlapping structures cannot be individually distinguished, and the dynamics in the region below the threshold are not probed. In practice, the selected threshold can cause some structures to be under-resolved (if f_{thr} is comparable to the local peak in f) and can affect whether two nearby peaks in f are resolved into separate structures or an individual structure. However, in our experience, the statistical conclusions for well-resolved structures are insensitive to the threshold.

As a precursor to our numerical analysis, we first remark on some generic scaling properties of intermittent structures that may be anticipated from the RMHD equations. As we later show, these scalings are in agreement with our numerical simulations. To this end, we focus on Elsässer vorticity structures in an arbitrary turbulent field. Denoting the Elsässer potentials ϕ^± = ϕ ± ψ and Elsässer fields z^± = v ± b, the RMHD equations for Elsässer vorticities ω^± are

∂_tω^± + z^∓_i ∂_iω^± + ϵ_{ij3}∂_i∂_kϕ^∓∂_j ∂_kϕ^± = ±B_0∂_3ω^± + ν + η 2 ∂_k∂_kω^± + ν − η 2 ∂_k∂_kω^∓ , (2) where ∂_i denotes the ith component of the gradient, ϵ_{ijk} is the Levi-Civita symbol, and indices are summed over components perpendicular to B_0 (i.e., i, j, k ∈ {1, 2}). For the remainder of the paper, we take η = ν for simplicity. Consider a structure represented as an isolated volume V bounded by an isosurface at ω^+ = ω_{thr}, enclosing points satisfying ω^+ > ω_{thr} > 0. Integration of Eq. 2 across V eliminates the two advective terms z^−_i ∂_iω^+ and B_0∂_3ω^+ (via the divergence theorem), which do not contribute to the growth or decay of the structure but may influence its morphology and motion. The remaining terms are ∫ V dV ( ∂_tω^+ + ϵ_{ij3}∂_i∂_kϕ^−∂_j ∂_kϕ^+ − η∂_k∂_kω^+ ) = 0 . (3) The first term here describes the overall growth or decay of the structure, and can be written (d/dt) ∫ V dV (ω^+ − ω_{thr}). The second term is the vortex stretching term, which describes the contribution to growth or decay from nonlinear interactions with the opposite Elsässer population. The third term describes the decay due to dissipation. An analogous equation for structures in ω^− is obtained by interchanging Elsässer populations in Eq. 3.

The net motion of the structure is governed by the advective terms in the RMHD equations, z^∓_i ∂_iω^± and ±B_0∂_3ω^±. In particular, ω^+ structures are advected counter to the guide field B_0 at the Alfvén velocity, whereas ω^− structures are advected in the direction of B_0. Since structures in j and ω are superpositions of ω^± structures, they have no net motion (on average) but may have Alfvénic growth and decay associated with collisions between ω^± structures.

We make a rough estimate for the thickness of the structure as follows. Consider a structure that is instantaneously stationary, ∫ V dV ∂_tω^+ = 0. Then the nonlinear term balances the dissipation in Eq. 3. First, we assume that the dissipative term sets the thickness of structures, so that ∇^2_⊥ω^+ ∼ ω^+/T^2_c , where T_c is the characteristic thickness. We then assume that the structure is thin, so that locally the gradients are predominantly transverse to the structure; then to leading order, ϵ_{ij3}∂_i∂_kϕ^−∂_j ∂_kϕ^+ ∼ ∂_1∂_2ϕ^−ω^+/2. By balancing the nonlinear and dissipative terms, we get T_c ∼ √ 2η/⟨∂_1∂_2ϕ^−⟩, where the brackets here denote an average across the structure. If we suppose that ⟨∂_1∂_2ϕ^−⟩ is comparable to the rms fluctuations in vorticity, ⟨∂_1∂_2ϕ^−⟩ ∼ ω^−_{rms} ∼ √ ϵ/η where ϵ is the (global) mean energy dissipation rate (assuming balanced turbulence), then T_c ∼ η^{3/4}/ϵ^{1/4}, which is proportional to the Goldreich-Sridhar dissipation scale. If scale-dependent correlations between ∂_1∂_2ϕ^− and ω^+ are present, then the scaling may differ from this; in particular, an anti-correlation will cause a shallower scaling of T_c with η. These considerations suggest that the thickness of the structure will lie near the dissipation scale.

Incidentally, if the vortex stretching term vanishes, e.g., by imposing ϕ^− ∝ ϕ^+, then a thin structure with thickness near the dissipation scale will decay very rapidly. By estimating the dissipative term as ∇^2_⊥ω^+ ∼ ω^+/T^2_c and neglecting the nonlinear term in Eq. 3, we find d dt ∫ V dV (ω^+ − ω_{thr}) ≈ − η T^2_c ∫ V dV (ω^+ − ω_{thr}) , (4) so that ∫ V dV (ω^+ − ω_{thr}) ∝ exp (−t/τ_η) , (5)

with decay time τ_η = T^2_c /η, which scales as τ_η ∼ η^{1/2}/ϵ^{1/2} for the above estimate of T_c. Hence, for a thin structure to survive for a substantial time, it must be fed by the nonlinearity.

Inside of the ω^+ structure, one may expect the dynamical timescales associated with advection by B_0 and large-scale fluctuations in z^− to be comparable,

|∂_tω^+| ∼ |z^− · ∇_⊥ω^+| ∼ |B_0∂_zω^+| , (6)

which leads to a characteristic timescale τ_c given by

1/τ_c ∼ b_{rms}/W_c ∼ B_0/L_c , (7)

where L_c and W_c are characteristic spatial scales parallel and perpendicular to the guide field; we assumed balanced turbulence so that z^−_{rms} ∼ b_{rms} ∼ v_{rms} at large scales. Advection by large-scale fields therefore introduces two characteristic spatial scales which are proportional to each other, L_c ∼ (B_0/b_{rms})W_c, and a timescale given by τ_c ∼ L_c/B_0. The quantities L_c, W_c, and τ_c are naturally associated with the length, width, and lifetime of the structures, respectively. As we show in the numerical results that follow, these quantities are distributed across inertial-range scales, in contrast to dissipation-scale thickness T_c.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. Simulations

We now describe the statistical analysis of intermittent structures in our numerical simulations of MHD turbulence, mainly focusing on current sheets. Turbulence is driven at large scales in a periodic box; the energy then cascades through an inertial range until it is lost in the dissipation range. Additional details on our pseudo-spectral simulations are described elsewhere^{56,57}. The RMHD equations are solved in a box that is elongated along the guide field by a factor of L_‖/L_⊥ = 6 (where L_⊥ = 2π in simulation units), to compensate for the anisotropy due to the strong guide field, which is fixed at B_0/b_{rms} ≈ 5. The turbulence is driven by colliding Alfvén modes, excited by statistically independent random forces in Fourier space at low wave-numbers 2π/L_⊥ ≤ k_{x,y} ≤ 2(2π/L_⊥), k_z = 2π/L_‖. The Fourier coefficients of the forcing in this range are Gaussian random numbers with amplitudes chosen so that b_{rms} ∼ v_{rms} ∼ 1. The random values of the different Fourier components of the forces are refreshed independently on average about 10 times per eddy turnover time. The Reynolds number is given by Re = v_{rms}(L_⊥/2π)/ν, with magnetic Prandtl number Pm = ν/η = 1. The analysis is performed for 15 snapshots (spaced at intervals of one eddy-turnover time during statistical steady state) for independent runs with Re = 1000, Re = 1800, and Re = 3200 on 1024^3 lattices, and also for 9 snapshots with Re = 9000 on a 2048^3 lattice; these runs were also analyzed in our previous work^{39}. Unless otherwise noted, we show results from the Re = 9000 case.

Since Pm = 1 and turbulence is balanced (ω^+_{rms} ≈ ω^−_{rms}) in the simulations, the total energy dissipation rate is E_{tot} = V_{tot}η(j^2_{rms} + ω^2_{rms}) = V_{tot}η(ω^+_{rms})^2 where V_{tot} is the system volume. Since E_{tot} is fixed (balancing the energy input from driving), we can anticipate the rms fluctuations to scale as f_{rms} ∝ √ E_{tot}/ηV_{tot} ∝ Re^{1/2} for f ∈ {j, ω, ω^+}. We therefore take the threshold values relative to the rms value when comparing intermittency in simulations with varying Re; we denote f̃ = f/f_{rms}.

B. Cumulative distributions

The presence of intermittency in the dissipative field f ∈ {j, ω, ω^+} can be inferred, to some extent, from the cumulative energy dissipation rate E^f_{cum}(f̃_{thr}) and cumulative volume V^f_{cum}(f̃_{thr}) conditioned on the normalized threshold f̃_{thr}. In terms of the probability density function for absolute value of f̃, P (|f̃|), these are given by

E^f_{cum}(f̃_{thr})/E^f_{tot} = ∫_∞ f̃_{thr} d|f̃|P (|f̃|)|f̃|^2 , V^f_{cum}(f̃_{thr})/V_{tot} = ∫_∞ f̃_{thr} d|f̃|P (|f̃|) , (8)

where E^f_{tot} = V_{tot}ηf^2_{rms} is the total energy dissipation rate in the system associated with f. In essence, these quantities represent the energy dissipated and volume occupied by structures in the field f at the given threshold; specifically, E^j_{cum} is the resistive dissipation rate in current density structures, E^ω_{cum} is the viscous dissipation rate in vorticity structures, and E^{ω+}_{cum} is the dissipation rate in the Elsässer vorticity structures.

We first consider cumulative distributions for the current density. As shown in Fig. 1, the fraction of total resistive dissipation E^j_{cum}(j̃_{thr})/E^j_{tot} and fraction of volume occupied V^j_{cum}(j̃_{thr})/V_{tot} are remarkably insensitive to Re, with the former significantly exceeding the latter at high thresholds. For example, 50% of the resistive energy dissipation occurs in regions with current densities exceeding j̃_{thr} ≈ 2.2, at which current sheets are still visibly well-defined and occupy only about 3% of the volume. On this basis, one can conclude that

FIG. 1. Top panel: the fraction of overall resistive energy dissipation E^j_{cum}(j̃_{thr})/E^j_{tot} (solid lines) and fraction of volume occupied V^j_{cum}(j̃_{thr})/V_{tot} (dashed lines) by structures with current densities |j|/j_{rms} > j̃_{thr}. The colors correspond to Re = 1000 (magenta), Re = 1800 (blue), Re = 3200 (red), and Re = 9000 (green). Bottom panel: E^j_{cum}(j̃_{thr})/E^j_{tot} (blue) compared to the viscous dissipation in vorticity structures E^ω_{cum}(ω̃_{thr})/E^ω_{tot} (red) and dissipation in Elsässer vorticity structures E^{ω+}_{cum}(ω̃^+_{thr})/E^{ω+}_{tot} (green). Exponential fits exp (−x/x_0) with x = f_{thr}/f_{rms} and x_0 ∈ {3.3, 2.8, 1.8} for f ∈ {j, ω^+, ω} are also shown (black dashed lines).

FIG. 2. The 2D probability density function P (ω̃^+, ω̃^−). Dashed black lines represent the axes for ω^− and ω^+, while solid black lines represent the axes for j (going from top-left to bottom-right) and ω (going from bottom-left to top-right).

the majority of (resistive) energy dissipation occurs in intermittent structures. Similar cumulative distributions were investigated for numerical simulations of collisionless plasmas^{42,58} and line-tied MHD^{36}, the latter of which is reported to be more intermittent than our case, with 50% of dissipation occurring in 0.4% of the volume.

To a first approximation, the tail of E^j_{cum}(j̃_{thr})/E^j_{tot} can be fit remarkably well by an exponential, exp (−j̃_{thr}/3.3), as shown in the second panel of Fig. 1. For comparison, we also show the viscous dissipation in vorticity structures, E^ω_{cum}(ω̃_{thr})/E^ω_{tot}, which decays more steeply with threshold ω̃_{thr} than the resistive case, roughly as exp (−ω̃_{thr}/1.8), implying that ω is less intermittent than j. We also show the dissipation in Elsässer vorticity structures, E^{ω+}_{cum}(ω̃^+_{thr})/E_{tot}, which is fit by exp (−ω̃^+_{thr}/2.8).

The correlations between the j, ω, and ω^± can be ascertained from the 2D probability density function for Elsässer vorticities, P (ω^+, ω^−), which is equivalent to P (j, ω) rotated clockwise by 45 degrees. We show the contours of P (ω̃^+, ω̃^−) for Re = 3200 in Fig. 2. This distribution is symmetric across the (diagonal) ω and j axes, as required by the symmetries of the RMHD equations, but is not symmetric across the ω^− and ω^+ axes. Instead, ω^− and ω^+ have a small tendency to have opposite signs rather than equal signs. This asymmetry can be inferred from the RMHD equations: the vortex stretching term ϵ_{ij3}∂_i∂_kϕ^−∂_j ∂_kϕ^+ acts with opposite signs on the two Elsässer populations, locally skewing ω^+ and ω^− toward opposite signs. As a consequence, large values of j are more likely than large values of ω, implying that j_{rms} > ω_{rms} and that the resistive dissipation will generally be larger than the viscous dissipation (despite Pm = 1). Indeed, we find that the ratio of resistive-to-viscous dissipation E^η_{tot}/E^ν_{tot} in our simulations varies from approximately 1.67 at Re = 1000 to 1.42 at Re = 9000, indicating a mismatch between the two types of dissipation. A similar mismatch, which varies with Pm, has been noted in previous studies of flow-driven MHD turbulence with no guide field^{59,60}.

C. Statistical analysis

We next consider the statistical properties of dissipative structures in the intermittent fields f ∈ {j, ω, ω^+}. Each structure is represented as a set of spatially-connected points satisfying |f| > f_{thr}, where two points on the lattice are spatially-connected if they are separated by strictly less than 2 lattice spacings. Each structure in {j, ω, ω^+} has a corresponding energy dissipation rate given by E = ∫ dV {ηj^2, νω^2, η(ω^+)^2/2}, where integration is performed across the volume of the individual structure. For the following analysis, we take a threshold of f_{thr}/f_{rms} ≈ 3.75, which captures the most intense and well-defined structures while being low enough to give a large sample of structures (typically thousands of well-resolved structures per snapshot). At this threshold, structures occupy roughly 1% of the volume but have a large contribution to the energy dissipation: current sheets contribute about 30% of the overall resistive dissipation, vorticity sheets about 22% of the viscous dissipation, and Elsässer vorticity structures about 36% of the dissipation.

We first show the probability distribution for the energy dissipation rates E associated with structures in {j, ω, ω^+} in Fig. 3. We find that this distribution has a power law with index very close to −2.0 for all three types of structures. As noted in our previous work^{39}, this index is a critical value in which both the weak structures and the strong structures contribute equally to the overall energy dissipation rate. It is remarkable that this critical index appears to robustly describe all three types of dissipative structures, suggesting that

FIG. 3. Probability distribution for energy dissipation rate E associated with structures in current density (blue), vorticity (red), and Elsässer vorticity (green). For comparison, a power law with the critical index of −2.0 is shown in black.

turbulence spreads dissipation across all available dissipation channels and energy scales.

Ignoring the finer features, each structure can be characterized by three scales. These are the length L, width W , and thickness T , with L ≥ W ≥ T . In previous works, we applied three distinct methods for measuring these spatial scales for current sheets; in this work, we use the Euclidean method from Zhdankin et al. 2014^{35,39}. These scales give direct measurements of the size across certain parts of the structure, although they may not capture irregular morphologies very well. For length L, we take the maximum distance between any two points in the structure. For width W , we consider the plane orthogonal to the length and coinciding with the point of peak amplitude. We then take the maximum distance between any two points of the structure in this plane to be the width. The direction for thickness T is then set to be orthogonal to length and width. We take T to be the distance across the structure in this direction through the point of peak amplitude. All of these scales are measured in units of the perpendicular box size L_⊥.

We now consider the probability distributions for the characteristic scales of the intermittent structures. The probability distributions for length L, width W , and thickness T

FIG. 4. Probability distributions for length L, width W , and thickness T of structures in current density (blue), vorticity (red), and Elsässer vorticity (green). For comparison, a power law with index −3.3 is shown (in black).

of structures in {j, ω, ω^+} are shown in Fig. 3. For all three types of structures, we find that L and W both have robust power-law distributions with indices near −3.3 for scales spanning the inertial range. On the other hand, the distribution for T decreases very rapidly at scales within the dissipation range, which implies that there are few intense structures with large thicknesses, although some dissipation may still occur inside weaker structures at those scales. As is now clear, intermittent structures in the current density, vorticity, and Elsässer vorticities all have nearly identical statistical properties.

We now consider the statistics of the structures in the current density in more detail (the remaining results are similar for vorticity and Elsässer vorticity structures). In the first row of Fig. 5, the probability distributions for the spatial scales are shown for varying Re. To determine the sizes of the most energetic structures, it is more transparent to consider the dissipation-weighted distributions E(X)^{39}. We define E(X)dX to be the combined energy dissipation rate for structures with the measured scale between X and X + dX. The maximum of the compensated dissipation-weighted distribution, E(X)X, indicates the scale of the structures which give the dominant contribution to the overall energy dissipation rate. We show E(L)L, E(W )W and E(T )T in Fig. 5. We find that energy dissipation is spread nearly uniformly across structures with L and W spanning a large range of scales. In particular, this range corresponds to inertial-range scales for W and somewhat larger scales for L (amplified by a factor of B_0/b_{rms}). In contrast, E(T )T is peaked at T deep within the dissipation range. Energy dissipation is peaked at smaller T as Re is increased, consistent with a decreasing dissipation scale.

The dissipation-weighted distributions exhibit unambiguous scaling behavior with Reynolds number, with all distributions extending to smaller values with increasing Re, consistent with a decreasing dissipation scale. We find that these dissipation-weighted distributions can be collapsed onto each other by considering the rescaled quantities X_{Re} = X(Re / Re_0)^γ where X ∈ {L, W, T }, implying X ∼ η^γ . Here, γ is a scaling exponent (which may differ for the various scales) and Re_0 = 1000 is an arbitrary reference Reynolds number. We find that the measurements are generally consistent with scaling indices in the range 1/2 < γ < 3/4; in particular, the distributions for all three quantities can be rescaled reasonably well with γ = 2/3, as shown in the last row of Fig. 5. The exponent γ = 2/3 agrees with the perpendicular dissipation scale with scale-dependent dynamic alignment^{48}, and is also inferred from the energy spectrum^{61}. The results are also consistent with shallower scaling for the length than the width, which may be expected from critical balance, including L ∼ η^{1/2} and W ∼ η^{3/4} predicted for the parallel and perpendicular dissipation scales in the Goldreich-Sridhar phenomenology.

Finally, we consider the correlations between the different scales by plotting the 2D dissipation-weighted distributions E(X, Y ), where E(X, Y )dXdY is the combined energy dissipation rate of all structures with scales X and Y (within bins of size dX and dY ). We show E(W, L) and E(T, L) in Fig. 6, choosing Re = 9000 and Re = 1000, respectively, in order to obtain the largest scaling interval corresponding to the inertial range and dissipation range, respectively. There is a robust linear scaling between length and width, L ≈ 1.6(B_0/b_{rms})W , in all of the simulations. In contrast, there is little to no correlation between L and T for large and intense structures, consistent with the thicknesses being fixed at the dissipation scale. Other scalings include the volume as V ∼ L^2 (not shown) and energy dissipation rate as E ∼ L^{2.3} (shown in Fig. 6).

Although we focused our attention on the spatial characteristics of intermittent structures in this work, one can also consider the temporal characteristics by tracking the structures in time. We recently generalized the methodology applied in this work to perform a statistical analysis of 4D spatiotemporal structures in the current density^{40,41}. We found that evolving structures have power-law distributions for the maximum quantities attained during their lifetimes (i.e., peak length, peak width, and peak energy dissipation rate) with similar indices as the purely spatial structures have for the corresponding instantaneous quantities. We also found the durations τ of evolving structures to be proportional to their maximum attained length, in agreement with critical balance (τ_{NL} ∼ L/v_A), which may be a robust

FIG. 5. Three representations of the probability distributions for current sheet lengths L (left column), widths W (center column), and thicknesses T (right column), for Re = 1000 (magenta), Re = 1800 (blue), Re = 3200 (red), and Re = 9000 (green). The top row shows the unweighted probability distributions, the center row shows the (compensated) dissipation-weighted distributions, and the bottom row shows the dissipation-weighted distributions for the quantities rescaled by a factor of (Re /1000)^{2/3} (with arbitrary normalization for the last case).

phenomenon even inside of intermittent structures^{62}. We found the distribution of (timeintegrated) dissipated energies to have a power law with index near −1.75, shallower than the critical index of −2.0 measured for the (instantaneous) energy dissipation rates in Fig. 3. Incidentally, the distribution for dissipated energy is very similar to the observed distribution for energy released by solar flares^{63}. The indices for probability distributions and scaling relations inferred from the spatial and temporal analyses are compiled in Table I, along with estimated error bars.

FIG. 6. Contours of 2D dissipation-weighted probability distributions comparing length L with width W (top left) and thickness T (top right). In order to obtain the largest scaling intervals, we show Re = 9000 in the left plot and Re = 1000 in the right plot. Also shown is the scaling of the dissipation rate E with L (bottom).

TABLE I. Scalings of current sheets in numerical simulations (* from temporal analysis^{41}) Quantity Distribution index Scaling index with L Dissipation rate E −2.0 ± 0.1 2.3 ± 0.2 Thickness T N/A N/A Width W −3.3 ± 0.1 1.0 ± 0.1 Length L −3.3 ± 0.1 1.0 Dissipated energy* −1.75 ± 0.1 3.0 ± 0.2 Peak dissipation rate* −2.0 ± 0.1 2.0 ± 0.2 Duration* −3.2 ± 0.2 1.0 ± 0.1

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we presented an overview of the scaling properties of intermittent dissipative structures in driven incompressible MHD turbulence with a strong guide field. We found that the statistical properties of structures in the current density, vorticity, and Elsässer vorticity are nearly identical, despite the resistive and viscous contributions to the overall energy dissipation rate differing by a noticeable amount (with resistive dissipation exceeding viscous dissipation by about 50%). These sheet-like structures have lengths proportional to widths, L ∼ (B_0/b_{rms})W , with both being distributed mainly across the inertial range. Thicknesses of the structures, on the other hand, are concentrated near the dissipation scale. When the temporal evolution of structures is accounted for, their durations are proportional to their maximum attained lengths, τ ∼ L/v_A. These scalings can be understood phenomenologically by focusing on Elsässer vorticity sheets: the RMHD equations imply that the lengths and widths may be associated with advection by the large-scale fields, while the thicknesses are associated with the balance between the nonlinear and dissipative terms. Since the two populations of Elsässer vorticity structures are only weakly correlated, it is no surprise that that structures in the current density and vorticity reflect the same statistical properties.

Intermittent current sheets may have observational consequences in a variety of astrophysical systems. They may explain high-energy flares in systems such as the solar corona^{13,64,65}, pulsar wind nebulae, accretion disks, and jets. Indeed, as described in our temporal analysis^{41}, the statistical properties of dissipative events in MHD turbulence are largely consistent with solar flare observations. Intermittent current sheets also naturally explain magnetic discontinuities and energetic particles in the solar wind^{66,67} and Earth’s magnetosphere^{14}, although it may be nontrivial to infer the sizes of the structures from measurements taken by a single spacecraft.

There remain a number of important open questions. Firstly, how does changing the magnetic Prandtl number or including more realistic mechanisms of dissipation affect intermittency? In particular, how does this change the relative roles of magnetic and kinetic dissipation^{59,60}, characteristic thicknesses, distribution of energy dissipation rates, and other statistical properties of structures in the various intermittent fields? We note that since many astrophysical plasmas are collisionless, a kinetic framework is required to self-consistently describe the small-scale dynamics, including mechanisms of energy dissipation and particle acceleration. Progress may be spurred by recent simulations of collisionless plasma turbulence that show signatures of intermittency at scales near and below the ion gyroradius^{58,68–70}, although larger simulations may be needed to properly describe the inertial-range deposition of energy to small scales^{71}. Measurements of structure functions provide provocative hints that kinetic scales in the solar wind may be scale invariant^{72}, but it is unclear whether this is a generic outcome and what implications it has for the existence of coherent structures.

Secondly, how are intermittent structures affected by large-scale conditions such as background flows, boundary conditions, and driving mechanisms? We anticipate that, in some cases, the large-scale conditions may limit the size of the largest structures. Turbulence in line-tied MHD^{36,73,74} or rotating shear flows, where the magnetorotational instability operates^{75}, could be more realistic settings for astrophysical systems such as stellar coronae and accretion disks, respectively. Conversely, it is conceivable that the lengths and durations of structures may grow to exceed the driving scale in unbounded geometries^{76}.

Thirdly, do the large intermittent structures discussed in this work remain stable for arbitrarily high fluid and magnetic Reynolds numbers? There are hints that vorticity filaments in hydrodynamic turbulence become unstable at high Reynolds numbers, being supplanted by cloud-like clusters of structures^{77}. One may likewise expect on general grounds that current sheets become unstable after reaching a critical aspect ratio due to tearing or Kelvin- Helmholtz instabilities^{78,79}. However, it is unclear how to model the background turbulent flow to make concrete predictions on the stability of intermittent structures. Instabilities may set an upper limit on the sizes and dissipation rates of structures, and may impart signatures on their temporal evolution. If intermittent structures lose their coherence at large Re, then a more general methodology to characterize the clustering of small structures may be pursued. On a related note, measuring the spatial correlations between current sheets, vorticity sheets, and other quantities may give insights for modeling the structures.

Fourthly, how is intermittency manifest in other quantities such as magnetic fields, density, temperature, and nonthermal particle acceleration? Intermittent magnetic fields may develop as a consequence of the magnetic dynamo, possibly explaining filamentary structures in the solar photosphere^{80} and the center of the Galaxy^{81}. Intermittent density or temperature profiles may affect radiative characteristics and chemical processes, being relevant for compressible turbulence in the interstellar medium^{82,83}, deflagration in supernovae^{84}, and heating in the solar corona^{85}. It is unclear to what extent intermittency may affect these quantities in different systems.

In conclusion, there is much to be discovered about turbulence and its intermittency in a wide variety of settings, including the relatively simple case of reduced MHD considered here. A complete understanding requires one to explore beyond the energy spectrum and low-order statistics, and instead scrutinize the higher-order statistics and morphology of the turbulent fields. We hope that the insights from the analysis presented here will provide guidance for future studies of intermittency in MHD turbulence and beyond.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank Jean Carlos Perez for support with the numerical results described in this paper and for performing the larger simulations. This research was supported by the NSF Center for Magnetic Self-Organization in Laboratory and Astrophysical Plasmas at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. SB was supported by the Space Science Institute, NSF grant AGS-1261659, and NASA grant NNX14AH16G. DU was supported by NASA grant No. NNX11AE12G, US DOE grants de-sc0008409, de-sc0008655, and NSF grant AST-1411879.

REFERENCES

1A. N. Kolmogorov, Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR 32, 16 (1941).

2U. Frisch, Turbulence: The Legacy of AN Kolmogorov (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1995). 3A. N. Kolmogorov, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 13, 82 (1962). 4A. Obukhov, J. Fluid Mech 13, 77 (1962).

5V. Carbone, L. Sorriso-Valvo, E. Martines, V. Antoni, and P. Veltri, Physical Review E 62, R49 (2000).

6G. Y. Antar, G. Counsell, Y. Yu, B. Labombard, and P. Devynck, Physics of Plasmas (1994-present) 10, 419 (2003).

7D. D’Ippolito, J. Myra, S. Krasheninnikov, G. Yu, and A. Y. Pigarov, Contributions to Plasma Physics 44, 205 (2004).

8F. Cattaneo, The Astrophysical Journal Letters 515, L39 (1999).

9P. Bushby and S. M. Houghton, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society 362, 313 (2005).

10R. Stein and A. Nordlund, The Astrophysical Journal 642, 1246 (2006). 11S. R. Cranmer, A. A. Van Ballegooijen, and R. J. Edgar, The Astrophysical Journal Supplement Series 171, 520 (2007).

12K. Osman, W. Matthaeus, A. Greco, and S. Servidio, The Astrophysical Journal Letters 727, L11 (2011).

13V. M. Uritsky, M. Paczuski, J. M. Davila, and S. I. Jones, Physical Review Letters 99, 025001 (2007).

14V. Angelopoulos, T. Mukai, and S. Kokubun, Physics of Plasmas (1994-present) 6, 4161 (1999).

15V. M. Uritsky, A. J. Klimas, D. Vassiliadis, D. Chua, and G. Parks, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics (1978–2012) 107, SMP (2002).

16G. Kowal, A. Lazarian, and A. Beresnyak, The Astrophysical Journal 658, 423 (2007). 17L. Pan, P. Padoan, and A. G. Kritsuk, Physical Review Letters 102, 034501 (2009). 18T. Di Matteo, A. Celotti, and A. C. Fabian, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society 304, 809 (1999).

19A. Eckart, F. Baganoff, M. Morris, D. Kunneriath, M. Zamaninasab, G. Witzel, R. Schödel, M. García-Marín, L. Meyer, G. Bower, et al., Astronomy and Astrophysics 500, 935 (2009).

20J. Albert, E. Aliu, H. Anderhub, P. Antoranz, A. Armada, C. Baixeras, J. Barrio, H. Bartko, D. Bastieri, J. Becker, et al., The Astrophysical Journal 669, 862 (2007).

21M. Tavani, A. Bulgarelli, V. Vittorini, A. Pellizzoni, E. Striani, P. Caraveo, M. Weisskopf, A. Tennant, G. Pucella, A. Trois, et al., Science 331, 736 (2011).

22A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, A. Allafort, L. Baldini, J. Ballet, G. Barbiellini, D. Bastieri, K. Bechtol, R. Bellazzini, et al., Science 331, 739 (2011).

23W. Matthaeus, M. Wan, S. Servidio, A. Greco, K. Osman, S. Oughton, and P. Dmitruk, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences 373, 20140154 (2015).

24J. Jiménez, A. A. Wray, P. G. Saffman, and R. S. Rogallo, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 255, 65 (1993).

25J. Jimenez and A. A. Wray, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 373, 255 (1998). 26F. Moisy and J. Jiménez, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 513, 111 (2004).

27T. Leung, N. Swaminathan, and P. Davidson, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 710, 453 (2012). 28H. Politano, A. Pouquet, and P. Sulem, Physics of Plasmas (1994-present) 2, 2931 (1995). 29W.-C. Müller and D. Biskamp, Physical Review Letters 84, 475 (2000). 30W.-C. Müller, D. Biskamp, and R. Grappin, Physical Review E 67, 066302 (2003). 31D. Biskamp, Magnetohydrodynamic turbulence (Cambridge Univ Pr, 2003). 32S. L. Wilkin, C. F. Barenghi, and A. Shukurov, Physical Review Letters 99, 134501 (2007).

33S. Servidio, W. Matthaeus, M. Shay, P. Cassak, and P. Dmitruk, Physical Review Letters 102, 115003 (2009).

34S. Servidio, W. Matthaeus, M. Shay, P. Dmitruk, P. Cassak, and M. Wan, Physics of Plasmas 17, 032315 (2010).

35V. Zhdankin, D. A. Uzdensky, J. C. Perez, and S. Boldyrev, The Astrophysical Journal 771, 124 (2013).

36M. Wan, A. F. Rappazzo, W. H. Matthaeus, S. Servidio, and S. Oughton, The Astrophysical Journal 797, 63 (2014).

37V. M. Uritsky, A. Pouquet, D. Rosenberg, P. D. Mininni, and E. F. Donovan, Physical Review E 82, 056326 (2010).

38G. Momferratos, P. Lesaffre, E. Falgarone, and G. P. des Forêts, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society 443, 86 (2014).

39V. Zhdankin, S. Boldyrev, J. C. Perez, and S. M. Tobias, The Astrophysical Journal 795, 127 (2014).

40V. Zhdankin, D. A. Uzdensky, and S. Boldyrev, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 065002 (2015). 41V. Zhdankin, D. A. Uzdensky, and S. Boldyrev, The Astrophysical Journal 811, 6 (2015). 42K. D. Makwana, V. Zhdankin, H. Li, W. Daughton, and F. Cattaneo, Physics of Plasmas 22, 042902 (2015).

43B. Kadomtsev and V. Kantorovich, Nauchnaia Shkola po Nelineinym Kolebaniiam i Volnam v Raspredelennykh Sistemakh, 2 nd, Gorki, USSR, Mar. 1973.) Radiofizika 17, 511 (1974).

44H. Strauss, Physics of Fluids 19, 134 (1976).

45A. Schekochihin, S. Cowley, W. Dorland, G. Hammett, G. Howes, E. Quataert, and T. Tatsuno, The Astrophysical Journal Supplement Series 182, 310 (2009).

46P. Goldreich and S. Sridhar, The Astrophysical Journal 438, 763 (1995).

47S. Boldyrev, The Astrophysical Journal Letters 626, L37 (2005). 48S. Boldyrev, Physical Review Letters 96, 115002 (2006). 49R. Grauer, J. Krug, and C. Marliani, Physics Letters A 195, 335 (1994). 50H. Politano and A. Pouquet, Physical Review E 52, 636 (1995).

51B. D. G. Chandran, A. A. Schekochihin, and A. Mallet, The Astrophysical Journal 807, 39 (2015).

52Z.-S. She and E. Leveque, Physical Review Letters 72, 336 (1994). 53S. Kida and H. Miura, European Journal of Mechanics-B/Fluids 17, 471 (1998). 54V. Kolář, International journal of heat and fluid flow 28, 638 (2007). 55K. R. Mecke, in Statistical Physics and Spatial Statistics (Springer, 2000) pp. 111–184. 56J. C. Perez and S. Boldyrev, The Astrophysical Journal Letters 710, L63 (2010). 57J. Perez, J. Mason, F. Cattaneo, and S. Boldyrev, Physical Review X 2, 041005 (2012). 58M. Wan, W. Matthaeus, H. Karimabadi, V. Roytershteyn, M. Shay, P. Wu, W. Daughton, B. Loring, and S. C. Chapman, Physical Review Letters 109, 195001 (2012).

59G. Sahoo, P. Perlekar, and R. Pandit, New Journal of Physics 13, 013036 (2011). 60A. Brandenburg, The Astrophysical Journal 791, 12 (2014).

61J. C. Perez, J. Mason, S. Boldyrev, and F. Cattaneo, The Astrophysical Journal Letters 793, L13 (2014).

62A. Mallet, A. Schekochihin, and B. Chandran, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society: Letters 449, L77 (2015).

63M. J. Aschwanden, T. D. Tarball, R. W. Nightingale, C. J. Schrijver, C. C. Kankelborg, P. Martens, H. P. Warren, et al., The Astrophysical Journal 535, 1047È1065 (2000).

64P. Dmitruk and D. O. Gómez, The Astrophysical Journal Letters 484, L83 (1997). 65M. K. Georgoulis, Solar Physics 228, 5 (2005).

66R. Bruno, V. Carbone, P. Veltri, E. Pietropaolo, and B. Bavassano, Planetary and Space Science 49, 1201 (2001).

67A. Greco, S. Servidio, W. Matthaeus, and P. Dmitruk, Planetary and Space Science 58, 1895 (2010).

68E. Leonardis, S. Chapman, W. Daughton, V. Roytershteyn, and H. Karimabadi, Physical Review Letters 110, 205002 (2013).

69H. Karimabadi, V. Roytershteyn, M. Wan, W. Matthaeus, W. Daughton, P. Wu, M. Shay, B. Loring, J. Borovsky, E. Leonardis, et al., Physics of Plasmas 20, 012303 (2013).

70J. TenBarge and G. Howes, The Astrophysical Journal Letters 771, L27 (2013). 71T. N. Parashar, W. H. Matthaeus, M. A. Shay, and M. Wan, The Astrophysical Journal 811, 112 (2015).

72K. Kiyani, S. C. Chapman, Y. V. Khotyaintsev, M. Dunlop, and F. Sahraoui, Physical review letters 103, 075006 (2009).

73C. Ng and A. Bhattacharjee, Physics of Plasmas 5, 4028 (1998).

74P. Pongkitiwanichakul, F. Cattaneo, S. Boldyrev, J. Mason, and J. Perez, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society 454, 1503 (2015).

75S. A. Balbus and J. F. Hawley, Reviews of modern physics 70, 1 (1998). 76P. Dmitruk and W. Matthaeus, Physical Review E 76, 036305 (2007). 77T. Ishihara, T. Gotoh, and Y. Kaneda, Annual Review of Fluid Mechanics 41, 165 (2009). 78N. Loureiro, A. Schekochihin, and S. Cowley, Physics of Plasmas 14, 100703 (2007). 79N. F. Loureiro, A. A. Schekochihin, and D. A. Uzdensky, Phys. Rev. E 87, 013102 (2013). 80F. Cattaneo, T. Emonet, and N. Weiss, The Astrophysical Journal 588, 1183 (2003). 81S. Boldyrev and F. Yusef-Zadeh, The Astrophysical Journal Letters 637, L101 (2006). 82S. Boldyrev, The Astrophysical Journal 569, 841 (2002).

83E. Falgarone, G. Momferratos, and P. Lesaffre, in Magnetic Fields in Diffuse Media (Springer, 2015) pp. 227–252.

84L. Pan, J. C. Wheeler, and J. Scalo, The Astrophysical Journal 681, 470 (2008). 85R. B. Dahlburg, G. Einaudi, A. F. Rappazzo, and M. Velli, Astron. Astrophys. 544, L20 (2012).