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ABSTRACT

There is considerable evidence for widespread subsonic turbulence in galaxy clusters, most notably from Hifomi. Turbulence
is often invoked to offset radiative losses in cluster cores, both by direct dissipation and by enabling turbulent heat diffusion.
However, in a stratified medium, buoyancy forces oppose radial motions, making turbulence anisotropic. This can be quantified
via the Froude number Fr, which decreases inward in clusters as stratification increases. We exploit analogies with MHD
turbulence to show that wave-turbulence interactions increase cascade times and reduces dissipation rates € o Fr. Equivalently,
for a given energy injection/dissipation rate €, turbulent velocities # must be higher compared to Kolmogorov scalings. High
resolution hydrodynamic simulations show excellent agreement with the € o Fr scaling, which sets in for Fr < 0.1. We
also compare previously predicted scalings for the turbulent diffusion coefficient D o« Fr? and find excellent agreement, for
Fr < 1. However, we find a different normalization, corresponding to stronger diffusive suppression by more than an order of
magnitude. Our results imply that turbulent diffusion is more heavily suppressed by stratification, over a much wider radial range,
than turbulent dissipation. Thus, the latter potentially dominates. Furthermore, this shift implies significantly higher turbulent
velocities required to offset cooling, compared to previous models. These results are potentially relevant to turbulent metal
diffusion (which is likewise suppressed), and to planetary atmospheres.
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1 INTRODUCTION sonic and the turbulent energy density is very small compared to the

th 1 press f the ICM.
The intracluster medium (ICM) is the dominant baryonic component ermal pressiite of He

filling the vast volume of galaxy clusters. In the form of hot ionized
plasmas (7' ~keV), the ICM has been extensively observed in X-ray.
These observations of the ICM have revealed the prevalence of tur-
bulence, using indirect methods based on surface brightness fluctua-
tions (Gaspari & Churazov 2013; Zhuravleva et al. 2014), resonance
scattering (Ogorzalek et al. 2017), and Sunyaev-Zeldovich (SZ) fluc-
tuations (Battaglia et al. 2012). However, not until the launch of the
Hitomi telescope were direct measurements of the ICM turbulence
viable, as early X-ray spectroscopy was limited by spatial and energy
resolution (e.g., Sanders & Fabian 2013). The first direct observa-
tion of turbulence obtained by the Hitomi telescope measured the
Doppler line broadening of the Fe XXV and Fe XX VI emission lines
in the ICM of the Perseus cluster (Hitomi Collaboration et al. 2016).
Recently, Li et al. (2020) directly probed the turbulence in the cold
ICM by measuring the velocity structure functions of the cold ICM
filaments in the very central regions of three nearby clusters using
optical spectroscopic data. The amplitude of velocity fluctuations of
cold filaments is comparable to that of the hot medium, indicating
the hot and cold phases are dynamically coupled, agreeing with the
numerical simulations of the multiphase ICM (Wang et al. 2021).
Overall, these measurements all find that the ICM turbulence is sub-

There is a consensus that feedback from the active galactic nuclei
(AGN) associated with the central supermassive black hole can bal-
ance the observed radiative cooling, hence maintaining the global
thermal equilibrium of the hot gaseous halos (see McNamara &
Nulsen 2007, 2012 and Fabian 2012 for reviews). However, how
the AGN energy is coupled with the gaseous halo remains an open
question. Volume-filling turbulence could play a role, either by dissi-
pation of gas motions into heat, or by facilitating heat transport from
the high entropy cluster outskirts (which serves as a heat bath due to
its long cooling time) to the lower entropy cluster core, where most
cooling takes place. For turbulent dissipation to play a role in thermal
equilibrium, the heating rate due to turbulence must be comparable
to the observed radiative cooling rate. By assuming a one-to-one
conversion between density fluctuations observed in residual X-ray
brightness map to the velocity fluctuations caused by turbulence,
Zhuravleva et al. (2014) derive the velocity power spectra of the hot
ICM in the Perseus and Virgo clusters. The resultant velocity power
spectra are broadly consistent with the Kolmogorov (1941) predic-
tion, i.e., v; o 11/3. Based on the derived velocity power spectra,
Zhuravleva et al. (2014) estimate the turbulent dissipation rate v? /1,
and find that it can balance the radiative cooling rate as a function
of the distance from cluster centers. Therefore, their results suggest
that turbulent dissipation can be the dominant mechanism for energy
transfer from AGN outflows to the hot ambient ICM.

* E-mail: cwn@ucsb.edu Alternatively, turbulence can facilitate energy transport from large
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radii. Mixing of gas due to turbulence leads to net radial entropy
inflow in the ICM, since the ICM has a universal positive entropy
gradient (e.g., Babyk et al. 2018). This process, known as turbulent
diffusion, results in additional heating on top of turbulent dissipa-
tion. Using analytical models, Dennis & Chandran (2005) (here-
after DCOS) find turbulence with velocity dispersion in the range
of 100~300 km s~! can balance radiative cooling. They find that
both turbulent diffusion and dissipation are energetically important.
Similar results are found by Fujita et al. (2020), where the unstable
balance between turbulent heating and radiative cooling is dynami-
cally sustained by the modulation from AGN feedback.

However, subsequent studies have cast doubt on the significance
of turbulence in heating the ICM. For example, by statistically ana-
lyzing a large set of hydrodynamical cluster simulations, Valdarnini
(2019) find that the turbulent velocity is too small to make significant
contribution to the thermal energy budget of the cluster cores. Similar
results were reported by other teams simulating self-regulated AGN
feedback in the ICM (Li et al. 2017; Yang & Reynolds 2016). More-
over, Mohapatra & Sharma (2019) find that for the dissipation of
subsonic turbulence to balance radiative losses, the turbulent mixing
time must be shorter than radiative cooling time. This would imply
that no thermal instability could operate in the cool core, contrary
to what is observed. That density fluctuations are proportional to
the turbulent velocity fluctuations, as adopted in Zhuravleva et al.
(2014) is also questioned. As shown by the simulations in Mohapatra
et al. (2020), the gravitational stratification can affect the ampli-
tude of density fluctuations. Generally, strong stratification leads to
larger density fluctuations for a given turbulent velocity. Thus, den-
sity fluctuations can overestimate the velocity fluctuations and hence
the turbulent dissipation rate in the strongly stratified ICM and in
particular in the central region, where stratification is the strongest.
Furthermore, density fluctuations can arise due to factors other than
turbulence, such as, e.g., contact discontinuities at the boundary be-
tween AGN-inflated bubbles and the ambient ICM.

The properties of turbulence are altered in stratified medium. Sub-
sonic gas motions in stratified ICM sustain internal gravity waves
(Ruszkowski & Oh 2010b). Therefore, turbulence in stratified ICM
can be understood as wave turbulence where nonlinear interactions
of internal waves lead to a turbulent cascade. Such a cascade via
wave-wave interactions is quite different from the usual Kolmogorov
picture. For instance, the cascade time is no longer given by the
eddy turnover time 7eqqy ~ //u, where u and [ are the characteristic
velocity and scale length of turbulence, respectively; thus, the volu-
metric turbulent dissipation rate is not u3/1. The aim of this paper
is to study how this alters turbulent dissipation and turbulent heat
diffusion rates, and how this affects the contribution of turbulence to
thermodynamic energy balance in galaxy clusters.

The influence of stratification on the turbulent heating rate has
not been investigated in the astrophysical literature. In the context
of the Earth’s atmosphere, it was studied numerically by Pouquet
et al. (2018). They directly measured the actual turbulent dissipation
rate € and compared it with the Kolmogorov expectation u3/L. They
found that B = €/(u3/L) « Fr, where Fr= u/(LN) is the Froude
number, and N is the Brunt-Viisild frequency. The Froude number
measures the importance of stratification; as stratification increases,
the Froude number falls. Thus, Pouquet et al. (2018) found that
stratification reduces the efficacy of turbulent dissipation. However,
they did not provide a physical explanation for this scaling. In this
paper, we derive this scaling analytically, which to our knowledge
has not been done before, and show numerically that it also holds for
galaxy clusters.

Additionally, gravitational stratification suppresses turbulent dif-
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fusion. Turbulent diffusion parallel to gravity is suppressed, because
turbulent velocities are reduced in this direction. This has been ac-
counted for in the astrophysical literature. DCO5 and Fujita et al.
(2020) utilize the analytical model for stratified turbulent diffusion
of Weinstock (1981), which was originally derived in the context of
the Earth’s atmosphere. However, these models have not been tested
numerically, at least in the context of galaxy clusters. Furthermore,
the models of DC05 and Fujita et al. (2020) make certain assumptions
which may not necessarily hold. The characteristic scale of turbu-
lence is set to be proportional to the distance from the ICM center
(r): I oc r. We shall argue that this need not be the case: the char-
acteristic scale of turbulence could be much larger, without scaling
with r; this implies a much lower Fr and hence stronger stratifica-
tion. Our numerical simulations find that supression of heat diffusion
can be stronger by more than an order of magnitude than previously
estimated, both due to dimensionless numerical coefficients (which
must be calibrated to simulations) and differing assumptions about
the turbulent driving scale.

Weinstock (1981) and Pouquet et al. (2018) provide theoretical
models describing how the stratification affects the rate of heating due
to turbulence. However, these models are derived based on numerical
simulations with conditions consistent with the Earth’s atmosphere,
which are not appropriate for the galaxy cluster environment. These
conditions include but are not limited to: plane-parallel geometry,
namely, vertical stratification; an isothermal equation of state. In the
intracluster medium, the curvature of the central regions cannot be
ignored; the gas is quasi-adiabatic rather than isothermal. All these
differences suggest the necessity of coming up with new theoretical
models suitable for understanding the thermodynamic influence of
turbulence in galaxy clusters.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In §2, we describe analytic
models for the impact of stratification on turbulent dissipation and
heat transport. In §3, we describe our methodology for performing
high resolution 3D hydrodynamic simulations of driven turbulence
in galaxy clusters. In §4, we describe our results and confront analytic
models with simulations results. We discuss and conclude in §5.

2 STRATIFIED TURBULENCE: ANALYTIC
EXPECTATIONS

2.1 Turbulent Dissipation

Turbulence in a stratified medium is anisotropic, and has close paral-
lels with MHD turbulence. In both cases, the system has a preferred
direction singled out by gravity and magnetic fields respectively, and
supports linear waves which can interact with and modify turbulence.
The wave frequency w = N (where N is the Brunt-Viisild frequency)
competes against the non-linear decorrelation rate TIiIIll ~ u/L set by
the non-linear advection term u - Vu in the Euler equation; the ratio of
these frequencies Fr = u/(NL) ~ (wtNr,)~! is known as the Froude
number.

Turbulence is characterized by a constant energy flux € ~ (uz)/ Teas
across scales, where 7ca is the cascade time. In steady state, this
equals the dissipation rate. Our goal here is to estimate the impact
of stratification on 7¢ys, and in particular to find the scaling relation
between 7,5 and the Froude number Fr. This requires understanding
the interaction between waves and turbulence. The discussion here is
approximate and qualitative; for excellent reviews and more rigorous
reviews of wave turbulence, see Zakharov et al. (1992); Nazarenko
(2011); Nazarenko & Schekochihin (2011).

From Kolmogorov turbulence, we are used to thinking of the cas-
cade time as equal to the non-linear decorrelation (eddy turnover)



Table 1. List of Simulations

name Lyox(kpc)  Ax(kpc)  epj(erg/g/s) Fr Entropy profile Gravity Larive(kpe) s (km/s)
@ (@) 3 “ ® (6) O] ® C)]
NoG-1/2 500 1.526 8x 1076 oo o rll? no gravity 20 135
NoG-5/6 500 1.526 8x 1076 0 o /6 no gravity 20 126
NoG-4/3 500 1.526 8x 1076 00 o 413 no gravity 20 107
PER 500 1.526 8x 1076 0.4 ~0.9 Perseus NFW +stellar 20 109
STR-eps-high 125 0.39 6.4x 1077 0.04 ~ 0.1 Universal NFW +stellar 50 70
STR-eps-medium 125 0.39 3.2x 1077 0.03 ~ 0.08 Universal NFW-+stellar 50 55
STR-eps-low 125 0.39 1.2x 1077 0.02 ~ 0.06 Universal NFW +stellar 50 43
STR-10G 125 0.39 3.2x 1077 0.01 ~ 0.03 10xUniversal 10x(NFW-+stellar) 50 70

Note (1) name of the runs, (2) size of the simulation domain, (3) spatial resolution, (4) normalization of the spectral forcing scheme, which approximately
measures the energy injected per unit mass per mode by the spectral forcing (see Section 3.1 for details), (5) range of azimuthally-averaged Fr, (6) choice of
initial entropy profiles. For NoG- runs, entropy profiles are initially set to be power laws; for the PER run, the entropy profile of the Perseus cluster is adopted;
for the STR- runs, the entropy profiles are set up based on an universal entropy profile. See section 3.2 for details. (7) choice of gravitational potential. For
NoG- runs, no gravity is included; for all other runs, gravity is contributed by an NFW profile of dark matter mass and the mass of the stars. See section 3.2 for
details. (8) driving scale of the turbulence, (9) the velocity dispersion of turbulence.

time, Tcas ~ TNL ~ L/u. This is intuitively reasonable; for sys-
tems with only turbulent eddies, there is no other timescale in the
problem. However, in a system which supports both waves and turbu-
lence, there is another timescale associated with the wave frequency
w. How does this affect 7¢a5? Also, the presence of a mean field
such as a B-field, or gravity, introduces anisotropy k1 /k| # 1. How
does anisotropy affect 7¢45? Equivalently, the energy power spec-
trum E(k), defined such that (u?) ~ fdkE(k) ~ kE(k), must
change in a system that supports waves. In Kolmogorov theory,
E(k) ~ e23k=5/3 is usually derived via dimensional analysis from
€, k. However, once waves are present, a third parameter which char-
acterizes them (such as the Alfven speed v 4 in MHD turbulence, or
the Brunt-Viisild frequency N in stratified turbulence) now appears.
Due to this additional parameter, the system becomes degenerate, and
it is no longer possible to uniquely determine E (k) from dimensional
analysis. Note that 7c,s and E (k) are related, since

@) kE(k)
€~ — ~ —.

Tcas Tcas

&)

Getting out of this impasse requires an additional closure rela-
tion. The appropriate closure depends on w7Ny,, where wTnL, ~ M;l

for Alfvenic turbulence (using w ~ vak, and TN, ~ (uk)~1), and
wtn, ~ Fr! for stratified turbulence. In the wrn, < 1 regime,
turbulence is strong, and waves are only a small perturbation; Kol-
mogorov turbulence is appropriate. Conversely, in the wrny, > 1
regime, turbulence and non-linearity is weak. This weak turbulence
regime is the most relevant for us; it is equivalent to the case when
stratification is strong, i.e., when Fr ~ (wtnL) ™! < 1. In this case,
non-linearity can be treated perturbatively in the small parameter
(wNL)~!, which allows one to calculate E (k) and Tcas (Zakharov
et al. 1992). An important caveat is that w7y, is a function of
scale. Non-linearity generally increases towards small scales, as TN,
falls. The celebrated critical balance hypothesis (Goldreich & Sridhar
1995; Nazarenko & Schekochihin 2011) states that the system will
tend toward a state where wtNy, ~ 1, i.e., there is a scale-by-scale
balance between linear propagation times and non-linear interaction
times over a wide range of scales. For the case of MHD turbulence
(where Goldreich and Sridhar first introduced it), critical balance has
considerable evidence both in numerical simulations (Cho & Vish-
niac 2000; Maron & Goldreich 2001), as well as solar wind data
(Horbury et al. 2008; Podesta 2009; Wicks et al. 2010; Chen et al.
2011). The critical balance hypothesis replaces two timescales with a

single timescale Tn1, ~ w ™!, and therefore also fixes E (k), Tcas. The
lifting of degeneracy also allows one to calculate anisotropy k1 /k||
as a function of scale.

Weak turbulence (strong stratification). First, let us consider
velocity anisotropy. As stratification increases (Fr— 0), the restoring
forces in the vertical direction become stronger, and gas motions are
increasingly confined to 2D planes perpendicular to the direction
of gravity, such that k; < k ~ k|, i.e., fluid motions are strongly
anisotropic. From incompressibility (assuming subsonic turbulence)
V-u =0, weobtainuy ~ (k|/k)u) > u). Thus, most of the kinetic
energy is in the perpendicular direction (i.e., in horizontal motions),
and the non-linear cascade proceeds primarily in the perpendicular
direction. We can rewrite equation 1 as:

2
L) kuEk)

Tcas Tcas

2

Furthermore, in the strongly stratified, weak turbulence limit Fr <«
1, the power spectrum is:

E(ky) ~ (Ne)' k72, ©)

The E(k) o k=2 scaling was first reported from a empirical fit to
oceanographic measurements in a famous paper (Garrett & Munk
1975), and has been rigorously derived via a Hamiltonian/kinetic
equation approach (e.g., Pelinovsky & Raevsky (1977); Caillol &
Zeitlin (2000); Lvov & Tabak (2001)); similar spectra have also
been derived for weak turbulence in the MHD context (Galtier et al.
2000), and verified numerically (Perez & Boldyrev 2008). If we insert
equation 3 into equation 2, we obtain:

1
—— N
(kyuy)?

Tcas ~

~TNL(E) ~ DL Er <) @)
ku Fr

Equation 4 is the main result of this section. Recall that cascade
times Tcas(k1 ) are a function of scale, decreasing as one goes to
smaller scales. Furthermore, as the cascade proceeds to smaller scales
and wtyy, falls, it will enter the critical balance regime, which have
different power spectra and cascade times 7.4 (see below). However,
since measured velocities are dominated by the outer scale, we want
to know the cascade time at the outer scale as well (i.e., the maximum
value of 7cas), in order to accurately determine the dissipation rate:

U u

~ €eg Fr~
Tcas TNL NL?

(%)
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where ek is the usual Kolmogorov dissipation rate. Thus, for a mea-
sured velocity dispersion (#2), the longer cascade time implies a
decreased energy dissipation rate, by a factor Fr. Using Kolmogorov
scalings overestimates turbulent dissipation by Fr~!, which can be
up to an order of magnitude in clusters. Furthermore, since now
€ o« L72 instead of € o« L1, one is very sensitive to the assumed
driving scale L, which is not directly measured. Similarly, since now
€ o u* rather than € o« u3, dissipation estimates are more sensitive
to u in stratified media. Conversely, for a fixed energy injection rate
€, the longer cascade time implies an increased velocity dispersion:

A4 e\
v~ (eve?) ~(ﬁ) . ©)

by a factor Fr1/3, compared to canonical Kolmogorov values € ~
v3/L,v ~ (eL)!/3.

Since we did not derive the power spectrum (equation 3), it is worth
understanding equation 4 from another angle, via random walk ar-
guments originally developed in the MHD context (Nazarenko &
Schekochihin 2011). In the weak turbulence limit, waves are the fun-
damental modes of the system, and non-linearities occur when wave
packets collide and subsequently distort. Since they interact on the
short wave crossing time tgy = N~! rather than the eddy turnover
time Teqqy ~ L1/v1, with 18y < Teqqy, the non-linear interaction
can be treated perturbatively. Each interaction results in the small
velocity change 6uy ~ u, (1Bv/Teddy) < u. These small, uncorre-
lated velocity changes will sum like a random walk. A given number
of interactions over time 7, n ~ 7/71gy, wWhere the frequency of wave
packet collisions is ~ Tg\l,, will produce a net velocity perturbation
Auy ~nl26u, ~ (T/TBv)l/z(TBv/Teddy)u. The cascade time Tcag
can be defined as the timescale on which Au ~ u, i.e. the pertur-
bation grows non-linear and cascades to smaller scales. Solving the
expression Au ~ u for 7c,s, we obtain:

2
Tedd LN Tedd
Tcas“'( - y) ° y, (7

~ _T ~
TBY BV 0 eddy Fr

which agrees with equation 4. The power spectrum E (k) (equation
3) can then be derived from the above expression 7cas ~ 7N, /Fr and
equation 2 .

Finally, the power spectrum E (k) can be derived from dimen-
sional analysis if an additional constraint, the fact that stratified tur-
bulence is a ‘3 wave process’ (two waves collide to produce a third
wave), with the energy E satisfying € ~ E ~ EZ (similar to a binary
chemical reaction; in general, for an n wave process, € ~ E ~ E"™1),
is imposed (Nazarenko 2011); this reasoning can be justified from the
form of the wave kinetic equation. This imposes the additional con-
straint E(k) o< E €!/2, which lifts the degeneracy which arose
from introducing an additional parameter, the Brunt-Vaisala fre-
quency N. Performing dimensional analysis on E (k) ~ N9el/2kb,
where [E(k)] = L3T72, [e] = L2773, [N] =T, [k] = L7}, gives
a =1/2,b = -2, recovering equation 3. While this n-wave reasoning
(first developed by Kraichnan 1965; most waves are n=3 (2 — 1) or
n=4 (2 — 2)) seems crude, it appears to recover the correct power
spectra for most wave systems, including Alfven waves, waves in
rotating fluids, water gravity waves, Langmuir waves.

Critical Balance. For completeness, it is useful to consider scal-
ings once the system reaches critical balance, wtny, ~ 1. The
system remains anisotropic, with the cascade proceeding primar-
ily in the perpendicular (i.e., horizontal) direction. However, since
w~N ~ ngi, there is once again only one timescale in the sys-
tem, as in Kolmogorov turbulence. Since 7cas ~ TNL ~ N _1, then
€ ~ u? [Tcas ~ u*N ,1.e. €, N are no longer independent parameters.
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The choice of key parameter depends on direction. In the perpendic-
ular direction, where the turbulent cascade operates, € must be the
relevant parameter. This is identical to the situation in Kolmogorov
turbulence, and once again by dimensional analysis, the spectrum is
Kolmogorov: E(ky) ~ €2/ 3k15/ 3 In the parallel direction, where
wave motions dominate, the relevant dimensional parameter is N.
By dimensional analysis, we obtain E(k|) ~ N zkf. Finally, with a
bit more care in evaluating the dispersion relation for buoyant oscil-
lations, w ~ Nk [k, we can evaluate anisotropy. Critical balance,
w ~ TI(U{, where w ~ NkJ_/k” and TI:Ii ~ ku,, combined with the

1/3k11/3

Kolmogorov scaling u; ~ € , gives the relation:

€ .3 2.3
ki~ Fk“ ~lok” ®)

where Ig ~ (e/N*)1/2 is the Ozmidov scale. This is analogous to

the well-known MHD critical balance condition, v Ak“ ~el/ 3ki/ 3,
where the turbulent cascade is also primarily perpendicular. However,
there are critical differences. In Alfvenic turbulence, restoring forces
are in the perpendicular direction, and waves propagate in the parallel
direction; we have k| > k||. In stratified turbulence, restoring forces
are in the parallel direction, and waves propagate in the perpendicular
direction; we have k“ > k,,ie., theroles of k, k” are switched.

Note that for Alfvenic turbulence, k” [k o« kll/ 3, while for strati-

fied turbulence, k”/kJ_ o k12/3, i.e. in both cases k”/kJ_ decreases
towards small scales. However, in MHD turbulence, the cascade be-
gins with approximate isotropy (k|| ~ k. at large scales, when MHD
forces are weaker) and evolves towards anisotropy (k|| < k) at
small scales, while in stratified turbulence, gas motions are highly
anisotropic at large scales (k|| > k), and evolve toward isotropy at
small scales, becoming isotropic (k| ~ k) at the Ozmidov scale,

k ~ 161. This makes sense: on small scales, the system looks uni-
form, and stratification is unimportant. At scales smaller than the
Ozmidov scale, turbulence is an isotropic Kolmogorov cascade.

In our simulations, € = {a-v) is the energy injection rate. However,
not all of this is deposited as heat; some fraction is deposited as poten-
tial energy. In both observational data in the stratosphere (Lindborg
2006) and simulations Pouquet et al. (2018), the ratio of potential en-
ergy to kinetic energy injection is inferred to be fpor ~ ep/ey ~ 0.3.
In general we expect (and our simulations are consistent with) quasi-
equipartition values, fpot ~ O(1), for virialized gas. Thus, the heating
rate is ~ Fr(1 — fpm)(u?’/L).

Cascade times (and hence heating rates) in the weak turbulence
limit can also be affected by rotation, as parameterized by the Rossby
number. This is beyond the scope of this work.

2.2 Turbulent Heat Diffusion

In a strongly stratified medium, turbulent heat diffusion arises due
to small scale vertical motions, where wave motions dominate. The
amplitude of vertical oscillations is:

u

1H~%~L(NL)~(Fr)L, ©)

i.e., the anisotropy scales with Froude number, /|| /L ~ Fr. While this
is intuitive, the vertical scale [ | ~u /N can also be formally obtained
via a similarity analysis, from the fact that the fluid equations in a
strongly stratified medium (Fr < 1) are self-similar with respect
to the variable zN /u (Billant & Chomaz 2001), and it has also been
demonstrated in numerical simulations (Lindborg 2006). At the same



time, incompressibility gives:
ki

g ~ (k_u)“ N (_)u ~ (Fu. (10)

Putting this together, we obtain: D ~ vl ~ (Fr)2uL, i.e., the
diffusion coefficient is suppressed by a factor Fr? in strongly stratified
settings. If we smoothly interpolate between the unstratified and
stratified regimes, we can write (Weinstock 1981; DC05):

ulL
1 +c1Fr_2

where c(, c; are dimensionless constants of order unity.

D =co (11

3 METHODOLOGY

We perform simulations using the FLASH code (Fryxell et al. 2000;
Dubey et al. 2008). For all runs performed, the simulation domain
is resolved by 3203 zones. We adopt the uniform grid mode to avoid
inhomogeneity of numerical dissipation.

We set up the simulation domain with a static gravitational poten-
tial, and with gas in hydrostatic equilibrium with a specified density
and temperature profile. In order to better isolate the effect of turbu-
lent heating, we turn off radiative cooling for all simulations. Thus,
all entropy changes can be attributed to the effects of turbulence.
The system evolution is then governed by the following set of hydro-
dynamic equations with source terms corresponding to the spectral
forcing scheme of driving turbulence, ag,-

Z—f +V - (pv) = 0: (12)

d(pv

%+V-(pVV) =p(g—Vp +aymw); (13)

et g - 14
ot +V - [(etot + p)V] = p(g+aymw) - v, (14)

where p, p, v are the gas density, thermal pressure, and velocity,
respectively; e is the sum of kinetic and internal energy of the gas;
and g is the gravitational acceleration. In section 3.1 we explain how
aurp 1S calculated. The initial setup for all performed simulations is
described in section 3.2.

3.1 Spectral forcing scheme

To include the turbulence source terms, we adopt the “Stir Unit” with
the “Generate” implementation in FLASH utilizing a spectral forcing
scheme. The numerical method is described in detail in Federrath
et al. (2010). Here we briefly summarize the key points.

The forcing field is calculated in the spatial Fourier space.
Each Fourier mode of each spatial component of the vector field,
al((x’y -2) (1) is evolved independently by an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck ran-
dom process:

a1+ A1) = falVD (1) + o1 - f22, (15)

where f = exp(—At/tgecay) is a damping factor; o = / €inj/tdecay 18
the desired variance of ay; Z ~ N(0, 1) is a standard normal random
variable, with zero mean and standard deviation of 1; and the initial

condition is

al™"%(0) = 2. (16)

For all simulations we set Zgecay = 100 Myr.
We consider purely solenoidal driving, so the divergence of the
forcing field is cleaned:

kk
- W) - ak, (17)

where aj = (al((x), al((y),al((z)

Ak div—free = (I

); and [ is the unit tensor. Finally, the
forcing field in real space is obtained by inversely Fourier transform-
ing ak div—free-

In our simulations, only modes with wavenumber ki, < |k| <
kmax are stirred. Note that the evolution of the Fourier mode does
not depend on k (Eq. 15,16); and the divergence cleaning process
only introduces dependence on e; = k/|k|. Thus, the spectrum of
the resultant forcing field is a top-hat function from &, t0 kmax-
We set kpin to be close to kmax so that the turbulence generated
by the spectral forcing approximately has a single driving scale of

T

Lirive = kiﬂ’ where kpeak = (kmin + kmax)/2- The turbulence then

develops self-consistently, cascading down to scales smaller than
Ldrive-

Ideally, the parameter €;,; measures the energy injected by the
forcing field per mode, since

t t
<a<r>-v(r>>x=< / ak(r>~ak(z’)dr'> =0’ / el gy,
0 k 0

(18)

where ()x and ()i represent averaging over the real and wavenumber
space, respectively. Note that the covariance of ak () generated by
Eq. 15 is {ak (1)) ax (t2)) = o-Zexp(—|t —12|/decay) (Bartosch 2001).
Fort 2 tgecay, Eq. 18 gives (a(?) - v(1))x = o-ztdecay = €inj- However,
Eq. 18 holds only when the velocity is all generated by the random
forcing. In practice, velocity can be contributed by non-ideal factors
in our simulations such as gas outflow and internal gravity waves.
Therefore, although we vary the parameter €;,; among the runs to ob-
tain different velocity dispersion, €y is only an approximate indicator
of the injected energy; and we obtain the actual turbulence energy
injection rate by directly measuring {a(¢) - v(¢))x in the simulations.

3.2 Initial conditions

Table 1 lists all simulations performed and the key parameters. In
this section we describe the simulation setups and justify the choices
of the parameters. All runs are in 3D, in spherical geometry.

We set up three runs, NoG-1/2, NoG-5/6, and NoG-4/3 with zero
gravity to investigate the turbulent heating in the unstratified regime.
The simulation domain is a (SOOkpc)3 cube resolved by 320 zones;
thus the resolution is Ax ~ 1.56 kpc. In order to test the mixing
length theory where the energy flux due to turbulence is proportional
to the entropy gradient, we set the initial entropy profiles of these
runs to be a power law. The gas electron density and temperature are
set to be: ne(r) = O.Irl;p‘Zcm’3 and T(r) = 3r&ckeV, such that the
gas in these no gravity runs is initially isobaric. Thus the power law
entropy profile is:

2/3

K= Korfgé =T/n,

Sa/3
kpc

We set axg = 1/2,5/6, and 4/3 for the NoG-1/2, NoG-5/6 and
NoG-4/3 run; the density and temperature profiles are determined
accordingly, since @ = 3ak /5. We set €y; = 8 X 10~%erg g1 57!
and /gsive = 20kpc. The resultant turbulence in these different runs
has velocity dispersion ranging in 100 ~ 140km s~L. (this variation

~ 14r2% keV cm?. (19)
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Figure 1. Time evolution of the 3D velocity dispersion, uyms (¢). The no-gravity and weakly-stratified cases are in the top row and the strongly-stratified cases
are in the bottom. Name of the run is labelled in each panel. For the no-gravity and weakly-stratified cases, we show ;s (¢) calculated over the entire volume;
and for the strongly-stratified cases, we show ums (¢) in three radial shells, 20 < rgpe < 30, 30 < ripe < 40 and 40 < iy < 50. The upper ticks of each panel

show the simulation time scaled by the eddy-turn over time, feqdy = L/trms-

arises because the density profiles vary, while the energy injection
rate is fixed).

We perform five runs to study how gravitational stratification af-
fects turbulent heating.

First, we include one run, PER, with initial gas conditions con-
sistent with the Perseus cluster. We adopt an analytical fit of the
temperature profile based on the observed X-ray surface brightness
of Perseus (Churazov et al. 2003):

1+ (ripe/71)3

T(r) = TkeV ———2~__
2.3+ (rpe/71)3

[1+ (rpe/380)%] 7023, (20)

We consider the gravitational potential due to stars and dark matter,
which does not evolve in our simulations. The dark matter potential
is described by an NFW profile (Navarro et al. 1996), with virial
radius ryj; = 2.44Mpc, virial mass Myj, = 8.5 X 1014Mg, and the
concentration parameter ¢ = 6.81. The gravitational acceleration
due to stars is described by an analytical fit to the de Vaucouleurs

profile of the stellar mass of NGC 1275, the brightest cluster galaxy
of Perseus cluster (Mathews et al. 2006):

0.5378 1.738 -1
(r)= pe e cm s~2 (21)
Sstar 2.853x 10~7  1.749 x 10 :

Using the analytical profiles of temperature and gravitational accel-
eration, we solve the hydrostatic equilibrium equation for the initial
gas density profile, which is normalized to match the observed den-
sity profile (Mathews et al. 2006). The spectral forcing of the PER
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run has the same parameters as in the unstratified runs; and the re-
sultant turbulence is weakly stratified, with the azimuthally-averaged
Fr ranging from 0.4 — 0.9.

Second, to study the physics of strongly stratified regime, we con-
sider four runs STR-eps-high, STR-eps-medium, STR-eps-low, and
STR-10G, among which €, and gravitational acceleration are varied
to explore the parameter space of Fr. In order to better resolve the
inner ICM region where Fr is the smallest, we reduce the size of
the simulation domain to 1253kpc3 and keep the number of zones
unchanged. Thus, the resolution of all the strongly stratified runs
is Ax ~ 0.39%kpc. The runs STR-eps-high, STR-eps-medium, and
STR-eps-low have the same gravitational potential as the PER runs,
but lower energy injection rates €jj = 6.4 X 1077,3.2x 1077, and
1.2x 107 7erg g7! 571, respectively (corresponding to turbulent ve-
locities urms = (70,55,43)km s~! at an outer scale of Larive = 50
kpc). The run STR-10G has the same €,j as STR-eps-medium; and
has 10 times stronger gravitational acceleration. The resultant tur-
bulent velocity is urms < 70 km s~! at a turbulent driving scale

Urms Larive Ngv

Larive = 50 kpc. This gives:
-1
70 km 5! ) (50 kpc) (4 x 10-165-1 ) '

i.e., by construction the strongly stratified runs have Fr < 0.1.
For the stratified runs, we use a smoothed broken power law model
for the initial gas entropy profiles (Babyk et al. 2018):

PRV PRI (P2—-p)A
ko =xol )" |3+3(7)

Fr ~ 0.11( 22)

S 2
272\ ’ 23)



where p; and p, are the power-law slopes below and above the
break radius, rp, respectively; and A is the parameter controlling
the smoothness of the change of slope. We set A = 0.2 such that
slope change approximately occurs within 0.6 — 1.6 7. For STR-
eps-high, STR-eps-medium, and STR-eps-low, we adopt p; = 0.65,
p> = 1.02, and r, = 16.8kpc, which are obtained by fitting the
universal entropy profile observed in cool-core clusters (Babyk et al.
2018). Then the gas density and temperature profiles are obtained by
solving for hydrostatic equilibrium with the given entropy profile. For
the STR-10G run, the gas entropy and the gravitational acceleration
are 10 times larger, which results in 10 times higher gas temperature,
but the same initial gas density. This modified profile is constructed
to provide a clean test of physics in the low Fr number regime.

4 MAIN RESULTS
4.1 General evolution

As the simulation proceeds, the spectral forcing scheme drives turbu-
lence in the halo. As shown by Fig. 1, the rms turbulent velocity uymg
increases with time and reaches a plateau after an initial rise. The
plateau marks the stage where the turbulent energy injection rate is
balanced by the cascade rate of turbulence to smaller scales. The time
needed to reach the stable state, #;, lasts for several eddy turn-over
time, fin; = nfeqdy. The upper ticks of each panel in Fig. 1 denote the
simulation time scaled by Ze4qy. 1 gets larger for stronger stratifica-
tion: for unstratified and weakly-stratified runs (top panels), n ~ 1.5,
while n increases from ~ 1.5 to ~ 3 for the strongly-stratified runs
in the order of increasing strength of stratification (the lower panels,
from left to right). The correlation between n and the strength of
stratification is consistent with the fact that cascade rates to smaller
scales are weaker with stronger stratification, and thus turbulence
takes a higher number of eddy turnover times to saturate.

Fig. 2 shows the snapshots of gas entropy radial profiles. Simu-
lation time of each snapshot is color-coded such that redder colors
represent later times. The initial conditions are highlighted with the
black-dashed lines. All runs exhibit similar evolution: turbulence
creates an isentropic core growing in radius; this central core en-
tropy increases with time. Outside the growing core, gas flows out of
the boundary and the halo expands adiabatically. The outer entropy
profile does not change significantly with time.

The rise of entropy in the central region results from entropy influx
due to turbulent diffusion in the absence of radiative cooling. Note
that there are no buoyant restoring forces in the isentropic core; the
Froude number diverges there, and this could bias our analysis. For
the diffusion analysis, the isentropic region is excluded: the diffusive
flux in Fig. 5 starts from about 20 kpc for NoG and PER runs, and from
about 5 kpc for STR runs. Compared with the isotropic and weakly-
stratified cases (top panels), the isentropic cores found in the strongly
stratified cases (bottom panels) grow more slowly and are restricted to
asmaller region (the inner ~ 5 kpc) at the end of the simulations. This
reflects the suppression of turbulent diffusion in a strongly stratified
medium. For dissipation analysis, the isentropic core is only a small
fraction of the analyzed volume, and it has negligible impact on our
results. Note that in high resolution observations, power-law entropy
profiles, rather than isentropic cores, are seen at the centers of clusters
(Babyk et al. 2019).

4.2 Turbulent dissipation

Strongly stratified cases. For the strongly stratified cases, we cal-

7

culate the turbulent dissipation rate in three different radial shells:
20 < rgpe < 30, 30 < rgpe < 40, and 40 < rgpe < 50. The actual
turbulent dissipation rate is estimated by the energy injection rate of
the turbulent forcing, i.e., €giss ~ {a - u), where () stands for aver-
aging over both time and volume. Thus the deviation of turbulence
dissipation rate from the prediction of Kolmogorov-like turbulence,
Bis:

5= (a-u)

=— ", (24)
<’/‘1§ms/ldrive>

where a - u and u?ms /larive are evaluated by averaging over the stable
period of simulation and over the volume of each radial shell. There
is a tight correlation between 8 and the averaged Fr in the strongly-
stratified cases, as demonstrated in the upper panel of Fig.3. The best
fit (green dashed line) model suggests an approximate linear relation
in this regime, 8 ~ Fr. B8 can be interpreted as the ratio between the
eddy turn-over time and the turbulent dissipation time, since:

_ _ &diss uz/Tdiss N Teddy
u?[(1/u)  u?teasy  Tdiss

As discussed in section 2.1, S « Fr is expected for the wave tur-
bulence in a gravitationally stratified medium. In general, turbulent
cascade and dissipation rates are lower in the wave turbulence regime;
and stronger stratification (lower Fr) leads to lower turbulence dissi-
pation rates for a given upps.

Additionally, the turbulent velocity dispersion is consistent with
the wave turbulence picture. Within one individual run, the turbulent
energy injection rate, €gjsg, 1S approximately unchanged among the
three radial shells. For a given injection rate, the resultant velocity
dispersion increases as Fr falls due to the increase in the turbulent
cascade time predicted by wave turbulence theory (section 2.1). Inner
radial shells (which have lower Fr) have larger velocity dispersion,
as demonstrated in the bottom row of Fig. 1. Quantitative analysis
also show consistency. The bottom panel of Fig. 3 demonstrates the
scaling between ”"]";g and Fr. The data reveals a tight power-law

B

(25)

diss
relation (the green dashed line):

Urms -0.41
Tk Fr . (26)

diss
The power-law scaling has a slope very close to that predicted from
wave turbulence theory (Eq. 6).

Unstratified and weakly stratified cases In the unstratified and
weakly stratified runs, turbulence is more isotropic; we find the turbu-
lent dissipation is consistent with the Kolmogorov (1941) prediction.
In Fig. 3 we show g for each run averaged over time and the entire
volume of the simulation as square data points. We denote the min-
imum and maximum value of time-averaged S(r) as vertical error
bars. For the data point of the PER run, the range of Fr(r) is shown
as the horizontal error bar. In the unstratified cases, Fr — oo, which
is represented by the right arrows attached to the data points. The ra-
dial variation of B throughout the entire simulation domain is small.
Variation of B(r) in PER is slightly larger, but is still very small
given the range of Fr(r). Therefore, 8 in the isobaric and weakly
stratified cases can be treated as a constant. This also implies that
density stratification in its own right does not affect the dissipation
rate.

Combining the results of all runs we fit the § — Fr data points with
a piecewise function:

3.9F%92 0.03 <Fr<0.12

p= {0.55 Fr>0.12 : @7)
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Figure 2. Time evolution of radial entropy profiles. The order of the panels are the same as that of Fig. 1. Simulation time is encoded by the color, from purple
being the earliest to red being the latest. The initial conditions are highlighted by the dashed black lines. For the no-gravity and weakly-stratified cases (top row),
the profiles are drawn every 50 Myr for # = 0— 1 Gyr; and for the strongly-stratified cases (bottom row), the profiles are drawn every 200 Myr for t = 0—4.5 Gyr.
In all cases, an isentropic core grows in radius due to convective heating; and the region outside the core generally remains adiabatic. By comparing the top and
bottom rows, it is clear that strong stratification results in smaller cores, which develop over much longer time scales.

The scaling relation is in good agreement with that in Pouquet
et al. (2018) (the black dashed line! in Fig. 3) in terms of the power-
law index in 0.03 < Fr < 0.12 and the critical value of Fr above
which S saturates. There is a difference in normalization, which
is less than a factor of 2. The different normalization may be due
to different fractions of turbulent energy converted to gravitational
potential energy, in the respective plane-parallel and spherical set-
ups.

4.3 Turbulent heat diffusion
We calculate the energy flux due to turbulent diffusion in the simu-
lated halos using the convective flux of gas enthalpy (Fcony):

Y
y—1

Feonv(r) = Feonv(r)e, = kp ((nuy Ty — (nuyp) <T)) ey,  (28)
where kp is the Boltzmann constant, n is the gas number density,
u, is the radial velocity, and <> represents averaging over the 4w

solid angle, e.g., (T) = ﬁ / T(r,Q)dQ. The convective heat flux
is obtained by subtracting the heat flux due to mass inflow/outflow
from the total heat flux. The actual heating rate due to the convective
flux (éconv(r)) is the negative divergence of the convective flux.
Considering spherical symmetry, écony () is:

i a(rchonV)
T

éconv(r) = =V - Feony(r) = - P (29)
r r

1 Note that Pouquet et al. (2018) use the integral length Iy ~ %ldrive in B8
and Fr. This makes 3 (Fr) defined in Pouquet et al. (2018) two times smaller
(larger) than that defined in this paper.
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Then we compare the calculated turbulent heat diffusion with that
prediced by mixing length theory (Kim & Narayan 2003; DCO05),
where the diffusive energy flux is proportional to the entropy gradient:

as(r)
ar

Fmer(r) = Fuer(r)er = —=Deqayp (r)T(r) e, (30)

where s(r) = cyln (:(%2/) is the specific gas entropy, ¢, =
——=B___ is the heat capacity at constant volume per unit mass,
ump (y=1)

mp is proton mass, u ~ 0.6 is the mean molecular weight of the
plasma. D.qqy is the turbulent diffusion coefficient. Fig. 4 shows av-
Deddy
Urmsleon /3
each run, where /.o, = ngdrive is the coherence length?; and Deady

eraged as a function of the average Fr in the radial bins of

Feony

is estimated by Degdy = STos o7 Averaging is performed over the
volume of radial bins and time during which turbulence has reached
a stable state and does not evolve systematically.

Fig. 4 demonstrates that Degqy is remarkably well described by
Eq.11 from no-stratified to strongly stratified cases. The black dashed
line shows the best-fit analytical expression for the correction factor
due to stratification,

Deady 1
urmsleon/3 1+ 0.68Fr2"

We describe the turbulent diffusion in detail below for the isotropic,
weakly stratified and strongly stratified cases respectively.

€29

2 The relationship between l.op, lgrive cOmes from integrating over the power
spectrum of turbulence (Tennekes et al. 1972).
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Figure 3. Top panel: the Froude number (Fr) scaling of turbulent dissipation
efficiency (8 = €/ (ufmS /larive) ), the ratio between the actual turbulent dissi-
pation rate € and the Kolmogorov rate ufms /ldrive- In the strongly-stratified
cases, time- and volume-averaged 8 and Fr are calculated in each of the three
analyzed radial layers. The results are shown as the data points without bars.
For the no-gravity and weakly-stratified cases, which are not split up by radial
shells, the range of B over the domain is shown by the vertical bar. The range
of time-averaged Fr for the PER case is shown as the horizontal bar; and
the right arrows on the data points of no-gravity cases representing Fr = oo
in these cases. The green dashed line shows the best fit broken power law
(Eq. 27). The 8 — Fr relation obtained by Pouquet et al. (2018) is shown as the
black dashed line. Bottom panel: averaged values of Fr and ung/ € 173 in the
radial shells of the strongly-stratified cases. The green dashed line shows the
best fit power law. Both 8 and uymg/ € 1/3 tightly relate to Fr, and the power
indices in the strongly-stratified regime agree well with that predicted by the
wave-turbulence model (Eq. 6, Eq. 4).

Unstratified and weakly stratified cases The standard mix-
ing length theory ignores gravitational stratification, so Fr — oo;
Deddy = Urmsleno/3; and the correction factor reduces to unity, as
shown by the orange, red and green squares in Fig. 4. Therefore,
the results for the isotropic cases (i.e., runs NoG-1/2, NoG-5/6, and
NoG-4/3), where gravity is excluded, demonstrate that the heating
rate due to turbulent diffusion agrees with the standard mixing theory
very well. As shown in the top left three panels in Fig. 5, the diffusive
heat flux from the standard mixing length model (the grey dashed
lines) is in good agreement with the heat flux due to turbulent diffu-
sion measured from simulations (the blue lines). On the other hand,
in PER run, where weak stratification is present, the prediction from
standard mixing length theory significantly deviates from the actual
diffusion heating rate. This is demonstrated by the offset between the
dashed grey line (representing the prediction from standard mixing
length theory) and the blue line (representing the values measured
from the simulation) in the top right panel in Fig. 5. However, the
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Figure 4. Suppression of turbulent diffusion coefficient as a function of Fr.
The black dashed line is the analytical model (equation 11) fitted by the data
from the PERrun (the blue squares). For convenience we plot the data from
the no-gravity run at the right end (Fr ~ 15). The plotted symbols retain the
same meaning as Fig 3.

mixing length model corrected for the gravitational stratification,

i.e., Deddy ~ H”—éﬂ, (dotted solid black line) can accurately de-
ci

scribe the turbulent mixing heating rate directly measured from the

numerical simulations. The best fit requires
c1 ~ 0.68, (32)

which is a factor of 16 larger than the original value calibrated in
Weinstock (1981) for the conditions appropriate for the Earth’s at-
mosphere. We have checked carefully that this difference does not
arise due to a difference in the definition of coherence length and
driving scale. In particular, for a given driving scale /giye, We repro-
duce the analytic results of Dennis & Chandran (2005), given their
equations (see below). However, these equations do not agree with
our numerical simulations.

Strongly stratified cases For strongly stratified cases, discrepan-
cies between the standard mixing length theory and the stratified
model are much larger, as shown by the grey dashed lines and dot-
ted solid black lines in the bottom panels of Fig. 5. This is because
Fr < 1 and Deggy ~ # ~ ulFr?. Namely, the convective flux
due to turbulent diffusion is suppressed by a factor of Fr2, which
corresponds to 2 to 3 orders of magnitude in the strongly-stratified
cases. The actual diffusive flux in simulations (dotted blue lines in the
bottom panels of Fig. 5) is broadly consistent with the prediction of
the stratified model, though the measured heating rate has large scat-
ter with negative values. In a strongly-stratified medium, the radial
motions are dominated by gravity waves and can be approximated
as oscillations with a time scale Tgy ~ Ng\l,. However, as shown in
section 2.1, the non-linear time 7wy, ~ TedclyFr’1 ~ 1pvyFr 2 > 1py.
TN 1S the timescale over which coherent motions are lost and hence
it indicates the time for stochastic motions to sufficiently mix the gas.
Therefore, the dominant mode of radial motions almost leaves the
gas entropy unchanged, as the oscillation is too swift to allow the
displaced gas parcel to mix with the ambient medium. Consequently,
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Figure 5. Averaged radial profiles of the convective energy flux due to turbulent diffusion. The dashed grey lines correspond to the flux predicted from the
standard mixing length theory, where the correction for gravitational stratification is not considered; the blue lines correspond to the actual convective flux
measured from the simulations; the dotted black line corresponds to the prediction from the mixing length theory corrected for stratification with the best fit
value of the free parameter c¢; = 0.68 in Eq. 11; and the red dashed lines correspond to the stratified mixing length model with the ¢ value reported in Weinstock
(1981). All profiles are averaged over the simulation time when the turbulence has reached a steady state.

the actual convective flux due to turbulent diffusion is swamped by
highly fluctuating signals with zero mean; and this causes the large
scatter in the averaged diffusion heating rate in the strongly-stratified
cases.

4.4 Relative contributions of turbulent diffusion and dissipation

Our simulations suggest turbulent diffusion is considerably more
suppressed by gravitational stratification than previously thought. We
find this implies that higher velocities are needed to offset cooling.
Compared to turbulent dissipation, where dissipation rates € o Fr
for Fr < 0.1, suppression of turbulent diffusion is stronger (D o Fr2,
and, importantly, sets in at much higher Froude number Fr < 1).
Thus, when stratification is strong, turbulent dissipation is generally
more important than turbulent diffusion in heating the gas.

DCOS calculate the velocity profiles of turbulence with which tur-
bulent dissipation and diffusion can balance the radiative cooling to-
gether with the thermal conduction. The resultant velocity profile and
relative contribution by dissipation and diftfusion for cluster A1795
are reproduced. DCOS5 adopts ¢; = 0.042 (as well as c(z) = 0.1688)
for the turbulent diffusion coefficient. We follow their calculation
with the same value of cé, but with a much larger ¢; = 0.68, which
is calibrated by our simulations. The top panel of Fig. 6 shows the
resultant velocity profiles with ¢; = 0.042 (black line) and ¢; = 0.68
(red line). The stronger suppression of turbulent heating in our model
results in a 20% ~ 25% increase of the velocity profiles. The bottom
panel of Fig. 6 demonstrates the fraction of cooling rate balanced
by diffusion (solid lines), dissipation (dotted lines), and thermal con-
duction (dashed line). The results of DCOS5 (¢; = 0.042) are shown in
black; and those of our models (¢; = 0.68) are shown in red. Adopt-
ing c; = 0.68 suppresses the turbulent diffusion heating rate; thus,
in order to achieve thermal equilibrium the relative contribution of
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turbulent dissipation has to increase (which requires larger turbulent
velocities). Compared to previous models, the relative importance of
turbulent diffusion and dissipation is switched in our model.

4.5 Typical values of Fr in ICM

To investigate the typical degree of gravitational stratification in ICM,
we investigate the radial profile of Fr with different assumptions
about driving scale, entropy gradient, and gravitational potential.
As the fiducial model, we consider /gy = 100kpc, the gas en-
tropy, K(r) described by the universal profile (Eq. 23), and rms
turbulent velocity urms = 200km s~!. Since Fr oc upms/lgrive, the
results here for other (spatially constant) values upms, /qive Can be
found by simple rescaling. For gravitational potential, we employ the
NFW profiles with Msgy = 104 and 10" M, respectively, which
generally brackets the halo mass range of galaxy clusters. The con-
centration parameters of the NFW profiles, c5q are set according to
the c500 — M50 relation from simulations by Dolag et al. (2004).
The adopted c599 — M50 relation is in agreement with observa-
tions within ~ 20 scatter (Vikhlinin et al. 2006). The resultant Fr(r)
is shown as solid lines in Fig. 7, where the blue line corresponds
to Mspy = 10'*Me; and the red line represents the model with
Msgy = 1015 M. It turns out that Fr(r) is not sensitive to the cluster
halo mass: the change of Fr(r) is less than a factor of 2 for an order
of magnitude difference of halo mass.

We then alter l4;ive, K(r), and the gravitational potential based
on the fiducial model to see how Fr(r) is affected. First, for a driv-
ing scale that is proportional to the distance from the ICM center
lgrive « 1, the Fr(r) profile (dashed lines in Fig. 7) is distinct from
that with constant /;ye. While this radial dependence of /4;iye Was
assumed by previous works (e.g., Kim & Narayan 2003; Dennis &
Chandran 2005), our simulations are inconsistent with such assump-
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Figure 6. Top panel: velocity profiles of a galaxy cluster where heating due
to turbulent dissipation, diffusion and thermal conduction balance radiative
cooling, assuming different models of turbulent diffusion. We reproduce the
results for cluster A1795 in DCOS5, shown as the black line. DCOS adopts ¢ =
0.042 (as well as cg = 0.1688) for the turbulent diffusion coefficient (Eq. 11).
The red line shows the resultant velocity profile with ¢; = 0.68 calibrated
by this work. Bottom panel: relative contribution of different heating sources
to balance radiative cooling. The results for cluster A1795 in DCOS (¢; =
0.042) are reproduced, shown as the black lines, where the solid, dotted, and
dashed lines correspond to the contribution from diffusion, dissipation, and
thermal conduction, respectively. The red lines show the contribution from
diffusion and dissipation in the case of ¢; = 0.68, which is calibrated from
our numerical simulations.

tions (section 4.6). Second, using an entropy profile with a flat core
increases the central Fr by ~ 0.5 dex (the dotted lines). Early ob-
servations found the general existence of isentropic cores in the hot
gaseous halos of galaxy clusters (e.g., Cavagnolo et al. 2009), where
the entropy profile is given by

K(r) =Ko+ K rﬁ)c. (33)

At outer radii, entropy follows a power law oc #¢ and approaches a
constant value, K at the center. We calculate Fr(r) with the best fit
model reported by Cavagnolo et al. (2009), K (r) = 17.5keV - cm? +
148 (r /100kpc)1'21 keV - cm?. However, more recent works show
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Figure 7. Radial profiles of Fr with different assumptions about driving
scale, entropy gradient and gravitational potential. The rms turbulent velocity
is set to be uyms = 200 km/s. The solid blue and red lines correspond to a dark
matter potential described by the NFW profile with M5y = 104, 10" Mo,
respectively; gas entropy follows the universal profile (Eq.23); and the tur-
bulent driving scale is lgive = 100 kpc. Since Fr oc ums/lgrive, the results
here for other (spatially constant) values ums, l4rive can be found by simple
rescaling Compared with the solid lines, other blue & red line pairs have one
of the following differences: 1) the driving scale equals to » (dashed lines);
2) the gas entropy profile has a flat core (dotted lines); 3) an additional grav-
itational potential from the stellar mass (using stellar potential of NGC1275
as an example) is included (dotted dash lines).

that the flattening of inner entropy is a resolution effect (Panagoulia
et al. 2014; Hogan et al. 2017; Babyk et al. 2018). Our calculation
suggests the importance of constraining entropy profiles in estimating
Fr. Finally, we consider whether including the gravitational potential
from the stellar mass has a large impact on Fr(r). We use the stellar
potential of NGC1275 as an example (Eq. 21). The resultant Fr(r) is
shown as the dotted dash line. Only a small change in Fr(r) is caused
by including the stellar potential, even though stellar mass dominates
over the dark matter mass at small radii.

In summary, the value of Fr is mostly affected by the gas entropy
profile, the driving scale, and the amplitude of turbulent fluctuations,
while uncertainties in gravitational potential do not affect Fr too
much.

4.6 Estimating the driving scale

In this work, we adopt a single peak scale of the spectral forcing,
which corresponds to a constant /g.jye in each run. We can test this
argument by examining our simulations directly, by looking at how
velocity anisotropy scales with radius. The constant /q.ye causes
Fr to be an increasing function of radius, since gravity is stronger
(and hence the Brunt-Viisild frequency raises) in inner regions. As
stratification becomes stronger (Fr falls), turbulence motions should
become more tangentially biased, due to strong buoyant restoring
forces which limit motion in the radial direction. Fig. 8 shows the

MNRAS 000, 1-14 (2022)
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Figure 8. Time evolution of anisotropy parameter, Banis in the strongly stratified runs. The velocity anisotropy is defined to be Banis = 1 — py where og,

2
04, and o, are the three spherical components of velocity dispersion. For visibility, —Banis is plotted. —Bap;s of the inner shells is larger than that of the outer
in each run, indicating more tangentially-biased turbulent velocity hence stronger stratification in the inner region.

velocity anisotropy parameter (SB,is) as a function of time, where

2 2
0'6,+O'¢

Banis = 1 — (34)

20‘,2

In each run, turbulent velocity is more tangentially-biased (more
negative B,pis) in the inner shells, indicating inner regions are more
strongly stratified. This is consistent with the expectation that Fr
increases with r when /giye 1s set to be constant (Fig. 7).

In previous works (e.g., Kim & Narayan 2003; Dennis & Chandran
2005), l4rive 1s set to be proportional to the distance from the ICM
center: lgrive ® ar, where « is a constant coefficient less than unity.
Then Fr is a decreasing function of r, as demonstrated by the dashed
lines in Fig. 7.

There are two possible justifications for /4,4y = a@r. Oneis to argue
that in the turbulent diffusion coefficient for Degdgy ~ #rmslcon/3
the velocity coherence length should be a fraction of the pressure
scale height Hp, as in the mixing length theory of convection; the
pressure scale height in turn scales with the radius Hp « r (Kim &
Narayan 2003). In convection, the pressure (or more correctly, the
entropy) scale height sets a natural length-scale, since that sets the
length scale over which buoyant forces act. However, for extrinsically
driven turbulence, the direct scale of driving is what matters, and in
our simulations we have set [ to be constant. A fluid element at radius
r can mix with fluid elements at all radii within an eddy size /, not
just with fluid elements within the entropy scale height o« 7.

Another argument for / ~ ar might be that local turbulent driving
scales with radius. Naively, assuming / ~ ar might appear suitable
for turbulence driven by AGN feedback, since the size of buoyantly
raising bubbles inflated by AGN jet roughly scales with r. However,
note that AGN turbulence initiated at large radii can still affect gas
at smaller radii. The source of turbulence does not have to be local.
Furthermore, AGN are not the only source of turbulence. For ICM
turbulence driven by large-scale structure motion including infall of
sub-clusters, member galaxies, the characteristic scale of turbulence
is much larger and does not scale with r. The details of this issue —
which require more observational input — is beyond the scope of this

paper.
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5 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we study how the gravitational stratification alters the
heating rates due to both turbulent dissipation and turbulent diffu-
sion, and how this affects the contribution of turbulence to thermody-
namic energy balance in galaxy clusters. The degree of stratification
is quantified by the Froude number, Fr = umgs/ (Igrive N), Where urmg
is the rms turbulent velocity, /qive 1S the driving scale, and N is the
Brunt-Viisdld frequency. We first model these effects analytically,
including a new derivation of the impact of stratification on turbu-
lent dissipation. We then perform numerical simulations where the
ICM is stirred by turbulence driven by the spectral forcing scheme,
and confront analytic theory with our numerical results. Our major
conclusions are:

(i) The efficiency of turbulent dissipation is lowered by gravita-
tional stratification, for Fr < 0.1. The influence of stratification on
the turbulent dissipation is physically explained under the theoretical
framework of wave turbulence (section 2.1), where nonlinear inter-
actions of internal gravity waves lead to a turbulent cascade. The
turbulent cascade time increases with stratification, becoming larger
than the eddy turnover time. The wave turbulence theory predicts
that the ratio between actual dissipation rate € and the dissipation
rate of Kolmogorov turbulence, € ~ u:’ms/ ldrive»> scales linearly with
the Froude number (Eq. 5). Our simulations show consistency with
this scaling relation (Fig. 3; Eq. 27) in the strong stratification regime
(Fr < 0.12); and for Fr > 0.12, the dissipation rate saturates and re-
turns to the Kolmogorov scaling, € ~ uS’ms /larive- Equivalently, in
the strong stratification regime, for a given energy injection rate e,
turbulent velocities are larger upmg o« Fr1/3 (Eq. 6, Fig 3), due
to longer cascade times. Thus, observations which measure uyng
but do not take this into account and assume Kolmogorov cascade
rates, will erroneously infer turbulent heating rates which are too
high, by a factor Fr~!. Finally, in the strongly stratified regime, since

€~ ub o/ (Nl(zirive) (Eq. 5), the heating rate is even more sensitive

to Urms and lqyive compared to the Kolmogorov rate € ~ u?ms/ Ldrive-
This significantly increases measurement uncertainties in €, particu-
larly since 4;ive is poorly constrained.

(i) Gravitational stratification suppresses turbulent diffusion, for
Fr < 1. Turbulent diffusion can be described by mixing length theory,
where the diffusion coefficient Deqgy ~ Urms/drive- In the strongly
stratified regime, buoyant oscillations dominate over turbulence in the



radial direction. Consequently, the heating due to turbulent diffusion
is reduced, and the radial diffusion coeflicient D) o FrZ. An analyti-
cal model describing the diffusion coefficient (Eq. 11) is obtained by
interpolating between the unstratified and stratified regimes. We find
the analytical model can accurately describe the turbulent diffusion
rate measured in our simulations (Fig. 4). Our best fit model requires
the parameter ¢ in Eq. (11) to be a factor of ~ 16 larger than the
original value calibrated in Weinstock (1981) for conditions appro-
priate for the Earth’s atmosphere. Thus, suppression of turbulent heat
diffusion in the cluster context is considerably more important than
previously thought, by an order of magnitude.

(iii) The turbulent velocity in the simulated halos is found to
be more tangentially biased in the inner regions (Fig. 8) suggesting
stronger stratification (smaller Fr) inwards. This is consistent with our
assumption that the turbulent driving scale is a constant through the
simulation domain. Previous works which invoke convective mixing
length theory often assume /gjve & 7, which would otherwise lead
to weaker stratification in the center.

We suggest that the driving scale of such turbulence does not
scale with r; and gravitational stratification in the cluster context is
more important than previously thought: Fr can be much smaller
in the inner core region. Nonetheless, it should be noted that while
the Brunt-Viisild frequency N can be determined from observed
entropy profiles, and uyms can also be constrained observationally,
the driving scale /4ve is more difficult to pin down and is the principle
uncertainty in determining the Fr profile of clusters. Also note that
if thermal conduction is efficient — although this is unclear —then
the Brunt-Viisild frequency N is proportional to the logarithmic
temperature gradient, rather than the logarithmic entropy gradient,
which typically lowers it by a factor of ~ 2 (Sharma et al. 2009;
Ruszkowski & Oh 2010a).

Overall, our results suggest that suppression of turbulent diffusion
by stratification is very strong, and important over a large radial range
in cluster cores (the radial turbulent diffusion coefficient Dy o Fr2,
for Fr < 1). It cannot be ignored. It should also be noted that the
turbulent diffusion of other passive scalars (e.g., metallicity) will
be similarly affected. Suppression of turbulent dissipation follows a
linear scaling (e o Fr, for Fr < 0.1). Typically, only the innermost
parts of ICM (e.g., in the inner ~ 10 kpc for the fiducial model in
Fig. 7) would be affected. Therefore, the results of Zhuravleva et al.
(2014) are not likely to be significantly affected by gravitational strat-
ification. Nonetheless — modulo assumptions about driving scales —
suppression can be strong in the innermost regions, and it is impor-
tant to keep in mind. These effects may also be important in other
contexts, e.g., the circumgalactic medium, and stellar and planetary
atmospheres.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Rajsekhar Mohapatra, Annick Pouquet, Mark Voit, and
Max Gronke for helpful conversations. This research was sup-
ported in part by the National Science Foundation under Grant No.
NSF PHY- 1748958 to KITP; we thank the organizers and partic-
ipants of the KITP “Fundamentals of Gaseous Halos" workshop
for helpful discussions. CW and SPO acknowledge NASA grant 19-
ATP19-0205 and NSF grant AST-1911198 for support. MR acknowl-
edges NSF grant AST 2009227, NASA grant 80NSSC20K 1583, and
Forschungsstipendium from the Max-Planck-Institut fiir Astrophysik
in Garching, Germany.

13

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data underlying this article will be shared on reasonable request
to the corresponding author.

REFERENCES

Babyk I. V., McNamara B. R., Nulsen P. E. J., Russell H. R., Vantyghem
A.N., Hogan M. T., Pulido F. A., 2018, ApJ, 862, 39

Babyk I. V., McNamara B. R., Tamhane P. D., Nulsen P. E. J., Russell H. R.,
Edge A. C., 2019, ApJ, 887, 149

Bartosch L., 2001, International Journal of Modern Physics C, 12, 851

Battaglia N., Bond J. R., Pfrommer C., Sievers J. L., 2012, ApJ, 758, 74

Billant P., Chomaz J.-M., 2001, Physics of Fluids, 13, 1645

Caillol P,, Zeitlin V., 2000, Dynamics of atmospheres and oceans, 32, 81

Cavagnolo K. W., Donahue M., Voit G. M., Sun M., 2009, ApJS, 182, 12

Chen C. H. K., Mallet A., Yousef T. A., Schekochihin A. A., Horbury T. S.,
2011, MNRAS, 415, 3219

Cho J., Vishniac E. T., 2000, ApJ, 539, 273

Churazov E., Forman W., Jones C., Bohringer H., 2003, ApJ, 590, 225

Dennis T. J., Chandran B. D. G., 2005, ApJ, 622, 205

Dolag K., Bartelmann M., Perrotta F., Baccigalupi C., Moscardini L.,
Meneghetti M., Tormen G., 2004, A&A, 416, 853

Dubey A., Reid L., Fisher R., 2008, Physica Scripta, 2008, 014046

Fabian A. C., 2012, ARA&A, 50, 455

Federrath C., Roman-Duval J., Klessen R. S., Schmidt W., Mac Low M. M.,
2010, A&A, 512, A8l

Fryxell B, et al., 2000, ApJS, 131, 273

Fujita Y., Cen R., Zhuravleva 1., 2020, MNRAS, 494, 5507

Galtier S., Nazarenko S., Newell A. C., Pouquet A., 2000, Journal of plasma
physics, 63, 447

Garrett C., Munk W., 1975, Journal of Geophysical Research, 80, 291

Gaspari M., Churazov E., 2013, A&A, 559, A78

Goldreich P., Sridhar S., 1995, ApJ, 438, 763

Hitomi Collaboration et al., 2016, Nature, 535, 117

Hogan M. T., et al., 2017, ApJ, 851, 66

Horbury T. S., Forman M., Oughton S., 2008, Physical Review Letters, 101,
175005

Kim W.-T., Narayan R., 2003, ApJ, 596, 889

Kolmogorov A., 1941, Doklady AN USSR, 31, 99

Kraichnan R. H., 1965, The Physics of Fluids, 8, 1385

Li Y., Ruszkowski M., Bryan G. L., 2017, Ap]J, 847, 106

Li Y., etal., 2020, ApJ, 889, L1

Lindborg E., 2006, Journal of Fluid Mechanics, 550, 207

Lvov Y. V., Tabak E. G., 2001, Physical review letters, 87, 168501

Maron J., Goldreich P., 2001, ApJ, 554, 1175

Mathews W. G., Faltenbacher A., Brighenti F., 2006, ApJ, 638, 659

McNamara B. R, Nulsen P. E. J., 2007, ARA&A, 45, 117

McNamara B. R., Nulsen P. E. J., 2012, New Journal of Physics, 14, 055023

Mohapatra R., Sharma P., 2019, MNRAS, 484, 4881

Mohapatra R., Federrath C., Sharma P., 2020, MNRAS, 493, 5838

Navarro J. F., Frenk C. S., White S. D. M., 1996, ApJ, 462, 563

Nazarenko S., 2011, Wave turbulence. Vol. 825, Springer Science & Business
Media

Nazarenko S. V., Schekochihin A. A., 2011, Journal of Fluid Mechanics, 677,
134

Ogorzalek A., et al., 2017, MNRAS, 472, 1659

Panagoulia E. K., Fabian A. C., Sanders J. S., 2014, MNRAS, 438, 2341

Pelinovsky E., Raevsky M., 1977, Izv. Acad. Sci. USSR Atmos. Oceanic
Phys, 13, 187

Perez J. C., Boldyrev S., 2008, ApJ, 672, L61

Podesta J. J., 2009, ApJ, 698, 986

Pouquet A., Rosenberg D., Marino R., Herbert C., 2018, Journal of Fluid
Mechanics, 844, 519

Ruszkowski M., Oh S. P., 2010a, ApJ, 713, 1332

Ruszkowski M., Oh S. P., 2010b, ApJ, 713, 1332

Sanders J. S., Fabian A. C., 2013, MNRAS, 429, 2727

MNRAS 000, 1-14 (2022)


http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aacce5
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018ApJ...862...39B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab54ce
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...887..149B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0129183101002012
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2001IJMPC..12..851B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/758/2/74
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ApJ...758...74B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1369125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/182/1/12
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009ApJS..182...12C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18933.x
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2011MNRAS.415.3219C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/309213
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2000ApJ...539..273C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/374923
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003ApJ...590..225C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/427424
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2005ApJ...622..205D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20031757
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004A&A...416..853D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081811-125521
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ARA%26A..50..455F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200912437
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010A&A...512A..81F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/317361
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2000ApJS..131..273F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa1087
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020MNRAS.494.5507F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201322295
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013A&A...559A..78G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/175121
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1995ApJ...438..763G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature18627
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016Natur.535..117H
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa9af3
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...851...66H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.175005
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008PhRvL.101q5005H
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008PhRvL.101q5005H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/378153
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003ApJ...596..889K
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa88c1
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...847..106L
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab65c7
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020ApJ...889L...1L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0022112005008128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/321413
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2001ApJ...554.1175M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/499119
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006ApJ...638..659M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.45.051806.110625
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007ARA%26A..45..117M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/14/5/055023
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012NJPh...14e5023M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz328
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.484.4881M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa711
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020MNRAS.493.5838M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/177173
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1996ApJ...462..563N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S002211201100067X
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2011JFM...677..134N
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2011JFM...677..134N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2030
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017MNRAS.472.1659O
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt2349
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014MNRAS.438.2341P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/526342
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008ApJ...672L..61P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/698/2/986
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009ApJ...698..986P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2018.192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2018.192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/713/2/1332
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010ApJ...713.1332R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/713/2/1332
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010ApJ...713.1332R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sts543
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013MNRAS.429.2727S

14 Wang et al.

Sharma P., Chandran B. D. G., Quataert E., Parrish I. J., 2009, in S. Heinz &
E. Wilcots ed., American Institute of Physics Conference Series Vol.
1201, American Institute of Physics Conference Series. pp 363-370
(arXiv:0909.0270), doi:10.1063/1.3293077

Tennekes H., Lumley J. L., Lumley J. L., et al., 1972, A first course in
turbulence. MIT press

Valdarnini R., 2019, ApJ, 874, 42

Vikhlinin A., Kravtsov A., Forman W., Jones C., Markevitch M., Murray
S. S., Van Speybroeck L., 2006, ApJ, 640, 691

Wang C., Ruszkowski M., Pfrommer C., Oh S. P, Yang H. Y. K., 2021,
MNRAS, 504, 898

Weinstock J., 1981, Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences, 38, 880

Wicks R. T., Horbury T. S., Chen C. H. K., Schekochihin A. A., 2010,
MNRAS, 407, L31

Yang H.-Y. K., Reynolds C. S., 2016, ApJ, 829, 90

Zakharov V. E., L'Vov V. S., Falkovich G., 1992, Kolmogorov spectra of
turbulence 1. Wave turbulence.

Zhuravleva 1., et al., 2014, Nature, 515, 85

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/I&TEX file prepared by the author.

MNRAS 000, 1-14 (2022)


http://arxiv.org/abs/0909.0270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3293077
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab0964
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...874...42V
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/500288
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006ApJ...640..691V
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab966
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021MNRAS.504..898W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2010.00898.x
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010MNRAS.407L..31W
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/829/2/90
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016ApJ...829...90Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature13830
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014Natur.515...85Z

	1 Introduction
	2 Stratified Turbulence: Analytic Expectations
	2.1 Turbulent Dissipation
	2.2 Turbulent Heat Diffusion

	3 Methodology
	3.1 Spectral forcing scheme
	3.2 Initial conditions

	4 Main Results
	4.1 General evolution
	4.2 Turbulent dissipation
	4.3 Turbulent heat diffusion
	4.4 Relative contributions of turbulent diffusion and dissipation
	4.5 Typical values of Fr in ICM
	4.6 Estimating the driving scale

	5 Conclusions

