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BREAKUP OF AN ACCELERATED SHELL OWING TO
RAYLEIGH-TAYLOR INSTABILITY
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ABSTRACT

‘ We examine a simplified model for the
Rayleigh-Taylor instability of an accelerated
sheli and find the most dangerous wavelength

to be about that of the shell thickness. The
shell material is assumed to be an inviscid, in-
compressible fluid. Effects of finite com-
pressibility and of surface tension are found to
be negligible, but the effects of viscosity are
shown to be very large. The need for better
knowledge of viscosity at high pressure is
pointed out.

1. Introducticn

In discussing the Rayleigh-Taylor instability of accelerated shells,
it is conventional first to write down the growth rate

v = /219/% (1.1)

where g is the acceleration, A is the wavelength of the perturbation, and we have
assumed the density of the material accelerating the shell to be negligible com-
‘pared with that of the shell material. Equation (1.1) is derived unde: the
assumption that the shell is a perfect inviscid incompressible liquid with no
surface tension. Thus as X -~ o the growth rate v » «». In spite of this obvious
pathology, it is common to employ Eq. (1.1) together with the assertion: "Really,
the most dangerous wavelength is that equal to the shell thickness A; thus in

Eg. (1.1} we should set

(1.2)
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With this value of ) we can evaluate Eq. (1.1) for breakthrough time." It is
our object to discover whether a physical basis can be found for such lore.

One could argue that Eq. (1.1) is derived for a semi-infinite medium,
i.e. a shell for which A > > A. In Appendix A we present the conventional
Rayleigh-Taylor analysis done for a dense shell between two tenuous semi-infinite
layers. The result is that, when the density of the tenuous media can be neg-
lg;;fd, the growth rate and the mode structure are both totally independent of
the thickness of the dense shell being accelerated. Thus finite shell thickness
cannot be envoked to alter Eq. (1.1). Rather, we shall see from a simpie
phenomenological model that the nonlinear phase is responsible for singling out
modes described by Eq. (1.2) as being the worst.

2 Simplified Rayleigh-Taylor Breakthrough Model

Soe

Rayleigh-Taylor instability has been described in terms of three
phases:
(1) The early phase of small amplitude perturbations that grow
exponentially in time as exp[vt]. For an inviscid incom-
pressible medium v is.given by Eq. (1.1).
(2) An intermediate or transition period, followed by:
(3) The asymptolic "bubble and spike" period. In this phase the
spike grows with constant acceleration equal to g and the
bubble rises at constant velocity proportional to vgi.
We shall simplify first by eliminating phase (2) above. Thus our disturbance grows

during phase (1) as
€=, eVt ., v = By, (2.1)

where £ is the displacement from equilibrium. According to Appendix A, this
expression holds for a shell of arbitrary thickness. At time t the acceleration
and velocity

- vt vty
g =V ge = (2mg/0)g e ,

. 1 vt]
g] 0 = /2mg/ A E’:O e ’

. (2.2)
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As we are eliminating the transition phase, we are to identify the spike
acceleration at t] with its asymptolic value g; thus the first of Egs. (2.2)
gives

vt -
£ e 1. A (2w) t.l = /A/(2ng) log [21)?501 . (2.3)

o}

Similarly we are to identify the velocity at t] with the bubble rise velocity.
This gives

é] = v = JgA/2m = 0.40 Jgx . (2.4)

A11 theories and observations of bubble rise agree on a law of the form v « JgX.
The predicted values of b are rather uncertain; observed values range roughly
from 0.30 to 0.35. Our crude model agrees with this reasonably well. It will,
if anything, be slightly pessimistic, but not at all badly so.

Now the computation is straightforward. Let A represent the shell
thickness. During stage (1), 0<t<t], the "bubble" penetrates a distance \/2w,
by Eq. (2.3). Thus for the second stage there remains A-A/27 to penetrate, and
this at a velocity v given by Eq. {(2.4). Thus the duration of the second phase,

ty, is given by

t2=[A-L] 2t (2.5)

The total breakthrough time tb = t] + t2 or

/I ;

ty= /gt x[2 10801+ Tog wao)” : (2.6)
def
_ A

x = Yom

fAssuming all wavelengths to be present in the initial perturpation, the worst one
will ultimately prevail. This is the one for which x = Xy where Xy is determined

by

(1/xM)2 =1 + log (A/EO) + log (XM)2 ’ (2.7)
3



and where go is the amplitude of the initial perturbation. Clearly the worst
wavelength depends on A/Eo, but not very strongly. A value of A/«E0 of order 103
seems rezsonable. Setting log (Algo) = 7, Eq. (2.7) can be solved numerically

for (xM)z, giving

(1)
A

0.162 ,

(2.8)

o

" 1.02 A .

This is in good agreement with the traditional lore, Eq. (1.2). Actually, the
worst wavelength depends on the initial perturbation go, but when £0<<A this

dependence is quite weak.
What happens, of course, is that during phase (1) the shortest wave-

lengths grow the fastest whereas during the bubble and spike phase the worst wave-
lengths are the longest. These combine, as we have shown, to make A = A the

worst wavelength for the full composite phenomenon.
Having found Xy> we can substitute back into Eq. (2.6) to find the

corresponding breakthrough time, namely

tb = 4.17 /A/g (worst mode) . (2.9)

In this time the shell will have moved a distance s, given by
1 2
$=59 (tb) =8.74 , (2.10)

provided g is constant over this period. This is a bit less pessimistic than
setting A = A into Eq. (1.1) and writing

vt
p=¢ e b or t, = V5= log (é—} . {2.11)

Using the same value of go as before, namely A x 10'3, we get Eb = 2.8¢Z/g and
and s = 3.9 A.
3. Real Fluid Effects

So far we have considered our shell to be a perfect, inviscid,and
incompressible fluid without surface tension. We now shall consider, in order,

4



the effects of surface tension, of compressibility, and of viscosity.
If the fluid possessesa surface tension T, the wavelength ¢f maximum

growth rate during the exponential phase is given by

Ay = 2w/37/(gp) (3.1)

now for normal metals T is of order 500 to 1000 in cgs units. Thus taking
T=10% 0 =10, g = 10'% we get A, ~ 10™ cn. This is so short compared with
the worst nonlinear wavelength, namely A = A, that we can safely neglect surface
tension.

Next we must consider compressibility. Normal sound speed, Co» in
metals is around 0.5 x 106 cem/s. If we simply equate this with Eq. (2.4),
v = 0.4/gA, and take A = 1 mm., we find v = €, at g = 1.56 x 10'3 cm(s)'z.
This suggests that at accelerations exceeding 1013,compressibility effects might
be important. In fact they are not as we shall now show. A reasonably realistic
equation of state for a metal is

p=Sp'-p (3.2)
from which we get for the sound speed <
2_3P .Y (4 3.3
ct=s=5 (Pt . (3.3)
If we denote by ‘o the density at zero pressure then
= cnY
Py = Sp0 (3.4)
and at this pressure sound speed is
(3.5)

2 _
Co = Ypolpo .

For metals,y actually varies slowly with the pressure from about 5 at Tow
pressures to around 3.5 at a megabar or so. From Eq. (3.5) and known values for
Y and ¢, we find that Pq is about 1/2 to 3/4 Mbar. Now from Eq. (3.3) we

have clearly



c > /Yp/p (3.6)

But, to accelerate a shell of normal density Po and thickness A to an accelera-

tion g a pressure

p = 0,09 (3.7)
is required. Thus
¢ > (vo/e)' /2 /ig (3.8)

Comparing this with Eq. (2.4) evaluated for A = A, we see that the bubble rise

velocity is always well subsonic, provided only
[1

YR ]
0 L (3.9)

Now even for y as smali as 2, Eq. (3.9) holds for all reasonable compressions.

Thus we can safely neglect compressibility.

Chandrasekhar discusses the effect of viscosity on the exponential
growtn phase of Rayleigh-Taylor instability. He gives(z) for the worst wave-
length, AM’ and the associated most rapid growth rate, Yy

(xM 12.80 (uz/gpz)]/3

b

where u is the viscosity. If we _abstitute intc these formulas normal values of
viscosity for metals, around a centipnise at one bar, we would conclude that
viscosity effects are completely negligible. However Mineev et al 3 have
measured viscosities at high pressures produced by shock waves and have found p
is about 100 kilo poise at 1 Mbar. If we eliminate g with Eq. (3.7), the

first of ©gs. (3.10) becomes

A
Ay = 12.8 D P . 1)

)

(3.10)

0.4599 (pgs/u)V/3 |

e



Setting in A=0.1¢cm, p=10, p = 10]2 dynes/cmz, p = 105 poise we get

AM = 0.59 cm. Thus with such a viscosity, the exponential phase is very different
from that of the inviscid case and growth times are greatly extended.
For the same numbers as above

vy = 2.13 x 10° (3.12)
whence, estimating breakthrough time as 7 generations [Eq. (2.11)]

tp = 3.3 x 107 )

p=33x10"s (3.13)

and the total distance travelled before breakup is

s=2g(t) =5.4cn=50 , (3.14)
a result very different from Eq. {2.10).
Finally let us consider the bubble and spike phase. The Reyncld's

number is defined as
R = avp/u (3.15)

wher2 a is a typical length »1d v a typical velocity. Setting a = A& and the
bubble rise velocity, Eq. (2.4), for v we have

=pA J9A _ph /P X
R u o u ZTTD ’ (3-'6)

1 12

| o o5 v EQ. (3.7). Using p =10, A =101, u=10%and p = 10
R- .+ -t the Reynold's number is roughly the ratio of inertial to viscous
forces. ‘'nus these two forces are of about the same magnitude, so viscosity will
very noticeably affect the bubble rise as well as the exponential growth before
the bubble and spike phase.

Unfortunately, viscosities at shock pressures exceeding a megabar
have not been measured. Up to this pressure,viscosity seems still to be rising
with increased pressure, but theory would Tead one to expect a turnover at some
finite shock pressure. This should occur when the temperature rise from shock

gives
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heating overwhelms the effect of greater shock compression. The correlation of
theory with expariment is, however, at present quite unsatisfactory, so what is
really ne~ded is more measurements, especially in the 1 to 100 Mbar range.

We have no* made a serious attempt here to access accurately the effects of
viscosity, but we have shown them to be important in t e stability problem,
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APPENDIX A
RAYLEIGH-TAYLOR INSTABILITY OF AN INVISCID FLUID PLATE.

The equations of motion of an inviscid, uncompressible fluid are

{v.u=0 (A.1)

where g is the direction of “gravitation” which, by the principle of equivalence
mocks the acceleration. This has the static solution ﬁb =0and p = Pos P = Ppo
where

. =pg . L (a.2)
which we perturb by setting

P=p,*8 , p=p,*op ,
(A.3)

<>

u = of/5t

Clearly z represents a displacement from the static equilibrium. We suppose z
and its derivatives to be so small that we can neglect nonlinear terms. Then
the first of Eqs. (A.1) integrates to give

6p = - (E-V)po (A.4)
and the second equation beccimes
- 0’ = 7(op) - §(E.70,) . (a.5)

We have already Fourier analyzed in time, writing Z{X;t) = Z(X)exp[iut]. As we
have no rule for calculating 6p from E for an incompressible fluid, we eliminate
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it by taking the curl of Eq. (A.5), obtaining the equation of motion for [
- of curl(e?) = - [v(E.v0)1 x § . (A.6)

As oniy Py enters explicitly. it causes no confusion to drop the zero subscript,
as we do from here on. Now set

a= (Osos'g) 5 g~ const.

p=p {z alone) (A.7)

Exsy>2) > (2) exp Lilkx + ko y)}
and the z-component of Eq. (A.6) becomes

kxEy~kyEx =0 (A.8)
which, together with

V.E = (kXEx + kyEy) 3,8, = 0, (A.9)
gives

e, = (ik /K30 E

X 't 1zhz 2

(A.10)
- (3 2
£, = Uk, /k7)3,8,

Setting these values into the x- and y-components of Eq. (A.6), the two reduce
to the single equation

where we have written £ in place of £z.
Boundary conditions are that £ be everywhere bounded and that it be
continuous. Thus across any surface that bounds two different materials we must

have
fegl =20 (A.12)

10



where [...] means the jump in (...) across the boundary. One other condition is
needed which we get from Eq. (A.1?). In each medium p is constant. but it jumps
across boundaries. Let us replace the jump by a gradual transition zone, say
extending from z_- g-to Zo+ £ . Now integrate £q. (A.11) between these limits.

(o] 2
We get
£
z+ &
(A.13) [bng' . kngg<] 0 2, ole) = 0 (A.13)
€
%" 2

whence, allowing € to tend toward zero, we get
2,; 2 ..
(A.14) [ pwg" - kpgg ] =0 (A.14)

as our other boundary condition. Inside each medium, p is a constant and
Eq. (A.11) therefore has the general solution

kz

(A.15) £ = aek? + gekZ | (4.15)

Now consider a three layered medium. For z < - % we have medium zero
(density po); in this region

kA)e

£=(A+Be)ek? for z<-% . (A. 162)

Next, for - §-<z<=%~we have medium 1 (density p]) in which

A A

kz A A
for -5 <2zZ< 5 - (A.16b)

-kz

£ =Ae"“ + Be

1




Finally for z >‘§ we have medium 2 (density pz) and in this medium

g = (AekA + B)e-kz for z > %- . (A. 16c;

We have chosen the constants so that condition (A.12) is satisfied at both
interfaces and so that £+0 as z > + ». It remains to satisfy condition (A.14)

at both interfaces, z = ¢ %; These conditions may be written as
A Ja
2 k3 2 kg
[{optpy)u™ + kg(py=py)JAe = + [(py-pq)u” + kg(py-p;)IBe =0
A A
2 k3 2 k3
[-(py-p,Ju+ kglpy-p,)JAe  “+ [{py+o )u™ + kg(p-p,)1Be =0
(A.17)

when %é is large enough that we may drop the terms in exp[-k %J the two
surfaces decouple and we have the usual dispersion relation. We are primarily
interested in a relatively thin plate and in media 0 and 2,which are very
tenuous, i.e.,po and Py << Py Thus neglecting Po and Py> Egs. (A.17) have a

nontrivial solution only if

[pzm4 - kzgzpz] l:ekA - e-kA] = 0. (A.18)

As %é is not identically zero, this yields

T (A.19)

the upper sign gives the unstable modes. When these values of w are substituted
into Egqs. (A.17) we find that they reduce to

12



A=0,¢£= Be ™k (-% <2< %) for wf = - kg,
(A.20)
B=0,¢=Ae (- %-<z < %) for u? = + kq.

Thus in the case of instability, UZ = - kg, exactly as though the medium py were

semi-infinite. Moreover the mode structure within medium 1 (density p=p]) is
also completely independent of the thickness of the layer, A. For the stable
modes, w2 = + kg, we again have a dispersion relationship and a mode structure
independent of the layer thickness A. The unstable modes are the Rayleigh-
Taylor modes on the bottom surface, whereas the stable modes are gravity waves on

the top surface.

b& .
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