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We present a class of self-similar solutions describing ultra-high compression of a uniform-density
target by spherically converging, stacked shock waves. Extending the classical Guderley model, we
derive a scaling law for the final density of the form ρr/ρ0 ∝ P̂ β(N−1), where N is the number of

shocks, P̂ the stage pressure ratio, and β a numerical exponent determined by the adiabatic index
γ. One-dimensional hydrodynamic simulations confirm the validity of this scaling across a broad
parameter range. Notably, the relation remains accurate even in the strongly nonlinear regime up to
P̂ ∼ 70, well beyond the perturbative limit, highlighting the robustness and practical relevance of the
model. Owing to its volumetric geometry, this compression scheme inherently avoids the Rayleigh–
Taylor instability, which typically compromises shell-based implosions, and thereby establishes a
theoretical benchmark for instability-free compression in inertial confinement fusion.

I. INTRODUCTION

Self-similar solutions offer analytic insight into nonlin-
ear flows in high-energy-density hydrodynamics. A clas-
sical example is the Guderley solution [1, 2], describing
a strong spherically converging shock compressing uni-
form matter (ρ0, P0) under constant external pressure
P1, where P1 ≫ P0. It has found broad applications
in ICF [3], astrophysics, and laser-driven implosions.

The recent ignition demonstration at the National Ig-
nition Facility (NIF) [4, 5] employed finely tuned multi-
shock sequences to optimize core compression, highlight-
ing multiple-shock compression as a key strategy in in-
ertial confinement fusion (ICF) [6–8]. However, current
designs remain heavily reliant on numerical optimization,
with no predictive analytic theory or exact solution avail-
able for stacked shock convergence in solid targets.

While the self-similar nature of ablative plasma flows
has been explored in low-density regimes— notably by
Clark et al. [7] in a detailed theoretical study— these
works primarily focused on thermally driven flows rather
than shock-driven compression relevant to inertial con-
finement fusion. In contrast, our study extends the self-
similar framework to multi-shock implosions in solid-
density matter, providing exact analytic solutions and
direct validation with hydrodynamic simulations.

In this work, we develop a class of self-similar solutions
that generalize the classical Guderley model to describe
N -stacked shocks spherically converging toward the cen-
ter of a solid target. The target is subjected to a se-
quence of external pressures (P1, P2, . . . , PN ), which are
temporally programmed such that all shocks simultane-
ously arrive at the center. The configuration is therefore
characterized by a set of stage pressure ratios Pi/Pi−1

for 2 ≤ i ≤ N .

II. MULTI-STACKED SHOCKS

We derive analytic scaling laws for the final reflected
density ρr, defined as the peak density attained immedi-
ately after all N converging shocks merge at the origin
and reflect outward as a single diverging shock:

ρr
ρ0

= ρ̃∗r

(
N∏
i=2

Pi

Pi−1

)β

= ρ̃∗r

(
PN

P1

)β

. (1)

Here, ρ̃∗r = ρ∗r/ρ0 is the reflected density compression
ratio for a single converging shock, with the asterisk “∗”
denoting the baseline Guderley solution (N = 1). The
numerical exponent β(γ), analytically derived via a first-
order perturbation around this solution, is formally valid
in the weakly nonlinear limit.

For planar geometry, it can be analytically shown using
a chain of Rankine–Hugoniot relations that the maximum
density under N -stacked shock waves is achieved when
the applied pressures form a geometric progression, i.e.,

P2

P1
=

P3

P2
= · · · =

(
PN

P1

)1/(N−1)

≡ P̂ ,

where P̂ is the specific stage pressure ratio, which is kept
constant over all the pressure stages, 1 ≤ i ≤ N . In the
following spherical analysis, we initially adopt this geo-
metric configuration for simplicity. Remarkably, we later
find that the resulting scaling law is not only applicable,
but also unexpectedly robust and broadly valid.

In the special case where the successive pressures
form a geometric sequence with a constant stage ratio
P̂ ≡ Pi/Pi−1, Eq. (1) reduces to a simple power-law
scaling, ρr/ρ0 ∝ P̂ β(N−1), and the cumulative ratio is
PN/P1 = P̂ N−1. However, the compression saturates
in the strong-shock regime as it approaches the asymp-
totic limit set by the single-shock solution. Accordingly,
the final density compression ratio follows the piecewise
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form:

ρr
ρ0

=

{
ρ̃∗r P̂

β(N−1) for P̂ <∼ (ρ̃∗∞)1/β ,

ρ̃∗r (ρ̃
∗
∞)N−1 for P̂ >∼ (ρ̃∗∞)1/β ,

(2)

where ρ̃∗∞ = ρ∗∞/ρ0 is the asymptotic compression ra-
tio in the strong-shock limit. The critical pressure ratio
P̂c ≡ (ρ̃∗∞)1/β is obtained by equating the two branches
and marks the boundary between the perturbative and
asymptotic regimes. Note that, for planar geometry, the
asymptotic limit is given by ρ̃∞ = (γ + 1)/(γ − 1) [2].

Thus, for the representative case of an ideal gas with
γ = 5/3, we obtain ρ̃∗r = 32.3, ρ̃∗∞ = 9.55 [1, 2] as the
baseline parameters (N = 1), and β = 0.724. Under
these values, Eq. (2) reduces to

ρr
ρ0

≃

{
32.3 · P̂ 0.724(N−1) for P̂ <∼ 23,

32.3 · 9.55N−1 for P̂ >∼ 23.
(3)

The areal mass density (or areal density ρR) of the

reflected shock, ⟨ρr⟩r ≡
∫ R(t)

0
ρ(t, r) dr, is a key param-

eter in determining the fuel burn fraction in ICF. The
self-similar solution gives the reflected-shock density pro-
file in the approximate form ρ(r, t)/ρr ≃ (r/R(t))

0.7

for r ≤ R(t). Assuming the expanding front at r =
R(t) originates from a fluid element initially located at
r = r0, the mass conservation condition, 4π

3 ρ0r
3
0 =∫ R(t)

0
4πr2ρ(r, t) dr, yields the approximate relation

⟨ρr⟩r
ρ0r0

≃ 0.63

(
ρr
ρ0

)2/3

, (4)

where the numerical prefactor 0.63 arises from the as-
sumed similarity profile. For instance, taking ⟨ρr⟩r =

1 − 2 g/cm
2
as the requirement for achieving medium

burn fraction, r0 ≈ 400−800 µm assuming ρr/ρ0 = 2000

and ρ0 = 0.25 g/cm
3
for liquid DT. This scaling clearly

demonstrates that ignition-relevant areal densities can be
attained with practical target dimensions, underscoring
the feasibility of multi-shock-driven designs. This re-
quirement also maps directly onto the corresponding pair
of P̂ and N , as determined from Eq. (3).

III. HYDRODYNAMIC SIMULATION

We tested our analytic model by conducting one-
dimensional Lagrangian hydrodynamic simulations of
multi-shock implosions in spherical geometry. Fig-
ure 1(a) shows the fluid trajectories (blue) resulting from
a two-stage pressure sequence, with P1 = 10 Mbar fol-
lowed by P2 = 80 Mbar, corresponding to a stage pres-
sure ratio of P̂ = 8. The shocks are precisely timed to
converge simultaneously at the center. For visual guid-
ance, Fig. 1(a) superimposes the analytic self-similar tra-
jectories (red, extrapolated from the similarity solution)
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FIG. 1. (a) Lagrangian trajectories (blue) showing the im-
plosion of a solid DT sphere under two-stage pressure loading
with P̂ = 8. Dashed lines: self-similar theoretical trajectories
(from panel (b)) over-plotted for direct comparison with the
simulations. Shocks are synchronized to collide simultane-
ously at the center at t = tc. (b) Close-up view near t = tc,
where both shocks obey the scaling r ∝ |t− tc|α.

on the simulated shock loci across the entire converg-
ing stage, showing close agreement up to the collapse.
A zoomed view in Fig. 1(b) highlights the final collapse,
where the red trajectories follow the expected self-similar
scaling r ∝ |t− tc|α, confirming the underlying similarity
structure.

Figure 2 presents pressure snapshots taken at three
representative times labeled A, B, and C in Fig. 1(b).
When normalized by the instantaneous first shock ra-
dius and peak pressure, the profiles collapse onto a single
curve in the log–log inset, providing direct evidence of the
self-similar evolution. The preservation of the two-shock
structure during the entire convergence process further
supports the staged compression mechanism. It should
be noted that in a spherically converging shock, self-
similarity is an asymptotic property in time: the similar-
ity is first established in the vicinity of the accelerating
shock front, while the outer flow approaches the similar-
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FIG. 2. Pressure profiles at three times (A, B, C) during
convergence, corresponding to markers in Fig. 1(b). The peak
pressure rises and the shock sharpens, preserving the two-
step structure. Inset: Log–log scaling collapse confirms self-
similar evolution. Minor deviations at large radii reflect the
pre-asymptotic flow, which shrinks as the collapse proceeds.

ity attractor only gradually as t → tc. Thus, the minor
deviations visible at large radii in Fig. 2 reflect the pre-
asymptotic outer region. As the collapse proceeds, the
similarity domain expands and ultimately fills the inte-
rior region (see, e.g., §13.3 of Ref.[2]).

IV. SELF-SIMILAR SOLUTION

To quantify this mechanism, we begin by recalling the
classical Guderley solution [1], which describes a self-
similar implosion of a single converging shock (N = 1)
in an ideal gas. This solution is characterized by a sim-
ilarity exponent α∗, determined as an eigenvalue of the
reduced hydrodynamic equations. For γ = 5/3, the ex-
ponent takes the value α∗ = 0.68838. We then extend
this framework to form stacked converging shocks.

The converging flow of such stacked shocks can be ex-
amined by analyzing solution trajectories in the (U,Z)
phase space [2], where U and Z denote the dimension-
less fluid velocity and sound speed squared, respectively.
These trajectories arise from reducing the original PDE
system via a similarity ansatz, leading to a compact set
of ODEs that are solved as an eigenvalue problem.

Figure 3(a) shows the integrated solution trajectories
for the two-shock case (N = 2). The blue curve starts
at point 1, corresponding to the first shock front, and
proceeds smoothly to point 2. Point 2 is not uniquely
specified, as the position of the second shock front can
be freely chosen within a physically admissible range.
As a result, the self-similar solution admits a continu-
ous family of flow profiles, each corresponding to a dif-
ferent choice of point 2. However, once the global re-
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FIG. 3. (a) Integrated trajectories in the U–Z plane for
γ = 5/3, showing the first-shock (blue, α∗ = 0.68838) and
second-shock (red, α1 = 0.69345) solutions. Thin solid curves
indicate the sonic lines Z = (U − α)2. (b)–(d) Scaled ra-
dial profiles of density, velocity, and pressure during conver-
gence. Solid lines: hydrodynamic simulations; dashed lines:
self-similar solutions, showing excellent agreement.

quirement is imposed that all shocks must converge si-
multaneously at the origin, this apparent freedom is ef-
fectively removed and the physically relevant trajectory
is uniquely determined. In Fig. 3(a), the coordinate
of point 2 is fixed by comparison with the hydrodynamic
simulation results shown in Figs. 1 and 2. Between points
1 and 2, the solution can cross the so-called sonic line,
Z = (U −α∗)2, smoothly only when the eigenvalue takes
the specific value α∗ = 0.68838.

At point 2, the trajectory undergoes a discontinu-
ous compression to point 3, corresponding to the sec-
ond shock front, forming a jump that satisfies the Rank-
ine–Hugoniot condition. For the second shock trajec-
tory shown in red, the solution passes smoothly through
the sonic line; however, a singularity still arises at the
sonic point. To remove this singularity and ensure a
regular solution at the origin, a slightly different eigen-
value, α1 = 0.69345, is required. This value arises from
the same eigenvalue condition as in the Guderley case,
namely, the requirement that the similarity trajectory
passes smoothly through the sonic line without singular-
ity. Because the trajectory after the Rankine–Hugoniot
jump (point 2 → point 3) imposes a modified boundary
condition, the resulting eigenvalue differs slightly from
the original one, yielding α1 = 0.69345.

This correction in the eigenvalue leads to a modi-
fied self-similar flow structure, as shown in Figs. 3(b–d),
where the numerical hydrodynamic simulations are com-
pared with the analytic similarity solutions for both
N = 1 and N = 2. The excellent agreement is observed
not only in the overall profiles but also in key physical
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FIG. 4. Final compression ρr/ρ0 versus stage pressure ratio

P̂ for N = 1–5 stacked shocks. Curves 1–5 denote N = 1–5
(1 = single-shock/Guderley). ρr is the reflected-shock crest
density immediately after on-axis coalescence and is subse-
quently advected outward with the diverging shock. Dashed
lines indicate the asymptotic limits.

fields— density, velocity, and pressure—capturing both
the near-origin density amplification and the structure
of the second shock. These results validate our analytic
extension of the Guderley framework to multi-shock con-
figurations and underpin the physical basis of the scaling
law introduced in Eq. (3).

V. COMPRESSION SCALING

Figure 4 shows the final compression ratio ρr/ρ0 as
a function of the stage pressure ratio P̂ for various N .
Here, ρr is defined as the peak density at the crest of
the reflected shock immediately after coalescence at the
center; thereafter the crest is advected with the expand-
ing shock and remains essentially conserved—a hallmark
of the diverging phase. The simulation data (colored
dots) exhibit excellent agreement with the analytic pre-
diction, Eq. (3), across a remarkably wide range (P̂ ∼ 1–
70), encompassing both the perturbative (P̂ <∼ 23) and

strongly nonlinear (P̂ >∼ 23) regimes. In the weak-shock
regime, the perturbative scaling holds with high fidelity,
while in the strong-shock regime, the results asymptoti-
cally approach the theoretical limit set by the Guderley
similarity solution and the Rankine–Hugoniot relation.

This broad agreement suggests that geometric focusing
in spherical implosions not only enhances compression
but also acts as a self-regulating mechanism that sup-
presses nonlinear distortions during convergence. This
interpretation is indirectly supported by Fig. 4, where
the simulation data remain in close agreement with the
analytic scaling law (Eq. 3) across both perturbative and

strongly nonlinear regimes. Significant nonlinear distor-
tions would otherwise be expected to manifest as system-
atic deviations from the theoretical curve, which are not
observed.
A key structural advantage of this approach lies in its

volumetric nature: energy is delivered in discrete stages
and focused geometrically toward the center, inherently
suppressing the Rayleigh–Taylor (R–T) instability that
typically compromises compression in shell-based implo-
sions. This intrinsic immunity to hydrodynamic instabil-
ity, combined with full analytic tractability, establishes
a promising pathway to high-efficiency, instability-free
compression in high-energy-density systems. The derived
scaling, ρr/ρ0 = 32.3 × 9.55N−1, remains valid even in
the strongly nonlinear regime P̂ >∼ 23, highlighting the
robustness and wide applicability of the model.

VI. DISCUSSION

It should be noted that, unlike thin-shell implosions,
shocking a uniform solid to ignition-relevant densities re-
quires substantially higher drive pressures. This draw-
back, however, can be alleviated by the present multi-
shock self-similar scheme, in which the stage pressure
requirement is systematically reduced with increasing
shock number N (see Fig. 4). While we do not claim
immediate competitiveness with the optimized thin-shell
implosions realized at the National Ignition Facility, the
present framework provides a complementary paradigm:
a volumetric, Rayleigh–Taylor–immune implosion with
fully analytic tractability, which highlights a principled
route to instability-free compression. We also note that
increasing N effectively drives the compression toward
a quasi-isentropic limit, reminiscent of classical ramp-
compression models [9], while retaining the practical ro-
bustness of shock-driven, self-similar focusing.
From a practical standpoint, implementing such

stacked-shock schemes requires precise synchronization of
drive pulses. While achieving this level of control remains
experimentally challenging, recent progress in pulse shap-
ing and timing diagnostics continues to enhance the fea-
sibility of such designs. The recent achievement of igni-
tion at the National Ignition Facility (NIF) underscores
the importance of precise shock orchestration in achiev-
ing high compression [4]. Our results provide a comple-
mentary theoretical framework that elucidates the scal-
ing behavior of multi-shock-driven implosions and offers
analytic guidance for optimizing future target designs.
The critical importance of shock timing is also empha-

sized in the shock ignition approach to inertial confine-
ment fusion [10], where a final high-intensity shock is
launched near stagnation to ignite the compressed core.
In contrast, our framework relies on multiple, geometri-
cally programmed shocks that synchronize at the collapse
point, enhancing compression rather than ignition. Both
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approaches underscore the need for precise temporal con-
trol of shock propagation.

The present framework may also find application in
alternative fusion concepts where ultrahigh compression
is essential, such as proton–boron fusion [11]. Achieving
densities in the range of 103–104 times the solid density
is often considered favorable in such scenarios, and the
stacked-shock approach offers a physically grounded and
potentially realizable pathway to reach these regimes.

While our analysis focuses on the density scaling
achieved through temporally stacked shocks, we note
that prior theoretical and numerical studies have demon-
strated a scaling of the stagnation pressure in spherical
implosions as ps/p0 ∝ M3

0 under ideal conditions [12].
Although this pressure scaling is not explicitly derived
here, it reflects the same underlying mechanism—namely,
the collective effect of converging shocks—that governs
our density scaling model. Our results thus offer a
complementary analytic approach that may help unify
density- and pressure-based scaling perspectives in the
design of high-performance implosions.

VII. SUMMARY

In summary, in this study, we have developed a class of
self-similar solutions that extend the classical Guderley
model to describe implosions driven by multiple converg-
ing shocks. The resulting scaling laws provide a unified
analytic description of compression performance, bridg-
ing both perturbative and asymptotic regimes. Their va-
lidity is confirmed by hydrodynamic simulations across
a broad range of pressure ratios. These findings es-
tablish a robust theoretical foundation for volumetric,
instability-free implosion designs, and suggest promising
directions for high-efficiency compression schemes in iner-
tial confinement and advanced fusion scenarios, including
proton–boron fusion [11].
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tungsstöße in der Nähe des Kugelmittelpunktes bzw. der
Zylinderachse, Luftfahrtforschung 19, 302–311 (1942).

[2] Ya. B. Zel’dovich and Yu. P. Raizer, Physics of Shock
Waves and High-Temperature Hydrodynamic Phenom-
ena, Dover (2002). (Originally published in 1966)

[3] S. Atzeni and J. Meyer-ter-Vehn, The Physics of Inertial
Fusion: Beam-Plasma Interaction, Hydrodynamics, Hot
Dense Matter, Oxford University Press, Oxford (2004).

[4] H. Abu-Shawareb et al., Lawson Criterion for Ignition
Exceeded in an Inertial Fusion Experiment, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 129,075001 (2022).

[5] H. Abu-Shawareb et al., Achievement of Target Gain
Larger than Unity in an Inertial Fusion Experiment,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 132, 065102 (2024).

[6] R. F. Robey, P. M. Celliers, P. A. Bradley, D. Munro,
C. Sorce, J. D. Moody, R. E. Olson, R. J. Wallace, O.
L. Landen, and S. H. Glenzer, A platform for measur-
ing shock timing in inertial confinement fusion capsules,
Phys. Plasmas 11, 4123 (2004).

[7] D. S. Clark, C. A. Thomas, C. P. Verdon, S. W. Haan, O.
A. Hurricane, B. A. Hammel, J. D. Lindl, L. J. Suter, R.
L. Berger, and A. W. Cook, Design of ignition targets for
the National Ignition Facility, Phys. Plasmas 15, 056305
(2008).

[8] R. P. J. Town, D. S. Clark, O. A. Hurricane, B. A. Ham-
mel, L. J. Atherton, D. E. Hinkel, J. L. Kline, J. D.
Lindl, N. B. Meezan, J. L. Milovich, M. M. Marinak, D.
A. Callahan, H. F. Robey, S. M. Sepke, L. J. Suter, C. A.
Thomas, J. D. Moody, R. L. Berger, L. F. Berzak Hop-
kins, and A. Pak, Shock timing experiments on the Na-
tional Ignition Facility, Phys. Plasmas 21, 056313 (2014).

[9] R. E. Kidder, Laser-driven compression of hollow shells:
power requirements and stability limitations, Nucl. Fusion
16, 3 (1976).

[10] R. Betti, R. Yan, C. Zhou, and J. Sanz, Shock ignition:
an alternative scheme for inertial fusion, Nucl. Fusion
56, 056010 (2016).

[11] D. Margarone, M. Kozlova, S. Torrisi, F. Tudisco,
J. Perry, J. Prokupek, J. Krasa, T. Makarova, T. Pikuz,
and L. Giuffrida, In-Target Proton–Boron Nuclear Fusion
Using a PW-Class Laser, Appl. Sci. 12, 1444 (2022).

[12] A. J. Kemp and J. Meyer-ter-Vehn, Hydrodynamic scal-
ing of spherical implosions revisited, Phys. Plasmas 8,
2045 (2001).


