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We develop a general transfer-matrix formalism for determining the growth rate of the Rayleigh-
Taylor instability in a fluid system with spatially varying density and viscosity. We use this formalism
to analytically and numerically treat the case of a stratified heterogeneous fluid. We introduce the
inviscid-flow approximation in our transfer-matrix formalism to find analytic solutions in the limit
of uniform kinematic viscosity for a stratified heterogeneous fluid. We discuss the applicability of
these results and a related approximation that also yields analytical solutions in the large viscosity
limit.

The Rayleigh-Taylor instability is a hydrodynamic in-
stability of the interface of a dense fluid supported by a
lower-density fluid in gravity [1] or the presence of up-
ward acceleration [2]. The instability occurs in many
natural processes that arise in coastal upwelling flow [3],
gas-particle mixtures [4], radiation pressure acceleration
of plasma [5–8], astrophysical structures like supernova
remnants [9–12], geophysical processes [13–16], and cap-
sule implosions in inertial confinement fusion [17–20].

The classical theory for two fluids with a sharp in-
terface [21] is focused primarily on semi-infinite fluids.
More recent works [22–24] have introduced the inviscid-
flow approximation in the classical linear perturbation
theory that yields analytic and physically insightful [24]
solutions for the two-fluid case with finite layer thickness.

In this paper, we generalize the classical theory for
two fluids to a fluid system with spatially varying density
and viscosity. We treat this system as a stratified het-
erogeneous fluid, each layer having a constant density.
This mapping allows us to study the temporal growth
of the interfacial perturbations in a transfer-matrix for-
malism that incorporates the boundary conditions of the
fluid system. While this formalism is exact, it only yields
a computational strategy. We use the inviscid-flow ap-
proximation in the transfer-matrix formalism and show
that in the case of uniform viscosity, or zero-viscosity of
the fluid system with M -interfaces, the problem of find-
ing the growth rate reduces to finding the eigenvalues
of an M × M matrix that only depends on the unper-
turbed fluid properties. The simplified formulation ap-
plies to problems with spatially varying density. Such
systems comprise most of the natural processes in which
the Rayleigh-Taylor instability occurs. Thus, for exam-
ple, in ablative Rayleigh-Taylor instability in inertial con-
finement fusion process [25], there is no discontinuous
density jump, and the classical theory does not apply.
Using this formalism, we recover the growth rate disper-
sion for a fluid system with smoothly varying density:
γ =

√
AT kg/(1 +AT kLm), where AT is the Atwood ra-

tio, and Lm is the density gradient length scale [25–27].
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A related approximation often used in geophysical
studies neglects the acceleration term in the fluid equa-
tion of motion [15, 16] (henceforth referred to as the no-
acceleration approximation) and is also discussed here
and compared with the exact numerical results. We show
that the no-acceleration approximation is good when the
physical length scale (λ) of the problem is much smaller
λ ≪ (ν2/g)1/3 than the viscosity length-scale, as in many
geophysical settings. On the other hand, the inviscid-
flow approximation is good in the exact opposite vis-
cosity limit. Therefore, the computational simplicity
of the inviscid-flow approximation-based transfer-matrix
formalism developed here is of potential use in physics.
Formalism. The equations that govern the dynamics

of a viscous fluid in the incompressible limit [21] are the
fluid equation of motion

ρ
∂v⃗

∂t
= ∇ · σ + f⃗ , (1)

the incompressible fluid constraint

∇ · v⃗ = 0, (2)

and the constitutive relations

σij = −pδij + µ
1

2
(∂ivj + ∂jvi) . (3)

The symbols σij , p, v⃗, f⃗ denote the deviation from the
equilibrium state of viscous stress tensor, fluid pressure,
fluid velocity, and the external gravitational force density
acting on the fluid. The density ρ is the unperturbed
static density of the fluid in equilibrium. We denote the
perturbed density by δρ, which satisfies the continuity
equation.

∂

∂t
δρ = −v⃗ · ∇ρ. (4)

We choose the z-coordinate direction (ẑ) along the local

gravitational field. With this choice f⃗ = δρ g ẑ.
When density varies in the ẑ direction, we may rep-

resent the variation by considering multiple layers, with
each layer having a constant density. We introduce the
interface index n = 1, . . . , N , so that the n-th layer is
positioned between the interfaces (zn+1, zn), with zn >
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zn+1. In this labeling of layers and interfaces the bottom-
most interface is located at z = z0 and the topmost in-
terface at z = zN . Denoting the density of the layer
zj+1 ≤ z ≤ zj by ρj+1 we can write the unperturbed
density

ρ(z) = ẑ

N−1∑
j=0

ρj+1Θ(z − zj+1)Θ(zj − z), (5)

where Θ denotes the Heaviside step function: Θ(x ≥ 0) =
1 and Θ(x < 0) = 0.
Eq. (5) and (4), together with the relation between

the perturbed velocity in the ẑ-direction and the vertical
interface displacement ξ(z, x, t),

∂tξ(z, x, t) ≡ vz(z, x, t),

determine the perturbed density

δρ(z, x, t) = ξ(z, x, t)

N−1∑
j=1

∆ρjδ(z − zj),

where ∆ρj ≡ (ρj+1 − ρj) and δ(z) is the Dirac delta
function. To linear order in perturbation theory, the ve-
locity and interface fluctuation can be analyzed in terms
of their normal modes, whose dependence on the planar
coordinate and time is of the form

g(z, x, t) ≡
∑
k

gk(z) e
(ikx+γt). (6)

Here, k denotes the horizontal wave vector, gk denotes
the k-th mode of the perturbations v⃗, p, σij , ξ, and γ is
the growth rate of the k-th mode. Although we have
chosen a 2D geometry here for simplicity, our results are
applicable to 3D Cartesian geometry by generalizing the
1D vector k to a 2D vector.
We introduce reference scales for viscosity (µ0), density

(ρ0), and length (d0), using which we can define the time
scale γ−1

0 ≡ d20/ν0, where ν0 ≡ µ0/ρ0 is a kinematic
viscosity scale. Using these in the Eq. (1-3) we obtain the
following relations between the normal mode amplitudes
of the perturbed quantities:

d

dz
Ψ = K ·Ψ−Ω, where (7)

Ψ ≡


ṽz
ṽx
σ̃zz

2µ0k
σ̃xz

2µ0k

 , Ω ≡


0
0

δρ̃ g
2µ0k

0



K ≡


0 k 0 0
−k 0 0 k 2µ0

µ

+ ργ/γ0

2ρ0(kd0)2
k 0 0 k

0 k
(

2µ
µ0

+ ργ/γ0

2ρ0(kd0)2

)
−k 0

 .

Here, the ṽx,z, σ̃xz,zz, and δρ̃ are the components of the
normal mode amplitudes scaled by γ0. The vector Ψ

spans both the velocity and stress sub-spaces and the
vector Ω is non-zero in the stress sub-space only. Note
that the matrix K is z-dependent through the viscosity
µ and the density ρ.
Eq. (7) has a formal solution

Ψ(z) = P [e
∫ z
zN

dz′K(z′)
]ΨN

−
∫ z

zN

dz′P [e
∫ z
z′ dz

′′K(z′′)]Ω(z′), (8)

where P [e
∫ z
zN

dz′K(z′)
] denotes path ordering of the power

series expansion of the exponential, with matrices in each
term ordered so that those evaluated at higher values of
z′ stand to the left.
Transfer-Matrix approach for a Stratified heteroge-

neous fluid. For the case of a stratified fluid with density
given by Eqn. (5), we can rewrite Eqn. (8):

Ψj = P [
N∏

ℓ=j+1

eKℓdℓ ]ΨN −
N−1∑

m=j+1

P [

m>j∏
ℓ=j+1

eKℓdℓ ]Ωm,

(9)

where Ωm ≡
(
0, 0, ξ̃m

g∆ρm

2µ0k
, 0
)T

, the layer depth dℓ ≡
zℓ−1 − zℓ, and Kℓ ≡ 1

dℓ

∫ zℓ−1

zℓ
dz K(z).

To find the growth rate dispersion γ we need to relate
ṽz component of Ψj and ξ̃m component of Ωm for all the
layers. To accomplish this we introduce the projector
matrices into the velocity and stress subspaces of Ψ:

P̂v ≡
(
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0

)
; P̂σ ≡

(
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

)
; P̂T

σ ≡

0 0
0 0
1 0
0 1


We use the boundary conditions that the topmost and
bottom-most layers are immobile: v⃗(z, x, t) = 0 for all
(x, t) at z = zN and z = z0. As a result, bothΨN andΨ0

can only be non-zero in the stress-subspace: ΨN = P̂T
σ ·

P̂σΨN , and P̂vΨ0 = 0. Using these relations in Eq. (9)
allows us to relate ΨN to Ωm. Thus, we can simplify
Eq. (9) to give us the relation between the external stress
and the velocity of the j-th layer:

P̂vΨj =

N−1∑
m=1

(
AN

j+1

(
AN

1

)−1
Am

1

−Θ(m− j − 1)Am
j+1

)
P̂σΩm (10)

An
m ≡ P̂v · P [

n≥m∏
ℓ=m

eKℓdℓ ] · P̂T
σ .

Taking the dot product of the above equation with the
vector ê1 ≡ (1, 0), and using the relations PσΩm ≡
êT1

∆ρmg
2µ0k

ξ̃m and ṽz = ∂tξ̃ = γξ̃, we obtain the equation



3

that determines the growth rate dispersion relation:

det [G− γ] = 0 (11)

Gm
j ≡

[
ê1 ·

(
AN

j+1

(
AN

1

)−1
Am

1

−Θ(m− j − 1)Am
j+1

)
· êT1

∆ρmg

2µ0k

]
.

Here the (N − 1) × (N − 1) matrix G has the row and
column indices j,m = 1, . . . , N − 1. Note that the ma-
trix G depends on γ, so the problem is not analytically
solvable even for the single interface (two-layer) problem.

We can use the general formalism to solve the two-layer
case for which N = 2 and Eq. (11) reduces to

ê1 ·
(
A2

2

(
A2

1

)−1
A1

1

)
· êT1

∆ρ1g

2µ0k
− γ = 0 (12)

In Fig. 1 we plot the numerical solution of this equation
and compare it with two different approximations (see
below) that yield analytic dispersion relations.

No-Acceleration Approximation. The G-matrix in-
troduced above is γ-dependent making the equa-
tions (11, 12) too complicated to be solved analytically.
In the matrix K it is evident that when the effective
kinematic viscosity ν ≫ γ/k2, we can neglect the γ-
dependence of the K-matrix. This is true in the large
viscosity limit, relevant, for example, in geophysical sit-
uations [15], and amounts to dropping the fluid acceler-
ation term in Eq. (1), which then becomes

0 = ∇ · σ + f⃗ .

An analytic expression for the two-layer case is obtained
when one neglects the time-derivative term in Eq. (1).
This results in the matrix K not having any γ-terms,
and Eq. (12) gives us the dispersion relation in the case
of equal layer thickness h:

γ =
∆ρ1g

2k
× sinh(4q)− (4q2 + 2

)
(sinh(2q)− 2q)− 4q cosh(2q)

(µ1 + µ2) (cosh(4q)− 8q2 − 1) + (µ1−µ2)2

(µ1+µ2)
(8q4)

 ,

(13)

where q ≡ kh.
In Fig. 1(a) we plot the above dispersion and compare

it with the exact result Eq. (12). The natural length
scale in the problem is (ν20/g)

1/3, where ν0 is a refer-
ence kinematic viscosity. With this choice of the length
scale, the two dispersions overlap over the entire range of
wavevectors for small values of the scaled layer thickness
h/d0. Thus, the no-acceleration approximation allows us
to obtain a closed-form expression for the two-layer dis-
persion of the Rayleigh-Taylor instability for a range of
thicknesses.

It is also evident from the plots that for large layer
thickness h, the approximation gives a peak growth rate
that increases with h and deviates from the exact so-
lution. This deviation is unsurprising since the no-
acceleration approximation is good only when viscosity
dominates. Indeed the h → ∞ limit of Eq. (13) does not
exist in the absence of viscosity, unlike in the exact case,
Eq. (51) of Ref. [21]. In the three-layer case Eq. (11)
yields an expression for both branches of the dispersion
relation. This solution is also plotted in Fig. 2 and can be
seen to deviate from the exact results for the three-layer
case for large values of layer thickness.
Inviscid flow approximation. The inviscid flow ap-

proximation,

∇2v⃗ = 0, (14)

is known to yield [23, 24] the dispersion for the single
interface problem with similar asymptotic behavior as
the exact numerical solution. We show that the inviscid
flow approximation considerably simplifies the transfer-
matrix formalism, and in the uniform kinematic viscosity
limit, the problem of finding the dispersion reduces to a
simple eigenvalue problem. We illustrate our approach
by finding the growth rate for the case of three layers of
fluid, each with a different viscosity and density. Using
equations (2)-(3), (6) and (14) in the fluid equation of
motion (1) we obtain the following first-order differential
equation governing the evolution of the normal modes of
the vertical fluid velocity and stress (assembled as the
vector Φ):

d

dz
Φ = Γ+ k M ·Φ, where (15)

Φ ≡
(

vz
σzz

2µ0k

)
, Γ ≡

(
0

δρ g
2µ0k

)

M =

 0
(

µ
µ0

+ ρ
2ρ0

γ/γ0

k2d2
0

)−1(
µ
µ0

+ ρ
2ρ0

γ/γ0

k2d2
0

)
0

 .

Here µ0 denotes a reference viscosity for the fluid system
under consideration. As before, we can write down a for-
mal solution using the path-ordered matrix exponential:

Φ(z) = P [e
∫ z
zN

dz′kM(z′)
]ΦN

−
∫ z

zN

dz′P [ek
∫ z
z′ dz

′′M(z′′)]Γ(z′), (16)

In the case of a stratified heterogeneous fluid, using the
fixed (zero velocity) top and bottom surface boundary
condition, we find

Φj = P [

N∏
ℓ=j+1

ekMℓdℓ ]ΦN −
N−1∑

m=j+1

P [

m>j∏
ℓ=j+1

ekMℓdℓ ]Γm,

where Γm ≡
(
0, ξmk

g∆ρm

2µ0k

)T
, the layer depth dℓ ≡ zℓ−1−

zℓ, and Mℓ ≡ 1
dℓ

∫ zℓ−1

zℓ
dz M(z).
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FIG. 1. Two-layer case for Atwood ratio 0.5 and uniform kinematic viscosity ν/ν0 = 1. Vertical axis is the scaled growth rate
γ/γ0, horizontal axis the scaled wavevector kd0. We choose gd0/ν0 = γ0. Dashed lines show exact results while the solid lines
show (a) no-acceleration approximation, and (b) inviscid-flow approximation, for layer thickness h = 2d0 (blue, bottom-most
set of dashed and solid curves), h = 4d0 (orange, middle set of dashed and solid curves), h = 20d0 (green, topmost set of dashed
and solid curves).

1 2 3 4 5

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

h=1

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

h=4

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35
h=6

(a) (b) (c)

1 2 3 4 5

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

h=1

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

h=4

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

h=6
(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 2. The two dispersion branches γ/γ0 vs. kd0 in the three-layer case for the exact (solid lines) and the no-acceleration
approximation (dashed lines). We choose gd0/ν0 = γ0. The Atwood ratio across both interfaces is taken to be the same and the
kinematic viscosity is also uniform. For (a)-(c) AT = 0.2, and the layer thickness is h = d0,h = 4d0, and h = 6d0, as indicated
by the label h. For (d)-(f) AT = 0.5, and the layer thickness is as indicated by the label h.

Similar to Eq. (11) we find the equation that deter-
mines the dispersion in this approximation:

det

[(
AN

j+1

(
AN

1

)−1
Am

1

−Θ(m− j − 1)Am
j+1

)
∆ρmg

2µ0k
− δmj γ

]
= 0, (17)

where An
m ≡ êv · P [

∏n≥m
ℓ=m ekMℓdℓ ] · êTσ , is a number, not

an array, and the projectors êv,σ into the one-dimensional
velocity and stress sub-spaces are êv = (1, 0), and êσ =

(0, 1).
We introduce the parametrization

e−θℓ ≡ µℓ

µ0
+

ρℓ
2ρ0

γ/γ0
k2d20

,

using which Mℓ ≡ cosh θℓ σx + i sinh θℓ σy. Further,
since M2 = 1, we have the identity eqM ≡ cosh q 1 +
sinh q M . The advantages of the inviscid flow approxi-
mation are obvious in that we have a 2×2 matrix to deal
with, rather than a 4 × 4 matrix obtained in Ref. [21].
This allows us to derive analytical results for cases with
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multiple discontinuities in fluid density and viscosity. For
the two-layer case Eq. (12) becomes

A2
2

(
A2

1

)−1
A1

1

∆ρ1g

2µ0k
− γ = 0. (18)

Using êv ·σx · êTσ = 1 = êv · iσy · êTσ , and êv ·σz · êTσ = 0 =
êv · 1 · êTσ , and

A2
1 = êv · ekd1M1ekd2M2 · êTσ
= sinh(kd1) cosh(kd2)e

θ1 + cosh(kd1) sinh(kd2)e
θ2 ,

A1
1 = sinh(kd1)e

θ1 ; A2
2 = sinh(kd2)e

θ2 ,

in Eq. (18), we obtain the dispersion equation:

γ2 + 2k2γ
coth(kd1)µ1 + coth(kd2)µ2

coth(kd1)ρ1 + coth(kd2)ρ2

− kg(ρ2 − ρ1)

coth(kd1)ρ1 + coth(kd2)ρ2
= 0, (19)

which agrees with Eq.(25) of Ref. [23]. This dispersion is
plotted and compared with the exact numerical solution
in Fig. 1(b).

Three-Layer case: Analytic results in the uniform kine-
matic viscosity limit. The three-layer case (N = 3) in-
volves the 2× 2 matrix G with components

Gm
j ≡

(
A3

j+1(A
3
1)

−1Am
1

−Θ(m− j − 1)Am
j+1

) ∆ρmg

2µ0k
, (20)

where the interface indices m, j = 1, 2, and the explicit
form of the transfer-matrix elements are derived in the
Appendix A. In the limit of uniform kinematic viscosity
(µj/ρj ≡ ν)

e−θj =
ρj
ρ0

(
ν

ν0
+

γ

γ0

1

2(kd0)2

)
≡ ρj

ρ0

γ∗

γ0
,

using which we can factor out the γ-dependence from the
transfer-matrix elements:

Aj+1
j ≡ γ0

γ∗ c
j+1
j , Aj

j ≡
γ0
γ∗ c

j
j , A

3
1 ≡ γ0

γ∗ c
3
1.

The γ-dependence also factors out from the matrix G
in Eq. (20) and we can rewrite Eq. (17) to obtain the

following equation for determining the dispersion:

det
(γγ∗

γ2
0

−C
)
= 0, (21)

C =

 c32c
1
1

c31

∆ρ1

2ρ0kd0

c11c
3
3

c31

∆ρ1

2ρ0kd0

c32c
2
1−c22c

3
1

c31

∆ρ2

2ρ0kd0

c33c
2
1

c31

∆ρ2

2ρ0kd0


c11c

3
3 = c32c

2
1 − c22c

3
1 ≡ ρ0

ρ1

ρ0
ρ3

sinh(kd1) sinh(kd3)

c21c
3
3 ≡ ρ0

ρ1

ρ0
ρ3

cosh(kd2) sinh(kd1) sinh(kd3)

×
[
1 +

ρ1
ρ2

tanh(kd2)

tanh(kd1)

]
c32c

1
1 ≡ ρ0

ρ2

ρ0
ρ1

cosh(kd3) sinh(kd2) sinh(kd1)

×
[
1 +

ρ2
ρ3

tanh(kd3)

tanh(kd2)

]
The matrix C = (γ∗/γ0)G is independent of γ and
Eq. (21) determines the dispersion simply if we diago-
nalize the matrix C. Denoting the diagonal entries of
Σ as Σd, the dispersion relation is a simple quadratic
equation: (

γ

γ0

)2
1

2(kd0)2
+

γ

γ0

ν

ν0
− Σd = 0. (22)

Thus, each (positive/negative) eigenvalue of C gives a
(positive/negative) branch of the dispersion. When all
layers have the same thickness h we find the two eigen-
values of C:

Σ± =
coth(kh)

2kd0

(ρ3 − ρ1)

ρ0

×

[
1±

√
1 + ∆ρ1∆ρ2

(ρ3−ρ1)2
[ 1
cosh2(kh)

− (ρ1+ρ2)(ρ2+ρ3)
ρ2
2

]

]
ρ2

ρ0
+ (ρ1+ρ3+ρ1ρ3/ρ2

ρ0
) coth2(kh)

.

Note that when ρ1 = ρ2, or ρ3 = ρ2, the system is iden-
tical to a two-layer system and the eigenvalue Σ− → 0.
Further, from Eq. (22) we see that when ν → 0, and
h → ∞ the growth rate γ2 = γ2

0kd0AT , where AT is the
Atwood ratio. This is identical to Eq. (51) of Ref. [21] in
which the reference scales are chosen such that γ2

0d0 ≡ g.

In Fig. 3 we plot the dispersion for different Atwood
ratios for equal layer thickness and uniform viscosity. As
can be seen from Eq. (22), when the Atwood ratios across
the two interfaces are different the two branches remain
separated even at short wavelengths. Further, when the
middle layer thickness is reduced, the branches are “re-
pelled” away from each other. In the limit of a very thin
middle layer, one of the branches vanishes, as discussed
below. In all cases the inviscid-flow approximation over-
estimates the peak growth rate, with the error increasing
with decreasing layer thickness.
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FIG. 3. The two branches of dispersion γ/γ0 vs kd0 for three-layers. Dashed lines are the inviscid-flow approximation and
solid lines are exact results. We choose gd0/ν0 = γ0. The Atwood ratio across the top interface is taken to be AT = 0.2, and
that across the bottom interface is AT = 0.5. The uniform kinematic viscosity ν/ν0 = 1. For (a) all the layers have the same
thickness h = 20d0. For (b) the middle-layer thickness is reduced to h = 4d0.

Analytic results in the zero viscosity limit: In the
limit of zero viscosity the parameters

e−θj =
ρj
ρ0

γ

γ0

1

2(kd0)2
,

and we can rewrite Eq. (17) to obtain the following equa-
tion for determining the dispersion:

det
(
γ2 − 2k2d0g C

)
= 0. (23)

We now consider the case, when the middle-layer is
a thin region in which the density smoothly interpo-
lates between the top-layer density ρ3 and the bottom-
layer density ρ1. Taking the smooth interpolation to be
given by the exponential function ρ(z) = ρ3 e(z2−z)/λm ,
and the average density in the thin middle-layer ρ2 =
1
d2

∫ z1
z2

dz ρ(z), we find the interpolation length scale

λm ≡ ρ2d2/∆ρ, where ∆ρ ≡ ρ3−ρ1. As long as d2 ≤ 2λm

(or ∆ρ ≤ 2ρ2) we also have ρ2 ≈ √
ρ3ρ1. In this thin

middle-layer (kd2 ≪ kd1,3) limit, we find

2k2d0g C =
gk

1 + kd2

(
ρ1ρ3+ρ2

2

ρ2(ρ1+ρ3)

) ( ∆ρ1

ρ1+ρ3

∆ρ1

ρ1+ρ3
∆ρ2

ρ1+ρ3

∆ρ2

ρ1+ρ3

)

DiagonalizingC and using the above-mentioned relations
we find the growth rate from Eq. (23):

γ2 =
gkAT

1 + 2AT kλm
(24)

This is identical to Eq.(3) of Ref [25] when we identify
2λm as the minimum density gradient length scale. Thus,
we see that the long-wavelength (kλm ≪ 1) modes are
identical to the two-layer case in the zero viscosity limit,
while the short-wavelength modes (kλm ≫ 1) are non-
dispersive.

The procedure for finding the dispersion relation in the
limit of uniform kinematic viscosity can be generalized

to N -layers. In the case of uniform kinematic viscosity,
the problem reduces to a standard eigenvalue problem:
Eq. (21) determines all the 2(N − 1) branches of the dis-
persion when we diagonalize the (N − 1) × (N − 1) di-
mensional matrix C = (γ∗/γ0)G.

Summary: In summary, we have presented a transfer-
matrix formalism for solving the linearized perturbation
theory of the Rayleigh-Taylor instability. The formalism
applies to the case of spatially varying density and vis-
cosity, which is a more natural scenario than the classical
limit of a single interfacial density jump. The theory has
the advantage of being computationally straightforward.
It generalizes the physical insights gained from the study
of the single-interface problem and is particularly use-
ful in the limits of zero viscosity and uniform kinematic
viscosity. In both these limits, we find analytic results
for the growth of the two-interface Rayleigh-Taylor in-
stability. We use these results to derive the growth rate
for the case of two interfaces and show that as the inter-
faces come closer together, the two dispersion branches
are “repelled”, one branch growing at the expense of the
other. In the limit of a thin middle layer across which
the density smoothly interpolates between the top and
bottom layer density, we recover the known asymptotic
dispersion of the single dispersive branch. The formal-
ism developed here has potential applications for study-
ing the effect of spatially varying density profiles on the
growth of the Rayleigh-Taylor instability.

Appendix A: Transfer-Matrix Elements in the
Inviscid-flow Approximation

The transfer-matrix element

An
m ≡ êv · P [

n≥m∏
ℓ=m

ekMℓdℓ ] · êTσ , (A1)
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where êv = (1, 0) and êσ = (0, 1), is expressed as a func-
tion of the equilibrium stratified heterogeneous fluid pa-
rameters. We begin with the matrix exponential at the
highest point (z = zn) in the interval zn ≤ z ≤ zm. The
matrix exponential

ekMℓdℓ = cosh(kdℓ) + sinh(kdℓ)Mℓ. (A2)

Here the matrix Mℓ ≡ eθℓσ++e−θℓσ−, and σ± ≡ (σx±
iσy)/2. Since σ+ê

T
σ = êTv , and σ−ê

T
σ = 0 we have

ekMndn êTσ = cosh(kdn)ê
T
σ + sinh(kdn)e

θn êTv (A3)

Using the above relation we can write down the transfer-
matrix element

An≥m
m = êv ·

n−m∏
ℓ=0

Tm+ℓ · êTσ , (A4)

Tm+ℓ ≡
(

cosh(kdm+ℓ) sinh(kdm+ℓ)e
θm+ℓ

sinh(kdm+ℓ)e
−θm+ℓ cosh(kdm+ℓ)

)
.

(A5)

Thus, we find

Aj+1
j = sinh(kdj) cosh(kdj+1)e

θj

+ sinh(kdj+1) cosh(kdj)e
θj+1 (A6)

Aj+2
j =

2∏
ℓ=0

sinh(kdj+ℓ)e
(−1)ℓθj+ℓ

+
∑

σ(012)

cosh(kdj) cosh(kdj+1) sinh(kdj+2)e
θj+2 . (A7)

Here σ(012) denotes cyclic permutation of the indices
j, j + 1, j + 2.
In the limit of uniform kinematic viscosity (µj/ρj ≡ ν)

e−θj ≡ ρj
ρ0

γ∗

γ0
, (A8)

using which we can factor out the γ-dependence from the
transfer-matrix elements

Aj+1
j =

γ0
γ∗

(
sinh(kdj) cosh(kdj+1)

ρ0
ρj

+ sinh(kdj+1) cosh(kdj)
ρ0
ρj+1

)
≡ γ0

γ∗ c
j+1
j (A9)

Aj
j =

γ0
γ∗ sinh(kdj)

ρ0
ρj

≡ γ0
γ∗ c

j
j (A10)

Aj+2
j =

γ0
γ∗

[ 2∏
ℓ=0

sinh(kdj+ℓ)

(
ρj+ℓ

ρ0

)(−1)ℓ+1

+
∑

σ(012)

cosh(kdj) cosh(kdj+1) sinh(kdj+2)
ρ0
ρj+2

]
≡ γ0

γ∗ c
j+2
j . (A11)
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