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Abstract

Numerical simulations of detonation-containing flows have emerged as crucial tools for de-
signing next-generation power and propulsion devices. As these tools mature, it is important
for the combustion community to properly understand and isolate grid resolution effects when
simulating detonations. To this end, this work provides a comprehensive analysis of the nu-
merical convergence of unsteady detonation simulations, with focus on isolating the impacts of
chemical timescale modifications on convergence characteristics in the context of operator split-
ting. With the aid of an adaptive mesh refinement based flow solver, the convergence analysis
is conducted using two kinetics configurations: (1) a simplified three-step model mechanism,
in which chemical timescales in the detonation are modified by adjusting activation energies,
and (2) a detailed hydrogen mechanism, in which chemical timescales are adjusted through
ambient pressure modifications. The convergence of unsteady self-sustained detonations in
one-dimensional channels is then analyzed with reference to steady-state theoretical baseline
solutions using these mechanisms. The goal of the analysis is to provide a detailed compari-
son of the effects of grid resolution on both macroscopic (peak pressures and detonation wave
speeds) and microscopic (detonation wave structure) quantities of interest, drawing connec-
tions between the deviations from steady-state baselines and minimum chemical timescales.
This work uncovers resolution-dependent unsteady detonation regimes, and highlights the im-
portant role played by not only the chemical timescales, but also the ratio between chemical and
induction timescales in the detonation wave structure on simulation convergence properties.

1. Introduction

Numerical simulation of detonation waves in both canonical [1, 2, 3] and complex configura-
tions [4, 5] is becoming increasingly important due to emerging interest in detonation-based
propulsion devices [6, 7]. Such simulations are also crucial in other related applications, in-
cluding condensed-phase explosives [8, 9] and hazard prediction [10]. Detonation dynamics
in these applications are complicated by counter propagating waves, heterogeneous mixtures
[11], and surface stabilization effects [12], leading to complex detonation structures influenced
by fine-scale flow-chemistry interactions that are difficult to probe experimentally due to high
pressures and speeds of the system.

Due to this inherent complexity, significant effort has been devoted to developing robust and
predictive numerical methods for solving the compressible reacting Navier-Stokes equations,
which govern detonation-containing flows. Recent approaches have utilized numerics rooted
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in finite volume methods for full-geometry [13] and canonical adaptive mesh refinement (AMR)-
based simulations [14]. Additionally, higher-order extensions such as the piecewise parabolic
method coupled with conservative shock tracking strategies [15], as well as discontinuous
Galerkin methods [16], have been effectively used to study fundamental detonation dynam-
ics. Alternative strategies like the ghost fluid method can also be used [17], which resolves
shock-chemistry interactions through level set equations.

The manner in which chemical reactions are accounted for during the flow evolution is crucial
to all of these methods. In the level set approaches, chemistry coupling is accounted for through
models for front propagation speeds [17]. An alternative approach is operator splitting [13],
which decouples the effect of chemical reactions from advection- and diffusion-based trans-
port, allowing one to invoke dedicated stiff solvers to treat chemistry contributions. Strategies
that directly couple chemistry and transport have been recently explored to mitigate splitting-
related issues [18], although the added computational overhead typically prevents such meth-
ods from being used in full-scale detonation simulations requiring detailed chemistry descrip-
tions.

Regardless of the approach used, proper understanding of grid convergence properties in PDE-
based simulation of detonating flows is of utmost importance. Analysis of detonation conver-
gence properties to this end has primary focused on identifying onsets of instability, with ob-
servations showing how acoustic waves generated in the induction zone at high resolutions
– which would otherwise have been implicitly filtered at low resolutions – lead to detonation
quenching behavior [19, 20]. Additionally, convergence analysis performed in Ref. [21] for
ethylene detonations reports small variation in mean wave speeds, as well as the emergence
of high-frequency and low-amplitude propagation modes in highly resolved cases. Similar be-
havior was observed in the context of n-Heptane detonations [22], where an initial convergence
analysis step was carried out to isolate resolution effects on pulsating frequencies.

These previous works have investigated resolution effects in the context of physical analysis
of detonation instability onsets and behavior. While important, this naturally results in less
emphasis on direct and rigorous analysis of detonation convergence itself; even in stabilized
detonation configurations, a dedicated convergence analysis can yield valuable physical and
numerics-oriented insights. Additionally, although connections between limiting spatial reso-
lutions and chemical kinetics in detonations have been made in the context of steady-state ODE
models [23], the impact of chemical timescales on the detonation structure and their influence
on detonation convergence properties have not been explored for PDE-based solutions.

As such, the goal of this work is to investigate the impact of chemical timescale modifications
on the numerical convergence of unsteady detonations using simulations based on operator
splitting. The objective is both to conduct a comprehensive detonation convergence analy-
sis, and to isolate the chemical timescale as a tunable parameter from two different angles:
(1) through direct modification of reaction mechanism parameters (i.e., activation energies),
and (2) through modification of the simulation operating conditions (ambient pressures). The
former leverages a simplified model three-step mechanism [24] and the latter leverages a de-
tailed hydrogen mechanism [25]. More specifically, simulation convergence trends in terms of
quantities of interest (QoIs) relevant to detonation engine design, such as wave speeds, peak
pressures, and detonation wave structures, are analyzed using highly resolved simulations of
unsteady detonations. Where applicable, comparisons are made to steady-state Zeldovich-von
Neumann-Döring (ZND) baseline solutions, such that effects of chemical timescale modifica-
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(a) Simplified (b) Detailed

Figure 1: (a) Snapshots of pressure (top) and AMR level (bottom) profiles near detonation wave for
a 12-level simulation in the Simplified Case 2 configuration (see Table 1) during unsteady detonation
propagation. (b) Same as (a), but for the Detailed Case 2 configuration.

tions on convergence trends can be monitored through deviations of QoIs from ZND solutions
in highly resolved regimes.

2. Numerical Approach

The compressible reacting Navier-Stokes equations are discretized in time using a globally
second-order Strang splitting approach [26], which decouples the effects of chemical reactions
from those of fluxes. The strategy used here is the routinely used “Reaction-Advection/Diffusion-
Reaction” order of operator invocations. As such, there are two chemical time integration steps
in a single global time step advance.

The equations are solved using an in-house solver based on the AMReX framework [27]. The
solver is a block-structured adaptive mesh refinement (AMR) extension of the extensively ver-
ified UMReactingFlow [13]. On each refinement level, chemical time integration is handled
using an adaptive explicit method, and the advection-diffusion advance is treated using a
stability-preserving second-order Runge-Kutta method combined with a slope-limited approxi-
mate Riemann solver. This work specifically leverages a van Leer limiter with the Harten–Lax–van
Leer contact (HLLC) approximate Riemann solver [28]. The reader is directed to Ref. [13] for
additional detail on the numerics of each component.

Grid refinement is handled by AMReX [27], which provides a backend for the grid commu-
nication steps used in the block-structured formulation. The AMR tagging criterion is based
on pressure and density gradients with additional buffer cell padding, and was determined
to properly isolate the detonation wave structures for subsequent mesh refinement. Grid re-
finement factors were set to 2, and all convergence resolutions reported in Sec. 3 are extracted
from the finest (highest) AMR level, with the highest level count being 14. Separate verification
studies were conducted to ensure that AMR-induced interpolation errors did not pollute det-
onation profiles for the range of levels considered. Examples of unsteady detonation profiles
showcasing AMR level coverage in a 12-level case for both simplified (Sec. 2.1) and detailed
(Sec. 2.2) chemistry configurations is shown in Fig. 1. The figure shows that the refinement
criteria used in the AMR simulations successfully resolve the detonation profile at the desired
level specification.

The solver is used to evaluate chemical timescale effects on the convergence of one-dimensional
unsteady detonations, leveraging both simplified and detailed chemical kinetics configurations.
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Descriptions of each configuration are provided below. In all cases, the computational domain
consists of a wall at the left boundary and a zero-gradient outlet at the right. Detonations are
initiated in simplified chemistry cases using high-energy driver gases in a small region at the
left wall, while ZND solutions are used to initialize detailed chemistry cases. Overdrive effects
from the wall during initiation were found to not affect solutions. Convergence trends reported
in this study come from post-initiation regimes in which detonations are self-sustained.

2.1. Simplified Chemistry
The simplified chemistry description is the three-step Arrhenius-based model mechanism of
Ref. [24]. The model mechanism is given by

[F ]
kI−→ [R], kI = exp

(
EI

(
1

TI

− 1

T

))
,

[F ] + [R]
kB−→ 2[R], kB = exp

(
EB

(
1

TB

− 1

T

))
,

[R]
kC−→ [P ], kC = 1.

(1)

The mechanism consists of temperature-dependent, radical-producing chain initiation and chain
branching forward reactions (indicated by the reaction rates kI and kB), followed by a temperature-
independent termination reaction kC at unity rate. The quantities [F ], [R], and [P ] denote ficti-
tious fuel, radical, and product species concentrations, respectively.

There are four key parameters: the initiation and branching activation energies (EI and EB),
and the corresponding crossover temperatures (TI and TB). This work leverages the activation
energies to control the sensitivity of the detonating flow field to chemical reactions, providing
a direct pathway to parameterize chemical timescales within the detonation wave structure, as
showcased in Sec. 3.1. In particular, three different activation energy settings (Cases 1-3 in Ta-
ble 1) were prescribed to explore a wide range of chemical timescale influence in the simplified
configurations. Besides the activation energies, all other parameters match those used for the
lowest TB case in Ref. [29]. To admit a theoretically valid detonation solution with this mecha-
nism, the gas is assumed to be calorically perfect with constant specific heat ratio γ, leading to
a simplified definition of chemical energy. This differs from the detailed case, where variable γ
is used. Additionally, viscous terms in the governing equations are neglected when using the
simplified model mechanism. All length and time values in the simplified configurations are
reported in non-dimensional quantities, where non-dimensionalization is carried out such that
the termination rate kC is unity. The reader is directed to Ref. [29] for additional details.

The length of the one-dimensional domain for the simplified cases was 800 units with a uni-
form base grid consisting of 800 cells, yielding a base grid resolution of 1 distance unit. The
minimum grid size in the finest simulation is roughly 1.22 × 10−4 distance units. To initialize
unsteady simulations, a driver gas at elevated pressure and temperature with uniform profile
in the range x = [0, 10] was imposed at the left-most wall as the initial condition. The pressure
and temperature ratios of the driver gas were set to PD/P0 = 20 and TD/T0 = 7 respectively,
with the driver gas composition given by 100% product mass fraction.
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2.2. Detailed Chemistry
Detailed chemical kinetics are modeled using the 14 species, 42 reaction H2-air mechanism of
Shepherd et al. [25], which is based on the mechanism of Mével et al. [30]. The one-dimensional
domain was 0.8 m long with a uniform base grid of 1600 cells, yielding a base resolution of
500 µm. The minimum grid size in the finest simulation is 30.5 nm. All cases used the reactant
molar composition 2H2:O2:7Ar at an ambient temperature of 300 K. Significant argon dilution
was added to ensure stability of the detonation waves [31]. In order to explore different chem-
ical timescale regimes, ambient pressures of 0.2, 0.5, and 1 atm were investigated (as described
in Table 1). For each case, the ZND solution was computed using the Shock and Detonation
Toolbox [32]. To initialize unsteady simulations, this solution was then mapped onto the com-
putational grid at the initial time, with the wave front positioned 0.2 m from the left boundary
(i.e., the driver gas was the ZND wave in the detailed cases, as these were found to more quickly
lead to self-sustained detonations).

3. Results

Case
Description

Simplified Kinetics (Sec. 2.1) Detailed Kinetics (Sec. 2.2)
Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 1 Case 2 Case 3

(EI/c
2
0, EB/c

2
0) (37.5, 10) (82, 25) (100, 35) – – –

P0 (atm) – – – 0.2 0.5 1
τchem 3.396 ×10−2 2.972 ×10−4 9.472 ×10−6 3.362 ×10−10 s 1.271 ×10−10 s 6.100 ×10−11 s

τchem/τind 1.218 ×10−1 1.920 ×10−3 5.448 ×10−5 1.503 ×10−3 1.631 ×10−3 1.738 ×10−3

Table 1: Detonation case configurations. First row: activation energies in simplified mechanism nor-
malized by squared speed-of-sound. Second row: ambient pressures. Third row: minimum chemical
timescale observed in steady-state solution. Fourth row: Ratio of minimum chemical timescale and in-
duction timescale in steady-state solution. Induction timescale defined as τind = Lind/wCJ, where Lind is
induction length and wCJ is the CJ speed. ZND profiles shown in Fig. 2.

Convergence of unsteady detonation simulations is analyzed with reference to steady-state
ZND solutions using the mechanisms described above. The goal of the analysis is two-fold.
First, present a set of case configuration options for both simplified and detailed mechanisms
that isolate the effect of limiting chemical timescales in the steady (reference) detonation wave
structure (Sec. 3.1). Then, conduct unsteady AMR-based simulations on the different configu-
ration options, providing a detailed comparison of the effect of grid resolution on both macro-
scopic (i.e., peak pressures and detonation wave speeds, Sec. 3.2) and microscopic (detonation
wave structure, Sec. 3.3) quantities of interest. Connections are then drawn between the devia-
tions of self-sustained unsteady detonations from the steady-state baselines and the minimum
chemical timescales observed in the detonation.

3.1. Case Setup and Steady-State Baselines
Three cases (1-3), described in Table 1, are used in each of the simplified and detailed configura-
tions, with increase in case number corresponding to decrease in minimum chemical timescale
in the detonation. These cases admit steady-state solutions that will serve here as baselines for
the unsteady simulations. It should be noted that certain key parameters, such as the branch-
ing crossover temperature in the simplified cases and the mole fraction of Argon diluent in
ambient gas for the detailed cases, were chosen to ensure stable detonation wave propagation
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in unsteady simulations such that comparisons to the reference ZND wave structures are well-
grounded.

Steady-state ZND profiles for both simplified and detailed configurations are shown in Fig. 2.
The figure displays reference wave structures in the form of normalized pressures and limiting
chemical timescales corresponding to the case descriptions provided in Table 1.

Reference solutions for the simplified three-step kinetics description are shown in Fig. 2(a),
where variation in Cases 1 to 3 come from successive increases to both initiation and branch-
ing activation energies. Increasing these activation energies results in significant reduction of
the minimum chemical timescale encountered within the detonation profile without significantly
altering the detonation wave structure, thereby providing an effective knob for the chemical stiff-
ness encountered within the detonation reaction zone. This quality is a direct consequence of
the simplicity of the three-step mechanism. Since (a) initiation and branching reaction steps in-
fluence radical species production only, and (b) the model for chemical heat release is a function
of the product mass fraction only [29], alterations to the activation energies provide direct and
interpretable access to the sensitivities of chemistry (the timescales) on the flow. When moving
between case 1 to 2 (and also 2 to 3), the minimum timescales drop by roughly two orders of
magnitude.

Due to the complexity in high-fidelity kinetics representations, isolating activation energies in
the same manner as with the simplified model is non-trivial. As a workaround, instead of
activation energy modifications, the core parameter for moving between configurations 1 to 3
in the detailed mechanisms is the ambient pressure P0 (see Table 1). The corresponding steady-
state profiles are shown in Fig. 2(b).

The ambient pressure modifications result in much more variation in both the von-Neumann
(VN) pressures and the steady wave structure as compared to the simplified mechanism coun-
terparts. However, increases in the ambient pressure achieve an analogous reduction to chem-
ical timescales in the wave structure as observed in the simplified case, although the reduction
factor in the limiting chemical timescale is much less pronounced.

Ultimately, when moving from cases 1 to 3, chemical timescales are being reduced in both
simplified and detailed kinetics configurations. Since stable unsteady simulations are expected
to relax to the steady profiles in the shock-reference frame, the adjustment of activation energy
within the model mechanism and ambient pressure within the detailed mechanism provides a
qualitatively comparable way to decrease the chemical timescales.

3.2. Convergence of Macroscopic QoIs
Figure 3 shows numerical convergence trends for peak pressures and detonation wave speeds
for the simplified and detailed configurations outlined in Table 1. For monitoring relative con-
vergence trends, the grid resolution is described in terms of cells-per-LIND, where LIND repre-
sents the induction length defined here as the distance from the initial shock to the point of
maximum chemical heat release rate encountered in the steady-state solutions.

In the simplified kinetics description in Fig. 3(a), the peak pressures for all three cases achieve
maximum values at roughly 20-to-50 cells-per-LIND, and enter a pressure-converged regime
at nearly 100 cells-per-LIND. The under-resolved regime below this point is characterized by
”weakened” detonations that are still self-sustained, but exhibit markedly decreased shock
pressures relative to the baseline ZND solution. On the other hand, in the converged regime
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Figure 2: (a) Steady-state (ZND) profiles for simplified kinetics cases outlined in Table 1. Top row shows
pressure normalized by γ0P0, where γ0 is ambient specific heat ratio and P0 is ambient pressure (red
insets show zoom-ins near induction zone). Bottom row shows minimum chemical timescale, computed
as min(1/|λi|), where λi is an eigenvalue of chemical source term Jacobian. (b) Same as (a), but for
detailed kinetics cases.

beyond 100 cells-per-LIND, the peak pressures stabilize at values slightly above the VN point,
indicating a small degree of wave overdrive that is also reflected in the converged wave speeds.

The peak pressure convergence trends in the detailed kinetics configurations in Fig. 3(b) are
qualitatively very similar to their simplified kinetics counterparts. Specifically, convergence to
the peak value is encountered at nearly the same point (20-50 cells), and the behavior before this
point in the highly under-resolved regime is again characterized by decreased pressure values
relative to the ZND baselines.

Convergence in wave speeds is also qualitatively similar across simplified and detailed config-
urations, with trends markedly different from peak pressure convergence histories. The wave
speeds converge almost exactly to the CJ detonation in the detailed cases with no overdrive
(Fig. 3(b)), and converge to overdriven detonations in the simplified cases (Fig. 3(a)). Most
notably, wave speed convergence is characterized by negligible changes in the mean values,
but drastic reductions in standard deviations with increased grid resolution. The reduction in
wave speed variation coincides with convergence of peak pressures to the VN point, and signi-
fies a stabilization of the self-sustained detonations. The large variations in wave speed in the
under-resolved simulations are due to the diffused nature of the detonation front over many
grid cells. Although this variation is not present in peak pressure values, this phenomenon can
be traced to analogous fluctuations in the peak radical mass fractions, the convergence of which
showcases an interesting blend of both wave speed and pressure curves (not shown here).
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Cells Per LIND

(a) Simplified

Figure 3: (a) Detonation wave speeds (circles, normalized by CJ speed) and peak pressures (triangles,
normalized by VN pressure) versus grid resolution expressed as cells-per-LIND in the simplified kinetics
configuration for case 1 (black), 2 (blue), and 3 (red). Markers denote mean values extracted during
unsteady self-sustained wave propagation, and error bars denote ± one standard deviation. (b) Same as
(a), but for detailed kinetics configuration. Reader is referred to Table 1 for case details.

Recall that in both the simplified and detailed descriptions outlined in Sec. 3.1, the variations be-
tween cases 1-3 help to isolate the effect of chemical timescales observed in the steady-state det-
onation wave structure from the operator splitting perspective (although the degree to which
the timescales are decreased is much higher in the simplified kinetics cases, see Fig. 2). In
these resolved regimes, the trends across cases 1-3 are consistent in both simplified and detailed
mechanisms in that peak pressures and wave speeds observe small increases when dropping
characteristic chemical timescales. However, these variations are small, and Fig. 3 usefully re-
veals how chemical timescale modifications do not significantly alter convergence behavior in
terms of large-scale detonation quantities. The fact that nearly identical trends in these macro-
scopic QoIs are observed in both simplified and detailed mechanisms points to the universality
of this phenomenon.

3.3. Convergence of Wave Structure
It is also important to investigate how chemical timescale reduction is reflected in alternations
to the fine-scale (microscopic) detonation wave structure. As such, the goal of this section is
to compare (a) instantaneous detonation wave profiles produced by the unsteady simulations
at various resolutions, and (b) the degree to which the same modifications affect reaction zone
locations in the detonation.

To this end, Fig. 4 provides instantaneous pressure profiles at all tested grid resolutions for
simplified and detailed kinetics configurations with corresponding ZND solutions overlaid.
The profiles are plotted in the wave reference frame, with distance from the shock front xs

normalized by the ZND induction length LIND. As observed throughout Sec. 3.2, initial inspec-
tion of Fig. 4 reveals qualitatively similar trends across all cases, and provides more context
to the macroscopic convergence trends observed in Fig. 3. Most notably, the fine-scale struc-
tures reveal how resolutions that achieve stabilization of detonation wave speeds at the ZND
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Figure 4: (a) Instantaneous pressure (normalized by ambient value) versus relative position from shock
front (normalized by the ZND induction length, LIND) for simplified Case 1 configuration (refer to Ta-
ble 1 for case information). Curves correspond to simulations at increasing cells-per-LIND as per the
color bar. Black dashed line corresponds to ZND solution (in plots, ZND peak pressures are scaled to
match converged cases to eliminate overdrive effects for visualization purposes). (b) Same as (a), but
for Case 3 in the simplified configuration. (c) Same as (a) and (b), but for Case 2 in the detailed kinet-
ics configuration. (d) Zoom-in of pressure profiles from (a) near shock front, showing transition from
strongly-coupled to ZND-conforming regime.

von-Neumann pressure do not necessarily imply complete recovery of an induction zone in un-
steady simulations. More specifically, regardless of the kinetic mechanism used, the pressure
profiles in Fig. 4 reveal three characteristic regimes in detonation convergence.

The first is the under-resolved regime, which is characterized by high variations in wave speed,
reduced peak pressures, and a highly diffused detonation wave structure. The under-resolved
regime is evident in Fig. 4 through the simultaneous build-up of the pressure profiles towards
the VN pressure and emergence of a non-diffuse shock wave, and ends in all cases at roughly
10 cells-per-induction length.

The second is the strongly-coupled regime, which is characterized by stabilized wave speeds
and roughly coincides with the point of peak pressure convergence, as shown in Fig. 3. Here,
the CJ speed and VN pressures are reached and self-sustained, but there is very little distinc-
tion between the locations of peak chemical heat release and peak pressure. As such, the wave
structure is still diffused through a smeared shock wave, and resembles the structures found in
more complex 2D / 3D turbulence-influenced configurations. In Case 1 for the simplified ki-
netics model (Fig. 4(a)) and in all detailed kinetics cases (Fig. 4(c)), the strongly-coupled regime
occurs near 10-50 cells-per-induction length.

The third regime is the ZND-conforming regime, in which there is a clear formation of an in-
duction zone and a pronounced separation between the reaction front and the leading shock
wave. Transition from the strongly-coupled to ZND-conforming regime is visualized in Fig. 4(d),
which showcases the emergence of an induction zone for Case 1 in the simplified kinetics con-
figuration in the range of 20-to-50 cells-per-induction length (found to be slightly before the
point at which the three detailed cases enter this regime, at roughly 100 cells-per-induction
length).

The effect of significant chemical timescale reduction (four orders of magnitude) on the fine-
scale detonation wave structure is made clear when comparing Fig. 4(a) and (b), which respec-
tively refer to cases 1 and 3 for the simplified kinetics configuration. Using this comparison,
the chemical timescale reduction effect is present from two perspectives. First, in Fig. 4(b), the
simulations appear to be exiting the strongly-coupled regime at a noticeably higher number
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Figure 5: Convergence of detonation wave structure in terms of reaction front location for simplified
(red) and detailed (black) kinetics configurations, with shaded regions indicating detonation conver-
gence regimes. Y-axis is reaction front location normalized by ZND induction length, and X-axis is
cells-per-ZND induction length (same as Fig. 3). Values are averages extracted from a set of detonation
snapshots during steady propagation.

of cells-per-induction length, meaning that more cells are required to converge in the highly-
stiff case. Second, as the simulations exit the strongly-coupled regime, the developed induction
zone in Fig. 4(b) converges to a length much smaller than what is observed in the corresponding
steady-state ZND profile, resulting in qualitative departure from Case 1 and the three detailed
cases. In other words, the drastic reduction in chemical timescale in the simplified configura-
tions is preventing a complete separation between reaction and shock fronts, and necessitates
a closer inspection into the convergence of reaction front locations observed in the unsteady
simulations.

As such, Fig. 5 shows the distance between the wave front and the primary reaction zone
(LREACT), providing a type of global diagram for the three regimes described above. Here, the
wave front location is identified by the first cell to exceed the ambient pressure, while the reac-
tion front location is identified by the cell with the highest volumetric heat release rate. Note
that in the classical ZND model, this distance is referred to as the induction length; however,
this distinction is made in the context of Fig. 5 because the coarser simulations lack a typical
induction zone. As was seen in the instantaneous profiles in Fig. 4, the reaction zone sits closer
to the shock front as the grid is refined in the under-resolved and strongly-coupled regimes.
However, once the ZND-conforming regime is reached, the reaction front shifts back from the
shock front as a result of the formation of a clear induction zone.

Figure 5 illuminates several interesting qualities about detonation convergence from the re-
action front perspective. First, normalization by induction length collapses both simplified
(Case 1) and all detailed mechanism curves, particularly in the under-resolved region. Second,
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movement out of under-resolved and into strongly-coupled detonations occurs at a nearly fixed
convergence rate with respect to detonation wave structure resolution. Additionally, the transi-
tion out of the strongly-coupled regime into the ZND-conforming regime occurs less smoothly
for the simplified Case 1 setting, as opposed to all three detailed cases. Perhaps most appar-
ent in Fig. 5 is that there is negligible difference in the curves corresponding to the detailed
cases, whereas cases 2 and 3 in the simplified configurations reflect the trends observed in the
comparison between Fig. 4(a) and (b). Namely, the simplified cases 2 and 3, which successively
drop the chemical timescale relative to case 1, do not converge to the steady-state baseline wave
structure.

This finding illuminates how deviation from the steady-state solution in the ZND-conforming
regime—which denotes a significant departure from “standard” detonation convergence prop-
erties—increases not solely with a reduction in chemical timescales, but with a reduction in the
ratio of chemical to induction timescales, where the induction timescale is defined as the time
taken for the CJ detonation to travel through the induction length. This ratio is provided in
the last row of Table 1. Note that through activation energy modifications, the simplified cases
1 through 3 reduce both chemical timescale and this ratio. Meanwhile, ambient pressure in-
creases in the the detailed cases reduce the chemical timescales, but not the ratio of chemical to
induction timescales.

It is hypothesized that the deviation in the ZND-conforming regime observed by cases 2 and
3 in the simplified kinetics configuration is a direct consequence of (a) operator splitting er-
rors due to the global time integration formulation, (b) chemical time integration errors that
arise in highly stiff regimes, or (c) a combination of the two. In any case, since the timescale
effects are not as pronounced in the detailed chemistry case, the trends in Fig. 5 highlight the
importance of the ratio of the chemical timescale to the induction timescales in assessment of
detonation convergence. The practical implication here is that, if the induction timescale can be
maintained (i.e., if induction lengths and CJ speeds are not significantly altered), a reduction in
chemical timescales due to mechanism simplifications and re-designs via combustion modeling
can result in vastly improved detonation convergence properties.

4. Conclusion

The goal of this work was to isolate effects of chemical timescale reductions on the conver-
gence of one-dimensional channel detonation simulations in the context of operator splitting.
An AMR-based solver was used to this end, which enabled resolutions up to O(1000) cells-
per-induction length in unsteady detonations. The analysis was conducted using two chem-
ical kinetics configurations: (1) a simplified three-step model mechanism, in which chemical
timescales in the detonation were modified by adjusting activation energies, and (2) a de-
tailed hydrogen mechanism utilizing a 2H2:O2:7Ar reactant composition, in which chemical
timescales were adjusted through ambient pressure modifications.

Chemical timescale reductions had negligible effect on large-scale macroscopic (peak pressure
and wave speed) convergence characteristics for the cases considered here. Convergence of
small-scale quantities was then assessed using instantaneous detonation profiles and relative
locations of reaction zones in the wave structure. Supplementing the macroscopic conver-
gence trends, the wave structure analysis revealed three characteristic detonation convergence
regimes, namely the under-resolved, strongly-coupled, and ZND-conforming regimes. Con-
vergence of reaction front locations uncovered the crucial role played by not only the chemical
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timescale, but also the ratio of chemical to induction timescales. The simplified cases exhibiting
drastic reductions to this ratio showed not only delayed convergence to the strongly-coupled
regime, but also significantly more deviation from baseline ZND solutions. The practical im-
plication here is that if the induction timescale can be maintained, a reduction in chemical
timescales due to mechanism simplifications and re-designs via combustion modeling can re-
sult in vastly improved detonation convergence properties.

Ultimately, this work highlights not only the important role played by the chemical timescale in
detonation convergence, but also reveals the utility in assessing detonation convergence from
the perspective of reaction front locations. The trends uncovered here open several avenues
for extended verification, including performing the same analysis for different fuels, exploring
how higher spatial dimensions modify the convergence regimes, and repeating the analysis
with coupled time integration schemes that attempt to remove splitting errors. Further, this
framework provides a methodology for mechanism reduction. Since shock-capturing requires
somewhat stringent requirements as compared to subsonic flames, mechanism reduction could
now focus on stiffness reduction within this constraint. In fact, related work suggests that
machine learning models can be trained to enable precisely such approaches [33].
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