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Implosions of magnetically-driven annular shells (Z pinches) are studied in the laboratory to produce high-
energy-density plasmas. Such plasmas have a wide-range of applications including x-ray generation, controlled
thermonuclear fusion, and astrophysics studies. In this work, we theoretically investigate the in-flight dynam-
ics of a magnetically-driven, imploding cylindrical shell that stagnates onto itself upon collision on axis. The
converging flow of the Z-pinch is analyzed by considering the implosion trajectory in the (A,M) parametric
plane, where A is the in-flight aspect ratio and M is the implosion Mach number. For an ideal implosion in
the absence of instabilities and in the limit of A ≫ 1, we derive asymptotic scaling laws for hydrodynamic
quantities evaluated at stagnation (e.g., density, temperature, and pressure) and for performance metrics
(e.g., soft x-ray emission, K-shell x-ray emission, and neutron yield) as functions of target-design parameters.

I. INTRODUCTION

For many decades, pulsed-power accelerators have
been used for compressing electrical energy in space and
time to implode cylindrical annular shells, which are of-
ten referred as Z pinches.1–6 Such magnetically-driven
Z-pinch implosions are studied in the laboratory to pro-
duce high-energy-density (HED) plasmas. Such plas-
mas have a wide-range of applications including x-ray
generation,7–10 controlled thermonuclear fusion,10–15 and
astrophysics studies.16–18 Due to the aforementioned ap-
plications, it is important to understand how the hydro-
dynamic conditions assembled at stagnation depend on
target-design parameters of a Z pinch.

With this goal in mind, we study the idealized problem
of a one-dimensional Z-pinch implosion in the absence
of hydrodynamic instabilities and finite-conductivity
effects.19 More specifically, we investigate the in-flight dy-
namics of a magnetically-driven cylindrical shell, which
then stagnates onto itself upon collision on axis. The
converging flow of the Z-pinch is analyzed by considering
the implosion trajectory in the (A,M) parametric plane,
where A is the in-flight aspect ratio (IFAR) and M is
the implosion Mach number. The high–aspect-ratio limit
(A ≫ 1) is considered for most of the implosion trajec-
tory. We then derive asymptotic scaling laws for hydro-
dynamic conditions evaluated at stagnation (e.g., den-
sity, temperature, and pressure) and performance metrics
(e.g., x-ray emission and neutron yield) as functions of
target-design parameters, specifically the implosion ve-
locity, the liner mass per-unit-length, and the liner en-
tropy parameter.

Understanding the pressure amplification due to con-
verging flows has been studied before in the HED liter-
ature. In particular, this work follows the analysis pre-
sented in Ref. 20 for imploding spherical shells driven by
a constant pressure source, an idealized approximation
often used for modeling laser-driven HED experiments.
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However, contrary to laser-driven HED experiments, the
key feature of Z-pinch implosions is that the magnetic-
drive pressure increases as the pinch radius decreases.
This distinction introduces new subtleties to the analysis
of the shell in-flight dynamics and to the estimates of the
plasma conditions assembled at stagnation.
The present work is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we

describe the general implosion kinematics of a Z pinch.
In Sec. III, we discuss the in-flight shell dynamics of an
imploding Z pinch. More specifically, we analyze how the
pressure, density, thickness, and aspect ratio of the cylin-
drical shell evolves as it converges on axis. In Sec. IV, we
derive scaling laws for the hydrodynamic quantities (e.g.,
density, temperature, and pressure) evaluated at stagna-
tion. In Sec. V, we utilize the previous results to calcu-
late the asymptotic dependencies of commonly referred
performance metrics for Z-pinch applications (e.g., x-ray
emission and neutron yield) with respect to target-design
parameters. In Sec. VI, we discuss the results obtained.
In particular, we present how the hydrodynamic quan-
tities at stagnation and the performance metrics scale
when similarity scaling Z-pinch implosions to higher cur-
rents. In Sec. VII, we summarize our results.

II. IMPLOSION KINEMATICS

We consider the temporal evolution of a magnetically-
driven cylindrical liner. To describe the kinematics
of a Z-pinch implosion, we model the liner as a thin
shell.2,21–23 Under the action of an external magnetic
pressure, the governing equation for the radial motion
of the liner is given by

m̂
d2R

dt2
= −2πRPm(t), (1)

where R = R(t) is the outer radius of the liner, m̂ is the
liner mass per-unit-length, and Pm(t)

.
= pm(t, R(t)) is

the magnetic pressure evaluated at the outer surface of
the liner. The liner mass per-unit-length m̂ is defined as

m̂
.
= πρ0

(
R2

out,0 −R2
in,0

)
, (2)
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FIG. 1. Implosion trajectory of a magnetically-driven cylin-
drical liner driven at constant current that is initially at rest.
The curve corresponds to the analytical solution in Eq. (9),
and the implosion time ∆T is given by Eq. (5).

where ρ0 is the initial mass density of the liner, Rout,0

is the initial outer radius, and Rin,0 is the initial in-
ner radius. We denote ∆0

.
= Rout,0 − Rin,0 as the ini-

tial thickness of the liner, so the initial aspect ratio is
A0

.
= Rout,0/∆0. For high–aspect-ratio liners, A0 ≫ 1.

Thus, the mass per-unit-length can be approximated by
m̂ ≃ 2πρ0R

2
0/A0, where we identified R0

.
= Rout,0 for

notational convenience.
In Eq. (1), the external magnetic pressure is given by

pm(t, r)
.
=

B2
θ (t, r)

2µ0
=

µ0I
2(t)

8π2r2
, (3)

where Bθ(t, r) is the azimuthal magnetic field, I(t) is the
electrical current passing through the shell, and µ0 is the
magnetic permeability in free space. In this work, we
consider the following model for the current source I(t).
Prior to t = 0, we consider that the current has an initial
“foot” stage that is large enough in amplitude to launch
a shock through the liner material (see Sec. IIIA for more
details) but small enough such that the delivered kinetic
energy to the liner is negligible. After the foot stage,
the current rises to its peak value Imax at t = 0 and
remains constant thereafter. Up to this point, the liner
motion is considered negligible so, from the perspective
of the implosion kinematics, the current pulse is simply
I(t) = Imax for t ≥ 0.24,25

The implosion trajectory of the liner can be obtained
by energy-conservation arguments.26,27 When assuming
that the velocity of the liner is negligible at t = 0, we
integrate Eq. (1) and obtain(

dR

dt

)2

= π

(
R0

∆T

)2

ln

(
R0

R

)
, (4)

where

∆T
.
=

(
m̂

4Pm(0)

)1/2

=

(
2π2 m̂R2

0

µ0I2max

)1/2

. (5)
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FIG. 2. Dimensionless velocity of a magnetically-driven cylin-
drical liner driven at constant current that is initially at rest.

When taking the negative root of Eq. (4) and integrat-
ing once more, we obtain

t

∆T
= − 1√

π

∫ R̄

1

dR̄√
− ln R̄

, (6)

where R̄(t)
.
= R(t)/R0 is the normalized pinch radius.

The integral on the right-hand side of Eq. (6) can be
written in terms of the error function:

erf(x) =
2√
π

∫ x

0

e−x2

dx. (7)

This leads to

t

∆T
= erf

(√
− ln R̄

)
. (8)

We then introduce the inverse function erf−1(x) of the
error function erf(x) such that erf−1(erf(x)) = x. The
domain of erf−1(x) spans x ∈ (−1, 1) in the real line. We
then obtain a closed expression for the implosion trajec-
tory of the Z-pinch:26

R(t) = R0 exp

{
−
[
erf−1

(
t

∆T

)]2}
. (9)

Since erf−1(x) tends to infinity when its argument ap-
proaches unity, we conclude that ∆T in Eq. (5) cor-
responds to the implosion time of a Z pinch driven at
constant current with zero initial velocity. As shown in
Eq. (5), the implosion time increases for larger liner mass
per-unit-length m̂, larger initial radius R0, and smaller
peak current Imax, as expected. For illustration purposes,
the radial implosion trajectory described by Eq. (9) is
shown in Fig. 1.
For the sake of completeness, we note that the obtained

analytical solution in Eq. (9) can be inserted into Eq. (4)
to obtain the implosion velocity as a function of time:

U(t)
.
= −dR

dt
=

√
π
R0

∆T
erf−1

(
t

∆T

)
. (10)
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The implosion velocity is plotted in Fig. 2. For small
times t ≪ ∆T , U increases linearly in time; more specifi-
cally, U ≃ (π/2)(R0/∆T )(t/∆T ). According to Eq. (10),
the implosion velocity theoretically diverges to infinity as
t/∆T → 1. In reality, this does not occur due to the finite
thickness of the shell, which limits the minimum radius to
which current is delivered. In addition, there can be cur-
rent redistribution to larger radii caused by low-density
plasmas,28 an effect not considered in this study.

From Eq. (10), we identify a characteristic velocity

Vi
.
=

R0

∆T
=

(
µ0I

2
max

2π2m̂

)1/2

. (11)

As expected, the characteristic velocity increases linearly
with the peak current and is inversely proportional to the
square root of the liner mass per-unit-length. At fixed
Imax and R0, we note that the implosion velocity scales
with the square root of the liner initial aspect ratio.

III. SHELL IN-FLIGHT DYNAMICS

For Z-pinch implosions, the dynamics of the in-
flight shell conditions (notably the shell pressure, den-
sity, thickness, and aspect ratio) can be decomposed
into four phases. These phases are illustrated in
Fig. 3 and are denoted as the (i) the magnetically-
driven shock phase, (ii) the isentropic-acceleration phase,
(iii) the acceleration-at-constant-shell-thickness phase,
and (iv) the void-closure phase. We now discuss how
the in-flight shell conditions evolve during the implosion.

A. Phase 1: Magnetically-driven shock

When a metallic liner is magnetically driven with a
rapid rise in current and its thickness is sufficient for the
characteristic sound waves to overlap each other within
the liner, a shock wave is generated that propagates
through the liner material. In metals with finite electrical
conductivity, this shock wave is followed by a nonlinear
magnetic-field diffusion wave, which travels at anoma-
lously high speeds due to the increase in metal resistivity
with temperature. This paper will not delve into the
complex dynamics occurring during this phase; for fur-
ther details, we direct the reader to Refs. 29–33.

However, one of the primary outcomes during this
phase is the increase in entropy of the liner resulting
from the passage of the shock wave. When the shock has
broken out of the inner surface of the liner, we assume
that the liner material is in an isentropic state so that the
fluid density ρ(t, r) and pressure p(t, r) within the interior
of the liner are related by p = Pref(ρ/ρref)

γ . Here Pref

is a reference pressure, ρref is a reference mass density,
and γ is an effective polytropic index. More concretely,
Pref , ρref , and γ are equation-of-state (EOS) parameters

defining the post-shock isentrope of the material condi-
tions inside the liner. We define the entropy parameter
αref

.
= Pref/ρ

γ
ref , which we assume remains constant dur-

ing the implosion until stagnation.
It is worth noting that, when using an adiabatic EOS

for the liner material, we are inherently ignoring energy-
loss mechanisms, such as radiative losses, happening in-
flight as the implosion proceeds. This effect can be im-
portant for many radiating Z-pinch experiments.34

In a 1D model, the fluid momentum equation within
the interior of the liner can be written as

ρ

(
∂vr
∂t

+ vr
∂

∂r
vr

)
= −∂p

∂r
, (12)

where vr(t, r) is the radial velocity. In the high–aspect-
ratio limit, we may assume a uniform acceleration of all
fluid elements within the liner.35 Therefore, the fluid ve-
locity can be approximated by vr ≃ dR/dt, and

ρ
d2R

dt2
= −∂p

∂r
. (13)

When substituting p = Pref(ρ/ρref)
γ and integrating, we

find the pressure field within the liner:36,37

p(t, r) = Pm(t)

(
1 +

r −R

∆

)γ/(γ−1)

, (14)

where the liner in-flight thickness is given by

∆(t) = ∆0
γ

γ − 1

ρ0R0

ρrefR(t)

(
Pref

Pm(t)

)1/γ

. (15)

Here we considered the region r < R−∆ as void with null
pressure. Also, R corresponds to the outer liner surface,
and the pressure there is equal to the magnetic pressure
Pm(t). When using the EOS p = Pref(ρ/ρref)

γ , we obtain
the density profile across the liner:

ρ(t, r) = ρref

(
Pm

Pref

)1/γ (
1 +

r −R

∆

)1/(γ−1)

. (16)

Let us now parameterize the dynamics of the imploding
cylindrical shell in terms of five dynamical variables: the
liner outer radius R(t), the liner velocity U(t)

.
= −Ṙ,

the liner pressure P (t)
.
= p(t, R) = Pm(t) evaluated at

the outer surface, the liner density D(t)
.
= ρ(t, R) at

the outer surface, and the liner in-flight thickness ∆(t).
Following Ref. 20, we can construct two dimensionless
parameters from the five variables (R,U, P,D,∆). These
are the liner in-flight aspect ratio A(t) and the liner Mach
number M(t), which are defined as

A(t)
.
=

R(t)

∆(t)
, M(t)

.
=

U(t)

C(t)
. (17)

Here C(t) is the characteristic sound speed within the
liner and is given by

C(t)
.
=
√

γP (t)/D(t) . (18)
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FIG. 3. Example of an implosion trajectory of a magnetically-
driven cylindrical liner in the (A,M) parametric plane. In
this example, we consider Asb = 102 and γ = 5/3. The
shock breakout point is plotted at Msb = 1. We emphasize
that the mathematical analysis presented in this work is an
asymptotic theory valid in the high–aspect-ratio limit when
A(t) ≫ 1. It is worth mentioning that high–aspect-ratio im-
plosions of aluminum foils with A0 ∼ O(103 − 104) have been
experimentally and numerically studied at MA-scale pulsed-
power machines.38–44

Based on these two dimensionless quantities, the liner
in-flight dynamics can be described by trajectories in the
(A,M) parametric plane,20 as shown in Fig. 3.
To finalize this section, we consider that the liner IFAR

Asb at shock breakout is known, where the “sb” subscript
denotes quantities evaluated at shock breakout. Since the
kinetic energy of the liner is negligible, we have Msb ≃ 0.
Upon using Eqs. (2), (3), and (15), we find the following
relationships:45

Psb ≃ µ0I
2
max

8π2R2
0

=
m̂

4∆T 2
, (19a)

Dsb = ρref

(
Psb

Pref

)1/γ

=
P

1/γ
sb

α
1/γ
ref

, (19b)

∆sb = ∆0
γ

γ − 1

ρ0
Dsb

, (19c)

Asb ≃ R0

∆sb
= A0

γ − 1

γ

Dsb

ρ0
. (19d)

Our next task will be to obtain a constitutive relationship
between A and M for the next phases of the Z-pinch
implosion shown in Fig. 3. We shall use Eqs. (19) as
“initial conditions” for the in-flight dynamics.

B. Phase 2: Isentropic acceleration

The next two phases of the liner dynamics can be dis-
tinguished by considering the ratio of the following two
timescales. The expansion timescale

Tex(t)
.
=

∆(t)

C(t)
(20)

measures the characteristic time for a sound wave to tra-
verse the liner shell. In contrast, the implosion time

Timp(t)
.
=

R(t)

U(t)
(21)

measures the characteristic time for the change in the
pinch radius. The ratio Tex/Timp can be written in terms
of the liner IFAR and Mach number as follows:20

Tex

Timp
=

∆

R

U

C
=

M

A
. (22)

We use the ratio Tex/Timp = M/A to differentiate be-
tween Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the liner implosion. When
Tex/Timp ≪ 1, the liner is moving at a sufficient slow ve-
locity allowing sound waves to easily traverse the width
of the liner. In this regime, the isentropic state estab-
lished by the shock in Phase 1 can be maintained in
flight. Hence, we designate Phase 2 as “Isentropic accel-
eration”. In contrast, when Tex/Timp ≫ 1, sound waves
traveling within the liner do not have sufficient time to
fully traverse the shell width. As further elaborated in
Sec. III C, the shell thickness remains approximately con-
stant in this regime.20 Therefore, we refer to Phase 3 as
“Acceleration at constant shell thickness.” We shall now
turn our attention to the dynamics occurring in Phase 2.

Since M ≃ 0 at t = 0, Tex/Timp ≃ 0 so the isentropic
state is maintained. In this phase, the liner pressure,
density, thickness, and the IFAR vary with the implosion
radius R as

P

Psb
=

(
R

R0

)−2

, (23a)

D

Dsb
=

(
R

R0

)−2/γ

, (23b)

∆

∆sb
=

(
R

R0

)−1+2/γ

, (23c)

A

Asb
=

(
R

R0

)2−2/γ

. (23d)

As shown by Eqs. (23), the liner pressure P increases
with smaller radius due to the increased magnetic pres-
sure. From Eq. (23b), the shell density increases to main-
tain the shell adiabat. For γ = 5/3, the liner thickness
evolves as ∆ ∝ R1/5, a rather weak scaling with the liner
radius. This occurs due to the compensating effects of ra-
dial convergence (increases ∆) and magnetic compression
(reduces ∆). For γ = 5/3, the IFAR follows A ∝ R4/5;
i.e., it decreases almost linearly with R.

Let us calculate the Mach number. When substituting
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Eqs. (4), (5), (19), and (23) into Eq. (17), we obtain

M2 =
1

γPsb/Dsb

U2

(P/Psb)/(D/Dsb)

=
π(R0/∆T )2

γPsb/Dsb

(
R

R0

)2−2/γ

ln

(
R0

R

)
=

2

γ − 1
Asb

(
R

R0

)2−2/γ

ln

(
R0

R

)
=

γ

(γ − 1)2
Asb

(
A

Asb

)
ln

(
Asb

A

)
, (24)

where we wrote the Mach number in terms of the IFAR
using Eq. (23d) in the last line.

In Fig. 3, we plot the liner trajectory during this phase
of the implosion. As the IFAR decreases, the Mach num-
ber reaches a maximum. From Eq. (24), this occurs when
A = Amax

.
= Asb/e, which is independent of the implo-

sion trajectory or EOS properties. As a result, the max-
imum Mach number is given by

Mmax =

√
γAsb

(γ − 1)
e−1/2. (25)

Interestingly, the maximum liner Mach number scales
with the square root of Asb as in spherical implosions.20

From Eq. (23d), the radius at which the maximum Mach
number occurs is given by

Rmax ≃ R0 exp

(
− γ

2γ − 2

)
. (26)

For γ = 5/3, we find Rmax/R1 ≃ 0.29; i.e., the liner
converges by roughly a factor 3 to reach Mmax.
Regarding the ratio of the expansion time to the im-

plosion time, we obtain the following expression:

Tex

Timp
=

1

γ − 1

√
γ

Asb

(
Asb

A

)1/2

ln1/2
(
Asb

A

)
. (27)

As the liner radially implodes, the in-flight aspect ratio
decreases, and the Tex/Timp ratio increases. Let A⋆ be
the IFAR value at which the implosion time Timp becomes
comparable to the expansion time Tex, i.e., when Tex =
Timp. Solving for A⋆ in Eq. (27) leads to

A⋆

Asb
=

1

ϕ⋆
W0 (ϕ⋆) . (28)

Here W0(x) is the principal branch of the Lambert W -
function, which is defined as the solution of the transcen-
dental equation W (x)eW (x) = x.46 We also introduced
the parameter ϕ⋆ given by

ϕ⋆
.
=

(γ − 1)2

γ
Asb. (29)

In the high–aspect-ratio limit (Asb ≫ 1), W0(ϕ⋆) has the
following asymptotic dependency:

W0(ϕ⋆) ≃ lnϕ⋆ − ln lnϕ⋆ +
ln lnϕ⋆

lnϕ⋆
. (30)

101 102 103 104

Aspect ratio at shock breakout Asb

10-3

10-2

10-1

R
/R

0

(A /Asb)
γ/(2γ− 2)

∝A−γ/(2γ− 2)
sb

FIG. 4. Normalized liner radius R⋆/R0 as a function of Asb

for the γ = 5/3 case using Eqs. (23d) and (28). The solid blue
line represents R⋆ given in terms of the Lambert W -function
W0, and the dashed orange line represents the asymptotic

expression of R⋆/R0 ∝ A
−γ/(2γ−2)
sb of the solution.

In this limit, the dependency of A⋆ on Asb is only loga-
rithmic to leading order. As an example, when consid-
ering γ = 5/3 and varying Asb between 10 and 1000 in
Eq. (28), we obtain A⋆ ≃ 3.7 and A⋆ ≃ 15.6, respectively.

To conclude this section, it is worth noting that the
transition Tex = Timp occurs relatively late in a Z-pinch
implosion. Upon substituting Eq. (23d) into Eq. (28), we
can calculate the radius R⋆. As observed in Fig. 4, Tex =
Timp happens almost near the point of stagnation since
R⋆/R0 ≪ 1. For example, for Asb = 100 and γ = 5/3,
we obtain R⋆/R0 ≃ 0.05; i.e., the transition occurs at a
convergence ratio of approximately 20. The occurrence of
the transition Tex = Timp at a relatively late stage during
a Z-pinch implosion contrasts with spherical implosions,
in which this transition takes place at an earlier stage.
This point will be further discussed in Sec. VIA.

C. Phase 3: Acceleration at constant shell thickness

In the next phase of the shell in-flight dynamics, Tex ≫
Timp. In this regime, the shell is moving at a considerable
velocity not allowing sound waves to completely traverse
the width of the shell. As shown in Appendix A, the
shell thickness ∆ remains approximately constant during
this phase of the implosion.20 Hence, the liner pressure,
density, thickness, and the IFAR approximately obey

P

P⋆
=

(
R

R⋆

)−γ

, (31a)

D

D⋆
=

(
R

R⋆

)−1

, (31b)

∆ = ∆⋆, (31c)

A

A⋆
=

R

R⋆
, (31d)
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FIG. 5. Implosion trajectories in the (A,M) space for differ-
ent Asb values. We consider γ = 5/3.

where the “⋆” subscript denotes quantities evaluated at
Tex/Timp = 1 using Eqs. (23). Due to mass conserva-
tion, the density of the shell is inversely proportional to
the shell radius meaning that the shell density rapidly
increases during this phase of the implosion. To main-
tain the in-flight adiabat, the pressure must behave as
P ∝ Dγ leading to Eq. (31a). Because ∆ = const., the
liner IFAR is proportional to the liner radius.

Concerning the Mach number, we find

M2

M2
⋆

=
U2/U2

⋆

(P/P⋆)
1−1/γ

=
ln (R0/R)

ln (R0/R⋆)

(
R

R⋆

)γ−1

=

[
1− ln (R/R⋆)

ln (R0/R⋆)

](
R

R⋆

)γ−1

=

[
1− ln (A/A⋆)

ln (R0/R⋆)

](
A

A⋆

)γ−1

. (32)

An example trajectory of the Mach number as a function
of the IFAR is shown in Fig. 3 (orange line). As the shell
IFAR decreases, the Mach number also decreases. How-
ever, the rate of decrease is smaller than that computed
using Eq. (24). (For comparison, see the blue-dashed line
in Fig. 3.)

D. Phase 4: Void closure

The “void closure” phase concerns the moment before
the liner bounces off axis and the stagnation shock is
launched within the liner material. Here the aspect ratio
of the liner is nearly unity so that A ≃ 1. Hence, the ra-
dius Rvc of the liner at void closure is well approximated
by Rvc ≃ ∆vc = ∆∗, where we used Eq. (31c). Since
the hydrodynamic relations in Eqs. (31) depend on the
ratio R/R⋆, we obtain Rvc/R⋆ ≃ ∆⋆/R⋆ = 1/A⋆ at the
moment of void closure. In other words, the shell hydro-
dynamic quantities at void closure only depend on the
shell IFAR evaluated at the transition when Tex = Timp!

When using Eqs. (31), we obtain

Pvc = P⋆A
γ
⋆ , (33a)

Dvc = D⋆A⋆, (33b)

∆vc = ∆⋆, (33c)

Avc = 1, (33d)

where the subscript “vc” denotes quantities evaluated at
the moment of void closure.
Figure 5 illustrates several implosion trajectories in

the (A,M) plane, where the shell aspect ratio Asb at
shock breakout is varied. After the initial acceleration
phase, the implosion Mach number M is much greater
than unity for the majority of the implosion duration.
As shown, the maximum Mach number increases as the
square root of Asb. After the maximum Mach number
has been achieved, the examples shown follow similar im-
plosion trajectories. Finally, M(A = 1) only varies by a
few units even when changing the initial aspect ratio by
several orders of magnitude. A similar effect occurs in
spherical implosions (cf. Figure 1 of Ref. 20).

IV. SCALING LAWS FOR STAGNATION CONDITIONS
WITH TARGET-DESIGN PARAMETERS

Once the shell has collided onto itself on axis, it is rea-
sonable to assume that the internal energy of the plasma
column will scale as the kinetic energy of the shell at the
time of stagnation. Therefore, we have

Êint ∼ m̂U2
stag ∼ m̂

(
R0

∆T

)2

ln

(
R0

Rstag

)
, (34)

where Êint is the internal energy per-unit-length of the
plasma column. Based on the discussion in Sec. IIID,
the stagnation radius Rstag follows Rstag ≃ ∆⋆. The
shell thickness at stagnation follows the scaling

∆⋆ = R0
R⋆

R0

∆⋆

R⋆
= R0

(
A⋆

Asb

)5/4
1

A⋆
∼ R0

A
5/4
sb

, (35)

where we used Eq. (23d). In the last relation, we used
the results given in Eqs. (28)–(30), which show that A⋆ is
a weak function of the liner aspect ratio at shock break-
out. For the sake of simplicity, here and in the upcom-
ing calculations, we shall focus on the γ = 5/3 case.
Equation (35) shows that the stagnation radius scales
proportionally to the initial radius of the Z pinch and
is closely inverse proportional to the aspect ratio Asb at
shock breakout. When using Eqs. (19), we note that Asb

scales as

Asb ∼ R
4/5
0 V

6/5
i

m̂2/5α
3/5
ref

, (36)

where Vi
.
= R0/∆T is the characteristic implosion veloc-

ity defined in Eq. (11). When substituting Eq. (36) into
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Rstag ≃ Rvc ∼ R0A
−5/4
sb , we find that the pinch radius

Rstag at stagnation scales as

Rstag ∼
α
3/4
ref m̂

1/2

V
3/2
i

. (37)

Hence, to obtain more compact stagnation columns, it is
necessary to increase the implosion velocity, lower the in-
flight entropy parameter, and implode less massive shells.

When substituting Eq. (37) into Eq. (34), we find that
the scaling of the internal energy per-unit-length of the
plasma column approximately obeys

Êint ∼ m̂V 2
i ln

(
A

5/4
sb

)
∼ I2max ln

(
R0V

3/2
i

m̂1/2α
3/4
ref

)
, (38)

where we substituted Eq. (11). Unsurprisingly, we find
that Êint primarily scales with the peak current squared
applied to the Z pinch. Equation 38 also suggests that
more energy can be delivered to Z pinches with higher
aspect ratios. However, the dependency on the aspect
ratio Asb is only logarithmic. Although it is important
to be aware of the logarithmic dependency on Asb, we
shall ignore this contribution in the ensuing calculations.

It is worth mentioning that the exact constant of pro-
portionality between the internal energy of the plasma
column and the kinetic energy of the shell prior to void
closure in Eq. (38) is likely a complicated function of the
shell adiabat and the spatial distribution of mass and
energy within the shell. Furthermore, other non-ideal ef-
fects, such as the additional compression of the column
by the magnetic field following void closure and energy
leakage due to radiation losses in strongly radiating Z-
pinches, will influence the scaling of the internal energy
of the plasma column. Calculating the corrections associ-
ated with the aforementioned effects is beyond the scope
of this paper.

To obtain the scaling of the plasma pressure at stag-
nation, we assume that the thermalization of the shell
kinetic energy occurs at a radius Rstag. Therefore,

Pstag ∼ Êint
R2

stag

∼ V 5
i

α
3/2
ref

, (39)

where we used Eq. (37). From Eq. (39), it follows that
higher stagnation pressures can be achieved by mainly
increasing the implosion velocity or by decreasing the
entropy parameter αref . According to this estimate, the
shell mass per-unit-length does not contribute to the scal-
ing in pressure.

Based on mass conservation, the density of the plasma
column at stagnation should obeyDstagR

2
stag ∼ m̂. Upon

substitution of Eq. (37), we obtain

Dstag ∼ m̂

R2
stag

∼ V 3
i

α
3/2
ref

. (40)

Hence, the shell density scales as V 3
i with the implosion

velocity and as α
−3/2
ref with the shell entropy parameter.

As for the pressure at stagnation, the plasma density does
not show any dependency with the liner mass per-unit-
length (within the accuracy of this model).
Regarding the characteristic temperature of the shell

near stagnation, we pose that the temperature follows
the scaling corresponding to an ideal gas such that

Tstag ∼ Pstag

Dstag
∼ V 2

i . (41)

In other words, the temperature scales with the implosion
velocity squared. It is interesting to note that, within this
model, the stagnation temperature has no dependency on
the shell in-flight entropy parameter.
Other important metrics for Z-pinch x-ray and neutron

sources are the areal density σstag and the confinement
time τ at stagnation. We expect that the areal density
will obey the scaling

σstag ∼ DstagRstag ∼ m̂1/2V
3/2
i

α
3/4
ref

. (42)

We propose that the confinement time scales as the char-
acteristic radius of the stagnated plasma column divided
by the characteristic implosion velocity. This gives

τstag ∼ Rstag

Vi
∼

α
3/4
ref m̂

1/2

V
5/2
i

. (43)

The scaling laws derived in Eqs. (37)–(43) suggest that
the implosion velocity is the most important lever for
enhancing the HED conditions of the Z-pinch plasma
at stagnation. We note that the V 5

i dependency of the
plasma pressure in Eq. (39) represents a stronger scaling
in velocity than that for spherical laser-driven implosions,
where the scaling is Pstag ∼ V 4

i (see Ref. 20). The next
most important parameter is the shell entropy parameter
αref . When lowered, it can increase the density, pressure,
and areal density of the stagnated plasma column. Fi-
nally, increasing the mass per-unit-length m̂ is a useful
design tool for increasing the pinch radius at stagnation,
the areal density, and the confinement time.

V. SCALING LAWS FOR PERFORMANCE METRICS

A. X-ray emission by Bremsstrahlung

One application of Z pinches, such as wire arrays8,9 and
gas puffs10, is the generation of x rays. Free-free electron
bremsstrahlung emission is the dominant mechanism for
soft x-ray emission for strongly ionized, low atomic num-
ber plasmas. If the stagnated plasma column is optically
thin, the soft x-ray energy emission per-unit-length of a
hot, uniform, cylindrical plasma is47

P̂ff
.
= θff

√
kBTstag

mec2
Z3D2

stag

m2
i

πR2
stagτstag, (44)



8

where

θff
.
=

32

3
√
6π

ḡ
α3ℏ2c
me

. (45)

In the above, me is the electron mass, mi is the mass
of the ion species composing the Z-pinch liner, Z is the
average ion charge, ḡ is the Gaunt factor (typically of
order unity), kB is Boltzmann’s constant, ℏ .

= h/(2π)
is the Planck constant, c is the speed of light, and α ≃
1/137 is the fine-structure constant. The factor πR2

stag

denotes the cross-sectional area of the plasma column.
When substituting the results from Sec. IV into Eq. (44),
we find

P̂ff ∼ D2
stagT

1/2
stagR

2
stagτstag ∼ m̂3/2V

3/2
i

α
3/4
ref

. (46)

Based on Eq. (11), the product m̂V 2
i is constant when

keeping the peak current Imax fixed. In this case, the
x-ray energy emission by Bremsstrahlung follows

P̂ff ∼
(

m̂

αref

)3/4

(47)

for Imax = const., which shows that x-ray emission in-
creases with the mass per-unit-length. In this vein,
M. Gersten et al. reported experiments of imploding Al
wire arrays in which the radius and mass per-unit-length
were scaled to approximately satisfy m̂R2

0 = const.48 In
those experiments, the smaller-radius, larger-mass tar-
gets led to lower-temperature and higher-density stag-
nated plasma columns. (In accordance to the scaling
laws for the stagnation conditions presented in Sec. IV.)
In particular, the ∼5x more massive implosion produced
∼30x more x-ray yield (above 1 keV) than the control
target with nominal mass per-unit-length. When using
Eq. (47), we find an expected increase of only 3x. It
is reassuring that Eq. (47) qualitatively reproduces the
observed trend in performance; however, the observed in-
crease in performance in the experiments is much higher
than what theory suggests. Possible reasons for the dis-
crepancy are that the larger-in-radius (less massive) tar-
gets are more prone to in-flight instabilities, have higher
kinetic energy per nuclei at stagnation, and could be
more susceptible to turbulence heating.7 These non-ideal
effects could result in larger, higher-temperature, lower-
density plasma columns with lower emissivity at stagna-
tion.

B. X-ray emission by bound-bound transitions

In a fully ionized plasma, x rays are emitted in a con-
tinuous spectrum, reflecting the fact that the emitted
photons originate from free electrons which begin in one
plane-wave state and end in a different plane-wave state
as a result of the emission. By contrast, a plasma in
which the ionization is incomplete harbors atoms with

electrons that remain in various bound states. Transi-
tions between two of these discrete states results in emis-
sion lines characteristic of the radiating element. Many
Z-pinch implosions are geared toward generating condi-
tions under which copious amounts of He-α x rays are
produced (that is, x rays engendered by transitions from
the atomic L shell to the K shell in atoms ionized down
to the final two electrons). This is the dominant form of
soft x-ray emission in partially ionized mid-atomic num-
ber plasmas. The emitted energy per-unit-length result-
ing from bound-bound transitions from principal quan-
tum number m → n in a cylindrical stagnation column
is given by49

P̂bb = θbb

√
mec2

kBTstag
exp

(
−Emn

kBTstag

)
ZD2

stag

m2
i

πR2
stagτstag,

(48)
where

θbb
.
= 8π

√
π

6
ḡfmn

α2ℏ2c
me

, (49)

Emn is the energy of the emitted photon, and fmn is the
oscillator strength of the transition.
The temperature dependence of Eq. (48) can be sim-

plified by imposing a power law form and solving for the
power index that satisfies the imposed identity. That is,
we seek the n that satisfies

P̂bb(T )

P̂bb(T0)
≃
(

T

T0

)n

, (50)

for temperatures in the vicinity of some desired T0.
To isolate the temperature dependence of Eq. (48), we

group the temperature-independent factors into a con-
stant b and define δ

.
= Emn/kB so that Eq. (48) becomes

P̂bb(T ) =
b√
T
e−δ/T . (51)

Solving for n in Eqs. (50) and (51) yields

n =
ln
(

P̂bb(T )

P̂bb(T0)

)
ln
(

T
T0

) =
δ
T [

T
T0

− 1]

ln
(

T
T0

) − 1

2
, (52)

The first term of the Taylor expansion of ln (T/T0) is
(T/T0−1). Therefore, the power index itself is a function
of temperature and equal (in first order) to

n =
δ

T
− 1

2
. (53)

Note that this scaling is only approximate in the sense
that any calculation of the x-ray yield increase resulting
from an increase in temperature necessarily spans multi-
ple temperatures, all with different power indices. When
calculating the scaling at a given temperature T0, how-
ever, Eq. (53) is exact. This is because lnx ≃ (x − 1)
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when x ≃ 1, so keeping only the first term in the Tay-
lor expansion yields no error, and the slope of the “true”
function (51) exactly matches that of Tn. The region
around T0 over which this scaling is valid depends ulti-
mately on how quickly the other terms in the expansion
begin to contribute, which generally manifests in rela-
tively small windows for T ≪ δ, and large windows when
T ≃ δ. The emission is roughly constant when the plasma
temperature is comparable to the energy of the line of in-
terest, as can be observed from Eq. (53), resulting in a
large temperature range over which Eq. (53) applies. For
example, in a 1.85 keV neon plasma—whose He-α line is
0.922 keV—the emission is constant with respect to tem-
perature for 1.08 keV ≤ T ≤ 4.35 keV, while a krypton
plasma (He-α line of 13.114 keV) of equal temperature
has P̂bb ∝ T 6.6 for 1.57 keV ≤ T ≤ 2.22 keV, where the
bounds indicate the region over which the approximate
function is within 10% of the exact value.

The preceding discussion makes clear that the scal-
ing of bound-bound emission with temperature depends
intimately on which lines are being pursued and which
temperature ranges are accessible with the Z-pinch. In
reality, a wide range of plasma parameters can be real-
ized depending on the specific scheme being employed,
so in order to ultimately find a proper current scaling
we must apply constraints that do not pertain to all Z-
pinches. As an exemplary plasma, we consider only the
3.14 keV He-α line of argon at Tstag = 1.85 keV,50 yield-
ing P̂bb ∝ D2

stagT
1.2
stagR

2
stagτstag. We can use the results

from Sec. IV to conclude

P̂bb ∼ m̂3/2

α
3/4
ref

V 2.9
i . (54)

Despite having a rather distinct origin from the
bremsstrahlung x-ray production, x-ray line emission
shares a similar scaling relationship with respect to the
mass per-unit-length and the entropy parameter. How-
ever, the dependency on the shell velocity is stronger for
line emission as compared to bremsstrahlung emission.

C. Neutron yield

Another studied application of Z pinches is the produc-
tion of neutrons via nuclear fusion. One widely studied
Z-pinch neutron source is the gas puff.11,12 For a Z pinch
liner composed of equimolar DT fuel, the neutron yield
per-unit-length is approximately given by47

Ŷ =
1

4

(
Dstag

mi

)2

⟨σv⟩DT πR2
stagτstag, (55)

where ⟨σv⟩DT is the DT fusion reactivity. Between the 3-
and 5-keV temperature range, the DT fusion reactivity
can be approximated by ⟨σv⟩DT ∼ T 4.51,52 When substi-
tuting the results from Sec. IV into Eq. (55), we find

Ŷ ∼ D2
stagT

4
stagR

2
stagτ ∼ m̂3/2V

17/2
i

α
3/4
ref

. (56)

In this case, due to the strong dependency with the
ion temperature at stagnation, the neutron yield scales
strongly with the characteristic implosion velocity Vi.
It is interesting to note that, for both x-ray emission

and neutron yield, there is a stronger dependency on the
liner mass per-unit-length m̂ as compared to the shell
entropy parameter αref . In other words, the shell entropy
parameter αref seems to play a more prominent role in
the determination of the plasma conditions at stagnation,
but the mass per-unit-length becomes a more important
parameter when considering integrated performance of a
Z-pinch x-ray or neutron source.

VI. DISCUSSION

A. Comparison of the in-flight dynamics for cylindrical
Z-pinch implosions and spherical laser-driven implosions

Let us now compare and contrast the in-flight dynam-
ics of cylindrical Z-pinch implosions and spherical laser-
driven implosions. Regarding the latter, a common ap-
proximation is to consider the external pressure drive
as constant in time. Then, the momentum-conservation
equation for a high–aspect-ratio spherical shell is

mshell
d2R

dt2
= −4πR2Psb, (57)

where mshell is the mass of the shell and Psb is the pres-
sure drive after shock breakout. Integrating the equation
above gives the energy equation:(

dR

dt

)2

=
8πPsb

3mshell

(
R3

0 −R3
)
, (58)

which we shall use to calculate the shell Mach number.
During the isentropic-acceleration phase of a spheri-

cal implosion, the shell pressure, density, thickness, and
IFAR obey20

P

Psb
= 1,

D

Dsb
= 1,

∆

∆sb
=

(
R

R0

)−2

,
A

Asb
=

(
R

R0

)3

.

(59)

The in-flight Mach number is given by

M2 =
U2

γPsb/Dsb
=

2Asb

3(γ − 1)

(
1− A

Asb

)
, (60)

where we used mshell ≃ 4πρ0R
2
0∆0 and substituted

Eqs. (19b)–(19d), (58), and (59).
Let us now compare Eqs. (59) and (60) for a spheri-

cal implosion to the results found in Eqs. (23) and (24)
for a Z-pinch implosion. Due to the constant pressure
drive and conservation of the shell adiabat, the shell pres-
sure and density do not change in the spherical case. In
contrast, the liner density for a Z-pinch increases as the
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FIG. 6. Evolution of the normalized aspect ratio A/Asb, Mach
number M , normalized pressure P/Psb, and normalized shell
thickness ∆/∆sb for a Z-pinch implosion (top) and a spherical
implosion (bottom). For both cases, we consider Asb = 102

and γ = 5/3.

implosion proceeds. This represents an advantage for Z
pinches since this effect is beneficial for increasing the
in-flight ram pressure of the shell. The evolution of the
shell pressure is illustrated in the green dot-dashed curves
in Fig. 6 for both cases. For this comparison, we set
the initial aspect ratio at shock breakout to be equal for
both cases. It is worth mentioning that, for the spher-
ical case, the shell thickness increases as R−2, and the
shell IFAR decreases as R3. These trends are advan-
tageous for spherical implosions compared to Z-pinches
since the expansion of the shell width and the subsequent
faster decrease in IFAR are beneficial for mitigating the
feedthrough of the Rayleigh–Taylor instability. The evo-
lution of the shell thickness and the IFAR are illustrated
by the solid blue lines and red dotted lines in Fig. 6,
respectively.

After the isentropic-acceleration phase, an implod-
ing spherical shell reaches the “coasting” phase, where
Tex > Timp and the shell thickness remains approximately
constant. Here the pressure, density, thickness, IFAR,

100 101 102
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M
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h 
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m
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Spherical implosion

FIG. 7. Implosion trajectories in the (A,M) space for a
magnetically-driven cylindrical Z pinch and a laser-driven
spherical implosion. For both cases, we consider Asb = 102

and γ = 5/3.

and Mach number obey20

P

P⋆
=

(
R

R⋆

)−2γ

,
D

D⋆
=

(
R

R⋆

)−2

, ∆ = ∆⋆,

A

A⋆
=

(
R

R⋆

)
,

M

M⋆
≃
(

R

R⋆

)γ−1

.

(61)

During this stage, the shell density amplifies as R−2 due
to spherical-convergence effects. This leads to large am-
plification of the in-flight ram pressure and high pressures
at stagnation. The sudden jump in the shell pressure is
observed in Fig. 6 (bottom).
An important difference shown in Fig. 6 is that, for

spherical implosions, the implosion-at-constant-thickness
phase occurs relatively early when R⋆/R0 ≃ 0.45 for the
example given in Fig. 6. For Z-pinch implosions, this
stage begins when R⋆/R0 ≃ 0.05, meaning that the the
transition Tex > Timp occurs right before the moment
of stagnation (see Fig. 4). This noticeable difference be-
tween the two imploding systems can be explained by
the magnetic-drive of Z pinches, where the ever increas-
ing magnetic pressure increases the characteristic sound-
propagation speed inside the shell and delays the transi-
tion to the constant-thickness phase.
To conclude this section, in Fig. 7, we compare the im-

plosion trajectories in the (A,M) parametric plane for a
cylindrical Z-pinch and a spherical laser-driven shell. Re-
garding the Mach number M , the Z-pinch case reaches
a maximum during the acceleration phase but subse-
quently decreases as the IFAR decreases. Conversely,
the Mach number for spherical implosions increases as
the IFAR decreases when Tex/Tim < 1. In Fig. 7, the
transition Tex/Tim = 1 occurs at A⋆ ≃ 9 for both cases.
However, it is important to note that this observation
pertains specifically to the example utilizing Asb = 100
and γ = 5/3 and should not be considered as a general
property. When Tex/Tim > 1, the spherical implosion
case exhibits a more pronounced decrease in the Mach
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number. This phenomenon arises because, in spherical
implosions, once the radius of the shell diminishes suf-
ficiently, the acceleration of the shell becomes negligi-
ble. Consequently, the shell velocity remains relatively
constant, while the shell pressure and density increase
significantly during the coasting phase. In contrast, the
Z-pinch continues to be accelerated due to the increasing
magnetic pressure drive, which partially offsets the rising
shell density and pressure during the latter stages of the
implosion. Despite the differences in the implosion tra-
jectories in the (A,M) plane for spherical and Z-pinch
imploding systems, our estimates indicate that both sys-
tems converge to final Mach number values greater than
unity at stagnation when starting with the same in-flight
aspect ratios. Therefore, we conclude that the stagnation
pressure of a spherical or Z-pinch implosion is a result of
an amplification of the in-flight hydrodynamic (or ram)
pressure prior to void closure, not of the pressure source
driving the implosion.

B. Similarity scaling Z-pinch implosions with respect to
peak current

From the results presented in Secs. IV and V, we may
also determine the extrapolation scaling laws for the stag-
nation conditions and performance metrics when increas-
ing the peak current driving a Z pinch. One convenient
scaling strategy presented in Refs. 36, 37, 53, and 54 is
to scale Z-pinch implosions so that dynamic similarity
is maintained between the baseline and scaled load de-
signs. To achieve this, one strategy is to scale the target
design parameters such that the implosion time ∆T re-
mains constant. Maintaining ∆T invariant in Eq. (5)
when increasing the peak current leads to the scaling re-
lation m̂R2

0 ∝ I2max. In the high–aspect-ratio limit, the
scaling law above becomes

R0 ∝ I
1/2
maxA

1/4
0

ρ
1/4
0

∝ I1/2maxA
1/4
0 . (62)

In what follows, we shall consider that the liner material
is left unchanged when scaling up in current. Thus, the
initial liner density ρ0 is considered constant.

1. Current scaling while holding constant the initial
aspect ratio A0

When scaling with respect to peak current while keep-
ing the implosion time constant, there are two possibili-
ties worth considering. The first option involves increas-
ing the liner radius while maintaining the initial liner
aspect ratio A0 constant. Such scaling strategy may be
more appropriate for wire-array implosions, whose effec-
tive IFARs are higher compared to solid metallic liner
implosions, such as MagLIF.14,55–57 Upon using Eq. (62),

we find that the initial liner radius, the mass per-unit-
length, and the characteristic implosion velocity scale as

R0 ∝ Vi ∝ I1/2max, m̂ ∝ Imax. (63)

We insert Eqs. (63) into the asymptotic scaling laws
found in Secs. IV and V for the stagnation conditions and
performance metrics. The resulting extrapolation scaling
laws are summarized in the third column of Table I. From
the algebraic manipulations, the noteworthy results are
the following: (i) the temperature at stagnation scales
linearly with current (Tstag ∝ Imax), (ii) the stagnation
pressure scales with current as (Pstag ∝ I

5/2
max), which is a

much stronger scaling law compared to the Pmag ∝ Imax

scaling law for the magnetic-drive pressure, (iii) the con-
finement time is expected to decrease even though the
implosion time ∆T is conserved (τstag ∝ I

−3/4
max ), (iv) the

K-shell emission per-unit-length approximately scales as
(P̂bb ∝ I2.95max), and (v) the neutron yield per-unit-length
scales strongly with current (Ŷ ∝ I5.75max). Regarding the
last point, it is interesting to note that the predicted
scaling relation for the neutron yield is more optimistic
than the typically quoted I4max scaling law in the Z-pinch
literature.12

2. Current scaling while holding constant the aspect ratio
Asb at shock breakout

The scaling strategy proposed in Sec. VIB 1 keeps the
initial aspect ratio of the liner constant, which then leads
to an aggressive scaling of the liner initial radius. A more
conservative approach designed to mitigate the effects of
Rayleigh–Taylor instabilities is to scale the liner radius
and mass such that the in-flight aspect ratio at shock
breakout is maintained; i.e., Asb = const. This scaling ap-
proach was proposed in Refs. 36 and 37. From Eqs. (19)
and (62), we find that the liner outer radius and mass
per-unit-length obey

R4
0

A0
∝ I2max, R

2/γ
0 ∝ 1

A
1−1/γ
0

. (64)

We consider a polytropic index of γ = 5/3 and obtain

R0 ∝ Vi ∝ I2/7max, m̂ ∝ I10/7max . (65)

Comparing the scaling prescriptions in Eqs. (65) to those
in Eqs. (63), we find that the scaled liners grow more
slowly in radius and their mass increases at a faster rate.
In fact, with this scaling strategy, the liner initial aspect
ratio decreases almost linearly with current: A0 ∝ I

−6/7
max .

We insert the scaling prescriptions in Eqs. (65) into
the asymptotic scaling laws found in Secs. IV and V for
the stagnation conditions and performance metrics. The
resulting extrapolation scaling laws are summarized in
the fourth column of Table I. Comparing the results be-
tween the third and the fourth columns, we find that the
extrapolation scaling laws using a fixed initial aspect ra-
tio tend to be more favorable. This occurs because the
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TABLE I. Asymptotic scaling laws for stagnation conditions, energetic quantities, and performance metrics of a high–aspect-
ratio (A ≫ 1) Z-pinch implosion. A polytropic index of γ = 5/3 is considered in the summarized results below.

Physical quantity
Asymptotic

scaling
Current scaling at fixed initial

aspect ratio A0

Current scaling at fixed
in-flight aspect ratio Asb

Stagnation radius Rstag
α
3/4
ref m̂

1/2

V
3/2
i

I
−1/4
max I

2/7
max

Stagnation density Dstag
V 3
i

α
3/2
ref

I
3/2
max I

6/7
max

Stagnation pressure Pstag
V 5
i

α
3/2
ref

I
5/2
max I

10/7
max

Stagnation temperature Tstag
A2

B2
V 2
i
A2

B2
Imax I

4/7
max

Areal density σstag
m̂1/2V

3/2
i

α
3/4
ref

I
5/4
max I

8/7
max

Confinement time τstag
m̂1/2α

3/4
ref

V
5/2
i

I
−3/4
max const.

Internal energy per-unit-length Êint
A2

B2
m̂V 2

i
A2

B2
I2max I2max

Kinetic energy per-unit-length Êkin
A2

B2
m̂V 2

i
A2

B2
I2max I2max

Bremsstrahlung emission

per-unit-length P̂ff
m̂3/2V

3/2
i

α
3/4
ref

I2.25max I2.57max

X-ray line emission per-unit-length

P̂bb (at Emn/kBT ≃ 1.7)
m̂3/2V 2.9

i

α
3/4
ref

I2.95max I2.97max

Neutron production per-unit-length

Ŷ (at 3 keV ≤ T ≤ 5 keV)
m̂3/2V

17/2
i

α
3/4
ref

I5.75max I4.57max

liner velocity increases more strongly in Eqs. (63). Nev-
ertheless, the scaling law for the neutron yield following
the second scaling strategy (with fixed in-flight aspect
ratio) is still more optimistic than the typical I4max scal-
ing law. It is surprising that the second scaling strategy
shows a more favorable scaling law for the generation of
x-rays compared to the first strategy. This is due to the
strong dependency of x-ray emission on the mass per-
unit-length, which increases more strongly in Eqs. (65).

An important observation to conclude this section
is that, for both scaling strategies, the x-ray emission
demonstrates a weaker dependence on peak current com-
pared to the neutron yield. This suggests that, when en-
hancing the peak current and employing similarity scal-
ing of Z-pinch configurations, increasing the x-ray emis-
sion is harder than increasing the neutron yield.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we theoretically investigated the in-flight
dynamics of a magnetically-driven, imploding cylindrical
shell that stagnates onto itself upon collision on axis. The
converging flow of the Z-pinch is analyzed by considering
the implosion trajectory in the (A,M) parametric plane,
where A is the in-flight aspect ratio and M is the implo-

sion Mach number. For an ideal implosion in the absence
of instabilities, we derived the asymptotic scaling laws for
hydrodynamic quantities (e.g., density, temperature, and
pressure) evaluated at stagnation as functions of target-
design parameters. We obtained the asymptotic scaling
laws for various metrics measuring the performance of
popular Z-pinch applications, including x-ray emission
and neutron yield.

Our study suggests that the Z-pinch implosion velocity
is the most important lever for enhancing the HED condi-
tions of the Z-pinch plasma at stagnation. For the hydro-
dynamic conditions at stagnation of the Z pinch plasma
(e.g., density, temperature, and pressure), the next most
important parameter is the shell entropy parameter αref .
When lowered, it can increase the density, pressure, and
areal density of the Z pinch at stagnation. For integrated
performance metrics, such as x-ray emission and neutron
yield, the mass per-unit-length m̂ plays a more prominent
role compared to the entropy parameter.

This work also compares the kinematics of cylindrical
Z-pinch implosions and spherical laser-driven implosions.
These systems differ in two major aspects. For Z pinches,
the magnetic pressure driving the implosion increases as
the shell converges on axis, leading to a continuously in-
creasing shell density and pressure in flight. Our analy-
sis suggests that the implosion phase, during which the
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shell thickness remains constant, occurs relatively late
in Z-pinch implosions (i.e., at high convergence ratios).
Therefore, the magnetic-drive pressure in Z-pinch implo-
sions plays an important role in establishing the final
implosion velocity of the shell and the in-flight density
profile. Both factors contribute to the hydrodynamic (or
ram) pressure and to the final stagnation pressure.

For spherical implosions, the drive pressure is approx-
imately constant, and the shell acceleration weakens as
the surface area of the spherical shell decreases. Thus,
it becomes more difficult to accelerate a spherical shell
once the convergence ratio is greater than 2 or 3. Since
the drive pressure is approximately constant, there are
no gains in the hydrodynamic pressure due to increases
in the shell density during the first phase of the implo-
sion. However, the coasting phase, where the shell thick-
ness remains approximately constant, occurs relatively
early in spherical implosions. This phase is crucial for
spherical implosions because the shell density and pres-
sure amplify dramatically during this phase, increasing
the hydrodynamic pressure and leading to high pressure
at stagnation. Despite the differences in the implosion
trajectories in the (A,M) parametric plane for spherical
and Z-pinch imploding systems, both systems converge
to similar final Mach number values at stagnation when
starting with the same in-flight aspect ratios.

As a final remark, we emphasize that the scaling laws
presented in this study are derived for an idealized one-
dimensional Z-pinch implosion. A number of non-ideal
effects are not considered in this analysis; for exam-
ple, hydrodynamic instabilities, complex 2D and 3D hy-
drodynamic flows, finite-conductivity phenomena, and
energy-loss mechanisms occurring in-flight during the im-
plosion and at stagnation. Incorporating these effects
would undoubtedly alter the scaling exponents obtained
in Secs. IV and V for the stagnation conditions and per-
formance metrics of a Z-pinch implosion.

For future research, we propose the following plan
to test the scaling laws presented in this study against
simulation results and experimental data. As an ini-
tial step, it would be beneficial to validate the scaling
laws through 1D radiation-magneto-hydrodynamic sim-
ulations that incorporate finite-conductivity phenomena
and energy-transport mechanisms. Subsequent efforts
can focus on investigating the effects of hydrodynamic in-
stabilities and complex multi-dimensional hydrodynamic
flows, including the influence of residual kinetic energy
on performance degradation.58,59 Finally, existing exper-
imental data can be analyzed to uncover underlying scal-
ing laws that reflect the parametric dependencies dis-
cussed in this work.

The data that support the findings of this study are
available from the corresponding author upon reasonable
request.

Sandia National Laboratories is a multimission labo-
ratory managed and operated by National Technology &
Engineering Solutions of Sandia, LLC, a wholly owned
subsidiary of Honeywell International Inc., for the U.S.

Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration under contract DE-NA0003525. This paper
describes objective technical results and analysis. Any
subjective views or opinions that might be expressed in
the paper do not necessarily represent the views of the
U.S. Department of Energy or the U.S. Government.

Appendix A: Constant shell thickness during Phase 3 of the
implosion

The radial momentum equation with the magnetic
pressure term included reads as

ρ

(
∂vr
∂t

+ vr
∂

∂r
vr

)
= −∂p

∂r
− ∂pm

∂r
. (A1)

We write the radial velocity as vr(t, r) = Ṙ(t)+ δvr(t, r).
Upon noting that ρ ∼ m̂/(2πR∆) and ∂rpm ∼ Pm/∆
and using Eq. (1), we have

∂

∂t
δvr + (Ṙ+ δvr)

∂

∂r
δvr = −1

ρ

∂

∂r
p. (A2)

The correction velocity scales as δvr ∼ ∆̇. The temporal
and radial derivatives scale with the implosion time and
the shell thickness; that is, ∂t ∼ T−1

imp = R/Ṙ and ∂r ∼
∆−1. When noting that p/ρ ∼ P/D ∼ C2

s , we have

∆̇

R/Ṙ
+

Ṙ∆̇

∆
+

∆̇2

∆
∼ C2

s

∆
. (A3)

The second term dominates the third one since ∆̇ ≪ Ṙ
for a high–aspect-ratio shell. Therefore, we obtain the
following balance relation:

∆̇

R/Ṙ︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

+
Ṙ∆̇

∆︸︷︷︸
2

∼ C2
s

∆︸︷︷︸
3

. (A4)

If terms #1 and #2 dominate over #3, then ∆̇ ∼ 0;
that is, the shell thickness remains constant. If term
#1 is balanced by #3, we have ∆̇ ∼ (C2

s/∆)(R/Ṙ).
When denoting the change in the liner thickness by
δ∆ ∼ ∆̇Timp = ∆̇(R/Ṙ), we obtain

δ∆

∆
∼ C2

s

Ṙ2

R2

∆2
=

A2

M2
≪ 1, (A5)

where A ≪ M since the expansion time is much longer
than the implosion time during Phase 3 of the implosion
[see Eq. (22)]. Finally, if term #2 is balanced by term

#3, we obtain ∆̇ ∼ C2
s/Ṙ. Then,

δ∆

∆
∼ C2

s

Ṙ2

R

∆
=

A

M2
<

A

M
≪ 1, (A6)

where we used M > 1. Therefore, δ∆/∆ ≪ 1; i.e., the
shell thickness remains approximately constant during
Phase 3 of the implosion.
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