We performed three-dimensional hydrodynamics simulations to examine the disruption of the half-molten dust particle exposed to high velocity gas flow and dynamics of ejectors
in the framework of shock-wave heating model. With these results, we tested “Fragment-collision model”, which is new model for compound chondrule formation (Miura et al. submitted).

We found that (1) Collisions among ejectors can occur due to the ) 1, (2) Almost all collisions are satisfied with collision condition, and (3) Collision frequency
(under the typical paramters, ~0.50) is much higher than existence frequency of compound chondrules.
We conlude that “Fragment-collision model” can be one of the strongest candidates for the compound chondrule formation.
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Initial in, ‘We assume half-molten dust at initial. This condition is correspond
to that of just before stripping at typical parameters listing below.
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