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Direct inversion of deflectometry data, such as proton radiographs and shad-

owgraphs, is a well-posed problem with a unique solution for the transverse

deflection of each particle or ray if their trajectories do not cross. When tra-

jectories cross, there exists an infinite set of solutions. In proton radiography

direct inversion determines the line-integrated transverse Lorentz force. We

have tested five publicly available direct inversion routines with a view to

analyzing proton radiographs of cylindrical implosions on the OMEGA laser;

four Monge-Ampère solvers [github.com/flash-center/PRaLine, github.com/flash-

center/PROBLEM, github.com/mfkasim1/invert-shadowgraphy/tree/fast-inverse,

github.com/OxfordHED/proton-radiography-no-source], and a power-diagram

method [github.com/mfkasim1/invert-shadowgraphy]. Test problems were generated

using four field profiles, three cylindrical and one spherical, with varying field

amplitudes in proton-tracing routines. Two Monge-Ampère solvers did not run, the

other two failed to reproduce radiographs when trajectories crossed, although for

one field profile the solutions only diverged from the original at the boundary. The

power-diagram method was successful even when proton trajectories crossed, giving

a solution that minimized proton deflection, but failed for profiles that produced

a single, sufficiently sharp peak. For cases where trajectories do not cross, the

Monge-Ampère solvers have the advantage of being considerably faster than the

power-diagram routine, up to 1000 times in our tests. The test problems are provided

in the supplementary information in pradformat [github.com/phyzicist/pradformat].

a)jdav@lle.rochester.edu
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I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last few decades, proton radiography has become a well-established diagnostic

for electric and magnetic fields in laser-produced plasmas at multi-TW, multibeam laser

facilities. The protons are generated by either the interaction of laser pulses with a duration

≤ 10 ps and relativistic intensities (Iλ2 > 1018 W cm−2 µm2) with a foil or implosion of a

D-3He–filled sphere by multiple laser pulses, with a duration of the order of a nanosecond.

A proton radiograph encodes the path-integrated transverse Lorentz force experienced by

the protons, provided that proton scattering and energy loss due to collisions are negligible.

Collisions put an upper limit on the areal density for which proton radiography is a useful

field diagnostic. While it is possible to use proton radiography to infer areal density under

certain circumstances, it will not be considered here; we will consider the sub-field of proton

radiography that could be termed “proton deflectometry”. Deflectometry can be extended

to any charged particles and to shadowgraphy, where the transverse refractive index gradient

determines the deflection.

The most-common approach to analyzing proton radiographs has been proton tracing in

either hand-specified fields or fields from simulations, using a qualitative assessment of the

agreement between the proton tracing and the data. Proton tracing determines if a proton

radiograph is consistent with a given field profile, but it does not prove that the chosen field

profile was the one present in the experiment. An individual proton radiograph has the

inherent limitations of being 2-D and not being able to distinguish between the electric and

magnetic field components of the path-integrated transverse Lorentz force. Furthermore,

when field gradients are sufficient to cause proton trajectories to cross one another a proton

radiograph may be reproduced by a range of path-integrated transverse force profiles.

Recently, direct inversion of proton radiographs has been developed by a number of

authors, using a number of different algorithms.1–6 If proton trajectories do not cross, di-

rect inversion of a proton radiograph is a well-posed problem with a unique solution for

the line-integrated transverse Lorentz force. In general terms, this is a long-standing class

of problems in physics and applied mathematics, first formulated in a paper published in

1781 by G. Monge,7 and direct inversion algorithms were developed long before laser-based

proton radiography was developed. For example, the same algorithms have been applied

to shadowgraphs of underdense laser plasmas to obtain the line-integrated refractive-index
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gradient.2 In most laser-plasma experiments of interest, proton trajectories do cross so the

radiograph does not uniquely determine the line-integrated transverse Lorentz force. How-

ever, direct inversion algorithms could still produce one possible solution, which would be

valuable information.

As part of a project to develop laser-driven MagLIF (magnetized liner inertial fusion8) on

OMEGA,9 often referred to as mini-MagLIF, we carried out proton radiography experiments

to determine the compression of an applied axial magnetic field in preheated cylindrical im-

plosions. The intended objective was not met because protons deflected to one side by the

compressed axial magnetic field could not be distinguished from the background. However,

the radiographs showed unexpected features that we eventually determined to be due to

azimuthal magnetic field in the corona, which caused transverse proton deflection because

the cylinder’s axis was at an angle to the plane of the detector imposed by OMEGA’s port

geometry. Here we describe our first steps in applying publicly available proton inversion

routines to this data; learning to use them and understanding their limitations by applying

them to test problems. Since we are interested in analyzing cylindrical implosions we con-

sidered a number of test cases that differ from those published previously. The analysis of

our experimental data will be published elsewhere.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows: Section II illustrates the basic

principles of direct inversion of proton radiographs and features specific to tilted cylinders

using the paraxial approximation and simplified 1-D electric and magnetic fields. Section

III describes our test field profiles, the physical motivations behind them, and how test

radiographs were generated. Section IV introduces the inversion algorithms and applies

them to the test problems. Section V presents our conclusions.

II. PROTON RADIOGRAPHY IN 1-D CYLINDRICAL GEOMETRY

We are interested in determining electric and magnetic fields from proton radiographs

of cylindrical implosions. To gain some insight into the type of features we should expect

specific to cylinders, in particular tilted cylinders, and to illustrate the basis of direct inver-

sion of proton radiographs, here we consider the simplest possible model of paraxial proton

propagation across an infinitely long cylinder where the only field components are Er(r),

Bz(r), and Bφ(r), where r is the radial coordinate of the cylinder. In practice, any real
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FIG. 1. Schematic of the the 1-D cylindrical model considered in the text. The object is a cylinder

of radius R containing fields Er(r), Bz(r), and Bφ(r) at a small angle θ to the z-axis, causing

proton deflections in the x direction, which is out of the page.

system must have axial variations, leading to axial deflection of protons from line-integrated

Ez and Br. However, near the middle of a cylinder of finite length with significantly smaller

axial than radial gradients we can reasonably neglect axial deflection.

The setup for this model is illustrated in Fig. 1. The proton source is taken to be a

point at a distance l from the cylinder of radius R, which we place at the origin of our

chosen coordinate system, and the detector is at a distance L from the cylinder, giving a

magnification

M =
L+ l

l
. (1)

We take the x axis to be the direction resolved by the radiograph in the object plane,

perpendicular to the axis of the cylinder, the y axis to be the direction of probing, and the

z axis to be the axis of the cylinder as seen from the detector. Since the cylinder in our

experiments was tilted, we will consider a cylinder at an angle θ to the z axis in the y-z plane,

small enough that the change in magnification along the region of interest is negligible.

Practically, we require l ≫ R so that the laser-based proton source and the laser-plasma

experiment do not interfere with one another; therefore the trajectories of protons reaching

the cylinder will always be approximately parallel to the y axis. If the deflection of the

protons in x within the cylinder is sufficiently small, it can be determined approximately

from the integral in y of the x component of the force; in other words, we can use the
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paraxial approximation

∆vx
v

≈ 1

2E

∫

Fxdy =
Fx

2E
≪ 1, (2)

where v is velocity, E is energy and we introduce F for line-integrated force. We distinguish

“path-integrated” as the force integrated along the actual, self-consistent proton trajectory

and “line-integrated” as the force integrated parallel to the probing axis. In terms of the

electric and magnetic fields considered in our model, we have

Fx = 2q

∫ R

x

(

xEr

r cos θ
+

xvBφ tan θ

r
+ vBz

)

rdr√
r2 − x2

, (3)

where q is proton charge. Equation (3) is an Abel transform. A 1/ cos θ factor arises from

the increase in path length across the tilted cylinder, and the apparent axial magnetic field

seen by the protons is Bz cos θ +Bφ sin θ. Equation (3) illustrates the important point that

for a tilted cylinder azimuthal magnetic field will cause a transverse proton deflection in the

same manner as a radial electric field.

We also require L ≫ R; therefore we can determine the approximate position a proton

lands on the detector xd by assuming that all of the deflection given by Eq. (2) occurs at

y = 0, giving

xd ≈ x+
LFx

2ME
, (4)

where distance is given in object plane equivalent units (physical distance on the detector

divided by magnificationM), so due to the paraxial approximation the coordinate x at which

a proton crosses the cylinder and the position x at which an undeflected proton lands on the

detector are identical. Equation (4) gives the proton deflection at the detector, therefore, we

can use it to transform from the proton intensity for undeflected protons I0 to the measured

proton intensity I

I

I0
≈ 1

∣

∣1 + L
2EM

dFx

dx

∣

∣

,
L

2EM

dFx

dx
≪ 1, (5)

provided that Eq. (4) is a differentiable, single-valued function of x.

Equation (5) provides four important physical insights: First, for sufficiently small field

gradients, the modulation in the proton intensity is directly related to the line-integrated

transverse Lorentz force on the protons, demonstrating that direct inversion of a proton

radiograph to obtain the line-integrated force is possible. Second, direct inversion will require

the proton intensity in the absence of forces I0. Typically I0 will not be uniform. For our
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1-D cylindrical test problems with a source that has a uniform angular distribution

I0 ∝
1

1 + x2/l2
, (6)

where x is in object plane equivalent units. For our test problems we deliberately chose

l large enough that I0 is uniform to better than 1% over the region of interest. For a

point source with a uniform distribution in solid angle, the typical case for actual proton

radiography, we have

I0 ∝
1

(1 + x2/l2 + z2/l2)3/2
. (7)

Laser-foil proton sources have been found to have narrow, non-uniform distributions in solid

angle that can vary from shot to shot,5 which is a major issue for quantitative analysis of

proton radiographs. Our experiments used a D-3He fusion source, which has been found

to have a reproducible, uniform distribution in solid angle. Third, if Eq. (5) diverges then

proton trajectories cross and there no longer exists a unique solution for the line-integrated

transverse Lorentz force for a given proton intensity modulation. Points where the intensity

distribution theoretically diverge are known as caustics. Finally, a natural dimensionless

measure of the force F on the proton is

µ =
LF

ME
. (8)

We have adopted the symbol µ because it has been adopted as a dimensionless measure of

proton deflection in a number of other papers on proton radiography, as discussed by Bott

et al.4 The definitions of µ used differ however and are equivalent only for µ ≪ 1. Other

definitions rely on the deflection of a proton,4 but when µ is not small, the deflection can

only be accurately determined by proton tracing in the fields. Our definition allows a direct

determination of µ from specified fields, which is the problem we are considering here. By

adopting dimensionless distances using an appropriate object size, which for our cylindrical

case we will write as R, we can produce dimensionless radiographs for a given radial Lorentz

force profile characterized simply by µmax applicable to any deflectometry setup with l ≫ R

and L ≫ R.

III. TEST PROFILES

We generated test radiographs for four radial force profiles with maximum, absolute values

of µmax [Eq. (8)] varying from 1/8 up to 4; three cylindrical, giving 1-D radiographs, and one
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spherical, giving 2-D radiographs. Here we give the radial force profiles, the line-integrated

transverse force profiles, the results of using the paraxial approximation to calculate the

intensity modulations [Eq. (5)], sample radiographs, and discuss the motivations for choosing

these profiles.

The most widely used test case is a spherical Gaussian potential, therefore we considered

a spherical and a cylindrical Gaussian potential, which both have dimensionless radial force

profiles

µr = µmax

√
2e

r

R
exp

(

− r2

R2

)

. (9)

Since the spherical Gaussian potential has been extensively considered in numerous publi-

cations, we will not consider it in any detail here. Equation (9) is a physically reasonable

profile for the radial electric field and azimuthal magnetic field in a tilted cylinder, where

µr =
qErL

ME cos θ
+

2qBφL tan θ

Mp
, (10)

where p is proton momentum. The line-integrated transverse Lorentz force for the cylindrical

Gaussian potential is

Fx = Fmax

√
2e

x

R
exp

(

− x2

R2

)

. (11)

Test radiographs for the cylindrical Gaussian were obtained by numerical integration of the

equation of motion using a fourth-order Runge-Kutta scheme with a direct calculation of

the field on the protons and randomly distributed protons, with a bin width of 0.05R and

a mean of at least 1000 particles per bin. Test radiographs for the spherical Gaussian were

obtained using PlasmaPy,10 which uses fields calculated on a 3-D Cartesian grid interpolated

to the protons using first-order weighting, randomly distributed protons, and time-centered

numerical integration of the equation of motion, with a bin width of 0.052R and a mean of

10 particles per bin.

Applying Eq. (5) to the cylindrical Gaussian, with the upper limit of the integration

tending to infinity, gives

I

I0
=

1
∣

∣1 + µmax

√

πe
2
exp (−x2/R2) (1− 2x2/R2)

∣

∣

. (12)

Although technically the radial extent of the fields is infinite, which does not satisfy the

paraxial approximation, in practice the vast majority of the deflection occurs within a few e

foldings. As can be seen in Fig. 2, at µmax = 1/8 Eq. (12) is adequate, whereas at µmax = 1/4
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FIG. 2. Sample proton radiographs for a cylindrical Gaussian potential obtained by numerical

integration of randomly selected proton trajectories using a mean of 1000 particles per bin with a

bin width of 0.05R compared to the analytical, paraxial prediction of Eq. (12).

there are already significant discrepancies in the width of the depression and the position of

the peaks.

Equation (12) diverges when

µmax ≥
e√
2π

≈ 1.08, µmax ≤ −
√

2

πe
≈ −0.484. (13)

Note that both negative and positive values of µmax will occur for Bφ, while we expect Er to

be positive in a compressed cylindrical plasma, but not for all possible experiments. Clearly,

negative values, which correspond to focusing fields, cause the paraxial approximation to

break down and trajectories to cross at lower field amplitudes. As can be seen from Fig.

3, Eq. (13) accurately predicts the onset of caustics. Even when µmax ≥ 1.08, Eq. (12)

accurately predicts the intensity depression on axis, as shown in Fig. 4, because the paraxial

approximation remains valid close enough to the axis.

The first cylindrical profile we considered was Murakami and Basko’s11 self-similar so-

lution for the radial electric field in an isothermal electron expansion with cold ions. It

is not possible to find an explicit solution for the radial electric field from the cylindrical

Murakami-Basko equation, but we found an adequate approximation:

Er ≈
r

R
Emax, r ≤ R,

≈ R

r
exp[ln Λ(1− r2/R2)]Emax, r > R, (14)
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FIG. 3. Sample proton radiographs for a cylindrical Gaussian potential obtained by numerical

integration of randomly selected proton trajectories using a mean of 1000 particles per bin with a

bin width of 0.05R.

where R is the position of the ion front, and Λ is a dimensionless parameter that characterizes

the electron sheath ahead of the ion front (not the Λ of transport theory). More details are

given in the appendix.

Sample proton radiographs for the isothermal force profile are given in Fig. 5, which were

obtained in the same manner as the cylindrical Gaussian. A key feature of this profile is that

the discontinuity in the field at the ion front always leads to proton trajectories crossing,

causing a sharp spike, or caustic, in the protons just beyond the ion front. Therefore, we

should expect proton trajectories to cross in radiographs of plasma expanding into vacuum.

For values of µmax > 1 a second spike appears at a larger radius that increases with µmax.

For µmax > 1.08 both the cylindrical Gaussian potential and the isothermal expansion give

radiographs with broad, flat intensity depressions and double caustics, giving an example of
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1/(1 + 2.07 nmax)
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FIG. 4. Proton intensity depression on axis from proton tracing for the cylindrical Gaussian, linear,

and isothermal lnΛ = 10 profiles, and the predictions for the cylindrical Gaussian from Eq. (12)

and the linear profile from Eq. (16).

the degeneracy in solutions when trajectories cross. In this case, it would make it difficult

to be certain whether a caustic is indicative of an ion front or not.
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Isothermal lnK = 10

FIG. 5. Sample proton radiographs for an isothermal cylindrical expansion obtained by numerical

integration of randomly selected proton trajectories using a mean of 1000 particles per bin with a

bin width of 0.05R.

The isothermal profile has a number of disadvantages as a test case: the line-integrated

force cannot be determined analytically, Eq. (5) cannot be used to obtain the proton mod-

ulation in the paraxial limit, and generating the proton radiographs requires some care in

dealing with crossing of the ion front and small step sizes in the sheath. Therefore, we
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decided to neglect the rapidly decaying electric field in the sheath, giving what we will call

a linear profile because it has µr ∝ r for r ≤ R, giving a line-integrated transverse Lorentz

force of

Fx = Fmax2
x

R

√

max(1− x2/R2, 0). (15)

Test radiographs for the linear profile were obtained using the analytic solution for proton

trajectories and uniformly distributed protons, allowing the rapid generation of almost noise

free profiles without grid imprinting. A bin width of 0.025R was used with a mean of at

least 1000 particles per bin. Sample test profiles are shown in Fig. 6. For a linear profile

Eq. (5) gives

I

I0
=

1
∣

∣

∣
1 + µmax(1− 2x2/R2)/

√

1− x2/R2

∣

∣

∣

, x ≤ R,

= 1, x > R. (16)

Equation (16) always diverges because of the discontinuity in the gradient of the force at

R, therefore it cannot be used to determine the proton intensity modulation however small

µmax, but it does give an accurate measure of the intensity depression on axis for µmax > 0,

which is also adequate for the isothermal profile, as seen in Fig. 4.
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FIG. 6. Sample proton radiographs for the linear profile (µr ∝ r at r ≤ R) obtained from the

analytic solutions for uniformly distributed proton trajectories using a mean of 1000 particles per

bin with a bin width of 0.025R.

The objective of the experiments that motivated this study was to measure proton deflec-

tion by a compressed axial magnetic field. The compressed axial magnetic field is expected to
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be discontinuous at the shell-gas interface and sharply peaked near the axis.12 The simplest

possible approximation is a top-hat axial magnetic field profile

Bz = Bmax, r ≤ R,

= 0, r > R. (17)

The line-integrated transverse Lorentz force is given by

Fx = Fmax

√

max(1− x2/R2, 0). (18)

From Eq. (5) we obtain

I

I0
=

1
∣

∣

∣
1− µmax(x/R)/

√

1− x2/R2

∣

∣

∣

, x ≤ R,

= 1, x > R. (19)

which always diverges because of the discontinuity in the force. However, Eq. (19) does

show that for µmax ≪ 1 the axial magnetic field could be determined from the slope of the

proton intensity modulation near the axis.
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FIG. 7. Sample proton radiographs for a top-hat radial force profile [Eq. (17)] obtained using an

analytic solution for the proton trajectories with a mean of 1000 uniformly distributed protons per

bin and a bin width of 0.025R.

Test radiographs for the top-hat profile were obtained using the analytic solution for

proton trajectories and uniformly distributed protons, with a bin width of 0.025R and a

mean of at least 1000 particles per bin. Sample radiographs are shown in Fig. 7. For

12



µmax > 1, the regime relevant to our experiments, practically all of the protons are deflected

out of the core into a peak with a long tail at a distance that increases approximately linearly

with µmax. An adequate calculation of the position of the peak for µmax ≫ 1 is given by the

deflection of a proton traveling along the axis,

xp ≈ µmaxR

1− R2/r2L
, (20)

where rL is Larmor radius, given by p/qBz. Therefore, the peak radially integrated axial

magnetic field BzR can be inferred by determining the position of a single peak that appears

on only one side of the radiograph, determined by the direction of the axial magnetic field.

The value of BzR is an important metric for magneto-inertial fusion,8 so it is important

to obtain a direct measurement. Unfortunately, in our experiments this peak could not be

distinguished from the background. However, the top-hat profile provides a tough test for

proton inversion routines. The asymmetric intensity modulation is quite different to any of

our other profiles and any profile used in previously published tests.

IV. EVALUATION OF DIRECT INVERSION ALGORITHMS

We found five direct inversion routines publicly available on GitHub.1–5 All of them output

a deflection potential φ, defined by

F = −∇φ. (21)

PRaLIne1, PROBLEM4, PRNS5 and fast invert shadowgraphy3 solve the Monge-Ampère

equation.7 PROBLEM, PRNS and fast invert shadowgraphy implement the Sulman, Williams

and Russell algorithm,13 which changes the problem to finding the steady-state solution to

a diffusion-like equation. The most general form of the Monge-Ampère equation is given by

the determinant of the Jacobian of −∇φ equal to a function of position and ∇φ. We can

illustrate the origin of the Monge-Ampère equation by using Eq. (5) to obtain

d2φ

dx2
=

2EM

L

(

1− I0
I

)

(22)

which is a Poisson equation, a special case of the Monge-Ampère equation where the source is

independent of ∇φ. Poisson solvers have been applied to shadowgraphy,2 where it was found

that they only work for very small modulations; Fig. 2 shows that the paraxial approximation

is inadequate for a Gaussian potential at µmax = 0.25. In order to obtain an equation that
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is adequate for larger modulations it is necessary to go beyond the paraxial approximation,

which leads to the source term depending on ∇φ, giving the Monge-Ampère equation. The

full derivation is too lengthy to repeat here, but can be found in a number of publications.1,4,7

PRNS differs from the other routines in that it can determine a probability distribution for

the source intensity starting from a given prior, assuming that there exists a unique solution

for the line-integrated transverse Lorentz force. All of our test problems have uniform source

intensities, so we did not test the no source capability of PRNS. Therefore, after verifying

that PRNS gave similar results to fast invert shadowgraphy for some test cases, as expected

since it uses the same algorithm implemented by the same author, we did not use it further.

Some users may prefer PRNS since it is written in Python rather than Matlab. The Python

codes for PraLIne and PROBLEM we obtained from GitHub did not run, so we will not

consider them here. Therefore, the only Monge-Ampère routine we will show results for is

fast invert shadowgraphy, so we will refer to it simply as Monge-Ampère.

The routine invert shadowgraphy,2 uses established algorithms from computational ge-

ometry. The routine starts by constructing a Voronoi diagram of the source intensity from

randomly selected sites, using a rejection algorithm based on the source if it is non-uniform.

In a Voronoi diagram, a cell is the region that contains the points closer to the given site

than any other site. The sites are then iteratively replaced with the centers-of-mass of their

cells to approach equal flux in each cell (considering flux as mass). The selected sites are

then used to construct a power-diagram of the data, a weighted Voronoi diagram, starting

from no weighting and then iteratively adjusting the weights using a minimization algorithm

to approach equal flux in each cell. Finally, the displacement of the centers-of-mass of the

weighted cells from the original source sites are used to determine the line-integrated forces,

which in turn are used to calculate the deflection potential. We will refer to this routine as

the power-diagram routine.

All three of the routines we used output the solution as the same dimensionless deflection

potential φ′. The line-integrated force in the convenient units of MeV, which is also the

line-integrated electric field in MV, at bin i is given by

Fi = 2EMeV
wM

L
(φ′

i−1 − φ′

i) MeV, (23)

where EMeV is the proton energy in MeV and w is bin width in the object plane (wM is bin

width on the detector), in the same units as the object to detector distance L. The line-
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integrated magnetic field, assuming that there is only a magnetic field, in the convenient

units of T mm is given by

Bi = 145
√

EMeV
wM

L
(φ′

i−1 − φ′

i) T mm. (24)

None of the inversion routines are equipped to deal with 1-D problems and require a 2-D

input. We replicated our 1-D arrays an odd number of times until the deflection potential

along the center appeared to converge. In effect, we produced a 2-D radiograph for an axially

uniform cylinder of finite length. We then obtained a 1-D reconstruction of the radiograph

by replicating the deflection potential along the center three times and putting it into the

forward (reconstruction) routines. If the 1-D reconstruction appeared to match the original

we accepted the solution. We found that the Monge-Ampère forward routine was less prone

to noise than that of the power-diagram routine, so we used it in all cases.

The replication approach worked for the power-diagram routine with as few as 5 repli-

cations for the lower values of µmax. Taking the mean of the 2-D potential away from the

boundary also gave an accurate 1-D solution, in some cases a more accurate one. The results

shown here were all obtained using 11 replications and taking the potential along the center.

It is interesting to note that the 2-D reconstructions were not accurate, always showing axial

oscillations due to a noisy axial force. A buffer of at least a few rows was always required

because the power-diagram routine distorts the potential at the corners; at the end of the

minimization step the vertices near the corners are moved back to the corners in order to

obtain a potential over the whole grid. The greater the deflection of the points near the

corners the further this distortion spreads.

The replication approach did not work for the Monge-Ampère routine because the bound-

ary conditions assume that proton modulation goes to zero at the edges of the radiograph

and errors at the boundary propagate over the entire grid since it is solving a diffusion-like

equation. We padded the replicated array with rows of uniform intensity, in effect adding

a vacuum region at the ends of the finite cylinder, and this worked. We found two rows of

padding at each end to be optimal in terms of speed and accuracy of solution. An adequate

1-D solution was only obtained when the number of replications was roughly equal to the

number of points in the original array. The results shown here were all obtained using an

odd number of replications one greater than the number bins in the original 1-D profile,

which was always even. An adequate 1-D solution was never obtained for the top-hat profile
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and for the cylindrical Gaussian when caustics were present. We tried producing a 2-D array

using an envelope function

I

I0
(x, z) = 1 + f(z)

(

I

I0
(x)− 1

)

, (25)

with f(z) given by exp(−z2n) with f(±zmax) < 10−3 and cos2(z2) with zmax = π/2, so

that the original radiograph was reproduced at the center (z = 0) with zero derivative in z

and the modulation and the derivative tended to zero or were zero at ±zmax, but this did

not change the results. It is interesting to note that the 2-D reconstructions were always

accurate away from the ends of the cylinder. Unlike the power-diagram routine, the axial

force was smooth and essential to an accurate reconstruction, despite the radiograph being

generated with zero axial force. We believe the lack of convergence to a 1-D solution is due

to the inability of the Monge-Ampère routine to invert these profiles caustics. This was

confirmed by the failure of the Monge-Ampère routine to invert the 2-D spherical Gaussian

test problems with caustics.

For cylindrical and spherical Gaussian potentials with −0.484 < µmax < 1.08 (no caustics)

all of the inversion routines accurately reproduced the original radiographs and the original

line-integrated forces, as expected.

While the Monge-Ampère routine failed to converge to a 1-D solution for the cylindrical

Gaussian tests with caustics and the top-hat profile at all values of µmax, it did give an

adequate reconstruction for the linear profile. An example of such a reconstruction is shown

in Fig. 8(a) for µmax = 2, and the line-integrated forces for a range of values of µmax up

to 2 are shown in Fig. 8(b). Results from the power-diagram for µmax = 2 are included

for comparison. For all values of µmax, the Monge-Ampère routine gave dips in the proton

intensity at the edge that are not present in the original. However, if boundary conditions

of continuous force rather than zero force were applied it should match the original. The

reconstruction would tend to the original if the boundaries were moved to infinity. In this

case, the uniform fields at the edge seen in Fig. 8(b) would extend to infinity, which is clearly

not a physically acceptable solution for a finite, net neutral system. Nonetheless, the Monge-

Ampère routine can be considered to have found a solution for the linear profile, which differs

from the original profile because there does not exist a unique solution. Figure 8(b) therefore

shows three possible solutions for the linear profile with µmax = 2, the original, the Monge-

Ampère solution and the power-diagram solution, providing an excellent illustration of the
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FIG. 8. Tests with the linear force profile, (a) reconstructions of the test radiograph for µmax = 2

and (b) line-integrated forces normalised so that the maximum of the original is 1 for a range of

values of µmax.

degeneracy in solutions once trajectories cross.

An example of the Monge-Ampère routine failing to produce an accurate solution for a

spherical Gaussian potential once caustics appear is shown in Fig. 9. We tried reducing the

minimum time step in the Monge-Ampère routine, as shown in Fig. 10, but never obtained

an accurate reproduction of the original radiograph. We found the minimum time step

to have the most significant effect on the solution out of the numerical parameters in the

main inverse routine, which are relative tolerance, minimum step, alpha, and interpolation

and extrapolation methods, which can be nearest or linear. We found that decreasing relative

tolerance by a factor of up to 100 in our step size scan made no noticeable improvement. We

varied alpha by a factor of 2 either way on one case and it made no significant differences.

We did not change interpolation and extrapolation methods from “nearest” because the
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FIG. 9. Line-outs through the center of results for the spherical Gaussian potential with µmax = 1.1

for (a) the proton radiographs, and (b) the line-integrated fields normalized so that the maximum

of the original is 1.

comments in the code state that this is more robust.

The power-diagram routine successfully inverted all of the cylindrical test profiles, in that

it provided an adequate match to all key features in the original radiographs, within the

noise level. Examples of the line-integrated forces obtained for all of the cylindrical profiles

are given in Fig. 11. The line-integrated forces do not match the originals for cases with

caustics because there is no unique solution. In theory, the power-diagram routine obtains

the minimum deflection solution.

In two specific test cases with particularly sharp, single peaks the power-diagram routine

failed to find an adequate solution. The first case was the top-hat profile with µmax = 2 when

we reduced the bin width from 0.025R to 0.015R, which gives a sharper peak. We did not

18



E30102J1

(a) Original I/I0

–2

0

2

(b) Minimum dt = 10–3 I/I0

0

2

4

6

8

10

(c) Minimum dt = 10–4 I/I0

–2 0 2 –2 0 2

x/R

–2

0

2

y/
R

y/
R

(d) Minimum dt = 10–5 I/I0

x/R

0

2

4

6

8

10

FIG. 10. Study of the effect of the minimum time step in the Monge-Ampère routine on the

reconstruction of the spherical Gaussian with µmax = 1.1, (a) original test radiograph, (b) recon-

struction with default parameters, (c) with minimum time step reduced by a factor of 10, and (d)

with minimum time step reduced by a factor of 100

carry out extensive tests on the effect of bin width, this run was carried out while choosing

a bin width for this profile. Figure 12 shows the reconstructions and line-integrated fields

for this case. Varying the number of sites used and the maximum number of iterations did

not improve the solution. The power-diagram routine has two options for the minimization

algorithm: limited-memory Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (LBFGS), the default, and
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FIG. 11. Line-integrated fields from the power-diagram inversion routine, normalized so that the

peak of the original value is 1, for (a) the linear force profile, (b) the top-hat force profile, (c) the

cylindrical Gaussian potential for µmax > 0 and (d) the cylindrical Gaussian potential for µmax < 0

at select values of µmax. The bin widths were 0.025R for the linear and top-hat profiles, and 0.05R

for the Gaussian potential. In all cases the original proton radiograph was adequately reproduced

by the power-diagram routine.

quasi-Newton gradient descent. Switching to quasi-Newton did improve the solution, which

may appear to reproduce the radiograph in Fig. 12, but there is a sharp dip just beyond

the peak that is not present in the original. Any feature distinct from those present in the

original radiograph implies the presence of erroneous features in the line-integrated field. In

this case, a coarser binning led to an accurate solution, as seen in Fig. 11. We also found

that convolution with a Gaussian only a few bins wide led to an accurate solution, almost
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identical to that seen in Fig. 11, when using the quasi-Newton algorithm.
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FIG. 12. (a) Line-integrated fields normalized so that the maximum of the original is 1, and (b)

reconstructed proton radiographs from the power-diagram inversion routine for the top-hat profile

with µmax = 2 and a bin width of 0.015R using two different minimization algorithms (LBFGS

and quasi-Newton).

The second test case for which the power-diagram routine failed was the spherical Gaus-

sian potential with µmax = −0.5, which produces a single peak since the two caustics are

separated by less than the bin width. The peak had a higher relative intensity than any of

the other test cases. The power-diagram routine successfully inverted the remaining spheri-

cal Gaussian test cases. Line-outs for this case are shown in Fig. 13, using the quasi-Newton

option. We doubled the bin width and this gave a slight improvement, but the reconstruc-

tion is still inadequate. The 2-D reconstruction, shown in Fig. 14, demonstrates that the

distortion introduced by the corners being forced to return to their original positions after

converging to a solution is dominating the results. In this case, the Monge-Ampère routine
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came closer to the original, as seen in Fig. 13, although the reconstructed peak is a factor

of 3.4 lower than the original.
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FIG. 13. Line-outs through the center of results for the spherical Gaussian potential with µmax =

−0.5 for (a) the proton radiographs, and (b) the line-integrated fields normalized so that the

maximum of the original is 1, w refers to the bin width.

We also carried out tests with added random noise and convolution with a Gaussian,

which we will not reproduce here. The results for the spherical Gaussian potential shown in

Fig. 9, which had a mean of only 10 particles per bin, demonstrate that the line-integrated

forces are not affected by noise when an adequate reconstruction is obtained. We found that

adding a non-zero mean background level reduced the peaks in the line-integrated fields, but

subtracting this mean level restored the original results. We thought that convolution with

a Gaussian might lead to the Monge-Ampère routine converging to a more accurate result

in the presence of caustics, but this did not occur for convolutions narrow enough to still

allow key features in the radiographs to be distinguished.
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with µmax = −0.5 for (a) a bin width w of 0.052R (b) a bin width of 0.104R.

During the course of this work, we found that the Monge-Ampère routine can fail in the

presence of empty bins in either the detected or source intensity, whereas the power-diagram

can obtain a solution, although the results in empty regions were clearly inaccurate.

Finally, we will consider run time. It is not possible to give a general consideration

of run time because this is a strong function of the hardware used, particularly as the

power-diagram routine is parallelized whereas the Monge-Ampère routine is not. The power-

diagram routine running on a PC with 12 workers was always significantly slower than the

Monge-Ampère routine, up to 8000 times slower in our tests, but only 1000 times in cases

without caustics. The majority of the spherical Gaussian tests, which had 150× 150 grids,

took the power-diagram routine effectively a day to run, but the µmax = −0.5 case took

32 hours, whereas the Monge-Ampère routine rarely took more than a minute, taking 14

seconds for the µmax = −0.5 case. It is telling that the Monge-Ampère routine has an inbuilt

five minute wall time limit that we only discovered when reading through the code.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have tested five direct inversion routines for proton radiography publicly available on

GitHub. The routines PRaLine1 and PROBLEM4 (both in Python) available at the time of
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writing did not run, and we did not attempt to fix them. The routines invert shadowgraphy,2

fast invert shadowgraphy,3 (both in Matlab) and PRNS5 (Python) did run and we found

them straightforward to use. Both fast invert shadowgraphy3 and PRNS5 use an imple-

mentation of the Sulman, Williams and Russell algorithm13 by M. F. Kasim to solve the

Monge-Ampère equation.7 PROBLEM also implements the same algorithm. PRNS dif-

fers from the other routines in that it can determine a probability distribution for the

source intensity starting from a given prior, assuming that there exists a unique solution for

the line-integrated transverse Lorentz force. The other routines require a specified source

intensity assuming it to be uniform by default. The routines invert shadowgraphy and

fast invert shadowgraphy have the option to use a source obtained by passing the data

through a denoising algorithm, based on the assumption that large scale structures are in-

herent to the source. We did not carry out tests with unspecified source intensities since

the experiments that motivated this work used a D-3He proton source that was found to be

uniform in solid angle. We note, however, that the PRNS algorithm is predicated on the

existence of a unique solution so do not expect it to work when caustics are present.

We used four different analytic radial force profiles to generate proton radiographs for

a range of amplitudes, expressed as a dimensionless maximum force parameter µ [Eq. (8)].

Two of the cylindrical profiles – linear and top-hat radial force profiles – had discontinuities

so they always produced caustics. They were chosen to be representative of the fields at

ion fronts and material interfaces. Cylindrical and spherical Gaussian potentials that only

produce caustics when µmax ≥ 1.08 or µmax ≤ −0.484 were also used. All of the radiographs

generated, including those from the isothermal expansion model that we replaced with the

linear profile in our tests, are included in the online supplementary material.

The Monge-Ampère routines failed to reconstruct the test radiographs in most cases when

caustics were present, even when the caustics were softened by convolution with a Gaus-

sian. The failure was obvious from the presence of erroneous features in the reconstructed

radiographs, most notable of which were nonexistent, narrow, near-voids in proton intensity.

However, fast invert shadowgraphy did obtain a possible solution for the linear profile, ig-

noring an issue with the boundary conditions, albeit a nonphysical solution for the situation

considered.

The power-diagram routine successfully inverted all but two of the test cases, which

had particularly sharp, single peaks. A top-hat force profile with a finer binning than our
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standard test cases was successfully inverted by use of either coarser binning or convolution

with a Gaussian a few bins wide. A spherical Gaussian potential that focused protons into

a single peak could not be inverted. In the successful tests with caustics, the power-diagram

routine gave a lower peak line-integrated field and a slower decay in the field than the

original profiles, with the differences increasing with the magnitude of dimensionless force

parameter µ, as would be expected for a solution that minimizes proton deflection. We found

that the power-diagram routine worked best with the quasi-Newton option (‘algorithm’,

’quasi-newton’) for the minimization algorithm, which is not the default. We also found

that the power-diagram routine can still give an adequate solution with voids in the source

or measured intensity, outside the region of the voids, which can break the Monge-Ampère

routines.

The boundary conditions in the routines we considered are predicated on the line-

integrated forces and proton modulation going to zero. The power-diagram routine can deal

with forces parallel to the boundaries, except near the corners, which are forced back to

their original positions after converging to a solution. The boundary conditions are particu-

larly significant in the Monge-Ampère routines we tested because they solve a diffusion-like

equation, therefore errors can propagate over the entire grid. Implementation of alternative

boundary conditions allowing solutions with proton modulations at the boundary, such as

1-D cylindrical problems, would be useful. It would also be desirable to eliminate the dis-

tortion at the corners in the power-diagram routine, even if that meant obtaining a solution

over a smaller region of the detector. The routines also require that all deflected protons

be detected, which means that the force perpendicular to the boundaries must go to zero

and that the forces even well within the boundaries cannot be too large. We have found,

from a limited number of cases, that missing protons can lead to erroneous fields near the

boundaries.

The power-diagram routine can be very slow; the spherical Gaussian tests with 150×150

grids required essentially a day to invert using a PC doing nothing else. An implementation

in a compiled rather than an interpreted language running on a machine with at least

hundreds of cores would be desirable, which is possible with the routine provided. For proton

radiographs without caustics, the Monge-Ampère routines have a considerable advantage in

speed despite not running in parallel, up to 1000 times in our tests, never taking more than

a few minutes, which makes them the ideal analysis tool for proton radiographs without

25



caustics.

It would be of interest to explore algorithms capable of generating a range of possible

solutions subject to a variety of physical constraints in the presence of caustics. For example,

in addition to minimum deflection, minimum field energy would be a physically relevant

constraint. Machine-learning algorithms may be able to achieve these goals if adequately

trained with suitable physical models of the cases to be analyzed.6

Finally, it should not be forgotten that direct inversion can be applied to radiography

with any charged particle and to shadowgraphy, where photons are deflected by refractive

index gradients causing intensity modulations. All of these diagnostic techniques could be

referred to generically as deflectometry.

VI. DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that support the findings of this study are available in the online supplementary

material.

VII. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

All of the proton radiographs referred to in this paper are available as HDF files using

pradformat14 in the online supplementary material.

Appendix A: Approximate solution to the cylindrical Murakami-Basko

equation

Murakami and Basko11 derive a self-similar equation for a 1-D collisionless plasma ex-

pansion with cold ion ions and Maxwellian electrons without making the quasi-neutral ap-

proximation. A self-similar solution is only possible in this case when the self-similar scale

length and the electron Debye length maintain a constant ratio, giving only one independent

length scale to the problem, which requires a specific adiabatic index for the electrons. For

a cylindrical expansion the electrons must be isothermal, which is relevant to a laser heated

cylindrical plasma. The cylindrical and spherical cases cannot be solved analytically. Mu-

rakami and Basko use the 1-D planar solution as an approximation to these cases. We have

found an improved approximation to the cylindrical case, Eq. (14), assuming Λ ≫ 1 and
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Zme ≪ mi, where Z is ion charge number, me is electron mass, and mi is ion mass. The

assumption Zme ≪ mi allows a term that results from electron dynamics to be neglected.

The electron and ion density profiles in this limit are Gaussian with 1/e radii of R/
√
ln Λ

(which Murakami and Basko refer to as R) with the ion density having a sharp cutoff at

R, which was the basis for our approximation. The physical values of Emax and Λ are not

required for generating proton radiographs, where Emax is replaced by µmax and lnΛ is a

free dimensionless parameter describing the field profile in the electron sheath. However, for

the sake of providing a complete physical picture, we have

Λ =
R2/(4λ2

D ln Λ)

ln[R2/(4λ2
D ln Λ)]

, (A1)

Emax =
2kT

qR
ln Λ, (A2)

where k is Boltzmann’s constant, T is electron temperature, and λD is electron Debye length

on-axis. An explicit solution for the key parameter lnΛ cannot be obtained. Note that R/λD

and hence Λ have constant values while R increases in time according to

dR

dt
= 2cs

√

(ln Λ) ln
R

R0
, (A3)

where cs is the isothermal ion sound speed, which cannot be solved explicitly for R.
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