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Proton radiography is a central diagnostic technique for measuring electromagnetic (EM) fields in
high-energy-density, laser-produced plasmas. In this technique, protons traverse the plasma where
they accumulate small EM deflections which lead to variations in the proton fluence pattern on
a detector. Path-integrated EM fields can then be extracted from the fluence image through an
inversion process. In this work, experiments of laser-driven foils were conducted on the OMEGA
laser and magnetic field reconstructions were performed using both “fluence-based” techniques and
high-fidelity “mesh-based” methods. We implement nonzero boundary conditions into the inversion
and show their importance by comparing against mesh measurements. Good agreement between
the methods is found only when nonzero boundary conditions are used. We also introduce an
approach to determine the unperturbed proton source profile, which is a required input in fluence
reconstruction algorithms. In this approach, a fluence inversion is embedded inside of a mesh region,
which provides overconstrained magnetic boundary conditions. A source profile is then iteratively
optimized to satisfy the boundary information. This method substantially enhances the accuracy
in recovering EM fields. Lastly, we propose a scheme to quantify uncertainty in the final inversion
that is introduced through errors in the source retrieval.

I. INTRODUCTION

Proton radiography is the prevailing diagnostic used
to measure electromagnetic (EM) fields in high-energy-
density (HED) laser-produced plasma experiments [1–
6]. In this method, protons with MeV energies are sent
through the plasma and weakly deflected by the EM
fields. The protons can either be generated as a beam
by target normal sheath acceleration (TNSA) [7] or as
an isotropic source generated by an implosion of a D3He-
filled capsule. The proton fluence is then measured on a
detector, and the intensity pattern is used to infer in-
formation about the path-integrated EM fields in the
plasma with high spatial (10 to 50 µm) and temporal
resolution (10 to 150 ps) [8]. In addition to valuable
qualitative information, several methodologies have been
developed over the past decade to extract quantitative
2D images of the path-integrated EM fields from the mea-
sured proton fluence images [9–14]. These inversions have
directly supported our understanding of magnetic recon-
nection [15, 16], magnetized collisionless shocks [17, 18],
and magnetic field generation in laser-produced plasmas
[12, 19].

One of the main drawbacks in proton inversion algo-
rithms is that they require knowledge of the source flu-
ence pattern (i.e. what the proton fluence image would
look like in the absence of fields). Presently, there is no
way to measure the source fluence pattern and the de-
flected fluence pattern simultaneously. In practice, the
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source pattern is often estimated by smoothing the mea-
sured proton image with a low-pass filter [10, 16]. How-
ever, this approach is sub-optimal as modulations in the
observed proton fluence can stem from both EM field
structures and variations in the source pattern. In par-
ticular, protons emitted from a D3He backlighter cap-
sule can exhibit variations in the proton fluence ≳ 50%
in a single shot on the detector, although the variation
is typically small over solid angles ≤ 1.1 deg [8]. Low-
pass filtering to estimate the source is most vulnerable
to missing fields that vary over large spatial scales which
could easily be mistaken as variations in the source itself.
Recent progress has shown that statistical properties of
the source can be leveraged to retrieve an estimate of
the path-integrated fields without knowledge of the exact
source profile [20]. This approach generates an ensemble
of path-integrated fields, each from a different potential
source profile, which enables statistical analyses. Nev-
ertheless, the exact source profile and inversion remains
unknown in this technique.

In addition, the results from inversion algorithms
are strongly dependent on boundary conditions as local
changes at the boundaries can influence the entire inver-
sion. Boundary conditions are especially important for
topics such as magnetic reconnection, where the abso-
lute value of the field is of interest (not just quantities
such as RMS or local field variations). Boundary values
can even be used to directly constrain the source pattern
in 1-dimensional inversions [14, 15]. Despite their im-
pact on the inversion, nonzero boundary conditions are
often not considered. For example, Palmer et al. [21] and
Tubman et al. [22] used vanishing boundary conditions
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in their inversions, despite mesh distortion at the edge
of the domain that implies the presence of EM fields.
Furthermore, widely used reconstruction codes (e.g. the
PROBLEM code [10] in the version as of this writing)
apply zero-deflection boundary conditions that prevent
protons from being deflected into or out of the domain.
This is equivalent to enforcing that the corresponding
electric and magnetic field components, E⊥ and B∥, van-
ish along the boundary. Vanishing boundary conditions
may lead to distorted EM reconstructions if the bound-
ary is close to the interaction or if there are extended EM
fields as measured for example in [23]. Although inver-
sion techniques have been validated in isolation (with e.g.
forward model comparisons), the ambiguity in the source
profile and assumptions in the boundary conditions intro-
duce uncertainty in the accuracy of the inversion under
real experimental conditions.

There is another class of EM field measurement, of-
ten referred to as “proton deflectometry”, that directly
measures proton deflections using a mesh, rather than
inverting the proton fluence pattern. In this scheme,
a mesh splits the incident proton beam into a grid of
beamlets, whose deflection can be tracked by observing
changes to the final position of individual beamlets on
the detector [2, 24]. The D3He backlighter capsule also
emits x-rays which can be measured simultaneously to
provide a reference for the unperturbed proton trajecto-
ries [25, 26]. The path-integrated field is then calculated
in a single shot from a shift between the undeflected tra-
jectory (x-rays) and the deflected trajectory (protons).
This scheme has been benchmarked against known field
profiles [26] and the x-ray fiducials have demonstrated
their importance for high-fidelity reconstructions and for
capturing extended field measurements [23]. In general,
“mesh-based” reconstructions of EM fields offer better
accuracy but worse spatial resolution than fluence-based
inversions.

In this work, experiments on magnetic field genera-
tion from laser-driven foils were conducted and used to
benchmark proton radiography inversions against high-
fidelity, mesh measurements. Specialized laser targets
were fielded, designed to allow both techniques in a sin-
gle experimental shot. These “hybrid” shots have both
fluence and mesh deflection information, which can be
combined to improve the inversion accuracy. Building on
Ref. [14], which considered the application of boundary
condition data in 1-D reconstructions, here we extend the
technique to 2-D reconstructions. In particular, the mesh
measurements provide boundary conditions for the inver-
sion and can be leveraged to determine the source profile,
addressing a long-standing problem in proton radiogra-
phy inversions. In this scheme, the source is iteratively
optimized to simultaneously match both tangential and
normal components of the proton boundary deflection in-
formed from the mesh. We find good agreement between
the inversion and mesh measurements only when nonzero
magnetic boundary conditions are used and the source is
optimized. We also introduce a method to estimate the

uncertainty in inversions introduced through errors in the
source retrieval.
The text is organized as follows. Section II pro-

vides an overview of the Monge-Ampère inversion scheme
used throughout the paper. We then introduce nonzero
boundary conditions into the algorithm and validate the
implementation using forward modeling. Section III dis-
cusses the experiment and offers a comparison of the
magnetic reconstructions using both the mesh and flu-
ence methods. In section IV, we present a scheme to
extract the source profile and apply it to an experimen-
tal shot. Lastly, section V develops a method to estimate
the error in an inversion that originates from uncertainty
in the source identification.

II. EM FIELD RECONSTRUCTIONS IN THE
MONGE-AMPÈRE SCHEME

A. Overview of the Monge-Ampère Scheme

There are many techniques to reconstruct path-
integrated EM fields directly from proton fluence im-
ages [9–14]. The analysis in this work focuses on the
Monge-Ampère (M-A) relaxation algorithm [27], as im-
plemented in the PROBLEM code [10]. This is a nonlin-
ear, finite-difference solver that is second-order in space.
However, the various techniques we introduce and discuss
can be applied to other inversion algorithms more gen-
erally. This section outlines the framework of the M-A
algorithm, introduces nonzero boundary conditions, and
validates the implementation.
The general set-up of proton radiography is shown in

Fig. 1. A source provides MeV-level protons which tra-
verse the plasma and accumulate small-angle deflections
from the EM fields. After exiting the probed EM field
region, the protons propagate ballistically to a detec-
tor. The analysis of proton images is often aided by
several approximations, including the paraxial, point-
projection, and small-deflection approximations. These
are discussed in detail in the work of Bott et al. [10].
In our experiments, the paraxial parameter δα = 0.3,
the point-projection parameter δβ = 0.01, and the max-
imum proton deflection angle is 0.01 rad, justifying the
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FIG. 1. Schematic of proton radiography.
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use of these approximations.
Under these approximations, a proton passing through

initial coordinate x0 in the plasma plane is mapped to
the detector coordinate xs according to Eq. (1).

xs(x0) = Mx0 +
L2

vp
w(x0) (1)

Here, M = (L1 + L2)/L1 is the image magnification, L1

is the distance from the source to the plasma, L2 is the
distance from the plasma to the detector, vp is the proton
speed, and w(x0) is the perpendicular deflection velocity
[9] given by Eq. (2).

w(x0) =
e

mp

∫
ds

[
ẑ ×B(x(s)) +

E⊥(x(s))

vp

]
. (2)

The deflection velocity depends on the proton charge-
to-mass ratio and the transverse electric and magnetic
fields that the proton is subjected to along its trajectory
through the plasma x(s). Often, it is helpful to work
in the plasma plane coordinates, which demagnifies the
final particle position to xf .

xf (x0) = x0 + d(x0) (3)

d(x0) =
L2

Mvp
w(x0) (4)

The goal of fluence inversions is then reduced to deter-
mining a 2D map of proton deflections d(x0).
The measured fluence on the detector screen Ψ(x0) re-

lies on the principle of local fluence conservation [9]. It is
determined from the source fluence Ψ0(x0) and the Ja-
cobian of the mapping from the unperturbed coordinate
x0 to the final coordinate xf .

Ψ(xf ) =
Ψ0(x0)

det [∇⊥0(xf (x0)]
(5)

Due to the irrotational nature of the proton deflection,
the final coordinate xf can be recast as the gradient of
a potential ϕ, which formulates Eq. (5) into a Monge-
Ampère equation [9].

xf (x0) = ∇⊥0ϕ(x0) (6)

Ψ(∇⊥0ϕ(x0)) =
Ψ0(x0)

det [∇⊥0∇⊥0ϕ(x0)]
(7)

The Monge-Ampère equation has been studied exten-
sively and plays a significant role in transport theory
and geometrical optics [28]. Eq. (7) is solved efficiently
by finding the steady-state solution of the logarithmic-
parabolic Monge- Ampère equation [27] shown in Eq. (8).
Here, a time variable t is introduced to evolve the poten-
tial ϕ toward its steady-state solution. Note that this
variable has no physical bearing and is purely used as a
tool in the inversion algorithm.

∂ϕ

∂t
= log

[
Ψ[∇⊥0ϕ(x0)] det[∇⊥0∇⊥0ϕ(x0)]

Ψ0(x0)

]
(8)

This is a nonlinear reconstruction algorithm that accu-
rately reconstructs fluence images in the nonlinear injec-
tive regime. In this regime, proton deflections measured
on the detector have a similar size to the field coherence
length after magnification [9, 10].
The path-integrated EM fields are then converted from

the potential ϕ as shown in Eq. (9). The electric field
contribution is often dropped since vpB ≫ E in many
systems. Accordingly, the electric contribution is ignored
for most of this paper.∫

dl×B =
mpMvp
eL2

[∇⊥0ϕ(x0)− x0] (9)

At its core, however, the inversion solves for proton de-
flections which can be attributed to electric fields or mag-
netic fields or some combination of the two.

B. Nonzero Boundary Conditions

Inversion algorithms typically adopt vanishing EM
field boundary conditions which enforce that proton de-
flections normal to the boundary (corresponding to tan-
gential magnetic fields) are zero. This conserves total
proton count inside the inversion domain. However, if the
field region is not well separated from the edge, using van-
ishing boundary conditions is incorrect and compromises
the accuracy of the reconstruction. In the PROBEM
code [10] (as of the time of this writing), vanishing nor-
mal boundary deflections are implemented with Neu-
mann boundary conditions.

∇⊥ϕ · n̂ = x0 · n̂ (10)

To the best of our knowledge, nonzero boundary con-
ditions have never been considered for the M-A scheme,
although they have been considered for 1D codes (see e.g.
[14]) as well as 2D linear solvers [11]. Here, we introduce
a proton deflection normal to the boundary d⊥(x0, t) into
the M-A scheme so that the boundary condition becomes.

∇⊥ϕ · n̂ = x0 · n̂+ d⊥(x0, t). (11)

We find that the edge deflection must be slowly
“turned on” over many time steps to keep the system
in approximate equilibrium. This maintains monotonic-
ity of xf and prevents proton crossings known as caus-
tics which jeopardize the reconstruction and prevent a
unique determination of the path-integrated fields. If the
boundary condition is turned on too quickly, then edge
deflections may overrun the neighboring deflections and
produce irreversible caustics in the solve. The slow turn-
on is implemented by linearly increasing d⊥(x0, t) to its
final value d⊥0(x0) over a time period T , whereupon the
code continues to run until steady-state convergence cri-
teria is met.

d⊥(x0, t) = d⊥0(x0)×

{
t/T t < T

1 t ≥ T
(12)
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We note that only perpendicular deflection d⊥ can be
constrained while parallel deflection d∥ must remain free
so as not to overconstrain the PDE system.

A nuanced aspect of including nonzero boundary con-
ditions is that global proton number may not be con-
served within the original domain. With nonzero bound-
ary conditions, the domain of the undeflected image Ω0

is mapped to a new domain in the deflected image:
Ωf = ∇⊥ϕ(Ω0). As a result, proton count is typically
not conserved in the original domain Ω0. For most inver-
sion algorithms, this would require a careful treatment
of the source proton fluence (see e.g. [14]). However,
Eq. (8) is insensitive to proton conservation as well as
uniform scalings of the source profile. To demonstrate,
consider a source profile Ψ0(x0) that conserves proton
count and scale it uniformly by a factor A in Eq. (8).

∂ϕ

∂t
= log

[
K

AΨ0(x0)

]
= log

[
K

Ψ0(x0)

]
− logA (13)

Here, K is the numerator in Eq. (8).

K = Ψ[∇⊥0ϕ(x0)] det[∇⊥0∇⊥0ϕ(x0)] (14)

The scaling factor introduces a constant term that uni-
formly changes ϕ as the solution is progressed. Fortu-
itously, this term has no spatial dependence and does not
contribute to the spatial derivatives of ϕ. This result is
a consequence of the M-A relaxation technique. In other
algorithms, different absolute fluence profiles lead to sig-
nificantly different inversions, for example, as shown in
the 1-D reconstruction algorithm in Ref. [14]. Due to this
characteristic of the M-A scheme, scaled versions of the
same source will result in identical inversions. The first
term on the RHS has a mean value which vanishes [27],
but the second term does not and may lead to numerical
rounding errors if ϕ gets very large. However, subtract-
ing off the mean value of ϕ every few steps prevents this
from happening.

Finally, there is a subtle difference between inward and
outward edge deflections that arises from the interpo-
lation term Ψ(xf ) in Eq. (8). This term samples the
proton image inside the deformed domain Ωf . If the de-
flection is inward, xf lies within the original domain Ω0

so the interpolation is standard. However, outward de-
flection samples xf from outside of the original domain
and can pose issues. Small outward deflections may be
treated similarly to inward deflections and extrapolated
outside of the domain, either by nearest value or linear
extrapolation. Larger deflections require a more robust
solution in which two regions are examined: the first re-
gion is used for the inversion as usual while the second is
larger and is used for the interpolation step. Account-
ing for this outward deflection is particularly relevant
for geometries with defocusing polarities. The geome-
tries discussed in this work have focusing polarities so
the boundary deflection is always inwards.
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FIG. 2. Synthetic Radiograph and Magnetic Recon-
struction. a) Synthetic radiograph in object coordinates. b)
Magnetic reconstruction using the full domain and vanishing
magnetic boundary conditions. c) Magnetic reconstruction
using a truncated domain with cutoff at x = 0.25 mm and
y = 0.75 mm and nonzero boundary conditions from the ana-
lytic form. d) Radial profile of the path-integrated magnetic
field for the analytic form and error residuals scaled by 10×.

C. Validation of Nonzero Boundary Conditions

The implementation of nonzero boundary conditions
was validated using a forward model technique. A syn-
thetic radiograph is generated by propagating 4×108 sim-
ulated protons through a focusing annular profile given
by Eq. (15) with scale length a = 0.5 mm. This pro-
file is qualitatively representative of the magnetic fields
that are generated around the laser spot when a laser
irradiates a solid target [2]. The synthetic detector has a
spatial resolution of 10 µm in the target plane.

∫
Bϕ(r) dz = 5

r

a
exp

[
−
( r
a

)2
]

T mm (15)

The synthetic radiograph is shown in Fig. 2a and was
inverted two times with different domains to validate the
implementation. The first reconstruction, shown in Fig.
2b, used the full domain of the radiograph (−2 to 2 mm
in both dimensions) such that the magnetic field decayed
to less than 10−6 of its maximum value at the bound-
aries. In this reconstruction, vanishing boundary condi-
tions were used. The second reconstruction is shown in
Fig. 2c and used a truncated domain depicted by the
black rectangle in Fig. 2a. The x domain spans from
−2 to 0.25 mm and the y domain spans from −2 to 0.75
mm, resulting in nonzero magnetic fields along the top
and right boundaries. In this reconstruction, nonzero
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boundary conditions were implemented from the tangen-
tial component of the analytic magnetic field.

Both reconstructions successfully converged to within
a root-mean-square error (RMSE) of 0.02 Tmm and
maximum error of 0.07 Tmm. These correspond to 1%
and 3.5% of the peak field strength, respectively. The
averaged radial profile, shown in Fig. 2d, confirms that
the errors in both reconstructions are almost identical
and at the 1% level. These may both be improved with
better spatial resolution to resolve the numerical deriva-
tives more smoothly and with more protons in the for-
ward model to reduce noise in the synthetic radiograph.
Overall, these results demonstrate the robustness of the
technique to nonzero boundary conditions in the inver-
sion.

Conversely, if the truncated region incorrectly uses
vanishing boundary conditions (not shown), the recon-
struction has a large RMSE of 0.44 Tmm and maximum
error of 2 Tmm. That is to say, the maximum error is
at the 100% level since the boundary cuts through the
maximum in the field profile. The magnitude of the er-
rors highlight the importance of using correct boundary
conditions on the global solution.

III. APPLICATION TO EXPERIMENT

A. Experimental Setup

A series of experiments were performed using the
Omega Laser Facility at the Laboratory for Laser Ener-
getics at the University of Rochester. As shown in Fig. 3,
two overlapped laser beams impinged on a 25 µm-thick,
6.6×5 mm CH foil to produce a single expanding plume
and generate magnetic fields from the Biermann-battery
effect [2, 29]. The lasers delivered 1 kJ of total energy
within a 1 ns pulse duration. The spatial profile was a
supergaussian with exponent 5.2 and 1/e waist of 358 µm
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FIG. 3. Experimental set up. Biermann-battery magnetic
fields are imaged by protons and x-rays. The D+3He protons
have a birth-energy of 14.7 MeV and imaged the fields at
t = +1.4 ns.

from an SG5 Distributed Phase Plate [30], resulting in a
peak laser intensity of 3× 1014 W/cm2.
Additionally, 25 other beams were used to drive a

420 µm diameter capsule filled with D3He gas to produce
a source of protons and x-rays. These imaged the mag-
netic fields generated on the surface of the foil. Two mo-
noenergetic populations of protons are emitted from both
the D+D and D+3He fusion reactions. However, the
analysis presented here primarily focuses on the D+3He
protons, which have a fusion birth energy of 14.7 MeV
and probed the fields at t = +1.4 ns after the drive lasers
turned on.
A nickel mesh was attached to the rear surface of the

foil to break the incident protons and x-rays into a grid
of beamlets. The mesh was 60 µm thick and had a spa-
tial period of 150 µm. The beamlets are used to directly
measure proton deflection. Three different mesh config-
urations were fielded in the experiment to test mesh and
fluence reconstructions from the same shot. The mesh
configurations are shown in Fig. 4 and discussed in more
detail in the next section (III B).
After passing through the target, the protons and x-

rays travel to a detector stack where the proton fluence
pattern was detected on CR-39 and the x-ray pattern
was measured on an image plate. A jagged fiducial frame
at the front of the detector stack imprinted shadows of
fiducial “teeth” along the edges of the x-ray and proton
images which were used to align the images for the mesh
deflection measurements [25, 26].

B. Experimental Results

Experimentally measured x-ray and proton images are
shown in Fig. 4. These images used nominally the same
laser parameters to generate comparable EM field fea-
tures. The images have been rotated ∼ 15 deg so that
the rows of the mesh grid are horizontal. Each column
in Fig. 4 shows a different mesh configuration with the
x-ray image along the top row and proton image along
the bottom row for the same shot. Each pair of x-ray
and proton images was aligned to each other using the
fiducial teeth. An edge detection algorithm was used to
minimize the alignment uncertainty to 0.4 pixels, corre-
sponding to 0.5 Tmm of path-integrated magnetic field
strength at 16.4× magnification. After the images are
aligned, pixels in the proton image map directly to pix-
els in the x-ray image. Displacement from x-ray beamlet
to proton beamlet extracts a measurement of the proton
deflection induced by EM fields [25, 26].∫

dl×B =
mpvp
eL2

(xs −Mx0) (16)

Here, xs − Mx0 is the beamlet deflection vector in the
detector plane. In these shots, the D+D neutron yield
varied from 1.3–1.8×109 and the average proton yield
was ∼100 counts per pixel.
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FIG. 4. Aligned and rotated x-ray and proton images. The top row (a-c) shows aligned images x-ray fluence and the
bottom row (d-f) show images of proton fluence (darker regions received higher fluence). A different mesh configuration is
shown in each column. The red and blue areas indicate selected regions for mesh reconstruction (red) and fluence inversions
(blue). The images are rotated so that beamlet rows are horizontal.

The left column (Fig. 4a,d) used a mesh that covered
the entire foil resulting in an entirely mesh-based recon-
struction within the red rectangular region. The center
column (Fig. 4b,e) used a mesh that covered only the top
half of the foil so the bottom half could be reconstructed
using fluence techniques (blue rectangle). This configu-
ration enables a comparison of mesh reconstructions and
fluence inversions from the same shot. And the last col-
umn (Fig. 4c,f) used a mesh with a square cutout in
the center, that supports an inversion that is embedded
inside a mesh reconstruction. This unique mesh design
provides high-fidelity, magnetic boundary conditions to
the inversion. The “Biermann Ring” in the proton im-
ages is a common feature in radiographs of laser-driven
foils and approximately corresponds to the location of
peak magnetic field strength around the laser spot.

Figure 5 shows magnetic reconstructions of the differ-
ent targets using mesh and fluence techniques. In each
configuration, a clockwise toroidal magnetic field is mea-
sured around the laser spot with a null on-axis. The half
mesh and outer mesh inversions used non-zero magnetic
boundary conditions informed from the mesh region (i.e.
comparison of the beamlet deflections between the x-ray
and proton images). In the half mesh configuration, sym-
metry over the x-axis is assumed so that the tangential
component of the magnetic field along the boundary, B∥,
is given by the nearest mesh reconstruction point in the
corresponding top half of the image. Indeed, the field
structure is expected to be azimuthally symmetric under
ideal conditions. In this case, the boundary conditions
have high uncertainty as they are not directly measured
along three sides. In the outer mesh configuration, B∥

along the boundary was simply taken to be the near-
est mesh point. The reconstructions assume that proton
deflections are entirely due to magnetic fields. Electric
contributions are discussed in Appendix A.
The mesh measurements provide information about

the perpendicular and parallel components of proton de-
flection along the boundary of the inversion. These can
be cast as Neumann and Dirichlet boundary conditions,
respectively. However, after considering the structure of
the PDE in Eq. (8) and assuming a specified source pro-
file, it is evident that only one type of boundary condition
(Neumann or Dirichlet) can be applied to the PDE so-
lution. Applying both would lead to an over-determined
system that does not have a solution in general. The res-
olution is that the equivalence (and overdetermination)
between Dirichlet and Neumann conditions assumes that
the PDE is being solved with the exact and correct pro-
ton source profile, Ψ0.
Indeed, we find that enforcing the “primary” Neu-

mann condition (perpendicular deflection) with an un-
optimized source profile produces a solution that gener-
ally does not match the directly measured parallel deflec-
tions. This indicates a fundamental connection between
boundary conditions and the observed and source proton
profiles. To address this, we develop a framework to in-
corporate this information on equal footing. Namely, the
key detail to reconcile the mismatch of this “secondary”
boundary condition is our ignorance of the source profile
which adds a degree of freedom. By tailoring the source
profile, the secondary boundary condition can also be
satisfied. Moreover, tailoring the source to match both
boundary conditions extracts the true source profile in
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FIG. 5. Magnetic field reconstruction: Magnetic field extracted from mesh deflection and fluence inversions in different
mesh configurations. a) The full mesh case was reconstructed entirely using mesh techniques. b) The top region of the half
mesh used mesh while the bottom region used fluence methods. c) The outer region of the outer mesh configuration used
mesh, whereas the inner region used fluence methods. The tangential component of the magnetic boundary conditions in the
inversion are informed from the mesh measurements. The electric fields are assumed negligible.

the absence of an experimentally measured one. The de-
tails of the source extraction are described in Section IV.

Figures 5(b) and 5(c) show fluence reconstructions for
the half-mesh and outer mesh configurations using this
analysis technique. In both configurations, we determine
a source profile which satisfies both magnetic boundary
conditions to within 1 T mm, as evidenced by the conti-
nuity of the field lines across the mesh-fluence border.

To provide a quantitative analysis between mesh and
fluence reconstructions, the azimuthal component of the
field is extracted and radially binned to produce a ra-
dial lineout shown in Fig. 6. Different targets are dis-
played in different colors and the inversion technique is
separated between Figs. 6a and 6b. The shaded regions
illustrate the standard deviation in each radial bin. The
outer mesh configuration has been corrected to account
for transverse electric fields using the method proposed in
[23]. Further details of the analysis can be found in Ap-
pendix A. The electric fields in the other configurations
were relatively weak and did not require this correction.

For radii less than 1.5 mm, the different techniques
and targets show excellent agreement and have the same
averaged peak field strength to within 25%. In addition,
the full mesh reconstruction (shown in blue) and both
reconstructions of the half mesh (shown in green) align
well, even capturing the multiple peak structures at r =
0.8 and 1.6 mm.

However, there is a notable discrepancy in the field pro-
files in the outer mesh case, shown in orange in Fig. 6.
The fluence inversion dips below the other configurations
between r = 1.5 and 2.2 mm. These radii correspond to
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FIG. 6. Magnetic field profile: Radial profile of the path-
integrated toroidal magnetic field, averaged in the azimuthal
direction for a) mesh measurements and b) fluence inversions.
The various target configurations are shown in different col-
ors and the shaded region shows the standard deviation within
each radial bin. In the outer mesh configuration, the deflec-
tion due to electric fields has been subtracted out as described
in Appendix A.

regions of the radiograph which contain both fluence and
mesh data, particularly the corners of the fluence region.
The field strength also differs between the two techniques
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in this region. This discrepancy is likely a consequence
of imperfect electric field subtraction as discussed in Ap-
pendix A. To summarize the findings of this Appendix,
we infer there was a line-integrated electric field up to
400 MVmmm−1 in the outward direction. This field
leads to an equivalent deflection of 2 mm in the detec-
tor plane, which is comparable in magnitude to the total
deflection of 3 mm of deflection, but in the opposite direc-
tion; the B fields are oriented to deflect protons inward
while the electric fields are oriented to deflect protons
outward.

IV. SOURCE PROFILE EXTRACTION

A. Method of Source Extraction

Uncertainty in the undeflected source profile has un-
dermined proton radiography inversions since their in-
ception. A correct choice of source profile is important
for faithful reconstructions, but is difficult to obtain as
the source and deflected proton images cannot be mea-
sured simultaneously. In this section, we demonstrate the
importance of obtaining the correct source profile and
introduce a method to solve for the correct profile by
simultaneously satisfying both magnetic field boundary
conditions.

As shown in Fig. 5, it is possible to embed a fluence
inversion inside of a mesh reconstruction. In this setup,
edge values of B∥ and B⊥ are extracted from the mesh
region. We recall the inversion will automatically match
the specified B∥ along the boundary as that is enforced
in the Neumann conditions of the inversion algorithm.
However, we find that depending on the source profile
(which we are solving for), B⊥ may or may not match
at the boundary. We assert that we can optimize for the
correct fluence profile that also matches B⊥ along the
boundary.

To begin, we represent the source Ψ0 as a sum of
Chebyshev basis polynomials.

Ψ0(x, y) =

N−1∑
i,j=0

AijTi(x)Tj(y) (17)

Here, Aij is an element in the weight array A, Ti is the
ith order Chebyshev polynomial of the first kind, and x
and y are normalized coordinates spanning from −1 to
1. It is convenient to enforce A00 = 1, corresponding to
the uniform fluence coefficient. In these shots, we find
the other elements are on the order of 0.01 to 0.1. Before
solving, the source is re-normalized to the fluence level
in the proton image to reduce the drift in the potential
shown in Eq. (13). We find that using 4 Chebyshev
polynomials (0th to 3th orders) is typically sufficient to
reduce the boundary residual of B⊥ to acceptable levels
of ∼ 1 T mm. The low order of the weight array allows
only large-scale fluctuations in the source (as measured
in [8]) and speeds up convergence.

In the first step of the optimization, the weight array
A is initialized to a uniform fluence so that Aij = δi0δj0.
Then, successive inversions calculate the boundary error
of B⊥ as each element in A is independently adjusted
by the finite difference step size λ as shown in Eq. (18).
The error, ϵ, is quantified as the root-mean-square-error
(RMSE) between the inversion and closest mesh point
along the boundary. The derivative of ϵ for the jth el-
ement of A is estimated through a centered difference
approximation according to Eq. (19).

ϵ±j = ϵ(A;Aj ± λ) (18)

∂ϵ

∂j
≈

ϵ+j − ϵ+j
2λ

(19)

After calculating the error derivative for each element
of A, a new weight array is estimated using a simple
gradient descent method.

An+1 = An − γ∇jϵ (20)

Here, γ is the gradient descent step size.
This process is iterated until the error falls below a

determined error threshold or the error converges. It is
possible that the chosen basis does not permit sources
that fall below the desired error. In this case, a higher
order Chebyshev basis or different basis set may be cho-
sen. It is helpful to scale down the proton image to an ar-
ray of size ∼ 50×50 to speed up the source optimization.
This does not significantly affect the optimized source, as
small scale-structure is already excluded due to the small-
ness of the basis set. Once the source is converged, the
image and source can both be scaled to full-size. An out-
line of the optimization algorithm is found in Appendix
B.

B. Source Extraction of Experimental Data

Figure 7 shows the results of magnetic field reconstruc-
tion with increasingly optimized source fluence. The
outer mesh configuration is inverted three times, each
with a different source profile to highlight the influence
of the sources on the resulting inversion. The different
sources are shown along the top row of Fig. 7, the mag-
netic inversions are embedded in the middle row, and a
boundary value comparison is presented in the bottom
row.
The left column uses a uniform source (Fig. 7a) to

generate the inversion (Fig. 7d). Visual inspection re-
veals that the field is strongly asymmetric and the field
lines are extremely mismatched across the inversion-mesh
interface. Figure 7g shows both components of the mag-
netic boundary values for the mesh measurement (dark
blue and red) and the inner inversion (light blue and red).
In the inversion, B∥ was constrained to fit the nearest
mesh points after smoothing, which explains the agree-
ment between the light and dark blue lines. However, B⊥
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FIG. 7. Source profile effects: Top row : Spatial profile of source Ψ0 used in the reconstruction, normalized to the mean
value. a) Uniform Ψ0. b) Plane fit to the proton image. c) Optimized Ψ0 to match the mesh B⊥ at the boundary. Middle row :
Embedded inversion using different background proton fluence profiles Ψ0. Bottom row : Boundary values of the tangential
and normal magnetic fields for mesh and fluence reconstructions. B∥ boundary conditions in the inversion are smoothed. The
subplot below shows the residual in B⊥ between inversion and mesh reconstruction. All deflection is assumed to be of magnetic
origin.

was free and serves as a metric for the accuracy of the
source profile when compared to the directly measured
edge values. In this case, the values of B⊥ strongly de-
viate from the mesh values, resulting in a large RMSE
of 4.8 Tmm, which is a significant error on the order of
the peak field strength and over twice the RMS field over
the measured region. In particular, several locations in
the inversion obtain a field strength 2 to 3 times higher

than what the mesh method measures and are therefore
in significant error. The residual of edge values of B⊥
are shown in the bottom half of Fig. 7g and indicate
systematic regions of edge mismatch. The high error and
discontinuity of the field lines suggest that a uniform Ψ0

is a poor choice of source profile.

The central column uses a source profile that is a plane
fit to the observed proton fluence pattern (Fig. 7b). This
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method is often used in experimental inversions and of-
fers insight into the inversion errors introduced in anal-
yses without boundary information. Relative to the uni-
form Ψ0 case, the corresponding reconstruction in Fig.
7e has better symmetry and field-line matching across
the boundary, although there are still clear regions along
the edge that have large discontinuities in B⊥. Figure
7h shows the B⊥ RMSE is reduced to 2.9 Tmm and the
local regions of high peak field have been eliminated.

Finally, the right column uses an optimized source pro-
file that minimizes the B⊥ RMSE. A 4×4 weight array
was used to generate the source using Chebyshev basis
polynomials from Eq. (17). This led to smooth variations
across the domain as shown in Fig. 7c. The optimized
source has qualitative similarities to the plane fit Ψ0; the
top of the domain has greater fluence than the bottom.
The main differences lie in the corners of the optimized
Ψ0, which have less fluence than the plane fit. The opti-
mized Ψ0 also has large variations in the fluence, ranging
from normalized values of 0.4 to 1.2. Variations of this
magnitude are also found in a null shot of the D3He back-
lighter, lending credibility to the large source variation.
The null shot is described in Appendix C. The field lines
in the inversion almost perfectly match across the bound-
ary (Fig. 7f). This is supported in Fig. 7i which shows
that the edge fields in mesh and fluence methods are
almost identical and have a B⊥ RMSE of 0.7 Tmm. Ad-
ditionally, the B⊥ residuals are largely uncorrelated and
indicate systematic mismatching has been minimized.

The optimized source profile took 13 iterations for the
source to converge and used finite difference step size
λ = 0.02 and gradient descent step size γ = 0.02. Each
iteration required 30 inversions (15 array elements × 2
solves per element) and the entire optimization took 30
minutes on a personal laptop, demonstrating the feasi-
bility of this approach. The fast run time was aided by
starting the Monge-Ampère solve from a previous solu-
tion ϕ(x0), to reduce the number of required iterations,
and by downscaling the proton image by 50%.

As shown above, the basis set of Eq. (17) is successful
at significantly improving the match of the edge mag-
netic fields between the fluence reconstruction and direct
mesh measurements, reducing the residual errors from
the 100%-level to erros that are comparable to individ-
ual beamlet measurement errors. Therefore, this method
makes significant steps over prior techniques.

Nevertheless we should re-iterate the fundamental as-
sumptions of this method and possible blind spots. Most
fundamentally, our method implicity assumes that the
source fluence profile variation is entirely at long wave-
lengths that can be captured by the basis set of Eq. (17).
By extension, we assumes that all high-frequency compo-
nents in the observed fluence profile are produced by true
EM fields in the plasma. This assumption is supported
by direct measurements of the fluence variations (Ref. [8]
and repeated in Appendix B for the present data).

V. INVERSION ERROR

Understanding and evaluating the errors in proton ra-
diography inversions is crucial to obtaining quantitiative
physics results. Two main sources of uncertainty that can
enter fluence-based inversions are: (1) error in the bound-
ary information which propagates into the interior of the
inversion and (2) error in selecting the correct source pro-
file. Kasim et al. [20] has demonstrated progress in the
latter through a statistical procedure by which a large
ensemble of potential source profiles are generated via a
Gaussian process. The ensemble relies on several exper-
imental null shots to understand the characteristic cor-
relation lengths and magnitudes of the source perturba-
tions. The sources are then used to create a family of
inversions where the spread in the inversion fields esti-
mates the uncertainty introduced from ignorance in the
exact source profile. However, this work did not incorpo-
rate boundary information; B∥ vanishes on the edge of
the domain and the influence of the source on boundary
values of B⊥ is not considered. Since boundary informa-
tion of the fields is known from beamlet deflections in
the mesh, then the possible source profiles are limited to
only those that satisfy these boundaries, to within some
error tolerance. In this section, we outline a Monte Carlo
scheme to quantify the inversion error that stems from
uncertainty in the source profile when boundary informa-
tion is known.
We generate a large ensemble of inversions from ran-

domly generated source profiles, which can be analyzed
statistically to estimate the inversion uncertainty. Key
distinctions in our approach include 1) using a single op-
timized source as a baseline for perturbations, and 2)
limiting the magnitude of the perturbations to maintain
good matching of the boundary information.
To generate each inversion, the coefficient matrix A is

perturbed away from its optimal value Â and the inver-
sion is recalculated. The boundary values of B∥ remain
matched with the mesh measurements, but the B⊥ error
will inevitably increase as quantified by χ2 in Eqs. (21)
and (22). Here, the uncertainty in the mesh measure-
ment σ is taken to be 1 Tmm which is approximately
one pixel worth of beamlet deflection.

χ2(A) =
∑

beamlets

[
(B⊥,inv(A)−B⊥,mesh)

2

σ2

]
(21)

∆χ2(A) = χ2(A)− χ2(Â) (22)

If the error in B⊥ grows too large, the perturbed source
is unlikely to represent the experimental profile and the
inversion is excluded from the ensemble. As we adjust
the 15 coefficients in A, excluding the A00 element, the
increase in χ2 follows the χ2 probability distribution with
15 degrees of freedom [31]. Therefore, we can reject any
inversions that produce a ∆χ2 exceeding the threshold
value, which is set based on the desired confidence level
and the number of degrees of freedom. A threshold value
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FIG. 8. Inversion uncertainty for outer mesh: a) Bound-
ary B⊥ values for the mesh (black), an optimized inversion
(green), a weakly perturbed inversion that is included in the
ensemble (orange), and a strongly perturbed inversion that
is rejected from the ensemble (purple). b) Radial profile of
the path-integrated, azimuthal magnetic field with 95% confi-
dence error bands given by the shaded gray area. The profile
of the optimized inversion is shown in green and examples in-
version profiles from perturbed sources are shown in dashed
orange lines. c) Point-wise uncertainty of the path-integrated,
azimuthal magnetic field. Each point is calculated as half the
range of values across the ensemble.

of ∆χ2 = 25 is used, corresponding to a 95% confidence
interval for 15 degrees of freedom. This approach maps
out the source parameter space that encloses 95% of the
probability [31]. Over 1000 different inversions were cal-
culated and 500 of these had sufficiently low boundary

errors to be added to the ensemble.

Boundary values of B⊥ for the mesh and different in-
versions is shown in Fig. 8a. The mesh is displayed by the
black curve, the optimized source is in green, and two se-
lected inversions are in orange and purple. The optimized
inversion matches the mesh well, while the perturbed in-
versions deviate. The orange curve has a ∆χ2 value of 18
and is added to the ensemble, whereas the purple line ac-
cumulates an error of ∆χ2 =34 and is therefore rejected.
Visual inspection of the curves supports this threshold
value as the rejected inversion has several regions of cor-
related errors of 2 Tmm, which is ∼50% of the measured
value. The included inversion has boundary values that
are only moderately mismatched.

The resulting ensemble can then be used to analyze
the inversion uncertainty. For example, each inversion
may be azimuthally averaged to obtain a family of radial
profiles. The range of these profiles is shown by the gray
area in Fig. 8b and traces out the 95% confidence in-
terval from uncertainty in the source optimization. The
optimized source is shown in the green curve and sev-
eral example profiles are shown in dashed orange curves.
The half-range has a maximum value of 2.2 T mm at
the peak of the profile located at r = 0.85 mm, which
corresponds to an uncertainty of 21%. The uncertainty
is most pronounced here as different inversions peak at
slightly different locations, which leads to a broad range.
Furthermore, this region is highly sensitive to source per-
turbations due to the large field strength and the small
spatial scale that the field is peaked over.

Figure 8c shows the half-range of the path-integrated
azimuthal magnetic field across the ensemble. Again,
the uncertainty is peaked around the field maximum at
r = 0.85 mm and has localized pockets of large uncer-
tainty up to 3.5 T mm. The variation is minimized at
the edges where the fields do not change from inversion
to inversion significantly due to the enforcement of B∥
throughout the ensemble and the small deviations of B⊥
resulting from perturbing the source only slightly. Here,
uncertainty in the boundary conditions would contribute
and can be included straightforwardly via an additional
Monte Carlo analysis. However, we find that the interior
of the inversion is relatively insensitive to non-correlated
boundary perturbations and has therefore been neglected
in this work.

In addition to a point-wise comparison, it is also help-
ful to directly compare specific features of the different
inversions. For example, the magnetic flux in the inver-
sion (defined as Φ =

∫
dz dr Bθ) varies from 6.5 to 12.0

T mm2 across the ensemble and the location of the peak
is bounded from r =0.75 to 0.88 mm. As another exam-
ple, the mechanisms in magnetic reconnection strongly
depend on current sheet parameters such as the peak
current and sheet width. However, the locations of these
features are sensitive to the boundary information and
the source profile, which might lead to large point-wise
variation across an ensemble. For example, Ref. [14]
shows (in the 1-D case) how variation in the source pro-
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file leads to different locations of a magnetic reconnection
current sheet in various reconstructions. However, other
quantities such as the peak current are relatively robust
between reconstructions. For this reason, it will likely be
of interest to develop analyses that handle the full fam-
ily of reconstructions in a sophisticated manner, beyond
reducing the data sets to a pointwise mean and variance.

Lastly, using a finite basis representation contributes
uncertainty in the form of a truncation error from ne-
glecting higher order terms. A discussion of this effect is
given in Appendix D.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, we address the critical issues of cor-
rectly determining magnetic boundary conditions and
proton source profiles for accurate proton radiography
inversions. These factors are often overlooked, primar-
ily due to limitations in measurement capabilities. Here,
nonzero boundary conditions were implemented and val-
idated in the PROBLEM code implementation [10] of
the Monge-Ampère inversion algorithm. These bound-
ary conditions were then applied to proton radiography
experiments of laser-driven foils, whose fields were recon-
structed with both fluence and high-fidelity mesh tech-
niques in the same shot. The mesh measurements were
used as a benchmark and provided nonzero boundary
conditions for the fluence inversions. We find good agree-
ment between mesh and fluence reconstructions only
when nonzero boundary conditions are used.

Furthermore, we introduced a scheme to determine
the proton source pattern, a long-standing issue for pro-
ton radiography inversions. By embedding a fluence in-
version within a mesh region, the mesh provides over-
constrained magnetic boundary conditions (B∥ and B⊥),
which are used to constrain the source. In particular the
boundary condition for B∥ is applied to coincide with
the mesh measurement and the source profile is itera-
tively tuned to also match the mesh B⊥ measurement. A
simple gradient descent approach was used to optimize
the source and led to a small error between mesh and
fluence boundary values (B⊥ RMSE = 0.7 Tmm). Con-
sequently, the field lines were nearly continuous across
the fluence-mesh interface. This scheme significantly im-
proves the accuracy of fluence-based inversions. The
repercussions of choosing an incorrect source are also dis-
cussed.

Lastly, we estimated the inversion error stemming from
uncertainties in the optimization of the source. We gen-
erated an ensemble of inversions using sources that have
been perturbed away from the optimized profile. The to-
tal inversion uncertainty is calculated from the range of
possible inversions that match the boundary information
to within a threshold value.

The techniques for boundary condition implementa-
tion, source profile optimization, and uncertainty estima-
tion have direct applications for future proton inversions

that have boundary information. Future work will di-
rectly use these methods to study magnetic reconnection,
where boundary conditions and accurate source profiles
are especially important to reliably recover the recon-
nected magnetic flux and reconstruct small-scale struc-
tures [15].
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Appendix A: E vs. B Analysis in Outer Mesh

Both mesh and fluence methods extract proton deflec-
tion, which can originate from electric or magnetic fields.
Although the transverse electric field is often subdomi-
nant in laser-foil systems, it is important to distinguish
between the two fields. One method of decoupling the
fields is through the use of two mono-energetic popu-
lations of protons, specifically the 3 MeV protons from
the D-D fusion reaction and the 14.7 MeV protons from
the D-3He fusion reaction as detailed in [23]. Measur-
ing the deflection of each proton population breaks the
degeneracy of the fields and allows the extraction of path-
integrated electric and magnetic fields.
Figure 9 shows the D-D proton fluence in the outer

mesh configuration. Although the mesh beamlets are
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FIG. 9. 3 MeV proton fluence in outer mesh configuration
with overlaid edges of the mesh for x-rays (blue), 14.7 MeV
protons (red), and 3 MeV protons (yellow). The magnetic
and electric deflections for the 14.7 MeV protons are shown
in purple and pink, respectively. Their magnitudes have been
scaled 2× for visibility.

blurred due to proton scattering within the target, promi-
nent features like the edges of the mesh are still visible.
Therefore, comparison of the edge deflections gives the
contribution of the deflection due to electric and mag-
netic fields. The mesh edges for the x-rays and the two
proton populations have been identified and are overlaid
in solid lines. Importantly, we find that the edge deflec-
tion does not scale with proton energy as d ∝ K−1/2

as one would expect if the deflection were solely due to
magnetic fields. Instead, the deflection scaling indicates
the presence of electric fields too.

The magnetic and electric contribution to the D-3He
proton deflections is shown by the purple and pink vec-
tors. There is a prominent outward electric field around
the inner edge of the mesh that likely explains why the
magnitude of the D-3He proton deflections were reduced
relative to the other mesh configurations; the electric field
partially compensated for the inward magnetic deflection.
Note that this method captures only the normal compo-
nent of the deflection and the 200 ps time-of-flight dif-
ference is assumed negligible on the 1 ns field evolution
timescale.

Figure 10a shows the path-integrated electric field after
linearly interpolating between the edges. Regions out-
side of the convex hull of the interpolation have been ex-
cluded. The direction of the electric field is radially out-
ward, which suggests that the electric field near the cen-
ter of the fluence region is relatively weak. The electric
field may originate from charging of the mesh or target
stalk, positioned in the upper-right corner of the target.
Future efforts may use a mesh with larger pitch to pre-

FIG. 10. a) Path-integrated electric field after interpolation.
b) Radial profile of the path-integrated toroidal magnetic field
with electric field correction (blue) and without (red). The
dashed lines used fluence inversions and the solid lines used
mesh measurements

vent beamlet blurring and would improve the accuracy
and coverage of this method.

Compensating for the electric fields significantly alters
the magnetic field profile as shown in Fig. 10b. The cor-
rected curve more closely matches the other experimental
configurations shown in Fig. 6.



14

Appendix B: Algorithm for Source Optimization
Using Gradient Descent

Algorithm 1 Source optimization with Grad. Descent

1: Load proton image P
2: Define finite difference step size λ ∼ 0.02, gradient descent

step size γ ∼ 0.02, and error threshold ∼ 1 Tmm
3: if P is large then
4: Scale P down to ∼ 50× 50 array
5: end if
6: Initialize weight array A

(0)
ij = δi0δj0

7: Generate source Ψ0(A
(0)) from Chebyshev expansion of

A(0) and normalize to proton fluence in P
8: Call inversion until fully converged
9: Calculate RMSE for B⊥ on the boundary: ϵ(0)

10: for i = 1 to ∞ do
11: for all elements j > 0 in A do
12: Increase jth element of A and generate Ψ0(A

+):

A+ = A(i−1), A+
j = A+

j + λ

13: Call inversion and save RMSE: ϵ+

14: Decrease jth element of A and generate Ψ0(A
−):

A− = A(i−1), A−
j = A−

j − λ

15: Call inversion and save RMSE: ϵ−

16: Calculate derivative: ∂ϵ/∂j ≈ (ϵ+ − ϵ−)/2λ
17: end for
18: Step forward weight array using gradient descent:

A(i) = A(i−1) − γ∇jϵ
19: Generate source Ψ0(A

(i)) and call inversion

20: Calculate and save RMSE: ϵ(i)

21: if ϵ(i) < θ error threshold OR converged then
22: BREAK
23: end if
24: end for

Appendix C: Null Shot Fluence Variation

In order to give confidence in the extracted source pro-
files, we conducted an undriven “null” shot to examine
the intrinsic fluence variation in the absence of any driven
EM fields. Figure 11a displays the 14.7 MeV proton flu-
ence for a null shot taken under the same backlighter
laser configuration as the experiments discussed in Sec-
tion III. The target features a mesh on the top and bot-
tom regions as well as a rectangular cutout in the center;
these prevent a study of the proton variation over the en-
tire proton image. Instead, we are limited to the regions
outlined by the blue and red rectangles which have no
target features.

Although shot-to-shot variations preclude a direct
comparison between this null shot and the extracted
sources, more general statements may be made on the
scale and magnitude of the spatial variation. Figure 11b
shows fluence lineouts that have been averaged over the
blue and red rectangles. The fluence varies by a factor of
2 over 2 mm in the target plane. The scale and magni-
tude of these variations is in good agreement with the ex-
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FIG. 11. a) 14.7 MeV proton fluence for null shot without
drive beams. The blue and red rectangles show where lineouts
where taken. b) Fluence lineout averaged in the y-direction
over the blue and red regions (solid lines) and a 4th-order
Chebyshev polynomial fit (dashed lines).

tracted source profile in the outer mesh configuration dis-
cussed in Section IV. In that configuration, the extracted
profile varies by a factor of∼2.5 over 2 mm. Furthermore,
a 4th-order Chebyshev polynomial fit (5 terms) is shown
in dashed lines and has overall good agreement to the
lineouts. This 1-d check supports the use of the Cheby-
shev basis since agreement is found within a relatively
low order. Overall, these agreements lend credibility to
our extracted profiles and methodology.

Appendix D: Source Truncation Error

A sufficiently large basis set is necessary to adequately
capture variations in the proton source profile. Neglect-
ing higher-order terms may lead to a poor optimization
that induce large boundary errors. Here, we discuss the
qualifications for truncating the higher order terms and
determine the error in doing so.
The effect of neglecting higher-order terms is studied

by optimizing the outer mesh source profile with five ba-
sis sets of varying size, ranging from a 1×1 weight ar-
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FIG. 12. a) Difference in path-integrated magnetic field when
a 5×5 versus 4×4 weight array was used to determine the
source. b) Toroidal magnetic field profile after azimuthally
averaging for different basis matrix sizes. Note that electric
field corrections have not been included in this plot.

ray (uniform fluence) to 5×5 (up to 4rd order Cheby-
shev polynomial in each direction). Figure 12a shows the
residual of the path-integrated magnetic field associated

with truncating the basis at a 4×4 matrix, compared to
extending the basis to 5×5. The field profile is largely
unchanged between the two basis sets and the inversion
residual has a mean value of 0.4 Tmm and maximum
value of 1.2 Tmm. These values are small compared
to the peak field of ∼ 5 Tmm. Note that this is the
peak field without correcting for electric fields as out-
lined in Appendix A. Figure 12b shows the radial profile
of the different solves and the clear convergence to the
final profile, without electric field corrections. The ap-
propriate truncation point can also be estimated using
the B⊥ RMSE plateau. The RMSE decreases from 4.8
to 0.7 Tmm as the basis size is increased from 1×1 to
4×4 (used in this paper). Further increasing the size to
5×5 only slightly decreases the RMSE to 0.6 Tmm, in-
dicating that a 4×4 basis is sufficient to minimize the
boundary error. The basis set is sufficiently large when
both the B⊥ RMSE and the inversions start to converge;
low-order terms are necessary to establish the general
structure of the source, but higher-order corrections be-
come increasingly unimportant.
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