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ABSTRACT

Models for the transport of high energy charged particles through strong magnetic turbulence play

a key role in space and astrophysical studies, such as describing the propagation of solar energetic

particles and high energy cosmic rays. Inspired by the recent advances in high-performance machine

learning techniques, we investigate the application of generative diffusion models to synthesizing test

particle trajectories obtained from a turbulent magnetohydrodynamics simulation. We consider veloc-

ity increment, spatial transport and curvature statistics, and find excellent agreement with the baseline

trajectories for fixed particle energies. Additionally, we consider two synthetic turbulence models for

comparison. Finally, challenges towards an application-ready transport model based on our approach

are discussed.

Keywords: cosmic rays, magnetohydrodynamics, intermittency, machine learning, generative diffusion

models

1. INTRODUCTION

The study of fast particle propagation in turbulent magnetic fields is a fascinating area of research with many open

questions. An accurate description of cosmic ray transport is crucial for understanding the signatures of cosmic ray

electrons and hadrons, as well as gamma rays and neutrinos. Turbulence plays a key role in governing particle transport

in galactic outflows and the interstellar medium, which is typically modelled using diffusion tensors in transport

equations. In recent years, the significance of intermittency, coherent structures, and local mirror configurations within
underlying magnetohydrodynamic turbulence has become evident for understanding the complex diffusion process (see

e.g. Sampson et al. (2022); Reichherzer et al. (2023); Ewart et al. (2024); Butsky et al. (2024); Barreto-Mota et al.

(2024); Kamal Youssef, F. R. & Grenier, I. A. (2024); Ntormousi et al. (2024)). These insights highlight the need for

new approaches to address this topic effectively.

A natural approach to the study of particle transport in turbulence consists in a numerical solution of the mag-

netohydrodynamic (MHD) equations and the propagation of test particles in turbulent MHD fields. This approach

has been applied to simulate small regions of interest to extract processes and effective diffusion coefficients as in-

put for coarse-grained transport descriptions. The dream to describe significantly larger regions of interest (e.g., the

heliosphere, see below, the interstellar medium, or galactic outflows) in this way will, however, remain one for the

foreseeable future: for simulations covering, e.g., the whole heliosphere one has to resolve small scales at the ion-gyro

radius (∼ 105 m), where damping processes operate, up to about 100AU, which is the distance to the solar wind

termination shock. This would result in a mesh of about 1 500 0003 points, a size which is not possible to handle in

the near future.

To circumvent this problem, different strategies involving the generation of synthetic turbulence fields have been

designed, as described below. However, all the methods presented so far have shortcomings that may affect simulation

results to different degrees. For example, most methods only require as input the shape of the energy spectrum of

the synthetic turbulence (e.g. that of a Kolmogorov spectrum (Kolmogorov 1941)). However, fields with localized
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structures and Gaussian turbulent fields can exhibit an identical energy spectrum, while particles moving within will

have quite different transport properties.

The various efforts to numerically simulate the transport of relativistic particles in turbulent magnetic fields started

with the pioneering work by Giacalone & Jokipii (1999). This and subsequent work (e.g., Casse et al. 2001; Qin

et al. 2002; Tautz 2010; Tautz & Dosch 2013; Laitinen et al. 2012; Reichherzer et al. 2020, and references therein)

were based on a superposition of Fourier modes aimed at testing for which regimes the transport remains diffusive (as

opposed to, e.g., subdiffusive perpendicular to the magnetic guide field) and, if so, also aimed at the structure of the

diffusion tensor. Most of these simulations made use of specific turbulence spectra like isotropic, slab, or slab/two-

dimensional ones and employed a homogeneous guide field (see e.g. Dundovic et al. (2020) where a detailed comparison

of these approaches with respect to parallel and perpendicular diffusion is presented). Simulations using turbulent

electromagnetic fields obtained from direct numerical simulations of the MHD equations have been conducted by e.g.

Cohet, R. & Marcowith, A. (2016) and Wisniewski et al. (2012). These direct approaches have the disadvantage that

only very limited Reynolds numbers can be achieved. Studies of particle transport in anisotropic turbulence (Pommois

et al. 2007) have already shown that, in addition to diffusion, superdiffusion as well as subdiffusion can occur subject to

the strength of the anisotropy. Several papers address the effects of intermittency on particle transport. Alouani-Bibi

& le Roux (2014) introduced an intermittency model in which the deviation from a Gaussian PDF is generated by

modifying the amplitudes of the plane wave modes with a q-Gaussian statistic. Pucci et al. (2016) applied the so-called

p-model (Meneveau & Sreenivasan 1987) to generate intermittent turbulent fields. One conclusion from this study was

that intermittency mainly increases parallel transport. Shukurov et al. (2017) introduced an intermittent magnetic

field by solving the induction equation with a given velocity field. Their conclusion was that intermittency has a

profound effect on the diffusion tensor, especially for energies E ≲ 1010 GeV. The conjecture that intermittency most

likely has no impact on the diffusion of ultra high-energy particles is confirmed in a laser-driven plasma experiment

(Chen et al. 2020). Durrive et al. (2020) presented a method for generating magnetic turbulence by generalizing an

approach from fluid dynamics (Pereira et al. 2016). This method is based on a generalized Biot-Savart kernel that

takes into account the stretching of the vorticity encoded in the Cauchy-Green tensor. Fourier methods are used to

calculate the integral.

To summarize the situation, extremely sophisticated methods (see also Juneja et al. (1994); Biferale et al. (1998);

Robitaille et al. (2020); Muzy (2019); Lübke et al. (2023, 2024); Durrive et al. (2022); Maci et al. (2024)) were developed

in the last decades to generate synthetic turbulent fields obeying given energy spectra but more importantly a given

scaling of higher order structure functions as expected in hydrodynamics (She & Leveque 1994; Yakhot 2006) or MHD

turbulence (Grauer et al. 1994). However, these methods do not provide the appropriate coherent structures such as

shocks, vortex tubes or current sheets that seem necessary to describe the transport of cosmic particles in turbulent

fields. In somewhat technical terms, even the infinite set of higher order two-point structure function exponents do not

describe the necessary correlations to characterize coherent structures: nearly singular structures introduce non-trivial

structure function scaling but the converse does not hold.

An attempt to introduce coherent structures in the synthetic fields was made based on an idea by Rosales & Meneveau

(2008) in the work of Subedi et al. (2014). An improved version with scale dependent advection was introduced in

Lübke et al. (2024). Even though the model includes intermittency and successfully generates pronounced coherent

structures, it does only slightly improve the transport of charged test particles compared to the results from direct

numerical simulations of MHD. Additionally, to create effective synthetic fields for studying cosmic ray transport and

modulation, it is essential to understand the key interactions between cosmic rays and turbulent structures that lead

in the desired transport behavior. Some of these interactions are fast transport in coherent structures (Shukurov et al.

(2017); Hu et al. (2022)), magnetic moment scattering due to sharp field line bends (Lemoine (2023); Kempski et al.

(2023)) and magnetic mirroring (Lazarian & Xu (2021); Zhang & Xu (2023)).

In this paper we take a different approach to attack the problem of having a quantitative accurate stochastic model

for the complex motions of cosmic rays in a turbulent magnetic field. We apply a state-of-the-art generative Diffusion

Model to generate Lagrangian trajectories of cosmic rays propagated by the Lorentz force. Diffusion Models have

become apparent in the last couple of years, outperforming other generative models like Generative Adversarial Net-

works (Dhariwal & Nichol 2021a). They were originally developed for image synthesis (Ho et al. 2020), but have found

great use in various other domains, including medical imaging (Özbey et al. 2023), audio semantic communication

(Grassucci et al. 2024), molecule design (Bilodeau et al. 2022), etc. Their main strength lies in the ability to learn

any probability distribution for a given training set and generate samples with high diversity and fidelity. Recently,
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Li et al. (2024b,c) successfully employed a diffusion model to generate Lagrangian trajectories in 3D hydrodynamic

turbulence, accurately reproducing all pertinent statistical benchmarks, including multi-scaling non-Gaussian fluc-

tuations and cross-correlation between the three velocity components. This paper expands upon that work from a

magnetohydrodynamics perspective, incorporating a highly turbulent magnetic field obtained from direct numerical

simulations for the generation of cosmic ray trajectories. The goal is to provide a first quantitatively correct black-

box stochastic modeling of this intricate phenomenon for charged particles over a range of different energies. This is

intended as a first step towards more and more expressive generative models, able to extrapolate to energies outside

of the provided training data. This is also a first step towards building of sophisticated non-linear interpolation and

imputation techniques, capable to refill gaps in observed temporal series (Cressie 1990; Williams & Rasmussen 2005;

Lübke et al. 2023; Li et al. 2024a). The grand long-term challenge is to learn in a reduced latent variable space an

effective interpretable interaction potential able to generate the Lagrangian trajectories in terms of a few physically-

motivated hyper-parameters, as recently proposed for wavelet score-based generative models (Guth et al. 2022; Morel

et al. 2024; Lempereur & Mallat 2024).

The paper starts by describing the methods in Section 2, consisting of the baseline test particle simulation, training of

and sampling from the generative diffusion model, and the statistics employed for evaluating the synthetic trajectories.

Section 3 discusses the obtained results, consisting of non-Gaussian anomalous scaling of short-time velocity increments,

long-time integrated spatial transport, as well as the curvature and torsion of the gyro-center motion. Additionally,

trajectories obtained from two synthetic turbulent fields are included to the comparison. Finally, Section 4 concludes

the paper by providing a summary and further outlook.

2. METHODS

2.1. Charged Particle Motion in MHD Turbulence

In this paper we consider incompressible magnetohydrodynamic flows with constant density (Biskamp 2003; Goed-

bloed et al. 2019) in a uniform periodic cube goverened by

∂u

∂t
+ u · ∇u− b · ∇b = −∇p+ ν∇2u+ f , ∇ · u = 0 (1a)

∂b

∂t
+ u · ∇b− b · ∇u = η∇2b, ∇ · b = 0. (1b)

Incompressible magnetohydrodynamic turbulence is characterized by the magnetic Prandtl number Pm = ν
η and the

associated kinetic and magnetic Reynolds numbers. We do not discuss features of magnetohydrodynamic turbulence

here but refer to the excellent review by Schekochihin (2022) where the current picture of the important features

in the understanding of the MHD turbulence are summarized. We performed simulations of MHD turbulence using

the pseudo-spectral code SpecDyn which is tailored for modern HPC architectures (Wilbert et al. 2022; Wilbert

2023). Simulations were performed with a resolution of N3 = 10243 and a magnetic Prandtl number Pm = 1 with

ν = η = 1.2 × 10−3. The kinetic and magnetic Reynolds based on the Taylor scale are Rλ = 439 and Rλ,m = 94.

The velocity field was driven by a random force on low Fourier modes 1 ≤ k ≤ 3 using a forcing scheme proposed

in Alvelius (1999) which is characterized by a low noise level in the time evolution of the turbulence bulk quantities.

Forcing is only applied to the velocity field, the magnetic field is generated by the dynamo action in three dimensions.

Test particles are propagated through static snapshots of the MHD simulation by solving the Newton-Lorentz

equations
dX

dt
= V,

dV

dt
= αV × b

(
X(t)

)
, (2)

where the dimensionless parameter α = t0ωg = l0/rg is proportional to the particle’s gyro-frequency ωg = brms|q|/m
and the inverse of the particle’s maximal gyro-radius rg = v0/ωg, where l0 and t0 denote the typical length and time

scale in the system. An important feature of the particle dynamics is that the particle’s kinetic energy mv20/2 is

conserved. The parameter α gives the coupling strength between the test particle and the underlying magnetic field,

which is related to the particle’s energy (low energy particles are coupled strongly to the field, while high energy

particles are coupled weakly).

Equation (2) is solved with a Boris scheme (Boris 1970), which conserves the kinetic energy up to machine precision.

A fixed timestep is chosen as ∆t = 10−2 × 2π/α, such that a typical gyration is resolved with 100 steps. In total

we simulate 96 000 particles per α in ten statistically independent snapshots of the MHD simulation with periodic
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boundary conditions and record their trajectories consisting of spatial and velocity components X(t) and V(t), as

well as the magnetic field b
(
X(t)

)
. The trajectories have a length of 1 000 typical gyrations, resulting in 100 000 data

points per trajectory and are allowed to repeatedly cross through the domain. For α = 512 the typical gyro-radius is

comparable to the grid size, particles closely follow magnetic fieldlines and are susceptible to confinement in coherent

structures. For α = 32 the typical gyro-radius is much larger, so the particles experience a coarse average of the

magnetic field, resulting in trajectories akin to a random walk. Additionally we consider α = 128 as an intermediate

case. Also note that temporal statistics of charged particles in static snapshots are really biased spatial statistics of

the underlying magnetic field.

2.2. Generative Diffusion Model

For generating the velocity trajectories V = {V(tk) | tk = k∆t, k = 0, · · · , N − 1} at N discrete times, we employ

a Generative Diffusion Model (Ho et al. 2020; Nichol & Dhariwal 2021). Diffusion models (DM) consist of a forward

process and a backward process, as schematically depicted in Figure 1. The forward process is a Markov chain that

iteratively adds Gaussian noise ϵ ∼ N (0, Id) to training data V0 via

Vn =
√

1− βn Vn−1 +
√
βn ϵ, (3)

such that the distribution of Vn converges to N (0, Id) as n → ∞. The variances βn are predetermined and follow a

fixed noise schedule. Since we are working with Gaussian noise, Equation (3) can be written in terms of the initial

and final trajectories as

Vn =
√
ᾱn V0 +

√
1− ᾱn ϵ, (4)

with ᾱn =
∏n

i=1(1 − βi), which removes the need to compute all intermediate steps {V1, · · · ,Vn−1}. The transition

probability distributions for Equations (3) and (4) can be found by observing that Vn is a Gaussian random variable

with mean
√
1− βn Vn−1 and variance βn, or mean

√
ᾱn V0 and variance 1− ᾱn as

q(Vn|Vn−1) = N (
√
1− βn Vn−1, βn Id), (5)

q(Vn|V0) = N (
√
ᾱn V0, (1− ᾱn) Id). (6)

The backward process is a reverse Markov chain, modeled by a neural network that learns to undo the forward diffusion

steps by sampling from the inverse transition probability

pθ(Vn−1|Vn) = N
(
µθ(Vn, n), σ

2
n Id

)
, (7)

where the mean µθ(Vn, n) is predicted by the neural network via

µθ(Vn, n) =
1√
ᾱn

(
Vn − βn√

1− ᾱn
ϵθ(Vn, n)

)
. (8)

The neural network, parametrized by θ, is trained by minimizing an upper bound of the negative log likelihood, which

can be simplified as (see Ho et al. (2020))

Lsimple = En,V0∼q(V0), ϵ∼N (0,Id)

[
∥ϵ− ϵθ(Vn, n)∥2

]
, (9)

where the expected value is taken over n sampled uniformly from 1 to N , as well as the training data and Gaussian

noise. The training algorithm is listed in Algorithm 1. Once training is completed, new trajectories can be generated by

sampling from the trained model, starting with uncorrelated Gaussian noise and looping through the reverse Markov

chain. The sampling algorithm is listed in Algorithm 2. From a mathematical point of view, the model learns to

approximate the probability distribution of all trajectories in the training set. Afterwards, it can sample from that

distribution generating new trajectories that obey the same statistics as the training data.

The neural network used is based on the work of Dhariwal & Nichol (2021b) and utilizes a U-Net architecture

(Ronneberger et al. 2015). This architecture is a fully convolutional neural network consisting of two parts: an encoder

and a decoder. Firstly, the training data are progressively down-sampled in the encoder, reducing the dimension of the

training data and extracting conceptual features. In the decoder, the network upsamples the data again and learns

these features, while also recovering the original dimension. The encoder and decoder are connected by a bottleneck,
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Figure 1. Schematic illustration of the Diffusion Model (DM) process.

Algorithm 1 Training

1: Randomly select a trajectory V0 from the training dataset distribution q(V0).
2: Randomly select a diffusion step n in the Markov chain from the uniform distribution {1, ..., N}.
3: Create noise according to ϵ ∼ N (0, Id).
4: Compute the noisy trajectory in the n-th step of the Markov chain as Vn =

√
ᾱnV0 +

√
1− ᾱnϵ.

5: Make a gradient descent step with ∇θ||ϵ− ϵθ(Vn, n)||2 where ϵθ(Vn, n) is the predicted noise by the network.
6: Repeat steps 1-5 until converged.

Algorithm 2 Sampling

1: Create a trajectory that is pure Gaussian noise VN ∼ N (0, Id).
2: Loop through the backward Markov chain:
3: for n = N, ..., 1 do
4: if n > 1 then
5: ϵ ∼ N (0, Id)
6: else
7: ϵ = 0 ▷ No additional noise in the last step
8: end if
9: Vn−1 = µθ(Vn, n) + σ̃n ϵ

10: end for
11: Return V0.

creating a “U” shape, which gives the architecture its name. Each encoder layer is linked to its corresponding layer in

the decoder through skip connections, which concatenate encoded features with the decoded data. This design enables

the model to integrate broad contextual information from the encoder with precise spatial details from earlier layers.

Details on network architecture and hyperparameters used are provided in the Appendix A.

As described in Section 2.1, our training dataset consists of 96 000 trajectories, each sampled at 100 000 grid points,

for three normalized gyro-frequencies α = 32, 128 and 512. Since our primary interest lies in small-scale Lagrangian

properties, we train the model on the velocity V(t), which is normalized such that ∥V(t)∥ = 1. To train the model

more effectively, the velocity data is transformed from Cartesian to spherical coordinates:

r = ∥V(t)∥ = 1,

θ = arccosVz(t),

ϕ = sgn (Vy(t)) arccos

(
Vx(t)√

Vx(t)2 + Vy(t)2

)
,
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which replaces the three velocity components (Vx, Vy, Vz) with two angular quantities (θ and ϕ), thereby reducing the

dimensionality of the training data and ensuring the conservation of energy in the generated trajectories. Furthermore,

the trajectories are shortened from 100 000 grid points to 1024, 2048, and 8192 grid points for α = 32, 128, and 512

respectively. It is important to emphasize that this transformation does not compromise the statistical information,

as the generalized flatness remains constant at scales greater than these shortened lengths. As a result, this approach

not only increases the amount of training data but also reduces the training time significantly.

2.3. Statistics

Since cosmic ray trajectories are Lagrangian, they can be quantitatively described by several statistical quanti-

ties (Frisch 1995; Chevillard et al. 2003; Biferale et al. 2004; Arnèodo et al. 2008; Toschi & Bodenschatz 2009). The

most notable of these is the Lagrangian structure function,

S(p)
τ = ⟨(Vi(t+ τ)− Vi(t))

p⟩ = ⟨(δτVi)
p⟩, (10)

where i ∈ {x, y, z} indicates the three velocity components and τ is the time increment. Due to isotropy, the dependence

on the direction i is left out. In this equation, the average is taken over both time and over all trajectories. In regular

hydrodynamical turbulence, global scaling power laws can be observed by measuring S
(p)
τ in the inertial range. A

closely related quantity is the generalized flatness, defined as

F (p)
τ =

S
(p)
τ(

S
(2)
τ

)p/2 , (11)

which describes the behavior of the tails of the probability distribution of the velocity increments δτVi. A Gaussian

distribution has F
(4)
τ = 3, whereas smaller and larger values indicate respectively sub-Gaussian and super-Gaussian

tails. The intermittency of the flow can be investigated by observing changes of the flatness as a function of τ (Biferale

et al. 2008). This indicates that the tails of the increment distribution vary across scales, i.e. that they exhibit

anomalous scaling.

In order to assess the transport properties of the cosmic ray trajectories, which are most interesting for space and

astrophysical applications, we investigate the mean squared displacement (MSD)

⟨∆X2
τ ⟩ = ⟨∥X(t+ τ)−X(t)∥2⟩, (12)

where the spatial trajectory is recovered by integrating the velocity signal

X(t) =

∫ t

0

V(t) dt . (13)

The process at hand can be characterized by how the MSD scales with time, i.e. ⟨∆X2
τ ⟩ ∼ τa, with a = 1 indicates

usual Brownian diffusion, a > 1 indicates superdiffusion and a < 1 indicates subdiffusion (Metzler & Klafter 2000).

Cosmic ray transport is often taken as diffusive on sufficiently long time scales, so a Fokker-Planck equation with

diffusion coefficient D = limτ→∞⟨∆X2
τ ⟩/2τ can be employed (Casse et al. 2001; Qin et al. 2002).

An alternative approach of describing Lagrangian trajectories is by the use of parametric equations to describe three-

dimensional spatial curves, which are fully determined by two geometric parameters; namely the curvature κ and the

torsion θ (Scagliarini 2011). The curvature determines how much the trajectory curves within the plane defined by

the tangent and normal vector of the particle, while the torsion determines how much the plane itself changes. They

are defined as

κ(t) =
∥V(t)×A(t)∥

∥V(t)∥3
, (14)

and

θ(t) =
V(t) · (A(t)× Ȧ(t))

κ2∥V(t)∥6
, (15)

with A(t) = dV(t)
dt and Ȧ(t) = dA(t)

dt . We focus our treatment primarily on the curvature, since it offers more useful

insight than the torsion due to its intuitive interpretation. Further, since a charged particle in a magnetic field
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undergoes helical motion, its curvature is given by its instantaneous gyro-radius rg(t) and pitch angle ϑ(t). As shown

in Appendix C, we have κ(t) = α sinϑ(t) where the instantaneous quantities are related to the particle parameter α

via α = sinϑ(t)/rg(t), and thus obtain the mean curvature by integrating over the distribution of all pitch angles

⟨κ⟩ = α

∫ π

0

sin2 ϑdϑ =
π

2
α. (16)

When estimating the distribution of κ(t) over the raw trajectories, we obtain a pronounced peak at ⟨κ⟩ followed by

a steep decay, irregardless of the model which generated the particular trajectories. Instead, it is more interesting to

look at the curvature distribution of the gyro-center motion. We find that low-pass filtering the velocity signal with a

filter size of 1.5Tg (which corresponds to 150 grid points) gives a good approximation

V̄(t) =

∫ t

t−1.5Tg

V(t′) dt′ . (17)

Thus, κ(t) computed on V̄(t) supplements the previously discussed Lagrangian statistics, which is most interesting for

sub-gyro-period scales, by geometric insight on gyro-period scales.

3. RESULTS

We now discuss the statistics, which are presented in the previous section, for four models of charged particle

trajectories in magnetic turbulence. Firstly, the trajectories obtained by numerically integrating Equation (2) in

static snapshots from our magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) simulation serves as the baseline. Secondly, the trajectories

generated by our generative diffusion model (DM) are of our primary interest, because we can assess the performance

of the trained neural network by their statistics. We apply an additional low-pass filtering with a window of 3 grid

points (i.e. ∆τ = 0.03Tg) to the DM trajectories, to account for the model struggling with small-scale smoothness.

Additionally, we add trajectories from two models for synthetic turbulence (Lübke et al. 2024) to the discussion:

the continuous cascade (CC) model provides a random multi-fractal unstructured vector field, and the Lagrangian

mapping (LM) model incorporates simple advective shock-like coherent structures. In both cases the trajectories

are also obtained by numerically integrating Equation (2), where the respective random vector field is taken as the

turbulent magnetic field b(x). For all four cases we consider 10 000 independent vector-valued velocity signals with

lengths 8192, 2048 and 1024 for α = 512, 128 and 32, respectively. An example trajectory with α = 512 for each model

is shown in Figure 2.

3.1. Anomalous Scaling

We approach the analysis of intermittency in the velocity signals by looking at the distribution of velocity increments

δτVi = Vi(t + τ) − Vi(t) normalized by their standard deviation σδτVi , and comparing increasing lags τ . From the

estimated distributions plotted in Figure 3, we observe strong exponential tails for small τ , and a quick convergence

to the confined sub-Gaussian behavior for τ ≳ Tg. This sub-Gaussian behavior is due to the energy conservation of

Equation (2), such that Vi ∈ [−1, 1] and consequently δτVi ∈ [−2, 2]. We also note, that the DM struggles to match

the exponential tails for small τ and large δτV . We investigate this anomalous scaling behavior more quantitatively

by looking at scale-dependent statistics, specifically the second-order structure function S
(2)
τ given in Equation (10)

and the fourth-order flatness F
(4)
τ = S

(4)
τ /

(
S
(2)
τ

)2
given in Equation (11).

The second-order structure functions, compensated by the MHD baseline case to highlight the differences, are plotted

in Figure 4. The previously observed struggle of the DM to match the exponential tails for small lags τ appears again

as a relatively large deviation of S
(2)
τ,DM from S

(2)
τ,MHD for α = 512; for smaller α values these deviations become less

pronounced, and for lags τ ≳ Tg the DM agrees very well with the MHD case. While the other two models CC and

LM show good agreement for small τ , pronounced deviations arise for τ ∼ 0.1Tg, · · · , 10Tg, which are present for all

considered α values. This is likely due to the MHD, CC and LM trajectories being generated by solving Equation (2),

so in the small τ regime the S
(2)
τ -behavior is governed by basic physical dynamics of charged particle, while for larger

τ differences in the magnetic field models take effect.

The scale-dependent flatness is plotted in Figure 11. The MHD case exhibits an increased flatness F
(4)
τ ≈ 5.6 for

small lags τ corresponding to the exponential tails, which quickly goes to F
(4)
τ ≈ 3 for τ ∼ 0.5Tg, where it exhibits

an oscillation caused by the regular gyro-motion of the particles, before converging to its asymptotic value F
(4)
τ ≈ 2.4
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Figure 2. Example trajectories for different models of charged particles in magnetic turbulence, colored by the curvature
of the gyro-center motion. The cases (a), (c) and (d) are obtained by solving the Newton-Lorentz equations in a turbulent
magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) snapshot, a multifractal continuous cascade (CC) field and a structured Lagrangian mapping
(LM) field. The case (b) is generated by our generative diffusion model (DM).

corresponding to the confined sub-Gaussian tails. This behavior is consistent for all considered α values, except for

the oscillation at τ ∼ 0.5Tg, which becomes more washed-out as α decreases. This is due to larger gyro-radii of low-α

particles, so fine magnetic structures cannot be followed any longer with a regular gyro-motion, and the trajectories

resemble more and more unstructured random walks. The DM struggles again somewhat at small τ , but exhibits for

τ ≳ 0.1Tg very well with the MHD case, which indicates that the neural network robustly learned the gyro-center

motion guided by the MHD structure. Meanwhile, the CC and LM models perform rather bad under this metric. The

CC case appears attenuated compared to the MHD case with smaller values of F
(4)
τ throughout small and intermediate

lags τ , as well as exhibiting a shorter oscillation at τ ∼ 0.5Tg. On the other hand, the LM case exhibits extreme

flatness values of F
(4)
τ ≈ 12 for small lags τ , which indicates extreme velocity fluctuations over short time scales.

3.2. Transport Behavior

The mean squared displacement of spatial trajectories X(t) as given by Equation (12), which indicates the spatial

spread of a population of particles after a given time, is plotted in Figure 6. The plots are compensated by the time τ

to easily identify the respective transport regimes. For short times τ < 0.1Tg all models exhibit identical unperturbed

ballistic transport ⟨∆X2
τ ⟩ ∼ τ . Previously observed differences of the velocity statistics do not come into effect at this

level of consideration, because by recovering the spatial trajectory X(t) from the velocity signal V(t) by Equation (13)

and averaging according to Equation (12), the effects of the intermittent short-time velocity fluctuations are washed

out. However, at times τ ≳ Tg the effect of the gyro-center motion being influenced by the underlying magnetic field

structures becomes apparent again, as observed for the velocity statistics. Observing the behavior of ⟨∆X2
τ ⟩ for DM

trajectories substantiates the previous assertion that the DM neural network robustly learns the gyro-center motion

as governed by coherent structures in MHD turbulence. In comparison, for an entirely unstructured field (CC) or for

a field with weak coherent structures (LM), charged particles do not achieve the same mean squared displacements,

and thus they underestimate the diffusion coefficients observed in MHD turbulence.

3.3. Curvature of the Gyro-center Motion

After discussing short-time velocity statistics and long-time transport behavior, we now take a closer look the geome-

try of the trajectories. The motion of charged particles in turbulent magnetic fields can be viewed as a superposition of

a small-scale (τ ≲ Tg) gyro-motion and a large-scale (τ ≳ Tg) gyro-center motion guided by and scattered off structures
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Figure 3. Distributions of normalized increments δτV/σδτV for different time lags τ . Shown are the MHD and DM cases
with α = 512. Power-law tails for small τ with strong non-Gaussianity, and confined sub-Gaussian behavior for large τ due
to Vi ∈ [−1, 1].
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Figure 6. Mean squared displacement as an indicator for the transport properties of charged particles. Compensated by the
time τ to distinguish between ballistic and diffusive behavior.

in the turbulent field. As discussed in section 2, the small-scale gyro-motion dominates the curvature distribution of

the unfiltered trajectories, which peaks at ⟨κ⟩ followed by a steep decay. On the other hand, the curvature distribution

of the gyro-center motion, which can be approximated by low-pass filtering the velocity signal V(t) with a window

size ∆τ ∼ 1.5Tg, can give some insight into how the particle trajectories are shaped by the underlying turbulent field.

We note that several previous works discussed curvature of Lagrangian trajectories in Navier-Stokes turbu-

lence (W. Braun & Eckhardt 2006; Xu et al. 2007; Scagliarini 2011; Bentkamp et al. 2022; Qi et al. 2023) and

fieldlines in magnetic turbulence (Yang et al. 2019; Yuen & Lazarian 2020; Bandyopadhyay et al. 2020). Additionally,

Lemoine (2023) and Kempski et al. (2023) recently pointed out how cosmic ray transport is affected by the magnetic

fieldline curvature. In contrast, we consider here the curvature of charged particle trajectories in turbulent fields,

which — to the best of our knowledge — has not been investigated before.

The curvature distributions of the gyro-averaged particle trajectories are plotted in Figure 7, where we observe

the asymptotic scalings p(κ) ∼
κ→0

κ and p(κ) ∼
κ→∞

κ−2.5 for all turbulence models and all values of α. Additionally,

we observe the intermediate scaling p(κ) ∼ κ−1.5 for α = 512 and 128. The asymptotic scalings κ and κ−2.5 have

been consistently observed in fluid and magnetic turbulence as reported in the aforementioned references, and can be

explained by writing the curvature as κ = a⊥/V with the perpendicular acceleration a⊥ =
∥∥ V̄
V × ˙̄V

∥∥ and the velocity

magnitude V = ∥V̄∥ (cf. Equation (14)). By taking either a⊥ or V as a random variable with a given distribution and

the other variable as a function of the first one, we derive the observed scaling behaviors following Scagliarini (2011)

as shown in Appendix C. The results are summarized in Table 1. Xu et al. (2007) and Bandyopadhyay et al. (2020)

present an alternative approach based on Taylor-expansions of χ2
dof -distributions for a⊥ (with dof = 2) and V (with

dof = 3), while keeping the respective other variable constant.

Applying these results to, e.g., the case α = 512, we observe a low-curvature tail ∼ κ due to on average con-

stant V ∼ O(1) and small Gaussian a⊥, which corresponds to regular motion along coherent fieldlines. Further, at

intermediate curvatures the scaling ∼ κ−1.5 implies on average constant a⊥ and intermediate V roughly distributed ac-

cording to a uniform distribution. The values of V are bounded, since the raw components are bounded as Vi ∈ [−1, 1]

and the low-pass filtering is done with a finite window size. Finally, the high curvatures, which scale as ∼ κ−2.5, are

caused by small, roughly Gaussian V and finite a⊥. This regime entails sharp, sudden turns of the trajectories, and,

specifically for large α, direction-reversals due to magnetic mirror events.

Magnetic mirrors are characterized by slowly converging fieldlines, where the adiabatic conservation of the magnetic

moment of trapped particles causes a steady reversal V∥. These events also change the handedness of the helical

particle motion, as indicated by the sign of the torsion, as depicted in Figure 8.

Lastly, we take a look at the fieldline curvature distributions of the underlying turbulent fields for the MHD, CC

and LM models, which are shown in Figure 9. The above explanations of the asymptotic scaling behavior apply in

the Eulerian case as well, where the curvature is given by κ = a⊥/b
2 with the magnetic field strength b = ∥b∥ and the

perpendicular acceleration a⊥ =
∥∥b

b ×
(
b · ∇b

)∥∥. While the MHD field exhibits the expected κ−2.5 scaling, the CC

field instead scales as κ−4, which is also observed for Gaussian random fields. This implies that a⊥ is not constant

on average, but rather behaves as a⊥ ∼ B according to Table 1. The asymptotic particle curvature scaling due to
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V a⊥ Limit Scaling

const. χ2(a⊥) κ → 0 κ1

χ3(V ) const. κ → ∞ κ−2.5

χ3(V ) V κ → ∞ κ−4

U(V ) const. κ → ∞ κ−1.5

Table 1. Scaling regimes of curvature distributions for κ = a⊥/V
2. The variables a⊥ and V are either given as a random

variable with a prescribed distribution or as a function of the other variable. A χk-distribution assumes Gaussian one-point
statistics with k degrees of freedom, while a uniform distribution assumes boundedness of the variable. See Appendix C for the
derivations.
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Figure 7. Distributions of curvature of gyro-center trajectory, by averaging the velocity signals V(t) with a window of 1.5Tg.
The gyro-center motion exhibits an asymptotic tail with slope −2.5, and, for large α, an intermediate regime with slope −1.5.
The low-curvature tails scale with slope 1. The distributions are compensated with κ for visualization purposes, the indicated
slopes take this compensation into account.

on average constant perpendicular acceleration a⊥,gyro−center is likely a physical property of the gyro-center motion

and independent from the asymptotic fieldline curvature scaling. Firstly, particles tend to scatter away from their

current fieldline upon encountering sharp fieldline reversals as discussed by Lemoine (2023) and Kempski et al. (2023),

secondly, sharp particle reversals due to magnetic mirroring tend to occur in low-curvature areas of the field, and

thirdly, the κ
−5/2
gyro−center scaling persists even in the CC and LM fields with distinct high κfieldline behavior.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

Conclusion: We presented a new approach to model trajectories of energetic charged particles in turbulent magnetic

fields, which utilizes a generative diffusion model. To this end we trained neural networks on velocity signals obtained

from integrating the Newton-Lorentz equation in static snapshots of an MHD turbulence simulation, and investigated

the generated trajectories with respect to short-time velocity statistics, long-time transport behavior and geometric

characteristics by means of the curvature of the gyro-center motion. Additionally, we compared the results with

trajectories obtained from two state-of-the-art models for random synthetic turbulence, which include multifractal

statistics and simple coherent structures.

In summary, the DM excels at accurately reproducing the physical properties of the baseline MHD trajectories such as

velocity statistics at intermediate and long times, the long-time transport behavior which is of special interest to space

and astrophysical applications, and the geometry of the gyro-center motion, which reflects, e.g., magnetic mirror events.

However, we were so far unable to generalize the model to unseen particle energies (interpolation and extrapolation of

α), which requires separately trained networks for each case. On the other hand, while synthetic turbulence models

clearly struggle to achieve high accuracy of physical properties (more work is needed, but potential is clearly seen),

they present an easier method to estimate cosmic ray behavior for parameters outside of the DNS-accessible domain.

Outlook: A separate model was trained for each value of α encoding the energy of cosmic ray particles. The task

now is to train a model that makes different values of α directly accessible. A similar situation exists with respect to

the background magnetic field and the associated anisotropic turbulence. In this paper, only homogeneous isotropic
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Figure 8. Example of a mirror event in a DM-generated trajectory. The event is characterized by high curvature and a
change of the handedness of the helix, as indicated by the sign of the torsion. The curvature and torsion are computed for the
gyro-center motion.
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Figure 9. Distribution of fieldline curvature in turbulent vector fields. The −2.5 asymptotic scaling is only present in the MHD
case, while the CC case is characterized by a −4 slope. All low-curvature tails scale also with slope 1. The distributions are
again compensated with κ, which is taken into account by the indicated slopes.

turbulence was analyzed. A future model must make different background fields directly accessible for the synthesis

of cosmic ray trajectories. In the long term, it would be desirable to be able to generate longer trajectories from

the existing data. This could be achieved through a combination of stable diffusion and established methods for

generating synthetic fields on large scales with approximate Gaussian statistics. An extension to the case of the

acceleration of cosmic particles in the presence of electric fields, both through shocks, reconnection and turbulence,

would be especially useful. From this description it becomes clear that the contribution in this paper represents only

a first step in connection with stable diffusion in the space and astrophysical context. All of this is necessary to

address the grand long-term challenge of learning an effective, interpretable interaction potential in a reduced latent

variable space. This potential should be able to generate Lagrangian trajectories with a few physically motivated

hyperparameters, as recently proposed for wavelet score based generative models.
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Figure 10. Example diagram of the employed UNet architecture with 5 layers. The upper row corresponds to the encoder, the
lower row to the decoder, and the vertical part to the bottleneck. The dashed lines represent the connecting paths where the
data is concatenated.

Hyperparameter α = 512 α = 128 α = 32

Number of diffusion steps 1000 1000 1000

Number of UNet layers 6 10 9

Number of initial channels 64 64 64

Table 2. Fine-tuned hyperparameters for each particle α.
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APPENDIX

A. NETWORK ARCHITECTURE AND HYPERPARAMETERS

A sketch of the employed architecture is given in Figure 10, here consisting of five layers. The architecture consists of

several blocks, namely downsample, upsample, residual- and attention blocks. The downsample and upsample blocks

are responsible for the respective consecutive doubling and halving of the resolution through each layer. The residual

blocks enhance information flow across the neural network and effectively reduce the vanishing gradient problem that

often arises in deep neural networks. Finally, the attention block, as the name suggests, allows the network to focus

on the most important features of the data while ignoring less important ones. During the training process of the

neural network, we studied the influence several hyperparameters, namely the number of diffusion steps, layers and

initial channels (i.e. the number of feature maps produced by convolutional filters), and subsequently fine-tuned their

values for each particle energy. Their final values are given in Table 2. Additional fixed hyperparameters are given in

Table 3.

B. NETWORK PERFORMANCE

Investigating the performance of the neural network when certain hyperparameters are varied is often a main interest

in machine learning studies. Typically, it is true that increasing the model size leads to better results, but this is

www.gauss-centre.eu
www.lrz.de
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Hyperparameter Value Explanation

Depth 3 number of residual blocks per layer

Heads 1 number of attention heads per attention block

Attention Resolution 250, 125 length of the downsampled data vector, for which attention blocks are active

Batch size 64 number of trajectories simultaneously fed to the network during each training step

Learning rate 10−4 step size of the gradient descent algorithm

Noise schedule Linear noise variance βn for each diffusion step, linearly increasing from β1 = 10−4 to βN = 0.02

Table 3. Fixed hyperparameters.

Figure 11. a) Training loss function against epochs. b) Fourth-order flatness F
(4)
τ of the particle trajectories generated by the

diffusion model at 5 different training times (A-E, highlighted in the training loss function), compensated by the MHD case to
highlight differences.

accompanied by an increased training time. It is therefore important to optimize this trade-off. This work investigated

the number of channels, diffusion steps, and layers of the network. It was found that an increase in the number

of channels and diffusion steps did not yield a significant improvement, while greatly affecting the training time.

Additionally, multiple models were trained where the provided training data consisted not only of the two angular

quantities θ and ϕ, but also of the pitch angle, thus containing information on the underlying magnetic field. Once

again, no significant improvement was found by including this additional quantity. However, the number of employed

layers in the network did affect the accuracy of the produced trajectories. Generally, a minimum of three layers were

required to produce adequate results. By increasing the number of layers further, no significant advancements were

made with regard to the global error, although often there existed a trade-off of the accuracy on different time scales.

Figure 11a) shows the training loss function plotted against the number of epochs for α = 128. Although the

loss function quickly convergences, it is important that training is continued to ensure the accuracy of the results.

This is illustrated in Figure 11b) where the fourth-order flatness of the trajectories generated by the diffusion model,

normalized by the MHD training data, is plotted at five different training times (denoted by A-E in the loss function).

Initially, the accuracy of the results varies greatly (A-C), but requires increasingly longer training for notable effects

(D-E). Additionally, it can be seen that the model prioritizes the accuracy of the intermediate and long scales, where

a clear converging trend towards F
(4)
τ,DM/F

(4)
τ,MHD = 1 is present. In contrast, no such behavior is seen for the small

time scales.

C. CURVATURE CALCULATIONS

C.1. Curvature of helical trajectories

For a simple helix with radius a and slope a/b

X(t) = (a cos t, a sin t, bt) (C1)
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the curvature is given by

κ =
a

a2 + b2
. (C2)

For the trajectory of a charged particle with parameter α and pitch angle ϑ, we have a = sinϑ
α and b = cosϑ

α , and thus

find

κ = α sinϑ. (C3)

The average curvature is then found by assuming a uniform distribution of the pitch angle cosine and computing the

integral

⟨κ⟩ = α

∫ +1

−1

sinϑ d cosϑ = α

∫ 2π

0

sin2 ϑ =
π

2
α. (C4)

C.2. Asymptotic scaling of curvature distributions

In order to derive the asymptotic scaling of the curvature distribution p(κ), we write the curvature as

κ =
a⊥
w2

, (C5)

with w = V(t) and a⊥ =
∥∥∥V(t)
V (t) × V̇(t)

∥∥∥ for Lagrangian particle trajectories and w = b(x) and a⊥ =∥∥∥b(x)
b(x) ×

(
b(x) · ∇b(x)

)∥∥∥ for Eulerian vector fields. The high-curvature tail is given by low w values. We observe

a⊥ ∼ const. for low and intermediate values of V (t) of the particle gyro-center trajectories (lowpass filtered) and for

intermediate values of b(x) in the MHD case. Further we observe a⊥ ∼ w for the lowest values of b(x) in the MHD

case and for low and intermediate values of b(x) in the CC case, as well as for Gaussian random fields. Taking the

one-point distribution of wi as Gaussian, w = ∥w∥ is distributed according to a χ-distribution with k = 3 degrees of

freedom

p(w) ∼ w2e−
w2

2 . (C6)

Then, by making use of properties of the δ-distribution and dropping any constants, we derive the scaling p(κ) ∼
κ−5/2 for a⊥ ∼ const.

p(κ) =

∫
p(w) δ

(
κ− a⊥

w2

)
dw

∼
∫

p(w) δ
(
κ− w−2

)
dw

∼
∫

p(w)
κ−3/2

2
δ
(
w − κ−1/2

)
dw

=
1

2
p(w = κ−1/2)κ−3/2

=
1

2
κ−5/2e−

1
2κ ∼

κ→∞
κ−5/2.

Similarly, we derive the scaling p(κ) ∼ κ−4 for a⊥ ∼ w

p(κ) =

∫
p(w) δ

(
κ− a⊥

w2

)
dw

∼
∫

p(w) δ
(
κ− w−1

)
dw

∼
∫

p(w)κ−2 δ
(
w − κ−1

)
dw

= p(w = κ−1)κ−2

= κ−4e−
1
2κ ∼

κ→∞
κ−4.

Finally, if w is a bounded variable with a distribution p(w) ∼ const. and we take a⊥ ∼ const., repeating the above

calculation yields

p(κ) ∼ κ−3/2.
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On the other hand, in the low κ limit we can take w ∼ const. and take Gaussian distribution for the acceleration,

which implies a χ-distribution with k = 2 degrees of freedom for a⊥, i.e,

p(a⊥) ∼ a⊥e
− a2

⊥
2 . (C7)

Then we can derive the scaling p(κ) ∼ κ1 via

p(κ) =

∫
p(a⊥) δ

(
κ− a⊥

w2

)
da⊥

∼
∫

p(a⊥) δ(κ− a⊥) da⊥

= p(a⊥ = κ)

= κe−
κ2

2 ∼
κ→0

κ.
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