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Abstract

This work extends the adjoint-deep learning framework for runaway electron (RE) evolution developed in

Ref. [1] to account for large-angle collisions. By incorporating large-angle collisions the framework allows

the avalanche of REs to be captured, an essential component to RE dynamics. This extension is accom-

plished by using a Rosenbluth-Putvinski approximation to estimate the distribution of secondary electrons

generated by large-angle collisions. By evolving both the primary and multiple generations of secondary

electrons, the present formulation is able to capture both the detailed temporal evolution of a RE population

beginning from an arbitrary initial momentum space distribution, along with providing approximations to

the saturated growth and decay rates of the RE population. Predictions of the adjoint-deep learning frame-

work are verified against a traditional RE solver, with good agreement present across a broad range of

parameters.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The description of runaway electron (RE) formation and evolution in magnetized fusion de-

vices poses a substantial scientific challenge. While reduced analytic [2–6], semi-analytic [7–9]

or machine learning [10–13] models are often used to infer RE generation rates, threshold electric

fields, or the number of seed REs, such models are unable to recover the detailed dynamics of RE

evolution. Instead, the description of RE dynamics is often performed using continuum [14–18]

or particle-based RE solvers [19–22]. In a companion paper [1], the decay rate of a population

of primary electrons was evaluated using a parametric solution to the adjoint of the relativistic

Fokker-Planck equation. By targeting the adjoint to the relativistic Fokker-Planck equation, a sin-

gle solution to this equation for a given set of parameters allowed the RE density to be evolved

forward in time beginning from an arbitrary initial momentum space distribution of electrons.

The framework was further generalized by utilizing a physics-informed neural network (PINN)

to identify a parametric solution to the adjoint of the relativistic Fokker-Planck equation. Hence,

once trained the combined adjoint-deep learning framework enabled the dynamics of the RE den-

sity to be inferred beginning from an arbitrary initial momentum space distribution for a range

of physics parameters. While the offline training time of the PINN was substantially greater than

the solution time of a traditional RE solver, its online inference time was orders of magnitude

faster, suggesting its potential as a surrogate model for RE evolution in integrated descriptions of

tokamak disruptions.

Reference [1], however, did not describe the exponential growth of the RE population due to

the avalanche mechanism [23], an essential component when describing the conversion of Ohmic

to RE current in tokamak devices [24, 25]. The present paper seeks to remove this limitation by

extending the adjoint-deep learning framework to incorporate large-angle collisions, thus allowing

for the amplification of an initial seed population. A second generalization of the framework will

be achieved by training across a broader range of physics parameters compared to Ref. [1]. This

is accomplished by introducing a normalized time and energy coordinate that allows features of

the runaway probability function (RPF) to be accurately tracked while using a comparable number

of training points as the narrow parameter range employed in Ref. [1]. The derived adjoint-deep

learning approach will thus provide an efficient framework through which RE dynamics can be

accurately described.

The present paper is not the first to evaluate the avalanche growth rate of REs using an adjoint
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approach [26], nor the first to use a PINN for evaluating the avalanche growth rate [13]. With

regard to Ref. [13], that paper employed a PINN to solve the steady state adjoint of the relativis-

tic Fokker-Planck equation. Using that solution, the saturated avalanche growth rate of the RE

population was inferred. A limitation of Ref. [13], however, was that it computed the rate that

secondary electrons are generated and run away, without accounting for the decay of the primary

distribution. Thus, when below threshold Ref. [13] simply predicted a negligibly small avalanche

growth, without accounting for the decay of the overall RE population. This resulted in a slight

ambiguity in the determination of the RE avalanche threshold, together with the inability to cor-

rectly describe RE decay when below threshold. Furthermore, Ref. [13] focused on the saturated

growth rate of REs, and thus did not treat the transient evolution of the RE population. Results

from the present model will fill these gaps by providing an efficient means of evaluating the tem-

poral evolution of the RE density both above and below threshold. The near and below threshold

limits are of particular importance during the RE plateau, where accounting for the decay of the RE

distribution is essential for accurately predicting the dissipation of the RE beam. While analytic

approximations to this rate are available, see for example Ref. [4], such formulae are highly inac-

curate when below threshold [1]. When carrying out these extensions we will consider the limit

of a completely screened plasma for a constant electric field. A more comprehensive treatment

of REs during a disruption will require including a temporally varying electric field and partial

screening corrections [27], which will be left to a future work.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section II discusses an extension of the

adjoint-deep learning formulation of the relativistic Fokker-Planck equation to include a secondary

source term. Physics-informed neural networks are briefly described in Sec. III. The temporal

evolution of the number density of an avalanching RE population both above and below threshold

is given in Sec. IV. Section V evaluates the avalanche growth and decay rates across a broad range

of plasma conditions and compares with a traditional RE solver. A brief discussion along with

conclusions are given in Sec. VI.
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II. ADJOINT FRAMEWORK FOR RELATIVISTIC ELECTRON EVOLUTION

A. The Adjoint of the Relativistic Fokker-Planck Equation

This section will provide a brief description of an adjoint formulation for evolving the RE

density beginning from an arbitrary initial momentum space distribution. A more detailed de-

scription is given in Ref. [1]. The adjoint of the relativistic Fokker Planck equation can be written

as [11, 26, 28, 29]:

∂P

∂t
− E∗ (P, t)− C∗ (P, t)−R∗ (P, t) = 0, (1a)

with the adjoint operators defined by:

E∗ (P, t) = E∥ξ
∂P

∂p
+

(
1− ξ2

p

)
E∥

∂P

∂ξ
, (1b)

C∗ (P, t) = CF
∂P

∂p
− CB

p2
∂

∂ξ

[(
1− ξ2

) ∂P
∂ξ

]
, (1c)

R∗ (P, t) = αpγ
(
1− ξ2

) ∂P
∂p

− α
ξ (1− ξ2)

γ

∂P

∂ξ
. (1d)

Here, we have defined the electron’s pitch by ξ ≡ p∥/p ∈ [−1, 1], time is normalized as t → t/τc,

with τc ≡ 4πϵ20m
2
ec

3/ (e4ne ln Λ) and Coulomb logarithm ln Λ, momentum as p → p/ (mec), the

electric field as E∥ → E∥/Ec, where Ec ≡ mec/ (eτc) is the Connor-Hastie electric field [3], the

Lorentz factor is defined as γ =
√

1 + p2, α ≡ τc/τs, and τs ≡ 6πϵ0m
3
ec

3/ (e4B2) is the timescale

associated with synchrotron radiation. The coefficients for the collisional drag CF and pitch-angle

scattering CB in Eq. (1c) are defined by:

CF ≡ γ2

p2
, (2a)

CB ≡ γ

2

(Zeff + 1)

p
. (2b)

An adjoint problem for the runaway probability function (RPF) P can be defined by enforcing the

terminal condition and momentum boundary conditions:

P (t = tfinal) = Θ (p− pRE) , (3a)

P (p = pmin) = 0, (3b)
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P (p = pmax) =

1, Up (p = pmax) > 0

unconstrained, Up (p = pmax) < 0
, (3c)

where Θ(x) is a Heaviside function and Up is defined by:

Up ≡ −E∥ξ − CF − αpγ
(
1− ξ2

)
. (4)

Here, pRE indicates the momentum above which an electron will be counted as a RE, whose

specific value will be discussed below. Once the adjoint problem defined by Eq. (1) with the

terminal and boundary conditions defined by Eq. (3) has been solved, the RE density at a time

between 0 ≤ t ≤ tfinal is given by [1]:

nRE (t) =

∫
d3pf (init)

e (p, ξ)P (p, ξ, τ ; tfinal) , (5)

where τ ≡ tfinal − t. This latter formulation will allow the time evolution of the density moment

of an arbitrary initial momentum space distribution of REs f
(init)
e (p, ξ) to be projected to any

time between 0 and tfinal. It does not, however, include large-angle collisions which are essential

when describing RE populations for the large electric fields expected in tokamak disruptions. The

extension to include large-angle collisions is discussed in Sec. II B below.

B. Runaway Electron Avalanche

Once the time evolution of the RE density is inferred, this can be used to evaluate the rate that

a given seed population of REs will be enhanced by the avalanche mechanism. From Eq. (5), the

evolution of the RE seed is given by:

nseed (t) =

∫
d3pf (seed)

e (p, ξ)P (p, ξ, τ ; tfinal) . (6)

This seed population will generate additional REs via large-angle collisions. By introducing a

temporal grid from t = 0 to t = tfinal, in increments of ∆tav ≡ tfinal/Nav, where Nav is the

number of avalanche time steps, the distribution of secondary electrons after one time step can be

approximated by:

f (1)
sec (p, ξ, t1) = ∆tavS (p, ξ, t1) , (7)

where ti = i∆tav, f (1)
sec indicates the first generation of secondary electrons, and S (p, ξ) is the

source of secondary electrons defined by:

S (p, ξ, t1) =

∫
d3p′S0 (p

′, ξ′, p, ξ) fe (p
′, ξ′, t1) . (8)
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Here fe (p
′, ξ′, t1) is the seed electron population evaluated after one time step, and S0 (p

′, ξ′, p, ξ)

is given by:

S0 (p
′, ξ′, p, ξ) = necr

2
e

v′

2πp2
dσM (p′, p)

dp
Π(p′, ξ′, p; ξ) , (9)

where re = e2/ (4πϵ0mec
2) is the classical electron radius, dσM/dp is the Møller cross section [30,

31], Π(p′, ξ′, p; ξ) describes the pitch-angle dependence of secondary electron generation (see

Ref. [32] for an explicit expression), d3p = 2πp2dpdξ, all variables have been dedimensionalized

according to p′ → p′/mec, v′ → v′/c, and σM → σM/r2e . Since the adjoint formulation does

not immediately give us the time evolution of the seed electron distribution fe (p
′, ξ′, t), only its

density moment, we will need to introduce a closure. The simplest closure available, introduced

in Ref. [4], takes the limit whereby the energy of the primary electrons is assumed to be infinite

p′ → ∞ and the pitch is taken to be aligned with the magnetic field ξ′ = −1. Taking these limits,

Eq. (8) reduces to:

S (p, ξ, t1) = nenRE (t1) cr
2
e

v

γ2 − 1

1

(γ − 1)2
δ (ξ − ξ1) , (10)

where ξ1 is defined by:

ξ1 = −
√

γ − 1

γ + 1
. (11)

Substituting Eq. (10) into (7) yields an explicit expression for the momentum space distribution

of the first generation of secondaries, i.e.

f (1)
sec (p, ξ) = ∆tavnenRE (t1) cr

2
e

v

γ2 − 1

1

(γ − 1)2
δ (ξ − ξ1) , (12)

where the RE density at t = t1 = ∆tav will be given by the number of seed electrons nRE (t1) =

nseed (t1), which can be evaluated from Eq. (6). The evolution of the number density of the first

generation of secondary REs can then be expressed as:

n(1)
sec (t) =

∫
d3pf

(1)
(sec) (p, ξ)P (p, ξ, τ + t1; tfinal) , (13)

where the RPF is now evaluated at a time τ + t1 = tfinal − (t− t1) since the first generation of

secondaries is born at t = t1 = ∆tav. Substituting Eq. (12) into (13) yields an explicit expression

for the time evolution of the number density of the first generation of secondary electrons, i.e.

n(1)
sec (t) = 2π∆tavnenRE (t1) cr

2
e

∫
dp

v

(γ − 1)2
P (p, ξ1, τ + t1; tfinal) . (14)
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Similarly, the momentum space distribution of the second generation of secondaries is given by:

f (2)
sec (p, ξ) = ∆tavnenRE (t2) cr

2
e

v

γ2 − 1

1

(γ − 1)2
δ (ξ − ξ1) , (15)

where nRE (t2) = nseed (t2)+n
(1)
sec (t2). An explicit expression for the next generation of secondary

electrons can then be written as:

n(2)
sec (t) =

∫
d3pf

(2)
(sec) (p, ξ)P (p, ξ, τ + t2)

= 2π∆tavnenRE (t2) cr
2
e

∫
dp

v

(γ − 1)2
P (p, ξ1, τ + t2; tfinal) . (16)

where we have used Eq. (15) in the second line. The ith generation of secondaries is then given

by:

n(i)
sec (t) = 2π∆tavnenRE (ti) cr

2
e

∫
dp

v

(γ − 1)2
P (p, ξ1, τ + ti; tfinal) . (17a)

and the density of REs is

nRE (ti) = nseed (ti) +
i−1∑
j=1

n(j)
sec (ti) . (17b)

By evaluating each successive generation of secondaries, together with the initial evolution of

the seed RE population, this will enable the time history of an avalanching RE distribution to be

determined. We note that while the present adjoint formulation only predicts the number density

of REs, the RPF incorporates fully kinetic physics into the evolution of the RE population. The

main approximation is due to the use of a Rosenbluth-Putvinski source [Eq. (10)], which does not

account for the energy or pitch distribution of the RE population.

III. PHYSICS-INFORMED NEURAL NETWORKS

While a range of approaches to the numerical solution of Eq. (1a) could be applied, we will

utilize a PINN [33, 34] in the present manuscript. In so doing, this will allow us to identify the

parametric solution to Eq. (1a) such that once trained, we will be able to evaluate the RPF for a

range of physics parameters. The specifics of our implementation of a PINN can be found in Ref.

[1], however, here we will provide the essential formulae. In order to enforce several properties of

the solution as hard constraints, we will introduce a physics layer of the form:

P ′ (p, ξ, t;λ) = Pterm (p) +

(
p− pmin

pmax − pmin

)
tanh (tfinal − t)PNN (p, ξ, t;λ) , (18)
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where λ is a vector containing the physics parameters
(
E∥, Zeff , α

)
and the terminal condition is

defined by:

Pterm (p) ≡ 1

∆P
tanh

(
p− pRE

∆p

)
, (19)

where the final RPF is computed by passing Eq. (18) through

P (p, ξ, t;λ) =
1

2
{1 + tanh [P ′ (p, ξ, t;λ)]} . (20)

Here, PNN represents the output of the hidden layers of the neural network (NN), ∆p/pmax and

∆P are hyperparameters whose value should be set to be much less than one, and λ is a vector

representing the physics parameters, which are given by λ =
(
E∥, Zeff , α

)
. It can be verified

that for small ∆p/pmax and ∆P , the physics layer enforces (i) the terminal condition given by

Eq. (3a), (ii) lower momentum boundary condition [Eq. (3b)], and (iii) constrains the RPF to

have a range between zero and one. With this physics layer, only the residual of the PDE and the

boundary condition on the upper momentum boundary will be included in the loss function, such

that we will minimize a loss of the form:

loss =
wPDE

NPDE

NPDE∑
i

[
G (p)

(
p2i

1 + p2i

)
R (pi, ξi, ti;λi)

]2
+

1

Nbdy

Nbdy∑
i

[Pi − P (pi, ξi, ti;λi)]
2 ,

(21)

where

G (p) = 1− exp

[
−(pmax − p)2

∆p2max

]
, (22)

where Nbdy is the number of points on the upper momentum boundary that will be sampled, and

R is the residual of Eq. (1a). The role of the factors G (p) and p2i / (1 + p2i ) are to remove large

contributions to the residual that emerge at either high or low momenta boundaries, as discussed

further in Ref. [1]. The Python script used for training the PINN is written using the DeepXDE

library [35] with TensorFlow [36] as the backend, and will be made available upon acceptance at

https://github.com/cmcdevitt2/RunAwayPINNs.

IV. TEMPORAL EVOLUTION OF AN AVALANCHING RUNAWAY ELECTRON POPULATION

This section will utilize the algorithm described in Sec. II B above to describe the temporal

evolution of a RE population including large-angle collisions. We will assume a seed electron
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(a) (b)

Figure 1. Training and test loss history. The solid blue curve indicates the training loss of the PDE, the solid

red curve indicates the training loss for the boundary condition, and the ‘x’ markers indicate the test loss

(the test and training losses are the same for the boundary term). 3,000,000 training and testing points are

used. The training points initially obey a Hammersley sequence, with the test distribution being uniform

random. The training points are resampled using the residual based adaptive distribution described in Ref.

[37] every 50,000 epochs of L-BFGS.

population defined by:

f (init)
e (p, ξ) ∝ exp

[
−(p− p0)

2

∆p2
− (ξ − ξ0)

2

∆ξ2

]
, (23)

where the evolution of the number density of seed electrons will be evolved using Eq. (6), with

each generation of secondary electrons described by Eq. (17). The momentum above which

an electron will be counted as a RE is taken to be pRE = pmax/4, which corresponds to an

energy of roughly one MeV. We have set the hyperparameters to ∆P = 0.15, ∆p = 0.1pmax,

∆pmax = 0.05pmax and wPDE = 10 when training the model. The resulting loss history for the

PINN is shown in Fig. 1. Here we have trained the PINN for electric fields in the range E∥ ∈ (0, 3),

effective charges Zeff ∈ (1, 5), and synchrotron radiation α ∈ (0, 0.2), a somewhat broader range

of parameters compared to Ref. [1], though at the cost of a much larger number of training points.

A residual based adaptive sampling scheme is employed [37], leading to periodic spikes in the

training loss.

Two example time histories are shown in Fig. 2. Here, the time evolution of the total number

of REs (solid blue curve), initial seed population (dashed black curve) and several generations of

9



(a) (b)

Figure 2. Runaway electron evolution over time for two different values of the electric field. The num-

ber of total REs is shown by the blue curves, the seed population is indicated by the black dashed

curve, and each generation of secondaries are indicated by the multicolor dashed curves. Panel (a)

is for E∥ = 3 (above marginality) whereas panel (b) is for E∥ = 1.5 (below marginality). The

other parameters are given by Zeff = 1, α = 0.1 and ln Λ = 15, with 19 generations of secon-

daries included (i.e. twenty time steps). The seed electron distribution was taken to be Eq. (23) with

(p0 = 3pmax/4,∆p = pmax/10, ξ0 = −1,∆ξ = 0.1).

secondary REs (multicolored dashed curves) are shown. For panel (a) of Fig. 2, the electric field

was chosen to be above threshold (E∥ = 3), with the total number of REs increasing exponentially

(solid blue curve). Considering each generation, the seed electron population is normalized to have

a value of one at t = 0, where its value remains largely unchanged since E∥ > Eav (Eav ≈ 1.8

for these parameters). For each avalanche time step, a small number of secondary electrons are

born, where each generation grows rapidly until plateauing later in time. The initial rapid increase

in the secondary electron population is due to the energy and pitch distribution of secondaries

immediately after they are born obeying Eq. (10), where the majority of these electrons will have

energies below the one MeV threshold energy for an electron to be counted as a RE. For cases

above threshold, a large number of the secondary electrons will be quickly accelerated above

one MeV, resulting in an increase in the total number of REs. This process is repeated for each

generation of secondaries, with each generation having a larger magnitude due to the number of

REs increasing according to Eq. (17b). Summing together the number of primary electrons with

all generations of secondary electrons results in an exponentially increasing number of REs, as
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure 3. Comparison of RE density evolution with the Monte Carlo code RAMc for electric fields E∥ = 3

[panel (a)], E∥ = 2.5 [panel (b)], E∥ = 2 [panel (c)], E∥ = 1.5 [panel (d)], and E∥ = 1 [panel (e)]. The

initial electron distribution assumed for both RAMc and the PINN is shown in panel (f), where a rectangular

block of electrons were inserted. The other parameters were taken to be Zeff = 1, α = 0.1 and ln Λ = 15.

indicated by the solid blue curve in Fig. 2. Turning to Fig. 2(b), here the electric field was

chosen to be below threshold (E∥ = 1.5), with the total number of REs initially increasing slightly

before decaying slowly in time. Considering first the seed runaway population, the number of

seed electrons initially remains approximately constant, but then begins to decay at a later time.

The finite number of seed electrons leads to the generation of secondary electrons, and hence an

initial increase in the total number of REs. However, since each secondary generation decays

exponentially in time this does not lead to the long term growth of the overall population. At late

times the total number of REs decay exponentially with a rate similar, though not identical to, the

decay of the seed RE population.

The RE density histories for several different electric fields are shown in Fig. 3, where the

PINN’s predictions (blue curves) are compared with the RE solver RAMc (black curves). RAMc

is a particle based RE solver [21] that evolves guiding center orbits together with small and large

angle collisions, as well as synchrotron radiation. For the present case the electrons were initial-
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ized on the magnetic axis for a large ITER like device, such that neoclassical effects arising from

magnetic trapping [4, 38–40] along with spatial transport [41] are negligible. This will allow for

comparisons with the present formulation, which does not account for toroidal geometry or spa-

tial transport. Furthermore, RAMc uses a Møller source [Eqs. (8) and (9)] to describe secondary

electron generation, a higher physics fidelity treatment of large-angle collisions compared to the

Rosenbluth-Putvniski source used in the adjoint-deep learning approach. The present compari-

son will thus test the accuracy of the adjoint-deep learning framework along with regimes where

a Rosenbluth-Putvinski source provides an adequate approximation to the large-angle collision

operator. In all cases, the electron distribution was initialized to be a block of particles at high

energies with pitch near ξ ≈ −1 [see Fig. 3(f)] to be consistent with the initial RE distribution im-

plemented in the RAMc code. From Figs. 3(a) and (b) it is evident that when well above threshold

the two approaches are in good agreement. However, when approaching threshold [panels (c) and

(d) of Fig. 3], more substantial differences between the two approaches are evident, with the PINN

systematically over predicting the RE density. The cause of this discrepancy can be linked to the

Rosenbluth-Putvinski secondary source, which assumes the primary electrons to have asymptoti-

cally large energy. While very high energy primary electrons will be present when the system is

above marginality, no such electrons are expected to be present when at or below marginality. As

a result, the Rosenbluth-Putvinski source will prove inaccurate when near threshold. Comparing

the time evolution of the primary electron population [dashed curves in Figs. 3(d) and (e)] with the

result from RAMc, it is evident that the decay rate of the primary electron population is in better

agreement with the results of RAMc. The reason for this is that RAMc employs a Møller sec-

ondary source term that accounts for the energy and pitch of the primary electrons. When below

threshold, the energy of the primary distribution will be modest, such that the secondary electrons

generated by the Møller source will have little impact on the RE number density, with the majority

of them being born with too low an energy to run away. Thus, as the system drops further below

marginality, neglecting the Rosenbluth-Putvinski source in the PINN leads to an increasingly good

approximation to the RE density evolution.
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V. PARAMETRIC VARIATION OF RUNAWAY ELECTRON AVALANCHE GROWTH AND DE-

CAY RATE

Our aim in the present section will be to train the PINN across a broader range of physics

parameters. The treatment of a broader range of parameters will pose a substantial challenge to

training an accurate PINN. Specifically, as the size of the parameter space is increased, the number

of training points required to densely sample the space will grow substantially, thus requiring a

longer period of offline training along with increasing memory usage. In addition, the location of

the transition region of the RPF (i.e. where the RPF transitions between zero and one), and the

time to reach a steady state solution, will traverse a broad range of energy and time scales further

complicating capturing the RPF with a single PINN. To accommodate both of these challenges we

will introduce a normalized time and energy coordinate that will allow the PINN to adapt the time

period and the energy range that must be captured in order to accurately infer the RPF evolution. To

normalize the time period over which the RPF is evolved we will utilize the Rosenbluth-Putvinski

growth rate as a rough estimate of the rate that the RE density changes, i.e. [4]

τcγRP =
1

lnΛ

√
π

3 (Zeff + 5)

(
E∥ − 1

)
, (24)

where the parallel electric field is normalized to the Connor-Hastie threshold Ec. The time period

over which the RPF will be evolved, denoted by t̄final, will be taken to have the form:

t̄final =
tfinal√

1 + γ2
avt

2
final/N

2
av

, (25)

where Nav is the number of avalanche timescales that will be simulated and tfinal provides an

upper bound on the time period of the simulation. It may be readily verified that near threshold

where tfinalγav/Nav ≪ 1, Eq. (25) asymptotes to t̄final ≈ tfinal, whereas when far from threshold

where tmaxγav/Nav ≫ 1, t̄final asymptotes to t̄final ≈ Nav/γav. Equation (25) thus allows for

relatively long simulations to be carried out when the system is near threshold, but substantially

shrinks the time domain for scenarios far above threshold where the RPF quickly reaches a quasi

steady state [see Fig. 6 below].

The upper bound in the momentum domain will be chosen to be larger than the momentum

where the electric field acceleration and drag balance for an electron with ξ = −1, which defines

a critical momentum given by pcrit = 1/
√

E∥ − 1. To avoid the singularity at E∥ = 1, we will

approximate this critical momentum by pcrit ≈ 1/
√
E∥ + δ, where δ is a small value that removes

13



(a) (b)

Figure 4. (a) Training and test loss history. The solid blue curve indicates the training loss of the PDE, the

solid red curve indicates the training loss for the boundary condition, and the ‘x’ markers indicate the test

loss (the test and training losses are the same for the boundary term). 1,000,000 training and test points

were used. (b) Final training point distribution.

the divergence at E∥ = 0, taken to be δ = 0.01 in the present study. The upper momentum bound

will then be taken to have the form

p̄max =
pmax√

1 + p2max/ (Nppcrit)
2
, (26)

where Np is a factor that sets how far above pcrit the high momentum boundary is set, and pmax lim-

its the upper momentum boundary for the case of a weak electric field. For p2max/ (Nppcrit)
2 ≪ 1

(i.e. a weak electric field), the upper momentum boundary is approximately given by p̄max ≈ pmax,

whereas for a strong electric field p2max/ (Nppcrit)
2 ≫ 1, Eq. (26) asymptotes to p̄max ≈ Nppcrit.

An upper momentum bound given by Eq. (26) thus allows a high momentum boundary of roughly

pmax to be used when near or below marginality, but will substantially shrink the momentum

domain for large electric fields where the transition region is located at low momenta.

Utilizing these adaptive time and momentum ranges, the loss history and final training point

distribution are shown in Fig. 4. Here we have trained the PINN to learn the RPF for electric fields

in the range E∥ ∈ (0, 10), Zeff ∈ (1, 10) and α ∈ (0, 0.2) for the hyperparameters ∆P = 0.2,

∆p̄ = 0.1pmax, ∆pmax = 0.05p̄max and wPDE = 10. The time and momentum domains are

defined using Eqs. (24)-(26) with the values tmax = 20, Nav = 1/2, Np = 10, and a pmax is

chosen consistent with 10 MeV. The low momentum boundary is taken to be consistent with
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10 keV and pRE is set to be pRE = p̄max/4. We also slightly modified the loss function to

loss =
wPDE

NPDE

NPDE∑
i

[
G (p)

Eavg

1 + E∥

(
p2i

1 + p2i

)
R (pi, ξi, ti;λi)

]2
+

1

Nbdy

Nbdy∑
i

[Pi − P (pi, ξi, ti;λi)]
2 ,

(27)

where we have included the additional factor Eavg/
(
1 + E∥

)
in front of the residual, where Eavg =

(Emin + Emax) /2, due to the magnitude of the residual of Eq. (1a) increasing with electric field

strength. By dividing by the electric field in the loss, this prevents the training of the PINN from

being unduly biased toward cases with large electric fields. A residual based adaptive training

point sampling scheme [37] has been adopted, where from Fig. 4(b) it is evident that the density

of training points is highest near p/p̄max ≈ 0.2 and at the high momentum boundary near ξ ≈ ±1.

The concentration of training points near p/p̄max ≈ 0.2 is due to the value of pRE being chosen

to be pRE/p̄max = 0.25, whereas the concentration of points near the upper momentum boundary

with ξ ≈ ±1 often contains the maximum value of the RPF when below threshold (see the second

column of Fig. 5 below).

Two example RPFs for both weak and large electric fields are shown in Figs. 5 and 6, respec-

tively. For the case of a weak electric field (E∥ = 0.8, Zeff = 5, α = 0.1), a large energy domain

is used, with an upper bound of ≈ 4.5 MeV along with an integration time of nearly twenty τc,

such that the relatively slow evolution of the RPF can be captured. Here, the terminal condition

is chosen such that pRE = p̄max/4, which for the weak electric field case corresponds to an en-

ergy slightly below 1 MeV. As time evolves the transition region shifts to higher energy, with

maximums near ξ ≈ ±1 at t ≈ 17.43 (middle column in Fig. 5). Here, these maximums at high

energy are due to synchrotron radiation preferentially slowing down electrons with large quantities

of perpendicular energy (i.e. with ξ ≈ 0). By t = 0 the RPF is nearly zero everywhere, except

near the low energy boundary where it has a magnitude of ∼ 10−6. The reason the RPF does not

vanish identically at the low energy boundary is due to the physics layer defined by Eqs. (18)-(20)

not precisely vanishing at p = pmin. In particular, at p = pmin, the RPF reduces to [see Eq. (20)]

P (pmin) = 0.5 {1 + tanh [Pterm (pmin)]} ,

which for ∆P = 0.2 and ∆p = 0.1p̄max does not precisely vanish. This small inaccuracy will

have a negligible impact for parameters far above threshold, and will only impact predictions on

the PINN at late times when well below marginality. Furthermore, since the spurious contribution

to the RPF is located at the low energy boundary, it can be removed via a post processing routine

as discussed below.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure 5. Time slices of the RPF evolution (top row) along with associated residuals (bottom row) for E∥ =

0.8 and pRE = p̄max/4. The bottom row indicates the residual to Eq. (1a) multiplied by p2/
(
1 + p2

)
, such

that the low energy divergence is removed. The first column indicates the terminal condition at t ≈ 19.36,

the second column t ≈ 17.43 and the last column t = 0. The dashed white curves are the location of

secondary injection ξ1 defined by Eq. (11). The other parameters are given by Zeff = 5 and α = 0.1, and

we chose tmax = 10, Np = 10, Nav = 0.5, along with a pmax consistent with 10 MeV

Considering now a case well above marginality (E∥ = 8, Zeff = 5, α = 0.1, see Fig. 6), the

RPF quickly reaches a steady state, with the RPF at t ≈ 1.65 having nearly the same form as at

t = 0, with the total time of the simulation being 2.19. The steady state solution has a contour of

roughly one half at an energy of 60 keV, suggesting that the maximum energy used in this case of

≈ 1 MeV is sufficient to capture the critical portion of the RPF.

Using the PINN described in Figs. 4-6 we will be interested in comparing predictions of the

RE avalanche growth or decay rate with Monte Carlo simulations carried out with RAMc. Before

carrying out this comparison we note that the use of a Rosenbluth-Putvinski source to describe

large-angle collisions introduces an ambiguity in the evaluation of the avalanche growth rate. In

particular, since the Rosenbluth-Putvinski source only depends on the number of REs, and not the

energy distribution, it is necessary to introduce a criterion for classifying which electrons should be
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure 6. Time slices of the RPF evolution (top row) along with the associated residual (bottom row) for

E∥ = 8 and pRE = p̄max/4. The bottom row indicates the residual to Eq. (1a) multiplied by p2/
(
1 + p2

)
,

such that the low energy divergence is removed. The first column indicates the terminal condition at t ≈

2.19, the second column t ≈ 1.65 and the last column t = 0. The dashed white curves are the location of

secondary injection ξ1 defined by Eq. (11). The other parameters are given by Zeff = 5 and α = 0.1, and

we chose tmax = 20, Np = 10, Nav = 0.5, along with a pmax consistent with 10 MeV.

counted as REs. In the present formulation the quantity pRE defined by Eq. (3) acts as the effective

definition of which electrons are counted as REs. In Fig. 7 this value is roughly 2.5pcrit for the

hyperparameters selected, where pcrit is the critical energy to run away given by pcrit ≈ 1/E∥.

This definition ensures that only electrons located substantially above the critical energy to run

away are included in the large-angle collision operator.

An additional subtly that arises when using an adaptive energy region, is that for the case of

a large electric field, the modest value of the upper momentum boundary results in the integral

used to evaluate the number of secondary electrons [Eq. (17a)] being prematurely cutoff. This

can result in underestimating the number of secondary electrons generated. To account for this we

extended the energy integral in Eq. (17a) to infinity, where we take the value of the RPF to be

P (p̄max, ξ1) for the extended region of the integral. For cases well above threshold, we will have
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P (p̄max, ξ1) ≈ 1 (see the dashed white curves in Fig. 6, for example), and we would expect this

quantity to remain near unity for p > p̄max had a higher upper momentum boundary been used. In

contrast, when near or below threshold, P (p̄max, ξ1) will no longer be unity, and will likely vary

significantly at higher momentum. For this latter case, however, the high energy boundary will

be located at several MeV (see Fig. 5, for example), where at such high energies the Rosenbluth-

Putvinski source has a negligibly small value. In this limit the contribution from the high energy

extension of the integral defined by Eq. (17a) will make a negligible contribution to the rate of

RE growth or decay, such that our extension of the integral defined in Eq. (17a) past the p̄max

boundary will have little impact on the predicted number of secondary electrons.

Finally, as evident in Fig. 5(c), when well below threshold, a spurious contribution to the RPF

can emerge at the low energy boundary. To remove this contribution we will note two momenta.

The first is the critical momentum for an electron to overcome drag, defined by pc ≡ 1/
√
E∥ − 1,

for E∥ ≤ 1, or pc → ∞ otherwise. The second is a hybrid momentum formed by taking the

weighted average of pmin and pRE , i.e. pref = (pRE + 3pmin) /4. To remove the spurious con-

tribution to the RPF near pmin, we will multiply the integrand appearing in Eq. (17a) by a Heav-

iside function Θ(p− pc) for pc < pref , thus removing electrons below the critical momentum,

or Θ(p− pref ) otherwise. In so doing, contributions from momenta below pref will be removed

when near or below threshold, but when far above threshold (i.e. when pc < pref ), only momenta

below pc are removed. Thus, in both limits the spurious contribution to the RPF near p = pmin is

removed, but when well above threshold only very small values of momenta are impacted.

Using the above algorithm, the avalanche growth or decay of an initial seed RE population

has been evaluated for cases both well above and below threshold, with the result compared with

RAMc simulations that employ a Møller secondary source [see Fig. 7]. Good agreement is found

both for a strongly decaying RE distribution along with a RE distribution that is rapidly growing.

Considering a broader comparison between predictions from the PINN and RAMc, 50 values of

the parameters
(
E∥, Zeff , α

)
were randomly sampled over the range of parameters the PINN was

trained across. Cases that decayed too rapidly for a good exponential fit to be identified, which

corresponded to cases far below threshold as discussed in Ref. [1], were discarded leaving 44

cases that will be compared with PINN predictions. The resulting comparison between the two

approaches is shown in Fig. 8(a). Generally good agreement is evident, suggesting the PINN is

able to describe the growth or decay of a RE population across a range of plasma conditions. We

note that the rapid increase in the magnitude of the RE decay rate as the electric field drops below
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Figure 7. Comparison of avalanche growth rates between the Monte Carlo code RAMc with a Møller

secondary source and predictions of the PINN. The solid blue curve includes large-angle collisions, whereas

the solid red curve includes large-angle collisions when above threshold, but uses the primary decay rate

when below threshold, and the black ‘x’ markers are values from RAMc. The other parameters were

Zeff = 5, α = 0.1, and ln Λ = 16.15. The initial electron distribution was defined by Eq. (23) with

(p0 = 3p̄max/4,∆p = p̄max/10, ξ0 = −1,∆ξ = 0.1).

threshold (i.e. the steep drop off evident in Fig. 7) resulted in only a few data points that were

substantially below threshold, but not so far below threshold to prevent an exponential fit, being

present in our randomly sampled dataset.

The largest disagreement between the predictions of the PINN and RAMc occurs when below

threshold. As noted in Fig. 3, and the ensuing discussion, when below threshold the Rosenbluth-

Putvinski source over predicts the impact of secondary electron generation on the RE density,

where a better approximation can be achieved by neglecting the secondary source and computing

the decay rate of the primary distribution. This is done in Fig. 8(b), where the decay rate of the

values (red ‘x’ markers) that the PINN predicted were below threshold are now computed using the

decay rate of the primary distribution, yielding improved agreement with predictions from RAMc,

particularly for the strongest decaying cases.

VI. CONCLUSION

An adjoint-deep learning framework for evaluating the time evolution of the RE density in-

corporating large-angle collisions was derived. By utilizing a PINN to identify the parametric
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(a) (b)

Figure 8. Comparison of avalanche growth and decay rates between the Monte Carlo code RAMc and

the PINN over a broad range of plasma conditions. Panel (a) includes a Rosenbluth-Putvinski secondary

source term for all the PINN’s predictions, whereas panel (b) uses the decay rate of the primary distri-

bution when the PINN predicts RE decay. The electric field, effective charge Zeff , and synchrotron ra-

diation α were selected randomly over the region the PINN was trained. The Coulomb logarithm was

taken to be ln Λ = 9.998 in this scan. The initial electron distribution was defined by Eq. (23) with

(p0 = 3p̄max/4,∆p = p̄max/10, ξ0 = −1,∆ξ = 0.1).

solution to the adjoint problem, this enables the time evolution of the RE density to be rapidly

inferred across a broad range of parameters for an arbitrary initial momentum space distribution.

This framework was applied to evaluate time histories of the RE density, along with saturated

growth and decay rates across a broad range of physics parameters. Excellent agreement was

found between predictions of the adjoint-deep learning framework and a traditional RE solver for

the saturated avalanche growth rate. It was found that near and below marginality, the Rosenbluth-

Putvinski approximation to the secondary source term lead to quantitatively inaccurate time his-

tories of the RE density, though the qualitative behavior was captured. Furthermore, it was found

that when below marginality, the decay rate of the RE distribution is well approximated by the de-

cay rate of the primary distribution function (i.e. neglecting large-angle collisions). We anticipate

that extensions of the present framework to include a more comprehensive set of physics including

time varying electric fields, temporally varying plasma compositions, along with partial screening

corrections to collisional coefficients will allow the present approach to provide an efficient, yet

accurate tool for evaluating saturated RE growth and decay rates, as well as describing RE dynam-
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ics during rapid variations in the background plasma. Such extensions will be the topic of future

work.
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