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ABSTRACT

A surrogate model for particle-in-cell plasma simulations based on a graph neural network is presented.
The graph is constructed in such a way as to enable the representation of electromagnetic fields
on a fixed spatial grid. The model is applied to simulate beams of electrons in one dimension
over a wide range of temperatures, drift momenta and densities, and is shown to reproduce two-
stream instabilities—a common and fundamental plasma instability. Qualitatively, the characteristic
phase-space mixing of counterpropagating electron beams is observed. Quantitatively, the model’s
performance is evaluated in terms of the accuracy of its predictions of number density distributions,
the electric field, and their Fourier decompositions, particularly the growth rate of the fastest-growing
unstable mode, as well as particle position, momentum distributions, energy conservation and run
time. The model achieves high accuracy with a time step longer than conventional simulation by two
orders of magnitude. This work demonstrates that complex plasma dynamics can be learned and
shows promise for the development of fast differentiable simulators suitable for solving forward and
inverse problems in plasma physics.

1 Introduction

Plasma simulation is a serious computational challenge with a variety of available methods [1, 2]. Particle-in-cell (PIC)
is one such popular method that enables the investigation of fundamental plasma processes and applications [1, 3, 4].
As an established and mature method, modern PIC codes are able to efficiently scale to the largest supercomputers
available, which is often required to provide sufficient resolution to simulate real-world phenomena.

This work demonstrates a method for the learned simulation of plasma particle and electromagnetic field dynamics
using graph neural networks (GNNs). We show that constructing the graph representation of the physical domain to
include electromagnetic field information is desirable as it enables the study of the effects of fields (both self-consistent
and external) on the plasma, which are usually of significant importance for characterizing the complete dynamic
behaviour of the system. In addition to reducing the computation time required for simulations, this kind of learned
simulator is differentiable and can therefore also be applied to solve inverse problems by gradient-based optimization,
such as automatic design and control [5–8] or physics discovery [9–11].

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we review related works in the field of plasma
simulation and machine-learning-based surrogate models for physics simulations which our model is based on. Section 3
provides an overview of the PIC method for plasma simulation. The dataset used for training and testing our model is
described in Section 4, and Section 5 details the architecture and training procedure. The results of our experiments are
presented in Section 6. We discuss the performance of the learned simulator in terms of the accuracy of its predictions
of particle position and momentum, electric field, the growth rate of two-stream instabilities, energy conservation and
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run time. Finally, Section 7 summarizes the conclusions and outlines potential directions for future work towards
developing a GNN-based simulator that requires fewer computing resources PIC codes for real-world applications.

2 Related works

This work concerns learned dynamic computer simulation of plasma and focuses on the PIC method. While plasma
simulation is a field of research in its own right [1], its products are frequently used in numerous fields, including
charged particle acceleration [12, 13], plasma photonics [14], studies of planetary atmospheres [15], nuclear fusion [16],
space and astrophysics [17], and others [4].

Recent advances in PIC codes have demonstrated high scalability [18–20]. Research has also emerged with a reframing
of the PIC algorithm for specific geometric use cases, for example, with azimuthal Fourier mode decomposition [21],
use of spectral methods for the field solver [22], and transforming the simulation space to a Lorentz-boosted frame [23,
24]. Monte Carlo methods have been coupled to PIC codes to enable the effects of high-field quantum electrodynamics
(QED) on plasma interactions to be studied [25, 26].

The ability for neural networks to learn simulation behaviour from training data has been demonstrated in many domains
and arises naturally from the universal function approximator property [27, 28]. An early example applied feedforward
neural networks trained with backpropagation [29] to the emulation of various dynamic models [30].

Imparting information of the graph structure of the physical space being simulated has been shown to improve learned
behaviour by enabling the use of graph neural networks [31, 32]. For example, Chang et al. demonstrated factorizing a
dynamic simulated environment into pairwise interactions between objects enables estimation of a future state of the
system by learned composition of the interactions [33]. Similarly, Battaglia et al. described interaction networks [34] and
graph networks [35] for reasoning about objects and their interactions. With their graph network simulator (GNS) [36],
Sanchez-Gonzalez et al. demonstrated the ability of a graph network in encode-process-decode format to simulate
various fluids interacting with rigid bodies, and showed that the learned simulator is able to generalize well beyond the
time, space and complexity bounds present in the training data.

A varied body of work exists describing applications of machine learning approaches to PIC methods. Several studies
have investigated the replacement of one or several of the field solvers in the PIC loop, including by singular value
decomposition for the electric field intensity and magnetic flux density [37], dynamic mode decomposition for the
current density [38] and electric potential [39], and multilayer perceptron (MLP) and convolutional neural networks for
electric field calculation [40]. Kube et al. trained an MLP to suggest initial solution vectors for a Newton–Krylov solver
employed in an implicit PIC algorithm, reducing the required calls to the solver for convergence by 25% [41]. MLPs
have also been used to replace memory-intensive or expensive-to-evaluate additional modules that are frequently used
to extend the PIC loop, such as statistical sampling of Compton scattering [42] and lookup tables of pair production
cross-sections [43], both of which have high-field physics applications. In the most application-driven investigations,
machine-learning-based surrogate models of end-to-end, laser-plasma-based electron or ion accelerator schemes using
MLPs, support vector regressors and Gaussian process regressors have been proposed [44–49]. Finally, Carvalho et
al. demonstrated the ability of GNS to learn dynamic plasma behaviour from a one-dimensional plasma sheet model,
regarded as a precursor to the PIC method [50].

3 Plasma simulation by the particle-in-cell method

The PIC method is one of the most widely used approaches to modelling the dynamic behaviour of plasmas. A thorough
overview of the primary algorithm can be found in [1]. An introductory description is given here for completeness.

Plasma particles are modelled as so-called superparticles, which represent a large number of real particles. For
example, one superparticle may represent 105 electrons and therefore possess a charge and mass of 1.602× 10−14 C
and 9.109× 10−26 kg, respectively. The number of real particles that a superparticle represents is termed its particle
weight. Superparticles exist in a continuous phase space, and their collective behaviour statistically represents the
behaviour of the corresponding real plasma system. A discrete grid is used on which the electric and magnetic fields are
defined.

PIC codes contain, at their core, a set of two coupled solvers: the particle pusher and the field solver. In the simplest
form of the PIC algorithm, the following steps are repeated to update the superparticles and electromagnetic fields in
discrete time:

• The electromagnetic field values are interpolated to the positions of each superparticle.
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• The Lorentz force is solved as the particle equation of motion and used to update the position of each
superparticle (the particle push step).

• The charge density and current due to particle motion are interpolated onto the field grid.

• Maxwell’s equations are solved to update the electric and magnetic field values on the grid (the field solve
step).

The time step must be chosen to satisfy the well-known Courant–Friedrichs–Lewy (CFL) condition [51]: ∆t < ∆x/c,
where ∆x is the grid resolution and c is the speed of light.

4 Dataset

In this section, we describe the specific conditions of the PIC simulations used to generate data for training and testing
our learned simulator, and how graphs for input to the GNN were constructed.

4.1 EPOCH Simulation

Two collisionless counterpropagating beams of electrons with equal density, temperature, and drift momentum mag-
nitude in a neutralizing background of fixed ions were simulated using the EPOCH PIC code [3] in one spatial dimension.
Each beam starts with a Gaussian velocity distribution with standard deviation (also known as thermal velocity, σ = vth)
determined by the temperature and mean given by the drift velocity v0. For sufficiently cold beams, with vth/v0 ⪅ 0.76,
such a system gives rise to two-stream instability, a well-known phenomenon in plasma physics where the beam
particles are bunched periodically in space, with the number density of electrons and therefore the electric field growing
exponentially in time until a saturation point. Mathematical derivations and numerical treatments of the two-stream
instability under various assumptions are given in Appendix A.

Each beam consists of 1600 superparticles, each representing a number of real electrons that depends on the simulated
density. The initial distributions of electrons are uniform in space, so that within each example, every superparticle
represents the same number of real electrons. Periodic boundary conditions were applied with a box length of 500 km,
meaning particles exiting the box are re-inserted at the opposite boundary with the same velocity. The electric and
magnetic field values were calculated at 400 grid points 1250m apart. EPOCH uses a time step of 0.95∆x/c, giving
3.96 µs.

A thousand examples were generated by drawing randomly-sampled temperature values uniformly in the range 0K
to 105 K, electron drift momenta from 0 to 5 × 10−24 kgm s−1, and densities from 5 to 40 electrons per metre per
beam. Each simulation was set to evolve for a total time of 0.15 s. For each example, 1001 snapshots were recorded
approximately 0.15ms apart, corresponding to about 37.9 EPOCH time steps. As the interval of 0.15ms does not
match an exact number of internal EPOCH time steps, the time between snapshots turns out to deviate from 0.15ms by
up to 3.4 µs, which has to be accounted for when calculating input features for and position updates using the GNN
simulator. To train models with a longer time step of 0.60ms, every fourth snapshot from the same sample was used.
940 examples were set aside for training, 30 for validation, and 30 for testing.

4.2 Graph

Particle-based simulation naturally lends itself to a graph representation where each simulation particle is represented
by a node and edges enable cross-particle interactions. Nodes can also represent electromagnetic fields at grid points.

Experiments were first conducted to train models using only nodes representing superparticles. Six node features were
used: the five most recent velocities (computed from displacements between the latest six snapshots) and particle
weights.

Further experiments also trained models with additional nodes representing the electric field at the grid points from the
EPOCH simulation, henceforth referred to as field nodes. In this case, the length of the input sequence from which
velocities are computed was optimized through the procedure described in Appendix B, and additional features were
added to all nodes: the component of the electric field in the direction of the motion of the particles in all the snapshots
in the input sequence, and node type (0 for grid points and 1 for superparticles). The particle weights were set to 0 for
the field nodes, and the electric field was set to 0 for the particle nodes.

Edges were drawn between nodes representing superparticles or grid points within a prescribed connectivity radius.
When there were more than 128 neighbours within this range, only the 128 closest ones were connected. The relative
displacement between the superparticles or grid points was encoded into the edge features.
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5 Graph network simulator

The models used for this work are based on an implementation of the GNS framework [36] by Kumar and Vantassel [52]
using PyTorch Geometric [53, 54]. The principle of the GNS is to predict the acceleration of each particle node, and the
field at field nodes, from current and previous node and edge features. Updated positions are then calculated based
on the predicted acceleration as described in Section 5.2, and a new graph is constructed from these to continue the
simulation. We follow the convention described in Ref. [36] and refer to the result of repeating this procedure as a
rollout.

5.1 Graph network architecture

The model consists of an encoder, processor and decoder. The encoder embeds the node and edge features to latent
feature vectors xi and eij , respectively, using MLPs. The underlying architecture of the processor is a message-passing
GNN [55], where the message passing between nodes on the graph simulates particle interactions. More precisely, in
the mth message-passing step, the feature vector of the ith node, xi,m, is updated according to the equation:

xi,m = xi,m−1 + Fm(xi,m−1,
∑
j

ϕm(xi,m−1,xj,m−1, eij)),

where Fm and ϕm are MLPs, and j indexes the nodes neighbouring node i. The outputs of ϕm can be thought of as
messages, which are aggregated by summation. The Fm network uses these aggregated messages and the current node
features to compute updated node features. Finally, the decoder is an MLP which maps the output latent feature vector
into predicted acceleration and electric field values. The rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function is used for all
hidden layers of the MLPs, and layer normalization [56] is used for the outputs of all MLPs except the decoder.

Note the similarity of the message-passing GNN architecture to the PIC loop, particularly when using field nodes, which
makes it a good model: message passing to particle nodes corresponds to interpolating electromagnetic field values
onto the superparticle positions, the computation of updated node features using the aggregated messages corresponds
to the particle push step, message passing from particle to field nodes corresponds to the interpolation of charge and
current due to particle motion onto the field grid, and message passing between field nodes and the node feature update
corresponds to the field solve step. However, unlike the PIC loop, the GNN can update particle and grid features in
parallel and is not subject to the CFL condition, which could allow for faster simulation.

5.2 Velocity and position update

Given the acceleration an at time step n, the next position is computed according to the equations:

vn+1 = vn + an(tn+1 − tn),

and
xn+1 = xn + vn+1(tn+1 − tn).

Periodic boundary conditions are implemented by subtracting or adding the box length depending on which side the
particle exits.

5.3 Training and experiments

For training, the velocities and electric field values used as inputs to the network, as well as target accelerations, are
scaled to a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1, while particle weights are scaled to the range [0, 1]. The edge feature
(the relative displacement of the nodes) is scaled by dividing by the connectivity radius. Random walk noise is added to
the input velocities and electric field values by adding a random value drawn from a normal distribution with a mean
of zero at each time step in the input sequence and adding it to the value from the previous time step. The standard
deviation of the noise is given in Table 1. The addition of random noise was shown to mitigate the accumulation of
error over long rollouts in Ref. [36], in which the authors postulate that the network benefits from learning to make
predictions from imperfect inputs.

The target acceleration is computed from the positions of the particles in a sequence of three snapshots, according to

a =
1

t3 − t2

(
x3 − x2

t3 − t2
− x2 − x1

t2 − t1

)
.

The network is trained to minimize the mean squared error (MSE) on the predicted acceleration for a single step if field
nodes are not used. For models using electric field nodes, the loss function is modified to be the sum of the MSE on the
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acceleration for particle nodes and the MSE on the electric field for field nodes. The Adam optimizer [57] is used with
a step-based learning rate decay schedule given by

ηk = η0d
k
r ,

where k is the training step, η0 is the initial learning rate, d is the decay factor, and r is the drop rate defining the number
of training steps (gradient updates) after which the decay rate should drop to η0d. The values of these parameters are
given in Table 1. To parallelize training across multiple GPUs, different samples are loaded on each GPU, and gradients
are computed on each device and averaged before updating the model weights.

Two models were trained without using the electric field feature: model A with a time step of approximately 0.15ms
and model B with a time step of approximately 0.60ms, with a batch size of 2, for 4 million training steps on two
Nvidia V100 GPUs. Each model took 27 days to train. The model hyperparameters are given in Table 1. The same
hyperparameters (number and size of hidden layers) were used for all MLPs in each learned simulator model. The
connectivity radius of 7.5 km is 15% of the total box length, the same fraction used by Sanchez-Gonzalez et al. in most
physical domains [36] and corresponds to the length of six grid cells.

Table 1: The parameters of and validation loss achieved by three models A, B and C. Models A and B differ only in the
time step used in the training data, whereas in Model C the electric field node feature is added and a different set of
hyperparameters was found through optimization. The standard deviation of noise given is the value used in the last
step of the input sequence, accumulated by adding the variance of the noise at each time step.

Parameter Model A Model B Model C

Time step [ms] 0.15 0.60 0.60
Electric field feature No No Yes
Initial learning rate η0 10−4 10−4 9.71× 10−4

Learning rate decay factor d 0.1 0.1 4.4× 10−3

Learning rate drop rate r (number of steps) 5× 106 5× 106 7.69× 105

Standard deviation of velocity noise in the last step [ms−1] 6.7× 10−4 6.7× 10−4 1.14× 10−6

Standard deviation of electric field noise in the last step [NC−1] - - 3.03× 10−17

Number of message-passing steps 10 10 11
Number of snapshots in input sequence 6 6 8
Connectivity radius [km] 7.5 7.5 2.5
Number of hidden layers in MLPs 2 2 1
Number of latent features 128 128 209
Number of nodes in each hidden layer of MLPs 128 128 185

Minimum validation loss [km2] 9.18× 103 7.57× 103 8.27× 103

Number of training steps to reach minimum validation loss 3.87× 106 3.80× 106 9.60× 105

The MSE on the predicted position calculated over the full simulation rollout of 0.15 s was used as the validation loss,
and is plotted in Figure 1. It was computed after every 104 gradient updates. The validation loss curves still did not
plateau after the 4 million gradient updates, which suggests even better performance could be achieved with further
training. The model trained with the longer time step is clearly more performant. This is because it takes fewer time
steps to compute a rollout simulating the same amount of time, so there is less accumulation of error. This is consistent
with the results of Carvalho et al. [50], who found that a longer time step resulted in better performance.

Models using field nodes were only trained with the longer time step of 0.60ms. Hyperparameter optimization was
required for them to achieve similar performance to model B. Details of the hyperparameter optimization procedure are
given in Appendix B. The parameters of the model with field nodes achieving the lowest validation loss, model C, are
given in Table 1, and its validation loss is plotted in Figure 1. The training was stopped after 2 million training steps,
which was sufficient for the validation loss to plateau in all viable trials with field nodes. Training of the best trial lasted
9 days on an Nvidia A100 GPU. The hyperparameter optimization resulted in a larger learning rate, smaller level of
noise added to inputs, greater input sequence length and number of message-passing steps and larger MLP layer sizes,
but only one hidden layer instead of two, and the connectivity radius reduced to twice the grid spacing. The added noise
for the most performant model found during hyperparameter optimization was set to a negligible level, indicating that
adding it did not mitigate error accumulation during rollouts. For each of the three models A, B and C, the final weights
chosen were the ones achieving the lowest validation loss.
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Figure 1: Validation loss curves for training of three models: two without electric field nodes, with time steps of 0.15ms
(model A, blue) and 0.60ms (model B, orange), and one with electric field nodes and a time step of 0.60ms (model C,
green). The values of the model hyperparameters are given in Table 1. The validation loss is the mean squared error on
the predicted position calculated over the full simulation rollout of 0.15 s. The faded lines show the loss after every 104

gradient updates, while the solid curves are the result of smoothing by applying a Savitzky–Golay filter [58, 59] with a
cubic polynomial and a window size of 100.

6 Results

Figure 2 shows a comparison of snapshots from a simulation of two counterpropagating cold beams of electrons (with
vth/v0 = 0.14) performed using EPOCH and GNS models A and B, which use different time steps, 0.15ms and
0.60ms, respectively, both of which are much greater than the 3.96 µs used internally by EPOCH. This demonstrates
that the model can reproduce the two-stream instability, and demonstrates similar fundamental plasma behaviour even
with a much lower time resolution. In fact, as expected from the validation loss, model B, with the longer time step,
clearly matches the ground truth better than model A at the simulated time of 150.0ms. Figure 3 shows the GNS also
reproduces very similar behaviour to EPOCH in the opposite extreme of warm beams (vth/v0 = 1.35).

The time evolution of the predicted distributions of particle positions and momenta for the vth/v0 = 0.14 case, and the
amplitude of the Fourier transform of the position distribution, is shown in Figure 4 for model B (without electric field
nodes), and in Figure 5 for model C (with electric field nodes). The predicted electric field and the amplitude of its
Fourier transform are shown in Figure 6, and correspond well to the position distribution. The GNS predictions are
generally in good agreement with EPOCH, particularly until 60ms, shortly after the saturation time of the instability.
Notably, model C more accurately predicts the evolution of the number density distribution after about 100ms, in the
nonlinear phase, than model B. However, since model C is the result of extensive hyperparameter optimization, we
make no claim that this is due to the addition of electric field nodes.

A quantitative prediction that can be derived analytically in the cold-beam approximation, valid when vth ≪ v0, and by
numerical integration in the case of beams with a Gaussian distribution of velocities, is the exponential growth rate of
the amplitude of the fastest-growing Fourier mode of the electric field, as explained in Appendix A. This amplitude is
plotted in Figure 7 for EPOCH, GNS and the theoretical prediction, for three examples from the test set with different
values of the vth/v0 ratio from the range where the theory predicts a relatively high instability growth rate. The plots
show transient phase, followed by a linear phase where the gradient predicted by the GNS agrees well with EPOCH and
the theoretical linear approximation. Beyond this, after the instability saturates, there is chaotic nonlinear phase where
exact agreement is not expected because of high sensitivity to noise and initial conditions. Figure 8 shows that the GNS
also correctly predicts that there is no appreciable growth of instability in an example with vth/v0 = 0.75, where theory
predicts a very small growth rate.

6



Particle-based plasma simulation using a graph neural network A PREPRINT

20

10

0

10

20

M
om

en
tu

m
 [k

eV
/c

]

t = 21.0 ms

Ground truth (EPOCH) GNS model A ( t = 0.15 ms) GNS model B ( t = 0.60 ms)

20

10

0

10

20

M
om

en
tu

m
 [k

eV
/c

]

t = 42.0 ms

0 100 200 300 400 500
Position [km]

20

10

0

10

20

M
om

en
tu

m
 [k

eV
/c

]

t = 150.0 ms

0 100 200 300 400 500
Position [km]

0 100 200 300 400 500
Position [km]

Figure 2: Snapshots from a simulation of two counterpropagating beams of electrons with a density of 25 electrons
per metre, initial temperature of 2.0 × 104 K, and drift momentum of 3.5 × 10−24 kgm s−1 (giving vth/v0 = 0.14),
performed using EPOCH (left column), GNS model A, with a time step of 0.15ms (middle column) and GNS model
B, with a time step of 0.60ms (right column). Neither GNS model includes electric field nodes. The values of the
model hyperparameters are given in Table 1. The first row shows a plot of electron momentum against position after
a simulated time of 21ms, the second row shows the state after 42ms, and the third row after 150ms. Each point
represents a superparticle, which represents around 7700 electrons. The colour of the points shows which of the two
beams the particle comes from. The plots show the development of the two-stream instability.
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Figure 3: Snapshots from a simulation of two counterpropagating beams of electrons with a density of 5 electrons
per metre, initial temperature of 8.4 × 104 K, and drift momentum of 7.6 × 10−25 kgm s−1 (giving vth/v0 = 1.35),
performed using EPOCH (left column), GNS model A, with a time step of 0.15ms (middle column) and GNS model
B, with a time step of 0.60ms (right column). Neither GNS model includes electric field nodes. The values of the
model hyperparameters are given in Table 1. The first row shows a plot of electron momentum against position after
a simulated time of 21ms, the second row shows the state after 42ms, and the third row after 150ms. Each point
represents a superparticle, which represents around 1600 electrons. The colour of the points shows which of the two
beams the particle comes from.
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Figure 4: Distribution of the number of superparticles in space over time (top row), its Fourier transform (middle
row) and the distribution of electron momenta over time (bottom row) for a simulation of two counterpropagating
beams of electrons with a density of 25 electrons per metre, initial temperature of 2.0× 104 K, and drift momentum of
3.5× 10−24 kgm s−1 (giving vth/v0 = 0.14), performed using EPOCH (leftmost column) and GNS model B (with a
time step of 0.60ms, without electric field nodes, in the middle column). The values of the model hyperparameters are
given in Table 1. The rightmost column shows the difference between the GNS and EPOCH predictions divided by their
mean. The Fourier transform is calculated for each time step and its amplitude averaged over sets of five consecutive
time steps. The plots clearly show the development of the two-stream instability.

Table 2: Performance of models A, B and C, defined in Table 1, evaluated on a test dataset, in terms of the mean squared
error on the predicted position over all snapshots in a simulation of 0.15 s and the execution time of the simulation
using an Nvidia V100 GPU. The execution time includes the time taken to produce inputs for the GNS using EPOCH.

Model MSE on predicted position [km2] Mean execution time [s]

A 8.28× 103 131.1± 1.6
B 7.38× 103 35.3± 0.2
C 7.59× 103 36.2± 1.2

Table 2 summarizes the performance of the GNS models on a test set in terms of the MSE on predicted position over all
particles and time steps and the execution time using an Nvidia V100 GPU. Again, models B and C clearly perform
better than model A (which uses a shorter time step), achieving an MSE lower by 11% and 8%, respectively. Models B
and C perform similarly in terms of the MSE on particle position, and on average also in terms of energy conservation,
as shown in Figure 9(a), which plots the mean error in the total kinetic energy of the particles over time. However,
model C (the one with the electric field nodes) produces rollouts with total kinetic energy fluctuations more precisely
timed with the ground truth simulations. The temporal departure of these fluctuations for models A and B gives rise to
the fluctuations with higher mean error seen in Figure 9(a). The largest error in total kinetic energy predicted by model
C was 14%. The total kinetic energy predicted by EPOCH and GNS in the example where this occurs is plotted in
Figure 9(b), which shows that the discrepancy happens due to the GNS predicting the dip in the total kinetic energy
occurring slightly earlier than EPOCH, rather than some wildly different behaviour.
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Figure 5: Distribution of the number of superparticles in space over time (top row), its Fourier transform (middle
row) and the distribution of electron momenta over time (bottom row), for the same ground truth simulation (leftmost
column) as in Figure 4, but performed using GNS model C, which uses field nodes (middle column). The rightmost
column shows the difference between the GNS and EPOCH predictions divided by their mean.
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Figure 6: The x-component of the electric field over time at 400 grid points in the same simulation presented in Figure 5,
with initial vth/v0 = 0.14, performed using EPOCH (left) and GNS model C (middle). The rightmost plots show the
difference between the GNS and EPOCH predictions.
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Figure 7: Amplitude of the fastest-growing Fourier mode of the electric field E over time for three simulations with
different ratios of initial thermal velocity vth to drift velocity, v0, as predicted by EPOCH (solid blue line), GNS model
C (orange dash-dotted line) and linear perturbation theory (green dashed line), A linear least-squares fit to the data
was performed on intervals where the logarithm of the amplitude grows approximately linearly, indicated by grey
vertical dashed lines. The best-fit values of the growth rate γ are given in the legend. In (a), the analytical cold-beam
approximation is valid, whereas in (b) and (c), the theoretical rate computed numerically for Gaussian distributions
differs appreciably from the cold-beam approximation.

11



Particle-based plasma simulation using a graph neural network A PREPRINT

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Time [s]

0

100

200

300

400

500

Po
sit

io
n 

[k
m

]

Ground truth (EPOCH)

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Time [s]

0

100

200

300

400

500

Po
sit

io
n 

[k
m

]

GNS model C

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Time [s]

0

100

200

300

400

500

Po
sit

io
n 

[k
m

]

Difference GNS - EPOCH

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Time [s]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

W
av

en
um

be
r [

km
1 ]

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Time [s]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

W
av

en
um

be
r [

km
1 ]

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Time [s]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

W
av

en
um

be
r [

km
1 ]

2

1

0

1

2

E G
NS

E E
PO

CH
 [m

N/
C]

2

1

0

1

2

El
ec

tri
c 

fie
ld

 E
EP

OC
H 

[m
N/

C]

2

1

0

1

2

El
ec

tri
c 

fie
ld

 E
GN

S [
m

N/
C]

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

|E
GN

S|
|E

EP
OC

H|
 [m

N/
C]

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

Fo
ur

ie
r m

od
e 

am
pl

itu
de

 |E
EP

OC
H|

 [m
N/

C]

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

Fo
ur

ie
r m

od
e 

am
pl

itu
de

 |E
GN

S| 
[m

N/
C]

Figure 8: The x-component of the electric field over time at 400 grid points in a simulation of two counterpropagating
beams of electrons with a density of 19 electrons per metre, initial temperature of 9.5× 104 K, and drift momentum
of 1.4 × 10−24 kgm s−1 (giving vth/v0 = 0.75), performed using EPOCH (left) and GNS model C (middle). The
rightmost plots show the difference between the GNS and EPOCH predictions. The electric field and its Fourier
transform show that there is no instability and no dominant mode, which is in agreement with theoretical predictions.
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Figure 9: (a) Mean of the absolute values of the relative errors in the total kinetic energy T calculated from predictions
of GNS models A, B and C at each time step of a rollout simulating a total time of 0.15 s, for simulations in the test
sample. (b) The total kinetic energy predicted by EPOCH and GNS models for the example with the largest deviation
of the GNS from EPOCH.
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The mean execution time for the simulations with EPOCH was 39.88± 0.87 s. For GNS model A, it was significantly
longer at 131.1± 1.6 s, while the models using a shorter time step, B and C, were slightly faster at 35.27± 0.17 s and
36.2± 1.2 s, respectively. The execution time for GNS includes the time taken to produce inputs for the GNS using
EPOCH, load the data and write the outputs, but the majority of the time is spent on the running the GNS simulation.
However, a proper comparison is difficult because the EPOCH code was written in Fortran, highly optimized, compiled
and ran on CPU, whereas the GNS uses GPU acceleration, has received no specific optimization efforts and executes
interpreted Python code. Even so, these results demonstrate that the GNS can be sped up significantly by using a longer
time step, which sacrifices time resolution but not the accuracy of the prediction of the behaviour of the plasma.

7 Discussion and conclusions

The GNS is able to learn simulated dynamic plasma particle and field behaviour to a high level of accuracy. Over a
wide range of plasma conditions, predictions of counterpropagating beam interactions made by the GNS compare very
well to ground-truth simulated interactions both quantitatively and qualitatively. Plasma configurations that give rise to
the two-stream instability are well-captured by the GNS, which learns to reproduce the linear and nonlinear phases of
the instability. Growth rates of the GNS-simulated instability match those calculated from linear theory, which shows
that the GNS is capable of simulating plasma behaviour to a high level of physical accuracy.

GNS rollouts accumulate errors over time compared to EPOCH simulations. Adding noise to the inputs during training
was not found to reduce this source of error. By contrast, using larger time steps does reduce error accumulation,
as expected. There are many potential improvements to the model architecture and training procedure that could be
explored to reduce errors, including updating edge features with every message-passing step, optimizing the weighting of
the acceleration and field terms in the loss function, optimizing for whole trajectories instead of single-step predictions,
as well as imposing constraints based on domain knowledge, such as a rotation-equivariant architecture and choosing
the connectivity radius based on the Debye length—a distance beyond which electrostatic interactions in a plasma are
negligible.

Processing particle-based physics simulation data is memory intensive. As such, available GPU memory is a considerable
bottleneck when training GNS models. In our experiments, batch sizes were limited to a maximum of three. It is possible
that more performant models could be trained with access to larger GPU memory resources. Memory requirements
could be reduced by overloading the node-level input feature vector components that correspond to velocity for particle
nodes and field values for field nodes instead of using zero-padding. However, this could reduce the accuracy of the
model as the encoder MLP would have to learn completely different behaviour depending on the node type.

A significant improvement in computation time compared to optimized PIC codes was not achieved, but there is
potential for further optimization, both by writing more efficient code, and choosing model parameters, such as the
number of message-passing steps, to optimize the trade-off between accuracy and run time, rather than just the accuracy.
Furthermore, increasing the time step of the GNS can result in much faster computation at the cost of time resolution; an
option that is not available when using conventional simulators, which are bound by more stringent numerical stability
criteria. However, the GNS needs to be retrained to use a different time step. It may be possible to avoid this by training
a single model using samples with a wide range of time steps and providing this information as a graph-level input
feature. The GNS could be used to model PIC simulations with additional modules including, for example, collisions,
ionization, or QED effects, which would take longer to run, so there could be a more significant relative reduction in
computation time.

It is straightforward to add additional species by specifying different values for the node-type feature, and to extend
the GNS to more dimensions and to include magnetic fields by adding them as additional node features, and adding
corresponding terms in the loss function as is done here for the electric field. The GNS could then be used to model
interactions with external fields, including lasers, and to tackle inverse design and control problems [6–8, 60] or physics
discovery [9].

Data availability statement

The trained models described in this paper and the data used to train and evaluate them are openly available at:
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A Appendix: Dispersion relations and growth rates

In a plasma described by a sum of distribution functions of velocities, njfj(v), where nj is the number density and∫∞
−∞ fj(v)dv = 1, linear perturbation theory can be used to show that electrostatic waves of the form

E = E0e
i(kx−ωt)

develop, where k is the wavenumber, ω is the angular frequency of the wave, and x and t are position and time
coordinates, respectively. These waves satisfy the dispersion relation

1 =
∑
j

ω2
pj

k2

∫
L

∂vfj
v − ω/k

dv ≡
∑
j

ϵj(ω, k), (A.1)

where ωpj is the plasma frequency of the species and L denotes the Landau contour passing below the pole at
v = vph ≡ ω/k, the phase velocity of the wave. Equation (A.1) is in terms of the one-dimensional velocity distribution
(relevant to this paper), and is valid for 3D electrostatic waves by positing f(v) =

∫
f3D(v⃗)δ(v⃗ · n̂− v)d3v, where n̂ is

the direction of wave propagation [61]. The plasma frequency is given by

ωpj =

√
nje2j
ϵ0mj

,

where ej is the particle charge, mj is the particle mass and ϵ0 is the permittivity of free space. In general, solutions
for ω can have a real part, which is the angular frequency of a wave oscillating in time, and an imaginary part, which
corresponds to Landau damping if negative, or instability (exponential growth) if positive. From the linear kinetic
theory of perturbations, the dielectric integrals in Eq. (A.1) should be computed assuming Im(ω) > 0 and continued
analytically on the complex plane [61].

In this Appendix, we provide analytical expressions for two-stream systems with different distribution functions, and
provide a useful formula to derive growth rates. A special class of distribution functions, described below, can give
dispersion relations with purely real solutions in some regimes. However, they all also have unstable regimes with
purely imaginary solutions, as they can have a ‘hole’ between two beams in velocity space (which is always unstable as
per the Penrose criterion [62]).

A.1 Cold two-stream limit

The cold-stream limit, where fj = δ(v − v0,j), has a simple analytical form:

1 =
∑
j

ω2
pj

(ω − vjk)2
.

For two cold electron streams with initial velocities ±v0 and each with plasma frequency ωpe,b, and a uniform
non-moving ion background, the dispersion relation can be derived as

1 =
ω2

pe,b

(ω − v0k)2
+

ω2
pe,b

(ω + v0k)2
= 2ω2

pe,b
ω2 + v20k

2

(ω2 − v20k
2)2

and can be solved explicitly in ω2. Posing

ω̂2
± =

∣∣∣∣k̂2 + 1±
√
1 + 4k̂2

∣∣∣∣
with k̂ = kv0/ωpe,b, there is always a real solution corresponding to an oscillation in time with ω/ωpe,b = ±ω̂+, and
one with ω/ωpe,b = ±ω̂− for kv0/ωpe,b >

√
2. For kv0/ωpe,b <

√
2, there are imaginary solutions ω/ωpe,b = ±iω̂−.
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The solution with a positive imaginary part corresponds to a field that is growing exponentially in time with no
oscillations:

E = E0eγteikx,

with growth rate γ = ω̂−ωpe,b. In particular, the fastest-growing mode has growth rate γ = ωpe,b/2 at kv0/ωpe,b =√
3/2. We note that these numbers are the same as in Ref. [50], once we account for the fact that the authors express

the individual-beam plasma frequencies as ωpe,b = ωpe/
√
2 – i.e. ωpe as the one from the total density of electrons.

A.2 Top-hat two-stream behaviour

The cold-stream case reminds us that the growth rates are set by the only dimensional frequency of the system (ωpe),
and that unstable perturbations arise at wavelength larger than v0/ωpe. As the dielectric function in Eq. (A.1) diverges
at the resonances vph = ±v0, four real roots (i.e. stable oscillations) are available whenever

∑
j ϵj(ω = 0, k) < 1.

A simple example of dispersion relation can be obtained when each beam has a ‘top-hat’ compact support distribution
function, constant over vj − σ < v < vj + σ and zero otherwise, yielding

ϵj(ω, k) =
ω2

pj

(ω − kvj)2 − k2σ2
.

For two beams at ±v0, each with plasma frequency ωpe,b, the dispersion relation has the same behaviour as for the cold
case with the only change being that

ω̂2
± =

∣∣∣∣k̂2(1 + α2) + 1±
√
1 + 4k̂2 + 4k̂4α2

∣∣∣∣ ,
where α = σ/v0, and the two-stream instability arises for k2 < 2ω2

pe,b/(v
2
0 − σ2) whenever α < 1. When σ ≥ v0, the

two beams merge into one centred at zero velocity, and two oscillatory solutions arise. When α2 < 1, the maximum
growth rate of instabilities occurs at

k̂2⋆ =
(1 + α2)/

√
1− α2 − 1

2α2
.

A.3 Warm beams with compact support

The case above can be generalized to other distribution functions with compact support, by formally expanding the
denominator in the dielectric integral in Eq. (A.1). In particular, supposing that fj(v) = nj f̂(v − v0,j), then

ϵj(ω, k) =
ω2

pj

k2

∫
L

f̂(u)
du

(v0,j − vph + u)2
=

ω2
pj

k2

∫
L

f̂(u)

(v0,j − vph)2

∑
m≥0

(−1)m(m+ 1)
umdu

(v0,j − vph)2

=
ω2

pj

k2

∑
m≥0

(−1)m(m+ 1)
µm

(v0,j − vph)m+2

whenever vph is outside the support of f, and where µm =
∫
f̂(u)umdu/

∫
f̂(u)du. If the series expansion converges,

then it can also be analytically continued for vph = ω/k within the support of f. As an example, for a beam with
distribution f̂ ∝ (1− |u/σj |)1(−σj<u<σj), the dielectric integral series can be resummed as

ϵj(ω, k) =
ω2

pj

σ2
jk

2
ln

(
1 +

σ2
j

(v0,j − vph)2

)
.

For two beams of this kind, the dispersion relation then becomes:

2(ω̂2 + k̂2) + k̂2α2

(ω̂2 − k̂2)2
=

eσ
2
0k

2/ω2
pe,b − 1

σ2
0k

2/ω2
pe,b

≡ 1 +
1

2
α2k̂2b20 , (A.2)

with similar properties as the ones seen for the case of top-hat beams. Expanding around α = 0, unstable modes occur
at k̂2 ≤ 2 − α2/2, and the instability disappears once |α| ≥ 2. This coincides with a Newcomb-stable distribution
function (v∂vf ≤ 0 everywhere).
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A.4 Beams with non-compact support

In the case of two streams with Gaussian distributions f±(v) ∝ e−(v∓v0)
2/2σ2

, one may formally expand the principal-
value integral to obtain

ϵj(ω, k) =
∑
m

ω2
pjk

2mσ2m
j (2m+ 1)(2m− 1)!!

(kv0,j − ω)2m+2
,

which however is a divergent series. In the previous examples, the series expansion converges for beam distribution
functions with compact support at all values of vph = ω/k where f(vph) = ∂vf(vph) = 0, and has an analytical
continuation inside the beam support. For a Gaussian distribution, the expansion is typically truncated to the first two
orders, to obtain the Bohm–Gross dispersion relation of Langmuir waves (ω2 = ω2

p + 3v2thk
2) and of the gentle-bump

instability [61], under the assumption σ ≪ |vph − v0|. In our case:

1 =
∑
b

ω2
pe,b

k2

∫
L

∂vf

v − ω/k
dv ≈

∑
b

ω2
pe,b

k2

∫
L

(
u2

(vb − ω/k)2
+

u4

(vb − ω/k)4
+ ...

)
e−u2/2

√
2π

du

≈
2ω2

pe,b

k2

(
v20 + (ω/k)2

(v20 − (ω/k)2)2
+ 3σ2 (1− 6(ω/kv0)

2 + (ω/kv0)
4)

(1− (ω/kv0)2)4

)
+ O(σ4/v40) . (A.3)

The same asymptotics can be derived for a wider class of distribution functions, without a formal expansion inside
the integral, as follows. For two identical beams with distribution function fb = (nb/σ)f̃((v − vb)

2/2σ2), with∫
f̃(u2/2)du = 1, assuming purely imaginary ω = iγ (γ > 0) we get

k2v20
ω2

pe,b
=

∑
vb=±v0

v20

∫ ∞

−∞

(vb + σu)uf̃ ′(u2/2)du/σ

(vb + σu)2 + γ2/k2

= 2

∫ ∞

−∞

(1− α2u2 − u2
ph)

((1 + αu)2 + u2
ph)((1− αu)2 + u2

ph)
(−f̃ ′(u2/2))u2du ≡ κ2(α, u2

ph) (A.4)

with α = σ/v0 and uph = γ/(kv0). Besides the integration over velocities, the exact expression above is quite similar
to Eqs. (A.2) and (A.3), and it can be easily shown that the limit for α → 0 is independent of the functional form of f̃ .
At fixed k2, we can bring partial derivatives under the integration and obtain

∂u2
ph

∂α2
= − (1/2α)∂κ2/∂α

∂κ2/∂u2
ph

∼ 3
u4

ph − 6u2
ph + 1

u4
ph − 2u2

ph − 3
(v2th/σ

2) + α2u′′(α2, uph) , (A.5)

where v2th/σ
2 ≡

∫
u2f̃(u2/2)du/

∫
f̃(u2/2)du is 1 for Maxwellian beams, and u′′ ∼ O(1) when α → 0. The same

expansion in Eq. (A.3) is then recovered by analytical continuation in u2
ph ∈ C, by setting v̂2ph = (ω/kv0)

2 = −u2
ph in

Eq. (A.5). From the expansion above we can derive the upper and lower plasma modes:

ω2 ≈


ω2

pe,b

(
1 +

√
1 + 6k̂2(1 + α2)

)
≈ ω2

p + 3(v20 + σ2)k2 at k2 ≪ ω2
pe,b/v

2
0

1−σ2/v2
0

3

(
k2v2

0/ω
2
pe,b

2 − (1 + 3σ2/v20)
)

at k2 ≈ 2ω2
pe,b(1 + 3σ2/v20)/v

2
0

(A.6)

and, with ω = iγ (γ > 0), the growth rates:

γ2/k2v20 ≈


(1− 6σ2/v20 − 2k2v20/ω

2
pe,b)/(1− 3σ2/v20) at k2 ≪ ω2

pe,b/v
2
0

1−σ2/v2
0

3

(
1 + 3σ2/v20 −

k2v2
0/ω

2
pe,b

2

)
at k2 ≈ 2ω2

pe,b(1 + 3σ2/v20)/v
2
0

. (A.7)

These approximations would predict a null growth rate at σ ≈ v0/
√
6, beyond the assumed regime σ ≪ v0 of cold

beams. The full behaviour of the growth rate, which reaches zero at α ≈ 0.76, can be found numerically by scanning
values of 0 < uph < 1 and consequently k2 from the κ2 integral in Eq. (A.6). The dependence of the growth rate on k̂2

is shown in Figure A.1 for a range of values of σ/v0, and the relationship between the maximum growth rate and σ/v0
is shown in Figure A.2(a). The wavenumber of the fastest-growing mode is shown in Figure A.2(b).

16



Particle-based plasma simulation using a graph neural network A PREPRINT

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
k kv0/ pe, b

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

/
pe

,b

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

/v
0

(a)

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5
k2 (kv0/ pe, b)2

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

2 /
2 pe

,b

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

/v
0

(b)

Figure A.1: (a) The instability growth rate γ divided by the plasma frequency ωpe,b of a beam against k̂2 for two
streams with Gaussian velocity distribution functions with standard deviation σ centred at ±v0, for a range of values of
α ≡ σ/v0 (Eq. (A.4)). (b) Squares of the same quantities, showing a transition from a linear to a quadratic dependence
of γ2/ω2

pe,b on k̂2 near the maximum unstable wavenumber with increasing α.
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Figure A.2: (a) The maximum growth rate divided by the plasma frequency and (b) the wavenumber of the fastest-
growing mode of the two-stream instability as a function of the ratio of the standard deviation of the Gaussian distribution
to the mean velocity of the beam, α.
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The threshold σ ≈ v0/
√
6 from the linear expansion coincides with the widest wavenumber window of instability

(k̂2max ≈ 3), where the maximum growth rate is attained at k̂2⋆ ≈ 3/4, and then k̂2⋆ ≈ 2(3/4−σ/v0) for 1/
√
6 < σ/v0 <

3/4. For σ < 0.2v0, the expression γ2/ω2
pe,b ≈ (1− 5σ2/2v20)/4 is a good approximation to the squared maximum

growth rate. The widening of the instability window for small α also explains the behaviour seen in simulations with
collisionality [63], where the collisional broadening of cold streams excites instabilities also at wavenumbers that would
be stable in the cold limit. At higher α, the growth rate is further reduced by Landau damping, not included here.

B Appendix: Hyperparameter optimization

Hyperparameter optimization was performed to identify model and training parameters that led to performant models
after fitting to the training data. The MSE on the particle position averaged over all particles, time steps and full rollouts
for the validation set was used to determine the performance of a model with a given hyperparameter configuration.
Asynchronous successive halving (ASHA) [64] was used for scheduling and early stopping of trials, and the tree-
structured Parzen estimator (TPE) algorithm [65] was used for hyperparameter configuration selection. These methods
are described briefly in the following sections.

The Ray Tune framework [66] was used for experiment execution and tracking, and the Optuna [67] implementation
of TPE was used for hyperparameter configuration selection. 200 trials were conducted, each up to a maximum of 2
million gradient updates, which was sufficient for the validation loss to plateau in all viable trials, and took 10 weeks
with 12 trials running concurrently, each on one Nvidia A100 GPU. The batch size was limited by GPU memory
constraints, so it was not optimized and set to 2. No significant correlation between the minimum rollout MSE and the
value of any single hyperparameter was observed.

B.1 Asynchronous successive halving

The ASHA algorithm seeks to provide a resource-efficient approach to hyperparameter selection in cases where
intermediate performance results are available and are indicators of final performance [64]. A fixed resource budget (for
example, computational resource time or training epochs) is defined at the start of the scheduling process, as is a fixed
number of brackets. A reduction factor is chosen, by which the number of models progressing from one bracket to the
next is reduced. The resource budget is distributed equally across the brackets, accounting for the reduction in models
from one bracket to the next.

Multiple models with unique hyperparameter configurations are initialized. Models are promoted from one bracket to
the next asynchronously, based on their performance relative to other models in the bracket. Once the resource budget is
exhausted, the most performant model is selected. Asynchronous execution enables non-blocking promotion of models
from one bracket to the next.

The ASHA scheduler was configured to use a reduction factor of 4, one bracket, and train each trial for at least 5× 105

and at most 2× 106 gradient updates.

B.2 Tree-structured Parzen estimator

The TPE algorithm is a Bayesian optimization method, employing a probabilistic model-based approach to selecting
promising hyperparameter configurations by using information on the performance of previous configurations [65]. TPE
models two separate probability density functions: l(x) as the likelihood over hyperparameter trials with performance
better than some threshold, and g(x) as the likelihood over trials with performance worse than the threshold, where x
are the hyperparameters. The next-most-promising hyperparameter configuration is selected by optimizing expected
improvement, which can be shown to be proportional to l(x)/g(x).

A Gaussian prior was imposed. So-called magic clipping, a heuristic to limit the smallest variances of Gaussians used
in the Parzen estimator, was enabled. In a warm-up phase, the hyperparameter configurations given in Table B.1 were
used, as well as additional ones drawn from uniform or logarithmically uniform distributions over the spaces specified
in Table B.2, until 10 trials finished. To calculate the expected improvement, 24 candidate samples were used.

B.3 Search space

The initial set of hyperparameters considered, Set 1 in Table B.1, uses the defaults in Kumar and Vantassel’s GNS
implementation [52], the same connectivity radius relative to the domain size used in most physical domains by
Sanchez-Gonzalez et al. [36], and a standard deviation of the electric field noise equal to that of the velocity noise
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Table B.1: Initial sets of configurations for hyperparameter optimization. The values in bold differ from those in Set 1,
which are based on the defaults in Ref. [52].

Parameter Set 1 Set 2 Set 3 Set 4 Set 5 Set 6 Set 7 Set 8

Initial learning rate η0 10−4 10−4 10−4 10−4 10−4 10−4 10−6 10−4

Learning rate decay factor d 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Learning rate drop rate r (millions
of steps)

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Standard deviation of velocity
noise in the last step [mms−1]

0.67 0 0.67 0 6.7 6.7 6.7 0.67

Standard deviation of electric field
noise in the last step [NC−1]

10−10 0 10−10 0 10−10 10−10 10−10 10−10

Number of message-passing steps 10 10 12 12 10 12 12 10
Number of snapshots in input
sequence

6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Connectivity radius [km] 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 1.251
Number of hidden layers in MLPs 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Number of latent features 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128
Number of nodes in each hidden
layer of MLPs

128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128

Table B.2: Hyperparameter search space, the distribution values were drawn from in the warm-up phase, and the
parameters of the most performant model, achieving the lowest MSE on the predicted positions in validation set rollouts.

Hyperparameter Range Distribution Optimal parameters

Initial learning rate η0 10−7 to 10−2 Log-uniform 9.71× 10−4

Learning rate decay factor d 10−6 to 10 Log-uniform 4.4× 10−3

Learning rate drop rate r
(number of steps) 105 to 109 Log-uniform 7.69× 105

Standard deviation of velocity
noise in the last step [ms−1]

0 (5% chance) or
10−6 to 2× 10−2

Log-uniform
(for the non-zero values) 1.14× 10−6

Standard deviation of electric field
noise in the last step [NC−1]

0 (5% chance) or
10−18 to 10−9

Log-uniform
(for the non-zero values) 3.03× 10−17

Number of message-passing steps 4 to 13 Uniform 11
Number of snapshots in input
sequence 3 to 9 Uniform 8

Connectivity radius [km] 0.625 to 10 Uniform 2.5

Number of hidden layers in MLPs 1 to 4 Uniform 1
Number of latent features 20 to 300 Uniform 209
Number of nodes in each hidden
layer of MLPs 20 to 300 Uniform 185

relative to the maximum values in the training dataset. It is the same configuration used for Models A and B, which
were trained without field nodes, but with the addition of electric field noise.

The rest of the initial hyperparameter configurations modify some of the most important parameters identified by
Sanchez-Gonzalez et al.: the noise level, which was set to 0 to compare results with a model trained without added
noise, as well as to a larger value than the default, the number of message-passing steps, which was increased to 12, the
maximum value which did not result in exceeding the memory capacity of a V100 GPU, and the connectivity radius,
which was set to just above the grid resolution, to ensure that neighbouring field nodes are connected.
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Set 8 also included a reduced initial learning rate, to try to reduce large fluctuations of the loss which were observed
during training of models A and B (see Figure 1). For other trials, the search space was expanded to also allow for a
larger initial, but more rapidly decaying learning rate. As seen in Figure 1, such a learning rate schedule indeed resulted
in a more stable training for model C.

Adding noise to input velocities and electric fields was intended to help the model predict correct acceleration even
from imperfect inputs and thus mitigate the accumulation of error from its predictions over long rollouts. However, the
optimum values of the standard deviation of the noise were set at negligible values near the bottom of the explored
range, indicating that the input corruption was not helpful.

When it comes to choosing the number of previous snapshots used to define input features, we might expect that adding
velocities and electric field values from more snapshots should help the model better predict the next one. However,
snapshots further in the past will be less useful, and adding more might result in overfitting and hinder the simulator’s
performance.

In principle, increasing the connectivity radius and adding more message-passing steps allows each node to be influenced
by more distant nodes, which could be beneficial for the model to learn the dynamics of the system, and especially as
longer time steps are used. However, the maximum number of message-passing steps and connectivity radius are limited
by available GPU memory, and making these parameters too large may result in issues such as oversquashing [68],
where information flowing from distant nodes is distorted, and oversmoothing [69], which means node features become
more similar with more message-passing steps.

Other important physical considerations are Debye shielding, which means that the electric field of a charge is greatly
screened by oppositely charged particles at distances beyond the Debye length, λD = vth/ωp, so connections to far
away particles may be irrelevant, and the grid resolution — nodes should receive information from neighbouring grid
cells. The minimum connectivity radius considered was half the grid resolution, which would mean that each particle
node is connected to one field node, or two if it is at the centre of a cell, and would only gain information about the field
at other grid points through repeated message passing. The upper bound on the connectivity radius search space was set
to slightly higher than the maximum Debye length occurring in the dataset.

The connectivity radius of the best-performing model was twice the grid resolution. The number of message-passing
steps and input sequence length were close to the upper bounds of the considered search space, suggesting further
increasing them could improve performance. However, it would also increase simulation run time and require more
GPU memory, and performance improvement is expected to diminish.
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