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ABSTRACT
In this paper we provide a detailed investigation of the energisation processes in two-dimensional, two and a half-dimensional
and three-dimensional collapsing magnetic trap models. Using kinematic magnetohydrodynamic models of collapsing magnetic
traps, we examine the importance of Fermi acceleration in comparison with betatron acceleration in these models. We extend
previous work by investigating particle orbits in two-dimensional models without and with a guide field component and from
full three-dimensional models. We compare the outcomes for the different models and how they depend on the chosen initial
conditions. While in the literature betatron acceleration has been emphasised as the major mechanism for particle energisation
in collapsing magnetic traps, we find that Fermi acceleration can play a significant role as well for particle orbits with suitable
initial conditions.
Key words: acceleration of particles – magnetic fields – Sun: flares – Sun: activity – Sun: X-rays, gamma rays

1 INTRODUCTION

Magnetic activity processes in astrophysical plasmas often involve
the generation and transport of non-thermal particle populations (e.g
Benz 2002; Zharkova et al. 2011; Birn et al. 2012; Klein & Dalla
2019; Hoshino 2022; Oka et al. 2023; Guo et al. 2024). Well-known
examples from within our solar system are solar flares (e.g. Krucker
et al. 2008; Zharkova et al. 2011; Cargill et al. 2012; Benz 2017)
and magnetospheric substorms (e.g. Birn et al. 2012; Oka et al.
2023). In these examples, magnetic reconnection allows the stored
magnetic energy to be converted into thermal energy, kinetic energy
associated with bulk flows and the generation of non-thermal particle
populations. In solar flares, we observe the consequences of this
process across the electromagnetic spectrum, for example in the form
of radio emission (e.g. Pick & Vilmer 2008), or as hard X-ray (and
sometimes gamma ray) emission. X-ray sources are typically located
at the footpoints and at the tops of magnetic field loops (e.g. Krucker
et al. 2008). Although the motivation for the investigation presented
in this paper is particle energisation and transport in solar flares,
the models and the results we present could be applicable, with
appropriate adjustments, to other space and astrophysical systems
(e.g. Birn et al. 2012; Hoshino 2022; Oka et al. 2023).

Various mechanisms have been proposed for particle energisation
in solar flares. This includes acceleration directly associated with
the magnetic reconnection process, either via the parallel electric
field inside the diffusion region (e.g. Zharkova & Gordovskyy 2004,
2005; Wood & Neukirch 2005; Dalla & Browning 2005, 2006, 2008;
Stanier et al. 2012; Threlfall et al. 2016a, 2017; Borissov et al. 2017,
2020; Gordovskyy et al. 2014, 2020, 2023; Pallister et al. 2019, 2021),
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or with additional processes operating in the reconnection outflow
region (e.g Dahlin et al. 2014, 2015, 2017; Drake et al. 2019). The
effect of multiple reconnection sites in a turbulent plasma state on
particle acceleration has also been investigated (e.g. Isliker et al.
2019; Lazarian et al. 2012; Turkmani et al. 2005; Vlahos et al. 2004;
Vlahos & Isliker 2019). Other mechanisms that have been suggested
are acceleration at a reconnection outflow induced termination shock
(e.g Cargill 1991; Tsuneta & Naito 1998; Selkowitz & Blackman
2004; Miteva & Mann 2007; Mann et al. 2009; Chen et al. 2015) and
stochastic acceleration by the interaction of the particles with waves
(e.g Miller et al. 1997) or plasma turbulence (e.g Liu et al. 2008). We
remark that a combination of different mechanisms could contribute
to particle acceleration for the same eruptive event.

In the current paper we shall focus on another mechanism that
has been suggested to contribute to particle energisation in flares,
namely collapsing magnetic traps (Somov & Kosugi 1997), which
we will henceforth refer to as CMTs. The idea behind the CMT
acceleration mechanism is that particles are trapped within a mag-
netic field configuration that is initially stretched. As the field rapidly
relaxes over time, particles can gain energy through both betatron
acceleration, resulting from the increase in magnetic field strength,
and from Fermi acceleration, which in simple models of CMTs is a
consequence of the shortening of the magnetic field lines (the actual
acceleration mechanism is more complicated in more sophisticated
CMT models, e.g. Giuliani et al. 2005; Eradat Oskoui et al. 2014).
It is worthwhile to point out that similar energisation mechanisms
have been associated with the magnetic field dipolarisation process
in magnetospheric substorms (e.g Birn et al. 1997, 1998, 2004; Fu
et al. 2013; Khotyaintsev et al. 2011; Artemyev 2014).

The features that make CMTs encouraging as a contributor to parti-
cle energisation are that (i) a significant number of energised particles
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can remain trapped around the loop top region, hence providing a
possible explanation for hard X-ray loop top sources as suggested by
Somov & Kosugi (1997), and (ii) a CMT can also enclose a relatively
large volume of space and as a result, can potentially energise a large
number of particles.

Previous investigations of the acceleration processes in CMTs
range from those based on relatively simple magnetic field mod-
els (e.g. Kovalev & Somov 2002; Somov & Bogachev 2003; Kovalev
& Somov 2003; Aschwanden 2004; Bogachev & Somov 2007, 2009;
Shabalin et al. 2022) over somewhat more sophisticated analytical
kinematic magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) models (e.g Giuliani et al.
2005; Grady & Neukirch 2009; Minoshima et al. 2010, 2011; Grady
et al. 2012; Eradat Oskoui et al. 2014; Eradat Oskoui & Neukirch
2014; Borissov et al. 2016) to investigations based on numerical
MHD simulations (e.g. Karlický & Bárta 2006).

In this paper we shall use the kinematic MHD modelling frame-
work first described for 2D CMT models in Giuliani et al. (2005),
and extended to 2.5D and 3D by Grady & Neukirch (2009), to shed
light on two specific aspects of CMT energisation processes, namely
a) the relative importance of betatron acceleration and Fermi accel-
eration in CMTs, and b) whether and how the energisation processes
change from 2D to 2.5D and 3D models.

The reasons for this are as follows: firstly, when one considers
2D magnetic field models with curved magnetic field lines, as for
example in Giuliani et al. (2005), it becomes impossible to com-
pletely disentangle betatron acceleration and Fermi acceleration, as
is possible in quasi-one-dimensional models (e.g Somov 2004; Bo-
gachev & Somov 2005). Furthermore, as has been pointed out first
by Giuliani et al. (2005) and investigated in more detail by Eradat
Oskoui et al. (2014), the particle energisation in the direction par-
allel to the magnetic field is actually linked to the curvature of the
magnetic field lines and hence takes place where the field line cur-
vature is large, i.e. usually at the loop tops of the models. Hence,
linking Fermi acceleration to the shortening of magnetic fields lines,
i.e. the distance along a magnetic field line between magnetic mirror
points decreasing, is misleading. We point out that the acceleration
mechanism linked to field line curvature has also been proposed to
operate at a microscopic level for particle acceleration associated
with magnetic reconnection in collisionless plasmas (see e.g Drake
et al. 2019). Secondly, previous studies based on 2D CMT models
(e.g. Giuliani et al. 2005; Grady et al. 2012) have identified betatron
acceleration as the main contributor to energy gains of up to about
40 times the initial energy. Such gains are directly correlated with the
increase of magnetic field strength experienced by the particles along
their orbit. However, these energy gains are only found for particle
orbits with specific initial conditions, with these being orbits that are
initially located in the weakest regions of the field close to the centre
of the CMT and thus experience the largest increase in magnetic
field strength over time. It is therefore important to investigate the
contribution of Fermi acceleration in CMTs and how it depends on
the initial conditions of particle orbits.

A closely related point is the finding by Birn et al. (2017) that when
studying particle energisation in a 3D MHD simulation of an erupting
sheared magnetic arcade, the strong guide field of the configuration
limited the magnetic field compression factor and hence the effect
of betatron acceleration to much lower values than found in the 2D
kinematic models. In order to investigate these findings in more
detail and to assess the relative importance of betatron and Fermi
acceleration in similar configurations, one needs CMT models that
are 2.5D or 3D, i.e. have the ability to have a magnetic field with three
non-vanishing components. Grady & Neukirch (2009) have extended
the theoretical framework for kinematic MHD CMT models to 2.5D

Table 1. Typical normalising values used for the CMT models in this paper
(following Giuliani et al. 2005)

Length scale L 10 Mm
Time scale 𝑡𝑠𝑐𝑙 100 s
Speed 𝑉𝑠𝑐𝑙 105 m/s
Magnetic field 𝐵𝑠𝑐𝑙 0.01 T
Larmor frequency Ω𝑠𝑐𝑙 1.7 · 109 s−1

and 3D, but a systematic investigation of particle orbits in such
models has yet to be carried out and it is one of the aims of this paper
to provide an initial survey of the energisation processes in higher
dimensional CMT models.

The paper is organised as follows. In section 2 we provide a sum-
mary of the theoretical framework underpinning the CMT models
we use, and an overview of the numerical method used to calculate
particle trajectories and energies. In section 3 we will present our
results. The first set of results that we present will assess the impact
of both betatron and Fermi acceleration in the 2D CMT model first
presented in Giuliani et al. (2005). Following this, we will discuss
the importance of these energisation terms in both the 2.5D and an
adjusted 3D model from Grady & Neukirch (2009), in particular
focussing on how the relative importance of these processes vary
in more complicated field configurations like a twisted or sheared
magnetic field. In section 4 we summarise our findings and assess
their implications, as well as discussing how the CMT model could
be improved to make it more realistic.

2 BASIC THEORY AND NUMERICAL METHOD

2.1 CMT Theory Overview

To generate the CMT fields, we start from the 2D model detailed in
Giuliani et al. (2005) and the 2.5D and 3D models detailed in Grady
& Neukirch (2009). To find the relevant electric and magnetic fields
for our CMT models, we use a prescribed plasma velocity field to
solve the ideal kinematic MHD equations given by:

E + V × B = 0, (1)
𝜕B
𝜕𝑡

= −∇ × E, (2)

∇ · B = 0, (3)

where B is the magnetic field, E is the electric field and V is
the prescibed velocity field, defined implicitly by a space- and time-
dependent coordinate transformation. This coordinate transformation
acts on the specified field B∞, the field to which the CMT relaxes
to as 𝑡 tends to ∞. In 2D and 2.5D we specify this field using a flux
function and in 3D we specify the field itself. The only constraint we
have on our field B∞, is that it must satisfy the solenoidal condition.
The field can be specified at any finite time using the coordinate
transformation alongside B∞. For both 2D and 3D versions of the
model, this method will ensure that fields satisfy the ideal kinematic
MHD equations at all times. Details of this method using the flux
function for 2D and 2.5D are given in Giuliani et al. (2005) and
for 3D using Euler potentials in the appendix of Grady & Neukirch
(2009).

The model uses the normalisation values provided in Table 1.
To allow for consistent notation between 2D, 2.5D and 3D models,
we have the 𝑦 coordinate point outwards from the solar surface for
all models, with 𝑦 = 0 corresponding to the lower boundary of
our calculational domain, with heights above this boundary being
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associated with the solar corona. The 𝑥 direction runs parallel to the
solar surface and the 𝑧 direction is the invariant direction for the 2.5D
model. In the following we assume that all quantities are normalised,
for example all coordinates are measured in units of 𝐿, and so on.

The 2D model we use was first detailed in Giuliani et al. (2005)
and uses the following coordinate transformation and flux function:

𝑥∞ = 𝑥, (4)

𝑦∞ = (𝑎𝑡)𝑏 ln
[
1 + 𝑦

𝑎𝑡𝑏

] {
1 + tanh[(𝑦 − 𝐿𝑣)𝑎1]

2

}
+

{
1 − tanh[(𝑦 − 𝐿𝑣)𝑎1]

2

}
𝑦, (5)

𝐴∞ = 𝑐1

[
arctan

(
𝑦0 + 𝑑

𝑥0 + 1/2

)
− arctan

(
𝑦0 + 𝑑

𝑥0 − 1/2

)]
. (6)

The functions 𝑥∞ and 𝑦∞ are functions of space and/or time which
describe the coordinate transformation. These equations make use of
the constant values 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝐿𝑣 , 𝑎1, 𝑐1 and 𝑑 which will be explained
later in this section. This flux function and coordinate transformation
can be used to obtain the magnetic field at finite times using:

𝐵𝑥 =
𝜕𝐴∞
𝜕𝑦

=
𝜕𝐴∞
𝜕𝑦∞

𝜕𝑦∞
𝜕𝑦

+ 𝜕𝐴∞
𝜕𝑥∞

𝜕𝑥∞
𝜕𝑦

(7)

𝐵𝑦 = − 𝜕𝐴∞
𝜕𝑥

= −
(
𝜕𝐴∞
𝜕𝑦∞

𝜕𝑦∞
𝜕𝑥

+ 𝜕𝐴∞
𝜕𝑥∞

𝜕𝑥∞
𝜕𝑥

)
. (8)

This choice of 𝐴∞ will see the CMT collapse towards a potential
field generated by two magnetic sources of opposite charge placed at
(1/2,−𝑑) and (−1/2,−𝑑) in normalised coordinates. For our model
we set 𝑑 = 1. The parameter 𝑐1 specifies the strength of the charges
and for our simulations takes the value −1.5 × 105 Tm. This yields
a final field with symmetrical collapsed loops pinching in towards
narrow footpoints at the solar surface.

For our solar application of the model, 𝑦 = 0 is the lower boundary
of our calculational domain, with heights above this point being
associated with the solar corona. The increased density of the solar
atmosphere below the corona means that we consider particles to be
‘lost’ from the system if they pass below 𝑦 = 0.

The transformation specified in Eqn. (5) leads to the magnetic field
configuration becoming stretched in the 𝑦-direction for earlier times
in the model, with this stretching taking place in the region above
𝑦 = 𝐿𝑣 . We take 𝐿𝑣 = 1. The steepness of the transition between
regions where the transformation acts to stretch field lines and where
it does not is controlled by 𝑎1 (= 0.9). The time-dependent collapse
of the CMT is governed by the (𝑎𝑡)𝑏 term found in Eqn. (5), where
we set 𝑎 = 0.4 and 𝑏 = 1.0. As 𝑡 tends to ∞, 𝑦∞ will approach 𝑦,
so that the coordinate transformation X∞ = (𝑥∞, 𝑦∞) reduces to the
identity transformation, ensuring that the long term state of the field
will indeed be the potential field generated by 𝐴∞.

In Grady & Neukirch (2009) this model is extended to 2.5D by
specifying a constant 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 which describes the strength of the 𝑧

component of the field for large times. At any given time, the compo-
nent 𝐵𝑧 will be given by 𝜕𝑦∞

𝜕𝑦
𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 . The coordinate transformation

eventually reduces to the identity, ensuring that the 𝑧 component of
the field will eventually tend towards 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 . When extending to
2.5D, the long term state of the field will now be the potential field
generated by lines of magnetic sources at 𝑥 = ±0.5 and at 𝑦 = −𝑑,
with both lines extending in the 𝑧 direction. The field will relax to the
same final field as the 2D case when projected onto the 𝑥-𝑦-plane.
The constant 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 specifies the strength of the 𝐵𝑧 component,
with this component tending towards 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 with increasing time.

Using a 3D CMT model gives us the freedom to generate a more
realistic field configuration. We use a variation of the 3D model
described in Grady & Neukirch (2009), which uses a coordinate
transformation that is able to both stretch and twist field lines in the
initial configuration, leading to a field that untwists as it collapses to
the potential field. This model uses the same stretching term of 𝑦∞ as
the 2D model written in Eqn. (5), alongside the following coordinate
transformations for 𝑥 and 𝑧:

𝑥∞ = 𝑥 − 𝛿 [𝑦∞ (𝑦, 𝑡) − 𝑦] 𝑧
𝐷
, (9)

𝑧∞ = 𝑧 + 𝛿 [𝑦∞ (𝑦, 𝑡) − 𝑦] 𝑥
𝐷
, (10)

where 𝐷 = 𝑎2
3𝐷 + 𝑥2 + [𝑎𝑦 (𝑦 − 𝑦ℎ)]2 + 𝑧2, coupled with the final

field

B∞ = 𝑐1

[(
𝑥0 + 𝐿

2

)
e𝑥 + (𝑦0 + 𝑑)e𝑦 + 𝑧0e𝑧

]
[
(𝑥0 + 𝐿/2)2 + (𝑦0 + 𝑑)2 + 𝑧2

0

]3/2

−𝑐1

[(
𝑥0 − 𝐿

2

)
e𝑥 + (𝑦0 + 𝑑)e𝑦 + 𝑧0e𝑧

]
[
(𝑥0 − 𝐿/2)2 + (𝑦0 + 𝑑)2 + 𝑧2

0

]3/2 , (11)

where 𝑐1 = −1.5 × 105𝑇𝑚2, 𝛿 is a parameter controlling the
strength of the twist in the field and 𝑎3𝐷 (= 1.0) is a constant which
prevents the denominator 𝐷 in Eq. (9) and Eq. (10) from becoming
zero. The parameters 𝑎𝑦 and 𝑦ℎ, which present a departure from the
model in Grady & Neukirch (2009), are discussed below.

A closer inspection of the 3D model detailed in Grady & Neukirch
(2009) identified a problem with this model. The most extended field
lines experience a very strong twist, accompanied by a stronger field
strength, some way up the loop legs. This gave rise to unrealistic
particle orbits. Examining the variation of the field strength with
𝑦 showed that after the appearance of a local maximum, the field
strength tended towards a positive constant value, implying that a
magnetic field formed by two sources would induce a finite field
strength as 𝑦 → ∞.

The problem in the Grady & Neukirch (2009) model is caused by
the 𝑦∞ (𝑦, 𝑡) − 𝑦 dependence of their transformation. which is similar
to our Eqs. (9) and (10), but does not include any 𝑦-dependent terms
in the denominator. This leads to the twist becoming stronger with
increasing 𝑦 for finite times. Our modification of the transformation
rectifies the problem by introducing the 𝑎2

𝑦 (𝑦 − 𝑦ℎ)2 term in the
denominator of both 𝑥∞ and 𝑧∞. This additional term ensures that the
twist in the field tends to zero for large values of 𝑦. This modification
leads to the introduction of two new parameters: 𝑎𝑦 which controls
how quickly the twist is reduced for increasing 𝑦, and 𝑦ℎ which
specifies the height at which the reduction first begins to take effect.

2.2 Particle Orbits

We investigate the motion and energisation of particles in these fields
using test particle calculations. To determine the particle orbits and
their energies we make use of the relativistic guiding centre equations
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detailed in Northrop (1963).

𝑑𝑢 ∥
𝑑𝑡

=
𝑑

𝑑𝑡
(𝛾𝑣 ∥ ) = 𝛾u𝐸 · 𝑑b

𝑑𝑡
+Ω𝑠𝑐𝑙 𝑡𝑠𝑐𝑙𝐸 ∥ −

𝜇𝑟

𝛾

𝜕𝐵∗

𝜕𝑠
, (12)

¤R⊥ = u𝐸 + b
𝐵∗∗

× (13){
1

Ω𝑠𝑐𝑙 𝑡𝑠𝑐𝑙

[
𝜇𝑟

𝛾

(
∇𝐵∗ +

𝑉2
𝑠𝑐𝑙

𝑐2 u𝐸
𝜕𝐵∗

𝜕𝑡

)
+𝑢 ∥

𝑑b
𝑑𝑡

+ 𝛾
𝑑u𝐸

𝑑𝑡

]
+
𝑉2
𝑠𝑐𝑙

𝑐2
𝑢 ∥
𝛾
𝐸 ∥u𝐸

}
,

𝛾 =

√︄
1 +

𝑢2
∥ + 𝑢2

𝐸

𝑐2 + 2𝜇𝑟𝐵
𝑚𝑐2 , (14)

𝜇𝑟 =

(
𝛾2𝑚𝑣2

⊥
2𝐵

)
, (15)

where 𝜇𝑟 is the relativistic magnetic moment, u𝐸 = 𝛾v𝐸 , where
v𝐸 = E×B

𝐵2 is the E × B drift, b = B/𝐵 and ¤R⊥ is the perpendicular
motion of the guiding centre across field lines resulting from drift
terms, whilst 𝑣 ∥ and 𝑣⊥ are the parallel and perpendicular compo-
nents of the particle’s velocity to the magnetic field. Additionally, we
have that:

𝐵∗ = 𝐵

(
1 −

𝐸2
⊥

𝑐2𝐵2

)1/2

, 𝐵∗∗ = 𝐵

(
1 −

𝐸2
⊥

𝑐2𝐵2

)
.

With the length scales and time scales set as described in Table
1, using the guiding centre approximation is clearly justified, with
typical length scales being much larger than the gyroradius and the
typical time scale being far greater than the time period of the gy-
rational motion. Our magnetic field models only cover the regions
outside the reconnection region and will therefore not include any
domains with parallel electric fields, or which contain magnetic null
points. This means that the gyroradius of particles (which scales as
1
𝐵

) will remain well below our typical length scale of 107m, ensuring
the validity of the guiding centre approximation. By staying in the
ideal region, we can see from Equation (1) that the electric field and
magnetic field will always be perpendicular to each other. Conse-
quently, particles in our model will not be accelerated by a parallel
electric field.

2.3 Numerical Method

To solve the relativistic guiding centre equations numerically, we
use a numerical code that has been used before by various authors
(e.g. Giuliani et al. 2005; Grady et al. 2012; Threlfall et al. 2015,
2016a,b, 2017; Borissov et al. 2016). The code uses a fourth-order
Runge-Kutta method (RK4) with a variable time step that responds
to the error, calculated using an RK5 method.

We specify the initial conditions for an orbit and calculate the orbit
either for the 100s duration of the simulation, or up until the time that
an orbit escapes the CMT, whichever is smaller. When setting the
initial conditions, we specify the initial energy and pitch angle, with
the magnetic moment being calculated from this input. Particles with
the same initial energies and pitch angles can have varying magnetic
moments if their orbits start in positions that have different field
strengths.

In addition to equations (12) - (15), we make use of the expression
for 𝑑𝛾

𝑑𝑡
for diagnostic purposes:

𝑑𝛾

𝑑𝑡
=
𝑉2
𝑠𝑐𝑙

𝑐2

[
Ω𝑠𝑐𝑙 𝑡𝑠𝑐𝑙

(
¤R⊥ +

𝑢 ∥
𝛾

b
)
· E + 𝜇𝑟

𝛾

𝜕𝐵∗

𝜕𝑡

]
. (16)

This equation is not used in the calculation of particle orbits, but
it is a useful indicator of the particular energisation processes at
play by breaking down the individual terms that are responsible for
energy increases/decreases. The particle orbit code calculates each
of the terms in Equation (16) to assess their relative importance for
changing the particle energy during an orbit.

3 RESULTS

We vary initial positions in the magnetic field to assess the impact
of different energisation processes at particular times and positions
in the CMT. In each model orbits are initialised to represent the
significant variation caused by different field line shapes. This will
range from field lines that start in a mostly collapsed state to closed
field lines that are stretched to the extent shown for the most stretched
field line in the top panel of Figure 1.

3.1 Separating Fermi and betatron acceleration

As discussed in Section 2.1, particles will not be energised by a
parallel electric field in our CMT simulations. This leaves Fermi
acceleration and betatron acceleration as the processes responsible
for particle energisation. Of the two, betatron acceleration is easier to
quantify. Substituting the drift terms in Equation (13) into Equation
(16), the two terms describing betatron energisation are

𝜇𝑟

𝛾

𝜕𝐵∗

𝜕𝑡
+ E ·

(
b
𝐵∗∗

×
[
𝜇𝑟

𝛾
∇𝐵∗

] )
.

For 𝐵∗∗ ≈ 𝐵 (i.e. when the plasma velocity is much less than the
speed of light), this can be rearranged to approximately give:

𝜇𝑟

𝛾

(
𝜕𝐵

𝜕𝑡
+ u𝐸 · ∇𝐵

)
,

so that the term in brackets represents the change in the magnetic
field strength at a position on the field line due to the collapse of the
field.

A key observation at this point is that while the E×B drift, repre-
sented here by u𝐸 , is the lowest order drift term, it will not contribute
towards the energisation of the particle since it is always perpendicu-
lar to the electric field. The interaction between the electric field and
the higher order drift terms, (except for the ∇𝐵 drift which describes
betatron acceleration), will be responsible for any energisation due
to Fermi acceleration as discussed in Giuliani et al. (2005), Grady
et al. (2012), and Eradat Oskoui et al. (2014).

In order to separate the contributions of Fermi and betatron ac-
celeration, we will need to keep track of the terms relating to the
four-velocity of the particle appearing in Equation (14), which we
will call:

𝑢2
𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 𝑢2

∥ + 𝑢2
𝐸 + 2𝜇𝑟𝐵

𝑚
. (17)

Note that for the total particle velocity (𝑣𝑡𝑜𝑡 ) :

𝑢2
𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 𝛾2𝑣2

𝑡𝑜𝑡 ≈ 𝛾2 (𝑣2
∥ + 𝑣2

⊥) (18)

as long as 𝑣2
𝐸
≪ 𝑣2

∥ + 𝑣2
⊥.

Two difficulties complicate the separation of parallel and perpen-
dicular energy components associated with a particle orbit. The first
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is the continual conversion of parallel to perpendicular velocity (and
vice-versa) due to particle mirroring. This conversion obfuscates the
impact of either of the energisation processes. We identify the indi-
vidual impacts of Fermi and betatron acceleration by tracking energy
gains due to the simpler process, betatron acceleration. With this con-
tribution accounted for, we will be able to conclude that any energy
gains or losses not explained by the betatron effect are the result of
Fermi acceleration or deceleration. Looking to Equation (17), we
can see that 𝜇𝑟𝐵 is an indicator of the particle energy relating to the
magnetic field strength. This term will increase as the magnetic field
evolves and the magnetic field strengthens as it relaxes to a com-
pressed state. This is precisely the effect of betatron acceleration.
It is distinct from particle mirroring upon approaching regions of
stronger field on a field line, which does not affect particle energies.

Our second difficulty is that we can use 𝜇𝑟𝐵 only as an approximate
indicator of the perpendicular energy of the particle because, in
relativistic dynamics, a straightforward division of the total energy
between parallel and perpendicular components is not possible. In
relativistic theory, the particle kinetic energy is:

𝐸𝑘 = 𝑚𝑐2 (𝛾 − 1), (19)

and thus, unlike the non-relativistic kinetic energy, the total kinetic
energy is not the sum of the parallel and perpendicular kinetic en-
ergies due to the square root in the definition of 𝛾. This prevents a
striaghtfoward decomposition of the kinetic energy into components
parallel or perpendicular to magnetic field lines. However, for non-
relativistic particles (with 𝑢2

𝑡𝑜𝑡 ≪ 𝑐2), taking the non-relatistic limit
by expanding the square root in Equation (14) yields

𝐸𝑘 = 𝑚𝑐2 𝑢
2
𝑡𝑜𝑡

2𝑐2 + O ©­«
[
𝑢2
𝑡𝑜𝑡

𝑐2

]2ª®¬ ≈ 1
2
𝑚(𝑣2

∥ + 𝑣2
⊥), (20)

where we have neglected the contribution of the E × B-drift as dis-
cussed above.

Thus 𝜇𝑟𝐵 is a first order approximation of the perpendicular energy
of non-relativistic particles. This should remain a valid approxima-
tion for the particle energies measured here but may break down if
particles gain enough energy to become relativistic.

Equation (15) provides an expression for 𝜇𝑟 which, when substi-
tuted into 𝜇𝑟𝐵 yields:

𝜇𝑟𝐵 =
𝛾2
𝑡0
𝑚𝑣2

⊥𝑡0
2

(
𝐵

𝐵𝑡0

)
, (21)

where terms subscripted with 𝑡0 are values taken at the initial
position and time. Since 𝜇 is an adiabatic invariant, the value that
Equation (15) takes at 𝑡 = 0 will hold for all times.

The term outside of the brackets in Equation (21) remains constant
for each particle during a simulation. Further it remains constant
between a set of particles starting with the same initial energies
and pitch angles. By the end of a simulation, the energy gains due
to betatron acceleration will be approximately proportional to the
ratio of final to initial field strengths. A scatter plot of the ratio of
final to initial energies against the ratio of final to initial magnetic
field strengths for a number of particles can show how well particle
energisation will be explained by betatron acceleration alone in the
CMT. For a system in which betatron acceleration is dominant, we
anticipate a straight line with a positive slope, where an increase in
the magnetic field strength for a particle orbit directly translates to
an increase in energy for the particle. Once plotted, any significant
deviation from the straight line will indicate that the Fermi effect
plays a key role in energising some particles. Points lying above the

line would indicate Fermi acceleration; point lying below the line
would indicate Fermi deceleration.

Care is needed in measuring the magnetic field strength at the
end of an orbit calculation. If we measure the field strength at the
point in the orbit where the simulation completes, particle trajectories
may finish at different points on a field line. Orbits finishing closer to
their mirror points will be positioned within regions of much stronger
magnetic field than those finishing close to the loop top, introducing a
systematic error. Instead we will measure the final field strengths and
energies at the final time that the orbit passes the loop top in order to
consistently compare the final field strengths for a group of particles.
This is the only point on a field line that all orbits can be guaranteed
to pass through, since particle trajectories will be reversed at various
distances into the loop legs. Only by measuring on the final loop top
pass can we ensure that we measure a comparable contribution of 𝜇𝐵
to the particle energy for all of our orbits. For the field lines in the
model, the collapse of the field will have slowed significantly by the
end of the simulation and particles will be making loop top passes
regularly. As a result, the particle energies should change slowly at
this time; while we may be comparing energies at slightly different
times the error in the final energies will be minimal.

3.2 2D Results

In our 2D model, to start orbits on a set of initial field lines, all
stretched to varying degrees, we choose initial positions lying on a
straight line in 𝑥. Hence, all particle orbits start at a height of 𝑦 = 1.25,
and we place the 121 initial positions evenly between 𝑥 = −0.5 and
𝑥 = 0. The top panel in Figure 1 shows the initial states of field
lines that these particle orbits start on. We use an initial particle
energy of 5.5keV, for better comparison with the results presented in
Grady & Neukirch (2009) and Grady et al. (2012), who also use this
value (though the calculations in these papers use a non-relativistic
CMT model). This represents a relatively high initial energy when
compared to the coronal thermal energy, indicating some amount of
pre-acceleration of particles before they interact with the CMT. The
initial pitch angle is set to 60◦, so that the terms outside of the brackets
in Equation (21) are identical for each particle orbit. This pitch angle
is chosen to be high enough to keep particle trajectories trapped in the
CMT for the full time that the simulation runs whilst also being low
enough to avoid particles being constrained to only a narrow region
in the field. This ensures that we compare particles which spend the
same amount of time in the CMT. We will consider this the standard
case for our initial conditions when adjusting parameters later.

The results for these initial conditions are presented in Figure 2. It
is important to note that even though some data points show a field
strength ratio of less than one, none of the orbits experience betatron
deceleration over the complete course of the simulation. This is a
consequence of our decision to measure the final field strength at the
final loop top pass, meaning that field strength is always measured at
the point on the field line where the field is weakest. The initial field
strength is measured at the starting position of the orbit, which will
sometimes be quite far into the loop legs, where the field is stronger.
The horizontal axis in Figure 2 is an indicator of the expected energy
gains resulting from betatron acceleration. Stronger initial fields lead
to lower values of the magnetic moment 𝜇, resulting in more moderate
energy gains from betatron acceleration across a particle orbit.

Figure 2 displays three key features. The first of these is towards
the right of the diagram, in the region where the ratio of the final to
the initial field strength is about one or larger. This region follows
a straight line quite closely, indicating that betatron acceleration is
the dominant energisation process for particles on these orbits. Next
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6 K. Mowbray, T. Neukirch and J. Threlfall

Figure 1. Illustration of the time evolution of selected field lines in the 2D
model at 𝑡 = 0s (top) and 𝑡 = 100s (bottom), with field lines traced from the
initial positions used for particle orbits in Section 3.2.

is the region towards the top left, where the field strength ratio is
less than approximately 0.9 and the energy ratio is between 2.3
and 2.7. Here the energy gains far outstrip those expected due to
betatron acceleration alone. Particles on these orbits are experiencing
significant energy gains as a result of Fermi acceleration. The third
area of interest is found where the magnetic field ratio is between
about 0.9 and 1.0, where the energy ratio reduces from around 2.3
to 1.5. This region, which shows a steep drop off in energies for
increasing field strength ratio, connects the other two regions and
will hereafter be referred to as the ‘transitional region’.

Figure 2 shows that the ‘transitional region’ is key to understand-
ing how the initial position of a particle orbit relates to the energy
gain along that orbit. Orbits corresponding to points found at the top
of this steep drop off start on field lines that initially lie just above
the point in the field where the field strength is at its minimum. Or-
bits corresponding to points at the bottom of the ‘transitional region’
start on field lines that initially lie just below the minimum. By in-
specting orbits in the other two regions, those displayed on the right
of the figure, which almost exclusively gain energy due to betatron

Figure 2. Ratio of final to initial energy against final to initial field strength
for orbits in the 2D model. Initial energies are 5.5keV and initial pitch angles
are 60◦.

acceleration initially start on the most collapsed field lines, whereas
those displayed in the top left, which experience significant energy
gains due to Fermi acceleration start on the most stretched field lines.
This indicates the importance of collapsing field lines in energising
particles due to Fermi acceleration and shows the particular impor-
tance of the minimum of the field strength in this process. Field lines
collapse fastest at this minimum because it corresponds to the point
at which the coordinate transformation 𝑦∞ stretches field lines the
most. The field is weakest in this region because of this stretching.
Additionally, because the plasma velocity is entirely perpendicular
to the field at loop tops they are the locations where field lines move
fastest during the collapse.

Particle orbits which at some point pass through the minimum see
far greater energy gains due to Fermi acceleration than those which
do not. This shows a strong association between Fermi acceleration
and fast collapse of the field lines at loop tops. Particle energisation
at the loop top has previously been discussed in Giuliani et al. (2005),
Grady et al. (2012), and Eradat Oskoui et al. (2014), and is supported
by our results here. Inspection of the right hand side of Equation (16)
reveals that the key term for energisation by Fermi acceleration in
the ¤R · E term for our model is

¤𝛾𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑣 =

(
b
𝐵∗

× 𝑢 ∥
𝑑b
𝑑𝑡

)
· E, (22)

which is related to the curvature of the field lines. This term
causes rapid acceleration over a very short period of time, specifically
when an orbit is crossing the loop top. The contribution of this
energisation term, relative to its maximum contribution in the particle
orbit (starting at (−0.4, 1.25, 0.0) in the 2D model), is shown over
time and in space in Figure 3. The top panel shows how this term is
only significant over very short periods of time and how it diminishes
quickly as the speed of the field line collapse slows. The bottom panel
shows how this term is strongest at the loop top and how it drops off
quickly away from this region. For particles on orbits that start on
field lines which are already collapsed below the region of minimum
magnetic field strength, the size of the spikes in energy gain related
to this term are greatly diminished.

Our dataset does not inform upon the energisation of wider particle
populations, but does provide evidence that a large number of parti-
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Figure 3. Fermi acceleration due to field line curvature (as a fraction of the
maximum rate of Fermi acceleration) vs time [top] and 𝑥 position [bottom]
for a particle orbit in 2D, started at (-0.4,1.25). We display the size of this term
for only the first 5s of the 100s orbit and only over the range x = (-0.1,0.1)
since the term stays close to zero outside of these ranges.

cle orbits (namely those starting on more stretched field lines) gain
significant energy due to Fermi acceleration. From the definition (22)
of the term mainly responsible for Fermi acceleration, particles with
a larger parallel velocity at the loop top obtain larger energy gains
from curvature terms. Consequently, particles with smaller pitch an-
gles will gain more energy this way compared to particles starting in
the same position with a larger pitch angle. This indicates a possible
association between particles that escape the CMT early and large
energy gains resulting from Fermi acceleration at loop tops.

Particle energy gains shown in Figure 2 are relatively modest; the
highest energy particles reach up to 2.5 times the initial energy. All
particles orbits tested experience at least a 50% increase in their
energy, but only a minority see a final energy of more than double
the initial energy. The Fermi effect seems to only lead to moderate
particle acceleration, whilst the betatron effect has the potential to
cause much stronger acceleration for a small subset of orbits. Such
orbits are discussed in Grady et al. (2012). Orbits starting at the
centre of the CMT (𝑥 = 0) with a high pitch angle can reach energies
of up to 40 times their initial energy. These orbits are not included
in our simulations, since we want to investigate the energisation

Figure 4. Ratio of final to initial energy against final to initial field strength
for orbits with different initial 𝑦 values in the 2D model. Initial energies were
set at 5.5keV and initial pitch angles at 20◦.

processes affecting the majority of orbits, not just those affecting
quite particular orbits.

In order to verify the association between Fermi acceleration and
orbits starting on the most stretched field lines, we calculated a dif-
ferent set of particle orbits using the same 2D model. These orbits
originate at the loop tops of field lines, initially stretched to varying
degrees. All 121 orbits start at 𝑥 = 0 and on evenly spaced initial 𝑦
values between 1.5 and 4.5, i.e. a vertical straight line of positions.
Initial energies remained at 5.5keV, but, in order to better observe
Fermi acceleration, initial pitch angles were reduced to 20◦, with
this initial pitch angle being high enough to keep orbits trapped and
low enough to prevent all orbits from being constrained to a narrow
region of the field.

The results are presented in Figure 4 and show that for these
orbits, initial conditions lying on field lines above the minimum in
the field strength are once again associated with Fermi acceleration.
The chart shows a curve with two branches which meet at a point
corresponding to the orbit starting closest to the minimum in the
magnetic field strength. The upper branch corresponds to trajectories
starting above the minimum in the field strength and the lower curve
corresponds to trajectories starting below it. By inspecting points
representing orbits on the two branches in Figure 4 with similar field
strength ratios (i.e. vertically aligned points), we can directly compare
orbits with almost identical expected energy gains due to betatron
acceleration. One notices a gap in particle energies, which increases
from right to left, which is due to Fermi acceleration energising
particles starting on more and more stretched field lines.

3.2.1 Speeding up CMT collapse

With the impact of Fermi acceleration in our model established, we
sought to better understand how the speed of the CMT field collapse
impacts energy gains. The bigger spikes in energy gains associated
with weaker regions of the field suggest a CMT configuration in
which field lines collapse faster may see a greater contribution from
Fermi acceleration towards energies for particles starting on field
lines above the minimum in the field strength.

To investigate the effect, we consider the stretching term detailed
in Equation (5). The only time-dependence in this transformation
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8 K. Mowbray, T. Neukirch and J. Threlfall

Figure 5. Comparison of results for the initial conditions of the standard case
used in the 2D CMT model with the regular configuration run over 295.2s
(black) with the result of the faster collapse CMT model run over 100s (red).

comes from the (𝑎𝑡)𝑏 terms, where the current model has 𝑎 = 0.4
and 𝑏 = 1.0. The collapse of field lines can be sped up by increasing
the value of 𝑏 and the initial state of the field can be preserved
between models by adjusting 𝑎 to ensure that (𝑎𝑡)𝑏 takes the same
value at 𝑡 = 1.05 (the initial normalised time). To investigate this we
double 𝑏 (𝑏 = 2.0) which implies 𝑎 =

√︁
0.4/1.05. In this faster setup,

field lines move further in the same amount of time, so a stronger
field is produced, hence particles will gain more energy from betatron
acceleration. Since we are only interested in the differences in Fermi
acceleration resulting from a faster collapse of field lines, we simulate
up to different times for each setup, so that they both relax to the same
field configuration by the end of each simulation. To reach the same
field configuration, (𝑎𝑡)𝑏 must be identical at the final times of both
simulations. This can be achieved by running the faster simulation
for 100s and running the slower simulation, studied in section 3.2,
for 295s.

Figure 5 shows the scatter plot generated from the above simu-
lations. For each simulation the data points yield the same curve,
indicating that a faster collapse of field lines will not lead to a big-
ger overall energy contribution from Fermi acceleration. Rather, the
energy gained due to Fermi acceleration seems to be more closely
related to the overall distance that field lines collapse through. The
minimum in the field strength is associated with the ‘transitional
region’ (still located between 0.9 and 1.0 in the field strength ratio)
because, for initial positions evenly spaced in 𝑥 with constant 𝑦, field
lines will be significantly more stretched in the 𝑦 direction if they lie
above the minimum.

Another interesting feature of Figure 5 is in the ‘transitional region’
itself. Orbits represented in this region are the only ones where clear
differences in energies are visible between particles starting at the
same positions (vertically aligned points) in the faster and slower
setup. Since these orbits started on field lines close to the minimum
in the magnetic field strength, a possible explanation for the energy
discrepancy is that some particles may gain less energy than others
by not passing through the loop top at a time when it is collapsing
fastest. This opens up the possibility of particles missing out on
possible energisation by spending time in the loop legs whilst the
field line is collapsing at its fastest rate. Most particles make loop
top passes often enough for this to have a minimal effect on particle

energies in this family of models, but it may be of more importance
for CMT models with different properties. We do not see this effect
for particle orbits displayed in the top left region, because the field
lines on which these orbits start do not pass the minimum early in
the simulation, so do not collapse as fast. As field lines collapse, the
minimum of the field strength becomes larger in value, corresponding
to slower field line collapse. Particles starting on such field lines will
almost certainly not be caught in the loop legs at a time when the loop
top is collapsing fast enough to affect particle energies significantly.

3.3 2.5D case with guide field

Using MHD simulations based on a particular initial magnetic field
configuration Birn et al. (2017) showed the importance that a guide
field component can have on the possible energy gains by the betatron
mechanism. In order to connect this with the energisation processes
seen in CMTs it is vital to extend our models to 2.5D and 3D. Even
in 2D CMT models, orbit calculations have to be fully 3D because
trajectories have drift components in the invariant direction, although
the observed motion in the third direction is minimal (in the order of
a few kilometres in our standard normalisation) and mostly cancels
between loop top passes. First extending our models to 2.5D allows
us to add a guide field component, so that we have more realistic
models with an added degree of complexity.

In a 2.5D we include a time- and space-dependent guide field
component, 𝐵𝑧 . As mentioned in Section 2.1, this component is
given as:

𝐵𝑧 =
𝜕𝑦∞
𝜕𝑦

𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 . (23)

The term 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 is a constant in our model. The 𝐵𝑧 component
tends towards 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 from below as the field collapses towards
the potential field state. The 𝐵𝑥 and 𝐵𝑦 components and 𝐴∞ are
unchanged from the 2D case, allowing for easier comparison between
the 2D and 2.5D models (since the 2.5D model will reduce to the
2D model if 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0). To see the impact of the 𝐵𝑧 component,
or guide field, on particle energisation, we will compare scatter plots
like those shown in the 2D case, as well as 2.5D cases with 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙

set to 0.005T and 0.01T. These values have been chosen to highlight
differences in particle energisation. For all simulations we again
initialise 121 orbits with initial energies of 5.5keV and pitch angles
of 60◦ on points equally spaced between 𝑥 = −0.5 and 𝑥 = 0 and
with 𝑦 = 1.25 (a horizontal line of points).

In Figure 6 we present the ratios of final to initial energies against
the ratios of final to initial field strength for these conditions. The
case with 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0 (i.e. the 2D case already displayed in Figure
2) is presented in black, the case with 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0.005T is in red
and the case with 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0.01T is in blue. The general structure
of our data points is preserved for varying 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 , but clear dif-
ferences have emerged when a guide field is introduced and varied.
Particles in cases with a stronger guide field are gaining more energy
from betatron acceleration and less from Fermi acceleration. The
introduction of a 𝐵𝑧 component causes particle orbits to both start
and end the simulation in a stronger field than orbits with the same
starting points in the 2D model. The expected increase in betatron
acceleration due to a stronger final field will be offset by a decrease
in the magnetic moment due to the stronger initial field. Particles can
be expected to gain more energy due to betatron acceleration when
a guide field is introduced as long as the final to initial field strength
ratio is increased with its introduction, giving the condition:
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Figure 6. Ratios of final to initial energy against final to initial field strength
for the 2D case (black) and the 2.5D cases with 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0.005T (red) and
𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0.01T (blue). Initial conditions are as described in Section 3.3.

(𝐵2
𝑥,𝑒𝑛𝑑

+ 𝐵2
𝑦,𝑒𝑛𝑑

+ 𝐵2
𝑧,𝑒𝑛𝑑

)1/2

(𝐵2
𝑥,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡

+ 𝐵2
𝑦,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡

, 𝐵2
𝑧,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡

)1/2
>

(𝐵2
𝑥,𝑒𝑛𝑑

+ 𝐵2
𝑦,𝑒𝑛𝑑

)1/2

(𝐵2
𝑥,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡

+ 𝐵2
𝑦,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡

)1/2
,

where (𝐵𝑥,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 ,𝐵𝑦,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 ,𝐵𝑧,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 ) is the magnetic field at the initial
position of the particle and (𝐵𝑥,𝑒𝑛𝑑 ,𝐵𝑦,𝑒𝑛𝑑 ,𝐵𝑧,𝑒𝑛𝑑) is the field on the
final loop top pass. Note that 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 and 𝐵𝑧,𝑒𝑛𝑑 do not necessarily
take the same value as the field may not have totally collapsed by the
end of the simulation. The above expression will be satisfied if:

𝐵𝑧,𝑒𝑛𝑑

𝐵𝑧,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡
>

(𝐵2
𝑥,𝑒𝑛𝑑

+ 𝐵2
𝑦,𝑒𝑛𝑑

)1/2

(𝐵2
𝑥,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡

+ 𝐵2
𝑦,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡

)1/2
. (24)

Here the initial 𝑦 position is constant, so 𝐵𝑧𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 will be identical for
all the particle trajectories since 𝜕𝑦∞

𝜕𝑦
is only dependent on 𝑦 and 𝑡.

Whilst not identical, the final field components will be similar for all
orbits, because, within the 100s simulation time, these field lines will
all have mostly collapsed. The (𝐵2

𝑥,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡
+ 𝐵2

𝑦,𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡
)1/2 term however,

will vary significantly between orbits. Orbits that start further out in
𝑥 are located further into the loop legs. As a result, they will start
in a stronger region of field than those closer to the centre of the
CMT. Consequently, Equation (24) will be more easily satisfied for
particles starting further out in 𝑥, and therefore starting on the most
stretched field lines. This leads to greater energy gains due to betatron
acceleration for particles on orbits starting on more stretched field
lines, as shown in Figure 6. The curves begin further to the right for
larger 𝐵𝑧, 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 , as the ratio of field strengths is larger, also as a result
of Equation (24) being satisfied.

We also observe from Figure 6 that a stronger guide field reduces
the energy gain due to Fermi acceleration for particles on more
stretched field lines. Even though points are shifted to the right, in-
dicating stronger betatron acceleration, many particles actually gain
less overall energy, meaning that the Fermi contribution is reduced.
We remark that the reduction of the contribution of Fermi acceler-
ation with a stronger guide field is reminiscent of results based on
particle-in-cell simulations by Dahlin et al. (2014), albeit for systems
with different scales.

We have established that the main contribution to Fermi acceler-

Figure 7. Results from the 2D model (black) and the 2.5D model with
𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0.005T (red) and 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0.01T (blue). All data points have
initial positions of 𝑥 = 0 with 𝑦 varying uniformly between 1.5 and 4.5.
Initial energies are 5500 eV and pitch angles are 20◦.

ation comes from the curvature of field lines and this explains the
reduction of this type of energisation for larger values of 𝐵𝑧, 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 .
Since the coordinate transformations 𝑥∞ and 𝑦∞ are identical for the
2D and 2.5D models, both models will give the same magnetic field
projection onto the 𝑥 − 𝑦 plane. With the introduction of a 𝐵𝑧 com-
ponent, loop tops are flattened out in the 𝑧-direction. This reduction
in curvature reduces the energising effect of Fermi acceleration.

To investigate this further we retain the same field configurations
(𝐵𝑧, 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0T, 0.005T, 0.01T) and initialise orbits with a 5.5keV
energy, 20◦ pitch angle and initial positions of 𝑥 = 0 and 𝑦 evenly
spaced over 121 orbits between 1.5 and 4.5 (the same vertical line
of initial positions used to generate the data displayed in Figure
4). The results are shown in Figure 7 with existing data from the
2D model shown in black, data with 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0.005T in red and
data with 𝐵𝑧 𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 0.01T in blue. For these orbits, 𝐵𝑧 evolves
in the same way as the other magnetic field components and hence
the introduction of the guide field does not lead to any increase in
betatron acceleration. We do however, observe a reduction in energy
gains due to Fermi acceleration for stronger guide fields. There is a
clear gap in the three upper branches in the figure, representing those
orbits that start on field lines stretched above the minimum in the
field strength. This gap represents a reduction in energisation due to
Fermi acceleration for stronger guide fields. Again, this results from
the flattening of loop tops by the guide field. Interestingly, a smaller,
but still visible gap in energy gains can be seen in the three lower
branches. This suggests that particles with orbits that start on field
lines lying below the minimum in the field are still being energised
due to Fermi acceleration, just less so than those starting on more
stretched field lines. In particular, orbits in the 2D model represented
on this lower branch, which see field strength ratios between 10 and
20, have at least 10% of their particle energisation caused by Fermi
acceleration.

3.4 3D case

We will now present results from our modified 3D model as detailed
in Section 2. Although extending our CMT models to 2.5D allows
us to include a guide field, extending our model to 3D presents the
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10 K. Mowbray, T. Neukirch and J. Threlfall

Figure 8. Field lines plots for the 3D model at 𝑡 = 0s (top) and 𝑡 = 100s
(bottom), with field lines traced from the initial positions used for particle
orbits.

opportunity to make the CMT magnetic fields even more realistic.
In particular, one key difference between 2D/2.5D and 3D models is
the dependence of the magnetic field strength on the distance from
the source regions, which drops off faster in 3D than in 2D and 2.5D.
One question arising in this context is how this might affect particle
orbits and related changes in energy. Another key difference between
the 3D model and those of lower dimensions, is that the 3D field is
no longer invariant in the 𝑧 direction, making the initial 𝑧 value of a
particle orbit a consequential initial condition. Additionally, higher
order drift terms could potentially move orbits onto field lines with
different properties.

As our standard case we take 𝛿 = 1.0, 𝑎𝑦 = 1.0 and 𝑦ℎ = 0.0,
in order to generate a twist in the field that reduces with increasing
𝑦. We again consider a range of initial positions that will see orbits
start on a set of field lines with varying degrees of initial stretching
and twisting. This can be achieved by taking initial positions on a
square grid in the 𝑥 − 𝑧 plane, with 𝑦 = 1.25 and with 𝑥 and 𝑧

both varying between −0.5 and 0 with 11 evenly spaced steps. Some
of the field lines that the orbits initially start on are shown in the
top panel of Figure 8. In 3D, our standard case uses initial energies
of 5.5keV and initial pitch angles of 70◦. This is increased from
the lower dimensional cases to ensure that all of the orbits remain
trapped for the duration of the simulation. This will avoid confusion
that may arise from recording final energies and field strengths at
very different times between orbits.

Results for these initial conditions are presented in Figure 9. The
three distinct regions of behaviour identified in 2D/2.5D simulations
are readily apparent in Figure 9. The section to the right where
betatron acceleration dominates is located to the right of the point
where the field strength ratio is 0.9; the top left section where particles
see significant energy gains due to Fermi acceleration is found for a
field strength ratio of less than 0.7; and a broader ‘transitional region’
linking the two is found between field ratios of 0.7 and 0.9, where the

Figure 9. Ratio of final to initial energies against final to initial magnetic
field strengths for 121 orbits initialised on the square grid as described in the
standard case for our 3D initial conditions.

energy ratio drops from 3.0 to 1.5. Similarly to previous cases, orbits
which gain energy mainly through betatron acceleration initially lie
on the most collapsed field lines, whilst orbits which gain the most
energy due to Fermi acceleration start on the most stretched field
lines.

It is perhaps surprising to see the ‘transitional region’ preserved
so well for 3D simulations, in spite of the more complicated nature
of the minimum in the field strength for the 3D CMT model with a
twisted field. In the 2D and 2.5D models, the minimum of the field
is located at a specific point in the 𝑥 − 𝑦 plane. In 3D a minimum
point in the field strength still exists, but contrary to 2D/2.5D, the
majority of field lines will never pass through this point. Instead, for
our simulations, the relative minimum in the field strength relevant
to a particle orbit is the weakest point in the region of the magnetic
field swept out by its field line as it collapses. The clear ‘transitional
region’ in the 3D model may be a result of the invariance of the
coordinate transformation responsible for stretching, 𝑦∞, in both 𝑥

and 𝑧. We have here opted for keeping the transformation relatively
simple and as close as possible to the lower dimensional cases, but
this aspect of the 3D CMT model could be improved upon in future
work.

Figures 2 and 9 show that the particles in the 3D simulation have
gained more energy than those in the 2D model, though direct com-
parisons of test particle orbits between the models are difficult since
there is no clear way to compare initial particle positions and field
lines. Far more particle orbits would need to be considered for each
model to compare energisation in the 2D and 3D CMT models. How-
ever, for the number of orbits used here, interesting details are visible
when comparing Figures 2 and 9. In particular, particles on orbits
that begin on the most stretched field lines in the 3D model gain
more energy due to Fermi acceleration than their 2D counterparts.
This is surprising, since the 3D particle orbit simulations utilised
higher initial pitch angles (70◦) compared to the 2D case (60◦). In-
creasing the initial pitch angle reduces 𝑢 ∥ across the orbit, including
at the looptop. From Eq (22) this should reduce the energy gained
due to Fermi acceleration, so it seems that the 3D model can more
efficiently energise particles this way.

For our 3D model, we also present the case where orbits start at the
centre of the CMT with different heights. As our initial conditions,
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Figure 10. Ratio of energy gain vs ratio of field strength increase for orbits
starting at 𝑥 = 0, 𝑧 = 0 and 𝑦 varying between 1.0 and 4.5. The initial pitch
angle is 20◦.

we set initial 𝑥 and 𝑧 values of 0 and vary the initial 𝑦 value between
1.0 and 4.5, calculating 121 equally spaced orbits. The initial pitch
angle is chosen as 20◦ so that we can better compare results with
Figure 4. These initial positions allow us to investigate the energies
of particles starting in the weakest regions of the magnetic field and
the low pitch angle prevents some orbits from remaining very close
to the loop top (where the field is weakest).

These results are presented in Figure 10 where we see a similar
curve to that of Figure 4. Again, two straight lines meet at the point of
maximum energy gain. Individual inspection of particles shows that
the lower line corresponds to orbits that start below the minimum
in the field strength along 𝑥, 𝑧 = 0, and the upper line corresponds
to orbits that start above the minimum. We conclude that the extra
energy gains result from Fermi acceleration due to loop top crossings,
especially when the loop top is near the minimum in the field strength.
The orbits represented in the upper line show energy gains that cannot
be explained by betatron acceleration alone.

The other key feature of Figure 10 is the tailing off of energies for
orbits presented on the left side of the upper line. These represent
the orbits starting highest in the CMT. Closer inspection shows that
these particles show lower energy gains than expected because the
field lines that they lie on do not collapse as far as those of the other
orbits presented in this figure. Because of this particles gain less
energy due to betatron and Fermi acceleration as the loop top has not
moved as far during the field line collapse.

3.4.1 Different initial energies

So far, we have only investigated particles with initial energies of
5.5keV. We expect that particles will be injected into the CMT with
a wide range of energies. For example, particle populations that
have been pre-heated or pre-accelerated in the reconnection region
(which is not included in our model), could have significantly higher
initial energies. On the other hand, since the reconnection process
changes magnetic connectivity not just locally, but on a larger scale;
particles could enter the CMT without having passed through the
reconnection region and could have much lower initial energies.
Hence, we would like to investigate different initial particle energies
from the 5.5keV used so far. To investigate how initial energies

Figure 11. Energy ratios vs field strength ratios for initial energies of 0.55keV
(magenta squares), 5.5keV (black asterisks) and 55keV (green triangles) using
the initial positions and pitch angles for the 3D model with initial conditions
described in Section 3.4.1.

influence further energisation, we consider two additional data sets
which use the initial conditions used to generate Figure 9, but have
initial energies of 55keV and 0.55keV, respectively, i.e. one order
of magnitude difference from the nominal initial energy in either
direction.

These results are presented in Figure 11. The general structure
of the data points is preserved for each initial energy, with the data
points for initial energies of 0.55keV (magenta squares) and 5.5keV
(black asterisks) lying on almost identical curves. This indicates that,
for non-relativistic particles, orbits which start in the same positions
and with the same pitch angles will experience similar energy gains
relative to their initial energy. This is to be expected, because energy
gains due to betatron acceleration depend on 𝜇 and therefore 𝑣⊥𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡
and Fermi acceleration is dependent on 𝑢 ∥ . The only noticeable
differences in these datasets emerge within the ‘transitional region’,
where vertically aligned points (representing orbits with the same
initial positions, can be separated by significant differences in their
final energies. These suggest that, for orbits starting on field lines
close to the minimum in the field, whether or not an orbit crosses the
looptop at the time of fastest collapse significantly impacts the final
energy. Aside from an increase in ‘noise’ in this region, the shape of
the ‘transitional region’ is very similar for the two initial energies.

The line of green triangles in Figure 11 represent the particles
that start with energies of 55keV. These particles gain a lower factor
of energy than their non-relativistic counterparts. The difference in
the energy ratio is clearest in the top left of the Figure, where the
most energetic particles in each data set are represented. These results
support the findings of Eradat Oskoui & Neukirch (2014), who found
quantitative differences in energy gains when comparing relativistic
and non-relativistic regimes. These moderately relativistic particles
are still substantially energised, with energies of orbits starting on
the most stretched field lines increasing by a factor of between 2.8
and 3.5.

3.4.2 Effect of 3D model parameters

With a better understanding of how the downward collapse of field
lines energises particles, we can now adjust some parameters in the
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Figure 12. Projections of field lines from the 3D model detailed in Section 2.1
onto the 𝑥 − 𝑧 plane showing the change in the field line shape between 𝑡 = 0
(top) and 𝑡 = 100 (bottom). Twist parameters are set as 𝛿 = 1.0, 𝑎𝑦 = 1.0
and 𝑦ℎ = 0.0. Apparent sudden changes in the field line direction are caused
by projection effects.

model to better understand the impact of the field’s untwisting on
particle energisation. The most obvious parameter to work with is
𝛿, which, as seen in Equations (9) and (10), scales linearly with the
strength of the twist (see Figure 12 for an example field line plot). To
investigate the impact of this parameter on particle energisation, we
will take our regular 3D setup but with 𝛿 reduced from 1.0 to 0.5 and
then to 0.0, giving rise to a 3D configuration that is totally untwisted
at all times.

We can see from Figure 13 that varying 𝛿 does not have any signif-
icant effect on the shape of the energy curve. Most notably reducing
𝛿 causes points to gather in clusters. These clusters correspond to
orbits starting at the same value for 𝑥, over a range of different 𝑧
values. It is unsurprising that points cluster in this way. Without twist
the field will not vary as much in the 𝑧 direction, meaning that orbits
starting at different 𝑧 values start on more characteristically similar
field lines. The only contributions to 𝐵𝑧 will come from the magnetic
source regions located at 𝑧 = 0. For the 3D setup without the twist,
the grid of initial points at which orbits start needs to extend further
in the 𝑧-direction so that particles start on field lines with different
properties (curvature, spatial extent etc.).

Figure 13. Energy ratio vs field ratio for the regular 3D standard case initial
conditions with 𝛿 set to 1.0 (black), 0.5 (red) and 0.0 (blue).

A closer look at Figure 13 shows that orbits in field configurations
with smaller 𝛿 values gain slightly more energy through Fermi ac-
celeration than those in more twisted fields. This contradicts general
expectations of how the evolution of the field configuration would en-
ergise particles. One might expect that an initially twisted field which
gradually untwists would energise particles more efficiently than an
untwisted field, since this high-energy and non-potential field will
relax towards the lower energy untwisted configuration. This raises
the question of what effect the untwisting has on Fermi/betatron ac-
celeration. Figure 13 indicates that twisting the field may slightly
reduce energy gains resulting from the collapse of field lines. One
possibility is that the introduction of a 𝐵𝑧 component at the loop tops
slightly flattens the local field, reducing Fermi acceleration. It is also
possible that when adjusting the 𝛿 parameter, comparisons between
particles on orbits starting at the same positions become less valid,
as they may lie on field lines with more distinct properties. A more
valid comparison may involve starting orbits lower in the loop legs
where the twisting of the field is much reduced. This would see orbits
start on comparable field lines but particles would be far more likely
to escape the CMT before the end of the simulation, even for initial
pitch angles close to 90◦.

If, instead of looking at the curves that data points lie on, we look
at individual initial positions for particle orbits, we see a quite dif-
ferent effect. Examining the orbits starting at (−0.5, 1.25,−0.5) (the
particles with the lowest final/initial field strength ratio), the particle
trajectory in the field with the strongest twist is associated with the
greatest energy gain, despite being the trajectory that sees the small-
est increase in magnetic field strength. This suggests that for certain
orbits, the twist in the field reduces betatron acceleration, but that
this is more than made up for by an increase in Fermi acceleration.
A similar pattern can be observed for other orbits represented in the
top left region of the plot (between 0.2 and 0.7 on the horizontal axis
and 3.0 and 3.8 on the vertical axis). The reduced energy gains due to
betatron acceleration may be the result of a larger initial field strength
in the twisted field, as the twist strengthens the 𝐵𝑧 component. This
reduces the magnetic moment and consequently, the energising ef-
fect of betatron acceleration. When comparing orbits with the same
initial conditions in the region where betatron acceleration is domi-
nant, particle trajectories starting further out in 𝑧 experience smaller
overall energy gains because of a reduction in energisation due to
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Figure 14. Energy ratio vs field ratio for the standard case initial conditions
for the 3D model with 𝑎𝑦 = 1.0 (black) and 𝑎𝑦 = 0.5 (red).

betatron acceleration. Particles with higher initial pitch angles gain
more energy due to betatron acceleration as they have a higher mag-
netic moment and particles with lower initial pitch angles gain more
energy through Fermi acceleration as they take a larger 𝑢 ∥ value at
the loop top. If, as the results above suggest, particles with identical
initial conditions gain more energy due to Fermi acceleration and less
due to betatron acceleration in a more twisted field, then a twisted
field may more efficiently energise particles with lower pitch angles
and less efficiently energise particles with higher initial pitch angles.
However, we would need to investigate a significant larger number
of particle orbits in order to test this hypothesis.

The blue points in Figure 13 are too clustered to show the ‘transi-
tional region’ but when comparing the red points (corresponding to
𝛿 = 0.5) and the black points (corresponding to 𝛿 = 1.0), we see that
the ‘transitional region’ is notably steeper for the case with a lower
𝛿 value. This indicates that stronger twists make the minimum field
strength in the region swept out by a field line take on a larger value
due to the addition of the 𝐵𝑧 component.

Another key feature of the 3D model is the decrease of the field
line twist with height. There are two parameters which govern the re-
duction of the twist with increasing height. Referenced in Equations
(9) and (10), 𝑎𝑦 decides how strong the drop-off is and 𝑦ℎ decides
the height at which the drop-off first becomes significant. To inves-
tigate the effects of these parameters, we will take the same initial
conditions as were used in Section 3.4 and first reduce 𝑎𝑦 from 1.0
to 0.5 and then we will increase 𝑦ℎ from 0.0 to 1.0 (with 𝑎𝑦 returned
to its initial value of 1.0).

Figure 14 presents the results for 𝑎𝑦 = 1.0 and 𝑎𝑦 = 0.5. One
immediately notices an overall reduction in energies with reduced
𝑎𝑦 . Closer inspection of the orbits shows a reduction in both betatron
and Fermi acceleration. The reduction in betatron acceleration is
likely due to the stronger twist at the initial positions giving rise to
a higher initial 𝐵𝑧 value. This reduces the value of the magnetic
moment 𝜇 and therefore the amount of energy that can be gained
through betatron acceleration. The reduction in Fermi acceleration
is more difficult to explain; it may be due to a flattening of loop tops
for smaller 𝑎𝑦 values, as a reduced 𝑎𝑦 will lead to stronger 𝐵𝑧 higher
up in the field.

Figure 15 compares the cases where 𝑦ℎ = 0.0 (black), in which the
reduction in twist with height takes effect immediately and 𝑦ℎ = 1.0

Figure 15. Energy ratio vs field ratio for the 3D model with 𝑦ℎ = 0.0 (black)
and 𝑦ℎ = 1.0 (red). Particles are initialised with the conditions given in
Section 3.4.2

(red), where this reduction only becomes significant above 𝑦 = 1.0.
It shows a decrease in the energy gained due to betatron accelera-
tion, with red points being found to the left of corresponding black
points. Because of this, orbits starting in the region where betatron
acceleration is dominant experience lower energy gains in the field
configuration with 𝑦ℎ = 1.0. It is harder to assess how much of a
difference there is in energy gain due to Fermi acceleration. Whilst
corresponding orbits in the top left region (here located between 0.1
and 0.6 on the horizontal axis and 2.8 and 3.8 on the vertical axis) are
separated horizontally, their final energies are quite similar. Points
corresponding to the case with 𝑦ℎ = 1.0 show a smaller increase in
the magnetic field so will gain less energy due to betatron accelera-
tion. However, they show broadly the same energies as points starting
with the same initial position in the case with 𝑦ℎ = 0.0, suggesting
that they make up for this with increased Fermi acceleration. If we in-
stead consider vertically aligned points, representing particles where
the expected gains due to betatron acceleration are similar, we see
that orbits gain more energy when 𝑦ℎ = 0.0, suggesting that Fermi
acceleration is stronger in this configuration. This apparent contra-
diction shows that a more systematic test, involving a greater number
of particles, is needed.

Overall, these results do not clearly explain the role of the un-
twisting of the field in particle energisation for 3D CMT models.
Adjusting 𝛿 showed that particles gain less energy due to betatron
acceleration in a more twisted field, with a greater contribution com-
ing from Fermi acceleration. The reduction in energy gain resulting
from betatron acceleration is shown consistently when 𝑎𝑦 and 𝑦ℎ
are adjusted to increase the twist in the field but there is conflicting
evidence in how these parameters affect energy gains due to Fermi
acceleration.

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have investigated the specific processes responsible
for particle energisation in 2D, 2.5D and 3D CMT models, finding
that betatron acceleration is dominant for particles with orbits starting
on collapsed field lines and that Fermi acceleration plays a greater role
for orbits that start on the more stretched field lines. The curvature
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of collapsing loop tops is responsible for such Fermi acceleration
(e.g. Giuliani et al. 2005; Eradat Oskoui et al. 2014), as particles are
accelerated by the interaction of the curvature drift with the electric
field generated by the time-dependence of the magnetic field. In
general, we found energy gains were modest for the majority of
initial conditions. For the initial conditions tested in this paper most
energies fall between 1.5 and 2.5 times the initial energy in the 2D
and 2.5D models and between 1.5 and 3.5 times the initial energy in
3D.

Previous work by Grady et al. (2012) for 2D CMTs similar to
those investigated in this paper has shown particle energy increases
of factors of up to 40 for orbits with high initial pitch angles starting
at the centre of the 2D CMT. We consider orbits with a far greater
range of initial positions, which as discussed are all energised but
only to a moderate degree. Orbits that see the greatest energy gains
in a CMT only represent a small subset of initial conditions. Hence,
the energisation of particles presented in this paper may not be ef-
ficient enough to explain observations of flare activity. However, to
be able to properly assess the overall efficiency of CMT models for
particle energisation one would need to determine the time evolution
of a particle distribution function. For this one has to combine the
calculation of test particle orbits with a distribution function of initial
conditions to give the appropriate probability weighting to different
initial conditions. To carry out such a calculation is beyond the scope
of this paper, but would be useful to investigate whether, for exam-
ple, the CMT energisation process results in power law distribution
functions (for an example using a very simple CMT model, see e.g.
Bogachev & Somov 2007).

One advantage of CMTs is that they can energise particle popula-
tions over large volumes. In this paper we see some evidence of this
as all particles tested gain energy. Additionally, particles lying on the
most stretched field lines, which when taken together cover a large
volume, saw the strongest energy gains, reaching between 2.5 and 4
times their initial energy. This establishes our CMT model as likely
being able to explain energisation of particles over a large volume.
The models used in this paper have not been actively optimised to ef-
ficiently energise particles over large volumes, raising the possibility
of further improvements in this direction.

We established that the role of energisation processes depends
strongly on the initial position of the orbit. In particular, we observed
a ‘transitional region’, where small changes to the initial position of
an orbit lead to a big difference in the energy gained due to Fermi
acceleration. For the 2D and 2.5D models, this ‘transitional region’
arises due to the substantial difference in field line length for field
lines that initially lie either above or below the minimum in the field
strength for the CMT field. In the 3D model a similar ‘transitional
region’ is present. Larger energy gains due to Fermi acceleration are
associated with orbits starting on field lines which pass through the
local minimum in the field strength as the field line relaxes.

Speeding up the collapse of the 2D model shows that energy gains
resulting from Fermi acceleration relate more closely to the total dis-
tance that a loop top travels during collapse, rather than the speed of
collapse. This result may impact construction of more detailed CMT
models. Particles are accelerated due to the betatron effect when a
time- and space-dependent field strengthens and particles experience
a stronger region of field. For models that assume ideal conditions,
the key energisation processes of betatron and Fermi acceleration are
determined by the time evolution of the magnetic field on a macro-
scopic scale. With this in mind, we anticipate the importance of these
processes when constructing more realistic magnetic field models.

We have presented results that more thoroughly investigate the
impact of twisting the initial configuration of field lines as first pre-

sented in Grady & Neukirch (2009). From our results, any differences
in energisation due to untwisting are of minor importance compared
to energisation resulting from the collapse of field lines. In each case
field line collapse remains the key process in energising particles and
in generating the features observed in energy ratio vs field strength ra-
tio plots. It is not immediately clear whether the twist leads to greater
or reduced particle energisation. Looking to Figure 15, energy ra-
tios for particles in more twisted field configurations are generally
smaller than for particles in the untwisted field. However, inspec-
tion of individual orbits with identical initial conditions shows that
particles in the twisted field experience lower energy gains relating
to betatron acceleration offset by an increase in Fermi acceleration.
This indicates that orbits starting in identical positions experience
greater particle energy gains in the more twisted configuration. It
therefore remains unclear what impact untwisting magnetic field has
on particle acceleration.

By only working with a selected group of initial conditions for
particle orbits, we are unable to quantify global distributions and
energies in CMTs. Further work is needed to understand the global
motion of particles and evolution of particle energies, for example
by moving beyond individual test particle orbits and modelling the
evolution of a particle distribution function. An intermediate step,
would consider a wider range of initial conditions for test particle
orbits, paying particular attention to the relative number of trapped
and escaping orbits. Our chosen initial conditions ensured particle
trapping for the full duration of the simulation in order to better
understand the energisation processes affecting particles that spent
more time in the CMT. If sufficiently energised these particles could
potentially correspond to the loop top X-ray source. A wider range of
initial pitch angles may provide an estimate of the number of orbits
that escape the CMT and detail the energisation processes impacting
these particles. In our investigation, the energy gains due to Fermi
acceleration generally depend on the velocity of the particle parallel
to the field line and the distance covered by the loop top of the field
line that the orbit lies on. A particle orbit with a low enough initial
pitch angle to escape of the CMT early will have a greater contribution
to particle energisation due to Fermi acceleration resulting from the
higher parallel velocity of the particle at the loop top. This will be
offset by the reduced distance that the loop top collapses through
before the time of early escape. As a result, energy gains for particles
that escape the trap are likely depend on both the escape time of
the orbit and the starting position. In particular, we anticipate lower
energy gains for particles on orbits that escape the CMT before their
corresponding field lines have passed through the minimum in the
field strength.

Based on our kinematic models, Fermi acceleration can make
an important contribution to particle energisation in CMTs. Typical
energy gains are between 0.5 and 2.5 times the initial particle energy.
This raises the question of whether there are any aspects that our
relatively simple models are missing which would increase energy
gains. One such aspect could be the presence of a braking region of
the reconnection jet, which in extreme cases might even lead to a
termination shock (e.g Miteva & Mann 2007; Mann et al. 2009). In
the magnetospheric counterpart of CMTs, such a braking jet region
has been strongly linked with accelerating particles via the Fermi
process (e.g Khotyaintsev et al. 2011; Fu et al. 2011; Artemyev
2014). Borissov et al. (2016) incorporated a braking jet into a 2D
CMT model. This model did not, however, include a guide field and
it has yet to be generalised to 3D, which would be a worthwhile
future step. As the plasma dynamics inside a CMT are likely to
be turbulent, another important aspect to consider for future CMT
models would be the inclusion of stochastic scattering of the particle
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orbits, which may lead to changes in the energisation process as well
as the conditions under which particle orbits remain trapped in the
CMT or escape.
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