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Simulations of large-scale plasma systems are typically based on a fluid approximation
approach. These models construct a moment-based system of equations that approximate
the particle-based physics as a fluid, but as a result lack the small-scale physical processes
available to fully kinetic models. Traditionally, empirical closure relations are used to close
the moment-based system of equations, which typically approximate the pressure tensor or
heat flux. The more accurate the closure relation, the stronger the simulation approaches
kinetic-based results. In this paper, new closure terms are constructed using machine learn-
ing techniques. Two different machine learning models, a multi-layer perceptron and a gra-
dient boosting regressor, synthesize a local closure relation for the pressure tensor and heat
flux vector from fully kinetic simulations of a 2D magnetic reconnection problem. The
models are compared to an existing closure relation for the pressure tensor, and the appli-
cability of the models is discussed. The initial results show that the models can capture the
diagonal components of the pressure tensor accurately, and show promising results for the
heat flux, opening the way for new experiments in multi-scale modeling. We find that the

sampling of the points used to train both models play a capital role in their accuracy.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Fluid models are the keystone of macroscopic plasma modeling'. Plasmas at large scales in all
areas of application, from nuclear fusion to industrial plasmas and astrophysics, are treated with
models based on a small number of low order moments of the velocity distribution: e.g. density,
momentum, temperature, pressure. These moment models are derived rigorously from kinetic
theory and the macroscopic plasma equations that follow from the integration of the Boltzmann
equation” or the Vlasov equation. The moments are computed as integrals in the velocity space
weighted by a power of the velocity itself, where the density is linked to the zeroth order moment

and momentum to the first.

Currently, the challenge lies in computing the closure®. The set of equations describing the
evolution of the first N moments always depend on the N + 1th moment (and sometimes higher),
but the evolution of the N + 1th moment is not provided. Traditionally, closure relations express
the missing moment(s) as a function of the lower order moments. Many examples of the ap-
plication of closure exists, and we refer the reader to the literature with examples ranging from
simple equations of state (e.g. adiabatic*, isothermal®) to more complex descriptions of plasmas
in strongly coupled, relativistic or quantum degenerate states®. All closures are typically derived
in two ways’™. The first approach empirically determines the closure via experiments, similar
to how equations describing the ideal gas law or the transport coefficient in fusion devices were
discovered. Whereas the second approach relies on theory, particularly theoretical models sum-
marizing kinetic processes, finite Larmor radius effects or Landau damping. The progress in this
direction has accompanied the evolution of plasma science, with experiments as prominent as

ITER, being based on the latter approach!©.

In this work, we consider the phenomena of reconnection, the process by which the topology of
the magnetic field lines changes. Reconnection not only plays a role in the Sun-Earth dynamo, but
is a critical phenomena in the solar corona, nuclear fusion and many more types of high-energetic
plasma’s' 12 It has been shown that the kinetic effects play a very important role in accurately
depicting phenomena such as collisionless fast reconnection!?~!>. Currently, the most accurate
models for numerical reconnection simulations use the kinetic approach, through particle-in-cell

methods.

However, kinetic simulations are computationally very expensive, making them generally only

feasible in small domains'®!7. Models based on the moments of the phase-space distribution of

2



Identification of closure terms using machine learning

the particles, such as the magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) model, Hall-MHD, and moment models
based on the Vlasov equation, are inevitable for large-scale systems such as Earth’s magneto-
sphere, but have to deal with the problem of closure. In the case of collisional plasma, thermal
dynamics provides ways to compute accurate closures relations. However, when considering mag-
netic reconnection in space-plasmas, the large distance between particles brings the problem into
the collisionless limit.

The work of Wang et al. (2015)'® compares a multi-fluid moment model with a particle-in-
cell simulations of collisionless magnetic reconnection. They used a 10-moment model, which
uses full pressure tensors but needs a closure relation for the heat flux tensor. A local closure for
the change in the heat flux tensor was constructed, based on the collisionless global Hammett-
Perkins!® closure. Even with their simple local, physically fundamental closure, the pressure
tensor still evolved accurately when appropriate parameters are selected. Lautenbach and Grauer
(2018)? based themselves on this approach to construct a multi-physical simulation of collision-
less plasmas, combining particle-in-cell, Vlasov, 10-moment and 5-moment models to create a
night-side simulation of the Earth’s magnetosphere.

Because the closure is an unknown equation that has to be learned from observation and sim-
ulation, it is a problem that could be tackled with machine learning (ML). Recently, a new line
of investigation is emerging: the use of machine learning tools to replace the analytical formulas
used so far. The Sparse Identification of Nonlinear Dynamical systems (SINDy)?! method has
been used to identify the different terms of the Vlasov equation governing a two-stream instabil-
ity PIC simulation®?. Discovering governing equations from deep learning models has also been
done in the case of turbulence simulations??, finding new equations coupling the particle flux to
the gradient of vorticity by examining the connections made by the deep learning model. Further
work in turbulence showed that a numerical gradient model can be replaced by a deep learning
model for 2D simulations®*.

Other authors studied the performance of ML models in replicating known closure equations.
The work by Ma et al.>> was one of the first to do a proof of principle, where a series of different
machine learning models were used to learn the one-dimensional Hammett-Perkins closure for
the heat flux in the electrostatic collisionless limit. It showed that ML models could be a viable
alternative to the difficult numerical schemes that would otherwise be necessary. This work was
extended by Wang ef al. (2020)*° to a kinetic Landau-fluid closure with collisions. Their ML

model was able to learn the closure function, and was subsequently implemented into an existing
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1.27 extends the

numerical fluid simulation code, with positive results. The work of Maulik et a
work of Ma et al. to different closure equations relevant in fusion applications. However, these
works only made use of data generated from simplified analytical equations of both the heat flux
and temperature, and not data retrieved from full simulations or observations.

Our work aims to take the first steps toward creating a new machine learning model that has
learned a local closure relation from simulation data, instead of learning an analytical equation.
We proceed by first conducting highly resolved massively parallel kinetic simulations where all
processes are represented as accurately as possible. From these simulations, the necessary features
are extracted and prepared for the ML models. In total, three models are trained. Two ML models
and a baseline model, for which we used a linear regressor.

The paper is structured as follows. Section II discusses different existing fluid models and
their closure relations, together with the assumptions we make to learn a local closure relation
with the machine learning models. Section III discusses the kinetic simulations and how this data
is extracted and prepared for the ML models. Section IV discusses the different models used
in the experiment and how they are evaluated. Section V shows the result of the training and
compares it to an existing closure relation. Finally, section VI discusses the results, together with

the applicability of the model.

II. FLUID MODELS AND CLOSURE RELATIONS

In this section, the most common fluid-based approaches used to simulate magnetic reconnec-
tion are discussed, together with the closures used in those models. First the ideal 5-moment
model is derived from the Vlasov equation following the work of Wang ef al.'®, and different
closures are discussed that accompany these under different conditions. Next, the 10-moment mo-
ment model is discussed, together with the local closure for the heat flux. Afterwards, the use of
machine learning models is motivated, together with the assumptions that were considered during

the experiments.

A. Moment model of the Vlasov equation

Take a collisionless, multi-fluid plasma. Each species s of the plasma is described by a particle

distribution function f(¢,x,v) in phase space, with its evolution in time described by the Vlasov

4



Identification of closure terms using machine learning

equation. Using Einstein notation, the Vlasov equation can be written as:

afs af:v qs ) . 8f5 _
a_t+vta_xi+nTS(El+8abtvaBb)a_vi —07 (1)

with F is the electric field, B the magnetic field, and 95 the charge over mass ratio of the particle
species s. & i 1s the anti-symmetric Levi-Civita symn‘;i)l, which is equal to =1 for an even/odd
permutation of its indices (1,2,3), and zero otherwise. The evolution of the magnetic and electric
fields are governed by the Maxwell equations.

Computing the solution of the Vlasov equation for a particle distribution is computationally
very expensive, and instead a fluid approach is used. A moment model is constructed from the
Vlasov equation as follows. The m-th moment of the particle species s is defined by multiply-
ing the phase-space distribution function f;(z,x,v) by a basis function ¢,,,(v), m =0,...,M and
integrating over the velocity v. Typically for the kinetic equation, the monomial basis functions

Om(v) = v™ is chosen, representing a tensor product. The first four moments are defined as

nsz/fs(t,:c,v)q)o(v)dv:/fs(t,w,'v)d'v (2)
nsusE/fs(hw,v)%(v)dvZ/fs(t,w,v)vdv 3)
misPsE/fs(t,w,v)%(v)dvZ/fs(t,w,v)vzdv (4)
H%SQSE/fs(t>wvv)¢3(v)dv:/fS(tawa'U)'v3dU &)

with ng(f,x) the number density and wu,(z,x) the mean velocity. The second and third order
moment are the energy density tensor and the heat flux tensor, respectively. The evolution of
these moments is extracted from the Vlasov equation as follows: by multiplying Eq. (1) with
the monomial test functions ¢@,,(v) =v",m =0,...,M and integrating over v, the exact moment
equations for the m-th order moment are found for each species. The first three evolution equations

are (dropping the s for brevity):

dn 0
a " 9_x]-<nuj) - i
d(nu;) = 9Py

" (;zu : + axj] = q(nE; + n&;jiu;By) v
oP;i  0Q;i
S T = 2quk) + neua P By Y

The brackets in the indices represent symmetric contraction of the indices, so for example u(;E ;) =
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u;E;+u;E;. Finally, define the heat flux and the pressure tensor from P and Q, respectively:
Oijk = m/("i — ;) (vj —uj) (v — ) f(t, 2, 0)dv = Qjj — 2nmuujuy — u P jr ©)
Pj= m/(v,- —u;)(vj—uj)f(t,x,v)dv = P;j — nmu;u;. (10)

From Egs. (6)-(8), together with the Maxwell equations, different fluid models can be constructed.
Let us start with the ideal 5-moment model. Assuming isotropic pressure, define the scalar pressure
as p = %P,-i and the total fluid energy as the trace of the energy density tensor P:

1. 3 1 5

SEEPiizip—kEmnu (11)
Taking the trace from Eq. (8) then gives us the evolution of the energy in time:
€ 109
—+= = -E. 12
or T2 oy Y (12
What remains now is the heat flux tensor component. From Eq. (9) it follows that
1
EQiikZQk+uk(p+g)+”i7Tik (13)

where g = Qjix/2 is the heat flux vector and 7;; = P,; — pd;; the viscous stress tensor. The ideal five
moment model is obtained by using the closure 7;; = g = 0. The evolution of the five moments
are given by Eqgs. (6), (7) and

€ 0
a—t+a—)6k(uk(p+5))=nq’u,-E. (14)

The 5-moment model is more general than the MHD model or Hall MHD model'®%8. It takes
into account electron inertia, charge separation and the full electromagnetic field equations, to-
gether with separate electron and ion motion and (adiabatic) pressure. Wang et al.'® showed that
the 5-moment model, in the limit of vanishing electron inertia, infinite speed of light and quasi-
neutrality, approaches the Hall MHD equations.

If the plasma is not isotropic, which is the case for the magnetotail reconnection, as shown by
by Egedal et al.?, the pressure tensor can no longer be approximated as the scalar pressure. Le
et al.’" showed that for collisionless guide-field reconnection, the following approximation for p |

and p| can be used:

2 ™ 2a
5. = ns * 15
Pl =5 0 T 6B 2a 41 (15)
(04
~>)< — N *B*— 16
Dsl nl—i—oc+n P (16)
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where o = 12 /B2, and for any quantity X define X, = X /X.., where X.. is the value of X upstream
of the reconnection region. The pressure tensor itself is then approximated with

BiB;
5.
B;

Pj=pi16ij+(p|—pL) (17)

This closure approaches the double-adiabatic forms for high density, and used by Ohia et al.’! in
combination with a two-fluid MHD formulation to simulate magnetic reconnection.

Finally, the 10-order moment model starts from Eqs. (6) - (8) The full pressure tensor P is
evolved, but a closure relation for the divergence of the heat flux tensor is necessary to close
this set of equations. Hammett and Perkins'® showed that by using a linear approximation, the
perturbation of the heat flux in 1 dimension can be related to the temperature in Fourier space:

2 -
q(k) = _”0X1|_\2|_ikVtT(k)> (18)

with tildes indicating perturbations around equilibrium, k the wave number, v, = /T /m the ther-
mal velocity, ng the number density at equilibrium and ); some constant. Taking the Fourier

inverse returns an integral of the temperature along the field lines, making this closure non-local.

B. Machine learning and closure

Machine learning models learn relations between a set of inputs and outputs by changing their
internal parameters, based on the error between the expected output and the model’s output. The
most common model is the multi-layer perceptron (MLP), and has been applied in many fields
of physics already>>3. For details on the different concepts and models that exist, the interested
reader is referred to the excellent book by Goodfellow?*.

The goal of this work is to provide the first steps toward learning a non-local closure to the
full heat flux tensor from simulation data. The work by Ma er al.>> showed that an ML model
can learn the non-local Hammett-Perkins closure, but this was done in the 1-dimensional case,
with data constructed from simplified noise-free analytical equation. In this work, we show that
an ML model can learn a local closure approximation for the electrons pressure tensor P, and the
electrons heat flux vector ¢.. The pressure tensor computed by the ML model will be compared to
the empirical closure of the pressure tensor shown in Egs. (15)-(16).

We assume that the pressure tensor and heat flux vector can both be learned from local features.

While the closure described by equations (15)-(16) has some non-locality due to the ratio with the
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values upstream of the reconnection region, it can still largely be seen as a local closure. Only
the closure for the heat flux, described by Eq. (18), is non-local due to the integration over the
field lines that is needed for the Fourier transformations. However, Wang et al.'® argues that
Eq. (18) can be reduced to a local approximation by replacing the wave number k by a typical
wave-number ky, related to the scale on which the collisionless damping occurs. They used this
local approximation successfully to simulate collisionless reconnection. In this work, our methods
learn the heat flux vector from local features only. Learning a non-local closure with ML, and the

complete heat flux tensor, will be examined in a future work.

III. SIMULATION AND MODEL DATA

In this section, first the details of the simulations are discussed. Then the model inputs are
given, and finally we describe how the training, validation and test set are constructed from the

simulation data.

A. Simulation data

The data used to train the models is extracted from kinetic simulations of magnetic recon-
nection. The simulation, denoted in our work as "Double-Harris sheet experiment", is the same
experimental setup described in Markidis et al. (2010)3>. The implicit Particle-in-Cell (PiC) code
iPiC3D3 is used for the simulations.

The size of the simulation is set to L, x Ly X L, = 30d; x 40d; x 0.1d;, where d; is the ion
inertial length. Each spatial direction has respectively 769 x 1025 x 1 cells, with periodic boundary
conditions. The simulation evolves with a time step equal to the inverse of the ion cyclotron
frequency Ar = wi,_cl = 0.0625. Four species of particles are used, 2 electron species and 2 ion
species. The mass ratio between the ions and the electrons is set to m; /m, = 256. For more details
on the simulation setup, we refer to Appendix A. Although the physical mass ratio would give
more accurate simulations, this would come at a cost of higher computation time. The current
choice in mass-ratio gives a good trade-off between accuracy and simulation time, ideal for the
scope of this paper. Similar mass-ratio’s were used in different papers to demonstrate closure
18,30,37

models

Four kinetic simulations are created, each with identical initial conditions (as described in Ap-
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pendix A), except for the guiding background magnetic field B,. The four simulations are named
based on the choice of their guiding field, and displayed in Table I. The different background mag-
netic field ensures that, while the simulation is initially the same, different physics will arise in

and around the region of reconnection.

TABLE I. The guiding and background magnetic field of each of the four iPiC3D simulations in dimension-

less units.

Simulation BGO BGlow BGmed BGhigh
By 0.0097 0.0097 0.0097 0.0097
Byo 0 0 0 0
B 0 0.00097 0.0097 3

From each simulation, the moments of the phase-space particle distribution described in section
IT are computed using B-splines*®°. These transfer the information from the particles at xp to the
cells on x,, denoted as S(x; — ). For each particle species s, located at position x,,, the charge
density p, the mean velocity u, the pressure tensor P and the heat flux vector g are computed on

the uniform grid x,:
Psg = Ps(g) = Y, 4sS(xg— ), (19)
Uy = us(Tg,1) = — ) vS(x5— ), (20)
Py = Z mp(vy —up)(vp —up)S(Tg —x)p), (21)

qsg = Z mp(vp—up)z(vp—up)S(a:g—a:p). (22)

Here, x,, v, and charge g, are respectively the position, velocity and charge of the particle p of
species s. The summation is computed over N;, the total number of particles of species s, with Q,
the collocated cell to which p; belongs. The magnetic and electric field are also extracted from the
simulation. Although all the quantities are physical, the quantities extracted from the simulation
have all been transformed to dimensionless code units. The code unit transformation is described

in Appendix B. Throughout the paper, the normalized physical quantities are used.
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The pressure tensor P is transformed to the field-aligned basis*'. Define the new unit vectors

of this basis as
B Bx 32

A

DB T Bz

Let {éH ;€1 1,€] 2} be column vectors. Then the field-aligned pressure tensor is defined as

éJﬂZ Zéb XéJ_jl. (23)

T
B A A A N A N
P, = <€|| é, BL,z) Pyg (6\\ €l 6L,2> : (24)

We name the diagonal components of P as pgg, p11 and p; and the off-diagonal components are

given the names po1, po2, p12, defined as

A AT A AT
Poo = €| Pyg € po1 = €| Py €
Diagonal: pii=¢€,1Pgé, Off-diagonal: P2 =@ Py é, . (25)
pn=¢€ 2Py € - p2=¢€ 1 Pgé

Note that there are only three off-diagonal components, as the pressure tensor is symmetric.

B. Model input and output

In this section, the choice of physical quantities as input, and the physical quantities we which
to predict, are given. The targets of the models are the three components of the heat flux vector g

and the six components that form the electron pressure tensor P:
* The three heat flux vector components q = {gx,qy,q:}
* The three diagonal components of P,: poo, P11, P22-
* The three off-diagonal components of P.: po1, po2, P12-

The input of the ML models are a vector consisting of the magnetic field B together with its
gradients and magnitude, the mean velocity u, the charge density p and the value &, based on the
closure from Le et al.?. The value « is included explicitly due to its correlation to the perpen-
dicular pressure p 3. The gradients of B are computed using a second order finite difference.
Finally, the input features that are highly linearly correlated to other input features are removed
from the input, in order to speed up the training process and make the models more interpretable.

Following these steps, 14 input features are chosen:
* The magnetic field B (3), || B|| (1), and its gradients, with the exception of dyB, (5)
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* The velocity vector u (3)
* The density p, (1)

e The value ot = HESIIZ (1), taken from the closure of Le et al.?°, see Egs. (15)-(16).

C. Training, validation and test set preparation

The training, validation and test set are constructed by sampling cells from snapshots of the four
simulations around the reconnection region. In order to sample a balanced number of cells from
regions with and without reconnection, the agyrotropy of the electrons is used. The agyrotropy
is computed in each cell from the eigenvalues of the field-aligned pressure tensor*?. Let A;, i €
{1,2,3} be the eigenvalues of the field-aligned electron pressure tensor Pfg,, with 41 > A, > A3.
Then the agyrotropy Ag is computed as

123 — A2

Ag=2——.
J 7L3 —|—)Lz

(26)

When the pressure tensor is gyrotropic, the agyrotropy is close to 0. An agyrotropic pressure tensor
(which occurs at regions close to or at reconnection) will have a larger agyrotropy. A histogram
of the agyrotropy for one of the snapshots of the simulations can be seen in Fig. 1a, and shows
that most cells have an agyrotropy close to zero. By dividing the agyrotropy into a set of intervals
called bins, as displayed by the red lines in Fig. la, we prevent the reconnection regions from
being undersampled compared to the regions outside of the reconnection zone. Fig. 1c shows the
sampling density after sampling an equal number of cells from each bin. When the sampling is
performed, the sampling algorithm is allowed to take duplicates of cells. This is necessary for
creating a balanced data set. Only the test set has no duplicates. The full process of how the
training, validation and test sets are extracted and created from the data is described in detail in
Appendix C. A training, validation and test set is created for each of the four simulations, and

respectively contain 16000 cells, 4500 cells and 7500 cells.

IV. MODELS AND METHODS

The first machine learning model is a feed-forward multi-layer perceptron (MLP). This type of
model has also been used in many related works>>~2. As the name implies, the MLP consists of

multiple interconnected layers of a smaller, simpler model, the perceptron, as shown in Fig. 2a.
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FIG. 1. (a): The distribution of the values of the agyrotropy from a single snapshot of the simulation. High
agyrotropy corresponds to reconnection regions. Almost all of the cells in the snapshot have an agyrotropy
between 0 and 0.2. The red lines indicate the bin boundaries. The size of each bin increases exponentially,
to account for the exponential decay in the number of cells with a high agyrotropy. (b): The full simulation.
The region circled in red is the reconnection region from which the data points are sampled. (c): An example
of the cells sampled from the distribution shown in (a) at the reconnection site highlighted in (b). A higher

sampling density is seen at the reconnection site, because of their high agyrotropy value.

Each perceptron is a simple model that takes an input vector «, multiplies it with the perceptron’s
internal weight vector, and runs it through an activation function. This process is also shown in Fig.
2b. The activation function is typically a threshold-like function, such as a tanh, a logistic function
or a Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU). An MLP can have many configurations, and the number of
layers, the number of perceptrons per layer, the perceptrons activation function, etc., are all a free
choice for the user. The exact configuration of the model used in the experiments can be found in
Appendix D. The model was trained using the Adam*? algorithm for 400 epochs. The validation

set is used to prevent over-fitting, a method called ’early-stopping’. Over-fitting is the process
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FIG. 2. (a): The layout of a standard MLP with two hidden layers. (b): The layout of a single perceptron.
The perceptron accepts a set of inputs, multiplies it with its internal weight vector and runs it through its

activation function. It returns the scalar output y. (c): Examples of activation functions used in perceptrons.

where the model starts memorizing the training set instead of learning the dynamics behind the
training set. The interested reader is referred to the excellent book by Goodfellow ez al.>* for more
details and information on machine learning models. The Python package PyTorch** is used to
implement the MLP model.

The second machine learning model is a Gradient Boosting algorithm*. This type of model is

based on the principle of ensemble learning*®+’

, which combines many weak learners to form a
strong learner. Our model is constructed out of many decision trees*®. In this paper, the Histogram
Gradient Boosting Regressor*® (HGBR) model implemented in the Scikit-Learn>? package is used

for the experiments.

The third and final model is a baseline model, for which a linear regressor is used. The idea
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of a baseline is based on Occam’s Razor, stating that given two plausible options, the simpler
option is most often the correct one. The linear regression model is used to assess if a complex
ML model is a better performing model. If the performance of the linear regressor is comparable
to that of the ML model, we can conclude that the linear regressor is the preferable model, since
it is simpler and easier to understand. The linear regression method implemented in the Python

package Scikit-Learn is used.

The code and experiments will be made available after acceptance on Github, at https://

github.com/brechtlaperre.

A. Hyperparameter tuning

As stated previously, machine learning models have a large set of free parameters, called hy-
perparameters, that determine both their architecture and method of training. For example, the
number of hidden layers (HL) and the number of perceptrons per layer of an MLP. Finding the
optimal hyperparameters is an important and problem-dependent problem. The right choice of
hyperparameters can have large effects on both accuracy and convergence of the model. There is
no formula that provides the right hyperparameters for a given problem, so these must be searched
by trial and error. This procedure can be optimized using an iterative Bayesian search over a range
of models with different hyperparameters. Table II provides a list of the hyperparameters that were
optimized, for both the MLP and the HGBR model, together with the range in which the optimal

value was searched for. The Python package Optuna®! was used to perform this search.

B. Evaluation metrics

A set of metrics is defined to evaluate the models. The evaluation of the models happens on
the native scale of the output features, so any transformations applied during the construction of
training and test sets are reversed before evaluation. Let M; be the value predicted by the model at
cell i, and O; the observed (true) value at cell i, withi =1,...,N,, and N, the total number of cells

in the simulation or data set.

To quantify the model’s ability to predict the variations in the output features, we define the
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TABLE II. Hyperparameters of the two machine learning models. Only the training epochs of the MLP

model was not determined by the hyperparameter search. The chosen hyperparameters can be found in

Appendix D.

MLP Range HGBR Range

Training epochs 200 (Fixed) Max iteration [100 - 300]

Batch size [120-1024] Max tree depth [2 -20]

Learning rate [1-1079] Learning rate [1-1073]

Number of HL [5-7] Loss function [least square, least absolute deviation]
HL size [150 - 600]

HL activation function [Tanh, ReLU]

Dropout probability [0.2 - 0.6]

prediction efficiency, also called the R>-score:
2_q_ Zg\il(Mi - 0:)?
= N .
L= (0i—0)?

27)

where O = N% Z?il O; is the average of the observed values. The range of the prediction efficiency
is R? €] — oo, 1], where R? = 1 corresponds to a perfect prediction by the model2.

Next, the relative error of a point i in percentage is defined as

Rel. error = 110—1‘ -100 (28)

1

Because the model is learning a closure relation which is, by definition, an approximation, we
expected the models to never have R> = 1. In such a case, it is recommended to check the model
on overfitting. However, the closer it is to the most accurate value, the better we expect the model

to work.

V. EXPERIMENT AND RESULTS

First, the models are trained on the training sets constructed from the four simulations, as
described in Section III C. The models are evaluated on both their performance on the training and
the test set with the R> metric. Then, the models are evaluated on a complete reconnection region.
Finally, the ML models are evaluated along slices in the reconnection region and compared against

the closure model by Le et al, defined by Egs. (15) - (16).
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A. Comparing model performances

The MLP, HGBR and linear regressor are trained on the combined training sets from each
simulation. The R? of each model can be found in Fig. 3. First the performance of the MLP
and HGBR model is discussed. A high R? is seen on both the MLP and HGBR model on the
predictions of the diagonal components of the pressure tensor. The performance on the test set for
the off-diagonal components have lower R? values, especially compared to the strong performance
on the training set. Although the R? value of the linear regressor is close to zero on the training set,
the performance on the test set is the best for the P, component. Finally, the performance on the
heat flux vector of both ML models is better than the linear regressor, but the performance is not
as strong when compared to the diagonal components of the pressure tensor. Finally, the HGBR

model has a consistently higher R? performance on the test set compared to the MLP model.

The linear regressor has the weakest R> performance, and the ML models always perform
better on the training set. This behavior is repeated for the test set, and only for two exceptions
does the linear regressor perform better. For the off-diagonal component Pj; and the heat flux
vector component gy, the linear regressor shows a higher R? value on the test set compared to the
ML models. A possible explanation is that the ML models are overfitting on the training set for
these two components, which results in a performance on the test set that is even weaker than the

linear regressor.

Finally, the performance of the models are evaluated on a full reconnection region. The snap-
shot of the simulation at time t®), = 875 is taken, and the region spanning x € [0, 15],y € [7,12]
is considered. In every simulation, this region develops a reconnection region. First, the relative
error between the model prediction and the simulation results are observed. For this purpose, the
results on the diagonal components of the pressure tensor are visualized. This can be seen in Fig.

4 for the MLP model and in Fig. 5 for the HGBR model.

The results for the MLP in Fig. 4 show that the model can recreate the X-lines and the structure
of the reconnection zone. The relative error shows that the largest error is located in the boundary
between the reconnection region and the region outside reconnection.

The results of the HGBR model in Fig. 5 show that the reconnection structure is retrieved for
the poo direction of the pressure tensor. However, the prediction of the remaining two components
show that the HGBR is underestimating the values of pressure tensor. While the reconnection

structure is still visible, the values are close to zero.
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FIG. 3. R? value for each model on both the training and test set. The first row depicts the performance

on the diagonal components of the pressure tensor, the second row on the off-diagonal components of the

pressure tensor, and the final row on the heat flux vector.

To measure this discrepancy, the R? value is computed for this full reconnection region, for each

simulation type and every predicted component. These results are displayed in Fig. 6. These show

that the MLP model has a consistently higher R? performance than the HGBR model for the diag-

onal pressure tensor components, independent of the simulation. On the remaining components,

the HGBR in general still has the strongest performances.

B. Model evaluation along slices in the reconnection zone

Next, the models are evaluated along three slices in the reconnection zone. Once again, the

snapshot of the simulation at time @, = 875 is used, taken the region spanning x € [0, 15],y €
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MLP model at time tw, =875.0, simulation BGlow

Truth Prediction Relative error
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FIG. 4. Prediction of the MLP model for the diagonal components of the pressure tensor. The first column
shows the log-scaled correct values, the second column the log-scaled prediction by the MLP model, and

the third model shows the relative error as defined by Eq. (28).

[7,12], as shown in Fig. 7. The linear regressor model is no longer considered in this experiment,
and instead the models are compared to the the closure relation for the pressure tensor from Le et
al., described in section II by Eqgs. (15) - (16). The results for the diagonal pressure tensor com-
ponents are shown in Fig 8, the off-diagonal components in Fig. 9, and the heat flux components
in Fig. 10. We start with evaluating the models on the pressure tensor components, both diagonal

and off-diagonal and end with the heat flux components.

Observing the diagonal components of the pressure tensor in Fig. 8, we find that for the pgo
component, both ML models give a very accurate prediction of the peak observed when transi-
tioning in and out of the reconnection zone. The MLP model gives the best prediction on the
components pi; and pyy values, but does show a larger error on the X-lines themselves. This

behavior could also be seen in the relative error shown in Fig. 4. Looking at the p;; and p2»
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HGBR model at time tw, = 875.0, simulation BGlow

Truth Prediction Relative error
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FIG. 5. Prediction of the HGBR model for the diagonal components of the pressure tensor. The first column
shows the log-scaled correct values, the second column the log-scaled prediction by the HGBR model, and

the third model shows the relative error as defined by Eq. (28).

components, the HGBR prediction is almost two orders of magnitude too small compared to the
simulation. This confirms the observations of Fig. 5, where an underestimation was seen. The
closure model by Le ef al. predicts the peak at the reconnection site accurately, but overestimates

when going away from the reconnection zone.

The off-diagonal components are shown in Fig. 9. These components are much more difficult
to predict around the reconnection site, showing strong spatial variations. The model by Le et
al. 1s unable to capture these variations accurately, and always predicts a peak at the reconnection
site. While both the ML models deviate from the zero line around the reconnection, indicating that
something is happening, they are both unable to accurately capture the exact oscillations. Only
the MLP model showed good results on slice 1, where the main peak was captured with good

accuracy. This behavior was expected, since both Fig. 3 and Fig 6 showed that the performance of
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FIG. 6. The R* performance of each model’s prediction on the reconnection region displayed in Fig. 4 and
5 for every type of simulation. The first row depicts the performance on the diagonal components of the
pressure tensor, the second row on the off-diagonal components of the pressure tensor, and the final row on

the heat flux vector.

the R metric on the off-diagonal components was much weaker, indicating that the models have
trouble with highly-varying values.

Finally, the prediction of the heat flux, shown in Fig. 10 is studied. Once again, the same
behavior is observed where strong spatial variations are seen in the heat flux inside or close to the
reconnection region. The MLP model gives the best agreement along slice 1, accurately predicting
the peaks and troughs along the reconnection region. However, in slice 2 and 3, the model predicts
large troughs and peaks where there are none, giving high over-estimations of the actual heat
flux value. The HGBR model can predict the most important peaks of the g, and g, component.

Along the g, component, the model in general gives too low estimates of the heat flux inside
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FIG. 7. Slices of the reconnection area that are considered.

the reconnection region. Notice that the HGBR model gives values close to zero outside the

reconnection region, while the MLP model still predicts strong variations in that region.

VI. DISCUSSION

First we determine if the ML models are better than the baseline model, the linear regressor.
From the results shown in Fig. 3, we found that the ML models always had the strongest perfor-
mance on the training sets. The performance on the test set was always better than the baseline
model except for two components: the P, component of the pressure tensor and the g, compo-
nent of the heat flux. These results can be explained by overfitting, since the performance on the
training set of the ML models is very good, while on the test set it is outperformed by the linear
regressor. We predict that a stronger fine-tuning of the training algorithm will result in a better
performance of the ML models. For the remaining components, the ML models are the preferred
models, showing clear improvements compared to the linear regressor.

Next we compare the two ML models. From the performance shown in Fig. 3, we find that
the HGBR model consistently has a better performance than the MLP model on the test set. From
these results, we would determine that the HGBR model is the best model. However, when we
made a visual observation of the model predictions on a reconnection region, as seen in Fig.

5, we observed that the HGBR model gave underestimations of the expected values. This is
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Diagonal P at time tw, = 875.0, simulation BGlow
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FIG. 8. The prediction of the diagonal components of the pressure tensor along the slices shown in Fig. 7.

The simulation values are compared to the MLP model, the HGBR model and the closure of Le et al.

confirmed by the R? evaluation on the full reconnection region shown in Fig. 6. These show that
the MLP model consistently has a better performance than the HGBR model on all of the diagonal
components of the pressure tensor, independent of the chosen simulation. Even though the HGBR
model performed the best on the test set, its performance on the complete reconnection domain is

less accurate than the MLP model.

We believe this discrepancy between evaluations is connected to how the test set is created. The
data sets are created by sampling cells based on their agyrotropy. As described in section III C,
duplicate values are allowed in the training and validation set, to ensure the training algorithm
focuses on all aspects of the simulation evenly. However, the test set does not contain duplicates,
which causes an unbalance in the number of cells in- and outside of reconnection regions, with the
number of cells in the reconnection region being in the minority. If the HGBR model performs sig-

nificantly better on non-reconnection cells than the MLP model, then this could cause the HGBR
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Off-diagonal P at time tw, = 875.0, simulation BGlow
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FIG. 9. The prediction of the off-diagonal components of the pressure tensor along the slices shown in Fig.

7. The simulation values are compared to the MLP model, the HGBR model and the closure of Le et al.

model to perform better than the MLP model on the test set.

From the results seen in Fig. 4 and 5, we conclude that the MLP model is better in generalizing
unknown values than the HGBR model. The MLP model provides an accurate reconstruction of
the full reconnection zone, while the HGBR model can only accurately reconstruct the X-lines
themselves, and not the region inside the reconnection zone, as observed in Fig. 8. Because we
value the ability to generalize and interpolate highly for this type of problem, we choose the MLP
model as our preferred model.

From the results shown in the previous Section, it is clear that the models had the best perfor-
mance on the diagonal components of the pressure tensor. Both the off-diagonal components of
the pressure tensor and the heat flux vector proved to be the most difficult to predict. We believe
this is caused by three things. The first is the regional behavior of these components. The heat flux

and the off-diagonal pressure tensor components are (close to) zero outside the reconnection re-
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Heat flux at time tw, = 875.0, simulation BGlow
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FIG. 10. The prediction of the heat flux components along the slices shown in Fig. 7. The simulation values

are compared to the MLP model and the HGBR model

gion. Only inside the reconnection region do their values become important and start to fluctuate.
This means that, in terms of the training set, a large portion of the sampled cells bring little to no
contribution in the training of the models. The second reason is that the values show a noise-like
behavior inside the reconnection region. On the X-lines, the models are able to give an accurate
representation, as most often these show a peak in those components. However, in the regions in-
side the X-lines, these values become irregular and show a noise-like behavior, something clearly
seen along slice 2 and 3 in Fig. 9 and 10. It is unclear if how much of these fluctuations are caused
by numerical noise from the simulation, or if these are actual physical values.

We also would like to emphasize that the error inside the reconnection region is also in
part caused by the sampling method. Fig. 1b) shows that the regions on the X-lines are well-
represented in our sampling, something that is reflected well in Fig. 8 - 10, while the regions
inside the X-lines are not. A next step would be to create a better sampling method, that keeps the
balanced data while also putting emphasis on the regions inside the X-lines.

It is also important to not forget that only local features are used to predict the targets. A next
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step is to include non-local information, and in the case of the heat flux, also information on the
pressure, as an input. We believe that these new inputs would give a significant improvement to
the predictions of the ML models, especially for the heat flux, because of the physical relations
described in Section II.

Finally, we would like to make a remark on the ML models as inherently interpolating ma-
chines. They learn their internal coefficients from the data that has been provided. If this data is
broad, and covers multiple set-ups, it is possible to have a model that works well and consistent
over the full problem domain. However, other cases have shown that ML models trained to emu-
late simple functions such as f(x) = x can give unreliable results when tested outside the training
domain®’3. Since in our experiment, we are only considering four simulations, the models are
expected to give larger errors when tested on data outside of this training set. This brings the
applicability of the ML model in question. It has to be trained on simulation data that is very
expensive. If the model would be used as a surrogate model, we would need to provide it with
a very broad data set of expensive kinetic simulations. However, once it has been trained on this
data set, it can become an accurate surrogate model that has a much lower cost of use. While the
ML model has not been trained on the complete problem domain, it is important to detect when
the model is applied to problems that lie outside of its training domain. This detection is crucial
in deciding if an error in a simulation is caused by the ML surrogate model being used outside
its training domain, or another cause. Maulik et al.?’ discusses that one possible solution could
be the creation of a non-linear embedding of the training and testing data into a two-dimensional
space, a so-called T-distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding®*. By plotting the input features
of both test and training set, it is possible to detect if an overlap exists of these two sets in the new
embedded space. Another approach could be based on support vector machines> (SVM)’s. These
map the input features with a kernel to a latent space, and can be clustered into regions with an
SVM. By first forming clusters of the training data in the latent space, the test data can be checked

if it falls into one of the created clusters. If not, the test data falls outside of the training domain.

VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, two machine learning models are trained to learn an analytically unknown local
closure relation for the full electron pressure tensor and the heat flux vector. The models are trained

on four kinetic simulations of a Double Harris sheet simulation simulating magnetic reconnection,
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using the code iPiC3D. The four simulations have identical initial conditions except for the guiding
background magnetic field, where four different values are selected. From the simulations, the first
order moments and magnetic field are extracted and used as input features for the ML models.

The two machine learning models, a multi-layer perceptron and a gradient boosting algorithm,
are first evaluated against a baseline model, a linear regressor. Their performance on the R? metric
proofs that the ML models consistently perform better than the linear regressor on both training
and test sets, and the use of the ML models is worth pursuing.

The pressure tensor is divided in its diagonal and off-diagonal components. The ML models
show comparable results with the empirical closure model of the pressure tensor created by Le et
al.>" for both diagonal and off-diagonal components. Compared to each other, the MLP model
shows better predictions than the HGBR model for the diagonal components on the complete
reconnection region. It was shown that the MLP model can better generalize on new data, which
we deem very important for this type of problem. For the off-diagonal components, both models
show difficulty in predicting the many fluctuations of the components, especially inside the region
bound by the reconnection’s X-lines.

The heat flux vector proved to also be difficult to predict. At the reconnection site itself the
MLP model is the best model. Further away from the reconnection site, the HGBR model gave
the best predictions.

The larger inside inside the reconnection region is partly caused by the sampling strategy used
to construct the training and validation set of the models. The current strategy creates a strong
emphasis on the X-lines themselves, but leaves the inside reconnection region under-sampled. A
new sampling technique that provides both a balanced and more spread sampling will be a next
step for this research.

Both models are viable candidates for further experiments, but the context of the available
data must be taken into account. The data comes from simulations, which are subject to numerical
noise. The amount of simulations was also limited. Before the ML models can be used as surrogate
models in numerical simulations, the training data must become more broad. A next step would
be including more simulations with significant differences in the initial conditions.

Finally, a local closure relation was assumed in these experiments. The inclusion of non-local
information will be a next step in this research, and we expect this to have beneficial effects on the
accuracy of the model.

We conclude that the ML models show initial good results for finding a closure relation from
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kinetic simulations. Next steps would be determining a better sampling method, to ensure better
results within the region bounded by the X-lines of the reconnection, a larger and broader training

data set, and adding non-local features to the input.
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Appendix A: Configuration of the iPiC3D Simulation

The size of the simulation box is chosen and fixed to Ly X Ly X L, = 30d; x 40d; x 0.1d;, where
d; 1s the ion inertial length. Each spatial direction has respectively 769 x 1025 x 1 cells with

periodic boundary conditions in every spatial direction.

Four species of particles are simulated, 2 electron species and 2 ion species. One set of ions
and electrons are used as background as explained below, and the mass ratio between the ions and

the electrons, m;/m,, is set to 256.

The electric field E is initialized to zero. The magnetic field B consists of a background
component (By) and a perturbation component (6 B), with the latter triggering the reconnection
process. The magnetic field is defined as B = By + 0 B. The background part is initialized using

a double hyperbolic tangent profile that switches the direction of the X component of the magnetic

field:
yo b yo i
B, = xo<tanh< 64)—tanh< 54>—1.0>,

By = By();

(AL)

B; = By,

where By, Byo and B are the constants, and & is the thickness at half-height of the current layer,

in this case set to 6 = 0.5d;.

The magnetic field perturbation is focalized at the midpoint of the X direction and at the loca-

tion of each one of the two Harris layers in the Y direction with Gaussians:

2
X, =exp| — 5 ,
X

Ly\ 2
Yijp=exp| — (y 4 ) , (A2)

_ 32
Y34 = exp —( 5“) ,
y

These focal points are used to excite the magnetic field perturbation that triggers the emergence of
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FIG. 11. Configuration of the magnetic field described by equation (A1) - (A3) in the x —y plane. We have
taken B, Byo, B;o = 1 for simplicity. The contours show the logarithm of the dimensionless particle density

ng.

reconnection. The following are the equations used to impose the perturbation:

OBy = 2U By X. - <_ ( 5)14 ) Y1/4+ < 5y4 ) Y3/4> )

Ly

X
5By = 2U,Bx ( 5 2 )Xe' (Yl/4_Y3/4)7

(A3)

0B, = 0.0,
with Uy = 0.4, §, = 88 and 0, = 49.
The switch in direction imposed in the background magnetic field has to be balanced by a
current, following Ampere’s law, for which one ion and one electron species are used to impose
this charge neutral current. The following expression is derived from the application of Ampere’s

law to the background magnetic field By:

n _L _3
ng = ﬁ <sech2 <yT4> + sech? <};T4>> , (A4)

with sech the hyperbolic secant and n, the particle distribution of the background electron and
ion species. The initial configuration of the magnetic field and particle distribution is shown in
Fig. 11.

The two remaining species, ion and electron, are to track the evolution of the reconnection

process. After the particles and fields are initialized, multiple thousands of computational cycles
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update the location of the particles and the values of the magnetic and electric field. The PIC
algorithm used in this work is explained in detail in Ref 36. A single simulation is run for 20 000
cycles, where each cycle advances the simulation in time with a time step equal to the the inverse

of the ion plasma frequency ®), ;: At = 1/w,; = 0.0625.

Appendix B: Code units

Throughout the paper, all the quantities are normalized in code units with the following nor-

malization factors. Here, X is the quantity in code units:

E— M Pp g

e
g "% 5

e
mpcC f

J

=

0€

cV

v
p=Np

with ¢ the speed of light in a vacuum in meter per second, e~ the electron charge in Coulomb, m,,
the proton mass in kg, Uo the vacuum permeability in Newton per square Ampere, @, the proton
plasma frequency in radials per second and N a normalization factor with units Coulomb m > that

depends on the problem.

Appendix C: Creating training, validation test sets from the simulations

From each of the four simulation, a training, validation and test set are constructed in the

following steps:
1. Extract 10 snapshots
2. Assign each snapshot to either training, test or validation set (see Table III)
3. Sample cells from each snapshot based on the cell’s agyrotropy.
4. Extract the features described in section III B from the sampled cells.

5. Normalize training, validation and test set.

33



Identification of closure terms using machine learning

At the end of this process, there are 12 data sets, consisting of a training, validation and test data
set for each simulation. A training set contains, in total, 16000 cells, a validation set contains
4500 cells, and a test set contains 7500 cells. Step 1 extracts 10 snapshots at fixed intervals from a
simulation. Each snapshot contains all the field and particle information, frozen at the chosen time
step. Each simulation is run for 20000 cycles, or time r®,; = 1250. The first snapshot is taken
at cycle 10000 (to ensure reconnection has fully developed), and a new snapshot is taken after a
1000 computational cycles have passed. A single snapshot consists of 923MB of data, which gives
9.23GB of data extracted from each simulation, for a total of 36.92GB of data used to construct
the training, testing and validation of the ML models.

In step 2 the snapshots are assigned to a specific data set as defined per Table III. This table
displays which snapshots are assigned to either the training, validation and test set. Table I is

identical for each of the four simulations.

TABLE III. The snapshots that are assigned to each data set. This is identical for each simulation.

Data set Snapshots
Training 10000, 13000, 15000, 18000
Validation 12000, 17000
Test 11000, 14000, 19000

The third step samples cells from each snapshot based on the agyrotropy defined in Eq. 26.
Inspection of the data, as shown in Figure 1, shows that the number of cells with interesting
phenomena (such as reconnection) are far fewer than the number of cells where no relevant process
is occurring at that time step. In order to ensure that the sampled data is not over-represented by the
uninteresting cells, the agyrotropy is used to sample cells based on the influence of reconnection.
The region from which the cells are sampled is also limited to the reconnection region itself, as
shown in Fig. 1b).

After computing the agyrotropy of each cell, step 4 samples cells from each snapshot based on
their agyrotropy. The agyrotropy distribution is split into a set of 5 bins. Because the distribution
is right-skewed, the size of the bins has been based on a logarithmic distribution, to ensure an even
coverage of all the values. The bins are visualized in Figure 1 as vertical red lines. From each
bin, a fixed number of cells are sampled. We have chosen to perform the sampling replacement,

meaning that cells can be sampled multiple times from the same snapshot. This was done to ensure
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FIG. 12. A simplified visualization of the process that creates a training, validation and test set are created
from a simulation. Orange slices represent the snapshots, the purple bar represents the computation of the

input features from the snapshot data and the green bar represents the cell-sampling based on the agyrotropy.

that each bin has the same number of points, as there are much fewer cells with a high agyrotropy.
Because a snapshot is assigned to either a training, test or validation set, there is no possibility
for leakage of data between the different sets because of the choice of sampling replacement. The
number of cells extracted from a snapshot is decided by which data set the snapshot is assigned
to. This is set to 4000, 1500, and 2500 cells from each sampling bin if the snapshot is assigned
to the training, validation and test set, respectively. Thus a single simulation has a training set
containing, in total, 16000 cells, a validation set containing 6000 cells, and a test set containing

10000 cells. This process is also displayed in Fig. 12.

In the final step, the constructed training, validation and test sets are normalized using various
transformations. Normalizing has shown to give a positive effect on the stability and training
speed of machine learning algorithms®*. We want to clarify that these transformations are only
relevant for training the machine learning models. Once the model has been trained and provides

predictions on the test sets, these predictions are transformed back to their native scale before any
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evaluation is done on them.
The input features are normalized with the min-max approach to the interval [0,1], by applying

the following transformation to each feature:

& Xir— mintr & Xyal — mintr ¥ Xtest — mintr
Xip=————— Xa= ——— Xeg= — —. (CDH

max;, — min;,’ max;, — min;, max;, — min;,

Here max;, and min,, refer to the maximum and minimum value of each feature in the training
set, respectively. The output targets are normalized by removing the mean and standard deviation

from the data. This transformation is defined as

Yval — Wer Y Ytest — Her .

Kfr — Her Y = _
— val = — - test =
Orr Orr Orr

Y, = (C2)

Here y;, and oy, are respectively the mean and standard deviation of the training set. The max-
imum, minimum, mean and standard deviation of the training data are used to prevent any in-
formation leakage®?. Before removing the mean and standard deviation, the diagonal pressure
components are transformed with a log scale transformation, which can be done because the pres-

sure tensor components are all strictly positive.

Appendix D: Hyperparameters of the ML models

In this section, the chosen hyperparameters of the ML models are provided. Both models only
give a single feature as output. A total of 9 ML models and 9 HGBR models were trained, each

with the same configuration.

1. MLP configuration

The following MLP configuration was used and constructed with PyTorch:
* batch size: 400
* epochs: 100
* Optimizer: Adam
* learning rate: 1.546-10e — 3

* number of hidden layers: 4
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* hidden layer 1: 80 neurons, Tanh activation function

* hidden layer 2: 110 neurons, Tanh activation function
* hidden layer 3: 150 neurons, ReLU activation function
* hidden layer 4: 80 neurons, Tanh activation function

The hidden layers are fully connected linear layers with an added activation function. The output

layer is a fully connected linear layer without an activation function.

2. HGBR configuration

The following HGBR configuration was used for the implementation in Scikit-Learn:
* Loss function: least squares
* Learning rate: 5.878 - 10e —2
* Max depth: 15
* Max iteration: 550

* Regularization: -4.3595
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