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Abstract

Numerical simulation of strong-field quantum electrodynamics (SFQED) pro-
cesses is an essential step towards current and future high-intensity laser
experiments. The complexity of SFQED phenomena and their stochastic nature
make them extremely computationally challenging, requiring the use of super-
computers for realistic simulations. Recently, we have presented a novel approach
to numerical simulation of SFQED processes based on an accurate approxima-
tion of precomputed rates, which minimizes the number of rate calculations per
QED event. The current paper is focused on the high-performance implemen-
tation of this method, including vectorization of resource-intensive kernels and
improvement of parallel computing efficiency. Using two codes, PICADOR and
hi-χ (the latter being free and publicly available), we demonstrate significant
reduction in computation time due to these improvements. We hope that the
proposed approach can be applied in other codes for the numerical simulation of
SFQED processes.
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1 Introduction

Strong field laser-plasma interaction is signified by the initiation of complex and highly
nonlinear processes [1] that are not relevant at lower intensities. As a result, numerical
modeling has universally become a key tool for SFQED studies. Moreover, the results
of numerical modeling often play a crucial role in the design and development of
experiments and in the interpretation of experimental results on modern laser facilities
[2, 3]. One of the most widespread computational approaches is based on the Particle-
In-Cell method (PIC) [4]. Within the PIC method plasma is considered as an ensemble
of a large number of interacting macroparticles, which represent a number of real
physical particles located close within the phase space. The method describes the self-
consistent dynamics of charged macroparticles in electromagnetic fields. It is based on
mesh discretization of the electromagnetic field followed by integration of the Maxwell
equations [5, 6] and equations of motion [7, 8]. This setup does not require accounting
for any direct interaction between macroparticles, which makes the “macroparticle-
mesh” interaction local, which in turn facilitates the parallelization of computations
on supercomputers [8–11] — a key feature for most state-of-the-art applications [12].

Due to the active development of laser systems [13], and with field intensities
approaching the threshold value of 1023 W/cm2, SFQED processes are becoming more
and more relevant as they can not only significantly affect laser-plasma interaction, but
qualitatively change its behavior [14–16]. SFQED processes are stochastic and highly
nonlinear, which immensely complicates their consideration in simulations. Moreover,
SFQED processes can cause the number of particles in a relatively small volume to
grow exponentially [17–20], which can lead to the following problems. First and most
obvious, this can significantly increase the requirements for memory and computa-
tional resources. This is usually combated by resampling (thinning or merging) of the
particle ensemble [21–23]. Second, the distribution of macroparticles in the computa-
tional region may become unbalanced, which requires some method of computational
load balancing [24–28]. And third, the conventional SFQED schemes require a signifi-
cant reduction of the PIC code time step in order to resolve SFQED processes, which
leads to great computational tolls. The current paper addresses the latter problem.

Several computational approaches for simulation of SFQED processes have been
proposed and implemented over the past decade. However, all of them have an
additional theoretical limitation regarding the time step of the simulation. In [29]
we proposed a fundamentally new approach to modeling of QED cascades, which
eliminates the need for redundant time step subdivision and significantly eases the
demand for computational resources. The current paper takes the next step in improv-
ing performance by presenting a new and optimized open-source implementation of
the QED module that effectively utilizes CPU resources through vectorization and
parallelization of computations.

The scientific contribution of this paper is as follows:

1. We present an optimized implementation of the algorithm [29], which speeds up
QED simulations by 30-60%.

2. We describe and analyze approaches to improving the performance of QED
simulations. We hope these methods can be applied in other codes as well.
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3. We implement and test our methods in two codes: PICADOR and Hi-χ. The latter
is publicly available in source codes [30].

2 Related Works

Studying physics of plasma in ultraintense laser fields implies considering of quantum
processes. QED-PIC is one of the most widely used approaches to numerical modeling
of QED effects in plasma [20, 31], which has been actively developed in recent years. In
2015, we presented a method [32] for adopting the SFQED module in PIC codes and
implemented it in ELMIS [32] and PICADOR [26]. The method was based on a mod-
ified event generator that models the entire spectrum of incoherent particle emission
and employs time-step subcycling in order to resolve QED events. At the same time,
an inverse sampling method with the optical depth parameter computing [31] became
widespread. This approach allows us to avoid sub-stepping but has an additional the-
oretical limitation on the global time step. These and similar approaches have been
implemented in various PIC-codes such as CALDER [33], EPOCH [34], PICSAR [35],
OSIRIS [36], PIConGPU [37], Smilei [38], Quill [20]. In 2020, we presented an improved
QED module with new polynomial approximations for synchrotron radiation func-
tions [39]. In 2021, a comprehensive open-source library PICSAR-QED, optimized for
modern heterogeneous cluster systems, was presented and integrated into the PICSAR
and WarpX PIC codes [35]. In 2022, Guo et al. [40] applied a sigmoid approximation
to the electron/positron emission probability function. In 2023, Montefiori et al. [41]
presented an efficient QED-PIC implementation using Chebyshev polynomial approx-
imations. In 2023, we introduced a fundamentally new approach to the modeling of
QED cascades [29], which implies the minimum number of possible rate evaluations,
either one per event or one per global time step.

3 Models and Algorithms

One of the properties of SFQED processes that makes them challenging for numeri-
cal implementation is their probabilistic nature. A particularly fruitful methodology is
based on extending the Particle-In-Cell (PIC) method with a Monte-Carlo module that
accounts for the SFQED processes via probabilistic generation of macro-photons, elec-
trons and positrons that sample the 3D3P distribution by an ensemble of reasonable
size [20, 32–35, 42].

Rapid particle production results in an extremely short characteristic temporal
interval between SFQED events as compared to the laser wave period and/or other
macroscopic scales of the simulated processes. The way to handle computational
demands caused by this depends on the method used for sampling SFQED events:
rejection or inverse sampling.

In the case of rejection sampling two random numbers are generated for each time
step and for each photon/particle: one that defines the proposed energy of photon/-
particle to be generated and another that determines whether the proposal is accepted
or rejected [20]. This method is particularly simple to implement as it requires the
computation of two special functions, more precisely the first and second synchrotron
functions [32]. By setting the requirements on the time step and implementing time
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step sub-cycling in order to meet said requirements, it can be made possible to meet
the general rejection sampling requirements for any simulation setting [32]. For each
particle/photon the described procedure permits the generation of arbitrarily many
events (even local cascades) during each global time step, making the whole computa-
tional method versatile for studies of extreme processes, e.g. resolving formation and
self-consistent dynamics of ultra-dense electron-positron plasma [43]. However, the
use of rejection sampling has a downside: this method usually requires multiple, and
sometimes expensive, computations of the involved special functions [44] per accepted
SFQED event.

The alternative approach is inverse sampling, in which a distribution is sam-
pled through its cumulative distribution [34, 41]. The idea behind the method is the
following: for each particle/photon a random number uniformly distributed in the
unit interval is generated and the so-called optical depth is computed. If we repre-
sent the probability of an event not happening within the time interval (t, t + t1) as

P (t, t + t1) = 1 − exp
(
−
∫ t+t1
t

R(τ)dτ
)
, where R(τ) is the instantaneous event rate

over the particle’s trajectory, then the exponent plays the role of a cumulative optical
depth. As the particle propagates, the integral in the exponent is computed using first-
order Eulerian integration until it reaches the value of d, at which point the event is
assigned to occur. The energy of the outgoing particles is determined randomly using
inverse sampling through pre-computed look-up tables that store the inverse cumula-
tive probability as a two-dimensional function of energy and the quantum nonlinearity
parameter χ. A new value of optical depth is then generated in order to determine
the time for the next event to happen, and so on. In this case the most computation-
ally demanding part is the evaluation of the rate, which is performed only once per
particle per global time step. This is done in many state-of-the-art QED-PIC codes,
including [34, 35].

Recently we proposed the implementation of the method based on the inverse
sampling methodology with sub-cycling[29]. In doing so, within each global time step
multiple SFQED events originated from a single particle/photon may occur, including
ones produced by secondary particles. After the optical depth is reached, new particles
are generated, optical depths are assigned for each of them and the process is continued
until the end of the global time step. Then the rate for all particles/photons in the
ensemble is re-evaluated, as the global time step often defines the time scale over
which the field can no longer be assumed to remain unchanged. For this reason this
procedure implies the minimum number of possible rate evaluations: either one per
event or one per global time step, depending on whether the optical depth is shorter
or longer than the global time step.

The main idea behind the particle-push method, that takes into account QED
effects, is presented in Algorithm 1. The generation of a QED cascade involves two
processes: photon emission from charged particles and particle production by high-
energy photons. In the Algorithm 1, we only demonstrate a procedure for photons
emission. For the production of electron-positron pairs, the concept of the particle-
push method is similar, except that the generating photon is eliminated after a pair
is created. We assume that the birth time of a particle is an exponentially distributed
quantity with an event rate λ. Therefore, the emission time can be calculated as
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t̂ = − log(r)/λ, where r is a uniformly distributed random number. The Compton and
Breit-Wheeler event rates are estimated using their polynomial approximations [29].
If no events occur within the time interval [0,∆t], where ∆t is the time step used
the particle-in-cell method, the particle is simply advanced to the final time point.
Otherwise, the particle is advanced to the calculated time t̂, and a photon or a pair
with an appropriate energy is generated. After this, we repeat these steps for the new
time interval [t̂,∆t].

Algorithm 1 The particle push algorithm for charged particles with account for QED
effects

1 procedure Pa r t i c l ePu s h (particle , generatedPhotons , tfinal )
2 whi le particle . t ime < tfinal do
3 χ = Ca l c u l a t eχ(particle)
4 λ = Ca l c u l a t eRa t e (χ)

5 ∆t̂ = − l o g ( random ( ) ) /λ

6 i f particle . t ime + ∆t̂ > tfinal then
7 Bor i sPu she r (particle , tfinal − particle . t ime )
8 particle . t ime = tfinal
9 e l s e

10 Bor i sPu she r (particle , ∆t̂)

11 particle . t ime += ∆t̂
12 newPhoton = PhotonEmiss ion (particle)
13 generatedPhotons . Add(newPhoton)

In our PIC codes, the particle-push algorithm is applied to each particle in the
particle ensemble, including newly generated particles. During the time step ∆t, a
charged particle can generate a number of photons, which in turn can generate a
number of electron-positron pairs, leading to an electron-positron avalanche. Each
generated particle is also pushed forward to the final time point using the procedure
described above. The method for processing avalanches is presented in Algorithm 2 and
can be used in PIC codes as a particle pusher instead of frequently used Boris pusher.
However, it should be noted that such a pusher not only processes existing particles,
but also generates new particles, which must be added to the particle ensemble in a
proper way.

4 Optimization

4.1 Data structures

An important aspect of developing high-performance PIC codes is choosing appropri-
ate data structures [45]. In this section we discuss the memory representation of an
ensemble of particles in QED-PIC codes. Specifically, we consider an effective approach
to store and process particles generated by the QED particle pusher during a QED
cascade.
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Algorithm 2 The avalanche processing procedure

1 procedure RunAvalanche (particle , ∆t)
2 tfinal = particle . t ime + ∆t
3 generatedPhotons = [ ] , generatedParticles = [ ]
4 countPhotons = 0 , countParticles = 0
5 i f particle . p a r t i c l eT y p e == PHOTON then
6 generatedPhotons . Add(particle)
7 e l s e generatedParticles . Add(particle)
8 whi le countParticles != l e n (generatedParticles) \
9 or countPhotons != l e n (generatedPhotons) do

10 f o r k = countParticles to l e n (generatedParticles) do
11 Pa r t i c l ePu s h (generatedParticles [k ] , generatedPhotons , tfinal )
12 countParticles = l e n (generatedParticles)
13 f o r k = countPhotons to l e n (generatedPhotons) do
14 PhotonPush (generatedPhotons [k ] , generatedParticles , tfinal )
15 countPhotons = l e n (generatedPhotons)
16 Sa v eGen e r a t e dPa r t i c l e s (generatedPhotons , generatedParticles)

There are two main approaches to organize the ensemble of particles in PIC codes.
The first and the simpler to implement method involves storing all particles in a single
array. However, this method may lead to frequent data conflicts in multi-threaded
mode during the current deposition stage, when particles interact with the nodes of
a grid. Also, cache locality can be violated over time because of particle movement.
These problems can be solved by periodical sorting of the particles. The second method
is based on the idea of storing particles of the same grid cell in a separate array. This
approach, due to including information about the position of each particle, addresses
all the issues above, but requires special processing for the movement of particles
between grid cells. Both approaches are implemented in our PIC codes PICADOR
and Hi-χ (Section 5.3).

Another controversial issue concerns particles’ data layouts in memory. There are
two main approaches: an array of structures (AoS) and a structure of arrays (SoA).
The AoS pattern provides better memory locality and is therefore more cache-friendly,
while the SoA pattern is more suitable for vector processing, such as SIMD calculations
on CPUs and data parallelism on GPUs. The detailed analysis of both approaches is
presented in [46]. In our codes, we employ the SoA pattern because it provides almost
the same performance as AoS for scalar codes on CPUs and can show substantial
speedup in vectorized codes on many CPU and GPU architectures.

The QED-PIC method may also require certain improvements to the particle
ensemble data structure. Particle processing in the QED algorithm implies the rele-
vant handling of different types of particles, therefore, it is better to store particles of
different types in separate arrays to provide the opportunity for vector calculations.
In the PICADOR code, particles of different types are stored together. Therefore, we
need to sort them according to their type. To improve performance, we sort particles
within small batches of particles (chunks). In the Hi-χ code, we have several arrays
depending on particle types, which allows us to achieve better performance.
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Data structures for particles generated by QED cascades (line 3 in Algorithm 2)
deserve special attention. The classic dynamic arrays and their high-level wrappers,
such as the std::vector class from the standard C++ library, are relevant because
they provide all the necessary operations with amortized constant-time complexity.
However, we can adapt the vector data structure to suit our needs. For example,
implementations of the standard vector class may perform many reallocations when
the vector size is small, so it is profitable to allocate some extra memory at the begin-
ning. Experiments have shown that when a QED cascade is generated, the maximum
number of produced particles by a single particle is not very high and does not change
significantly during the simulation. Therefore, the initial length of the vector of par-
ticles can be easily estimated. Note that in Algorithm 2 the function that returns the
vector length is called frequently. Therefore, it would be beneficial to store the vector
length in a separate variable rather than calculating it many times based on the start-
ing and ending boundaries of the vector. Such an approach is implemented in Intel
Compiler. We developed a custom vector data structure [30] based on the standard
vector from the Intel oneAPI DPC++/C++ Compiler 2023.0.0 and achieved a 30%
speedup of the QED module.

4.2 Multi-threading

Parallel processing of an ensemble of particles in the QED-PIC method requires solv-
ing many performance problems. Firstly, we need to take into account the particle
ensemble data structure and employ load balancing methods on distributed and shared
memory [24, 26–28, 35]. Secondly, the QED method requires some specific solutions
related to generating new particles, which must be saved in the particle ensemble
appropriately. Besides, if a particle array is processed in parallel, data conflicts may
occur when different threads add particles to the array simultaneously. We solve these
problems by saving newly generated particles to separate arrays for each thread. It
causes some overhead when we merge these arrays into the particle ensemble, but gives
us additional opportunities. For example, before merging arrays, we can filter out the
photons with low energy, that are unable to produce pairs, or perform thinning and
merging procedures on particles.

4.3 Vectorization

Vectorized computations on modern architectures provide excellent performance
opportunities. C, C++ and Fortran compilers become more and more sophisticated
in auto-vectorization, but there are still many cases where they cannot vectorize a
code. Naive implementation of Algorithm 1 contains many dependencies that pre-
vent autovectorization. Improved implementation more suitable for vectorization is
presented in Algorithm 3.

Firstly, vectorization requires avoiding function calls within the vectorized loop.
Most of the functions that are called in the ParticlePush procedure can be success-
fully inlined, so they do not prevent vectorization. For example, the function that
calculates the event rate using the polynomial approximation can be inlined and then
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vectorized because it performs a certain fixed number of arithmetic operations. Math-
ematical functions, such as log, can be replaced with their vector analogues by a
compiler. However, some functions, like the random() function that calls the random
generation procedure, can not be performed in a vectorized form. In order to solve
this problem, we split the loop into several smaller loops and call these functions in
scalar loops before or after the main calculations. The temporary results are stored in
local static arrays with the fixed size of a chunk.

Secondly, the ParticlePush procedure includes a while loop, which cannot be
vectorized because of an unknown number of iterations combined with the if-statement
determining the end of the loop. Statistics from the test case (see Section 5.1) showed
that, for 95% of the particles, the while loop performed only one iteration. Therefore,
we vectorize the code on the particle array level. The ParticlePushChunk procedure
(Algorithm 3) processes a chunk (batch) of particles. The chunk size should be a
compile-time constant, so that a particle chunk can be cached. It is beneficial to choose
a chunk size of 32, 64 or 128 particles. We change the order of operations and perform
all particle calculations within the while loop for each chunk. After verifying the exit
condition of the loop, we rearrange particles in the chunk so that the particles that
are finally processed are located at the beginning of the array and the particles that
require more iterations are placed at the end. This sorting procedure can be done in
linear time. In the next iteration of the while loop, only the second part of the array
is processed.

Algorithm 3 The vectorized particle push algorithm for a chunk of charged particles
with account for QED effects

1 procedure Par t i c l ePushChunk (particleChunk , chunkSize , \
2 generatedPhotons , tfinal )
3 whi le chunkSize > 0 do
4 f o r i = 0 to chunkSize do
5 randomNumberChunk [ i ] = random ( )
6 #pragma simd
7 f o r i = 0 to chunkSize do
8 χ [ i ] = Ca l c u l a t eχ(particleChunk [ i ] )
9 λ [ i ] = ComptonRate (χ [ i ] )

10 ∆t̂ [ i ] = − l o g (randomNumberChunk [ i ] ) /λ [ i ]

11 i f particleChunk [ i ] . t ime + ∆t̂ [ i ] > tfinal then

12 ∆t̂ [ i ] = tfinal − particleChunk [ i ] . t ime

13 Bor i sPu she r (particleChunk [ i ] , ∆t̂ [ i ] )

14 particleChunk [ i ] . t ime += ∆t̂ [ i ]
15 nHandled = So r tHand l e dPa r t i c l e s (particleChunk )
16 particleChunk = particleChunk [nHandled : chunkSize ]
17 chunkSize −= nHandled
18 #pragma simd
19 f o r i = 0 to chunkSize do
20 newPhotonChunk [ i ] = PhotonEmiss ion (particleChunk [ i ] )
21 generatedPhotons . Add(newPhotonChunk [ 0 : chunkSize ] )
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5 Experiments

5.1 Test Problem

In order to test procedures optimized for simulations of QED processes we consider a
fundamental problem of QED cascade development in extremely strong laser fields [17]
which can be attained at forthcoming laser facilities [13]. A QED cascade is a seeded
field-assisted avalanche-like process based on gamma-photon generation by accelerated
electrons/positrons and on the decay of gamma-photons into electron-positron pairs.
The complexity of analysis of the cascade lies in the stochastic nature of QED processes
and intricate functional dependencies of process rates on particle momentum and on
fields at the particle position [44]. An additional complicating factor is the necessity of
taking into account particle motion and field evolution which can significantly influence
the spatio-temporal evolution of QED processes. This factor increases the sensitivity
of the QED cascade simulation to the accuracy of the QED-PIC method.

The chosen field configuration for our tests is the plane standing circularly polarized
wave. The QED cascade is well studied in this basic field configuration [17, 18, 36, 47,
48]. On the one hand, it enables the spatial pair plasma distribution to be a criterion of
the validity of simulations, in addition to the cascade growth rate. On the other hand,
the field configuration allows using periodic boundary conditions which sufficiently
reduce computational costs and enable efficient one-node testing.

Without loss of generality let us assume that the electric field of the standing wave
rotates in the YZ plane. We choose the wave amplitude equal to 6.25× 1015 V m−1.
At this amplitude both particle generation and particle motion are significant to the
cascade [48] and the spatial distribution of pairs is a measure of the accuracy. The
wavelength λ is 800 nm, which agrees with the one planned at forthcoming laser
facilities [13]. The corresponding frequency ω0 is 2.35× 1015 s−1 and the wave period
T is 2.67× 10−15 s.

The simulation box is a cube with an edge of 1λ. The number of cells is 128 along
the X axis and 4 along transverse axes. Note that the wave is plane and fields are
homogeneous in directions perpendicular to the X axis. The electric field antinode is
located at the cube center. The time step is 0.005T .

Initially uniformly distributed seed electrons and positrons are at rest and fill
the simulation box. Since for the test we focus only on the well-studied linear stage
of the QED cascade (fields can be considered given), the initial particle density n0

influences only the duration of the linear stage. For the chosen n0 = 109 cm−3 the
duration of the linear stage is around 20T . The growth of particle quantity becomes
exponential with high accuracy after around 3.5T . We employ the resampling method
”global leveling” [21] to avoid memory shortage and to maintain high performance.
Cascade development is simulated within tsim = 5T and for performance analysis
within tsim = 5T and 20T . In order to reduce the variance of results we choose a quite
large initial quantity of macro particles, 2.5× 105.
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5.2 Validation

In this section, we describe the technique we used to compare the results of two QED
simulations and justify the correctness of our optimized QED implementation. The
specificity is that two QED simulations produce qualitatively similar but not exactly
matching results due to randomness in the physical nature of the events, and in the
algorithm. In Figure 1(b,c), we demonstrate the possible particle distributions at a
certain point in time during cascade development in the test problem described in
Section 5.1. We conducted a series of 100 QED simulations and estimated the sample
mean and standard deviation, assuming that the results follow a normal distribution.
According to the results, the relative deviation from the mean photon density is 5-
10%, and it increases with the number of iterations. The same effect occurs when
two different implementations of the QED algorithm, differing only in the order of
operations, are compared with a fixed seed.

In order to compare simulations performed using the reference implementation of
the QED module and the optimized one, we consider the cascade growth parameter
Γ. The number of electrons N(t) in a QED simulation increases as ∼ eΓt, where Γ
characterizes the rate of cascade development and may be used to compare the results
of two QED simulations. The experiments show that the relative discrepancy of growth
rates of the reference QED implementation and the optimized QED implementation
ηΓ = (Γbase − Γopt)/Γbase is less than 0.5% (Figure 1a).
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Fig. 1 (a) Cascade growth for the test problem of cascade development. Results are shown for two
QED implementations: baseline and optimized. (b,c) Particle density is given at t = 5T . We only
demonstrate a quarter wavelength along the x-axis due to the symmetry of the distribution. Colored
solid lines show electron and photon densities for a series of 100 simulations. Positron density is
similar to electron density, so it is not displayed here. Dashed lines show the mean density µ(x) and
the maximal deviation according to the empirical rule 3σ.

5.3 Performance

The experiments described in this section were performed on a supercomputer node
with 2x Intel Xeon Silver 4310T CPU (10 cores, hyper-threading, 2.3 GHz, AVX512).
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The code was built with the Intel oneAPI DPC++/C++ Compiler 2023.0.0. We imple-
mented the QED module in two our frameworks: PICADOR and Hi-χ. PICADOR is
a fully parallel 3D QED-PIC code capable of running on heterogeneous cluster sys-
tems. The code has a flexible modular structure and can be extended to simulate
various physical effects. The High-Intensity Collisions and Interactions (Hi-χ) project
[30] has been developed over the past few years. It is designed based on the experience
of developing the PICADOR code and aims to create an environment for performing
simulations and data analysis in the research area of strong-field particle and plasma
physics. Hi-χ combines the benefits of rapid prototyping in Python with the high per-
formance of key kernels in C++. Hi-χ’s flexible architecture allows us to quickly test
different performance optimization approaches, reducing code development time.

Initially, we carried out the series of optimizations presented in Sections 4.1-4.3
on the Hi-χ code. Firstly, we developed a baseline multithreaded version of the QED
module, taking into account the aspects discussed in Section 4.2. The multithreaded
code provided a 3x speedup compared to single-threaded mode on the test problem
described in Section 5.1 and 100 iterations of the particle-in-cell method. Given the
complexity of the code, this result is considered satisfactory. This version of the QED
module accounted for about 80% of the total simulation time (Table 1). Secondly, we
applied the optimizations concerning data structures and vectorization. The optimized
container for newly generated particles (Section 4.1) provided 30% speedup in the
execution time of the QED module. Vectorization (Section 4.3) gave an additional 2x
speedup. Overall, we achieved a 2.4x speedup (61% gain) compared to the parallel
QED version, and the total simulation time improved by 2.2x (56% gain).

Table 1 Time of different optimization stages of the QED module in the Hi-χ framework

Code version
Time, s Speedup

QED only Total
simulation

QED only Total
simulation

Sequential mode 18.74 23.44 - -
Multithreading 6.43 7.69 3.0x 3.0x
Data structures 4.42 5.71 1.4x 1.3x
Vectorization 2.19 3.48 2.0x 1.6x
Total gain - - 8.5x 6.7x

The developed optimizations for the Hi-χ code were also ported to the PICADOR
code. Since that PICADOR is intended for parallel simulations of large-scale physical
problems on supercomputers, we increased the simulation duration from 100 iterations
of the PIC method to 400 iterations and compared the performance of the multi-
threaded QED version. Compared to the baseline parallel version of the QED method,
all the particle modules including the optimized QED showed a 30% acceleration, and
the total simulation time was 25% shorter. While the gain is not as significant as
for the Hi-χ code, due to differences in the code design and particle ensemble data
structures, it is still substantial improvement for our purposes.
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6 Conclusion

The paper addresses the problem of inefficient use of computing resources in the
numerical simulation of QED cascades with the previously presented method [29], even
though it eliminates unnecessary time step sub-cycling. We found that appropriate
changes to data structures storing the particle ensemble, and the improved algorithm
better suitable for vectorization and shared-memory parallelization, enhance perfor-
mance by tens of percent. Performance testing was carried out on only one cluster
node, however, scaling the simulation to several nodes does not directly interfere with
the optimizations performed, and therefore does not affect the interpretation of the
results. Our improvements are integrated into two codes, namely PICADOR and Hi-
χ, and demonstrate the robustness of the result. We hope that our methods can be
used in other PIC codes. The QED module is publicly available [30].
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