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7DISPEA, Università di Urbino “Carlo Bo”, Via S. Chiara, 27 61029 Urbino/INFN, Italy

8The School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Birmingham, Birmingham, UK
9European Space Astronomy Centre, European Space Agency, Villanueva de la Cañada, 28692 Madrid, Spain
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A precise characterization of the magnetic properties of LISA Pathfinder free falling test-masses
is of special interest for future gravitational wave observatory in space. Magnetic forces have an
important impact on the instrument sensitivity in the low frequency regime below the millihertz. In
this paper we report on the magnetic injection experiments performed throughout LISA Pathfinder
operations. We show how these experiments allowed a high precision estimate of the instrument
magnetic parameters. The remanent magnetic moment was found to have a modulus of (0.245 ±
0.081) nAm2, the x-component of the background magnetic field within the test masses position
was measured to be (414 ± 74) nT and its gradient had a value of (−7.4 ± 2.1)µT/m. Finally, we
also measured the test mass magnetic susceptibility to be (−3.35±0.15)×10−5 in the low frequency
regime. All results are in agreement with on-ground estimates.
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I. INTRODUCTION

LISA Pathfinder (LPF) [1, 2] was an ESA mission
designed as a technology demonstrator for the future
gravitational wave observatory in space, LISA [3]. The
main goal of the mission was to demonstrate key tech-
nologies required to detect gravitational waves in space.
In order to do so, the instrument on-board had to
achieve a relative acceleration noise between its two
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test masses (TMs) in nominal geodesic motion down to
3 × 10−14 ms−2Hz−1/2 at 1 mHz. The relevance of the
measurements being its precision in the very low fre-
quency band, a region not achievable with on ground
gravitational wave detectors.

LPF launched on December 3rd, 2015 and started its
scientific operations on the 1st of March of 2016 after
reaching the Lagrange point L1 of the Earth-Sun system.
The mission was divided into two different experiments
on-board, the European LISA Technology Package (LTP)
and the American Disturbance Reduction System (DRS).
After seventeen months of scientific operations, the mis-
sion successfully demonstrated its main scientific goal,
even achieving values of the residual acceleration power
spectral density below the LISA requirements along the
entire measuring frequency band [4, 20].

Achieving such a demanding level of geodesic free fall
was as important as understanding all the different con-
tributions that build the noise model of the instrument.
With the goal to design a suitable model for future space-
born missions, several experiments were planned dur-
ing the LPF operations with the scope to split up the
noise measurements into its main contributions. With
that objective, LISA Pathfinder carried the Data and
Diagnostics Subsystem (DDS), which included a temper-
ature measurement subsystem [5, 6], a magnetic diagnos-
tic subsystem [7, 8] and a radiation monitor [9–12].

In this work we will focus on the results of the magnetic
diagnostics and, specifically, on the experiments run to
characterise the magnetic parameters of the test masses
on-board LPF. Getting to know such values more pre-
cisely is crucial for the future space-borne gravitational
wave observatories, since any magnetic perturbation can
have a potential impact on the instrument performance
through magnetic parasitic forces.

This work is organised as follows. In section II we
describe the magnetic diagnostic system on-board de-
signed to study and disentangle the nature of the mag-
netic forces, introduced in section III, that can perturb
the test mass motion. In section IV we describe the
in-flight magnetic experiments performed to extract the
TMs magnetic parameters and we present our conclu-
sions in section V.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

A. The magnetic diagnostics subsystem

The magnetic diagnostics subsystem on-board LISA
Pathfinder was in charge of monitoring the magnetic en-
vironment and, as well, to induce controlled magnetic
fields to perturb the test masses motion in order to prop-
erly characterise the contribution of magnetic forces to
the total instrument noise budget. To achieve these goals,
the subsystem was composed by four tri-axial magne-
tometers and two induction coils.

The coils —see Fig. 1— were able to inject a controlled

FIG. 1. Coordinate reference system for the coil and the test
mass. The convention used for the three angles of rotations
along each test mass axis is also shown.

magnetic field within the TMs position as well as in the
magnetometers closest to them. Both circular induction
coils, with an average radius of 56.5 mm, were located
85.5 mm away from the test masses and they were at-
tached to the external wall of each vacuum enclosure.
The wire winding used to build up the coils were made of
a Titanium alloy (Ti6Al4V ) and loop around the struc-
ture for a total of 2400 turns. Both coils centres were
aligned with the axis, x, joining both TMs centres so that
the induced magnetic field had axial symmetry. The four
magnetometers were aligned by pairs in each one of the
spacecraft axes in order to be able to measure gradients
within the spacecraft in both the y and x directions. The
entire system was set-up at a same height in the z axis,
meaning that no magnetic field gradients along such di-
rection could be measured. Magnetometers were contin-
uously measuring with high precision the evolution of the
on-board magnetic field. For each of the measuring axes,
each fluxgate magnetometer had a sensing coil surround-
ing a second inner drive coil around a high permeability
magnetic core material. This meaning that all four mag-
netometers contained active magnetic sensors that had
to be located far enough from the test masses for them
not to contribute as a source of magnetic parasitic forces.

B. Magnetic environment on-board

The background magnetic field measured on-board was
completely dominated by the contribution from the elec-
tronics of the spacecraft units. Among them, the thruster
systems were a major contributor, both the cold gas high
pressure latch valves (the ones used by ESA) and the
colloidal thrusters (the ones operated by NASA). Cold
gas thrusters or, more precisely, some permanent mag-
nets in the cold gas thruster subsystem, contributed with
roughly the 80% of the measured magnetic field. Al-
though a strong contribution, this one remained constant
throughout the mission – partially thanks to the high
thermal stability reached on-board [6] – which is key for
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a mission as LISA with strong requirements on any po-
tential source of fluctuations. This is not the case for the
colloidal thrusters, where a persistent slow drift of around
150 nT in the span of 100 days was observed [8]. The
main contribution of the magnetic-induced force noise
is below the millihertz [13]. In this frequency regime,
magnetic field fluctuations are dominated by the inter-
planetary magnetic field contribution, which can show
an important non-stationary component associated with
changes in the interplanetary plasma. For instance, vari-
ations in the range of 300 − 500 km s−1 in the solar
wind velocity were related to variations in the ampli-
tude spectral density in the range 20− 50µHz of around
170− 750 nT Hz−1/2 [8].

In what refers to our analysis in the following, we
can safely assume that in all the in-flight experiments
where we induced magnetic fields with the coils, the back-
ground magnetic field (either generated by the space-
craft or due to the interplanetary contribution) can be
safely neglected as it was at least one order of magnitude
smaller than the ones induced by the coils. The same is
true for the gradients of the magnetic fields.

III. MAGNETIC-INDUCED FORCES AND
TORQUES IN A FREE FALLING TEST MASS

Magnetic fluctuations can couple into the dynamics of
the free falling test masses on-board the satellite. In the
following we develop the basic equations needed to de-
scribe the experiments carried out with the induction
coils in LISA Pathfinder.

A. A magnetic dipole in a surrounding magnetic
field

In a first approximation, the free-falling test masses
inside LISA Pathfinder can be considered as a magnetic
dipole with total magnetic moment density m inside of
a surrounding magnetic field B. The dipole would there-
fore feel an associated force and torque given by

F = ⟨(m · ∇)B⟩V, (1a)

N = ⟨m×B+ r× (m · ∇)B⟩V, (1b)

where r denotes the distance to the TM with respect
to the coil and we also use the convention ⟨. . . ⟩ ≡
1

V

∫
V
(. . .) d3x to denote TM volume, V, average of the

enclosed quantity. In our notation, parameters in bold
refer to vectors. The total magnetic moment density m
is the sum of two components: the remanent magnetic
moment density mr (m from now on) which depends on
the material and manufacturing process and the induced
magnetic moment density, mi. Given that the dominant
material in the test mass composition (73%Au, 27%Pt)

is gold, we assume the magnetic moment to be propor-
tional to the applied magnetic field, i.e.

mi = χ/µo B, (2)

where χ is the magnetic susceptibility. Notice that, al-
though we expect a typical negative susceptibility from
a diamagnetic material, we leave the sign undetermined
in the following derivation. Also, we have implicitly as-
sumed here an isotropic test mass which allows a scalar
susceptibility in the previous equation. Next, we assume
the test mass magnetized by a low alternating magnetic
field

B(t) = BAC sin(ω t), (3)

where BAC is the amplitude of the oscillating magnetic
field and ω the frequency of the applied magnetic field, we
will obtain a magnetization that varies with time accord-
ingly, mi(t). In diamagnetic, paramagnetic and many
ferromagnetic materials, the magnetization also varies si-
nusoidally and in phase with the applied magnetic field
with a constant ratio given by the magnetic suscepti-
bility. However, some ferromagnetic materials show a
delayed response that is not in phase with the applied
field. This phenomena is typically described by consider-
ing the in-phase (χr) and out-of-phase (χi) components
of the magnetic susceptibility. For the case of LPF ex-
periments the most relevant physical mechanism involved
in the latter one are Eddy Currents since this contribu-
tion becomes increasingly important with the increasing
conductivity of the material. However, for most of the
experiments at the low frequency regime this component
is expected to be orders of magnitude smaller thus, its
contribution can be neglected.
Considering both contributions of the magnetization

(the remanent and the induced magnetic moments) one
can further develop Eqs. (1) into

F =

〈
(m · ∇)B+

χ

µ0
[(B · ∇)B]

〉
V, (4a)

N =

〈
m×B+ r×

[
(m · ∇)B+

χ

µ0
(B · ∇)B

]〉
V.

(4b)

In order to describe our experiments in the following
sections, we still need to include some more degree of de-
tail in the equations. First, we will consider the magnetic
field as composed by an applied, oscillating magnetic field
BAC , and a stable magnetic field B0, divided into an ap-
plied time independent DC magnetic field BDC and some
environmental background Bback.

B = B0 +BAC sin(ω t)

=
(
Bback. +BDC

)
+BAC sin(ω t). (5)
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By substituting in Eq. (4a) and factoring out the com-
ponents in terms of their frequency response to the input
signal, we find that the force can be divided into three
components: a constant DC term, a term that oscillates
at the same frequency of the induced magnetic field 1ω
and a term oscillating at twice the frequency 2ω

F = FDC + F1ω + F2ω, (6)

with

FDC =

[
⟨(M · ∇)B0⟩

+
χV

µ0

(
⟨(B0 · ∇)B0⟩+

1

2

〈
(BAC · ∇)BAC

〉)]
,

(7a)

F1ω =

[ 〈
(M · ∇)BAC

〉
+

χV

µ0

(〈
(B0 · ∇)BAC

〉
+
〈(
BAC · ∇

)
B0

〉)]
× sin(ω t),

(7b)

F2ω =

[
− χV

2µ0

〈(
BAC · ∇

)
BAC

〉]
cos(2ω t), (7c)

where M = mV is the remanent magnetic moment
and we have assumed homogeneity and stationarity of
the test mass properties. Considering that the relative
acceleration measurements in LISA Pathfinder are in the
x direction, the only component of the force that will be
needed is its x component. Analogously, if we manipulate
the torque equations a similar result with the three terms
before mentioned should appear but that won’t be the
case as we will see in the next section.

B. Estimate of test mass magnetic parameters

The evaluation of both the force and torque expres-
sions, Eqs. (4a) and (4b) respectively, implies the calcu-
lation of the average of an external magnetic field and its
gradient within the TMs volume as expressed by ⟨. . . ⟩.
Making use of the induction coils from Figure 1 we can
control the injected field (BAC,DC and ∇BAC,DC) as it
can be calculated by means of Ampère’s induction laws
under the assumptions of coils with negligible thickness
and a wire winding of N turns. Thanks to the symmetry
of our system, only the x components of the averaged
induced fields are non-zero,

〈
BAC,DC

x

〉
, and their gradi-

ents along the y and z axes can be found to be 3 orders
of magnitude smaller than

〈
∇xB

AC,DC
x

〉
thus, only such

terms will be relevant. Furthermore, the magnetic field
in the x direction and its gradient along x can be found
to be proportional to one another at any given point in
space, that is:

〈
BAC,DC

x

〉
= κ

〈
∇xB

AC,DC
x

〉
. This factor

constant κ only depends on the coil dimensions and the
distance from the coil center. Its value can be found an-
alytically for the simple on-axis magnetic field of a coil
but it is harder to obtain for the general off-axis mag-
netic field formula involving elliptic integrals. Thus, its
value was calculated numerically to be κ = −0.04487 m
for our particular configuration, with negligible uncer-
tainty originated only due to numerical error. We refer
the interested reader to Appendix A for more detail on
the calculations involved at the TMs location. Finally,
the magnetic force is obtained by applying a heterodyne
demodulation at the different frequencies of interest of
the on-board measurements of the stray TM force (more
detail on this in the upcoming section) resulting in the

estimators F̂DC,x , F̂1ω,x and F̂2ω,x. We now proceed to
describe how we will estimate the test mass magnetic pa-
rameters from the previous generic expressions taking all
of that into account.
a. Magnetic susceptibility The coupling between an

induced magnetic field and its gradient with the mag-
netic susceptibility of the test mass is responsible of the
appearance of a force component at twice the injected
modulation frequency in Eq. (7c). Our analysis can take
advantage of this by extracting the signal at 2ω from the
measured test mass force, i.e.

χ2ω = −2µ0

V

F̂2ω,x

⟨BAC
x ⟩ · ⟨∇xBAC

x ⟩
, (8)

This equation provides a direct estimate of the test
mass susceptibility decoupled from any other of the mag-
netic parameters. The notation in Eq. (8) shows explic-
itly that the estimate of the susceptibility is obtained
at twice the injected frequency by demodulating the en-
coded information in the ∆g and comparing it with the
predicted TM average magnetic field and gradient.
We notice that, in principle, we could use the signal

at 2ω to obtain both real and imaginary contributions to
the magnetic susceptibility. To estimate the imaginary
contribution we would need to look for a 2ω contribution
with a π/2 phase shift with respect the original injection.
We will explore this in the discussion of our results in
Section IV.
b. Remanent magnetic moment The component of

the force at the injection frequency, F1ω,x, mixes all the
parameters we might be interested in. Taking into ad-
vantage that all terms in Eq. (7b) depend on

〈
BAC

x

〉
or〈

∇xB
AC
x

〉
, we can rewrite the expression as follows

F̂1ω,x =

[
Mx +

χV

µ0
(B0,x + κ∇xB0,x)

] 〈
∇xB

AC
x

〉
. (9)

The term in brackets can be related to an effective
magnetic moment such that
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Meff,x = Mx +
χV

µ0

[ (
Bback.,x +

〈
BDC

x

〉)
+ κ∇x

(
Bback.,x +

〈
BDC

x

〉)]
,

(10)

where we have expanded B0,x as explained in Eq. (5).
Bback.,x can be considered negligible in front of the in-
jected magnetic field

〈
BDC

x

〉
as its value is expected to

be an order of magnitude smaller than the injected fields
through the coils. Thus, we end up having

Meff,x ≃ Mx +
2χV

µ0

〈
BDC

x

〉
. (11)

If the only variable in Eq. (11) is
〈
BDC

x

〉
, we will ob-

tain a straight line with an offset that corresponds to
the remanent magnetic moment Mx and a slope that is
proportional to the magnetic susceptibility χ at 1ω. Fur-
thermore, when we induce a magnetic field in the TM
position, using the coils, apart from direct forces in the x
direction, we are also generating torques, as described in
Eq. (4b). Due to the symmetry of the system the term
involving the cross product with r will integrate to zero
accross the TM volume due to the alignment between the
coil axis and the TMs center resulting in only two com-
ponents, see Appendix B for the explanation, where only
the 1ω term will be of interest leading to the following
equations

N̂ϕ,1ω = −My

〈
BAC

x

〉
; N̂η,1ω = Mz

〈
BAC

x

〉
. (12)

We can conclude that the 1ω oscillation of the torque
in ϕ is directly related to the remanent magnetic moment
along y, My, while the 1ω oscillation of the torque in η is
directly related to the remanent magnetic moment along
z, Mz. Therefore, by demodulating the torque at 1ω for η
and ϕ and considering the values of the injected magnetic
field

〈
BAC

x

〉
, we will be able to determine My and Mz.

c. Background estimates Similarly to the 1ω term,
in Eq. (7a), the expression of the DC force component
of the signal involves again all the unknown parameters.
If we group all the terms of Eq. (7a) as a function of〈
BDC

x

〉
, we can rewrite it as:

F̂DC,x ≃
(
χV

µ0κ

)〈
BDC

x

〉2
+

+

[
Mx

κ
+

χV

µ0

(
∇xBback.,x +

Bback.,x

κ

)] 〈
BDC

x

〉
+

FIG. 2. Experiments with coil #1, June 18th, 2016. Top:
Bx as measured in the magnetometer closest to the coil, PX.
Middle: ∆g. Bottom: Angular acceleration along the rotation
angle η.

+

{
M+∇xBback.,x +

χV

µ0

[
3Bback.,x∇xBback.,x

+
1

2

〈
BAC

x

〉 〈
∇xB

AC
x

〉]}
,

(13)

where M+ = Mx +My +Mz. We have made the as-
sumption that the background magnetic field is the same
in all directions, Bback.,x ≃ Bback.,y ≃ Bback.,z, because
we don’t have any information a priori on the magni-
tude of such variable. We also had to consider that the
gradient of Bback.,x was the same along all three axes:
∇xBback.,x ≃ ∇yBback.,x ≃ ∇zBback.,x, which is a worst
case scenario since all components contributing to the
background gradient would add up when in reality they
could cancel each other. If the only variable is

〈
BDC

x

〉
,

we can observe F̂DC,x follows a quadratic equation.
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IV. IN-FLIGHT EXPERIMENTAL CAMPAIGN

Soon after LPF started scientific operations, on March
1st, 2016, magnetic experiments were scheduled to ex-
tract the magnetic parameters related to the TMs. The
experiments consisted in applying an electric current
through the coils to induce a magnetic field in the po-
sition of the TMs. The applied current in the coils was
a sinusoidal signal I(t) = IDC + IAC sin(ω t), where IDC

was a constant offset, IAC the amplitude of the sinusoidal
signal and ω its angular frequency. The current induces a
magnetic field in the surroundings of the coil of the same
type B(t) = BDC +BAC sin(ωt).
At the beginning of the commissioning period, all sub-

systems went through an initial checkout procedure. In
this initial phase, coil #2 —the one closest to TM2—
showed a malfunctioning during the verification. Due to
this fact, the injections performed during the operations
period were on coil #1, and the only set of injections per-
formed in coil #2 were done with low currents to prevent
any possible current leak to other systems, which resulted
in a reduction of the precision achievable with coil #2 ex-
periments. This implies that most of the results that will
be shown here will be for TM1 if not specified otherwise.

We carried a total of three sets of magnetics injections.
The first set was injected on the days 28th and 29th of
April, 2016. The injection of day 28th consisted on ap-
plying a sinusoidal signal through the coil #1 at different
DCs and with different AC amplitudes. The injections on
day 29th were exactly the same but through coil #2. The
second set of injections were carried on the 18th of June,
2016. It consisted on a series of sinusoidal injections at a
wider range of both DCs and ACs than the previous ones
and exclusively in coil #1. The third, and last, set of in-
jections were performed on the days 14th, 15th and 16th

of March, 2017. They consisted on a very long lasting
signal at a high DC and with a small sinusoidal on top of
it. These were applied exclusively through coil #1 too.
The complete list of experiments is shown in Appendix
C.

A typical run of magnetic experiments is shown in Fig-
ure 2. The three panels display the main variables of in-
terest in our analysis, these are the magnetic field in the
x direction, as measured by the closest magnetometer to
each coil, the acceleration produced between the TMs
due to the presence of these injections and the torque
being induced between both TMs along the y axis.

We evaluate the magnetically induced force in the test
mass through the ∆g variable —the end scientific out-
put of the mission— nominally defined as the differential
stray acceleration between the two TMs in their nominal
position [20]. Since the main objective of the ∆g is the
evaluation of the free fall of the test masses, those forces
arising in the spacecraft dynamics control loop or others
forces originating in the LISA Pathfinder non-inertial ref-
erence frame are rightfully subtracted in the definition of
this parameter [21]. Indeed, the terms F̂DC,x, F̂1ω,x and

F̂2ω,x previously defined in Section III B are estimated

FIG. 3. F̂1ω,x on TM1 as a function of the applied AC mag-
netic field gradient. The different colors correspond to fixed
DC values of the injected signal.

by demodulating the ∆g at the corresponding frequen-
cies and rescaling the amplitudes obtained by means of
the mass of the TMs, mTM = 1.928 kg. Analogously, the
same procedure can be extrapolated to the torque by us-
ing the moment of inertia of a cube with the side length
of the TMs, 46 mm.
Since the magnetic field can not be directly measured

in the test mass position we must refer to the magne-
tometers read-out for calibration. Hence, we estimated
the amplitude in the PX magnetometer of each of the
20 injections of June 18th, 2016 for coil #1. To do so
we demodulate the measured read-out at the injection
frequency. By comparing these amplitudes to the ones
predicted by Ampère’s law we found a systematic dis-
crepancy of 11.85± 0.45% being the predicted magnetic
field larger than the measurements from the magnetome-
ters. Magnetometers accuracy of 0.5% allows the most
precise calibration to prevent any mechanical tolerances
during manufacturing and assembly of the coils and dis-
placements and tilts that may have arisen during launch.
In the following, we will apply this correction to all the
calculated magnetic field values that intervene in all the
equations derived in the previous section and redefine
them for simplicity, i.e. BAC

x ≡ 0.8815
〈
BAC

x

〉
.

A. Remanent magnetic moment

The estimate of the remanent magnetic moment is ob-
tained through the dependence with the 1ω component of
the force expressed in Eq. (9) together with the approx-
imation of Eq. (10), that we recall here for convenience:

F̂1ω,x =

[
Mx +

2χV

µ0
BDC

x

]
∇xB

AC
x .

In order to evaluate this term, during the June 18th run
several injections with different AC field gradients were
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applied to the TMs. By doing so we can evaluate the
term in brackets above at different values of the gradient
∇xB

AC
x . This is shown in Figure 3 where we display how

the 1ω component of the force changes depending on the
intensity of the injected AC magnetic field gradient, for
fixed DCs. Each result in the plot represents an injection
at 5mHz with AC amplitudes applied to the coil of IAC =
0.5, 0.8, 1.0, 1.5mA.

As explained in Section III B, by running the exper-
iment at different DC levels we can further disentangle
the dependencies for the parameters inside the brackets
and obtain the estimate for the remanent magnetic mo-
ment. Table I gathers the linear fits to the results that
we also show in Figure 4. The offset parameter corre-
sponds to the remanent magnetic moment of test mass
#1 in the x direction, Mx = 0.140 ± 0.138 nAm2. The
slope parameter is directly related to the magnetic sus-
ceptibility at 1ω. However, the values that were used for
DCs of ±0.1, 0.2 mA came from the injections of the 28th

of April which were performed at different frequencies, 3
mHz, than the rest at 5 mHz. Thus, to obtain the value
of the susceptibility at 5 mHz, we will use the fit from
Fig. 4, but with only the DC values of ±0.75, 1.5 mA
giving a result of χ5mHz = (−3.3723± 0.0069)× 10−5.

Analogously, to obtain My and Mz, we demodulate
the amplitudes of the torque measurements around the
required angles and apply Eqs. (12) for the respec-
tive injected magnetic fields. This way, we obtained
My = 0.178 ± 0.025 nAm2 and Mz = 0.095 ± 0.010
nAm2 which we will need for the background estima-
tions. These results lead to a total remanent magnetic
moment of: |M| = (0.245± 0.081) nAm2.

B. Background magnetic field

The induction of forces in the test mass by means of
the controlled injection of magnetic fields allow the deter-
mination not only of the test mass magnetic parameters
but also of environment parameters that contribute to
the magnetic force, which is the case of the background
magnetic field in the test mass position. We emphasize

TABLE I. Coefficients of the fitted lines of Fig. 3 of the type
y = Ax + B. The errors of the fits for IDC = ±0.1, 0.2 are 0
because there were only two points to fit the line.

IDC [mA] A [nAm2] B [fN]

1.50 (−31.24± 0.25) (−31± 23)
0.75 (−15.48± 0.15) (−13± 13)
0.20 (−4.39± 0) (−23± 0)
0.10 (−2.04± 0) (−14± 0)
-0.10 (2.60± 0) (−1.3± 0)
-0.20 (5.00± 0) (13± 0)
-0.75 (15.58± 0.21 (−12± 19)
-1.50 (31.09± 0.23) (−1.3± 21)

FIG. 4. Effective remanent magnetic moment plotted as a
function of the injected DC magnetic field. The result of
the fit, for an equation of the type y = mx + n, is m =
(−3.380±0.027)×10−5 and n = (0.142±0.140)×10−9 Am2.

FIG. 5. F̂DC,x on TM1 as a function of the injected DC mag-
netic field together with their respective fits to an equation of
the type y = Ax2 +Bx+ C. The different colors correspond
to fixed AC values of the injected signal.

here that this is the only precise estimate of this param-
eter since the magnetometers are located too far away
from the test masses to guarantee a precise estimate of
this variable.

In order to do so we evaluate Eqs. (13) using the in-
jections of June 18th, 2016. We express the information
provided by these runs by displaying the DC component
of the measured force as a function of the DC component
of the applied magnetic fields. As predicted, we obtain
the parabolas in Fig. 5 for different values of the AC am-
plitude from where we derive the parabola coefficients of
Table II.

As derived from Eqs. (13), the A coefficient provides a
direct estimate of the magnetic susceptibility
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A =

(
χV

µ0κ

)
(14)

which, in comparison with other alternative estimates,
is not dependent of the injection modulation frequency.
The value obtained using equation (14) is χDC =
(−3.35± 0.15)× 10−5.

With the two remaining terms, B and C, we can build
a system of equations, being the two unknowns the pa-
rameters that define the background magnetic field in the
test mass position, i.e. Bback.,x and ∇xBback.,x

C = M+∇xBback.,x +
χV

µ0

[
3Bback.,x∇xBback.,x

+
1

2
BAC

x ∇xB
AC
x

]
,

B =
Mx

κ
+

χV

µ0

[
∇xBback.,x +

Bback.,x

κ

]
. (15)

Solving this quadratic system of equations, we obtain
an expression for the background magnetic field and its
gradient in the x direction at the location of the TMs
that we can evaluate for each of the four fit values.
From the two mathematically available solutions we se-
lect the one closer to the estimates of the magnetic field
and field gradient obtained during on-ground character-
ization of the spacecraft, which were 267 nT and -7575
nT/m, respectively [22]. The values that we obtain for
the in-flight estimates are Bback.,x = 414 ± 74nT and
∇xBback.,x = −7400± 2100nT/m.

C. Magnetic Susceptibility

We have already estimated the test mass magnetic sus-
ceptibility as a by product of the estimate of the re-
manent magnetic moment and the background magnetic
field and field gradient.

The DC value of the susceptibility, that is the fre-
quency independent part, was obtained in section IVB
and the value of the susceptibility at 5 mHz was mea-
sured in section IVA. The rest of the measurements of the

TABLE II. Coefficients of the fitted parabolas of Fig. 5 of the
type y = Ax2 +B x+ C.

IAC[mA] A [N/T2](10−2) B [N/T](10−8) C [N](10−12)

1.5 (5.99± 0.11) (−0.67± 0.39) (1.047± 0.025)
1.0 (6.003± 0.025) (0.265± 0.089) (0.4948± 0.0058)
0.8 (5.64± 0.16) (−1.73± 0.58) (0.323± 0.038)
0.5 (5.50± 0.22) (−2.46± 0.79) (0.144± 0.052)

FIG. 6. Magnetic susceptibility of both test masses at dif-
ferent frequencies together with the model predicted by Eq.
(16).

magnetic susceptibility of the TMs have been obtained
using the 2ω component of the force and Eq. (8). These
values correspond to twice the frequency at which the in-
jection was performed. The results of the susceptibilities
can be seen in Table III with the value of the frequen-
cies at which they correspond. Using all the injections,
from the three different magnetic experiments runs, the
frequencies that could be calculated for the magnetic sus-
ceptibility were 2, 5, 6, 10 and 30 mHz. In coil #2, for
TM2 results, only the injections from the 29th of April
were performed, which were at frequencies 1, 3, 5 mHz
meaning that only three susceptibility values could be
obtained at twice their frequency.
According to [23], the AC magnetic susceptibility of

LPF TMs can be approximated at low frequencies as

χ(ω) ≃ χDC +
−iωτe
1 + iωτe

, (16)

where χDC is the frequency independent term of the
susceptibility and with τe being the magnetic suscepti-
bility cut, i.e., the frequency at which the real and imag-
inary part of the magnetic susceptibility have the same
value. For LPF, this value was measured on-ground to
be τe = (2π630)−1Hz−1 [24].

TABLE III. Susceptibility values of both TMs obtained at 2ω
using Eq. (8) for all the injection frequencies.

Frequency [mHz] χTM1 (10−5) χTM2 (10−5)

DC (−3.35± 0.15) -
2 (−3.43± 0.58) (−4.0± 2.3)
5 (−3.3723± 0.0069) -
6 (−2.65± 0.62) (−2.64± 0.92)
10 (−3.35± 0.12) (−3.833± 0.057)
30 (−4.73± 0.34) -
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FIG. 7. Detrended force segment of the June injections at IDC = 0.75 mA and IAC = 1.5 mA compared with the predicted force
model together with the three contributions at different frequencies. Below we can see the residual between the measurements
and the theoretical prediction.

If we now plot the measured values of the magnetic
susceptibility for TMs 1 and 2 along with the curve in
Eq. (16), we obtain the plot shown in Figure 6.

The results shown were obtained by heterodyning the
∆g signal with a sinusoidal signal in phase. However, if
we made the latter be out of phase by π/2 one would
expect the amplitudes measured by this method to be
zero only if there was no imaginary component. Thus,
the imaginary susceptibility can be obtained demodulat-
ing at 2ω, in quadrature. At the frequency regime that
we are working on, around the mHz, this value is ex-
pected to be orders of magnitude smaller than the real
susceptibility. The results that we obtain for the imagi-
nary susceptibility at 10 mHz were consistent with zero,
χi = (0.0± 1.8)× 10−6. This is because the method em-
ployed to measure the amplitudes of the ∆g was limited
around the tenths of femtonewtons. So, we can only con-
firm that the values of the imaginary susceptibility of the
TMs are below |χi| < 1.8× 10−6 at 10 mHz. At the rest
of frequencies the result gave a less precise upper bound
for the imaginary susceptibility.

Finally, once all parameters are determined, we can
evaluate the prediction of our force model in comparison
with the measured acceleration during injections. To do
so, we have selected a single injection from all the ones
of June 18th, 2016 with amplitudes of current DC = 0.75
mA and AC = 1.5 mA. We have used these values for
the corresponding magnetic fields DC and AC calcula-

tions respectively together with the magnetic parameters
found in the previous sections into Eqs. (7). The results
can be seen in Fig. 7 where, together with the total
model force, we can also see plotted the different force
contributions FDC , F1ω and F2ω. The predicted force
and the data match with a residual difference between
them of (0.0± 1.9)× 10−13 N.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The work in this paper presents the most detailed char-
acterisation of the magnetic-induced coupling on free-
falling test masses in the context of gravitational wave
detection in space. The results and method showed here
were originated in the framework of the LISA Pathfinder
mission. As a technology demonstrator, LPF represented
a unique opportunity for an in-depth description of these
effects, which can be directly transferred to LISA and
future space-borne gravitational wave detectors.

In our results, we obtain the magnetic parameters
defining the response of the free-falling test masses under
an external magnetic field. According to these, the test
mass remanent magnetic moment do not show any privi-
leged direction, which is in agreement with the hypothesis
of an isotropic diamagnetic test mass. We have found the
value of its modulus to be: |M| = (0.245± 0.081) nAm2,
a result with much better precision than any other on-
ground tests and also below the mission requirements
of |M| ≤ 10 nAm2. The background magnetic field,
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Bback.,x = 414 ± 74 nT, and its gradient, ∇xBback.,x =
−7400 ± 2100 nT/m, calculated at the location of the
TMs are in agreement with the values predicted by [22].
Moreover, the gradient is also below the worst case sce-
nario predicted by [25] which estimated a value of
∇xBback.,x = −11300 nT/m. The TMs magnetic sus-
ceptibility results follow the model predicted by [23] and
they are also within the same magnitude when comparing
the on-ground estimations for the DC magnetic suscep-
tibility with values around −2.5 × 10−5 [26] with our
in-flight DC prediction for the magnetic susceptibility:
χDC = (−3.35 ± 0.15) × 10−5. Finally, the value of the
imaginary component of the magnetic susceptibility of
the TMs has been set to an upper bound at 10 mHz such
that: |χi| < 1.8× 10−6.
These results allow the sound design of future gravi-

tational detectors in space based on results obtained in-
flight. They are also key in either reducing or suppressing
the need for such a characterisation for future missions,
which would otherwise need dedicated time during its
commissioning period.

Appendix A: Magnetic field calculation

When the magnetic field is created by an induction
coil, such as the case in Fig 1, the laws of Classical Mag-
netic Theory can be applied to obtain formulas which
produce the values of the field and its gradient at any
position in space. For slowly varying coil currents and
short distances, radiative effects can be neglected.

The system has axial symmetry, hence only parallel
(Bx) and transverse (Bρ) components of the magnetic
field are different from zero. Their analytical expressions
can be calculated by means of Ampère’s induction laws
by assuming a coil of negligible thickness and a wire wind-
ing of N turns. The result involves elliptic integrals of
the first (K(k)) and second kind (E(k)). This numeri-
cal analysis does not take into account mechanical toler-
ances in the manufacturing and assembly; displacements
and tilts induced during launch and in-orbit operations
or the implicit calibration of the coil.

1. Elliptic integrals

For the calculation of the average of the magnetic field
and its gradient inside the TMs volume we discretized it
into 177 parts in all directions, involving the calculations
of B and ∇B in a grid of 1773 points homogeneously
distributed. For each point within the grid cell of the TM,
the elliptic functions K(k) and E(k) can be evaluated
there. The equations to compute are the following, and
they should be evaluated in the specified order

ρ2 = y2 + z2, (A1)

k2 =
4aρ

x2 + (a+ ρ)
2 , (A2)

K(k) =

∫ π/2

0

(
1− k2 sin2 φ

)−1/2
dφ, (A3)

E(k) =

∫ π/2

0

(
1− k2 sin2 φ

)1/2
dφ, (A4)

where x, y, z are the cartesian coordinates of the grid
cell under calculation w.r.t. the coil center point, a is
the coild radius, ρ is the radial distance in cylindrical
coordinates and φ is the azimuth angle in cylindrical co-
ordinates.

2. Magnetic field components

The off-axis magnetic field components induced by the
coil can be found to be

Bρ(x, ρ) = Aρ
x

ρ3/2
F (k), (A5)

Bx(x, ρ) = Axρ
−3/2G(k)− ρ

x
Bρ(x, ρ), (A6)

where

Aρ =
µ0

4π

NI

a1/2
, (A7)

Ax =
a

2
Aρ, (A8)

F (k) = k

[
1− k2/2

1− k2
E(k)−K(k)

]
, (A9)

G(k) =
k3

1− k2
E(k). (A10)

From the latter equations it is easy to derive the com-
ponents of the magnetic field in their cartesian compo-
nents

By =
y

ρ
Bρ =

y√
y2 + z2

Bρ, (A11)

Bz =
z

ρ
Bρ =

z√
y2 + z2

Bρ. (A12)
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3. Magnetic field gradient components

Analytical functions for the gradients can also be cal-
culated. Thanks to the symmetry of the system only 5
components out of all 9 possibilities need to be calculated

∂Bρ

∂x
= Aρρ

−3/2

[
F (k)− x2

4aρ
k3

F (k)

dk

]
, (A13)

∂Bρ

∂ρ
= Aρ

x

ρ5/2

[
− 3

2
F (k)

+
x2 + a2 − ρ2

8aρ
k3

F (k)

dk

]
, (A14)

∂Bx

∂x
= −Ax

x

4aρ5/2
k3

G(k)

dk
− ρ

x

[
∂Bρ

∂x
− 1

x
Bρ

]
, (A15)

where

F (k)

dk
=

1− k2 + k4

(1− k2)
2 E(k)− 1− k2/2

1− k2
K(k), (A16)

G(k)

dk
=

k2

1− k2

[
4− 2k2

1− k2
E(k)−K(k)

]
. (A17)

Finally, we can compute the remaining gradient com-
ponents by the formulas:

∂By

∂x
=

y

ρ

∂Bρ

∂x
, (A18)

∂Bz

∂x
=

z

ρ

∂Bρ

∂x
, (A19)

∂By

∂y
=

y2

ρ2
∂Bρ

∂ρ
+

z2

ρ3
Bρ, (A20)

∂By

∂z
=

yz

ρ2

(
∂Bρ

∂ρ
− 1

ρ
Bρ

)
. (A21)

∂Bz

∂z
=

z2

ρ2
∂Bρ

∂ρ
+

y2

ρ3
Bρ, (A22)

The averaged values obtained for a current value
of 1 mA are: ⟨Bx⟩ = 4.465µT, ⟨By,z⟩ = 0.327 fT,
⟨∂Bx/∂x⟩ = −99.500µT/m, ⟨∂Bx/∂y, z⟩ = 30.119
nT/m. Hence, the induced field can be considered to only
have x components at the TMs for both the magnetic field

and its gradient as the other ones are negligible. More-
over, we note that there is a linear proportionality be-
tween ⟨Bx⟩ and ⟨∂Bx/∂x⟩ such that ⟨Bx⟩ = κ ⟨∂Bx/∂x⟩.
This gives a value κ = −0.04487 m for the location of the
TM with respect to the coil (consdering its entire volume)
which is independent of the induced current through the
coil and only depends on the coil dimensions and the dis-
tance to its center point. This constant factor can be
determined analytically for the simpler on-axis magnetic
field of a coil

Bx(x) =
µ0NIa2

2 (x2 + a2)
3/2

, (A23)

∂Bx(x)

∂x
= − 3µ0NIa2

2 (x2 + a2)
5/2

x, (A24)

κ =
Bx

∂Bx/∂x
= −x2 + a2

3x
, (A25)

but is harder when involved with elliptic integrals.
Thus, we simply determined its value numerically by
considering different currents and distances and we ob-
tained a numerical error many orders of magnitude be-
low: 10−16.

Appendix B: Magnetic torque

From Eq. (4b) we can obtain the torque along the three
axis of the TM: θ, η and ϕ. However, LPF interferometric
system is not sensitive to rotations around the x axis since
it is the one aligned with the laser beam (thus, such given
rotations do not affect the distance x between both TMs
so we cannot observe them with the ∆g). Hence, we
will only be able to extract information from the two
remaining terms Nη,ϕ. Without loss of generality, we
will analyze Nη in detail as the same can be done for the
other one. For simplicity, assume the induced magnetic
field is only composed of an AC term such that B =
BAC sin(ωt), then

Nη =
〈
sin(ωt)

(
mzB

AC
x −mxB

AC
z

)〉
+ ⟨[rzΩx − rxΩz]⟩ , (B1)

where

Ω =(m · ∇)BAC sin(ωt)

+
χ

µ0

(
1− cos(2ωt)

2

)(
BAC∇

)
BAC , (B2)

we note that the torque can have a component at twice
the injected frequency, 2ω. In the previous section we saw
that the only non-negligible component of the induced
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magnetic fieldBAC is in the x direction. Thus, in the first
term of Eq. (B1) the component proportional to BAC

z

can be removed. Furthermore, we can see that the z
component of Ω, Ωz, depends on BAC

z meaning that it
will equal zero as well. Finally, the element that depends
on rz cannot be cancelled so easily but note that we are
integrating over the TM volume meaning that rz will take
opposite signs due to the symmetry of the system thus,
averaging to zero. The same will be true for ry (but not
for rx, this component disappears thanks to Ωz). We are
left with

Nη =
〈
mzB

AC
x

〉
sin(ω t). (B3)

The same can be done for Nϕ

Nϕ =
〈
−myB

AC
x

〉
sin(ω t). (B4)

This derivation also holds true if the induced magnetic
field includes some background or DC components. This
will result on the torque being composed of both a DC
term and another one proportional to 1ω

N = NDC +N1ω, (B5)

where

NDC = ⟨m×B0⟩ , (B6a)

N1ω =
〈
m×BAC

〉
sin(ω t). (B6b)

Appendix C: Magnetic experiments

We list here the magnetic experiments during LISA
Pathfinder operations together with the parameters used
to command the coils on-board.

TABLE IV. 1st set of injections, in coil #1 (April 28th, 2016).

DOY f [mHz] IDC [mA] IAC [mA] duration [s]

119 5 -0.2 1.0 1000
119 5 -0.1 1.0 1000
119 5 0.00 1.0 1000
119 5 +0.1 1.0 1000
119 5 +0.2 1.0 1000
119 3 -0.2 0.5 1000
119 3 -0.1 0.5 1000
119 3 0.00 0.5 1000
119 3 +0.1 0.5 1000
119 3 +0.2 0.5 1000
119 1 0.00 0.1 20000

TABLE V. 2nd set of injections, in coil #2 (April 29th, 2016).

DOY f [mHz] IDC [mA] IAC [mA] duration [s]

120 5 -0.2 1.0 1000
120 5 -0.1 1.0 1000
120 5 0.00 1.0 1000
120 5 +0.1 1.0 1000
120 5 +0.2 1.0 1000
120 3 -0.2 0.5 1000
120 3 -0.1 0.5 1000
120 3 0.00 0.5 1000
120 3 +0.1 0.5 1000
120 3 +0.2 0.5 1000
120 1 0.00 0.1 20000

TABLE VI. 3rd set of injections, in coil #1 (June 18th, 2016).

DOY f [mHz] IDC [mA] IAC [mA] duration [s]

170 5 +1.5 1.5 4000
170 5 +1.5 1.0 4000
170 5 +1.5 0.8 4000
170 5 +1.5 0.5 4000
170 5 +0.75 1.5 4000
170 5 +0.75 1.0 4000
170 5 +0.75 0.8 4000
170 5 +0.75 0.5 4000
170 5 0.00 1.5 4000
170 5 0.00 1.0 4000
170 5 0.00 0.8 4000
170 5 0.00 0.5 4000
170 5 -0.75 1.5 4000
170 5 -0.75 1.0 4000
170 5 -0.75 0.8 4000
170 5 -0.75 0.5 4000
170 5 -1.5 1.5 4000
170 5 -1.5 1.0 4000
170 5 -1.5 0.8 4000
170 5 -1.5 0.5 4000

TABLE VII. Last set of injections, in coil #1 (From March
14th, 2017 to March 16th, 2017).

DOY f [mHz] IDC [mA] IAC [mA] duration [s]

73 15 -0.5 0.07 75000
74 15 +0.5 0.07 75000
75 15 +1.0 0.07 75000
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L. Di Fiore, I. Diepholz, G. Dixon, R. Dolesi, N. Dun-
bar, L. Ferraioli, V. Ferroni, W. Fichter, E. D. Fitzsi-
mons, R. Flatscher, M. Freschi, A. F. Garćıa Maŕın,
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