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The meeting of astrophysical plasmas and their magnetic fields creates many reconnection sites.
We experimentally compare the reconnection rate of laser-driven magnetic reconnection when it
takes place at a single site and multiple sites. For a single site, where the ram pressure dominates the
magnetic pressure, the measured reconnection rate exceeds the well-established rate of 0.1. However,
in the case of multiple close-by sites, we observed a reduction of the reconnection rate. Hybrid-PIC
simulations support this observation and suggest that the distortion of the Hall field as well as the
concomitant obstruction of one of the outflows are detrimental to the magnetic reconnection rate.

Magnetic reconnection (MR) is the universal process
by which, when two anti-parallel magnetic field-lines in
a plasma meet, the magnetic energy stored in the as-
sociated current sheet is converted in a combination of
kinetic and thermal plasma energy [1–3]. Understand-
ing the dynamics of MR in detail is crucial, since it is
suspected to be the source for turbulence [4] and par-
ticle acceleration [5] in a large variety of astrophysical
phenomena [6–8].

In a simplified two-dimensional MR topology (see
Fig.1(a)), the plasma inflows move along the x-axis while
the unperturbed magnetic fields are oriented along the
y-axis, and the efficiency at which the magnetic flux
is converted into plasma energy is controlled by the z-
component of the electric field. This out-of-plane com-
ponent of the electric field, also called the reconnection
rate [2, 9], as computed by numerical simulations (Hall-
MHD, hybrid-PIC and full-PIC codes) and inferred from
observations, has been estimated to be close to 0.1 [10]
for fast reconnection [11], although no clear explanations
as to why this rate is ∼0.1 so has yet emerged.

Aside from direct in-situ measurements of MR by
spacecrafts in the magnetosphere [12, 13], laboratory
experiments have been designed to investigate the mi-
crophysics associated with MR [14–17]. Among these,
high-power lasers, complemented by numerical simula-
tions [18, 19], are an appropriate tool, since they al-
low creating two magnetized expanding plasmas (see
Fig.1(a)), as well as access to the mapping of the mag-
netic field, and measure the plasma density and temper-
ature [20, 21].

In this Letter, we explore a deviation from the ideal-
ized picture of MR[20, 21] where we concomitantly trig-
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ger MR at several sites, using high-power laser generated
plasmas (see Fig.1(b)). Note that one previous work in-
vestigated magnetic fields generated simultaneous at sev-
eral sites [21], but these were too far from each other to
magnetically interact. Here, we purposely position the
sites close-by, so that MR can take place simultaneously
at multiple locations. Note also that MR in our condi-
tions is not in the plasmoid regime [22], but rather in the
fast X-line regime. This is justified since, using hydro-
radiative simulations performed with the code FCI2 [23],
we estimate the Lundqvist number [22] to be S ∼ 103 and
that we have an aspect ratio of the current sheet, i.e. its
length divided by its thickness, smaller than 50.

What we show here is that, depending on the number
of reconnection sites, the balance, between the Biermann-
battery effect [24, 25] that keeps creating magnetic flux
and the MR that drains this magnetic flux out of the
current sheet, is modified. We quantitatively estimate
the MR rate in the case of two reconnection sites, which
proves to exceed the well-established rate of 0.1. In the
case of three reconnection sites, MR is observed to be sig-
nificantly slowed down. Following Ref. [19], our hybrid-
PIC simulations suggest that this reduction is linked to
the destabilization of the out-of-plane magnetic field that
is associated with the current sheet compression. These
results do not only demonstrate that the MR rate can
be significantly impacted by the topology of the involved
magnetic fields, but they also shed light on the complex-
ity of MR when many sites are involved, as is the case
in many events occurring in the solar system [26] or in
black hole environment [27].

The experiment was carried out at the Laser Megajoule
(LMJ) facility (France) [28, 29]. We use two (Fig.1(a)) or
three (Fig.1(b)) lasers to drive plasma plumes, i.e. spots
where the laser energy is deposited on a solid target (5
µm-thick gold foils) and drives the generation of mag-
netic field through the Biermann-battery effect. The two-
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plume case corresponds to the geometry of the canonical
MR picture while in the three-plume case, MR occurs
simultaneously at three sites arranged along a triangle.
The lasers were operating at λ = 351 nm wavelength,
with a 5-ns square pulse duration and focal spots com-
prised between 240 and 350µm FWHM diameter. Each
laser beam had an energy of 12 kJ, yielding an on-target
intensity of 4.8 × 1014 W/cm2.
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FIG. 1. 3D cartoon of the experiment performed at the
LMJ laser facility to investigate magnetic reconnection be-
tween two or three adjacent, laser-driven magnetic field struc-
tures (illustrated by the dark arrows). Panel (a-b) illustrate,
respectively, the two- and three-plume cases investigated here.
The green arrows illustrate the proton beam utilized for prob-
ing the magnetic fields in the plasmas and their dynamics
following reconnection.

The primary diagnostic was proton deflectometry [30].
It employed as backlighter a high-energy (42-MeV max-
imum energy) proton beam produced [31] from a 25 µm
thick gold foil by the high-intensity short pulse PETAL
laser [32] (see the green arrows in Figure 1). As the pro-
tons travel across the plasmas, they are deflected by the
magnetic fields; it is these deflections that induce proton
beam dose modulations on the films onto which they are
collected after crossing the plasmas. Several shots were
performed by changing the delay at which the protons
probed the plasma with respect to the start of the irra-
diation of the target by the main laser beams (see the
times indicated in Fig.2(a1-a2)). It is from the observed
modulations on the films, and the changes over time of
these modulations, that the magnetic field topology on
the target and its evolution, are inferred [30].

The magnetic field produced by the Biermann-battery
mechanism is clockwise-oriented around the main plasma
expansion axis (see Fig.1) and therefore, the probing pro-
tons are radially deflected outward from the plume [33,
34]. For most of the surface of the plasma plume, the
magnetic field is compressed toward the target by the
Nernst effect [35]. However, at the edge of the plasma
plumes, the magnetic field is radially advected with the
plasma flow and also expands away from the target (along
the z-axis) [36, 37]. Due to geometrical constraints in the
experiment, and as shown schematically in Fig.1, the pro-
tons probe the plasma with an 34° angle with respect to
the normal of the target surface. Therefore, the mag-

netic field in each plume appears elliptical in the proton
images.

Figure 2 shows the proton images measured for the
two cases investigated here. The whiter region on the
proton images corresponds to a depletion of protons, after
they have been deflected in the plasma by the Biermann-
battery generated magnetic field. Conversely, the darker
regions correspond to accumulations of protons deflected
from surrounding regions. We can observe, around each
laser spot in Fig.2, a depletion area surrounded by an
accumulation of protons (darker rim). This corresponds
to what is expected for such Biermann-battery magnetic
structure [33–35], that is, the strongest magnetic field is
observed in the core of each plume, while it decrease at
their outermost border.
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FIG. 2. (a1)-(a2) Timeline of proton radiography images
(measured using 23-MeV protons) where only two laser beams
(depicted by the red cones in panel (a1)) were incident on tar-
get, separated by 1.15 mm. t=0 refers to the beginning of the
lasers irradiation on target. Panels (b1)-(b2) are akin to pan-
els (a1)-(a2), but for the three-plume case. The spatial scale
applies to all panels (a1-b2). Panel (c) displays the recon-
structed path-integrated magnetic field of the proton image
(b1), see text for details.

In the case where we have only two plasma plumes
interacting, we can observe at the earlier time (3.2 ns),
around each laser spot, a dark proton ring (see Fig.2(a1)),
i.e. corresponding to the juxtaposition of two Biermann-
battery magnetic structures separated by a current sheet
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(CS). In the center of the current sheet, the accumu-
lation of proton reduces significantly compared to that
observed in the outer part of the plasma plumes, consis-
tently with the expected local annihilation of magnetic
flux induced by MR [20, 21]. At the latest stage (see
Fig.2(a2)), the contrast of the proton flux at the current
sheet drops substantially until being barely distinguish-
able, again consistently with the fact that MR has led
to the full annihilation of the magnetic flux, and thus
to a global topological rearrangement of the magnetic
structure into one large magnetic structure that encom-
passes the outer edge of the two laser irradiation spots,
as schematically delineated in Fig.2(a2).

In contrast, in the case where three plasma plumes in-
teract, we observe in Fig.2(b1-b2)) that the accumulation
of the proton at the current sheet is and remains stronger
over time. In particular there is no global rearrangement
in the magnetic structure as the one that takes place for
the two sites interaction; here, even at late time, we can
still observe the presence of three magnetic structures.

It is possible to reconstruct maps of the path-
integrated magnetic field from the recorded proton im-
ages such as those shown in Fig.2 [38, 39]. Fig. 2(c) dis-
play the reconstructed magnetic field for 30-MeV protons
using the problem solver [38, 39] for the three-plume
case probed at 3.2 ns.

The expected magnetic field inversion at the current
sheet can be observed in the path-integrated magnetic
field maps. One of such inversion for the By compo-
nent can be seen in Fig.2(c1) at the location (y = 0,
x = 0); it is quantitatively plotted in Fig. 3 where panels
(a-c) display the spatial profile of the path-integrated By

magnetic field, for three probing times and for the two
cases investigated here. Fig. 3(d) summarizes the tempo-
ral evolution of the x-gradient of the path integrated By

magnetic field, for the two (solid blue) and three (dashed
orange) plumes cases. For the sake of comparison, the
magnetic field associated with a single plume (recorded
in other shots during the same experiment), i.e. which is
magnetically isolated and freely expanding, is also plot-
ted (black dashed line). The strongest inversion is ob-
served early on (at t = 2.1 ns, see Fig. 3(a)), meaning
the accumulation of magnetic field at the reconnection
site is the highest. Later on, in the two-plume case, we
observe a flattening of the magnetic field around x = 0
mm, indicating a reduction of the magnetic flux accumu-
lation.

We now quantitatively assess the reconnection rate.
The production of magnetic field can be measured
directly from the single plume case (Fig.3(a)) with∫
Bydz = 13 T·mm ∼ B0λ, where B0 is the inflowing

magnetic field and λ is the extent (in the z direction) of
the plume that is reconnecting. Additionally, the mag-
netic flux is predominantly given by Φ =

∫∫
By dxdz and

can numerically be calculated using Fig.3 at each time,
yielding ∂tΦ = 2.5 ± 0.6 T·mm2·ns−1. Moreover, the ve-
locity at which the front of the magnetic field expands
is close to the Alfvén velocity (as confirmed by our FCI2

hydro-radiative simulation). This velocity is retrieved
from the motion of the peak of the magnetic field for
a single plume (as observed in Fig.3(a-c)), yielding V0 =
400±130 km/s. Since the integrated form of the Maxwell-
Faraday equation is ∂tΦ = λE, we can also retrieve E,
the convection electric field which drives the magnetic
flux toward the current sheet. It is used to obtain the
dimensionless electric field E′ = E/(B0V0) = 0.48+0.40

−0.20.
In the stationary case where the inflow of magnetic flux
equals its outflow by reconnection, we have E′ = Er

where Er is the reconnection rate.

This simple quantitative estimate indicates that the re-
connection rate in such laser-driven reconnection exceeds
commonly cited normalized reconnection rate of fast re-
connection, which is of the order of 0.1 [10, 40]. Such
high rate may be the result induced by the dominant
ram pressure, which forces the inflow of magnetic field
into the MR region.

For the three-plume case, Fig. 3(d) shows that, in stark
contrast with the two-plume case, the local gradient of
the path-integrated magnetic field stays much stronger.
This is due to the magnetic strength at the outer edge of
the CS being larger in three-plume case (see Fig. 3(b-c)).
Since the electron temperature and density are expected
to be similar when driving a third plume, we can also
assume that the rate of magnetic production will be sim-
ilar in the two-plume and three-plume cases. Thus, we
can therefore infer from Fig. 3(d) that a stronger accu-
mulation of the magnetic field occurs in the three-plume
case with respect to the two-plume case. This consti-
tutes a direct evidence of the mitigation of MR in the
case when multiple reconnection sites interact. Indeed,
the magnetic field accumulates in the three-plume case
because the annihilation induced by MR is then overall
weakened. To quantitatively assess this weakening, we
first measure the unperturbed magnetic flux. The latter
can be measured on the opposite side of the MR site, i.e.
it is the flux integrated between x = 0.9 mm and 2.6 mm
in Fig. 3(b-c)). Then, we can compare it to the quantity
of reconnecting magnetic flux, which corresponds to the
flux integrated between 0.0 mm and 0.9 mm in Fig. 3(b-
c). By comparing these two quantities, we estimate that,
at 4.4 ns, 85% of the flux has been annihilated [41]. This
is to be compared to this annihilation being close to 100%
in the two-plume case.

To unravel the underlying mechanism leading to the
observed mitigation of MR when it is at play simultane-
ously over adjacent sites, we performed two-dimensional
hybrid PIC simulations using the heckle code [42]. Ions
are kinetically treated as macro-particles (with a stan-
dard PIC method [43]), while the electrons are treated as
a massless fluid. We use an isothermal closure equation.
It is analogous to maintaining the electron temperature
using a laser pulse. The dissipation at the current sheet
requires the introduction of kinetic ions for the onset of
the fast reconnection [11]. Two simulations, representa-
tive of the two investigated experimental cases, namely
with two (Fig.4(a-b)) and three (Fig.4(c)) plasma plumes
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FIG. 3. (a-c) Lineouts of the reconstructed path-integrated magnetic field at the reconnection site for the three cases
investigated here (employing respectively, a single laser beam, two laser beams, and three laser beams), at three different times.
For the three-plume case, the lineout is measured along the dashed line shown in Fig 2(b1). Panel (d) summarizes the temporal
evolution of the gradient of the path-integrated magnetic field at the current sheet location (x = 0) for the two and three-plume
cases. Note that for the three-plume case, we the same measurement performed at the two other reconnection sites are very
consistent and lie in the depicted uncertainties.

and their surrounding magnetic fields, are here detailed
and compared. In the simulations, the magnetic field is
initialized in a similar manner as in our previous numer-
ical investigation [19], i.e. the size of the plumes and the
strength of the magnetic field are obtained from the FCI2
simulations, which were benchmarked using the proton
radiography images for the shot performed with a single
plasma plume, i.e. when no MR is at play.

Fig.4(a1-a3) shows snapshots of the z-component of
the magnetic field (Bz) in the simulations for the two-
plasmas case, from the onset to the end of MR. The corre-
sponding synthetic proton images are shown in Fig.4(b1-
b3). At the MR onset, magnetic compression is at its
peak, i.e., the magnetic reversal is the steepest. This can
be directly observed on the synthetic proton image, via
the double line (mouth-like) pattern in Fig.4(b1). Later
on, the accumulated magnetic flux reconnects and gets
evacuated, leading to a decrease of the contrast of the
proton flux at the current sheet, similarly as observed in
the experiment (see Fig.2(a1)). At the end of MR, i.e.,
when most of the magnetic flux has reconnected, the con-
trast of the probing proton is virtually null. This can be
also observed in the experiment in the two-plume case at
late time (see Fig.2(a2)).

The comparative evolution of Bz and the magnetic flux
in the simulations for the three-plume case is presented
in Fig.4(c1-c3). As for the two-plume simulation, we ob-
serve MR taking place. However, MR is here obviously
slowed down, consistently with what is observed in the
experiment: at late time (see Fig.4(c3)), MR is still tak-
ing place as at earlier time. This slowing-down is also
seen through a lower MR rate in the three-plume config-
uration, see Fig.4(d).

We attribute the delayed reconnection in the three-
plume case to two mechanisms: (i) the hampered growth
of the quadrupolar Hall field structure (depicted in color
in Fig.4(a1-a3) and (c1-c3)) that appears at the onset of
MR [19] and (ii) the accumulation of the trapped ejected
plasma in between the three plumes, which reduces the
outflow velocity. The Hall field in the reconnection re-
gion is initiated as the ions get demagnetized while the
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FIG. 4. Results of hybrid-PIC simulations. Panels (a1-a3)
display, at different times, the Hall magnetic field, for the
two-plume case. Panels (b1-b3) display the corresponding
synthetic proton radiography images (simulated by the ILZ
code [44]). Panels (c1-c3) display the Hall magnetic field, for
the three-plume case. The simulated temporal evolution of
the reconnection rate is shown in panel (d) for the two (solid
line) and three (dotted line) plasmas cases. Panel (e) displays
the outflow velocity, computed at t = 25 Ω−1

ci .

electrons remain frozen in the plasma flow. This separa-
tion between the electron and ion trajectories induces a
Hall current and, therefore, a quadrupolar magnetic field,
which signature clearly appears at the onset of MR (see
Fig.4(a1,c1). We previously analyzed in Ref. [19] that
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such Hall structure is a prerequisite for MR to take place
and concluded that its development precedes MR. In this
frame, we can understand the delayed reconnection in the
three-plume case: it can be clearly seen in Fig.4(c1) that
the Hall field can develop normally in the outer zones
(i.e. away from the central point of the overall assem-
bly). However, it is disturbed in the inner side (i.e. in
the triangular central structure) where there are opposite
polarity Hall fields trying to grow at the same location.
This prevents the Hall field to develop normally, as it
does e.g. in Fig.4(a1) and consequently destabilizes the
unfolding of MR.

A second mechanism could contribute to the mitiga-
tion of MR in the three-plume case: the trapping of the
plasma downstream, in the inner side of the closed mag-
netic structure. As a consequence, half of the outflow
at each reconnection site is trapped in the middle of the
pattern, hence partially precluding the draining of the
newly reconnected magnetic flux. This magnetic-trapped
plasma hence acts like a cork, reducing the outflow ve-
locity. We measure in the simulations that the outflow
velocity is about 0.75 vA, as shown in Fig.4(e). How-
ever, in the inner side of the three-plume structure, the
outflow velocity is null. In the experiment we did not
observe such a prominent closed magnetic structure. In
contrast to the simulation, the experiment, being three-
dimensional, is not infinitely invariant along the z-axis.
Thus, the particles can escape and the “cork” effect is
very likely not as important as in the two-dimensional
simulation.
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