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We present results from X-ray imaging of high-aspect-ratio magnetic reconnection experiments driven at the National
Ignition Facility. Two parallel, self-magnetized, elongated laser-driven plumes are produced by tiling 40 laser beams.
A magnetic reconnection layer is formed by the collision of the plumes. A gated X-ray framing pinhole camera with
micro-channel plate (MCP) detector produces multiple images through various filters of the formation and evolution
of both the plumes and current sheet. As the diagnostic integrates plasma self-emission along the line of sight, 2-
dimensional electron temperature maps ⟨Te⟩Y are constructed by taking the ratio of intensity of these images obtained
with different filters. The plumes have a characteristic temperature ⟨Te⟩Y = 240± 20 eV at 2 ns after the initial laser
irradiation and exhibit a slow cooling up to 4 ns. The reconnection layer forms at 3 ns with a temperature ⟨Te⟩Y =
280± 50 eV as the result of the collision of the plumes. The error bars of the plumes and current sheet temperatures
separate at 4 ns, showing the heating of the current sheet from colder inflows. Using a semi-analytical model, we find
that the observed heating of the current sheet is consistent with being produced by electron-ion drag, rather than the
conversion of magnetic to kinetic energy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Magnetic reconnection is a fundamental process whereby
two plasmas carrying oppositely oriented magnetic field
merge, driving the reconfiguration of the field-line topology
inside a reconnection layer (also know as a current sheet)1,2.
As the magnetic lines break and reconnect, they induce out-
of-plane electric field E. Reconnecting systems are ubiqui-
tous both in cosmic and laboratory plasmas. Thus, their ded-
icated investigation3 has applications to our understanding of
coronal mass ejections in the Sun4,5, solar flares6, fast radio
bursts7,8, gamma ray bursts9,10, blazars and active galactic nu-
clei jets11, sawtooth crashes in tokamaks12, the radiative prop-
erties of black hole accretion disks13, electron properties in the
Earth’s magnetosphere14,15, pulsar magnetospheres16–19, and
heat transport in hohlraums for indirect drive inertial confine-
ment fusion20, amongst others.

As magnetic reconnection occurs, the energy stored in the
magnetic field is rapidly converted to thermal and bulk kinetic
energy, heating up the plasma and accelerating it out of the
current sheet1,2. However, realistic plasmas (both in nature
and the laboratory) can have a plethora of competing heating
and cooling mechanisms that can potentially affect the recon-

nection process (and vice versa), such as collisional viscous
heating, radiative cooling, and heat conduction. Therefore, it
is important to probe the structure and evolution of the fluid
during the reconnection process, ultimately to understand how
the plasma and magnetic field co-evolve as electromagnetic
energy is converted to fluid internal and bulk energy, and in
turn, how it interplays with other plasma processes. Labora-
tory experiments allow investigating the energy equipartition
in controlled reconnecting systems.

In this paper, we present results from magnetic reconnec-
tion experiments conducted at the National Ignition Facility
(NIF). The goal is to measure the electron temperature in the
laser-driven plumes and reconnection layer simultaneously.
We aim at determining if there is significant electron heating
in the layer and, if so, quantify the relative strength of heating
and cooling mechanisms that may play a role in the observed
temperature profiles. A quasi-2D, highly-extended reconnec-
tion geometry is produced by driving the reconnecting plas-
mas using multiple drive laser beams. As shown in Figure
1, the spatially and temporally resolved plasma self-emission
is observed using a gated X-ray camera with micro-channel
plates with the line of sight aligned with the reconnecting
magnetic field. The plasma self-emission is filtered with thin
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foils, and imaged using pinholes. The ratio between the im-
ages obtained provides a measure of the electron temperature
averaged along the line of sight21. We find that the electrons
in the current sheet are heated from the interaction between
the laser-driven plumes. We use a semi-analytic model to
quantify the relative importance of different heating/cooling
mechanisms, including magnetic reconnection, electron-ion
collisional drag, adiabatic expansion, and radiative cooling.
Our calculations indicate that the observed heating does not
result from flow stagnation (i.e., conversion from ion bulk to
thermal energy), nor does magnetic reconnection significantly
contribute. Instead, electron heating is likely due to electron-
ion collisional drag in the interaction region.

Our analysis is based on statistically assembling temper-
ature maps calculated independently from redundant filtered
self-emission images, a technique which allows identification
of systematic and random errors. We show that plasma expan-
sion at early times (t ≈ 2 ns) can lead to inconsistent temper-
ature measurements if these errors are not accounted for. We
also give an estimate on how to deal with systematic errors
to give consistent results. However, at later times, the mea-
surement uncertainty is mainly due to finite photon statistics
which produce a speckled temperature pattern on the inferred
maps. Therefore, the total uncertainty propagation can be as-
sessed through an overall statistical ensemble which averages
over the random error. Thus, combining multiple measure-
ments on the same shot enables a statistical analysis to assess
the measurement uncertainty without relying solely on a pho-
tometric model.

This article is structured as follows: Section II presents
the experimental setup and analysis methods, and Section III
shows the raw experimental images and post-processed tem-
perature maps. We discuss potential electron heating mech-
anisms of the reconnection layer in Section IV, and present
conclusions and scope for future work in Section V.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND METHODS

A. Experimental setup

In the experiments, a high-density carbon foil (5.5 × 6
mm2, 15 µm thickness) was driven by a total of 40 beams
(351 nm wavelength, 600 ps square pulse, 100 J/beam, 1014

Wcm−2 total intensity) from the bottom outer cones of the
NIF22. Tiling sets of twenty beams produces a pair of 1-mm
width by 4-mm length laser spots with a lateral separation of
2.4 mm, generating two elongated parallel plasma plumes,
as shown in Figure 1a. The plasma plumes expand and be-
come magnetized by the Biermann battery effect23–25. As
these plumes expand inwards with velocity Vin, they collide in
the mid plane and drive magnetic reconnection in the current
sheet22, as illustrated in Figure 1a. The extended current sheet
configuration makes the experiment quasi-2-dimensional. We
use the NIF gated X-ray detector to obtain images on the out-
of-target line of sight, spatially resolving the plumes and cur-
rent sheet, as shown in Figure 1b. Henceforth, we will neglect
the effects of curvature and choose coordinates such that the

FIG. 1. Experimental setup. a) Schematic 3-D illustration of high-
aspect-ratio magnetic reconnection experiment. Only one side of the
tiled beams is shown. b) Schematic of plasma dynamics from the
GXD line of sight. c) Schematic of key GXD components (pinholes,
filters, MCP, and CCD), and timing configuration. Different coloured
squares on the pinhole set denote different filters fielded in the exper-
iment. d) Example of raw X-ray experimental images.

inflow velocity Vin is along x̂ and the magnetic field B along
ŷ.

B. GXD configuration

A gated X-ray detector26 (GXD) with a microchannel plate
(MCP) was used to record images of the X-ray plasma self-
emission in the 0.2−10 keV spectral range. The GXD camera
was located on the diagnostic instrument manipulator (DIM)
90-78 and its line of sight aligned with the plumes, as shown
in Figure 1b.

The GXD camera has four rectangular (7.5×36 mm2) MCP
photocathode strips which can be triggered independently, and
a phosphor screen coupled to a CCD, as shown in Figure 1c.
The gain of each strip was controlled by applying a DC bias
voltage. The MCP strips are gated using a sweeping 600 ps
mode, ∼ 3 kV amplitude pulse with a ∼ 250 ps transit time
across the strip. Four images of the experiments were formed
on each strip using sixteen-pinhole sets located at 478 mm
from target chamber center and 836 mm from the MCP, yield-
ing a magnification M = 1.75. The sweeping gate propagates
at ∼ 140 mm/ns, so a 2 mm image will have a skew across
it of ∼ 15 ps. This skew is much smaller than the 230 ps
integration time from the 600 ps electrical pulse. Therefore,
the diagnostic time resolution is short compared to the plasma
dynamical timescales (≳ 1 ns). Indeed, as shown in Schaeffer
et al.21, the electron temperature (within experimental uncer-
tainty) is constant within the transit time of 250 ps across the
strip. A single plasma image is recorded with an integration
time ≲ 230 ps, setting the imaging time resolution, which is
also shorter than the timescales over which the plasma appre-
ciably evolves.
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TABLE I. Summary of filter sets and DC biases on the GXD camera (RGXD4F) setup for each experiment.

Shot ID Gate timing (ns) DC bias (V) Filter 1 Filter 2 Filter 3 Filter 4
N191114-001a 2 +300 3 µm Al 6 µm Al – –
N210317-002 3 +300 3 µm Al 4.5 µm Al 3 µm Al+12.5 µm Be 3 µm Al+25 µm Be
N210317-002 4 +250 3 µm Al 4.5 µm Al 3 µm Al+12.5 µm Be 3 µm Al+25 µm Be
N201117-004 5 +200 3 µm Al 4.5 µm Al 3 µm Al+12.5 µm Be 3 µm Al+25 µm Be
N201117-004 6 +150 3 µm Al 4.5 µm Al 3 µm Al+12.5 µm Be 3 µm Al+25 µm Be
N210317-001 7 +100 3 µm Al 4.5 µm Al 3 µm Al+12.5 µm Be 3 µm Al+25 µm Be
N210317-001 8 +50 3 µm Al 4.5 µm Al 3 µm Al+12.5 µm Be 3 µm Al+25 µm Be

a Only one filter type was applied for each MCP strip in this experiment, as described by Schaeffer et al.21.

Therefore, all images from a single strip effectively probe
the same snapshot of the plasma evolution. Each pinhole
was a = 150 µm diameter, therefore the spatial resolution of
the diagnostic is a(1+M)/M ∼ 240 µm at the object plane.
The MCP converts the X-ray photon signal into electrons,
which are subsequently converted to visible light by a phos-
phor screen, and the resulting images are recorded on an SI-
1000 CCD camera.

The plasma X-ray self-emission on each image was filtered
using thin filter foils placed behind each pinhole. The diag-
nostic was set up such that each strip contains four images
with three different filters ranging from a soft filter (3 µm Al)
to a hard filter (25 µm Be + 3 µm Al). Building on previ-
ous work by Schaeffer et al.21, the filter configuration is such
that pairs of strips have the same bias and gate, but a diverse
filter selection. We set up the timing such that two adjacent
strips were co-timed, as shown in Figure 1d. Moreover, this
filter configuration allows obtaining redundant line-averaged
temperature measurements which can be used to constrain the
experimental uncertainty. Table I summarizes the filter se-
lection together with the applied DC voltage fielded in each
experiment.

C. Analysis method

At electron temperatures Te ≳ 100 eV and a broad range
of densities, carbon atoms become fully ionized27. Therefore,
the plasma spectral emissivity jν (power density per unit fre-
quency) is dominated by continuum bremsstrahlung emission
and given by28

jν =
e6

(4π)4ε3
0

32π2

3
√

3m2
ec3

(
2me

π

)1/2

ḡ
Z3n2

e√
Te

exp
[
−hν

kBTe

]
, (1)

where e is the fundamental charge, ε0 is the permittivity of
vacuum, me is the electron mass, c is the speed of light, Z
is the plasma charge state, ne is the electron number density,
ḡ is the Gaunt factor, and h and kB are Planck’s and Boltz-
mann’s constants, respectively. Given the plasma composi-
tion, its density and temperature, we expect it to be optically
thin29. Therefore, the imaging system retrieves information
about the weighted average plasma emissivity intensity inte-
grated along the line of sight

⟨ jν⟩Y (x,z) =
∫

LP

jν(x,y,z)dy/LP, (2)

where LP is the characteristic plasma length along the line
of sight. If the MCP detector has a spectral response func-
tion K = K(ν), the ratio of intensity between two images (call
them I1 and I2) can be obtained with filters with spectral trans-
mission functions W1 = W1(ν) and W2 = W2(ν). Thus, the
intensity ratio between corresponding pixels in each image is
given by21

I1

I2
(x,z) =

∫
∞

0 ⟨ jν⟩Y K(ν)W1(ν)dν∫
∞

0 ⟨ jν⟩Y K(ν)W2(ν)dν
, (3)

and is determined only by the electron temperature because
ν is coupled only to the Te in the exponential term of equa-
tion (1). Since the GXD is located at 1.3 m from the plasma
and the images have sizes of a few centimeters across, point-
projection effects are of order ∼ 1% and can be ignored.
Hence, equation (3) can be inverted numerically at each pixel
to solve for the electron temperature spatially averaged along
the line of sight ⟨Te⟩Y . Based on pinhole diameter and fil-
ter thickness tolerance, we estimate an accuracy of ∼ 10 eV
(random error), which sets the minimum measurement uncer-
tainty. The image processing is explained in detail in Ap-
pendix A.

III. RESULTS

A. Plasma formation and dynamics

Figure 2 shows X-ray self-emission datasets which charac-
terize the expansion of the plasma plumes, subsequent col-
lision, and current sheet formation and evolution. Panel (a)
shows a collection of self-emission images obtained from two
different filters, together with the calculated electron temper-
ature map (which is discussed in Section III B below). Due
to the scaling ⟨ jν⟩Y ∝

∫
n2

e(x,y,z)dy, the intensity of each im-
age contains qualitative information about the plasma density,
which can be interrogated and used as a proxy to estimate the
overall plasma structure and its evolution.

At t = 2 ns, the plasma plumes have a characteristic size
of 1 mm, comparable to the laser irradiation pattern, and
consequently remain spatially separated. The current sheet
is formed and visible in the X-rays in the mid plane once
the plumes merge at the collision time t = tcol ≡ 3 ns. The
driver beams have a 1.2 mm spatial full width at half max-
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FIG. 2. X-ray imaging characterization of the plasma dynamics. a) Self-emission images at different timings for filters 1 and 3 (c.f. Table
I) and corresponding line averaged electron temperature map; with the exception of data at 2 ns, which used filters 1 and 2. The coordinate
system is defined with z = 0 corresponding to the upper edge of the target. Masked grey areas correspond to regions at signal floor level on the
CCD. Stray light is visible for Filter 3 at 6 ns. To help with visualization, we have masked that area in the calculated temperature map. Overall
changes in the absolute intensity at different times are due to changes in the applied DC bias voltage, rather than an inherent irreproducibility
of the plasma experiment. b) Horizontal lineouts of the spatially averaged intensity from Filter 1 images. Intensity was re-scaled to aid with the
visualization. c) Spatially averaged and normalized lineouts of the current sheet self-emission. Coloured arrows indicate the upper end of the
current sheet, also indicated in white arrows in panel (a). At times t ≥ 7 ns, the current sheet length decreases likely due to reduced intensity
associated with an overall decreasing density and have been excluded from the analysis. d) Evolution of the current sheet’s width and length,
the latter indicated by the arrows in panels (a) and (c). Top panel: the error bars of the FWHM are given by the 240 µm spatial resolution.
Bottom panel: the error bars contain contributions of both spatial resolution and image blurring introduced by the time streak.

imum (FWHM). Assuming that the first colliding fluid ele-
ments were created at the location of the laser beam FWHM,
then their distance to the mid plane is D = 700±240 µm, and
the inflow velocity can be estimated as Vin ∼D/tcol = 230±65

km/s, in agreement with velocity estimates obtained from pro-
ton imaging22.

The reconnection layer forms close to the target at t ≲ 3
ns with an initial height H ≲ 1 mm and thickness 2δ =
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0.23± 0.13 mm (it is common to describe the current sheet
in terms of its half-thickness δ ). Since this initial width is
comparable to the diagnostic spatial resolution, it is possible
that the current sheet is smaller that the self-emission region
and its image is blurred due to the finite pinhole size. In-
deed, proton radiography22 has shown a reconnection layer as
small as 2δ ∼ 30 µm. The layer remains stable and collimated
throughout the experimental time frame.

Figure 2b shows intensity lineouts averaged over the verti-
cal extent of the plasma. The results show how the plume self-
emission intensity is symmetric about the axis and decreases
in time relative to the current sheet. Panel (c) shows normal-
ized vertical lineouts of the current sheet self-emission inten-
sity for different times. The lineouts show steady broadening,
indicating that the reconnection layer slowly widens whilst
also expanding axially throughout the plasma evolution.

To estimate the current sheet’s transverse expansion veloc-
ity Vexpansion, the characteristic current sheet width was de-
fined as the FWHM of each lineout in panel (b). As shown
in Figure 2d, the data shows a linear trend associated with the
slow expansion of the reconnection layer from which we cal-
culate Vexpansion = 38± 4 km/s ≪ Vin, which shows that the
current sheet exhibits steady-state behaviour in the inflow di-
rection. Similarly, the time series of the current sheet’s height,
defined as the full height at half maximum (FHHM), can be
used to estimate the vertical velocity to be Vz = 315±10 km/s
(see Figure 2c and d). At these velocities we expect the blur-
ring along the Z−axis due to the time resolution to be ∼ 100
µm, which is comparable to the spatial resolution, and there-
fore has been considered in the error bar of the FHHM by
adding it in quadrature to the 120 µm half spatial resolution
for a total 200 µm uncertainty.

We also notice that at t = 7 ns, the reconnection layer starts
losing collimation and develops into a conical-like structure.
At t = 8 ns, the divergence angle is ∼ 14◦ and may be an indi-
cation that the plumes have been mass-depleted, and therefore
cannot provide sufficient pressure to confine the current sheet,
leading to the onset of plasma disassembly.

B. Spatially-averaged temperature measurements

As discussed previously, the intensity ratio between images
can be used to infer the electron temperature averaged along
the line of sight. However, using equation (3) requires mak-
ing a series of assumptions to treat the datasets, namely that
the images are obtained under the same MCP gain on both
strips, and that the pinhole diameters and filter thicknesses
are both reproducible and accurate to experimental specifica-
tion. In addition, it is important to assess the effect of finite
photon statistics, which may lead to inhomogeneous temper-
ature patterns that do not correspond to inherent properties
of the plasma. In this work, we have accounted for random
sources of uncertainty by statistically averaging over multiple
image pairs, yielding temperature measurements with well-
characterized uncertainties.

Figure 3 shows a typical temperature map of the interacting
plasma. We defined "plume" and "current sheet" regions as in-

FIG. 3. Line-averaged electron temperature map at t = 4 ns. Boxes
represent domains where spatial averages are calculated in the re-
gions of interest (plumes and current sheet). Upper panel: vertically
averaged electron temperature (⟨Te⟩Y Z ∝

∫
⟨Te⟩Y dz). Orange shade

shows the 1σ spatial standard deviation.

dicated. The self-emission intensity emitted from the plumes
is strong enough to image them together with the current sheet
up to t = 4 ns. After that, the self-emission intensity from
the plumes becomes too low and falls outside the dynamic
range of the diagnostic and only the current sheet is visible.
The plumes exhibit a homogeneous temperature value, with
no significant large scale temperature gradients. However, the
higher filtered images presented in Figure 2a show speckled
features due to the lower photon counts. These patterns are
correlated with similar ones in the inferred temperature maps
with characteristic sizes below the imaging spatial resolution.
Therefore, these are artifacts that originate from finite photon
statistics rather than real properties in the plasma. These fea-
tures complicate the analysis because they create patches with
zero or divergent emission ratios, and therefore non-physical
temperatures (via equation (3)). To address this, we applied
a Gaussian smoothing with FWHM = 115 µm in the object
plane before aligning and taking the ratio between the in-
tensity on pixels on the respective images. The smoothing
function acts within the diagnostic ∼ 240 µm spatial resolu-
tion and ensures consistency in the analysis while also retain-
ing information about the characteristic variance in tempera-
ture measurements obtained from the photometry. We have
checked that the smoothing does not significantly change the
inferred characteristic value of ⟨Te⟩Y . The smoothing FWHM
of 115 µm was chosen as the minimum value to obtain numer-
ical results for the regions of interest across all images and that
is simultaneously well below the spatial resolution. Stronger
smoothing would result in the underestimation of the uncer-
tainty of the characteristic temperature.

To obtain the characteristic temperature of the plasma
(plumes and reconnection layer), we take representative sam-
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ples from the region of interest of each temperature map and
calculate the average and standard deviation of the temper-
ature. Examples of these regions are indicated using black
rectangles in Figure 2a. In the next section, we discuss the
images and temperature maps in more detail for two represen-
tative timings.

1. Weighted statistical ensemble of ⟨Te⟩Y maps

The GXD configuration allows obtaining up to 8 images
per timing per experiment, which can be processed to obtain
multiple line-averaged temperature maps. To combine the in-
formation between them, we took spatial averages of the in-
ferred temperature of the plasma’s regions of interest, namely
inflowing plumes and current sheet (Figure 3). This can be
used to obtain ensemble-averaged values of temperature and
assess the main sources of experimental uncertainty as well.

For each individual image, we define the spatially averaged
electron temperature as

⟨Te⟩ ≡ ⟨Te⟩XY Z =
1

NxNz

Nz

∑
j

Nx

∑
i
⟨Te⟩Y (xi,z j), (4)

where, for notation compactness, we have dropped the sub-
script information about the coordinate over which we aver-
age, Nx and Nz are the number of pixels along x and z, re-
spectively, inside the large representative regions (see Figure
3), and (xi,z j) are pixel coordinates where ⟨Te⟩Y is evaluated.
We note that the line-average along Y is intrinsically set by
the diagnostic line of sight, however integration in XZ corre-
sponds to the analysis coarse-graining. We have made sure
that we average over large enough domains, such that the spa-
tially averaged electron temperature is domain-size indepen-
dent within the spatial standard deviation given by

δTe =

[
∑

Nz
j ∑

Nx
i (⟨Te⟩Y (xi,z j)−⟨Te⟩)2

(Nx −1)(Nz −1)

]1/2

. (5)

Further analysis is done after calculating ⟨Te⟩ and δTe for
the regions of interest in each ⟨Te⟩Y map. For each timing a set
of maps can be constructed, from which a weighted statistical
ensemble can be calculated. The ensemble contains informa-
tion of all images within a given set. The spatially-averaged
electron temperature for a given ensemble is calculated using

T̄e =
∑ j ω j⟨Te⟩ j

∑ j ω j
, (6)

where the weight for the j−th data point with spatially-
averaged temperature ⟨Te⟩ j is given by ω j = (δTe)

−1
j . The

uncertainty of a given set of measurements is given by the
weighted standard deviation

∆Te =

[
N

N −1
∑ j ω j(T̄e −⟨Te⟩ j)

2

∑ j ω j

]1/2

, (7)

where N is the number of images in the ensemble. Henceforth,
this approach results in two distinct kinds of error bars. For
each line-averaged temperature map, the spatially-averaged
values are given by ⟨Te⟩ with 1σ uncertainty given by δTe. For
each timing, a set of spatially average values calculated from
a set of temperature maps has an ensemble average given by
T̄e and 1σ weighted uncertainty of the whole ensemble given
by ∆Te.

Gated MCPs are known to exhibit variable sensitivity
along the photo-cathode strips characterized by a "droop"
function30. In addition, although operated at the same bias
conditions, different strips can exhibit discrepancies in the
overall gain. To properly assemble the images, we need to
check that there are negligible systematic errors from the place
on the detector where images are produced. We show below
(Sections III B 2 and III B 3) that finite photon statistics effects
dominate over these sources of uncertainty.

2. Plume temperature at 2 ns

In this section, we discuss the GXD configuration where
images from a single filter type were located on each photo-
cathode strip (as shown in Table I). This is the case for the
t = 2 ns dataset only. Figure 4a shows a raw CCD image of the
plasma plumes at t = 2 ns. The two striplines contained in the
image are labelled 1 and 2. The sweeping gate streaks down-
wards through the detector as indicated in the arrow. Left and
right hand side plumes are symmetric and independent analy-
sis yields similar results (with discrepancies in their spatially
averaged temperature ≲ 5 eV). Hence, for simplicity we focus
our analysis on the left plume.

The raw CCD images show the decreasing sensitivity of the
detector along the direction of propagation of the gate, as the
plasma intensity droops downwards. Lineouts of horizontally
averaged intensity along each MCP stripline are presented in
Figure 4b. We observe a systematic decrease in signal inten-
sity of up to 60%. The top-to-bottom time of flight of the
sweeping gate is ∼ 250 ps, much shorter than any plasma
time evolution which are noticeable on scales of nanoseconds.
Therefore, we attribute the change in sensitivity to the MCP
droop.

We investigated the effect of the self-emission variability
along the detector on the inferred spatially-averaged electron
temperature by analyzing all intensity ratios between every
image pair. This process yields 16 different temperature maps.
We have labelled each X-ray image on the CCD along the strip
from the bottom up (i.e. opposite to the time streak), as con-
vention. Figure 4c shows a diagram that summarizes the anal-
ysis result. Each marker color shows the spatially-averaged
electron temperature ⟨Te⟩. Their position in the horizontal
and vertical axis indicate the images that were used to cal-
culate the temperature map. Finally, the size of the marker is
proportional to the spatial statistical weight ω (inverse of the
spatial standard deviation). In cases when the spatial variation
≤ 10 eV, we have used the measurement accuracy21 instead,
i.e. δTe ≥ 10 eV.

The diagonal components show a consistent ⟨Te⟩ ∼ 240 eV.
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FIG. 4. X-ray self-emission images and analysis of plasma plumes at t = 2 ns. a) CCD image of the MCP strips 1 and 2. The sweeping gate
moves down through the image. b) Intensity lineouts along strip 1 (upper panel) and strip 2 (bottom panel) averaged spatially in the X-axis
around the left plume. Each strip was uniformly filtered with either 3 µm Al foil (filter 1) or 6 µm Al foil (filter 2). Dashed lines show
parabolic fit of the local maxima which were used to infer the MCP droop function. c) Filter-filter diagram of the temperature calculation for
the plumes using different pairs of images along each strip with no flat field (droop correction). The position is labelled 1 to 4 in the direction
opposite to the time streak (also shown in panel (a)). d) CCD image corrected by droop function inferred from data. e) Same lineouts as panel
(b) but after droop correction. f) Filter-filter diagram of the temperature calculation after droop correction.

FIG. 5. Comparison of inferred plume spatially-averaged tempera-
ture and statistical assembly for with and without flat field (droop)
correction at t = 2 ns. Black square markers indicate ⟨Te⟩ on each
image with δTe as error bar, whereas the magenta square T̄e indicates
the statistical average with ∆Te as error bar (which are annotated).

These correspond to side-to-side images on different strips
and shows that the droop is similar along them. However, the
inferred temperature gets systematically higher (and lower)
when comparing the intensity of non-neighbouring images.
The change is relatively symmetric about the diagonal, with
a marginal additional contribution from high-fluence pixels in
the temperature maps with higher average.

We can estimate the overall effect of the droop by infer-
ring in situ the droop function from the data and correcting
accordingly. We fit parabolic functions to the peaks of plasma
intensity lineouts, shown in dashed lines on Figure 4b, and
use them to create the MCP droop function. We created a
synthetic normalized flat-field image for both strips and cor-
rected the plasma CCD image by dividing by the normalized
flat-field. The result is shown in Figure 4d. The improve-
ment is evident in the improvement of intensity consistency
on the images. Lineouts at the same locations as panel (b)
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FIG. 6. X-ray plasma self-emission images and analysis of current sheet at t = 4 ns. a) CCD image of the MCP strips 1 and 2. The sweeping
gate moves down through the image. b) Intensity lineouts of strip 3 (upper panel), strip 4 (middle panel), and both strips after flat field
correction (bottom panel) around the current sheet. c) Filter-filter diagram of the temperature calculation for the current sheet using different
pairs of images after flat field correction. Temperature values resulting from images on different strips are shown in squares at the bottom of
the diagram, whereas images on the same strip are presented in circles on the top of the diagram. d) Same as panel (c) but without flat field
correction.

are shown in panel (c) which show the improvement in inten-
sity consistency along the strip. We notice that the level of
noise (photon statistics fluctuations) is exacerbated after the
droop correction. This is because the fluctuation level is ap-
proximately constant in the raw images, and dividing by the
monotonically decaying droop function amplifies it.

The equivalent diagram to panel (c) is shown in panel (f).
We see a much improved measurement consistency when tak-
ing the ratio over all possible image pairs. There is still an in-
ferred temperature gradient along the horizontal and vertical

axis due to the increased inferred-temperature fluctuations.
Figure 5 compares the spatially-averaged temperature and

ensemble average temperature resulting from both analyses
(no flat fielding and flat fielding from inferred-droop). We
see that the average changes marginally within the uncertainty
given by ∆Te. Therefore, our temperature inference appears
agnostic to the flat fielding process, as the result is resilient to
the droop function (or lack thereof).

In addition to the droop function, a secondary source of sys-
tematic error is given by discrepancies in gain between photo-
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cathode strips. By comparing images with equal filter and
equal location on different strips in the ’checkerboard’ pat-
tern (from data corresponding to t ≥ 3 ns), we found that even
when set in equal configuration, the striplines can exhibit dif-
ferences of up to 40% in gain. When a single filter type is
used on each strip, the effect of this discrepancy cannot be
accounted for directly from the data. As shown in Appendix
A (Figure 12d), a change of 40% in our ratio-range leads to
30 eV changes in the inferred temperature. However, we note
that this is approximately the same as the error from spatial
intensity modulations and therefore our conclusions are not
sensitive to this within random uncertainty (see Figure 5).

3. Current sheet temperature at 4 ns

The data sets for timings t > 2 ns used a filter configura-
tion with a ‘checkerboard’ pattern such that strips 1 and 3
contain two filter types, and strips 2 and 4, three (see Fig-
ure 6). Consequently, redundant intensity ratios can be taken
with the same filters but with the self-emission being imaged
on different parts of the GXD. Hence, images obtained on ei-
ther the same or different striplines can be compared, which
allows assessing the effect of uneven trigger levels on pairs on
the photocathodes. In addition, the filter pattern allows more
types of filters to be compared than with a single filter per strip
configuration. A representative set of images is presented in
Figure 6a which contains data at t = 4 ns. Strip 3 has three
images filtered with filter 1 and filter 2, whereas strip 4 has
two images with filters 1, 2, and 4. We note that the images
with the thickest beryllium foil are too dim to produce data,
and therefore have been excluded for the rest of the analysis.

Figure 6b shows horizontally-averaged intensity lineouts
along the current sheet. Each bump on the lineout corresponds
to a filtered image, with the corresponding filter annotated
above. Similar to the previous section, we have used a droop
function that decreases with the Y -axis to correct the CCD
image. The droop-corrected lineouts are shown in Figure 6b
bottom panel. In addition, the gain difference between strips
can be estimated from the intensity of images on the same po-
sition along the strip with the same filter, which is the case for
the bottom images on Figure 6a.

We assess the effect of using different portions along
MCP striplines, filter pairs, and different photo-cathode strips
through filter-filter diagrams. Figure 6c shows the result for
the dataset after droop correction. Similarly to the diagrams
in the section above, the markers’ color indicates ⟨Te⟩ and
marker size is ∝ δTe. The horizontal and vertical axes show
the filters that were used to obtain the spatially-averaged tem-
perature. We note there are no diagonal terms because that
would imply comparing intensity images through the same fil-
ters. We have differentiated between the measurements made
by comparing images on the same strip (upper region, circles)
vs. different strips (lower region, squares). Moreover, to avoid
overlap, we have displaced the marker positions slightly. Sys-
tematic errors in the measurement from comparing images on
strips with different gains or with a dynamically significant
evolution along the sweeping gate would be reflected in dras-

FIG. 7. Comparison of inferred plasma spatially-averaged tempera-
ture and statistical assembly with and without flat field correction at
t = 4 ns. Black and grey markers indicate ⟨Te⟩ on each image with
δTe as error bar for the plumes and current sheet, respectively. Ma-
genta and blue markers T̄e indicate the statistical average with ∆Te as
error bar for the plumes and current sheet, respectively.

tic, localized inconsistencies in the diagram.
We find consistent spatially-averaged temperatures in the

current sheet in the flat-field corrected images, with no strong
systematics in the results. Figure 6d is equivalent to panel
(c) but removing the flat-fielding step in the analysis. We ob-
serve slightly less consistent values of ⟨Te⟩, with a few outly-
ing datapoints. Figure 7 compares the results from these two
analyses. We see that both for the plumes and current sheet,
the ensemble average T̄e does not change within the spatial
standard deviation ∆Te, which shows that our results are inde-
pendent of the flat-fielding step. This analysis was conducted
for all datasets that used the ’checkerboard’ pattern (t = 3 to 8
ns) and found no systematic discrepancies between intensity
ratios from different filters and location on the GXD.

4. Spatially-averaged electron heating and temperature
evolution

To summarize the analysis presented above:

1. For the t = 2 ns data, a single-filter per GXD stripline
was used. The results indicate that the droop function
can lead to discrepancies in average temperatures; how-
ever, after ensemble-averaging, the inferred tempera-
ture is insensitive to the droop function. Nevertheless,
the results can exhibit a ±30 eV systematic error emerg-
ing from strip-to-strip gain differences that cannot be
accounted for in the configuration used.

2. For all other datasets (t ≥ 3 ns), the filter ’checkerboard’
pattern can be used to assess the strip-to-strip gain dif-
ference and allows producing redundant temperature
measurements. We found that there are no systematic
errors from using different portions on the MCP.

3. The main source of uncertainty is due to tempera-
ture spatial modulations that emerge from speckled
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self-emission patterns on the higher-filtered X-ray self-
emission images, which lead to spatial modulations in
the line-averaged temperature.

Electron heating in the current sheet can be assessed both
from each individual image and through an ensemble average.
Figure 8a shows the current sheet’s spatially-averaged temper-
ature versus the plumes’ spatially-averaged temperature for
the t = 3 ns and t = 4 ns datasets. The diagonal represents
the no heating locus (i.e. thermal equilibration of the two re-
gions). The horizontal and vertical error bars correspond to
δTe in the plumes and current sheet, respectively. The data
points are significantly above the diagonal, consistent with
electron heating on each individual map. The dashed ellipses
are centred around T̄e with the semi-major and semi-minor
axes corresponding to the 1σ uncertainty. As an ensemble,
the t = 3 ns shows marginal heating, however from the t = 4
ns data, the electron heating in the current sheet is clear from
colder inflowing plumes.

To put the electron heating in the context of the overall evo-
lution of the plasma, we have constructed a time series, shown
in Figure 8b, from the droop-corrected measurements. Each
point in grey corresponds to the average temperature ⟨Te⟩ of
the relevant feature (either plume or current sheet) and the er-
ror bar shows the 1σ spatial standard deviation δTe on that
image, and therefore reflects statistical spatial fluctuations on
the measurement. Colored markers (blue for the plumes and
magenta for the current sheet) show the weighted average ob-
tained from all possible image ratios.

The data suggests that the plumes exhibit a small amount
of cooling for as long as they are detectable. In contrast, the
current sheet shows a more slow decline. The plumes exhibit a
temperature ⟨Te⟩= 240±20 eV at t = 2 ns. The current sheet
is formed at t = 3 ns with a higher temperature ⟨Te⟩ = 280±
50 eV, at which time the plumes’ temperature drops slightly
to ⟨Te⟩ = 210± 30 eV, although they are within error bars.
Therefore, the current sheet has a similar temperature as the
plumes initially within measurement uncertainty.

However, at t = 4 ns, the uncertainty on the plumes and
current sheet temperature is small enough such that it is clear
that the reconnection layer has been heated compared to the
inflowing plumes. The current sheet retains its temperature
⟨Te⟩= 280±30 eV, as the plumes cool down slightly to ⟨Te⟩=
180± 30 eV. At later times, the plumes are too thin and/or
cold and their luminosity is not high enough to be imaged.
In contrast, the current sheet remains dense and hot, retaining
its temperature for the duration of the experiment, except for a
slight temperature decline after t = 6 ns, which corresponds to
the development of the conical structure, loss of collimation,
confinement, and therefore onset of the plasma disassembly.

IV. DISCUSSION

Our analysis detected significant heating of the current
sheet, as we measured a 50% electron temperature increase
relative to the inflowing plasma plumes. Previous temperature
measurements of laser-driven magnetic reconnection experi-
ments have reported varied conclusions. For example, Nilson

FIG. 8. a) Scatter diagram of the current sheet’s spatially-averaged
electron temperature vs. the plume temperature for each ⟨Te⟩Y im-
age. The dashed ellipses are centred around the weighted average
and the semi-minor and semi-major axes correspond to the weighted
standard deviation of the plume and current sheet temperature, re-
spectively. b) Spatially-averaged electron temperature time series.
Error bars on black and grey data-points correspond to the spatial
standard deviation δTe, whereas error bars on blue and magenta data
points correspond to the weighted standard deviation of the ensemble
of images at each time.

et al.20 used the ion-acoustic wave (IAW) Thomson scattering
channel at the Vulcan laser system and observed an increase
of the electron temperature by a factor of 2 in the current sheet
a few hundred picoseconds after the driver beams were turned
off. On the contrary, Rosenberg et al.31 combined both IAW
and electron plasma wave (EPW) channels of the Thomson
scattering diagnostic at the OMEGA laser to measure tem-
perature and found no significant heating of the reconnection
layer.

The difference between our results and theirs could be ex-
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plained by fundamental differences between the plasma con-
ditions under different drivers (i.e., OMEGA and NIF). As
an example, experiments at the OMEGA Extended Perfor-
mance (EP) laser with 0.5 ns pulses found that energy was
coupled to supra-thermal electrons (typical energies > 100
keV), rather than the bulk32. However, it is also possible that
using different diagnostics can lead to contradictory conclu-
sions. Although a Thomson scattering diagnostic provides
detailed measurements of plasma parameters such as density,
temperature and bulk velocity, the scattered light is collected
from a localized collection volume which can sample plasmas
outside the current sheet. In fact, the collection volume usu-
ally has a characteristic diameter of ∼ 100 µm, and therefore
could be averaging over a plasma region larger than the re-
connection layer. Layer widths of 30 µm have been found
in laser-driven magnetic reconnection experiments22, which
would contribute to missing the thermal decoupling. More-
over, given the small size of the current sheet, an acciden-
tally mispointed probe beam could lead to missing the current
sheet altogether in the absence of imaging diagnostics to use
as cross calibration33.

Therefore, our results are in better agreement with previous
work by Nilson et al.; though, the overall heating level in our
experiments seems to be smaller than theirs. Since currently
we do not have density measurements, the goal of this section
is to constrain potential heating mechanisms that can account
for the measured temperatures. This would help design future
experiments as a follow up from this work. We will assume
that the line averaged temperature is representative of the local
electron temperature, i.e. Te = ⟨Te⟩, which is true if there are
no strong temperature variations along the line of sight.

For generic values of electron density20,31,34 ranging be-
tween 1019 and 1020 cm−3, and taking the measurements of
Vin, Te, and Z discussed above, the experimental regime (with
regards to heating) is characterized by

1. Weakly magnetized, flow-dominated plasmas (βdyn >
βth ≫ 1). The hydromagnetic energy partition is de-
fined by the thermal plasma-β parameter βth (thermal-
to-magnetic pressure ratio) and the dynamic plasma-β
parameter βdyn (ram-to-magnetic pressure ratio). This
implies that most of the free energy density is in the
bulk motion of the plasma.

2. Free-streaming ions with collisional electron flows
(λ inter

ii ≫ 2δ ≫ λ inter
ee ). The interpenetration ion-ion

mean free path λ inter
ii for typical plume conditions is of

order of a millimeter, which is a several times larger
than the reconnection layer width 2δ . This implies that
the ions do not stagnate on the axis, thermalizing their
energy. However, electron-ion mean free paths, λ inter

ei
and λ intra

ei , and electron-electron mean free paths for bi-
nary Coulomb collisions are sufficiently short such that
they are all smaller or of the order of 2δ . Here the la-
bels "intra" and "inter" are used to denote mean-free-
paths inside a single flow and between interpenetrating
(or merging) flows, respectively.

These plasma parameters and others of interest for laser-

TABLE II. Summary of relevant characteristic plasma parameters es-
timated from ⟨Te⟩ at t = 4 ns. Ranges are shown by taking expected
electron density minimal/maximal values of 1019 cm−3 to 1020 cm−3

using a dash symbol (−), respectively. We have taken an average
charge stage Z = 6 for all relevant calculations. Undefined values are
presented with three dots (...).

Parameter (units) Plumes Current sheet
Electron
temperature (eV) Te 180 280

Magnetic field (T) B 5 0
Inflow velocity (km/s) Vin 230 0
Electron-ion
equilibration time (ns) τ

e\i
eq 3.5−0.4 6−0.7

Radiative cooling time (ns) τcool 50−5 90−9
Layer half-thickness
(mm) δ ... 0.15

Layer half-length
(mm) LP/2 ... > 2

Alfvén speed (km/s) VA 27−9 ...
Ion-acoustic speed
(km/s) cs 250 315

Magnetic
diffusivity (cm2/s) η 1.6×104 8×103

Ion-ion mean free path
(µm)

λ intra
ii

λ inter
ii

0.4−0.04
1500−150

1−0.1
...

Electron-electron mean
free path (µm)

λ intra
ee

λ inter
ee

25−2.5
1−0.1

65−6.5
...

Sonic Mach
number Ms ≲ 1 0

Alfvénic Mach
number MA 9−27 0

Thermal beta βth 10−100 ...
Dynamic beta βdyn 50−500 ...
Lundquist number S 60−20

driven magnetic reconnection in general are summarized in
Table II. We hypothesize that in the regime of interest, the
four leading-order heating (or cooling) mechanisms are (i)
plasma compression, (ii) electron-ion collisional heating, (iii)
magnetic reconnection, and (iv) radiative cooling. Hence, the
electron heating equation is given by

3
2

kBneṪe = Qcomp +Qcol +Qrec +Qrad , (8)

where Qcomp ≡ kBṅeTe is the compression heating (or cooling)
rate, Qcol ≡ 4meνeineV 2

in is the electron-ion collisional drag
heating (here ne is the inflow electron density), where

νei =
2.91×10−6

ln(Λ)
Zne[cm−3]

(Te[eV])3/2 , (9)

is the electron-ion collision rate35 (again, parameterized by
the inflow electron density ne), ln(Λ) is the Coulomb loga-
rithm, Qrec = E · j is the magnetic reconnection heating (E
is the reconnected electric field and j the reconnected current
density), and the radiative cooling power Qrad ∝

∫
jν dν . The

characteristic cooling time for free-free emission is given by29

τcool =
3nekBTe∫

jν dν
. (10)
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Taking Te = 250 eV (approximately the temperature for both
the plumes and the current sheet), the cooling time ranges
from τcool ≈ 8 ns for 1020 cm−3 density to τcool ≈ 80 ns for
1019 cm−3 density. Since we observe the heating to act in ∼ 1
ns timescales, we neglect this sink term in the equation (8).
We provide more accurate values for plumes and reconnec-
tion layer separately in Table II.

We now compare the magnetic reconnection against
electron-ion drag heating effects. Given that the experiment is
in the high-β regime, we ask if the collisional friction between
free streaming ions and electrons is efficient enough to dom-
inate over reconnection heating. Figure 9a shows the heating
power source terms (i.e. normalized by density) for two differ-
ent values of Te as a function of density in the range of interest.
We find that with increasing density, magnetic reconnection
can provide decreasing heating power, and the contrary occurs
for electron-ion collisional drag. Using electric field and cur-
rent density values inferred from proton radiography22, and
considering a vertical length scale ∼ 1 mm, the two sources
of heating become comparable at relatively low densities of
a few ×1018 cm−3. Notice that Qrec would be overestimated
if the field is advected away from the target along the Z axis.
This would increase the integration length-scale, reducing the
magnetic field strength consistent with the measurement. If,
on the contrary, the magnetic field remained confined close
to the target’s surface (supported by an extended magneto-
hydrodynamical effect such as the Nernst effect36), then we
would potentially observe localized heating where magnetic
reconnection is strong. We do not observe such features, so
we conclude that this is unlikely. From this assumption, we
find that collisional drag overcomes magnetic reconnection
for any density > 7×1018 cm−3 for the temperatures of both
the plumes and current sheet. We conclude that conversion
from magnetic to electron thermal energy is negligible com-
pared to the frictional heating in the most likely conditions
of interest (assuming the inflowing laser-drive plumes to have
characteristic electron densities ne > 1019 cm−3 at the NIF),
and we therefore can drop Qrec from equation (8).

After dropping the reconnection heating source, we can ex-
plicitly calculate the current sheet’s electron temperature evo-
lution from electron-ion drag heating together with a compres-
sion term. The model by Ross et al.34,37 allows an analyti-
cal solution for the reduced equation (8), i.e. without radia-
tive cooling nor magnetic reconnection terms. This model as-
sumes two interpenetrating plasmas with free-streaming ions
propagating head on, coming in contact at t = t0, each with
velocity (modulus) Vin, ion density ni, and charge state Z.
The energy exchange is mediated by electron-ion collisions
and parameterized by the collision rate νei. Assuming quasi-
neutrality in the interaction region, i.e. such that the over-
lapped electron density is ne = 2Zni, the electron temperature
evolution has an analytical solution given by

[Te(t)]
5/2 = [Te(t0)]

5/2 (11)

+56×10−39Z2 ln(Λ)ni(t)5/3
∫ t

t0
Vin(t ′)2ni(t ′)−2/3dt ′,

where ln(Λ) is the Coulomb logarithm (≈ 8, in our experi-
ments), and t0 is the timing at which the interaction starts.

FIG. 9. Calculations of magnetic reconnection and electron-ion drag
heating. a) Comparison between magnetic reconnection Qrec heat-
ing and collisional heating Qcol , both normalized by density. We
have assumed Vin = 230 km/s. b) Electron temperature evolution as
predicted by equations (11) and (12) for different values of inflow
density. Measured vales of T̄e from Figure 2 are also presented.

The pre-factor in the equation is correct when Te is measured
in keV, number densities in cm−3, velocity in cm/s, and time
in ns. We can simplify the calculation further by assuming a
ballistic 3-dimensional expansion of the plasma plumes. Con-
sider the plasma plumes to be rectangular boxes expanding
with velocities Vx, Vy and Vz along the XY Z−directions, re-
spectively, such that they are all constant but not necessarily
equal. Assuming that once the laser drive is off, no additional
plasma is created (or destroyed via recombination), the evo-
lution of the density can be scaled from the non-conformal
expansion of the plasma volume. As an initial condition,
we assume the plumes to be identical with initial density
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ne(t0)≡ ne,0, such that the density evolution is given by

ne(t) = ne,0 ×
(

x0

Vx(t − t0)+ x0

)
(12)

×
(

y0

Vy(t − t0)+ y0

)
×
(

z0

Vz(t − t0)+ z0

)
,

where x0, y0, z0 are the plasma spatial dimensions at t = t0.
The product of the three terms in parenthesis yields the plasma
volume at time t. Based on the observed plasma dynamics
discussed in Section III A., we take t0 = 2 ns as the earli-
est time when we have a clear characterization of the inflows,
and as such x0 = z0 = 1 mm, y0 = 5 mm, Vx =Vy =Vin = 230
km/s, and Vz = 315 km/s. We have checked that the result
is not sensitive to assuming a different value of Vy, of which
we do not have direct probing. By replacing equation (12)
in equation (11) and integrating numerically for three differ-
ent values of ne,0, the evolution of the electron temperature
can be calculated. Figure 9b presents the result for different
values of ne,0 compared against the experimental data. We
see best agreement with initial plume density ne,0 = 2×1019

cm−3, with smaller values being insufficient to explain the ob-
served electron heating. The dashed line shows that the ini-
tial expected heating in conditions where Qcol ≈ Qrec, further
shows the small effect that magnetic reconnection has when
trying to account for the data on timescales ∼ 1 ns after initial
plume-plume interaction. We note that on longer timescales,
the first-order ballistic density evolution (equation (12)) is no
longer valid, as the flow velocity is not constant34, hence we
do not expect our electron-ion collision analysis to continue
to be valid. It is possible that on those longer timescales, the
combination of adiabatic expansion, heat transport, and ra-
diative cooling lower the electron temperature of the current
sheet, and account for the lower temperatures observed in the
long-term plasma evolution.

The theoretical curves greatly overshoot above the data for
larger densities, even in the expected range. It is possible that
the initial density is larger than 2×1019 cm−3 and heat trans-
ported through the plumes can decrease the final electron tem-
perature value. However, this calculation shows that in prin-
ciple the plasma plumes have enough bulk kinetic energy and
are collisional enough, such that electron-ion drag on its own
can account for the observed temperature increase, and that
in the same conditions, we expect magnetic reconnection to
take a small role in the electron heating. It is interesting that,
at late times t > 7 ns, the inferred current sheet temperature
is smaller than at 4 ns. Again, this could be explained by a
combination of adiabatic expansion and radiative cooling at
late times. Although we argued above that radiative cooling is
too slow to play a role in the initial ∼ 1 ns heating timescales,
it could still contribute to the plasma cooling on scales ∼ 10
ns. Future experiments with detailed (both spatially and tem-
porally resolved) measurements could be used to test this hy-
pothesis.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have reported a spatially- and temporally-
resolved characterization of electron temperature in magnetic
reconnection experiments at the NIF using filtered X-ray self-
emission images. We have developed and used a statistical ap-
proach which allows accounting for both systematic and ran-
dom errors introduced by the MCP gain and plasma evolution,
amongst others. Our main conclusions are:

1. We have demonstrated a method to infer line integrated,
2-D maps of electron temperature using soft X-ray
plasma self-emission at the National Ignition Facility.
Using redundant measurements, it is possible to iden-
tify and marginalize over systematic errors. The main
sources of uncertainty stem from low photon counts
after filtration and the MCP gain. These are visually
apparent on the maps as speckled patterns on the tem-
perature maps that correlate with locally higher photon
counts, but do not correspond to spatial modulations of
the plasma temperature.

2. After formation, the current sheet significantly heats up
compared to the inflowing plumes, and then remains at
an approximate constant temperature 280± 20 eV (at
t = 4 ns), with a slight decline, reaching 220± 30 eV
at 8 ns. In contrast, the plumes have an initial elec-
tron temperature of 240± 20 eV and show weak cool-
ing with a final temperature of 180±30 eV at t = 4 ns,
after which the plume self-emission intensity is too low
to be detectable in the used configuration. Both regions
show a slight temperature decrease later in time.

3. For a range of expected densities we show that magnetic
reconnection is an insufficient heat source to account
for the temperature separation between plumes and re-
connection layer. Using a semi-analytic model we ar-
gue that, for the same range of parameters, electron-ion
drag heating is a more likely candidate to explain our
results.

Future experiments could use imaging optical Thomson
scattering measurements across the plume-layer structure to
directly probe Vin, Te, and Ti in the plumes and current
sheet. A free space configuration of the Thomson scatter-
ing probe would allow the measurement of the density and
heat transported through the plumes from the reconnection
layer through space. In addition, we suggest studying the ef-
fect of the current sheet temperature on plasmoid formation22.
Pulsed-power experiments in the semi-collisional plasmoid
unstable regime have found anomalous ion heating38, which
we cannot measure using GXD diagnostics but are accessible
through Thomson scattering, and therefore would be an inter-
esting next step for investigation.
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Appendix A: The HIPPIE code

1. Summary

The X-ray images were analysed using the MATLAB-based
pinHole Imaging PiPlInE (HIPPIE) code. The code imports
the hdf5 files from an experimental CCD image together with
a background flat-field dataset as calibration. The flat-field
image was obtained using the same camera and operational
settings. Alternatively, the code allows to generate synthetic
2-D flat fields using a polynomial profile as droop function
and arbitrary gain for the strips. The flat-fielding can be
skipped by setting the droop function to 1.

The pipeline schematic is presented in Figure 10. HIPPIE
is split into two concomitant parts: a pinhole analysis module
(panels b-d) in which the x-ray data is processed to produce
the left-hand side of equation (3), and an analytical analysis
module (panels e-f) that calculates the right-hand side.

The pinhole (PH) analysis part is organized as follows. The
pipeline retrieves the CCD image and subtracts the dark cur-
rent using a non-illuminated region of the CCD. Afterwards,
the plasma image is divided by the flat-field. The user speci-
fies the pinhole position of the images of interest together with
geometric constraints. The user defines the images to be com-
pared and the code isolates the field of view of the requested
pinhole images. Then, the code aligns the lower intensity im-
age with respect to the higher intensity image. After that, it
subtracts the X-ray background on both images and takes the
ratio of intensity.

The pinhole selection information specifies which two pin-
hole images are compared, and the alignment preferences
specify a) whether a user would like HIPPIE to operate in
automated or manual alignment mode and b) which feature to
align with respect to (e.g., left plume, current sheet, or right
plume). This is useful for analyzing different stages of the
plasma evolution (e.g. before or after current sheet formation)
and for aligning images with poor photon statistics on given
regions of the images. Finally, the smoothing and binning

FIG. 10. High-level flow chart overview of HIPPIE . User inputs are
depicted in the grey box (a). Preferences include smoothing and bin-
ning settings. The orange processes (a-c) represent the pinhole anal-
ysis module, the light blue boxes (d,e) denote the analytical module,
and the green box (f) denotes the the 2D electron temperature map as
the final output.

preferences specify a) how much to smooth the images prior
to alignment and b) the binning method and bin size by which
to bin the image after alignment. Here, a) allows the user to
lightly smooth each individual pinhole image to aid in align-
ment and b) serves to give the user the ability to downscale
the 2D intensity ratio, i.e. left-hand-side of equation (3).

2. X-ray Image Calibration, Alignment, and Ratio
Construction

With the initial inputs from Section II C specified, HIPPIE
begins with step (b) as defined by Figure 10. The data file path
information is used to read in the hdf5 files provided by NIF
for each shot and its corresponding calibration image. For
both the shot and its calibration shot, an initial background
subtraction takes place that subtracts off a pre-shot image with
ambient signal from the shot image with x-ray data. Both im-
ages are floored at 0 after this initial background subtraction.
We define a flat field image as the calibration image divided by
the mean of the calibration image. Dividing the background-
subtracted shot image by the flat field image produces the
"raw" image from which we work. The user-specified pinhole
selection information is used to pick out which two pinholes
to use for the analysis. Each pinhole is isolated from the raw
image such that the local maxima of the user-specified fea-
ture of interest (left plume, current sheet, or right plume) is in
roughly the same place within a 1050 x 1050 image for both
pinholes. To aid this process, we apply a light 2D Gaussian
filter to each pinhole so as to make local maxima identification
more accurate. This alignment via the maxima only serves to
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get the pinholes roughly aligned - i.e., globally in the right
place - which reduces the work done by the manual and auto-
mated alignment algorithms further down the pipline.

With the pinholes now isolated, HIPPIE moves into its
alignment phase (step (c) in Figure 10). Depending on the
alignment choice specified by the user, HIPPIE will either en-
ter a manual alignment mode or one that is automated. In
both cases, the high signal pinhole is held fixed while the low
signal pinhole is moved around until alignment is achieved.
If the user wishes to align the pinholes manually, HIPPIE will
display vertical and horizontal lineouts through the local max-
ima of the feature of interest, as well as the full pinhole im-
age, for both pinholes and prompt the user for the number of
pixels by which to shift the low-signal pinhole. This prompt
will continue until the user is satisfied with the alignment, at
which point they may exit the loop and continue on to step
(d). Should the user wish to automate the pinhole alignment,
HIPPIE will iteratively approach an aligned configuration by
first aligning the pinholes at the target edge (vertical align-
ment) and then aligning the pinholes horizontally at the in-
flection point of both horizontal lineouts. This process will
continue until either the algorithm finds no further shifting is
necessary in both directions or the algorithm gets stuck. In
the case of the latter, HIPPIE will notify the user that the au-
tomated alignment has failed and terminate all processes so
that the user may manually align the pinholes instead.

Once out of the alignment phase, HIPPIE begins additional
processing and construction of the intensity ratio, step (d)
in Figure 10. The next step is removing local background
signal background subtraction and flooring. This additional
background subtraction, different than that which occurs in
step (b), is done by taking the mean value of ∼ 10 pixels of
ambient signal near the edges of the target, and subtracting
that from the pinhole image. Once the background subtraction
is done, the pinhole image is then floored to a user-specified
value by setting anything beneath the floor limit to a NaN
value. The ratio of the two pinholes is calculated by dividing
the low-signal image by the high-signal image to produce
the desired 2D intensity ratio. This 2D intensity ratio is
then binned, if the user has specified to do so. The binning
algorithm utilized by HIPPIE was developed in-house for
this diagnostic technique in particular. The user is allowed
to specify a bin of arbitrary size (a user-specified bin-size
of 1 × 1 bypasses the binning algorithm entirely) as well
as how they would like to bin a given image (e.g., mean,
median, geometric mean); it is simple to add another method
of binning should another be needed. Closing off step
(d) of HIPPIE , and the entire pinhole analysis module, is
the removal of the vacuum region (i.e., the region of the
image above the target) simply for aesthetic reasons. This
does not affect the quantitative analysis in any way. The
final data product exported by the pinhole analysis module is
the 2D intensity ratio of the two pinholes specified by the user.

We now discuss the calculation of the Full-Width at Half-
Maximum (FWHM) in object-plane units of the 2D gaussian
filter. The CCD camera used throughout all of these experi-
ments consists of 4096 pixels × 4096 pixels with a 9 µm pixel

FIG. 11. Emissivity, transmission, and detector calculations in the
regime of interest. a) Plasma spectral emissivity calculated for rep-
resentative plasma parameters. Red dotted line shows FLYCHK27

calculations which contain low-energy free-bound electron emission.
Solid line shows the bremsstrahlung component in the same condi-
tions. b) Filter transmissions26,39 using the ’checkerboard’ pattern
configuration. c) MCP spectral response40. d) Spectral emissivity
modulated by two example filter transmissions and MCP response.
e) Integrated broadband intensity from panel (d) for FLYCHK (dot-
ted) emissivity and bremsstrahlung component (solid). f) Signal ratio
between filtered intensities. Bremsstrahlung calculations are shown
in solid black line, whereas FLYCHK calculation in dashed magenta
lines. Filter responses used for each curve are annotated.
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size. A given shot configuration produces a magnification of
M, then we may calculate the spatial resolution in the object
plane is 36/4200M mm/pixel.

In the analysis, we chose the smoothing to a σpixels =
10 pixels. Thus, we can convert this into physical units
within the object plane as σmm = 3σpixels/350M mm. Finally,
the FWHM is given simply by FWHM = 2

√
2ln(2)σmm ≈

0.02M mm. The experiments were fielded with a magnifi-
cation M = 1.75, and therefore the 2D gaussian filter has a
FWHM ≈ 115 µm.

3. Analytical Calculation of Expected X-Ray Photon Yield

The analysis method relies on the fact that the plasma
emissivity is strongly dominated by bremsstrahlung contin-
uum emission. Although carbon becomes fully ionized in the
regime of interest, the spectrum exhibits free-bound recombi-
nation features at photon energies ≲ 500 eV. Figure 11a shows
a comparison of the spectral emissivity using the atomic ki-
netic code FLYCHK and the analytic bremsstrahlung emis-
sion. We show that the high-pass filters used in the experi-
ments with transmission coefficients presented in Figure 11b
are strong enough to remove the bright recombination fea-
tures. The MCP spectral response is shown in Figure 11c.

Figure 11d shows that the spectral emissivity convolved
with the foil transmission, acting as a high-pass filter, and
MCP response, acting as a low-pass filter, result in a band-pass
filter strongly peaked at photon energies around hν = 1 keV.
Panel (e) shows the integration with photon energy, which
shows very good convergence of the total convolved emis-
sion of the kinetic code and bremsstrahlung emission. Most
importantly, small disagreement (∼ 10% relative change) is
the same for both filters. We therefore conclude that the
low-energy recombination features do not significantly con-
tribute to the overall detected signal nor temperature infer-
ence. Most importantly, the contribution to the signal (∝∫

jν K(ν)W (ν)dν)) is independent from the filter used. Panel
(f) shows the signal ratio for two types of filters, with 3 µm Al
as soft filter, and either 4.5 µm Al or 12.5 µm Be as hard fil-
ter. The ratio does not change due to the recombination spec-
tral features and therefore the diagnostic is insensitive to their
contribution.

Steps (e-f) of HIPPIE entail the calculation of the right-
hand side of equation 3. In the following stages, HIPPIE in-
terfaces with user-supplied files: 1) a spreadsheet containing
the filter material names and thicknesses for the pinholes an-
alyzed in steps (b-d), and 2) filter transmission39. The filter
transmission is presented in Figure 11.

Step (e) is dedicated to the calculation of W1(ν) and W2(ν).
HIPPIE utilizes the aforementioned spreadsheet to extract the
filter materials and thicknesses for the pinholes that the user
has chosen to analyze. The code constructs the appropriate
file name for (and imports) the transmission coefficient data
for each material in use. These dataset39 inputs are at a stan-
dard thickness of 10 µm, which HIPPIE will then re-scale

appropriately according to

W (d) =W
d

d0
0 , (A1)

where W0 is the transmission coefficient data for a given ma-
terial at a standard thickness of d0 = 10 µm, and W is the
re-scaled transmission coefficient data for the same material
at the actual filter thickness d used in the experiment. After
re-scaling, and if a pinhole was filtered by two stacked fil-
ters, WA and WB, the two transmission coefficient data sets are
combined as

Wtotal =WAWB, (A2)

thus for stacked filters, Wtotal goes into the integral in equa-
tion (3). Step (f) calculates these integrals and constructs the
expected ratio of X-ray photons per pinhole. To this end, jν
(equation 1) is a 0th-order modified Bessel function of the sec-
ond kind, W (ν) has already been calculated in the previous
step, and the spectral response function K(ν) is imported from
the work of Rochau et al40. After integration and division, the
final data product of step (f), and the entire analytical analy-
sis module, is the expected ratio of X-ray photons emitted per
pinhole, which is solely a function of Te.

4. Temperature Calculation

This final stage of HIPPIE (step (g) in Figure 10) is the con-
struction of the 2D temperature map from the data products
produced by both the pinhole and analytical analysis modules.
HIPPIE uses the filter and MCP datasets to forward-model
equation (3) and creates look-up tables relating the intensity
with the electron temperature. In the conditions and configu-
ration of interest, the tabulated values are presented in Figure
12. The code then iterates through the entire 2D intensity ra-
tio image produced from the experimental data and creates the
temperature map.

Appendix B: Filter-filter diagrams

The filter-filter diagrams corresponding to the plumes and
current sheet for all ’checkerboard’ datasets are presented in
Figures 13 and 14. These were used to flag systematic dis-
crepancies when using images taken on different portions of
the detector (either along a single strip, across different strips,
or both). We note that the dynamic range of strips 1 and 2 is
narrower than strips 3 and 4, and therefore the latter yielded
more ⟨Te⟩ maps. This does not affect our conclusions.
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FIG. 12. Tabulated values of electron temperature as a function of intensity ratio for filters presented in Table I. (a) Curves calculated for 3 µm
Al as softest filter. (b) Curves calculated for 4.5 µm Al as softest filter. (c) Curves calculated for 3 µm Al + 12.5 µm Be as softest filter. (d)
Zoom in to curve of interest for t = 2 ns dataset. A nominal value of 0.1 is shown as representative of the intensity ratio for pairs of images
taken at the location along the MCP strip. The strips can have differences of up to ±40% in gain at the same bias voltage, which would lead
to inferred electron temperatures in the range shown.
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