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Due to the high computational cost of 3D particle-in-cell (PIC) simulations, lower-dimensional (2D or 1D) simulations
are frequently used in their place. Our work shows that when modeling high-intensity laser ion acceleration, simulation
dimensionality interfaces with laser intensity in the dynamics of ion acceleration at every step of the process, from
laser absorption through particle acceleration. We expand on previous studies by comparing the behavior of 1D and
2D simulations (of different polarization) with 3D PIC simulations at high resolutions across five orders of magnitude
of laser intensity, enabling us to study multiple regimes of laser-proton acceleration. We find that key output metrics
such as maximum proton energy depend on a complex interplay of both simulation dimensionality and laser intensity
regime. Differences between simulation predictions generally increase for higher laser intensity regimes, making 3D
simulations especially important for quantitative predictions of next-generation laser experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Particle-In-Cell (PIC) simulations enable researchers to
better understand intense laser-plasma interactions1 and to
probe unexplored regimes, paving the wave for future ad-
vances in laser technology (e.g.,2,3). However, lower dimen-
sional simulations4,5 are often used in place of 3D simulations,
which may require thousands of CPU cores6–8, or hundreds to
thousands of GPUs1,8–11. Trends in 1D and 2D laser-proton
acceleration simulations often persist in 3D12–15, although
they generally overestimate the maximum proton energy com-
pared to 3D simulations16–20. Additionally, the choice of po-
larization in 2D simulations impacts laser absorption and the
acceleration process17,21–23. We build upon previous work by
exploring five orders of magnitude of laser intensity and an-
alyzing how differences in laser-plasma conversion efficiency
and energy transfer rates determine variations in key output
metrics in the simulations. We show the behavior and out-
comes of 1D, 2D, and 3D PIC simulations of high-intensity
laser ion acceleration are influenced by a complex interac-
tion between the simulation dimensionality and laser intensity
regime.

There are a number of fundamental differences to consider
when comparing lower dimensional PIC simulations to higher
dimensional simulations and real-world experiments. Figure 1
demonstrates the electric field drop off in PIC simulations
with different dimensionality24. In 3D, the long-range drop
off of electric fields for isolated charges behave as expected
with an E ∝ 1/r2 dependence. In 2D25, the particles behave
like an infinite line charge with E ∝ 1/r dependence, and in
1D the particles behave like infinite sheets of charge where the
electric fields do not drop at large distances (E ∝ r0 = 1)26,27.

Clearly, these unphysically high electric fields at far dis-
tances change the rates of energy transfer between particle
species in PIC simulations as explored in this paper. Addition-
ally, Gaussian laser pulses come to a focus more gradually in
lower dimensional simulations28 and the field and particle en-
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FIG. 1. Electric field due to a proton at the origin and an electron
at X=10 m in 1D, 2D, and 3D PIC simulations. The electric field
drops off more slowly in 2D and not at all in 1D. The 1D electric
field is divided by 4 to display results on a similar scale. [Asso-
ciated dataset available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.
13338477.] (Ref.30).

ergy reported in lower dimensional simulations must be scaled
to directly compare to 3D29. Further discussion and formulae
used to scale our results are included in Appendix A.

Section II presents the simulation parameters used in the
work. Next we explore differences in the laser ion accelera-
tion process over 5 orders of magnitude in laser intensity in
Sec. III. Consequences of dimensionality and intensity on the
key output metric of maximum proton energy are explored in
Sec. IV and we conclude in Sec. V.

II. SIMULATION PARAMETERS

The PIC code EPOCH31 is used to run simulations in 1D,
2D, and 3D. The general simulation setup is based on the one
from Smith et al. 29 , where three different PIC codes show
strong agreement. The ‘prototype’ input deck used for all sim-
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FIG. 2. Schematic showing the shared geometry for all simulations.
The 3D simulation box (or 2D simulation plane/1D simulation line)
extends from -42 µm to +42 µm along all relevant axes (X/Y/Z for
3D, X/Y for 2D, and X for 1D). The coordinate origin is coincident
with both the laser’s focal point and the target’s center (in all dimen-
sions). The laser propagates in the +X direction. For 3D simulations
and 2D-S simulations, the laser is polarized in the +Z direction. For
2D-P simulations, the laser is polarized in the +Y direction.

ulations is provided in the supplementary material, and sim-
ulation inputs, output data, and analysis scripts are available
through Zenodo30. As shown in Fig. 2, the simulation box size
is 42 µm per side in each dimension, and the cell size was 20
nm in each dimension. The 800 nm wavelength laser pulse
propagates along the X-axis with a spatial profile of a Gaus-
sian and a sine-squared temporal profile with a 30 fs FWHM.
The beam waist radius for these simulations is w0 = 2 µm.

These simulations include a 1 µm thick target composed of
ionized hydrogen, the radius of the target (in 2D/3D) was set
to 10 µm. The target was given uniform proton and electron
densities of 8.5 × 1021 cm−3 and 50 macroparticles per cell
per species were used. An initial target temperature of 1 eV
was used for all simulations to limit the initial particle energy
in lower intensity simulations. The Debye length is not re-
solved given the initial temperature, but significant numerical
heating was not observed in these simulations. The 20 nm cell
size used in these simulations is large enough to allow for the
plasma skin depth, in this case 58 nm, to be resolved29.

The maximum simulation time for all simulations was
1000 fs, although some 3D simulations were stopped
prior to this. The default timestep of 0.95 times the
Courant–Friedrichs–Lewy (CFL) limit32,33 was used. This
means that the timestep was slightly smaller for higher di-
mensional simulations since, for a grid with side length ∆x
in each dimension, the CFL limit is CFL = ∆x/(c

√
N), where

N = 1,2,3 is the dimensionality and c is the speed of light31.
When simulating a linearly polarized pulse in 2D, the laser

can be polarized in a physical dimension (Y for our simula-
tion), or in the virtual dimension (Z)34. At normal incidence,
there is no real-world difference between these choices, but
there are non-trivial differences in simulation predictions21

that are further explored in this work. The plane of incidence
is ill-defined for a normally incident laser pulse, although it is
common to use 2D-P and 2D-S to describe in-plane polariza-
tion and out of plane polarization respectively for simplicity21.

A. Regimes of Laser Ion Acceleration

We explore how differences between simulations of differ-
ent dimensionality depend on the laser peak intensity, by run-
ning nine simulations in each of the four configurations from
intensities of 1017 W cm−2 up to 1021 W cm−2. To under-
stand the regime of the laser interaction it is useful to refer to
the normalized laser amplitude

a0 ≡
eE0

meωc
≈ 0.85

√
Iλ 2

1018 W cm−2 , (1)

where E0 is the peak electric field amplitude, me is the electron
mass, and ω = 2πc/λ is the laser angular frequency35. When
a0 exceeds unity (about 2×1018 W cm−2 for our simulations),
the laser pulse is considered ‘relativistic.’

The classical critical density of a target is given by nc =
ε0meω2/e2 ≈ 1.7 × 1021 cm−3 × (0.8 µm/λ )2. Our tar-
get is approximately five times the classical critical den-
sity. For relativistic lasers of sufficient intensity, a classi-
cally opaque target can become transparent due to an effect
known as Relativistic Induced Transparency (RIT). The rel-
ativistic correction to the critical density is nc′ = γnc, where
the relativity factor of the plasma, which can be estimated as

γ =
√

1+a2
0/2.35–37 For our laser and target conditions, the

threshold for RIT effects occurs at a0 ≈ 6.8, or a laser inten-
sity of approximately 1020 W cm−2. We note that this does
not mean that our targets will become fully transparent at this
intensity, rather this provides a rough lower bound for a new
regime of laser ion acceleration. A more complex treatment
of relativistic transparency, such as for targets thinner than the
laser wavelength may be found in Refs.35,38.

B. Data Reduction

Due to the large number of high resolution 3D simulations,
we utilize several data reduction techniques. At a macro-scale
the total energy in the simulation, including energy stored in
both the particles and the fields was recorded every 5 fs. We
used ‘subsets’ to record electromagnetic fields and particles
near the laser axis. These subset boxes spanned the full length
of the X-axis, as well as a width of 0.2 µm in the Y - and
Z-axis when dimensionality allows. The reduced data size al-
lowed us to record these subsets every 10 fs in the simulation.
We generally expect the highest energy protons to be on axis,
although some features may be missed.39

III. ENERGY ABSORPTION AND TRANSFER IN 1D, 2D,
AND 3D PIC SIMULATIONS

Figure 3 (left) shows the transmission of light near the cen-
ter of the interactions for the series of simulations. For inten-
sities below 1020 W cm−2 very little transmission is observed
in all simulations. Above 1020 W cm−2, relative transmission
begins to increase as expected. For high intensities, the 2D-P
simulations show the most relative transmission.
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FIG. 3. Relative axial electric field transmission through the target at various intensities at 130 fs after the start of the simulation is shown
on the left calculated by comparing the electric field energy in the fields subset for x > 0 (Transmission) to x < 0 (Reflection) using the
formula (Transmission)/(Transmission + Reflection)×100. Absorption into the plasma is not considered in this calculation. The graph on the
right shows total conversion efficiency from laser energy to protons and electrons at 300 fs for each laser intensity. Conversion efficiency
approximately agrees across dimensionalities for simulations with intensities of 1019 W cm−2 or lower. However, once an intensity of
∼1020 W cm−2 is reached, the total conversion efficiency begins to decrease, and disparities across dimensionality increases. [Associated
dataset available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13338477.] (Ref.30).

Figure 3 (right) shows that the total conversion efficiency
from laser energy to particle energy is similar across simula-
tion dimensionality for lower intensities below 1019 W cm−2.
In all cases the conversion efficiency continues to increase un-
til the relativistic transparency threshold of ∼ 1020 W cm−2,
where it begins to decrease. This is a similar trend to exper-
imental observations40–42, where there is an increase of laser
absorption with intensity until it plateaus. Interestingly, the
simulations then show a drop off of conversion efficiency,
although we note that our simulations do not include a pre-
plasma in front of the target as typically present in experi-
ments. The predictions of the 2D simulations begin to diverge
from each other significantly at an intensity of 1019 W cm−2

with the efficiencies increasing with intensity at a greater rate
for 2D-P than 2D-S and with 3D generally between the two.

A. Energy Transfer

The laser interaction creates a charge separation between
electrons and protons. Due to the differences in electric field
strength over distance (Fig. 1), the rate at which energy is
transferred from electrons to protons will depend on simula-
tion dimensionality. At 1019 W cm−2, Fig. 4 (a) shows that
the initial electron energy gain from the laser pulse is sim-
ilar, but then energy is more quickly transferred from elec-
trons to protons in 1D within a few hundred femtoseconds. In
2D and 3D, energy is still being transferred at the picosecond
timescale and energy is transferred most slowly in 3D. This
same behavior is exhibited at higher intensities as shown in
Fig. 4 (b-c), although differences in absorption of 2D-S and
2D-P at high intensities separates the graphs.

These differences consequently change the way that the

protons gain energy due to energy conservation. For 1D sim-
ulations, energy is quickly transferred to protons and then re-
mains fairly constant until particles begin leaving the simula-
tion box as shown in Fig. 4 (d-f). For 2D and 3D simulations,
the energy transfer is not complete at 1 ps and the simulation
run time (and box size) would need to be increased to see the
proton energy plateau. This underscores that reported laser-
proton conversion efficiency is strongly dependent on both the
simulation run time and initial laser-electron conversion effi-
ciency.

For intensities up to 1019 W cm−2, 2D-S and 2D-P simu-
lations show similar electron and proton energy graphs as il-
lustrated in Fig. 4(a) and (d). For higher intensities, improved
electron energy absorption is observed in 2D-P simulations,
which results in higher total proton energy gains as shown in
Fig. 4 (e-f).

IV. SCALING OF MAXIMUM PROTON ENERGY

One of the most common output metrics extracted from PIC
simulations is the single highest energy of a proton macropar-
ticle in the simulation. This maximum proton energy value
is subject to uncertainty, where there are often the fewest
particles in the high energy tail of the energy spectrum.29,43

Additionally it can take many hundreds of laser periods for
the maximum energy to converge, and even for large simu-
lation boxes these highest energy particles can quickly reach
the edge of the simulation box and escape before a maximum
energy is obtained.

Figure 5 shows the maximum proton energy vs. time for
several simulations in different intensity regimes. The 1D
simulations have the initial fastest growth rate of maximum

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13338477
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FIG. 4. Total electron energy gain vs. simulation time is shown for intensities of 1019 W cm−2 (a), 1020 W cm−2 (b), and 1021 W cm−2

(c). After the initial energy gain of electrons, the total electron energy decreases as energy is transferred to protons as shown in (d-f).
Energy is more quickly transferred from electrons to protons in lower dimensional simulations (1D/2D) than in 3D. Graphing is stopped when
energy decreases by more than 0.1% from the previous output file. [Associated dataset available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.
13338477.] (Ref.30).

ion energy, but the rate decreased after a few hundred fem-
toseconds. The 2D simulations show similar predictions for
lower intensities, but significant discrepancies near the RIT
regime. We observe different absorption and acceleration
mechanisms in these regimes for the different polarizations
as observed and thoroughly discussed by Stark et al. 21,22 .

A. Models for Maximum Proton Energy

We will use our simulations to test the applicability of ex-
isting models of maximum proton energy over time for a wide
range of simulation intensities. In 3D, Schreiber et al. 44 con-
sidered a cylindrical surface charge build up and used energy
conservation to find an expression for maximum proton en-
ergy. Babaei et al.19,45 then found a time dependent expression
from the approach by Schreiber et al. 44 , where the maximum
proton energy goes as

E3D
max(t) = E3D

Fit

(
1− t∗

t

)2

, (2)

for simulation times t that are greater than a fitting parameter
t∗. The maximum proton energy asymptotes to the constant
fit parameter of E3D

Fit in this model.

Babaei et al. 19 also extended this model to 2D, assuming
a sheet of charge with finite width in the physical dimension
of the simulation and infinite extent in the virtual dimension.
The resulting maximum proton energy goes as

E2D
max(t) = E2D

Fit ln
( t

t∗

)
. (3)

We perform the linearized version of these fits as described
in Babaei et al. 19 . We also used an unmodified simulation
time for t, which provided a good fit for our results, but the
impact of this hidden parameter should be explored in the fu-
ture. For our one-dimensional simulations, we turn to the 1D
plasma expansion model by Mora46, which can be fit with

E1D
max(t) = E1D

Fit ln
(

t
t∗

+
√
(t/t∗)2 +1

)2

, (4)

where the simulation time is shifted by the time it takes for
the laser pulse to reach the target. We note that the 3D model
has a finite maximum proton energy, whereas the 1D, and 2D
models continue to grow.

Figure 5 fits these three models to our simulated maximum
proton energies. The 1D Mora model does not account for
the saturation of maximum ion energy observed in the lower
intensity simulations where particles generally stay within

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13338477
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FIG. 5. Hollow markers show simulation results of maximum proton energy vs. time for each dimension with laser intensities ranging from
1018 W cm−2 to 1021 W cm−2. Dashed lines show the fits to Equations 2-4 for the respective dimensionality. Simulation results are only
shown/fit from the time when the maximum energy exceeds a threshold of 1 keV until the time when the subsequent maximum proton energy
value drops by more than 3 percent. [Associated dataset available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13338477.] (Ref.30).

the simulation grid. This was also observed by Djordjević
et al. 47 . One way to address this limitation is to add an em-
pirical acceleration stopping time as done by Fuchs et al. 42 .
The 2D Babaei model fits the data well since the since the
2D simulations do not equilibrate on the timescale. The 3D
model provides a good fit for the relativistic intensity simula-
tions. Clearly there are limitations of the 2D/3D models when
considering some acceleration mechanisms. For example, the
3D model seems to slightly under-predict the final value at low
intensities (e.g. Fig. 5(a)), and the 2D model does not capture
other acceleration mechanisms such as the 2D-S simulation
with an intensity of 1020 W cm−2 (Fig. 5(c)). It is notable
how well these models work over such a large order of mag-
nitude of intensities.

B. Ratios of Maximum Proton Energy

Figure 6 shows the maximum proton energy for all simu-
lations at 300 fs, which is a time before significant numbers
of protons begin leaving the grid for the most intense simula-
tions. Consistent with previous work16–20, the 1D simulations
report greater maximum proton energies than the 2D, which
in turn are greater than 3D. The simulations generally have
greater disagreement with larger laser intensities.

When examining the maximum proton energy at a certain

simulation time across intensities, we see greater disagree-
ment in the RIT regime. Figure 6 demonstrates that for sim-
ulations with laser intensities greater than 1019 W cm−2, the
1D and 2D simulations significantly overestimate the maxi-
mum proton energy. Furthermore, above 1020 W cm−2, the
behavior of the 2D-S and 2D-P simulations diverge, with the
2D-P simulations reporting higher proton energies than the
2D-S simulations.

Comparing the ratios of the 1D, 2D-S, and 2D-P maxi-
mum proton energies to the 3D maximum proton energy in
Table I provides a clearer picture of the overestimation of
maximum proton energy by lower dimensional simulations.
Below 1018 W cm−2 laser intensity, the ratios of maximum
proton energy for each of the 2D cases compared to the 3D are
nearly equal and increase with laser intensity. For laser inten-
sities ranging from 1017.5 through 1019.5 W cm−2, the ratios
of 2D-S to 3D and 2D-P remain relatively constant, hovering
between 1.2 and 1.6 at 300 fs and 500 fs, and remain similar
to each other.

Beyond the variances in intensity, the 2D ratios also further
demonstrate the discrepancy in the behavior of the two dif-
ferent polarizations at the high intensities as well. In lower
intensity regimes, there is little difference between the maxi-
mum proton energies of the 2D-P and 2D-S simulations. This
is not the case for higher intensities. At 1020.5 W cm−2, for
example, the 2D-P maximum proton energy is over two times

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13338477
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Laser Intensity

(W cm−2)

E1D
max/E3D

max E2D−S
max /E3D

max E2D−P
max /E3D

max

t = 300 fs t = 500 fs t = 300 fs t = 500 fs t = 300 fs t = 500 fs

1017 2.96 2.71 1.05 1.12 1.15 1.14

1017.5 2.06 1.59 1.35 1.29 1.33 1.30

1018 2.55 1.77 1.54 1.30 1.51 1.26

1018.5 3.02 2.31 1.28 1.24 1.43 1.28

1019 2.85 2.41 1.54 1.48 1.32 1.30

1019.5 3.30 3.03 1.32 1.33 1.49 1.54

1020 2.64 (3.60) 1.82 (2.15) 1.28 1.56

1020.5 3.68 [(4.69)] 1.35 [(1.43)] 2.15 [(2.35)]

1021 2.69 [(3.29)] 1.31 [(1.39)] 1.84 [(1.97)]

TABLE I. Ratio of maximum proton energy for lower dimensional (1D/2D) simulations compared to 3D simulations at 300 fs and 500 fs. For
the 1D and 2D simulations with greater laser intensity, the highest energy protons have left the simulation box by 500 fs (based on the criteria
discussed in Fig. 5) For these cases, the 1D or 2D maximum proton energy was calculated using the fit equations, Equation 4 or 3, indicated
by enclosure in parentheses (). Values in square brackets [] use Eq. 2 to calculate the 3D maximum proton energy when necessary.a

a Note: Associated dataset available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13338477. (Ref.30).
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FIG. 6. The maximum proton energy at 300 fs for each laser in-
tensity and dimensionality. The 1D simulations predict the highest
values followed by the 2D, and the 3D simulations have the low-
est predicted maximum proton energies. This snapshot occurs be-
fore significant numbers of protons begin leaving the simulations.
These values continue to increase with simulation time as shown
in Fig. 5. [Associated dataset available at https://doi.org/10.
5281/zenodo.13338477.] (Ref.30).

double that of the 3D while the 2D-S maximum proton energy
is only 1.35 times higher at 300 fs.

We can also compare the ratios of Table I to scaling factors
proposed by previous works, namely that of Xiao et al. 20 .
Xiao et al. compared the maximum proton energy of 2D and
3D PIC simulations of TNSA and found that the ratio of these
quantities could be expressed in terms of the laser beam waist
w0 as a constant ratio20

E2D
max

E3D
max

=

√
πw0

2
. (5)

Using our spot size of 2 µm, Equation 5 predicts that the ratio
of 2D to 3D maximum proton energies should be 1.77. For
our 2D simulations in the TNSA regime, the ratio tended to be
lower than this value, with the highest ratio being only 1.54.
The ratios for simulations in the RIT regime are more sporadic
and do yield some higher ratios. However, several of these
values also overshoot the 1.77 value calculated using Equation
5.

The 1D ratio appears to follow a less predictable pattern for
the lower laser intensities (≤ 1018 W cm−2). The 1D to 3D
ratio is consistently higher than its 2D counterparts and does
not strictly increase with laser intensity. For intensities be-
tween 1018 W cm−2 and 1019.5 W cm−2, the ratio is variable,
but stays within a range of 2.5 to 3.3. Then, the 1D ratio using
fit values exhibits similar behavior as the 2D-P ratio, experi-
encing an abrupt rise followed by a sharp decrease.

V. CONCLUSION

In summary, we find that key output metrics from 1D/2D
PIC simulations of ion acceleration such as maximum proton
energy and conversion efficiency should not be simply scaled
to 3D results using a constant factor since outputs depend non-
trivially on additional factors including the laser intensity. We
showed that this is due both to differences in absorption of
the laser pulse during the initial laser-matter interaction and
to differences in energy transfer rates that are exaggerated for
lower dimensional simulations. This results in lower dimen-
sional simulations typically overestimating the maximum pro-
ton energy when compared to 3D results. Additionally, 2D-S
and 2D-P simulation predictions are similar at low intensities,
but diverge when nearing RIT regimes. Our results also cor-
roborate the effectiveness and limitations of existing models
of ion acceleration, which can be used to extend the predic-

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13338477
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tions of a simulation beyond the end of the simulation.
Lower dimensional simulations will continue to play an im-

portant role in the study of laser-plasma interactions. When
the resources for a properly resolved 3D simulation are not
available, a sufficiently high resolution 1D or 2D simulation
can be used to capture important physical effects. For ex-
ample, while the exact values of conversion efficiency and
transmission for our simulations varied, the general trends
were replicated in all dimensions. Also, the significantly re-
duced computational cost of 1D/2D simulations allow us to
run hundreds to thousands of lower dimensional simulations
in place of one three-dimensional simulation, which is espe-
cially useful for machine learning applications.14,47,48 Addi-
tionally, there may be circumstances where a problem is suf-
ficiently 1D or 2D in nature.49

Future work will continue to explore how dimensionality
differences in different intensity regimes depend on target
properties such as thickness, density profile, and geometry,
as well as laser properties such as spot size, pulse duration,
incidence angle, and polarization. The predictions of 1D, 2D,
and 3D simulations should then be compared to the complex
patterns found in experimental studies50. Furthermore, cylin-
drical PIC methods are being used to model laser-wakefield
and plasma-wakefield acceleration51 and should be compared
to 2D and 3D Cartesian simulations of laser ion acceleration
in the future.
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Appendix A: Considerations for Laser Focusing and Energy
Scaling

For lower dimensional PIC simulations, components of
fields in the ‘virtual dimensions’ are still modeled. Addition-
ally the particle momenta are updated for each physical and
virtual dimension. As such these codes are often referred to
as 1D(3v), 2D(3v), and 3D(3v), for brevity we refer to these
as 1D, 2D, and 3D in this work. The propagation of electro-
magnetic waves depends on simulation dimensionality, where
the axial intensity of a Gaussian beam propagating along x,
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goes as

I3D(X) = I0/

(
1+
(

X
Xr

)2
)
, (A1)

I2D(X) = I0/

√
1+
(

X
Xr

)2

, (A2)

I1D(X) = I0, (A3)

where I0 is the intensity at focus and Xr = πw2
0/λ is the

Rayleigh length with w0 being the beam waist radius, and λ

is the laser wavelength28. Lasers do not focus in 1D PIC sim-
ulations, and focus more weakly in 2D than 3D28. For simu-
lations with a thin target placed at the focus of the pulse, the
on-target intensity will be similar in all three cases. We ex-
pect more significant implications when the interaction region
is not confined to the focal spot including cases of extended
pre-plasma23,28, the use of structured targets58–60, and when
the laser is transparent to the target21. Figure 7 illustrates this
difference. The solid lines on the graph are from PIC simula-
tions (as described in section II, but with the target removed)
by tracking a peak in the electric field near the center of the
laser pulse.

The total energy in a Gaussian laser pulse in a PIC sim-
ulation also depends on the simulation dimensionality (N =
1,2,3) as

ELaser,ND =
(

w0
√

π/2
)N−1

I0 ×F(τlaser)× (LV )
3−N , (A4)

where for a sine-squared temporal profile F(τlaser) = τFWHM ,
and the length of the virtual dimension(s) may be LV =1 m, but
depends on how units are treated in the PIC code29.

The total initial particle kinetic energy in a PIC simulation
can be calculated by multiplying the average particle kinetic
energy (e.g. 3/2× kBT , where kB is the Boltzmann constant
and T is the initial target temperature) by the total number
of particles in the simulation (for each species). To calculate
the number of particles in 1D/2D, the extent of the virtual di-
mension must be included in the calculation for number of
particles.

For this work we simply take the initial particle energy
reported by the simulation, as small variations come from
sampling a finite number of particles from the Maxwell-
Boltzmann distribution. When calculating conversion effi-
ciencies and energy gain, the initial particle energy is sub-
tracted away from the particle energy at a later time step.
This is an important correction for low intensities and high
initial particle temperatures. Similarly, the total laser energy
on grid can be found numerically if the simulation box is large
enough, or the injected energy is tracked, as there can be mi-
nor differences between expected and numerical values.
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FIG. 7. Normalized axial intensity of a Gaussian laser pulse coming
to focus at x = 0 for 1D, 2D, and 3D PIC simulations in vacuum.
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