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We investigate electron heating by magnetic-field-aligned electric fields (E∥) during anti-parallel
magnetic reconnection in the Earth’s magnetotail. Using a statistical sample of 140 reconnection
outflows, we infer the acceleration potential associated with E∥ from the shape of the electron
velocity distribution functions. We show that heating by E∥ in the reconnection outflow can reach up
to ten times the inflow electron temperature. We demonstrate that the magnitude of the acceleration
potential scales with the inflow Alfvén and electron thermal speeds to maintain quasi-neutrality in
the reconnection region. Our results suggest that E∥ plays a major role in the ion-to-electron energy
partition associated with magnetic reconnection.

Introduction - Magnetic reconnection is a ubiquitous
plasma process that powers some of the most extreme
phenomena in the Universe, such as black hole flares,
solar flares, and planetary magnetospheric storms [1–3].
Magnetic reconnection converts electromagnetic energy
into ion and electron bulk and thermal energy through
a topological reconfiguration of the magnetic field [4].
The reconnection electric field Erec and magnetic-field-
aligned electric fields E∥ have been identified as impor-
tant agents in the electron acceleration and heating [5, 6].
Recent in situ observations [7, 8] and numerical simula-
tions [9, 10] show that the total electron heating by mag-
netic reconnection scales with the upstream electromag-
netic energy per particle miV

2
Ai∞ = B2

∞/µ0n∞, where
B∞ is the asymptotic reconnecting magnetic field and n∞
is the asymptotic inflow particle number density. How-
ever, it remains unclear what controls the efficiency of the
various heating mechanisms, particularly the acceleration
by E∥. Therefore, it is crucial to provide observational
insights on electron heating by E∥ to understand how
energy is converted and distributed during collisionless
magnetic reconnection.

The acceleration by E∥ forms non-equilibrium electron
velocity distribution functions (eVDFs), which consist of,
e.g., a cold beam accelerated toward the X-line and a
thermalized hot population [11, 12]. Such eVDFs trig-
ger Buneman and electron two-stream instabilities, which
excite electrostatic waves, reshaping the eVDF into a
flat-top, i.e., constant phase-space density for electrons
with parallel velocities v∥ between thermal to supra-
thermal speeds [13–18]. The energy of the accelerated
cold beam corresponds to the net work done by the elec-
tric field along the electron path, i.e., the integrated elec-
tric field E∥ along the field line, eΦ∥(x) = −

∫ x

∞ E∥dl
where dl is a magnetic field line element [19]. This
acceleration (pseudo-)potential includes an electrostatic

E = −∇ϕ contribution and an inductive contribution
E = −∂A/∂t [20]. In situ observations and numerical
simulations suggested that E∥ are primarily electrostatic
and maintain quasi-neutrality by supplying electrons and
trapping them in the ion diffusion region (IDR) [5, 12, 20–
22]. However, it was also proposed that E∥ is dominated
by the electromagnetic reconnection electric field, which
couples with the Hall magnetic field [23]. Therefore,
the nature, role, and importance of the parallel electric
fields in magnetic reconnection and the associated elec-
tron heating remain debated.

Data - We use data from the Magnetospheric Mul-
tiscale (MMS) spacecraft [24] to investigate electron
heating associated with magnetic-field-aligned electric
fields E∥ during magnetic reconnection in the Earth’s
magnetotail. In this region, the guide field ratio Bg/B∞
and the inflow βe∞ = 2µ0n∞kBTe∞/B2

∞ are typically
small such as Bg/B∞ ≲ 0.2 and βe∞ ∼ 0.001 − 0.1 [8].
We study eVDFs in 140 magnetic reconnection out-
flows in the plasma sheet of the Earth’s magnetotail
(βi ≥ 0.5, where βi = 2µ0nikBTi/B

2, ni is the ion
number density, Ti the ion temperature, and B the
magnetic field magnitude) [25]. We use magnetic field
measurements from the FGM instrument [26], the
electric field from the EDP instrument [27, 28], ion
moments from the HPCA instrument [29], and electron
VDFs measured by the FPI instrument [30]. To improve
the counting statistics and reduce the uncertainties due
to low electron number densities (ne ≤ 1 cm−3) [31], we
average N = di/⟨Vi⟩τs ∼ 100 consecutive eVDFs, where
di =

√
mi/µ0nie2 is the ion inertial length, ⟨Vi⟩ the

time-averaged ion bulk speed, and τs = 30 ms the FPI
instrument’s eVDF sampling time.

Case study - We present an example event in Fig. 1.
Initially, the MMS spacecraft are in the quiet plasma
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sheet (Vi ≤ 100 km s−1) [Fig. 1b] and observe large am-
plitude magnetic field oscillations [Fig. 1a] corresponding
to flapping motions of the current sheet (CS) [32]. During
this time, the asymptotic magnetic field estimated from
pressure balance B∞ = B

√
1 + βi [33] is stable. We see

a fast tailward flow at 15:24:00 [Fig. 1b and 1e]. Then,
from 15:28:30 to 15:33:00, the asymptotic magnetic field
decreases, the speed of the outflow increases, the density
drops, and the electron energy increases. This suggests a
transition from plasma sheet reconnection to tail lobe re-
connection at 15:28:30 [34]. At 15:29:40, which coincides
with MMS approaching the inflow (B ≈ B∞), we observe
a separatrix electron flow toward the X-line [11, 18, 35].
The eVDF at the separatrix shows the accelerated beam
and the hot thermalized electron population [Fig. 2d].
Such eVDFs, which are commonly observed away from
the reconnecting CS mid-plane [17, 18], can drive Bune-
man and electron two-stream instabilities producing flat-
top eVDFs [14, 15].

In the reconnection outflow, the (anti-)field-aligned
electron phase-space density shows a clear flat-top shape
with ∂v∥fe(v∥, v⊥ = 0) ≈ 0 below 2 keV [Fig. 2a and 2b].
Note that the shaded points at low energies are due
to contamination by spacecraft and instrument photo-
electrons and should be ignored [36]. We character-
ize the electron phase-space distribution using an (r, q)
model [37]

f(r,q) = f0

1 +( v2∥

ξv2te,∥

)r+1
−q

, (1)

with f0 = f(v∥ = 0, v⊥ = 0) = neη/π
3/2v2te⊥vte∥ where

vte∥(⊥) =
√
2kBTe∥(⊥)/me is the electron thermal veloc-

ity parallel (perpendicular) to the local magnetic field
and

η =
3π1/2Γ(q)

4ξ3/2Γ(q − µ)Γ(q + µ)
, ξ =

3Γ(µ)Γ(q − µ)

2Γ(ν)Γ(q − ν)
,

where µ = 3/2(r + 1) and ν = 5/2(r + 1) with r ∈ R+

and q ∈]1; +∞[. In Eq. 1, q accounts for the high-
energy tail of the eVDF and r for the low-energy flat-
top part, so that f(r,q) is a (bi-)Maxwellian for (r = 0,
q → +∞), a kappa distribution for (r = 0, q < +∞) [38],
and a flat-top for (r > 0, q < +∞). To estimate
r, q and their respective uncertainties, we fit the mea-
sured electron phase-space distribution to f(r,q) using
a Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm [39] to minimize the
reduced weighted χ̃2 [40]. Since we focus on thermal
electron heating, we use energy bins Ee ≤ 5Te∥ to fit
the eVDFs. Furthermore, as we are interested in heat-
ing by E∥ we consider only pitch-angles in the space-

craft frame θ = tan−1
(
v⊥/v∥

)
within 9◦ from 180◦

[Fig. 2a] and 0◦ [Fig. 2b]. For the eVDF in Fig. 2a
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FIG. 1. Example reconnection outflow. (a) and (c) Magnetic
field in Geocentric Solar Magnetic (GSM) coordinates. (b)
Ion bulk velocity. (d) Electron number density. (e) Electron
bulk velocity. (f) Electron differential energy flux. (g) Nor-

malized flatness factor Ξ̃. The blue line indicates the nominal
value, and the red lines indicate Ξ̃ ± σ(Ξ̃), where σ(Ξ̃) is
the uncertainty propagated from r and q. The black dashed-
dotted line indicates the (bi-)Maxwellian level Ξ̃ = 1. (h) Ac-
celeration potential. Shaded points in panel (h) indicate non-

flat-top eVDFs, i.e., Ξ̃ − σ(Ξ̃) ≤ 1. The magenta and green
shaded regions in panels (a)-(b) show the PSR and TLR in-
tervals, respectively. The vertical dashed lines show the time
of the eVDFs shown in Fig. 2c- 2e.

and 2b, we obtain r = 3.0, q = 2.0, which is signifi-
cantly different from a (bi-)Maxwellian. To quantify how
flat-top the eVDF is, we introduce the flatness factor
Ξ(r,q) ≡ f(r,q)(v∥ = vte∥, v⊥ = 0)/f0. Normalizing Ξ(r,q)

to ΞbM = 1/e, corresponding to Ξ for a (bi-)Maxwellian,
we obtain

Ξ̃ ≡
Ξ(r,q)

ΞbM
= e

(
1 +

1

ξr+1

)−q

, (2)

so that 0 ≤ Ξ̃ ≤ e and Ξ̃ = 1 for a (bi-)Maxwellian.
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FIG. 2. Examples of eVDFs in the plasma frame in the
reconnection outflow. (a)-(b) Phase-space density of field-
aligned electrons (blue squares) and (r, q) fit (red). The er-
ror bars indicate the uncertainties due to counting statistics.
The shaded squares correspond to energy bins not used in
the fit, and the grey lines indicate the one-count level. The
dashed lines indicate the estimated acceleration potential eΦ∥.
(c)-(d) Reduced phase-space density in the (v∥, vE×B) plane,
taken from the times marked by the vertical lines in Fig. 1,
corresponding to PSR, separatrix flow, and TLR respectively.

We define a flat-top eVDF as Ξ̃ > 1 + e−1, where the e-
folding threshold is chosen empirically based on a visual
inspection. We also require that the uncertainty on Ξ̃
propagated from the uncertainties on r and q is such
that Ξ̃ − σ(Ξ̃) > 1 for flat-top eVDFs. For the example
eVDF, Ξ̃ = 2.32 ± 0.66 > 1, which is a clear flat-top
[Fig. 2a and 2b]. Evaluating Ξ̃ for all eVDFs, we find
that 41% of eVDFs in the example reconnection outflow
are flat-tops [Fig. 1g].

Since the flat-top eVDFs are shaped by the scattering
of the accelerated beam by the electrostatic waves [15,
17], we use the high-energy cut-off of the plateau, i.e., the
knee energy, as a proxy for the energy of the accelerated
source beam, i.e., the acceleration potential eΦ∥ [13, 19].
We define the threshold phase-space density decay as ε ≡
f(r,q)(v∥ = vΦ, v⊥ = 0)/f0 which yields the knee velocity

vΦ =
(
ε−1/q − 1

)1/2(r+1)

ξ1/2vte,∥. (3)

Here, we choose ε = 1/e, which qualitatively captures
the high-energy cut-off of the plateau well. We note
that vΦ = vte,∥ for a (bi-)Maxwellian. For the eVDF in
Fig. 2a and 2b, we obtain eΦ∥ = mev

2
Φ/2e = 2.0±0.3 keV

(dashed lines).
Thereafter, for all flat-top eVDFs, we estimate the

acceleration potential eΦ∥ [Fig. 1h]. The acceleration

potential increases substantially from the plasma sheet
reconnection (PSR) to tail lobe reconnection (TLR)

regimes ⟨eΦ(TLR)
∥ ⟩/⟨eΦ(PSR)

∥ ⟩ ≈ 3.2. To compare the

change in eΦ∥ with the change in the plasma conditions,
we estimate the inflow conditions for PSR and TLR at
15:01:49 and 15:59:24, respectively. We choose the in-
flows at t∞ = argmax(B(t)/B∞), so that n∞ ≈ n(t∞)
and B∞ ≈ B(t∞), when the spacecraft are in the

quiet plasma sheet and the lobe. We obtain V
(PSR)
Ae∞ =

29 × 106 m s−1 and V
(TLR)
Ae∞ = 91 × 106 m s−1, where

VAe∞ = B∞/
√
µ0n∞me is the inflow electron Alfvén

speed. These values yield, V
(TLR)
Ae∞ /V

(PSR)
Ae∞ ≈ 3.1 ∼

⟨eΦ(TLR)
∥ ⟩/⟨eΦ(PSR)

∥ ⟩, which indicates that the acceler-

ation potential increases with the inflow Alfvén speed
VAe∞.
To clarify the nature of the parallel electric fields, we

use the electron momentum balance and investigate the
changes of eΦ∥ across the reconnection outflow. We see
that as the spacecraft moves away from the CS center
at 15:25:44 to the CS edge at 15:27:15 corresponding
to minimum and maximum of B/B∞ in the PSR out-
flow respectively, the acceleration potential drops down
by e∆Φobs

∥ = eΦcenter
∥ − eΦedge

∥ ≈ 220 eV [Fig. 1h]. From

electron momentum balance along the field-line, neglect-
ing the electron inertia and assuming gyrotropic electrons
Pe = pe⊥1+ (pe∥ − pe⊥)bb with b = B/|B|, we obtain

−eE∥ = ∇∥Te∥+Te∥∇∥ lnne+
(
Te⊥ − Te∥

)
∇∥ lnB, (4)

where ∇∥ = b · ∇ is the gradient along the field line. In-
tegrating Eq. 4 between two points a and b, we obtain

e∆Φ∥ = eΦ
(a)
∥ −eΦ

(b)
∥ = −e

∫ a

b
E∥dl ≃ e∆Φ∥T +e∆Φ∥n+

e∆Φ∥B with the electron temperature gradient contribu-

tion e∆Φ∥T = T
(a)
e∥ −T

(b)
e∥ , the density gradient contribu-

tion e∆Φ∥n = T
(a)
e∥ ln

(
n
(a)
e /n

(b)
e

)
, and the magnetic field

gradient e∆Φ∥B = (T
(a)
e⊥ − T

(a)
e∥ ) ln

(
B(a)/B(b)

)
[10]. We

take a and b as the CS center and edge, respectively, and
assume the two measurement points are along the same
field line, i.e., bx∂x ≪ bz∂z. We obtain e∆Φ∥T ≈ 10 eV,
e∆Φ∥B ≈ 50 eV, and e∆Φ∥n ≈ 160 eV so that e∆Φ∥ ≈
220 eV ∼ e∆Φobs

∥ . This suggests that the field-aligned
ambipolar electric field is primarily due to electron den-
sity gradients [10].

Statistical results - Figure 3 shows the acceleration po-
tential obtained for all 140 reconnection outflows. We
select the inflow, as described in the case study, for each
event to obtain the asymptotic parameters. Events that
showcase both PSR and TLR, similar to the example in
Fig. 1, are divided into two cases. First, we focus on
the effect of the inflow temperature Te∞ on the accelera-
tion potential. Recent studies suggested that a larger in-
flow temperature Te∞ increases the number of demagne-
tized electrons, which helps to maintain quasi-neutrality,
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FIG. 3. Statistics of the acceleration potential in the recon-
nection outflows. (a), (b) Acceleration potential as a function
of the inflow electron Alfvén speed VAe∞ and inflow electron
temperature Te∞, respectively. (c), (d) Normalized accel-
eration potential versus the inflow βe∞, and the predicted(
eΦ∥/Te∞

)
max

[Eq. 5]. Transparent squares correspond to
individual cases with the corresponding standard deviation,
and solid diamonds correspond to the binned average and
standard deviation.

thus reducing the parallel electric field [22, 41]. How-
ever, we find that the acceleration potential increases as

eΦ∥ ∝ T
1/2
e∞ [Fig. 3a].

We find that the acceleration potential increases as
eΦ∥ ∝ VAe∞ [Fig. 3b] in agreement with the example
case. Solving the electron current sheet firehose sta-
bility condition Λ = µ0

(
p∥ − p⊥

)
/B2 = 1 for adia-

batically trapped electrons in the reconnection inflow,
Ref. [42] showed that the acceleration potential scales as

eΦ∥/Te∞ ∝ β
−1/2
e∞ , i.e., eΦ∥ ∝ T

1/2
e∞ VAe∞. This predic-

tion is consistent with the observed scaling eΦ∥ ∝ T
1/2
e∞

[Fig. 3a] and eΦ∥ ∝ VAe∞ [Fig. 3b]. Furthermore, we

find that the theoretical prediction eΦ∥/Te∞ ∝ β
−1/2
e∞ [42]

agrees, within the measurement and statistical uncertain-
ties, with our observations [Fig 3c].

To elucidate the role of the parallel electric fields,
we compare eΦ∥/Te∞ against the theoretical prediction
derived in Ref. [42]. The fluid firehose stability con-
dition, i.e., global electron momentum balance of the
electron current sheet [43], requires that the pressure
anisotropy set by trapping electrons in the inflow is small
p∥ − p⊥ ≤ B2/µ0. The maximal acceleration potential is
expected just upstream of the electron diffusion region,
corresponding to the maximum pressure anisotropy, i.e.,
Λ = 1. Its scaling was derived in Ref. [42] and is given
by

(
eΦ∥

Te∞

)
max

≃ 1

2

[(
4

βe∞

)1/4

− 1

2

]2
. (5)

We find that eΦ∥/Te∞ ≤
(
eΦ∥/Te∞

)
max

[Fig. 3d], sug-
gesting that the fluid firehose threshold Λ = 1 is not
reached. This implies that other processes such as ki-
netic firehose [44] and current sheet scattering [45] limit
the pressure anisotropy.
Discussion - Our statistical results show that the accel-

eration potential increases with the inflow Alfvén speed
VAe∞ [Fig. 3b]. We interpret this as a result of an in-
creased parallel electron flux nevΦ in the high Alfvén
speed regime. The parallel electron flux, which supplies
electrons in the IDR to maintain the quasi-neutrality, is
typically explained as follows [11]: When a flux tube in
the inflow convects into the IDR, its volume increases
by the conservation of magnetic flux. Since ions are
demagnetized, their density is approximately constant
ni ≃ n∞ [12] whereas, in the absence of electron flux,
the electron density must decrease as ne/n∞ = B/B∞
which can be written as ne/n∞ = V 2

Ae/V
2
Ae∞. To prevent

such macroscopic charge density, parallel electric fields
outside the IDR pull electrons in and trap them inside
the IDR [11, 12, 20]. Therefore, a larger inflow Alfvén
speed VAe∞, which results in a larger flux tube expansion
rate, requires a larger electron flux to maintain quasi-
neutrality and, thus, a larger acceleration potential.
We also find that the acceleration potential increases

with the inflow temperature Te∞. Our interpretation is
that a larger Te∞ allows more electrons to overcome the
potential barrier and escape. Therefore, the acceleration
potential eΦ∥ must increase with Te∞ to keep electrons
trapped in the IDR to maintain quasi-neutrality. We find

that the acceleration potential increases as eΦ∥ ∝ T
1/2
e∞

[Fig. 3a] which supports our interpretation.
Recent in situ observations and numerical simulations

showed that the net electron heating between the re-
connection inflow and the outflow empirically scales as
∆Te = αemiV

2
Ai∞ with αe ∼ 0.02 [5, 7–10]. Similarly,

the ion heating is given by ∆Ti = αi1miV
2
Ai∞− 2αi2eΦ∥,

where αi1 = 0.13 and αi2 = 3/4 were obtained empir-
ically [46]. The first term corresponds to the pick-up
acceleration of ions [47] while the second term is due to
the deceleration of ions by E∥ [10]. Combining with the

scaling eΦ∥/Te∞ = αΦβ
−1/2
e∞ , where αΦ ≈ 0.31 from our

estimates of eΦ∥ [Fig. 3c], we obtain

∆Ti

∆Te
=

αi1

αe

(
1− αi2αΦ

αi1

√
βe∞

)
. (6)

In the limit of βe∞ ≪ 1, ∆Ti/∆Te ≃ αi1/αe ≈ 6.5,
and for βe∞ ≃ (αi1/αi2αΦ)

2 ≈ 0.3, ∆Ti ≪ ∆Te. For
magnetotail conditions βe∞ = 0.001 − 0.1, we obtain
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∆Ti/∆Te = 2.9 − 6.1, consistent with statistically ob-
served values [46].

Conclusions - We presented a statistical study of elec-
tron heating by magnetic-field-aligned electric fields in
magnetotail reconnection outflows. We determine the ac-
celeration potential, i.e., the net work done by the electric
field on the electrons, based on the analysis of the eVDFs
in the reconnection outflow. We find that the accelera-
tion potential can reach up to ten times the inflow tem-

perature Te∞ and scales as eΦ∥ ∝ T
1/2
e∞ VAe∞ necessary

to maintain quasi-neutrality. Our results emphasize the
importance of parallel electric fields in electron heating
in magnetic reconnection.

Combining the observed scaling with empirical ion
and electron heating relations, we show that the ion-to-

electron heating ratio decreases as ∆Ti/∆Te ∝ 1− β
1/2
e∞ .

This result can help to interpret remote observations
where detailed plasma properties cannot be measured.
For example, estimating the electron density and the
magnetic field from radio images of accretion flows re-
quires an assumption on Ti/Te [48, 49].

MMS data are available at the MMS Science Data Cen-
ter; see Ref. [50]. Data analysis was performed using the
pyrfu analysis package [51]. We thank the MMS team
and instrument PIs for data access and support. The
work was supported by the Knut and Alice Wallenberg
Foundation (Dnr. 2022.0087).
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