Space Sci Rev (2012) 172:283–302
DOI 10.1007/s11214-011-9755-2

Magnetic Reconnection for Coronal Conditions:
Reconnection Rates, Secondary Islands and Onset
P.A. Cassak · M.A. Shay

Received: 8 August 2010 / Accepted: 27 January 2011 / Published online: 25 February 2011
© Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2011

Abstract Magnetic reconnection may play an important role in heating the corona through
a release of magnetic energy. An understanding of how reconnection proceeds can contribute
to explaining the observed behavior. Here, recent theoretical work on magnetic reconnection
for coronal conditions is reviewed. Topics include the rate that collisionless (Hall) reconnection proceeds, the conditions under which Hall reconnection begins, and the effect of secondary islands (plasmoids) both on the scaling and properties of collisional (Sweet-Parker)
reconnection and on the onset of Hall reconnection. Applications to magnetic energy storage
and release in the corona are discussed.
Keywords Magnetic reconnection · Collisionless reconnection · Hall reconnection ·
Secondary Islands · Plasmoids · Solar corona
1 Introduction
A long-standing question about the solar corona is why it is nearly two orders of magnitude hotter than the solar surface. (See, e.g., Klimchuk 2006 for a review.) Understanding coronal heating is important for many reasons, including its role in the acceleration of
the solar wind. Competing models of coronal heating include wave heating and heating by
nanoflares. In the nanoflare model, small flares releasing as little as a billionth as much energy as large flares occur essentially continuously both in active regions and the quiet corona
(Parker 1983, 1988). The eruptive release of energy in flares is likely caused by a change
of magnetic topology during magnetic reconnection (Priest and Forbes 2002). Studying the
fundamental physics of magnetic reconnection can contribute to our understanding of these
coronal processes.
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In addition to coronal heating, reconnection is important in other settings. Recent review
articles have addressed many examples: large flares and coronal mass ejections (Priest and
Forbes 2002; Isobe and Shibata 2009), magnetospheric convection and geomagnetic storm
and substorm phenomena for space weather applications (Eastwood 2008), particle acceleration (Mozer and Pritchett 2010), and astrophysical, fusion, and laboratory settings (Zweibel
and Yamada 2009).
The present review article focuses mainly on three topics: (1) Can magnetic reconnection
release energy as fast as required by observations of flares? (2) Why does magnetic reconnection in flares begin abruptly? In other words, how does reconnection play a role in the
storage and release of free magnetic energy? (3) How do recent developments on secondary
islands in collisional (Sweet-Parker) reconnection affect our understanding of reconnection
onset for coronal conditions?
This review article is organized as follows. A brief discussion of some observational
constraints and the way in which numerical simulations can be used to study reconnection
is in Sect. 2. Classical models of magnetic reconnection are summarized in Sect. 3. Recent
results about reconnection onset in weakly collisional systems such as the solar corona are
discussed in Sect. 4. Section 5 summarizes recent results on secondary islands in SweetParker reconnection and its impact on reconnection onset. Section 6 contains a discussion of
how the recent developments summarized here impact our understanding of coronal energy
storage and release, as well as a discussion of some assumptions that go into the models and
remaining open questions.

2 Observational Constraints and Reconnection Simulation Methodology
Many energy release events believed to be produced through reconnection exhibit two disparate timescales: a long period during which magnetic energy builds up but very little energy is released which we refer to as the “build-up phase” and a period of significant energy
release which often begins suddenly which we call the “energy release phase.” The key point
is that most of the magnetic energy is released in the latter stage. Examining the build-up and
energy release phases in the context of two space plasma systems yields interesting insights.
In typical X-class solar flares, a large energy release in the form of X-rays and electron energization occurs for a period of about 100 seconds (Miller et al. 1997), but an active region
on the sun may exist for weeks without producing such a flare. During a magnetospheric
substorm, a significant fraction of lobe flux is reconnected in a period of about 10 minutes
causing a dipolarization of the magnetotail and particle energization that creates the aurora,
but the typical time between repeating substorms is about 3 hours (Borovsky et al. 1993).
There have been many ideas put forth on why these eruptions onset abruptly. In this
review, we focus on coronal applications rather than magnetospheric applications. While
there are many similarities between the two (Reeves et al. 2008; Lin et al. 2008; Linton and
Moldwin 2009), they are different in that the corona is ostensibly weakly collisional before
onset while the magnetosphere is essentially collisionless, which likely implies a different
onset mechanism in the two settings.
Models of the onset of flares and coronal mass ejections (CMEs) can be divided into
two sets: ideal-magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) driven and reconnection driven. Examples of
ideal-MHD driving are the kink instability (Hood and Priest 1979), a catastrophic loss of
equilibrium (Forbes and Isenberg 1991), and the so-called breakout model (Antiochos et al.
1999). Examples of reconnection driven models include tether cutting (Sturrock 1989), the
tearing instability (Kliem 1995), and the onset of fast magnetic reconnection due to an abrupt
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beginning of Hall reconnection (Ma and Bhattacharjee 1996; Bhattacharjee 2004; Cassak
et al. 2005) or other kinetic micro-instabilities (Sato and Hayashi 1979). It is important
to note that the large number of models do not imply that one is right and the others are
wrong; observations have revealed evidence supporting different models in different flares
and CMEs (Sterling and Moore 2004). It appears that the question is not “Which is the right
model?”, rather “Which is the right model for a particular circumstance?”
If reconnection or tearing related phenomena is the driver of the onset of eruptions, it
is obvious that the microphysics of reconnection is important for such applications. However, even if ideal-MHD effects are driving the onset of the eruptions, understanding the
microphysics of reconnection and its onset is important. The examples of breakout and the
catastrophic loss of equilibrium rely on reconnection to complete the process, so understanding how it occurs in such settings is necessary. In particular, a thin current sheet is
formed before the eruption in both models and must be persistent for an extended period
of time before an eruption occurs. If studying the microphysics of reconnection reveals that
such current sheets are not stable or reconnect rapidly, then such models may need further
scrutiny. For the kink instability, some have argued that reconnection is not necessary to
allow an eruption (Török and Kliem 2005). However, some flux ropes undergo a kinking
but do not erupt (so-called “failed eruptions”). It seems likely that reconnection, along with
other effects such as the overlying magnetic field, plays a role in determining whether an
eruption occurs. For these reasons, understanding the microphysics of reconnection may
help provide insight into models of eruptions that take place on the larger scale. The present
review focuses on recent developments on this topic and how it impacts models of solar
activity.
The difficulty with understanding how reconnection occurs in coronal settings is the extremely disparate length and time scales involved. In collisionless systems, the diffusion
region has length scales associated with the electron and ion skin depths, c/ωpe and c/ωpi .
With a rough estimate of the density in the solar corona (n ≈ 1010 cm−3 ), these scales are
c/ωpi ∼ 200 cm and c/ωpe ∼ 5 cm. A typical magnetic flux tube involved in a flare has
a volume of 1027 cm3 . (It has long been assumed that collisionless effects are not important in the corona because of the small length scales, but we argue in the following section
that they are not negligible for reconnection.) Performing numerical simulations that resolve
both diffusion region length scales and system size scales simultaneously is far beyond the
capability of computers for the foreseeable future.
How can progress in numerical studies be made in understanding whether and how magnetic reconnection is the physical mechanism releasing this energy? One characteristic that
helps is that the build-up of magnetic energy in these systems is believed to be due to
external flows which compress the magnetic flux and create and intensify current sheets
(Parker 1983, 1988). Eventually, these current sheets become unstable to magnetic reconnection, releasing the stored energy. A key point, however, is that the disparate timescales
of the build-up and release phases are evidence that the external forcing flows are much
slower than the inflows due to magnetic reconnection, i.e., vforce $ vin . Just before magnetic
energy release, the system can be justifiably pictured as a static equilibrium with a long thin
current sheet. In order to simulate these systems realistically, it is not necessary to provide
external forcing to the system; simulating a current sheet unstable to reconnection release is
sufficient.
Initial value simulations of such long thin current sheets in collisionless systems typically
also reveal two distinct phases: a long time over which a finite magnetic island slowly forms
and flows develop which we call the “developmental phase,” and a fast reconnection phase
which we call the “asymptotic phase.” The key is that almost all of the energy release occurs
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when reconnection has reached its asymptotic phase (Shay et al. 2004), so one can focus on
the physical scaling of the energy release during the asymptotic phase. Because of the small
size of the island and very weak flows during the developmental phase, in any real system
the developmental phase will be indistinguishable from the build-up phase.
Gaining a physical understanding of the nature of the build-up and developmental phases
is a very difficult, but rich, problem. The theory must predict rates fast enough to allow
reconnection to grow from noise to significant size during the developmental phase, but it
also must be slow enough to allow significant magnetic loading during the build-up phase
between energy release events. Obtaining a theory that satisfies these timescale demands is
difficult because the developmental phase is strongly dependent on the specific initial conditions and parameters in the system, and these conditions are to a large extent unknown,
e.g., the size of the perturbations or forcing creating the X-line (Wang et al. 2000), the thickness of the initial current sheet (White 1986), the size of the system (Grasso et al. 1999),
the presence of a magnetic field normal to the current sheet (Lembege and Pellat 1982;
Pellat et al. 1991), and the specific kinetic equilibrium of the electrons (Sitnov et al. 2002).
The growth of reconnection from noise has also been shown to be strongly dependent on
the electron to ion mass ratio (Porcelli 1991) and the resistivity (Furth et al. 1963). Note
that the literature on the developmental phase of reconnection is extensive, and the citations
above are only included to be illustrative rather than exhaustive. Citations to papers addressing other issues such as the dependence on kinetic effects are omitted. Compared to the
developmental phase, the asymptotic phase of reconnection is much simpler, and we seek
primarily to address the asymptotic phase in this article.
A fundamental question about the asymptotic phase is: is reconnection fast enough to
explain the energy release time scales seen in physical systems? In the case of solar flares
and substorms this question reduces to: is it possible for a significant fraction of the available
magnetic flux to reconnect in 100 seconds and 10 minutes, respectively? In the context of
this question, it is unimportant how long it takes the reconnection to initiate. If the conditions
upstream of the diffusion region are changing much slower than the plasma transit time
through the diffusion region, then a quasi-steady (Sweet-Parker-type) theory can be used to
understand the reconnection.
The rate at which reconnection proceeds is quantified by the reconnection rate E, which
is the out-of-plane electric field in the upstream and boundary layers and is usually normalized to cA B/c, where cA is the Alfvén speed based on the reconnecting magnetic field
B immediately upstream of the diffusion region. From Faraday’s law, E is a measure of
the temporal rate of change of magnetic flux across the boundary layer. The reconnection
rate during eruptive flares has been estimated from direct observations to be E ∼ 0.001–
0.2 (Ohyama and Shibata 1998; Yokoyama et al. 2001; Isobe et al. 2002; Qiu et al. 2002;
Fletcher et al. 2004; Lin et al. 2005; Isobe et al. 2005). Therefore, reconnection can be a
candidate for the energy release mechanism if E is in this range.
During reconnection, a non-magnetohydrodynamic (non-MHD) region called the ion dissipation region forms near the X-line with a half-length of L along the outflow direction and
a half-thickness of δ along the inflow direction. The geometry of this region is very important for determining the scaling of reconnection rate; one can show that E ∝ δ/L. Thus, the
key is to understand the physics controlling the aspect ratio of the diffusion region δ/L. If
L scales like the system size Lsys , the reconnection will be much too slow to explain the
energy release during solar flares and substorms. If L $ Lsys , it is much more likely that
reconnection can explain the release rates seen in nature. Therefore, one plausible approach
to study whether reconnection is fast enough to explain observations is to (1) simulate a long
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thin current sheet which is strongly unstable to reconnection, and (2) examine the asymptotic behavior of the reconnection and determine the physics governing the aspect ratio of
the diffusion region.
Even with this approach, there is significant uncertainty about the applicability of the
conclusions of simulations to solar reconnection. The range of length scales is so large that
it is possible that reconnection could be modified by new physical mechanisms operative
at length scales much larger than system sizes attainable in current simulation studies. In
addition, many simplifying assumptions are commonly employed in reconnection theories
and simulation studies, such as
– two-dimensionality, with no variation perpendicular to the reconnection plane, and
– symmetry about the diffusion region in the up-down and left-right directions.
These assumptions cannot be expected to be valid in many naturally occurring settings, and
work has been done to relax these assumptions (see e.g., Priest and Schrijver 1999; Simakov
et al. 2006; Mozer and Pritchett 2010, respectively). In particular, the assumption of twodimensionality leaves out a wide range of instabilities which can disrupt and modify the
reconnection current sheet. In the present discussion, all of these assumptions are employed,
and relaxing them is discussed in Sect. 6.

3 Classical Models of Magnetic Reconnection
3.1 Sweet-Parker (Collisional) Reconnection
The Sweet-Parker model (Sweet 1958; Parker 1957) uses a steady-state scaling analysis to
determine how reconnection parameters scale with system plasma parameters, which are
assumed known. Sweet-Parker-type analyses have been used extensively to understand the
reconnection process (Biskamp 1986; Wang et al. 1996; Uzdensky et al. 1996; Ji et al. 1998;
Dorelli and Birn 2003). The Sweet-Parker model has been reviewed elsewhere (e.g., Zweibel
and Yamada 2009), so we do not derive it here. The result is
!
δ
ηc2
vin
,
(1)
∼ ∼
E∼
vout
L
4πcA L
where vin and vout are the inflow speed into and outflow speed out of the collisional boundary
layer, η is the resistivity, and cA is the Alfvén speed based on the magnetic field B and
plasma density n immediately upstream of the boundary layer. The term under the square
root is the inverse of a Lundquist number S, though care should be used since L is the
half-length of the layer, not the system size, and the Alfvén speed is based on the plasma
properties immediately upstream of the reconnection layer, not necessarily characteristic
global values.
The Sweet-Parker model was a major breakthrough because it is much faster than straight
diffusion (Parker 1957). The model has been verified in laboratory experiments (Ji et al.
1998; Trintchouk et al. 2003; Furno et al. 2005) and numerical simulations (Biskamp 1986;
Uzdensky and Kulsrud 2000). However, as has now been established, the model is only valid
for Lundquist numbers below Scrit ∼ 104 . There are drawbacks to the Sweet-Parker model
which arise in many physical settings, even within the confines of the assumptions listed
previously:
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Fig. 1 Out-of-plane current
density (color plot) with
magnetic field lines overlaid
(white lines) for (a) Hall
reconnection and
(b) Sweet-Parker reconnection,
from (Cassak et al. 2010)

• For systems with large Lundquist numbers, (1) implies that E is small. This implies the
process too slow to explain observed energy release times in flares, for which S ∼ 1012 –
1014 , and many other reconnection sites.
• For large S, (1) also implies that δ $ L, giving rise to elongated layers, such as seen in the
out-of-plane current Jz plotted in Fig. 1(b). Highly elongated current sheets are unstable
to a secondary tearing instability which gives rise to secondary islands (Biskamp 1986),
also known as plasmoids upon ejection from the boundary layer. These alter the SweetParker scaling results and make the reconnection faster (Matthaeus and Lamkin 1985;
Lapenta 2008). This is the topic of Sect. 5.
• The Sweet-Parker model is based on resistive-MHD. Thus, it does not apply when length
and time scales are small enough to give rise to other physics, such as the Hall effect
and other kinetic effects (Vasyliunas 1975). Thus, the Sweet-Parker model is unlikely to
explain any reconnection events in the Earth’s magnetosphere or solar wind where the ion
gyroradius exceeds collisional scales.
• Observed reconnection rates in the corona (close to 0.1) imply electric fields greatly exceeding the Dreicer runaway electric field (Drake and Shay 2007; Daughton et al. 2009b;
Roytershteyn et al. 2010), at which Coulomb collisions between electrons and ions shut
off (Dreicer 1959). Thus, it is essentially impossible for any model based on resistiveMHD with a Spitzer resistivity to explain the most rapid reconnection events in the
corona. Collisionless physics beyond resistive-MHD, such as the Hall effect, is required.
It should be noted, however, that it has been proposed that Sweet-Parker reconnection
can occur in the chromosphere (Litvinenko 1999; Chae et al. 2003; Litvinenko and Chae
2009), where Lundquist numbers are lower and kinetic physics may appear at length scales
below collisional scales. Also, though collisional reconnection cannot be occurring during
the energy release phase of a flare, it is not a priori precluded from occurring during the
build-up phase (Shibata and Tanuma 2001; Cassak et al. 2005; Uzdensky 2007; Cassak
et al. 2008). These topics are discussed further in Sect. 6.
3.2 Collisionless Reconnection
The consideration of reconnection beyond resistive-MHD was explored in a review paper by
(Vasyliunas 1975). The linear tearing mode with kinetic effects was studied for fusion applications (Drake and Lee 1977; Terasawa 1983; Hassam 1984); it was determined that they
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increase the growth rate of the tearing mode. It was confirmed numerically (Aydemir 1992;
Kleva et al. 1995) that reconnection is much faster when electron pressure is present. While
some of these models contain collisions, Kleva et al. (1995) showed that the reconnection
rate is fast when the thickness δ of the layer is below kinetic scales and collisions are playing
no role. Many further studies found a similar enhanced rate of reconnection in the nonlinear
regime (Wang and Bhattacharjee 1993; Zakharov et al. 1993; Rogers and Zakharov 1996;
Ma and Bhattacharjee 1996; Cafaro et al. 1998; Grasso et al. 1999).
Since that time, many simulations have revealed that asymptotic reconnection rates in
collisionless regimes approach a value of reconnection roughly independent of (c/ωpi )/L
and (c/ωpe )/L, i.e., the reconnection rate is on the order of 0.1 and is independent of system
size and electron mass (Shay and Drake 1998; Shay et al. 1999; Hesse et al. 1999; Birn
et al. 2001; Huba and Rudakov 2004; Shay et al. 2007; Daughton 2010, and references
therein). In this respect, bearing in mind that simulations can only resolve modest values of
(c/ωpe )/L and (c/ωpi )/L, there is general agreement that current simulation scaling implies
that reconnection can be fast enough due to kinetic effects to have energy release times
consistent with solar flares and magnetospheric substorms.
What is currently controversial is the physics responsible for these fast reconnection
rates. It has been suggested (Mandt et al. 1994; Shay et al. 1999) that the Hall term is critical
to allow these fast energy release rates. The Hall term operates at sub-ion gyroradius scales
and describes the decoupling of ions from the magnetic field when their gyro-orbit is comparable to gradient scales in the magnetic field. Mandt et al. (1994) and Rogers et al. (2001)
argued that collisionless (Hall) reconnection is fast because of the dispersive nature of the
whistler and kinetic Alfvén waves introduced by the Hall term. This is because the increase
in flow speeds at smaller length scales allows Petschek-type open outflow configurations
(Drake and Shay 2007). Hall physics was found to fundamentally alter the properties of the
diffusion region (Biskamp et al. 1995), and the quadrupolar magnetic field perturbations
during kinetic reconnection (Sonnerup 1979) were shown to be a direct effect of electron
physics due to the Hall term (Mandt et al. 1994). The importance of the Hall effect was highlighted in the GEM Challenge study (Birn et al. 2001 and references therein), which compared fluid, two-fluid, hybrid, and particle-in-cell (PIC) simulations. All simulations containing Hall physics had a similar (fast) reconnection rate, while the simulation without the
Hall effect was much slower. Recently, large scale kinetic-PIC simulations have found asymptotic reconnection rates independent of electron mass and system size (Shay et al. 2007;
Daughton 2010) as in previous studies. In addition, it was found that the structure of the outflow jet critical to fast reconnection rates is controlled by the Hall fields in the dissipation
region (Drake et al. 2008), consistent with the Hall model.
There is much observational support for the occurrence of Hall reconnection. Signatures
of Hall reconnection have been observed in the Earth’s magnetosphere (Nagai et al. 2001;
Øieroset et al. 2001; Scudder et al. 2002; Mozer et al. 2002; Runov et al. 2003; Borg et al.
2005; Phan et al. 2007) as well as those of other planets (Eastwood et al. 2008). It has also
been studied in laboratory reconnection experiments (Ren et al. 2005; Cothran et al. 2005;
Yamada et al. 2006; Frank et al. 2006). There is no direct evidence of Hall reconnection
in the corona because the length scales involved (on the scale of meters) is far below the
resolution of satellite observations.
However, the role of the Hall effect in allowing fast reconnection is not universally accepted. Karimabadi et al. (2004) performed hybrid simulations in which the Hall term was
manually removed from the generalized Ohm’s law, with resultant reconnection rates comparable to the case with the Hall term present being reported. A subsequent hybrid study,
however, found the opposite result: removing the Hall term led to a long thin diffusion region
with a slower reconnection rate (Malakit et al. 2009).
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In large scale kinetic-PIC simulations (Karimabadi et al. 2005; Daughton et al. 2006;
Karimabadi et al. 2007; Daughton et al. 2011), it was concluded that the length of the electron current layer tends to increase in time and is limited by secondary island formation
or boundary conditions. The Hall effect alone would therefore not be sufficient to give fast
reconnection. On the other hand, kinetic-PIC simulations also see significant long periods
of relatively steady reconnection rates and diffusion region lengths (Karimabadi et al. 2007;
Shay et al. 2007; Klimas et al. 2008). Further study is required to resolve the role of secondary islands in collisionless reconnection.
Beyond traditional plasmas (consisting of electrons and protons), simulations of reconnection in electron-positron plasmas can in principle provide a way to test the importance
of the Hall effect, as in these systems the Hall effect identically cancels (Bessho and Bhattacharjee 2005). Simulations show that electron-positron reconnection is also fast (Bessho
and Bhattacharjee 2005, 2007; Hesse and Zenitani 2007; Daughton and Karimabadi 2007;
Swisdak et al. 2008; Zenitani and Hesse 2008), and therefore fast reconnection can occur in the absence of Hall physics. Any controversy arises from the general conclusions
of these simulations relative to electron-proton plasmas. If a universal mechanism is allowing fast reconnection in both electron-positron and electron-proton plasmas, then Hall
physics may not be playing the critical role even in the electron-proton case. Such universal
processes could be secondary island formation (Daughton and Karimabadi 2007) or offdiagonal pressure tensor effects (Bessho and Bhattacharjee 2005; Hesse et al. 2009). On
the other hand, it is possible that a different mechanism not present in the electron-proton
case is allowing fast reconnection, in which case the cause of the fast rates in electronpositron reconnection would have no bearing on reconnection in traditional plasmas. One
possibility discussed in the literature is the Weibel instability (Zenitani and Hesse 2008;
Swisdak et al. 2008), which becomes active in the outflow jet and broadens out the current
layer, though this remains a topic of debate (Daughton et al. 2011).

4 The Onset of Fast Reconnection in Weakly Collisional Systems
An important topic for understanding energy storage and release in the corona is what causes
the onset of Hall reconnection in weakly collisional systems, where collisional reconnection
may be important before onset. This ostensibly excludes reconnection onset in the magnetosphere where collisions are not expected to play any role, but should be relevant for
coronal applications and possibly fusion devices.
One can estimate the length scale where MHD breaks down by comparing ideal-MHD
terms to other terms in the generalized Ohm’s law. If the field lines are anti-parallel, the
characteristic length scale is c/ωpi , the ion inertial length (equivalent to the Larmor radius
for a particle traveling at the Alfvén speed) (Vasyliunas 1975). When there is a large outof-plane (guide) magnetic field, the length scale associated with the Hall term becomes ρs ,
the Larmor radius for ions moving at the sound speed cs2 = (Te + Ti )/mi , where mi is the
ion mass and Te and Ti are the electron and ion temperatures (Rogers and Zakharov 1995;
Kleva et al. 1995). The question becomes—how does reconnection transition from SweetParker reconnection at δ larger than kinetic scales to Hall reconnection at kinetic scales?
It was recently established that the transition from Sweet-Parker to Hall reconnection
is abrupt (catastrophic) as a function of δ (Cassak et al. 2005). This occurs because both
the Hall effect and the resistive term scale like 1/δ 2 (Birn et al. 2001), so that one or the
other dominates for a given δ. It follows that magnetic reconnection in weakly collisional
plasmas is bistable, as either term can dominate depending on the plasma parameters. This
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is true up to extreme values of the Lundquist number. The existence of abrupt transitions and
bistability has been confirmed in numerical simulations both without (Cassak et al. 2005)
and with (Cassak et al. 2007) a guide field. There is evidence from laboratory experiments
that an abrupt transition occurs at δ ∼ c/ωpi (Ren et al. 2005; Yamada et al. 2006) or ρs
(Egedal et al. 2007; Katz et al. 2010).
There have been recent attempts to perform a scaling analysis which describes the nonlinear dynamics of Hall reconnection (Chacón et al. 2007; Simakov and Chacón 2008;
Malyshkin 2008; Tsiklauri 2008; Simakov and Chacón 2009; Zocco et al. 2009; Malyshkin
2009). While much has been learned, these models do not predict the length of the layer L
(Uzdensky 2009; Sullivan et al. 2009), leaving current analytical models incomplete.
It has been suggested that the catastrophic onset of fast reconnection has important implications for why many reconnection events begin abruptly (Cassak et al. 2005, 2006; Uzdensky 2007; Cassak et al. 2008). The idea is that reconnection before the eruptive event is
collisional, and the dynamics causes the layer to thin to kinetic scales, where reconnection
onsets abruptly. While this model is appealing, it assumes that Sweet-Parker reconnection is
valid for coronal conditions. However, as discussed in the previous section, the appearance
of secondary islands alter Sweet-Parker reconnection at high Lundquist number. We now
summarize recent developments about secondary islands in Sweet-Parker reconnection with
an eye toward its impact on onset.

5 Effect of Secondary Islands on Collisional (Sweet-Parker) Reconnection
As discussed in Sect. 3, very elongated layers are predicted to occur during Sweet-Parker
reconnection with high Lundquist numbers. When the sheet becomes sufficiently elongated,
it breaks up due to a secondary tearing instability (Biskamp 1986). An example of a secondary island can be seen in Fig. 1(b) near the right side of the layer. As secondary islands
and plasmoids appear in many different contexts, it is important to carefully delineate which
manifestation of secondary islands is being treated in the present context. Here, we discuss
secondary islands that form during collisional (Sweet-Parker) reconnection as a result of
self-consistent evolution through a secondary tearing-type process. In particular, we are not
treating secondary islands in the following contexts:
– As emphasized by Daughton et al. (2006), secondary islands can occur during collisionless reconnection. Islands have been observed during collisionless reconnection in the
magnetosphere (Chen et al. 2008). The treatment here is before any transition to collisionless reconnection has occurred.
– The Sweet-Parker model tacitly assumes that the incoming plasma is laminar. If it is
turbulent with sizable fluctuations, this could induce topology changes in multiple locations along the layer, resulting in plasmoids. This has been emphasized by Matthaeus
and Lamkin (1985), Lazarian and Vishniac (1999) and studied in various contexts (Smith
et al. 2004; Loureiro et al. 2009; Kowal et al. 2009; Nakamura et al. 2010) (although often
the turbulence is imposed near the layer as opposed to the upstream region). This type of
plasmoid formation is potentially very important, and will be discussed further in Sect. 6.
In the present context, we will retain the simplifying assumption that the upstream flow
is initially laminar.
– The secondary tearing instability appears to be a linear instability, and this phase has received recent attention. Linearizing around a dynamic equilibrium allowed a prediction
(Loureiro et al. 2007) of the growth rate and number of islands. Predictions of this model
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have been confirmed by numerical simulations designed to test the linear theory (Samtaney et al. 2009; Ni et al. 2010; Huang and Bhattacharjee 2010). It is to be suspected
that the linear phase of the instability is short lived, and simulations have shown that
the nonlinear phase differs in many ways from the linear phase (Daughton et al. 2009a;
Cassak et al. 2009; Huang and Bhattacharjee 2010). The present treatment considers only
the nonlinear phase of the instability.
– Finally, the assumptions discussed in Sect. 3 (two-dimensions and symmetric) are retained. Also, secondary island generation is manifestly time dependent, but we consider
steady-state properties of the reconnection. By this, we mean that there is a continual
generation and expulsion of plasmoids. When variations caused by secondary islands are
averaged over sufficiently long times, quasi-steady properties emerge.
The recent work we will summarize addresses three main topics: (1) Does the resistiveMHD property of secondary island formation persist in more realistic descriptions of a reconnecting plasma, such as those described by PIC simulations? (2) What is the quantitative
effect of secondary islands on Sweet-Parker reconnection? (3) Does the presence of secondary islands alter the way in which Hall reconnection begins and which mode dominates
when both are simultaneously present?
5.1 Persistence of Secondary Islands in Kinetic Plasmas
The resistive-MHD description usually encountered in numerical simulations achieves closure through a resistivity η treated as a constant or as a Spitzer resistivity with a T −3/2
dependence. However, they are not calculated self-consistently, so it is important to ensure
that this description is applicable when applied to more accurate descriptions of a plasma,
such as PIC codes. To address this, Daughton et al. (2009b) employed a Fokker-Planck collision operator into a PIC code, so that resistivity is self-consistently determined through the
dynamics rather than being imposed. Also, Ohmic heating is automatically included, as well
as the Dreicer runaway condition which is absent from fluid models.
Surprisingly, the results were largely consistent with resistive-MHD simulations, at least
for the parameter regimes in which agreement would be expected (Daughton et al. 2009a,
2009b). In particular, when the layer is thicker than kinetic scales, a Sweet-Parker layer
forms. For high enough Lundquist numbers, the Sweet-Parker layer self-consistently develops secondary islands. The main difference between the resistive-MHD and PIC descriptions is that the effective resistivity from the PIC simulations self-consistently evolves in
time because of the temperature change in the plasma, which can cause a thinning of the
layer.
5.2 Scaling of Sweet-Parker Reconnection with Secondary Islands
When secondary islands occur, the simple Sweet-Parker scaling law in (1) is no longer
expected to hold. A quantitative prediction of the mean properties of the reconnection was
not developed until recently. It was proposed that if the fragmented current sheets that form
when secondary islands occur are still collisional, they should be described by Sweet-Parker
scaling (Daughton et al. 2009b). This is analogous to a similar assumption for reconnection
in turbulent plasmas (Lazarian and Vishniac 1999).
This model allows one to make relatively simple quantitative predictions of how reconnection with secondary islands proceeds. If a Sweet-Parker diffusion region of half-length
LSP has N secondary islands, it is effectively cut into pieces of average length L ∼ LSP /N .
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Fig. 2 Scaling of
(a) reconnection rate E and
(b) current layer thickness δ as a
function of Lundquist number S
in resistive-MHD simulations,
from (Cassak et al. 2009),
normalized to N 1/2 as in (2)
and (3). The dashed line gives the
prediction from the classical
Sweet-Parker model. Diamonds
and squares denote two
techniques of measuring N

If the Sweet-Parker model describes each segment, the thickness δ of the segments scales as
(Daughton et al. 2009b)
δSP
δ∼ √ ,
N

(2)

where δSP is the thickness predicted by classical Sweet-Parker theory in (1). Since E ∼ δ/L
from (1), the reconnection rate scales as (Cassak et al. 2009)
√
E ∼ ESP N ,
(3)
where ESP ∼ S −1/2 is the classical Sweet-Parker rate. Since N > 1, secondary islands speedup Sweet-Parker reconnection and make the current layers thinner, consistent with previous
arguments (Shibata and Tanuma 2001).
These results were recently shown to be consistent with numerical simulations. Using
PIC simulations, Daughton et al. (2009b) showed that the layer becomes thinner when secondary islands arise. Using resistive-MHD simulations, Cassak et al. (2009) did a scaling
study for a range of Lundquist numbers up to S = 6.8 × 104 and showed that (2) and (3)
describe the data rather well, as shown in Fig. 2.
The next logical question is how the number of islands N scales with the Lundquist
number S. The only way to study this numerically is to do extremely large simulations at
high S. This has been pursued by Bhattacharjee et al. (2009), Huang and Bhattacharjee
(2010), who did simulations up to S ∼ 106 . Their conclusion is that N ∼ S/Scrit , a linear
scaling with S. Using (1) and (3), this predicts a reconnection rate of E ∼ 0.01 independent
of system parameters for large S. An alternate interpretation leading to the same result was
recently presented (Uzdensky et al. 2010).
This result is very important as E is orders of magnitude faster than the classical SweetParker prediction for large S, including inferred coronal parameters. It is only an order of
magnitude slower than rates typically observed during Hall reconnection. This has important
observational and theoretical consequences if it scales up to larger S, as will be discussed
further in Sect. 6. However, it is very important to realize that the numerical simulations
performed thus far go up to S ∼ 106 , which is large for numerical simulations but is 6 to 8
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orders of magnitude smaller than coronal values. Thus, extrapolating to coronal Lundquist
numbers is not obviously possible at this stage, as it could be the case that global effects are
more important at larger S.
The other important caveat to take into account is that the simple theory in (2) and (3)
assumes that all secondary islands are essentially active at the same time. However, it was
proposed some time ago (Shibata and Tanuma 2001) that secondary island formation occurs
hierarchically, in the sense that a global layer breaks in two due to a secondary island, then
those two go unstable, and so on. This scenario was observed in resistive-MHD simulations
(Bhattacharjee et al. 2009). This will have more of an effect for larger S, and will need to be
incorporated into future theories.
Another result of importance is the role of embedded effects, which occur when the
length scale over which the magnetic field changes direction on a global scale greatly exceeds the thickness of the dissipation region. This is expected to be the case in the corona,
where dissipation takes place on the scale of meters, which is microscopic compared to
global scales. The result is that the magnetic field that enters into the determination of the
Lundquist number S is the magnitude of the reconnecting field immediately upstream of
the dissipation layer (Cassak and Drake 2009). This is potentially far smaller than global
characteristic field strengths, so it is important to keep this in mind when applying theoretical results to solar observations. Unfortunately, it is well beyond the capability of present
instruments to measure local fields at reconnection sites at this time.
5.3 Impact of Secondary Islands on Onset
The other key element of secondary islands in Sweet-Parker reconnection that has recently
emerged is its impact on the onset of collisionless reconnection. As discussed in Sect. 4,
collisionless reconnection onsets abruptly when the layer reaches kinetic scales. It was proposed (Shibata and Tanuma 2001) that the formation of secondary islands makes the layer
thinner (as in (2)), which could be a mechanism to usher in smaller length scales. Alternately, a similar effect occurs in embedded reconnection as the inflow convects in stronger
reconnecting magnetic fields, which from (1) causes the layer to become thinner (Cassak
et al. 2006).
The effect of secondary islands on the transition to collisionless reconnection was addressed numerically only recently. As mentioned in the previous subsection, it was observed
in PIC simulations (Daughton et al. 2009b) that secondary island formation led to thinner
current layers. These thinner layers became sub-gyroscale, and an onset of collisionless reconnection was observed. Again, these PIC simulations self-consistently calculate the effect
of collisions, so it is possible to see that the reconnection electric field exceeds the Dreicer field after onset and collisionless effects become the dominant dissipation mechanism
(Daughton et al. 2009a; Roytershteyn et al. 2010).
In these studies, however, numerical constraints forced S to be small enough that collisionless reconnection began as soon as a secondary island formed. It is important to separate
whether the onset occurs as a result of the secondary islands or as a result of reaching kinetic
scales. A recent resistive-Hall-MHD simulation study (Shepherd and Cassak 2010) showed
that secondary islands can exist on scales larger than kinetic scales. The reconnection rates
observed (E ∼ 0.01) are limited to values consistent with the Bhattacharjee et al. (2009),
Huang and Bhattacharjee (2010) studies. The faster reconnection rate of E ∼ 0.1 was only
observed to occur once the layers fell below kinetic scales and Hall reconnection began.
Further, since the Hall reconnection rate is an order of magnitude faster than the secondary
island reconnection rate as determined so far in simulations, it was observed (Shepherd and

Magnetic Reconnection for Coronal Conditions: Reconnection Rates

295

Cassak 2010) that secondary islands were ejected from the vicinity of Hall reconnection
sites once they became active. This implies that the energy release during the fastest phases
of reconnection occur at Hall reconnection sites as opposed to at collisional reconnection
sites with secondary islands.
One concludes from the studies discussed herein that (1) the condition that the layer
needs to become smaller than kinetic scales in order to start collisionless reconnection seems
to persist in the presence of secondary islands, (2) the presence of the secondary islands
hastens the onset of collisionless reconnection, and (3) the most efficient energy release
occurs during Hall reconnection, which dominates the reconnection process (if kinetic scales
are reached).

6 Discussion
While the presence of secondary islands has been known for some time, the profound affect on the Sweet-Parker reconnection process was not broadly appreciated until recently.
Recent work has furnished a better understanding of how reconnection proceeds in various
parameter regimes (see Daughton and Roytershteyn 2011, this issue). Here, we summarize
what has been learned and what open questions remain.
6.1 What Has Been Learned?
First, we consider the impact of what has been learned on the storage of energy in the buildup phase before a flare. In particular, we discuss recent suggestions that the pre-flare corona
is undergoing reconnection, but it is collisional and therefore slow enough to allow energy to
accumulate (Cassak et al. 2005; Uzdensky 2007; Cassak et al. 2008). As has been discussed
earlier, there are three reconnection regimes: Sweet-Parker, Sweet-Parker with secondary
islands, and collisionless (Hall) reconnection. There is evidence that reconnection in both the
secondary island and collisionless phase are quite rapid (E ∼ 0.1 for Hall reconnection, E ∼
0.01 for secondary island reconnection). If both of these scalings persist to large systems
with high Lundquist numbers, then both are too fast to allow energy storage before a flare.
Then, in order for pre-flare reconnection to be slow within the confines of these three models,
it would have to be in the Sweet-Parker phase. To be in the Sweet-Parker phase, two criteria
must be satisfied: (1) the thickness of the layer must be greater than kinetic scales, and (2)
the Lundquist number must be below Scrit ∼ 104 .
The solar corona, whether in active regions or in the quiet corona, has an extremely large
Lundquist number S ∼ 1012 based on characteristic coronal parameters, which seemingly
precludes Sweet-Parker reconnection from happening. However, one must be careful because the global Lundquist number is not the relevant quantity; rather, it is the Lundquist
number based on the upstream reconnecting magnetic field. Since the global Lundquist number is eight orders of magnitude larger than Scrit at which secondary islands occur, the reconnecting magnetic field would have to be eight orders of magnitude smaller than the characteristic coronal field for embedded effects to allow for Sweet-Parker reconnection to occur.
While outside the realm of measurement, it seems rather unlikely that this is the case for an
extended period of time. Another possibility is that three-dimensional effects or effects not
yet seen in simulations with S only as high as 106 play an important role in throttling islands.
Thus, it is impossible at this time to definitively say whether classical Sweet-Parker reconnection without secondary islands can ever occur in the corona, but one would conclude
based on present knowledge that it is unlikely.
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If it is true that classical Sweet-Parker reconnection is not accessible, then the energy
storage models are not tenable within the guise of the three canonical forms of reconnection. The conclusion would be that reconnection could not occur before a flare. In other
words, the onset of any reconnection will rapidly lead to a fast energy release, so energy
cannot accumulate while reconnection is occurring. In addition to the microphysical models, this result is important for several ideal-MHD models of coronal eruptions. In particular,
some models (Forbes and Isenberg 1991; Antiochos et al. 1999) assume that MHD is valid
for a long time and that thin current sheets form without significant energy release. Based on
what has been learned from simulations of the microphysics, such current sheets would immediately reconnect rapidly. Thus, understanding what prevents reconnection from starting
remains an open and critically important question. One mechanism of suppression of reconnection that has been discussed is the effect of line-tying (see e.g., Delzanno and Finn 2008;
Huang and Zweibel 2009). From the point of view of fundamental reconnection research, a
better understanding of embedded effects during the reconnection between two flux tubes is
necessary to address some of the open questions.
Second, consider the energy release phase of a flare. Many observations of solar eruptions reveal a distinct rise phase where the X-ray flux increases from noise followed by
an eruptive phase. It was proposed (Shepherd and Cassak 2010) that the rise phase corresponds to reconnection with secondary islands, and the eruptive phase occurs when there is
a catastrophic transition to Hall reconnection. The factor of ten difference in reconnection
rates in the two phases is consistent with observed differences between the rise phase and
eruptive phase seen in observations of flux emergence reconnection (Longcope et al. 2005)
and implosion beneath a CME (Liu and Wang 2010). Much more work needs to be done to
see if this simple model can explain the observations and whether the assumptions of the
model make it applicable to the corona, such as whether the rise phase reconnection electric
field is sub-Dreicer and whether the thickness of the layer during the secondary island phase
is larger than kinetic scales.
It should be noted that the conclusions on energy storage and release may be very different in the chromosphere (Litvinenko 1999; Chae et al. 2003; Litvinenko and Chae 2009).
Owing to the higher plasma density and smaller length scales, both the Lundquist number
(S ∼ 108 ) and the kinetic scales are smaller than in the corona. There are large uncertainties
about the characteristic scales, so it is an open question which parameter regime the chromosphere falls in. It is entirely possible that reconnection obeys the Sweet-Parker model or,
more likely, the modified theory allowing for secondary islands. However, the chromosphere
is only partially ionized, so a full description of reconnection in these settings needs to include the interaction of the plasma with neutrals.
6.2 Open Questions
While much progress has been made on understanding collisional magnetic reconnection
with secondary islands and its impact on the onset of Hall reconnection for coronal conditions, many questions remain unanswered. Here, we summarize two:
– Effects of Turbulence—Secondary islands in the form discussed in the present review occur self-consistently due to a secondary tearing instability of previously laminar fields.
However, the presence of turbulence can effectively introduce secondary islands even
without the secondary instability (Matthaeus and Lamkin 1985; Lazarian and Vishniac
1999). Thus, in order for the present results to be applicable in the corona, secondary tearing has to be more important than any ambient turbulence. Since the corona is a turbulent

Magnetic Reconnection for Coronal Conditions: Reconnection Rates

297

medium, it is not clear that this is the case. Some studies have investigated the relative effect of secondary islands and ambient turbulence (Smith et al. 2004; Loureiro et al. 2009;
Skender and Lapenta 2010; Huang and Bhattacharjee 2010), but much further work is
necessary to ascertain which effect is more important and under what conditions.
– Three-dimensional effects—The present discussion was completely based on evidence
from two-dimensional theory and simulations. The landscape of the reconnection process
is much different in three dimensions (Intrator et al. 2009). In particular, in the case of
reconnection with a guide field (which is the expected naturally occurring situation in the
corona), reconnection can occur at the symmetry line, but also at off symmetry axis locations referred to in the fusion community as rational surfaces. In such a system, secondary
islands, which become flux ropes in three dimensions, can interact with each other in ways
impossible in two-dimensions, including going around each other or becoming braided.
Islands on multiple rational surfaces make the magnetic field in such regions stochastic
(Borgogno et al. 2005). In addition, there are instabilities in three dimensions that are not
present in two dimensions (Huba et al. 1977; Drake et al. 1994; Zhu and Winglee 1996;
Drake et al. 1997; Büchner and Kuska 1999; Daughton 1999; Horiuchi and Sato 1999;
Rogers et al. 2000; Lapenta and Knoll 2003; Karimabadi et al. 2003; Drake et al. 2003;
Ricci et al. 2005; Yin et al. 2008) which potentially greatly change the behavior of reconnection. It will take much further work on this subject to understand how reconnection
progresses in three dimensions.
Acknowledgements The authors thank J.F. Drake for helpful conversations. PAC gratefully acknowledges
support from NSF grant PHY-0902479 and MAS gratefully acknowledges support from NSF grant ATM0645271 and NASA grant NNX08AM37G.

References
S.K. Antiochos, C.R. DeVore, J.A. Klimchuk, A model for solar coronal mass ejections. Astrophys. J. 510,
485 (1999)
A.Y. Aydemir, Nolinear studies of m = 1 modes in high-temperature plasmas. Phys. Fluids B 4, 3469 (1992)
N. Bessho, A. Bhattacharjee, Collisionless reconnection in an electron-positron plasma. Phys. Rev. Lett. 95,
245001 (2005)
N. Bessho, A. Bhattacharjee, Fast collisionless reconnection in electron-positron plasmas. Phys. Plasmas 14,
056503 (2007)
A. Bhattacharjee, Impulsive Magnetic Reconnection in the Earth’s Magnetotail and the Solar Corona. Annu.
Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 42, 365 (2004)
A. Bhattacharjee, Y.M. Huang, H. Yang, B. Rogers, Fast reconnection in high-Lundquist-number plasmas
due to secondary tearing instabilities. Phys. Plasmas 16, 112102 (2009)
J. Birn, J.F. Drake, M.A. Shay, B.N. Rogers, R.E. Denton, M. Hesse, M. Kuznetsova, Z.W. Ma, A. Bhattacharjee, A. Otto, P.L. Pritchett, GEM magnetic reconnection challenge. J. Geophys. Res. 106, 3715
(2001)
D. Biskamp, Magnetic reconnection via current sheets. Phys. Fluids 29, 1520 (1986)
D. Biskamp, E. Schwarz, J.F. Drake, Ion-controlled collisionless magnetic reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 75,
3850 (1995)
A.L. Borg, M. Øieroset, T.D. Phan, F.S. Mozer, A. Pedersen, C. Mouikis, J.P. McFadden, C. Twitty, A.
Balogh, H. Rème, Cluster encounter of a magnetic reconnection diffusion region in the near-earth magnetotail on September 19, 2003. J. Geophys. Res. 32, L19105 (2005)
D. Borgogno, D. Grasso, F. Porcelli, F. Califano, F. Pegoraro, D. Farina, Aspects of three-dimensional magnetic reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 12, 032309 (2005)
J.E. Borovsky, R.J. Nemzek, R.D. Bellan, The occurrence rate of magnetospheric-substorm onsets: Random
and periodic substorms. J. Geophys. Res. 98, 3807 (1993)
J. Büchner, J.P. Kuska, Sausage mode instability of thin current sheets as a cause of magnetospheric substorms. Ann. Geophys. 17, 604 (1999)

298

P.A. Cassak, M.A. Shay

E. Cafaro, D. Grasso, F. Pegorano, F. Porcelli, A. Saluzzi, Invariants and geometric structures in nonlinear
Hamiltonian magnetic reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 4430 (1998)
P.A. Cassak, J.F. Drake, Secondary islands in embedded Sweet-Parker reconnection and energy storage in the
corona. Astrophys. J. Lett. 707, L158 (2009)
P.A. Cassak, M.A. Shay, J.F. Drake, Catastrophe model for fast magnetic reconnection onset. Phys. Rev. Lett.
95, 235002 (2005)
P.A. Cassak, J.F. Drake, M.A. Shay, A model for spontaneous onset of fast magnetic reconnection. Astrophys.
J. Lett. 644, L145 (2006)
P.A. Cassak, J.F. Drake, M.A. Shay, Catastrophic onset of fast magnetic reconnection with a guide field.
Phys. Plasmas 14, 054502 (2007)
P.A. Cassak, D.J. Mullan, M.A. Shay, From solar and stellar flares to coronal heating: Theory and observations of how magnetic reconnection regulates coronal conditions. Astrophys. J. Lett. 676, L69 (2008)
P.A. Cassak, M.A. Shay, J.F. Drake, Scaling of Sweet-Parker reconnection with secondary islands. Phys. Plasmas 16, 102702 (2009)
P.A. Cassak, M.A. Shay, J.F. Drake, A saddle-node bifurcation model of magnetic reconnection onset.
Phys. Plasmas 17, 062105 (2010)
L. Chacón, A. Simakov, A. Zocco, Steady-state properties of driven magnetic reconnection in 2d electron
magnetohydrodynamics. Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 235001 (2007)
J. Chae, Y.J. Moon, S.Y. Park, Observational tests of chromospheric magnetic reconnection. J. Korean Astron.
Soc. 36, 13 (2003)
L.J. Chen, A. Bhattacharjee, P.A. Puhl-Quinn, H. Yang, N. Bessho, S. Imada, S. Muhlbachler, P.W. Daly, B.
Lefebvre, Y. Khotyaintsev, A. Vaivads, A. Fazakerley, E. Georgescu, Observation of energetic electrons
within magnetic islands. Nat. Phys. 4, 19 (2008)
C.D. Cothran, M. Landreman, M.R. Brown, W.H. Matthaeus, Generalized Ohm’s law in a 3-d reconnection
experiment. Geophys. Res. Lett. 32, L03105 (2005)
W. Daughton, Unstable eigenmodes of a neutral sheet. Phys. Plasmas 6, 1329 (1999)
W. Daughton, Private communication (2010)
W. Daughton, H. Karimabadi, Collisionless magnetic reconnection in large-scale electron-positron plasmas.
Phys. Plasmas 14, 072303 (2007)
W. Daughton, V. Roytershteyn, Emerging parameter space map of magnetic reconnection in collisional and
kinetic regimes. Space Sci. Rev. (2011, in press)
W. Daughton, J. Scudder, H. Karimabadi, Fully kinetic simulations of undriven magnetic reconnection with
open boundary conditions. Phys. Plasmas 13, 072101 (2006)
W. Daughton, V. Roytershteyn, B.J. Albright, H. Karimabadi, L. Yin, K.J. Bowers, Influence of coulomb
collisions on the structure of reconnection layers. Phys. Plasmas 16, 072117 (2009a)
W. Daughton, V. Roytershteyn, B.J. Albright, H. Karimabadi, L. Yin, K.J. Bowers, Transition from collisional
to kinetic regimes in large-scale reconnection layers. Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 065004 (2009b)
W. Daughton, V. Roytershteyn, H. Karimabadi, S.P. Gary, L. Yin, B.J. Albright, K. Bowers, Secondary island formation in collisional and collisionless kinetic simulations of magnetic reconnection, in Modern
Challenges in Nonlinear Plasma Physics, vol. 1320 (American Institute of Physics, New York, 2011),
pp. 144–159
G.L. Delzanno, J.M. Finn, The effect of line-tying on tearing modes. Phys. Plasmas 15, 032904 (2008)
J.C. Dorelli, J. Birn, Whistler-mediated magnetic reconnection in large systems: magnetic flux pileup and the
formation of thin current sheets. J. Geophys. Res. 108, 1133 (2003)
J.F. Drake, Y.C. Lee, Kinetic theory of tearing instabilities. Phys. Fluids 20, 1341 (1977)
J.F. Drake, M.A. Shay, The fundamentals of collisionless reconnection, in Reconnection of Magnetic Fields:
Magnetohydrodynamics and Collisionless Theory and Observations, ed. by J. Birn, E. Priest (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2007)
J.F. Drake, R.G. Kleva, M.E. Mandt, Structure of thin current layers: implications for magnetic reconnection.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 73, 1251 (1994)
J.F. Drake, D. Biskamp, A. Zeiler, Breakup of the electron current layer during 3-d collisionless magnetic
reconnection. Geophys. Res. Lett. 24, 2921 (1997)
J.F. Drake, M. Swisdak, M.A. Shay, B.N. Rogers, A. Zeiler, C. Cattell, Formation of electron holes and
particle energization during magnetic reconnection. Science 299, 873 (2003)
J.F. Drake, M.A. Shay, M. Swisdak, The Hall fields and fast magnetic reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 15, 042396
(2008)
H. Dreicer, Electron and ion runaway in a fully ionized gas. I. Phys. Rev. 115, 238 (1959)
J.P. Eastwood, The science of space weather. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. A 366, 4489 (2008)
J.P. Eastwood, D.A. Brain, J.S. Halekas, J.F. Drake, T.D. Phan, M. Øieroset, D.L. Mitchell, R.P. Lin, M.
Acuña, Evidence for collisionless magnetic reconnection at Mars. Geophys. Res. Lett. 35, L02106
(2008)

Magnetic Reconnection for Coronal Conditions: Reconnection Rates

299

J. Egedal, W. Fox, N. Katz, M. Porkolab, K. Reim, E. Zhang, Laboratory observations of spontaneous magnetic reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 015003 (2007)
L. Fletcher, J.A. Pollack, H.E. Potts, Tracking of trace ultraviolet flare footpoints. Sol. Phys. 222, 279 (2004)
T.G. Forbes, P.A. Isenberg, A catastrophe mechanism for coronal mass ejections. Astrophys. J. 373, 294
(1991)
A.G. Frank, S.Y. Bogdanov, G.V. Dreiden, V.S. Markov, G.V. Ostrovskaya, Structure of the current sheet
plasma in the magnetic field with an x line as evidence of the two-fluid plasma properties. Phys. Lett. A
348, 318 (2006)
I. Furno, T.P. Intrator, E.W. Hemsing, S.C. Hsu, S. Abbate, P. Ricci, G. Lapenta, Coalescence of two magnetic
flux ropes via collisional magnetic reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 12, 055702 (2005)
H.P. Furth, J. Killeen, M.N. Rosenbluth, Finite-resistivity instabilities of a sheet pinch. Phys. Fluids 6, 459
(1963)
D. Grasso, F. Pegoraro, F. Porcelli, F. Califano, Hamiltonian magnetic reconnection. Plasma Phys. Control.
Fusion 41, 1497 (1999)
A.B. Hassam, Collisional tearing in field-reversed configurations. Phys. Fluids 27, 2877 (1984)
M. Hesse, S. Zenitani, Dissipation in relativistic pair-plasma reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 14, 112102 (2007)
M. Hesse, K. Schindler, J. Birn, M. Kuznetsova, The diffusion region in collisionless magnetic reconnection.
Phys. Plasmas 6, 1781 (1999)
M. Hesse, S. Zenitani, M. Kuznetsova, A. Klimas, A simple, analytical model of collisionless magnetic
reconnection in a pair plasma. Phys. Plasmas 16, 102106 (2009)
A.W. Hood, E.R. Priest, Kink instability of solar coronal loops as the cause of solar flares. Sol. Phys. 64, 303
(1979)
R. Horiuchi, T. Sato, Three-dimensional particle simulation of plasma instabilities and collisionless reconnection in a current sheet. Phys. Plasmas 6, 4565 (1999)
Y.M. Huang, A. Bhattacharjee, Scaling laws of resistive magnetohydrodynamic reconnection in the highlundquist-number, plasmoid unstable regime. Phys. Plasmas 17, 062104 (2010)
Y.M. Huang, E.G. Zweibel, Effects of line tying on resistive tearing instability in slab geometry. Phys. Plasmas 16, 042102 (2009)
J.D. Huba, L.I. Rudakov, Hall magnetic reconnection rate. Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 175003 (2004)
J.D. Huba, N.T. Gladd, K. Papadopoulos, The lower-hybrid-drift instability as a source of anomalous resistivity for magnetic field reconnection. Geophys. Res. Lett. 4, 125 (1977)
T.P. Intrator, X. Sun, G. Lapenta, L. Dorf, I. Furno, Experimental onset threshold and magnetic pressure
pile-up for 3d reconnection. Nat. Phys. 5, 521 (2009)
H. Isobe, K. Shibata, Reconnection in solar flares: Outstanding questions. J. Astrophys. Astron. 30, 79 (2009)
H. Isobe, T. Yokoyama, M. Shimojo, T. Morimoto, H. Kozu, S. Eto, N. Narukage, K. Shibata, Reconnection
rate in the decay phase of a long duration event flare on 1997 May 12. Astrophys. J. 566, 528 (2002)
H. Isobe, H. Takasaki, K. Shibata, Measurement of the energy release rate and the reconnection rate in solar
flares. Astrophys. J. 632, 1184 (2005)
H. Ji, M. Yamada, S. Hsu, R. Kulsrud, Experimental test of the Sweet-Parker model of magnetic reconnection.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 3256 (1998)
H. Karimabadi, P.L. Pritchett, W. Daughton, D. Krauss-Varban, Ion-ion kink instability in the magnetotail:
2. Three-dimensional full particle and hybrid simulations and comparison with observations. J. Geophys. Res. 108, 1401 (2003)
H. Karimabadi, D. Krauss-Varban, J.D. Huba, H.X. Vu, On magnetic reconnection regimes and associated
three-dimensional asymmetries: Hybrid, Hall-less hybrid, and Hall-MHD simulations. J. Geophys. Res.
109, A09205 (2004)
H. Karimabadi, W. Daughton, K. Quest, Antiparallel versus component merging at the magnetopause: Current
bifurcation and intermittent reconnection. J. Geophys. Res. 110, A03213 (2005)
H. Karimabadi, W. Daughton, J. Scudder, Multi-scale structure of the electron diffusion region. Geophys. Res. Lett. 34, L13104 (2007)
N. Katz, J. Egedal, W. Fox, A. Le, J. Bonde, A. Vrublevskis, Laboratory observation of localized onset of
magnetic reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 255004 (2010)
R. Kleva, J. Drake, F. Waelbroeck, Fast reconnection in high temperature plasma. Phys. Plasmas 2, 23 (1995)
B. Kliem, Coupled magnetohydrodynamic and kinetic development of current sheets in the solar corona, in
Proc. CESRA Workshop “Coronal Magnetic Energy Releases”, ed. by A.O. Benz, A. Krueger. Lecture
Notes in Physics, vol. 444 (Springer, Berlin, 1995)
A. Klimas, M. Hesse, S. Zenitani, Particle-in-cell simulation of collisionless reconnection with open outflow
boundaries. Phys. Plasmas 15, 082102 (2008)
J.A. Klimchuk, On solving the coronal heating problem. Sol. Phys. 234, 41 (2006)
G. Kowal, A. Lazarian, E.T. Vishniac, K. Otmianowska-Mazur, Numerical tests of fast reconnection in
weakly stochastic magnetic fields. Astrophys. J. 700, 63 (2009)

300

P.A. Cassak, M.A. Shay

G. Lapenta, Self-feeding turbulent magnetic reconnection on macroscopic scales. Phys. Rev. Lett. 100,
235001 (2008)
G. Lapenta, D.A. Knoll, Reconnection in the solar corona: Role of the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability. Sol.
Phys. 214, 107 (2003)
A. Lazarian, E. Vishniac, Reconnection in a weakly stochastic field. Astrophys. J. 517, 700 (1999)
B. Lembege, R. Pellat, Stability of a thick two-dimensional quasineutral sheet. Phys. Fluids 25, 1995 (1982)
J. Lin, Y.K. Ko, L. Sui, J.C. Raymond, G.A. Stenborg, Y. Jiang, S. Zhao, S. Mancuso, Direct observations of
the magnetic reconnection site of an eruption on 2003 November 18. Astrophys. J. 622, 1251 (2005)
J. Lin, S.R. Cranmer, C.J. Farrugia, Plasmoids in reconnecting current sheets: Solar and terrestrial contexts
compared. J. Geophys. Res. 113, A11107 (2008)
M.G. Linton, M.B. Moldwin, A comparison of the formation and evolution of magnetic flux ropes in solar
coronal mass ejections and magnetotail plasmoids. J. Geophys. Res. 114, A00B09 (2009)
Y.E. Litvinenko, Photospheric magnetic reconnection and canceling magnetic features on the sun. Astrophys.
J. 515, 435 (1999)
Y.E. Litvinenko, J. Chae, Signatures of Sweet-Parker magnetic reconnection in the solar chromosphere. Astron. Astrophys. 495, 953 (2009)
R. Liu, H.M. Wang, Fast contraction of coronal loops at the flare peak. Astrophys. J. Lett. 714, L41 (2010)
D.W. Longcope, D.E. McKenzie, J. Cirtain, J. Scott, Observations of separator reconnection to an emerging
active region. Astrophys. J. 630, 596 (2005)
N.F. Loureiro, A.A. Schekochihin, S.C. Cowley, Instability of current sheets and formation of plasmoid
chains. Phys. Plasmas 14, 100703 (2007)
N.F. Loureiro, D.A. Uzdensky, A.A. Schekochihin, S.C. Cowley, T.A. Yousef, Turbulent magnetic reconnection in two dimensions. Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 399, 146 (2009)
Z.W. Ma, A. Bhattacharjee, Fast impulsive reconnection and current sheet intensification due to electron
pressure gradients in semi-collisional plasmas. Geophys. Res. Lett. 23, 1673 (1996)
K. Malakit, P.A. Cassak, M.A. Shay, J.F. Drake, The hall effect in magnetic reconnection: hybrid vs. hall-less
hybrid simulations. Geophys. Res. Lett. 36, L07107 (2009)
L.M. Malyshkin, Model of hall reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 225001 (2008)
L.M. Malyshkin, Model of two-fluid reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 235004 (2009)
M.E. Mandt, R.E. Denton, J.F. Drake, Transition to whistler mediated magnetic reconnection. Geophys. Res.
Lett. 21, 73 (1994)
W.H. Matthaeus, S.L. Lamkin, Rapid magnetic reconnection caused by finite amplitude fluctuations.
Phys. Fluids 26, 303 (1985)
J.A. Miller, P.J. Cargill, A.G. Emslie, G.D. Holman, B.R. Dennis, T.N. LaRosa, R.M. Winglee, S.G. Benka,
S. Tsuneta, Critical issues for understanding particle acceleration in impulsive solar flares. J. Geophys.
Res. 102, 14631 (1997)
F.S. Mozer, P.L. Pritchett, Magnetic field reconnection: a first-principles perspective. Phys. Today 63, 34
(2010)
F. Mozer, S.D. Bale, T.D. Phan, Evidence of diffusion regions in a subsolar magnetopause crossing. Phys.
Rev. Lett. 89, 015002 (2002)
T. Nagai, I. Shinohara, M. Fujimoto, M. Hoshino, Y. Saito, S. Machida, T. Mukai, Geotail observations of the
hall current system: evidence of magnetic reconnection in the magnetotail. J. Geophys. Res. 106, 25929
(2001)
T.K.M. Nakamura, M. Fujimoto, H. Sekiya, Interaction of multiple magnetic islands in a long current sheet:
two-fluid simulations. Geophys. Res. Lett. 37, L02103 (2010)
L. Ni, K. Germaschewski, Y.M. Huang, B.P. Sullivan, H. Yang, A. Bhattacharjee, Linear plasmoid instability
of thin current sheets with shear flow. Phys. Plasmas 17, 052109 (2010)
M. Ohyama, K. Shibata, X-ray plasma ejection associated with an impulsive flare on 1992 October 5: physical
conditions of X-ray plasma ejection. Astrophys. J. 499, 934 (1998)
M. Øieroset, T.D. Phan, M. Fujimoto, R.P. Lin, R.P. Lepping, In situ detection of collisionless reconnection
in the earth’s magnetotail. Nature 412, 417 (2001)
E.N. Parker, Sweet’s mechanism for merging magnetic fields in conducting fluids. J. Geophys. Res. 62, 509
(1957)
E.N. Parker, Magnetic neutral sheets in evolving fields. ii. Formation of the solar corona. Astrophys. J. 264,
642 (1983)
E.N. Parker, Nanoflares and the solar x-ray corona. Astrophys. J. 330, 474 (1988)
R. Pellat, F.V. Coroniti, P.L. Pritchett, Does ion tearing exist? Geophys. Res. Lett. 18, 143 (1991)
T.D. Phan, J.F. Drake, M.A. Shay, F.S. Mozer, J.P. Eastwood, Evidence for an elongated (>60 ion skin depths)
electron diffusion region during fast magnetic reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 255002 (2007)
F. Porcelli, Collisionless m = 1 tearing mode. Phys. Rev. Lett. 66, 425 (1991)
E.R. Priest, T.R. Forbes, The magnetic nature of solar flares. Astron. Astrophys. Rev. 10, 313 (2002)

Magnetic Reconnection for Coronal Conditions: Reconnection Rates

301

E.R. Priest, C.J. Schrijver, Aspects of three-dimensional magnetic reconnection. Sol. Phys. 190, 1 (1999)
J. Qiu, J. Lee, D.E. Gary, H. Wang, Motion of flare footpoint emission and inferred electric field in reconnecting current sheets. Astrophys. J. 565, 1335 (2002)
K.K. Reeves, T.B. Guild, W.J. Hughes, K.E. Korreck, J. Lin, J. Raymond, S. Savage, N.A. Schwadron, H.E.
Spence, D.F. Webb, M. Wiltberger, Posteruptive phenomena in coronal mass ejections and substorms:
Indicators of a universal process? J. Geophys. Res. 113, A00B02 (2008)
Y. Ren, M. Yamada, S. Gerhardt, H. Ji, R. Kulsrud, A. Kuritsyn, Experimental verification of the Hall effect
during magnetic reconnection in a laboratory plasma. Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 005003 (2005)
P. Ricci, J.U. Brackbill, W. Daughton, G. Lapenta, New role of the lower-hybrid drift instability in the magnetic reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 12, 055901 (2005)
B. Rogers, L. Zakharov, Nonlinear ω∗ stabilization of the m = 1 mode in tokamaks. Phys. Plasmas 2, 3420
(1995)
B.N. Rogers, L. Zakharov, Collisionless m = 1 reconnection in tokamaks. Phys. Plasmas 3, 2411 (1996)
B. Rogers, J. Drake, M. Shay, The onset of turbulence in 3d collisionless magnetic reconnection. Geophys.
Res. Lett. 27, 3157 (2000)
B.N. Rogers, R.E. Denton, J.F. Drake, M.A. Shay, Role of dispersive waves in collisionless magnetic reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 195004 (2001)
V. Roytershteyn, W. Daughton, S. Dorfman, Y. Ren, H. Ji, M. Yamada, H. Karimabadi, L. Yin, B.J. Albright,
K.J. Bowers, Driven magnetic reconnection near the Dreicer limit. Phys. Plasmas 17, 055706 (2010)
A. Runov, R. Nakamura, W. Baumjohann, R.A. Treumann, T.L. Zhang, M. Volwerk, Z. Vörös, A. Balogh,
K.H. Glabmeier, B. Klecker, H. Réme, L. Kistler, Current sheet structure near magnetic x-line observed
by cluster. Geophys. Res. Lett. 30, 1579 (2003)
R. Samtaney, N.F. Loureiro, D.A. Uzdensky, A.A. Schekochihin, S.C. Cowley, Formation of plasmoid chains
in magnetic reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 105004 (2009)
T. Sato, T. Hayashi, Externally driven magnetic reconnection and a powerful magnetic energy converter. Phys.
Fluids 22, 1189 (1979)
J.D. Scudder, F.S. Mozer, N.C. Maynard, P.A. Puhl-Quinn, Z.W. Ma, C.T. Russell, Fingerprints of collisionless reconnection i: evidence for Hall MHD scales. J. Geophys. Res. 107, 2002 (2002)
M.A. Shay, J.F. Drake, The role of electron dissipation on the rate of collisionless magnetic reconnection.
Geophys. Res. Lett. 25, 3759 (1998)
M.A. Shay, J.F. Drake, B.N. Rogers, R.E. Denton, The scaling of collisionless, magnetic reconnection for
large systems. Geophys. Res. Lett. 26, 2163 (1999)
M.A. Shay, J.F. Drake, M. Swisdak, B.N. Rogers, The scaling of embedded collisionless reconnection. Phys.
Plasmas 11, 2199 (2004)
M.A. Shay, J.F. Drake, M. Swisdak, Two-scale structure of the electron dissipation region during collisionless
magnetic reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 155002 (2007)
L.S. Shepherd, P.A. Cassak, Comparison of secondary islands in collisional reconnection to Hall reconnection. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 015004 (2010)
K. Shibata, S. Tanuma, Plasmoid-induced-reconnection and fractal reconnection. Earth Planets Space 53, 473
(2001)
A.N. Simakov, L. Chacón, D. Knoll, Semi-analytical model for flux-pileup-limited, dynamically reconnecting
systems in resistive magnetohydrodynamics. Phys. Plasmas 13, 082103 (2006)
A.N. Simakov, L. Chacón, Quantitative, comprehensive, analytical model for magnetic reconnection in hall
magnetohydrodynamics. Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 105003 (2008)
A.N. Simakov, L. Chacón, Quantitative analytical model for magnetic reconnection in hall magnetohydrodynamics. Phys. Plasmas 16, 055701 (2009)
M.I. Sitnov, A.S. Sharma, P.N. Guzdar, P.H. Yoon, Reconnection onset in the tail of Earth’s magnetosphere.
J. Geophys. Res. 107, 1256 (2002)
M. Skender, G. Lapenta, On the instability of a quasiequilibrium current sheet and the onset of impulsive
bursty reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 17, 022905 (2010)
D. Smith, S. Ghosh, P. Dmitruk, W.H. Matthaeus, Hall and turbulence effects on magnetic reconnection.
Geophys. Res. Lett. 31, L02805 (2004)
B.U.Ö. Sonnerup, Magnetic field reconnection, in Solar System Plasma Physics, vol. 3, ed. by L.J. Lanzerotti,
C.F. Kennel, E.N. Parker (North Holland, Amsterdam, 1979), p. 46
A.C. Sterling, R.L. Moore, External and internal reconnection in two filament-carrying magnetic cavity solar
eruptions. Astrophys. J. 613, 1221 (2004)
P.A. Sturrock, The role of eruption in solar flares. Sol. Phys. 121, 387 (1989)
B.P. Sullivan, A. Bhattacharjee, Y.M. Huang, Extension of the electron dissipation region in collisionless hall
magnetohydrodynamics reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 16, 102111 (2009)
P.A. Sweet, The neutral point theory of solar flares, in Electromagnetic Phenomena in Cosmical Physics, ed.
by B. Lehnert (Cambridge University Press, New York, 1958), p. 123

302

P.A. Cassak, M.A. Shay

M. Swisdak, Y.H. Liu, J.F. Drake, Development of a turbulent outflow during electron-positron magnetic
reconnection. Astrophys. J. 680, 999 (2008)
T. Terasawa, Hall current effect on tearing mode instability. Geophys. Res. Lett. 10, 475 (1983)
T. Török, B. Kliem, Confined and ejective eruptions of kink-unstable flux ropes. Astrophys. J. 630, L97
(2005)
F. Trintchouk, M. Yamada, H. Ji, R.M. Kulsrud, T.A. Carter, Measurement of the transverse Spitzer resistivity
during collisional magnetic reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 10, 319 (2003)
D. Tsiklauri, A new fast reconnection model in a collisionless regime. Phys. Plasmas 15, 112903 (2008)
D.A. Uzdensky, The fast collisionless reconnection condition and the self-organization of solar coronal heating. Astrophys. J. 671, 2139 (2007)
D.A. Uzdensky, On the physical interpretation of Malyshkin’s (2008) model of resistive Hall magnetohydrodynamic reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 16, 040702 (2009)
D.A. Uzdensky, R.M. Kulsrud, Two-dimensional numerical simulation of the resistive reconnection layer.
Phys. Plasmas 7, 4018 (2000)
D.A. Uzdensky, R.M. Kulsrud, M. Yamada, Theoretical analysis of driven magnetic reconnection experiments. Phys. Plasmas 3, 1220 (1996)
D.A. Uzdensky, N.F. Loureiro, A.A. Schekochihin, Fast magnetic reconnection in the plasmoid-dominated
regime. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 235002 (2010)
V.M. Vasyliunas, Theoretical models of magnetic field line merging, 1. Rev. Geophys. 13, 303 (1975)
X. Wang, A. Bhattacharjee, Nonlinear dynamics of the m = 1 instability and fast sawtooth collapse in hightemperature plasmas. Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 1627 (1993)
X. Wang, Z.W. Ma, A. Bhattacharjee, Fast magnetic reconnection and sudden enhancement of current sheets
due to inward boundary flows. Phys. Plasmas 3, 2129 (1996)
X. Wang, A. Bhattacharjee, Z.W. Ma, Collisionless reconnection: effects of Hall current and electron pressure
gradient. J. Geophys. Res. 105, 27633 (2000)
R.B. White, Resistive reconnection. Rev. Mod. Phys. 58, 183 (1986)
M. Yamada, Y. Ren, H. Ji, J. Breslau, S. Gerhardt, R. Kulsrud, A. Kuritsyn, Experimental study of two-fluid
effects on magnetic reconnection in a laboratory plasma with variable collisionality. Phys. Plasmas 13,
052119 (2006)
L. Yin, W. Daughton, H. Karimabadi, B.J. Albright, K.J. Bowers, J. Marglies, Three-dimensional dynamics
of collisionless magnetic reconnection in large-scale pair plasmas. Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 125001 (2008)
T. Yokoyama, K. Akita, T. Morimoto, K. Inoue, J. Newmark, Clear evidence of reconnection inflow of a solar
flare. Astrophys. J. 546, 69 (2001)
L. Zakharov, B. Rogers, S. Migliuolo, The theory of the early nonlinear stage of m = 1 reconnection in
tokamaks. Phys. Fluids B 5, 2498 (1993)
S. Zenitani, M. Hesse, The role of the Weibel instability at the reconnection jet front in relativistic pair plasma
reconnection. Phys. Plasmas 15, 022101 (2008)
Z. Zhu, R.M. Winglee, Tearing instability, flux ropes and kinetic kink instability in the Earth’s magnetotail:
a three dimensional perspective from particle simulations. J. Geophys. Res. 101, 4885 (1996)
A. Zocco, L. Chacón, A.N. Simakov, Current sheet bifurcation and collapse in electron magnetohydrodynamics. Phys. Plasmas 16, 110703 (2009)
E.G. Zweibel, M. Yamada, Magnetic reconnection in astrophysical and laboratory plasmas. Annu. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 47, 291 (2009)

