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We present 2-dimensional turbulent electric field calculations via physics-informed deep learning
consistent with (i) drift-reduced Braginskii theory under the framework of an axisymmetric fusion
plasma with purely toroidal field and (ii) experimental estimates of the fluctuating electron density
and temperature obtained from analysis of gas puff imaging of a discharge on the Alcator C-Mod
tokamak. The inclusion of effects from the locally puffed atomic helium on particle and energy
sources within the reduced plasma turbulence model are found to strengthen correlations between
the electric field and electron pressure. The neutrals are also directly associated with an observed
broadening in the distribution of turbulent field amplitudes and increased E×B shearing rates.

Reduced turbulence models are, by definition, simpli-
fied descriptions of chaotic physical systems. Arguments
for scale separation and geometric approximations are of-
ten undertaken in the pursuit of expedient yet reasonable
estimates, but their precise effects on nonlinear processes
in turbulence calculations are not always fully under-
stood. As boundary plasmas in magnetic confinement
fusion are governed by a vast range of spatiotemporal
dynamics, model approximations are inevitable even us-
ing modern computing, but may only be weakly valid
(if at all). To unequivocally quantify such impacts in
nonlinear calculations, this Letter examines the funda-
mental connection between the turbulent fields predicted
by a reduced model for a tokamak plasma by utilizing a
novel physics-informed deep learning technique [1] for the
first time in experiment. Namely, based upon electron
pressure measurements inferred from experimental im-
ages [2], we compute the 2-dimensional turbulent electric
field consistent with electrostatic drift-reduced Braginskii
fluid theory under the assumption of axisymmetry with
a purely toroidal field. Previous work in modelling low-β
plasmas found excellent agreement when comparing the
two-fluid theory’s turbulent electric field to electromag-
netic gyrokinetics [3]. As an important first step towards
translating the technique to experiment and directly test-
ing reduced turbulence models, this Letter explores an
edge plasma in the Alcator C-Mod tokamak [4–6]. All
neglected physics in the applied turbulence theory can
be re-inserted to ascertain their individual impacts, and
as an initial probe, we test the inclusion of helium gas
(which is locally puffed in the experiment) to gauge per-
turbative effects of injected neutral atoms, e.g. via the
gas puff imaging (GPI) diagnostic [7]. Past simulations
[8, 9] and experiments [10–12] have investigated the role
of neutrals on edge turbulent fields, although the applied
methods (e.g. boundary conditions, biasing) are ques-
tionable and/or lacking the required precision for clearly
testing dynamical relationships in chaotic systems. In
this Letter, our deep learning system for the calcula-
tion finds that the density and energy sources associated
with time-dependent ionization of the helium directly

cause broadening in the turbulent electric field ampli-
tudes along with an enhancement in correlation with the
electron pressure that is not otherwise extant in plasmas
without such neutral dynamics. These effects, which are
due to the plasma-neutral interactions, reveal stronger
E×B flows and elevated average shearing rates on tur-
bulent scales than expected in fully ionized gases.

The focus of our present analysis will be plasma dis-
charge 1120711021 from Alcator C-Mod. This lower sin-
gle null diverted ohmic L-mode plasma has an on-axis
toroidal magnetic field of 5.4 T and plasma current of 0.8
MA. Based on Thomson scattering and electron cyclotron
emission diagnostic measurements [13], the core electron
density and temperature are 2.0×1020 m−3 and 1.5 keV,
respectively. At the last closed flux surface (LCFS), they
are roughly 3.0 × 1019 m−3 and 40 eV, respectively [2].
Recent advancements [1] permit the prediction of tur-
bulent fields consistent with theory in experimental fu-
sion conditions such as this tokamak plasma using helium
GPI diagnostic measurements [2, 14]. For this task, neu-
ral networks are applied to represent the drift-reduced
Braginskii equations in the electrostatic limit relevant to
low-β conditions [3]. Our turbulent electric field calcula-
tion assumes the 2-dimensional experimental inferences
of the electron density and temperature are field-aligned
[1], but since the GPI system on Alcator C-Mod views
the edge plasma in the (R,Z)-plane [2], this results in
the approximation of a purely toroidal magnetic geom-
etry. The plasma is further assumed to be magnetized,
collisional, and quasineutral with the perpendicular fluid
velocity given by E×B, diamagnetic, and ion polariza-
tion drifts. After neglecting collisional drifts, as well as
terms of order me/mi, one arrives at the following set
of equations (in Gaussian units) governing the evolution
of the plasma theory’s density (n ≈ ne), vorticity (ω),
parallel electron velocity (v‖e), parallel ion velocity (v‖i),
electron temperature (Te), and ion temperature (Ti) [15]:

den

dt
= −2c

B

[
nC(φ) −

1

e
C(pe)

]
− n∇‖v‖e + Sn +Dn,

(1)

ar
X

iv
:2

20
4.

11
68

9v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
pl

as
m

-p
h]

  2
5 

A
pr

 2
02

2



2

∂ω

∂t
=

2c

eB

[
C(pe) + C(pi)

]
− 1

emiΩi
C(Gi)

+
1

e
∇‖j‖ −∇ ·

{
nc2

ΩiB2

[
φ,∇⊥φ+

∇⊥pi
en

]
+

nc

ΩiB
v‖i∇‖

(
∇⊥φ+

∇⊥pi
en

)}
+Dω,

(2)

dev‖e

dt
=

1

me

(
e∇‖φ−

∇‖pe
n
− 0.71∇‖Te + eη‖j‖

)
+

2

3

∇‖Ge
n

+
2cTe
eB

C(v‖e) + SM‖e +Dv‖e ,
(3)

div‖i

dt
=

1

mi

(
−e∇‖φ−

∇‖pi
n

+ 0.71∇‖Te − eη‖j‖
)

+
2

3

∇‖Gi
n
− 2cTi

eB
C(v‖i) + SM‖i +Dv‖i ,

(4)

deTe
dt

=
2Te
3n

[
den

dt
+

1

Te
∇‖κe‖∇‖Te +

5n

meΩe
C(Te)

+η‖
j2‖

Te
+

0.71

e
(∇‖j‖ −

j‖

Te
∇‖Te) +

1

Te
SE,e

]
+DTe

,

(5)

diTi
dt

=
2Ti
3n

[
din

dt
+

1

Ti
∇‖κi‖∇‖Ti

− 5n

miΩi
C(Ti) +

1

Ti
SE,i

]
+DTi

,

(6)

whereby the field-aligned electric current density is j‖ =

en
(
v‖i − v‖e

)
, the stress tensor’s gyroviscous terms con-

tain Gs = ηs0
{

2∇‖v‖s + c
[
C(φ) + C(ps)/(qsn)

]}
, and ηs0,

Ωs, and qs are the species (s = {e, i}) viscosity, cyclotron
frequency, and electric charge, respectively. The convec-
tive derivatives are dsf/dt = ∂tf + (c/B) [φ, f ] + v‖s∇‖f
with [F,G] = b0×∇F ·∇G and b0 representing the unit
vector parallel to the background magnetic field. Consis-
tent with Alcator C-Mod, the minor and major radius are
a0 = 0.22 m and R0 = 0.68 m, respectively, and there is
a 1/R variation in the magnetic field strength, B, arising
from the toroidal field coils. This gives rise to a cur-
vature of κ = −R̂/R, and curvature operator given by
C(f) = b0×κ·∇f . The coefficients κs‖ and ηs‖ correspond
to parallel heat diffusivity and conductivity, respectively.
Ordinarily, the electrostatic potential, φ, is computed via
solving the following boundary value problem

∇ · nc
ΩiB

(
∇⊥φ+

∇⊥pi
en

)
= ω, (7)

but we instead follow the prescription developed in [1]
which utilizes just field-aligned turbulent electron pres-
sure measurements along with Eqs. (1) and (5) to cal-
culate φ. The equations are cast in a full-f represen-
tation where fluctuations and global profiles are evolved

together [16]. No boundary nor initial conditions are ex-
plicitly assumed within our physics-informed deep learn-
ing framework. All analytic terms encoded in these con-
tinuum equations are computed exactly by the graph
networks without any approximation as this machine
learning framework uses a continuous spatiotemporal do-
main (e.g. no linearization nor discretization). Hyperdif-
fusion (D), which is ordinarily applied for stability in
numerical codes, is set to zero. Density (Sn) and en-
ergy (SE,s) sources associated with time-dependent ion-
ization of the local helium gas based upon collisional
radiative modelling are outlined in [2]. In particular,
we set Sn = n0neSCR and SE,e = −EHeISn, where
n0 is the atomic helium density, SCR corresponds to
the ionization rate coefficient, and EHeI = 24.587 eV
is the ionization energy of HeI. The 2-dimensional tur-
bulent ne and Te in experiment come from an (R,Z)-
aligned plane on open field lines with a rectangular cross-
section that spans a region of the scrape-off layer over
[90.3 < R (cm) < 90.9,−4.6 < Z (cm) < −1.0] for a du-
ration of 1.312799 < tGPI (s) < 1.312896. The center of
the spatial domain is ≈1.9 cm outside of the LCFS on the
low-field side of the plasma cross-section. The spatial and
temporal resolution for the GPI diagnostic are approxi-
mately 1–2 mm and 2.5 µs, respectively. By assuming b0

to be parallel to these measurements, our plasma turbu-
lence model essentially neglects the poloidal component
of the field lines present in Alcator C-Mod. For phys-
ical orientation, when viewed from above the machine,
the toroidal magnetic field and plasma current in this
discharge run clockwise. This results in the local mag-
netic field lines being pointed towards the imaging sys-
tem and B ×∇B being directed downwards. Moreover,
in keeping with the axisymmetric approximation in [1, 3],
gradients along this field-aligned (nominally toroidal) di-
rection are assumed to be small, i.e. ∇‖ → 0. Accord-
ingly, an orthogonal right-handed geometry is employed
for modelling whereby x ≡ R is the radial coordinate, the
parallel coordinate b0 is purely toroidal, and the binor-
mal (nominally vertical) direction is y ≡ Z. The plasma
theory consists of electrons and deuterium ions with real
electron-ion mass ratio, i.e. mi = 3.34 × 10−27 kg and
me = 9.11× 10−31 kg. Beyond the inclusion of appropri-
ate sources and collisional drifts, our validated technique
[1] to calculate the turbulent electric field is applicable
even if multiple ions and impurities are present in the
experimental plasma due to quasi-neutrality underlying
the electron fluid theory [17].

As visualized in Figure 1, using the 2-dimensional
(R,Z)-aligned experimentally-inferred ne and Te mea-
surements from the helium GPI diagnostic, we compute
the time-dependent turbulent electric field predicted by
the ascribed drift-reduced Braginskii theory in the lim-
its of (i) no sources and (ii) source effects due to time-
dependent ionization of HeI. Since only the relative (and
not absolute) brightness of the line emission across the
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FIG. 1. The 2-dimensional ne and Te (top row) come from experimental GPI of discharge 1120711021 on Alcator C-Mod at
t = 1.312886 s [2]. The ER and EZ are inferred from drift-reduced Braginskii theory using these experimental ne and Te

according to the outlined deep learning framework [1] in the limiting cases of with (i.e. scaling factor of n∗
0 = 1019 m−3) and

without (i.e. n∗
0 = 0) HeI sources in the physical equations.

field-of-view of the GPI is known for this plasma dis-
charge, only the structure of the experimental turbulent
profile of n0 can be inferred. Nevertheless, as a con-
servative lower bound on n0 in the calculations to test
the impacts of neutral dynamics on turbulent fields, the
atomic helium density is scaled to an amplitude of ap-

proximately 1019 m−3 [18]. Much larger scaling factors
(e.g. n∗0 = 1020 m−3) were found to lead to numerical in-
stability in the optimization, which suggests mathemat-
ical terms (e.g. poloidal flows) are missing in the model
equations and/or that such high n0 are unphysical. A
matrix of correlation coefficients for these fluctuations is
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ne Te ER En0
R EZ En0

Z

ne 1.000 0.971 -0.001 0.141 0.001 -0.203
Te 0.971 1.000 0.016 0.154 -0.014 -0.203
ER -0.001 0.016 1.000 0.850 0.343 0.268
En0

R 0.141 0.154 0.850 1.000 0.347 0.287
EZ 0.001 -0.014 0.343 0.347 1.000 0.882
En0

Z -0.203 -0.203 0.268 0.287 0.882 1.000

TABLE I. A correlation matrix of the turbulent fluctua-
tions where ne and Te are inferred from plasma discharge
1120711021 based upon experimental GPI measurements
roughly over 90.3 < R (cm) < 90.9, −4.6 < Z (cm) < −1.0,
and 1.312799 < tGPI (s) < 1.312896. The quantities En0

R

and ER (En0
Z and EZ) in this table correspond to the radial

(vertical) turbulent electric fields predicted by drift-reduced
Braginskii theory with (i.e. scaling n∗

0 to 1019 m−3) and with-
out (i.e. setting n∗

0 to 0) HeI sources, respectively.

given in Table I. The correlations between the turbulent
electric field and electron pressure predicted by theory
in fully ionized conditions are found to be nearly zero.
This nonlinear connection changes with the inclusion of
plasma-neutral interactions: time-dependent ionization
effects due to atomic helium induce a positive (negative)
dependence for ER (EZ) on ne and Te. If the experimen-
tal n0 is truly larger in magnitude, the reported correla-
tions in Table I are expected to be even stronger.

Further, the addition of neutral helium dynamics to
drift-reduced Braginskii theory are found to broaden the
distribution of turbulent field magnitudes over the 2-
dimensional spatial domain as displayed in Figure 2. This
leads to amplified electric field fluctuations with sharper
radial variation in the electric potential structure, and
manifests as larger E×B flows on turbulent scales in
the boundary plasma. Intuitively, this all arises since the
observed spatiotemporal evolution of ne and Te is not
solely due to transport, but instead the self-consistent
turbulent E×B flows have to be mathematically bal-
anced in Eqs. (1) and (5) with sources. Experimentally,
such effects are important for turbulence spreading [19]
and material interactions since even small drifts can com-
pete with flows perpendicular to surfaces at the plasma-
sheath interface [20]. Additionally, the radial and vertical
turbulence shearing rates, (ωE×B)R = |∂(vE×B)Z/∂R|
and (ωE×B)Z = |∂(vE×B)R/∂Z|, are elevated on av-
erage when atomic helium is present in the edge com-
pared to the case with no time-dependent ionization, i.e.
〈(ωE×B)R〉 rises from 4.74 × 104 to 5.38 × 104 s−1 and
〈(ωE×B)Z〉 increases from 9.08 × 103 to 1.27 × 104 s−1.
At intermediate n0, 〈(ωE×B)R〉 and 〈(ωE×B)Z〉 still in-
crease with n0, although the trend is not strictly linear, as
displayed in Table II. The modified shearing rates on tur-
bulent scales visualized in Figure 3 can impact shear flow
stabilization and cross-field transport of coherent struc-
tures. Not including time-dependent neutral dynamics in
nonlinear simulations can accordingly mask these effects
in edge profile predictions. The amplification of fields

FIG. 2. Histograms of ER and EZ consistent with drift-
reduced Braginskii theory in a toroidal axisymmetric geome-
try evaluated at the GPI pixels from 90.3 < R (cm) < 90.9,
−4.6 < Z (cm) < −1.0, and 1.312799 < tGPI (s) < 1.312896
in discharge 1120711021 on Alcator C-Mod.

due to atomic helium and presence of correlations not
otherwise present in fully ionized gases demonstrates the
importance of neutrals on turbulent scales. They should
thus be accounted in experimental tests to precisely val-
idate edge turbulence models, otherwise such errors in
predicted fields due to plasma-neutral interactions that
scale nonlinearly with n0 will exist.

Going forward, there are several extensions possible in
translating these calculations towards empirical valida-
tion in magnetic confinement fusion devices to uncover
new physics. For example, once geometric effects aris-
ing from the poloidal magnetic field are inserted into
the deep learning framework (and tested using mod-
ern 3-dimensional codes [21–23]), the predictions from
drift-reduced Braginskii theory can be directly compared
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FIG. 3. Visualizations of the radial and vertical turbulence shearing rates predicted by drift-reduced Braginskii theory in
discharge 1120711021 at t = 1.312886 s on Alcator C-Mod under the assumption of axisymmetry with a toroidal field. The
plots consider no sources (left) and, alternatively, neutral sources to account for time-dependent ionization of HeI (right).

n∗
0 (1019 m−3) 1/4 1/2 1
∆〈(ωE×B)R〉 0.42% 1.48% 13.50%
∆〈(ωE×B)Z〉 6.50% 13.44% 39.87%

TABLE II. Change in nonlinear turbulence shearing rates
computed at varying HeI densities and averaged over the spa-
tiotemporal domain spanned by the camera frames. These
calculations are relative to the case with no sources where
〈(ωE×B)R〉 = 4.74×104 s−1 and 〈(ωE×B)Z〉 = 9.08×103 s−1.

to available experimental poloidal electric field measure-
ments on turbulent scales, e.g. from probes [24]. Such
experimental information can then even be used to in-
vert our computational technique to potentially begin
learning missing or misrepresented physical terms (e.g.
anomalous transport coefficients, source functions). The
development of edge turbulence diagnostics with wide
coverage, e.g. probe arrays [25, 26], capable of compre-
hensively measuring radial and poloidal electric fields is

thus imperative as it could significantly aid validation ef-
forts especially if magnetically connected with the GPI
emission cloud [2]. We also underline that the presently
used inferences of ne and Te come from assuming that
the images from which they were inferred are representa-
tive of a 2-dimensional (R,Z)-aligned plane. In fact, the
images are the result of sightline-averaging, which leads
to some spatial smearing. If the vertically-stacked gas
tubes utilized for GPI were oriented with the pitch angle
of the local magnetic field, then the existing deep learn-
ing methodology, which assumes field-aligned 2D obser-
vations of ne and Te, could be directly applied to better
approximate the tokamak geometry with the reduced tur-
bulence model. While such diagnostic adjustments are no
longer possible on the retired Alcator C-Mod, they can be
enacted on existing and upcoming fusion devices. We also
point out that the time-dependent 2-dimensional ne and
Te are based upon generalized collisional radiative con-
straints that are agnostic to any turbulence model. This
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permits the self-consistent learning of time-dependent 2-
dimensional profiles for neutral species such as atomic
and molecular deuterium [27] via application of existing
Monte Carlo transport codes [28], which could be play-
ing a significant role—as exemplified above by ionization
of atomic helium—and can be added into our compu-
tational framework akin to that used here for helium.
By isolating these effects such as the broadening of tur-
bulent field amplitudes and shearing rates due to atomic
helium, we can quantitatively identify essential physics in
the development of effective reduced turbulence models.
Overall, this Letter illustrates a novel pathway towards
uncovering unobserved dynamics in experimental fusion
plasmas which are conventionally difficult to diagnose.
Further, by making no explicit assumptions on bound-
ary conditions for turbulent fields within the physics-
informed deep learning framework, we are now able to
precisely test the nonlinear impacts of approximations
(e.g. neglecting time-dependent neutrals) on plasma dy-
namics in these chaotic systems.
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[10] C. Hidalgo, B. Brañas, T. Uckan, J. H. Harris, R. Isler,
C. P. Ritz, and A. Wootton, Physics of Plasmas 1, 3
(1994).

[11] G. Wang, X. Yang, C. Feng, D. Jiang, and X. Qi, Chinese
Physics Letters 15, 510 (1998).

[12] M. Song, B. Wan, G. Xu, B. Ling, and C. Li, Plasma
Physics and Controlled Fusion 45, 1805 (2003).

[13] N. Basse, A. Dominguez, E. Edlund, C. Fiore,
R. Granetz, A. Hubbard, J. Hughes, I. Hutchinson,
J. Irby, B. LaBombard, L. Lin, Y. Lin, B. Lip-
schultz, J. Liptac, E. Marmar, D. Mossessian, R. Parker,
M. Porkolab, J. Rice, J. Snipes, V. Tang, J. Terry,
S. Wolfe, S. Wukitch, K. Zhurovich, R. Bravenec,
P. Phillips, W. Rowan, G. Kramer, G. Schilling, S. Scott,
and S. Zweben, Fusion Science and Technology 51, 476
(2007).

[14] S. Zweben, J. Terry, M. Agostini, W. Davis, A. Di-
allo, R. Ellis, T. Golfinopoulos, O. Grulke, J. Hughes,
B. LaBombard, M. Landreman, J. Myra, D. Pace,
and D. Stotler, Physics of Plasmas 20, 072503 (2013),
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4813758.

[15] M. Francisquez, T. N. Bernard, B. Zhu, A. Hakim, B. N.
Rogers, and G. W. Hammett, Physics of Plasmas 27,
082301 (2020).

[16] M. Francisquez, Global Braginskii modeling of magnet-
ically confined boundary plasmas, Ph.D. thesis, Dart-
mouth College (2018).

[17] A. Poulsen, J. J. Rasmussen, M. Wiesenberger, and
V. Naulin, Physics of Plasmas 27, 032305 (2020).

[18] S.-G. Baek, J. L. Terry, D. P. Stotler, B. L. Labombard,
and D. F. Brunner, in APS Division of Plasma Physics
Meeting, APS Meeting Abstracts (2017).

[19] G. Grenfell, B. van Milligen, U. Losada, W. Ting, B. Liu,

mailto:mathewsa@mit.edu
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.104.025205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.104.025205
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.09988
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.09988
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0066064
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0066064
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.870701
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.870701
https://doi.org/10.13182/FST07-A1421
https://doi.org/10.13182/FST07-A1421
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.13182/FST07-A1421
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4901920
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4901920
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4981873
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4981873
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5019662
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5019662
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ac1e61
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ac1e61
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.870556
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.870556
http://cpl.iphy.ac.cn/EN/abstract/article_32473.shtml
http://cpl.iphy.ac.cn/EN/abstract/article_32473.shtml
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/45/9/316
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/45/9/316
https://doi.org/10.13182/FST07-A1434
https://doi.org/10.13182/FST07-A1434
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4813758
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4813758
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0005333
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0005333
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5140522


7

C. Silva, M. Spolaore, and C. H. and, Nuclear Fusion 59,
016018 (2018).

[20] J. Gunn, Czech J. Phys. 54, C135 (2004).
[21] B. Zhu, M. Francisquez, and B. N. Rogers,

Physics of Plasmas 24, 055903 (2017),
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4978885.

[22] N. Nace, P. Tamain, C. Baudoin, H. Bufferand,
G. Ciraolo, N. Fedorczak, D. Galassi, P. Ghendrih, and
E. Serre, Contributions to Plasma Physics 58, 497 (2018).

[23] M. Giacomin, P. Ricci, A. Coroado, G. Fourestey,
D. Galassi, E. Lanti, D. Mancini, N. Richart, L. N.
Stenger, and N. Varini, The GBS code for the self-
consistent simulation of plasma turbulence and kinetic
neutral dynamics in the tokamak boundary (2021),
arXiv:2112.03573 [physics.plasm-ph].

[24] W. McCarthy, The Low Frequency Edge Oscillation in

Alcator C-Mod and ASDEX Upgrade I-Mode, Ph.D. the-
sis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (2022).

[25] H. De Oliveira, C. Theiler, and H. Elaian, Re-
view of Scientific Instruments 92, 043547 (2021),
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0043523.

[26] L. Shao, G. Xu, R. Chen, L. Chen, G. Birkenmeier,
Y. Duan, W. Gao, P. Manz, T. Shi, H. Wang, L. Wang,
M. Xu, N. Yan, and L. Z. and, Plasma Physics and Con-
trolled Fusion 60, 035012 (2018).

[27] A. Coroado and P. Ricci, A self-consistent multi-
component model of plasma turbulence and kinetic neu-
tral dynamics for the simulation of the tokamak bound-
ary (2021), arXiv:2110.13335 [physics.plasm-ph].

[28] D. Stotler, S. Ku, S. Zweben, C. Chang, R. Churchill, and
J. Terry, Nuclear Materials and Energy 19, 113 (2019).

https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/aaf034
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/aaf034
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03166392
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4978885
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4978885
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/ctpp.201700174
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.03573
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0043523
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0043523
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0043523
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/aaa57a
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/aaa57a
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.13335
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2019.02.008

	Deep electric field predictions by drift-reduced Braginskii theory with plasma-neutral interactions based upon experimental images of boundary turbulence
	Abstract
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


