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Abstract
A constant intensity beam that propagates into a stationary plasma results in a bump-on-tail feature

in velocity space. This results in an instability that transfers kinetic energy from the plasma to the
electric field. We show that there are intensity profiles for the beam (found by numerical optimization)
that can largely suppress this instability and drive the system into a state that, after the beam has been
switched off, remains stable over long times. The modulated beam intensity requires no feedback, i.e. no
knowledge of the physical system during time evolution is required, and the frequency of the modulation
scales approximately inversely with system size, which is particularly favorable for large plasma systems.
We also show that the results obtained are robust in the sense that perturbations, e.g. deviation from
the optimized beam profiles, can be tolerated without losing the ability to suppress the instability.

1 Introduction

A particle beam that propagates into a stationary plasma can drive a microinstability. Due to the additional
peak (the beam) in the velocity distribution that is superimposed on the Maxwellian equilibrium, this is called
the bump-on-tail instability. The instability is driven by the unfavorable slope of the velocity distribution,
which allows the transfer of energy from fast particles to the electric field. The electric field then grows
exponentially until nonlinear effects become strong enough to lead to saturation.
The bump-on-tail instability has been studied extensively (see, e.g., [6, 20, 4, 21]). It is relevant for fusion
plasmas as beam heating (the injection of high energy neutral particle to heat the plasma; see, e.g., [16]) and
ion cyclotron heating (the heating of the plasma by absorption of electromagnetic radiation) creates bump-
on-tail features (see, e.g., [20]). Bump-on-tail features from plasma heating as well as runaway electrons can
destabilize Alfvén waves [2] and potentially degrade reactor performance [12, 21]. For example, in [21] it has
been demonstrated that simple beam modulation (turning the beam on and off with a certain frequency)
can significantly effect the ion transport even if the same amount of heating is injected into the plasma. It
has also been pointed out [10] that the bump-on-tail instability plays a significant role in plasma thrusters
(such as in the variable specific impulse magnetoplasma rocket – VASIMR).
A natural question then is whether a sufficiently strong beam necessarily leads to an instability or if some
type of control can be achieved. Control theory is well established, but such schemes usually require feedback
that is obtained by taking measurements from the system under investigation. Based on these measurements
certain actions are then taken to stabilize the system or achieve some other goal [3, 1]. The classic example
is the inverted pendulum stabilized by a PID controller. However, feedback, poses a severe constraint for
kinetic instabilities that often take place on very fast time scales (say the inverse of the plasma frequency
or the Alfvén time). Thus, such an approach would require that data acquisition, data processing, and
the subsequent modification of the control variable (say the intensity of the beam) is fast enough to follow
the plasma dynamics. In most situations this is not feasible. In addition, beam-plasma instabilities are
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inherently driven by non-Maxwellian velocity distributions, for which in most cases only limited information
can be obtained experimentally.
While feedback based control might be infeasible for microinstabilities, it has been observed that modulating
the beam intensity with a fixed frequency, can reduce the severity of the bump-on-tail instability. In [13] it
was experimentally demonstrated that modulating an electron beam close to the natural oscillation frequency
of the system reduces the electric field strength observed during the instability. Later this problem was also
studied by computer simulations. In [9] the authors considered the nonlinear coupling of a relatively small
number of modes finding similar results. In [15] a related problem is investigated where the velocity (not
the intensity) of the beam is modulated. Neglecting thermal effects, the authors develop a linear theory
that shows that varying the velocity of the beam sinusoidally reduces the growth rate of the instability
(the frequency of modulation is close to the plasma frequency). Similar observation, i.e. that a sinusoidal
modulation can have a stabilizing effect, have also been made in the context of inertial confinement fusion,
where it is desirable to suppress or delay a Rayleigh–Taylor instability. The interpretation given in [11] is
that an instability can be counteracted if the phase is known. While measuring the phase of a naturally
developing instability is difficult in practice, a modulated beam can define the phase of the perturbation and
thus the instability can be counteracted.
The problem of suppressing a two-stream/bump-on-tail instability with a time and space dependent external
electric field as control has also been considered recently [8, 7]. The theoretical results obtained indicate
that the instability can be completely suppressed without feedback if the initial state is known. The issue,
however, is that injecting an arbitrary electric field into a plasma is difficult in practice and that the initial
perturbation needs to be known. Nevertheless, it raises the question what the ultimate limit of control is in
situations where the control is less direct, such as the case of beam modulation that we consider here.
In this paper our goal is to study a simple kinetic model of a stationary plasma in which a (possibly modu-
lated) beam is injected. The question is whether the associated bump-on-tail instability can be suppressed
without requiring feedback and, if so, how fast this modulation needs to be in order to be successful. Our
goal is also to find beam profiles by numerical optimization that are more effective than modulating the
beam in a sinusoidal manner.

2 Model

For the electron dynamics we consider the one dimensional non-dimensionalized Vlasov–Poisson equation

∂tf + v∂xf − E∂vf = S, (1)

where f(t, x, v) is the electron density and the beam is modeled by a source term

S(t, x, v) = I(t) 1√
2πσ

exp
(

−(x − x0)2

2σ2

)
1√

2πvth,b

exp
(

−(v − vb)2

2v2
th,b

)
, (2)

where I(t) is the modulated beam amplitude. We assume that the beam has a Gaussian profile in space
(centered at the middle of the domain x0; the spatial extent of the beam is σ) and is Maxwellian in velocity
(with average beam velocity vb and thermal velocity vth,b). We assume that the ions form a homogeneous
neutralizing background. Thus the electric field is given by E = −∂xϕ with the potential ϕ satisfying
−∂xxϕ = ρ. The charge density ρ is given by ρ =

´
f d(x, v) −

´
f dv. We use a domain of size L and

periodic boundary conditions. Note that as the beam adds particles to the system the number density is
time dependent and is given by

´
f(t, x, v) d(x, v) = 1 +

´ t

0 I(s) ds. In principle we could also modulate
the spatial extent σ, the beam velocity vb, and the thermal speed vth,b, but to keep the control relatively
straightforward we will not do so here. All units of time and velocity are normalized to the plasma frequency
(ωp) and thermal velocity (vth) of the bulk plasma, respectively. This implies units of Debye length (λD) for
all spatial variables. The electric field is normalized such that no additional factor appears in the Poisson
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equation for the potential. More specifically, in SI units we have E = ESI/Eref with Eref = mλDω2
p/e, where

m and e is the electron mass and unit charge respectively.
The model outlined is a fundamental model in plasma physics that has been studied extensively both using
linear theory and (usually nonlinear) computer simulations. It is well known that adding a second peak
(the bump on the tail) to a Maxwellian velocity distribution, above a certain threshold intensity, results in
a plasma instability. Theoretically this can be analyzed either by considering a separate fluid description
of the bulk plasma and the beam [5] or, more accurately, by deriving the dispersion relation within a fully
kinetic description [17]. In the latter case, the Penrose criterion [14] is not satisfied and the bump-on-tail
configuration is unstable. The associated dispersion relation can be solved to obtain the (linear) growth
rate of the instability. The linear regime is accompanied by an exponential increase of the electric energy,
i.e. kinetic energy of the plasma is transferred to the electric field. Eventually the system becomes strongly
nonlinear and the amplitude of the electric field saturates; the latter is not captured by linear theory.
However, this analysis is concerned with a static situation. That is, it is assumed that, in some way, the
system is prepared in a state where a bump-on-tail feature is present. The plasma system is then allowed to
evolve on its own without further intervention. Here, in contrast, we are, interested in a dynamic situation.
That is, the plasma is initially Maxwellian and the beam, modeled by the source term S, dynamically creates
the bump-on-tail feature and triggers the instability.
In our model of the beam we have three parameters: the beam amplitude I, the spatial extent σ, and
the beam thermal velocity vth,b. Note that the thermal velocity has a significant influence. Increasing the
thermal velocity such that it is comparable to vb softens the bump-on-tail feature and makes the system
more stable. Thus, we will restrict vth,b to lie between 0.2 and 0.6. The position at which the beam enters
the plasma x0 in our model just corresponds to a shift of the x coordinates and is thus not relevant. The
beam velocity vb determines how much energy is added to the system (for a given beam strength). We thus
fix the total energy that is added to the system by mandating that vb = 3.5 and

´ tb

0 I(t) dt = I0tb, where
I0 = 0.05 and tb is the duration during the which the beam is switched on. The goal is then to find I(t), σ,
and vth,b such that the bump-on-tail instability is suppressed.

3 Results for sinusoidal beam profiles
First we consider the case of a sinusoidal beam profile I(t) = I0 + b1 sin(ωt) for t ≤ tb and fixed beam width
(σ = 0.2) and beam temperature (vth,b = 0.5). We consider three configurations that correspond to three
different plasma sizes. Specifically, we choose the length of the spatial domain as L = 4π, L = 16π, and
L = 64π. The rational here is that ultimately we are interested in plasmas systems that are large compared
to the Debye length. Thus, we want to study how the control schemes (especially the driving frequency)
scales with systems size, as this dictates how fast the beam has to be modulated to achieve the desired effect.
To make the configurations comparable, we choose tb = 25, 100, and 400, respectively. This corresponds to
roughly a doubling of the total energy contained in the plasma system after the beam has been switched off.
In the present setup there are two parameters, the frequency ω and the corresponding amplitude b1. The
chosen figure of merit is the time integrated electric energy 1

2
´ tf

0
´

E2(t, x) dx dt, where tf = 2tb and all
results are normalized to the case where the beam is not modulated (i.e. b1 = 0). Thus, we measure the
severity of the instability by how much kinetic energy is transferred to the field. If no beam is injected into
the plasma the figure of merit is 0 (no instability) and if no modulation is performed the figure of merit is 1.
A smaller figure of merit thus corresponds to a more effective suppression of the instability. As can be clearly
observed from Figure 1, already a sinusoidal beam, if an appropriate frequency and amplitude is selected,
can yield a significant reduction in the instability, reducing the severity of the instability by between 53-78%.
In Figure 1c we consider the simulation with the optimal frequency and amplitude for the modulated beam
in more detail. We observe that the suppression of the instability is not merely a transient phenomenon, but
persists after the beam has been switched off. In fact, the long time behavior is excellent showing a reduction
of the electric energy by approximately 90% compared to the unmodulated case. This, at first glance, might
seem surprising as after the beam has been switched off the dynamics is subject to the Vlasov–Poisson

3



equations for which a bump-on-tail configuration is unstable. To investigate this in more detail, we consider
a plot of the velocity distribution in Figure 2. What we observe is that a velocity plateau for speeds that
are roughly between two to five times the thermal velocity develops. There is no bump and thus, as can be
shown using the Penrose stability criterion, the distribution is stable. In fact, also in the the unmodulated
(i.e. constant intensity) case the system is driven to a state that has a velocity plateau. However, in the
unmodulated case, the primary physical mechanism is nonlinear saturation induced by the growth of the
bump-on-tail instability which forces the plateau. This also results in a state with relatively large spatial
variations in the density and consequently large electric energy. On the other hand, the modulated beam,
with appropriately chosen frequency and amplitude, drives the system into a state with a velocity plateau
that has both small density variations and thus also small electric energy.
The other important observation we make is that the driving frequency ω for the sinusoidal beam can
be chosen roughly inversely proportional to the system size. Most results that have been obtained in the
literature, on the other hand, predict a frequency close to the plasma frequency [13, 15, 7], i.e. independent
of the system size. To understand this, let us consider a simple phenomenological model: the Van der Pol
oscillator (as used in [13]), i.e. a driven oscillator with a quadratic term that models linear exponential
growth for small amplitudes and nonlinear saturation for larger amplitudes. In this case, driving the system
with the natural oscillation frequency results in suppression of the instability. In the present setting this
example is most directly related to the smallest domain size (L = 4π). In this case there is only a single
unstable mode. Solving the dispersion relation for the bump-on-tail instability (which obviously neglect time
dependent beam propagation effects) gives ωosc ≈ 1.45 which matches well with ω ≈ 1.53 as given in Figure
1. Non phenomenological models can be derived. However, they usually rely on decoupling the spatial
modes (as Fourier techniques are used). This misses an important effect. Namely, that to excite oscillations
with the largest possible wavelength in space, a frequency of ω = vb/L is sufficient. In fact, if ω is not a
exact multiple of vb/L multiple modes are excited. This allows for manipulation of the bump-on-tail feature
with frequencies that are large compared to the plasma frequency, leading to the observed results. This is
immensely useful as it means that for large systems we do not need to modulate the beam at frequencies
comparable to the (usually very fast) plasma frequency.

4 Results for general beam profiles
We now turn our attention to the case of more general beam profiles. That is, our goal is to find I(t), σ,and
vth,b (subject to the constraints outlined in section 2), that reduce the figure of merit as much as possible.
This can be formulated as an optimization problem

min
I(t),σ,vth,b

ˆ tf

0

ˆ (
E[fI,σ,vth,b

](t)
)2

dx dt, (3)

where fI,σ,vth,b
denotes the solution of equation (1) for the specified parameters. The beam intensity is

subject to the constraint that I(t) ≥ 0 and a fixed total intensity
´ tb

0 I(t) dt = I0tb. However, for such a
scheme to be useful in practice, we have to constrain the I(t) such that it varies in a reasonable manner.
There are many possibilities to do this. We enforce this here by only allowing a couple of Fourier modes.
That is, we parameterize I(t) as

I(t) = max
(

I0 +
K−1∑
k=1

ak cos(kω0t) +
K∑

k=1
bk sin(kω0t), 0

)
.

Taking the maximum is necessary because some combination of parameters (ak, bk) can result in negative
beam intensities, which is clearly unphysical. By taking the maximum with 0, we violate the constraint
of fixed total intensity. However, we always have

´ tb

0 I(t) dt > I0tb and thus finding such a result in the
optimization would indicate that a smaller electric energy with a (slightly) higher beam intensity has been
achieved, which is clearly a favorable outcome.
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(a) Parameter scan for the time average of the electric energy for (ω, b1) and I(t) = I0 + b1 sin(ωt).
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(b) Beam profiles (one period)
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(c) Time evolution of the electric energy for the optimal (ω, b1) marked by white circles in figure (a).
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Figure 1: Numerical results for the sinusoidal beam profile. The dashed gray line indicates the time interval
tf over which the figure of merit is computed.
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Figure 2: The spatially averaged distribution function is shown for different times and different beam mod-
ulations for the L = 64π configuration. For the exact specification of the beam modulation in the middle
(sine) and right (optimized 2) we refer to Table 1.

5



(a) Beam profiles (one period)
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(c) Time evolution of the electric energy
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Figure 3: Comparison of the beam profiles found by numerical optimization (denoted by optimized 1,
optimized 2, and optimized 3; the parameters can be found in Table 1) with the optimal sinusoidal beam
profiles from section 3. The figure of merit is shown in parentheses in the legend and the dashed gray line
indicates the time interval tf over which the figure of merit is computed.

We emphasize that, as Figure 1a already makes clear, the landscape of the optimization problem is quite
rough. Thus, we have a global optimization problem with many local minima and a total of 2K+2 parameters.
In the following we will present the obtained results. However, some more details on our approach to solve
this optimization problem in an efficient way are outlined in section 6.
In Figure 3 we present the best candidates that have been obtained from the numerical optimization and
compare them to the sinusoidal beam profile found in the previous section. Note that the global optimization
algorithm does not give a unique solution but a number of candidates. We have selected the best (according
to the figure of merit) candidates where optimized 1 only optimizes for the beam profile (but keeps σ and vth,b

fixed) and optimized 2 simultaneously optimizes the beam profile as well as σ and vth,b. For the intermediate
problem size we have also included an optimization run (called optimized 3 in the plot) with K = 5 (in all
other configuration K = 3 is used). The parameters of all configurations can be found in Table 1. For the
two larger system sizes we roughly observe a reduction of the severity of the instability by approximately
80%, which is a further reduction compared to the sinusoidal beam profile by approximately a factor of 2.
The outlier here is the smallest system size, where the figure of merit decreases by more than 99%. We also
see excellent behavior with respect to long time behavior (i.e. after the beam has been switched off). The
frequency required to achieve this is, again, roughly inversely proportional to the system size.
We further study the velocity dependence of a optimized solution in Figure 2 on the right. As expected the
solution is driven to a state with a plateau in the velocity distribution. In fact, we observe that the dynamics
produces almost no bump-on-tail feature in this case.

5 Robustness of the beam profile to perturbation

A control scheme would not be very useful in practice if even minor perturbations, e.g. due to imperfection
in the control of the beam, would be sufficient to negate its effect. This is what we will study in this section.
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Figure 4: The figure of merit as a function of the relative size of the perturbation ϵ in the parameters that
determine the beam profile is shown. For each ϵ we consider 20 random perturbations and their average
figure of merit as well as the standard deviation is shown. Since the perturbation also changes the figure of
merit for the case with an unmodulated beam, we have normalized all plots to the corresponding average
value for the unmodulated beam at that size of the perturbation.

We run the simulations as before, but with the parameters in Table 1 perturbed by multiplying them with
uniformly distributed random numbers in the range [1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ]. This gives a modified beam profile and
the corresponding results are shown in Figure 4. We observe that the figure of merit is remarkably robust
at least for perturbations of up to 5% in all parameters. The only outlier is the optimized 1 beam profile for
the intermediate system size, which relatively quickly deteriorates to the level of the sinusoidal beam profile.
Thus, different beam profiles can behave differently with respect to such perturbations. In principle, one
could also perform the optimization taking this into account. For example, by penalizing beam profiles that
are not robust. However, with one exception all beam profiles found using the optimization algorithm (that
only takes the figure of merit into account) turned out to be robust.

6 Methodology
Finding the parameters (ω0, ak, bk, σ, vth,b) of the optimization problem given in equation (3) requires a global
optimization algorithm in order to avoid being stuck in local minima. We use a modification of the genetic
optimization algorithm found in scipy.optimize.differential_evolution [19]. The genetic optimization
algorithm can be setup such that in each generation the figure of merit (or fitness) for all candidate solutions
(which are sets of parameters that determine the beam profiles) are evaluated at the same time. This is
beneficial from a computational point of view, as calling individual runs of a one-dimensional Vlasov–Poisson
solver has a relatively large overhead due to the small system size. In order to avoid this we have developed
a C++ code that solves equation (1) in a batched manner (i.e. multiple beam profiles at the same time).
The code uses the Kokkos performance portability programming ecosystem [18] and can thus make use of
modern computing systems equipped with graphic processing units (GPUs).
In the optimization algorithm the simulations are run with 512 grid points in the spatial direction, 256 grid
points in the velocity direction, and a time step size ∆t = 0.02. A splitting based semi-Lagrangian scheme
with 9th order Lagrange interpolation is employed. However, in order to make sure that all results obtained
from the optimization algorithm are independent of the numerical parameters used, all the data required
for the plots in this paper have been run with increased resolution (1024 grid points in the spatial, 512 grid
points in the velocity direction, and a time step size ∆t = 0.01).

7 Discussion
In this work, we have investigated how much control can be achieved by modulating the intensity of a beam
in an electrostatic beam-plasma instability. We have found beam profiles that drastically reduce the severity
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of the instability. In all configurations studied here, control schemes have been obtained that reduce the
time averaged electric energy (a measure of the severity of the instability) by at least 80% compared to its
original value.
A pertinent question is whether such or a related control scheme can be applied in practice. In that regard,
it is encouraging that, as we have demonstrated, a significant reduction in the severity of the instability can
be observed with a beam modulation that

• requires no feedback (i.e. measurements) during the evolution of the instability. Control without
feedback is possible since the modulation of the beam (i.e. how the system is driven) has a significant
influence on the velocity distribution. In fact, the bump-on-tail feature can largely be avoided and
even for sinusoidal modulated beams is significantly reduced;

• the frequency at which we need to modulate the beam scales favorably with system size. This is
important in practice as the frequency of the beam determines how fast the the control (here the beam
intensity) has to be actuated and consequently how easy it is to implement such a scheme. This is,
in particular, favorable as in many systems of interest where beam heating is employed (e.g. fusion
reactors) the size of a plasma system can be many thousands of Debye lengths;

• is able to drive the system to a state that remain stable after the beam has been switched off. This
state has a plateau in velocity space and almost uniform density in space, which implies that little
electric energy is transferred to the field;

• is robust with respect to perturbations in the beam profile. That is, imperfections in the beam profile
(as are unavoidable in practice) do not significantly diminish the performance of the control scheme.

We emphasize that our control scheme relies on the time evolution of the bump-on-tail feature to be effective.
This is different form the situation in, e.g. in [15], where two streams are already established and are then
subsequently modulated by applying an external electric field. We take the viewpoint that, at least in beam
heating applications, assuming an already established bump-on-tail feature is more a modeling artifact often
required to make theoretical progress than a reasonable experimental setup.
Let us also point out that we do not model the actual heating (i.e. the thermalization of the velocity
distribution by collisions) here. In the spatially homogeneous case, it can be easily inferred that the system
relaxes to a Maxwellian with increased temperature after the beam has been switched off. However, the
numerical simulation show that a small degree of spatial variation remains. Nevertheless, since the state
obtained after the beam has been switched off is stable, we expect the same result to hold true. We consider
this as future work.
For the present study we have used a simple one-dimensional model with stationary ions. In many appli-
cations of practical relevance more faithful models are required that are much more complicated and more
challenging numerically (e.g. due to the timescale separation between ions and electrons, up to six dimen-
sions in phase space, etc.). This presents a significant challenge as in order to solve the global optimization
problem, many simulations have to be conducted. Thus, in order to find good beam profiles in such a situa-
tion would most likely require either some type of complexity reduction techniques/reduced models or large
scale supercomputers. We also note that in more realistic problems there are many more parameters that
could be part of the optimization algorithm (e.g. the angle at which a beam penetrates into a tokamak),
which conceivable could help in obtaining good suppression of the instability.
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A Optimized beam profiles

L = 4π L = 16π L = 64π

sine
ω0 = 1.5258
σ = 0.2 vth,b = 0.5
I0 = 0.05 b1 = −0.031

ω0 = 0.48221
σ = 0.2 vth,b = 0.5
I0 = 0.05 b1 = 0.03

ω0 = 0.12642
σ = 0.2 vth,b = 0.5
I0 = 0.05 b1 = 0.05

optimized 1

ω0 = 1.5515
σ = 0.2 vth,b = 0.5
I0 = 0.05 b1 = −0.026653
a1 = −0.00091327 b2 = −0.02506
a2 = −0.028601 b3 = 0.029389

ω0 = 0.48049
σ = 0.2 vth,b = 0.5
I0 = 0.05 b1 = −0.0044754
a1 = −0.03567 b2 = 0.0032329
a2 = −0.0078635 b3 = −0.0028943

ω0 = 0.12625
σ = 0.2 vth,b = 0.5
I0 = 0.05 b1 = 0.044624
a1 = −0.048034 b2 = −0.036251
a2 = 0.0061803 b3 = 0.019888

optimized 2

ω0 = 1.0472
σ = 1 vth,b = 0.6
I0 = 0.05 b1 = −0.024724
a1 = −0.007559 b2 = −0.001239
a2 = 0.0019077 b3 = −0.014125

ω0 = 0.28952
σ = 0.2 vth,b = 0.6
I0 = 0.05 b1 = −0.045488
a1 = 0.0046887 b2 = −0.031644
a2 = −0.029869 b3 = 0.014624

ω0 = 0.12028
σ = 0.21506 vth,b = 0.59969
I0 = 0.05 b1 = 0.042443
a1 = −0.037729 b2 = −0.041179
a2 = 0.007039 b3 = 0.020215

optimized 3

ω0 = 0.47621
σ = 0.2002 vth,b = 0.59999
I0 = 0.05 b1 = −0.030297
a1 = −0.0081014 b2 = 0.0033735
a2 = −0.0045227 b3 = −0.01616
a3 = 0.0079242 b4 = −0.039734
a4 = −0.018194 b5 = 0.03042

Table 1: The parameters of the optimized beam profiles that are discussed in sections 3 and 4 are listed.
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