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Turbulent transport driven by trapped electron modes (TEMs) is believed to drive sig-

nificant heat and particle transport in quasihelically symmetric stellarators. Two three-

dimensionally-shaped magnetic configurations with suppressed trapped-electron-mode

(TEM)-driven turbulence were generated through optimization that targeted quasihelical

symmetry and the available energy of trapped electrons. Initial equilibria have flux surface

shapes with a helically rotating negative triangularity (NT) and positive triangularity (PT).

In gyrokinetic simulations, TEMs are suppressed in the reduced-TEM NT and PT config-

urations, showing that negative triangularity does not have the same beneficial turbulence

properties over positive triangularity as seen in tokamaks. Heat fluxes from TEMs are also

suppressed. Without temperature gradients and with a strong density gradient, the most

unstable modes at low ky were consistent with toroidal universal instabilities (UIs) in the

NT case and slab UIs in the PT case. Nonlinear simulations show that UIs drive substantial

heat flux in both the NT and PT configurations. A moderate increase in β halves the heat

flux in the NT configuration, while suppressing the heat flux in the PT geometry. Based

on the present work, future optimizations aimed at reducing electrostatic drift wave-driven

turbulent transport will need to consider UIs if β is sufficiently small.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Interest in optimizing stellarators to reduce turbulent transport has grown significantly in re-

cent years. Many turbulence optimization efforts in stellarators have been focused on reducing

turbulence driven by ion temperature gradient (ITG) modes1–10, which has been shown to have a

substantial impact on ion temperature profiles in Wendelstein 7-X11–13. The importance of ITGs

in stellarators for plasma confinement has been stressed and is a major consideration in future stel-

larator designs10,14. Studies identified local shear and curvature as key quantities for ITG stability

in stellarators15 then used these quantities in a mixing-length estimate16 for ITG-driven turbu-

lent transport as an objective function to find stellarator equilibria with improved ITG turbulence

properties8,17–19. More recently, optimization based on the direct evaluation of the nonlinear heat

flux from ITG turbulence with adiabatic electrons in a gyrokinetic model has been performed20.

Turbulence driven by trapped electron modes21 (TEMs) is also considered to be a significant

source of heat and particle loss in quasisymmetric stellarators14,22,23. As a result, gyrokinetic TEM

studies have been a major part of stellarator turbulence research7,24–28. Using the trapped particle

fraction as a proxy for TEM stability, it has been possible to reduce linear growth rates and nonlin-

ear heat fluxes in a Helically Symmetric eXperiment (HSX)-like configuration29,30. TEM stability

has also been improved by examining a large database of perturbed HSX equilibria generated by

changing currents in the shaping coils of HSX, finding that good quasihelical symmetry and co-

rotating flux surface elongation are also associated with improved TEM stability31,32. Optimizing

for improved TEM stability and turbulence properties is a focus of the present work.

However, even if TEMs are stabilized in low-shear stellarators, the universal instability (UI) can

remain unstable and set the turbulence levels33. It has been suggested that UIs do not play a large

role in driving turbulence in stellarators, because UIs tend to be subdominant to TEMs34,35. How-

ever, interest in UIs has grown recently because they can be the dominant instability in sheared-slab

geometries36,37 and in low-shear stellarators where TEMs are stabilized33. In addition to the slab

branch, a toroidal branch of UIs exists that is destabilized by the curvature and gradient of the

magnetic field38. Methods for distinguishing UIs from TEMs involving cross-phases of the elec-

trostatic potential with density fluctuations from the trapped and passing electron populations and

artificially removing particle trapping and curvature drive in simulations to suppress TEMs have

been employed in quasi-isodynamic and quasihelically symmetric equilibria33.

One possible method of reducing UI-driven turbulence levels is by increasing plasma β , defined

here as the ratio of electron kinetic to plasma pressure. The electromagnetic stabilization of UIs
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in slab-like geometry is attributed to coupling with Alfvénic perturbations at low β (∼ O(me/mi),

with mi and me the ion and electron mass, respectively) and with the ∇B drift of the ions at β ∼

O(10−2)39–41. However, increasing β may lead to heat loss through electromagnetic channels by

destabilizing electromagnetic modes or exite electromagnetic modes nonlinearly42. In the present

work, it is shown that a β can be chosen such that magnetic fluctuations significantly reduce

electrostatic heat flux due to UIs without driving substantial electromagnetic heat flux in reduced-

TEM configurations.

In the present work, two reduced-TEM equilibria are generated by optimizing for available

energy of trapped electrons, whose stability and turbulence properties are then studied. First,

details on the optimization techniques used to arrive at the reduced-TEM equilibria are given in

Sec. II. Two scenarios are considered for each of the configurations: one with only density gradient

drive and one with only electron temperature gradient drive. In Sec. III, a summary of the linear

stability characteristics is given along with a procedure to identify which modes are the dominant

instabilities. The detailed analysis and identification of linear modes is contained in Appendix A.

Details on the properties of the turbulence are given in Sec. IV. An examination of the stabilizing

effects of plasma β on UIs is performed in both reduced-TEM configurations in Sec. V, and the

results of the paper are summarized in Sec. VI.

II. REDUCED-TEM CONFIGURATIONS

Two local three-dimensional (3D) magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) equilibria43,44 are optimized,

targeting quasihelical symmetry, the available energy of trapped electrons45–47, rotational trans-

form, aspect ratio, global shear, poloidal curvature, distance to the cylindrical axis, and regular-

ization of the gyrokinetic finite Larmor radius (FLR) terms. This local 3D equilibrium gener-

ates solutions to the MHD equilibrium equations near a single flux surface that satisfy the MHD

force balance equation J×B = ∇p and quasineutrality ∇ ·J = 0 consistently with Ampère’s Law

∇×B = µ0J, where B is the magnetic field, J is the current, p the plasma pressure, and µ0 the

vacuum permeability. Additionally, the MHD equilibrium conditions require the components of

the magnetic field and current normal to the flux surface to vanish. Fully specifying a local MHD

equilibrium requires the flux surface shape, a rotational transform ι-, and two of three profile quan-

tities on the flux surface: pressure gradient p′ = dp/dψ (ψ being the toroidal flux), flux-surface-

averaged magnetic shear ι-′, or flux-surface-averaged parallel current σ = µ0
〈
J ·B/B2〉, with ⟨·⟩

denoting the flux-surface average.
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The magnetic coordinates satisfying the local 3D equilibrium (ψ,θ ,ζ ) are used when describ-

ing local equilibrium quantities on the flux surface, and flux-tube coordinates (x,y,z) are used to

describe quantities along a field line, such that

B = ∇ψ ×∇(θ − ι-ζ ) = ∇ψ ×∇α =
dψ

dx
∇x×∇y, (1)

where θ is the poloidal straight-field-line angle, ζ =−φ is the negative cylindrical toroidal angle,

and α is the field-line label. The flux-tube coordinates are centered on a field line at (ψ0,α0,θ = 0)

and are described by normalized radial, binormal, and parallel coordinates as

x =
1

B0ρ0
(ψ −ψ0), (2)

y = ρ0(α −α0), (3)

z = θ , (4)

where ρ0 is the minor radius of the magnetic surface at the center of the domain, and B0 the on-axis

magnetic field.

II.1. Optimization Setup

The optimization problem is set up to solve the unconstrained minimization problem

min
x

f 2(x), (5)

where a local 3D equilibrium was varied to find satisfactory values for each term in the objective

function f . The optimization variables include the Fourier coefficients Rm,n and Zm,n of mode

numbers 0 ≤ m ≤ 3 and −3 ≤ n ≤ 3 of the inverse mapping of the flux surface such that

R(θ ,ζ ) = ∑
m

∑
n

Rm,n cos(mθ +nNfpζ ), (6)

Z(θ ,ζ ) = ∑
m

∑
n

Zm,n sin(mθ +nNfpζ ), (7)

where Nfp is the number of field periods. Additional variables used in the optimization are the

rotational transform ι- and the flux-surface-averaged parallel current σ , which are necessary to

specify the local 3D equilibrium. To fully specify the local equilibria, the pressure gradient is held

fixed at p′ = 0. The squared objective function thus reads,

f 2 =wQS f 2
QS +wTEM f 2

TEM +wŝ(ŝ− ŝ0)
2 +w ι-( ι-− ι-0)

2 +wσ (σ −σ0)
2 +wA(A−A0)

2

+wκ p f 2
κ p +wR f 2

R +wFLR f 2
FLR, (8)
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where the target values are denoted by the “0" subscript and relative weights are constants given by

w. The first two terms target quasisymmetry and the available energy, which will be discussed later

in this section. Subsequent terms, in order, target the global shear ŝ =−d(ln ι-)/d(lnx), rotational

transform, flux-surface-averaged parallel current, and flux-surface-averaged aspect ratio A with a

simple quadratic penalty function. These penalty functions were included to keep the respective

quantities near values that would be considered reasonable for an experimental design. A term

penalizing the distance of the flux surface to the cylindrical axis,

fR =
〈
H(Rmin −R)(Rmin −R)2〉 , (9)

was included, where Rmin is the minimum major radius before penalization, and H is the Heaviside

function. The term penalizing the poloidal curvature of the flux surface,

fκ p =
1

Nζ

Nζ

∑
i=1

1
Li

√(
∂Ri

∂θ

)2

+

(
∂Zi

∂θ

)2

H(κpi −κp0)(κpi −κp0)
2, (10)

κpi =

∣∣∣∣Ri

(
∂Ri

∂θ

∂ 2Zi

∂θ 2 − ∂ 2Ri

∂θ 2
∂Zi

∂θ

)∣∣∣∣
[(

∂Ri

∂θ

)2

+

(
∂Zi

∂θ

)2
]−3/2

, (11)

is inspired by coil optimization48, where Nζ is the number of points used to discretize a single field

period of the flux surface, and Li is the length of the boundary curve enclosing the flux surface

at toroidal angle ζi. The index i indicates the terms R and Z, and their poloidal derivatives, are

evaluated at the angle ζi. The term fκ p penalizes sharp features in the flux surface shape that

would be difficult to realize in an experimental design. A term to regularize the perpendicular

wavenumber arguments of the FLR terms in the gyrokinetic Vlasov-Maxwell equations49,

fFLR = H
(

max
z

(
gyy

gxx

)
−g0

)(
max

z

(
gyy

gxx

)
−g0

)
, (12)

was also used, where gi j = ∇ui ·∇u j are the contravariant metric coefficients for coordinates ui,

u j ∈ {x,y,z}. This ensures an equilibrium that, in gyrokinetic simulations, can be resolved at prac-

tically achievable numerical expense. If gyy ≫ gxx, then the FLR terms in the gyrokinetic equations

will not effectively damp modes at high radial wave number kx, and energy may accumulate at high

kx end of the spectral domain of the simulation, leading to nonphysical results. The number of ra-

dial Fourier modes needed to resolve the nonlinear physics could then be prohibitively large for

the computational resources available.

The objective function used to target QHS is a measure of the deviation from quasisymmetry

and uses the helicity of symmetry N/M and assumes either an irrational surface or B ·∇ψ×∇B= 0
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on the flux surface50,

fQS =

√
⟨ fC⟩2

⟨B⟩3

∣∣∣∣N
M

− ι-
∣∣∣∣2, (13)

fC = B ·∇ψ ×∇B−CB ·∇B, (14)

C =
G− (N/M)I

ι-−N/M
, (15)

where I and G are the Boozer currents51. This measure of quasisymmetry is advantageous to

optimization, because it is a local measure and does not require on a transformation to Boozer

coordinates51. Additionally, using this formulation in an optimization problem has been successful

in reducing the deviation from quasisymmetry to negligible levels52. For the two reduced-TEM

configurations, a quasihelically symmetric magnetic field with helicity of N = Nfp = 4, M = −1

was targeted.

The TEM target function used in the optimization to improve TEM stability was the Available

Energy (AE) metric47. The AE is a measure of the free energy in the background density and

temperature gradients that could be converted into collisionless TEM fluctuations. In other words,

AE is the difference in energy between the ground state of the trapped electrons and the background

Maxwellian45,46. The AE is evaluated by integrating over velocity space and adding together the

contributions of bounce-averaged drifts in each magnetic well within the flux tube domain, arriving

at

fTEM =
∫ ∫

dKdλ ∑
wells(λ )

e−KK5/2
[

ω̂
2
y

(
ω̂T
∗

ω̂y
−1+ F̂

)
+ ω̂

2
x
(
F̂ −1

)]
Ĝ1/2. (16)

The normalized kinetic energy and pitch angle are given by

K =
mev2

2Te0
, (17)

λ =
2µB̄
mev2 , (18)

where B̄ is the average magnetic field strength in the flux tube, µ = me(v2−v2
∥)/2B is the magnetic

moment for an electron with speed v and parallel velocity v∥, and Te0 is a normalizing temperature

at the center of the flux tube. The AE Jacobian is given by

Ĝ1/2 = v
τb

L
, (19)

where L is the length of the field line, and the bounce time is defined as

τb =
∫

B
√

g
dz
v∥
, (20)
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where the flux-tube Jacobian is
√

g = (∇x ·∇y×∇x)−1, and the bounce points are dependent on

the pitch angle and magnetic well. The background pressure gradients ω(T e,n) = −adln(Te,n)/dx

appear in the normalized diamagnetic drift frequency

ω̂
T
∗ =

2e∆x
mev2 ω

T
∗ =

2Te0∆x
mev2

(
ωn +ωT e

[
K − 3

2

])
, (21)

where a is the minor radius of a last closed flux surface. Although there is no last closed flux

surface specified in a local equilibrium, for normalization purposes, the local equilibria used in the

optimization were assumed to lie at s=ψ/ψref = 0.5, where the reference toroidal flux is chosen as

the toroidal flux of a last closed flux surface ψref = a2B0/2 with minor radius a. This normalization

was chosen for consistency with the HSX geometry in Ref. 53.

For the present work, ωT e = 3 and ωn = 2 are chosen because TEMs can drive significant heat

flux in low shear stellarators near these gradients23,32,33. The normalized bounce-averaged drift

(BAD) frequencies are defined as

ω̂y =
2e∆x
mev2 ωy =

2e∆x
mev2

1
τb

∫
vd ·∇yB

√
g

dz
v∥
, (22)

ω̂x =
2e∆y
mev2 ωx =

2e∆y
mev2

1
τb

∫
vd ·∇xB

√
g

dz
v∥
, (23)

where e is the elementary charge. The quantities ∆x and ∆y correspond to normalizing perpendic-

ular widths and have the property ∆x = ∆y = 1 in GENE coordinates. The quantity

F̂ =

√
(ω̂y − ω̂T

∗ )
2 + ω̂2

x√
ω̂2

y + ω̂2
x

(24)

is a functional of ω̂x, ω̂y, and ω̂T
∗ , which contains the resonance between the BAD frequencies and

the diamagnetic drift frequency that is responsible for TEM destabilization. The quantities ω̂x and

ω̂y are calculated using GENE flux tube geometry quantities54. Practical evaluation of the AE can

be performed via

ω̂y =
2e∆x
mv2

1
τb

∫ √
gK y

(
1− B

2Bt

)
dz
v∥
, (25)

ω̂x =
2e∆y
mv2

1
τb

∫ √
gK x

(
1− B

2Bt

)
dz
v∥
, (26)

v∥ = v

√
1− B

Bt
, (27)

where Bt = B̄/λ is the magnetic field strength at the bounce point55. In the absence of an equilib-
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rium pressure gradient, the curvatures are, for p′ = 0,

K x =−a
(

dψ

dx

)−1

|∇ψ|κg, (28)

K y =
a

B0

dψ

dx
B2

|∇ψ|2
(κn +Λκg), (29)

where κn and κg are the normal and geodesic components of the curvature vector κ = κnn̂+κgb̂×

n̂ for b̂= B/B and n̂= ∇ψ/ |∇ψ|, and Λ =−∇ψ ·∇α/B is the integrated local shear.

The AE metric is useful as an objective function in an optimization targeting TEM-driven turbu-

lence for a two reasons. First, the quantity fTEM only contains geometric and background plasma

gradient information. This means that the computational cost of evaluating fTEM is substantially

lower than using linear or nonlinear gyrokinetic observables. Second, the AE metric has a power

law scaling47 with the nonlinear heat flux Q ∝ f 3/2
TEM. While the correlation of this scaling with non-

linear gyrokinetic results may be far from perfect, reaching a solution with significantly reduced

fTEM will likely produce reduced nonlinear TEM-driven heat flux.

The initial configurations are local equilibria with analyticall-prescribed flux-surface shapes.

The parameterization of the flux-surface shapes is based on Miller geometry56 that rotates helically

with the magnetic axis,

R = R0 +∆sin(Nfpζ )+ r[cos(Nfpζ −θ + arcsinδh sin(Nfpζ −θ))cos(Nfpζ )

+(κh −1)sin(Nfpζ −θ)sin(Nfpζ )+ cos(θ)− cos(Nfpζ −θ)cos(Nfpζ )], (30)

Z = ∆cos(Nfpζ )+ r[cos(Nfpζ −θ + arcsinδh sin(Nfpζ −θ))sin(Nfpζ )

+(κh −1)sin(Nfpζ −θ)cos(Nfpζ )+ sin(θ)− cos(Nfpζ −θ)sin(Nfpζ )], (31)

where ∆ is the helical radius of the magnetic axis, κh is the helical elongation, and δh is the helical

triangularity. The two initial equilibria were chosen to have negative helical triangularity (NT)

and positive helical triangularity (PT), motivated by the differential response of TEMs to NT vs.

PT in tokamaks57–64. However, the results shown in the present work indicate that the available

energy rather than the sign of the helical triangularity, primarily determines the TEM stability and

saturation properties.

The initial local equilibria have the flux surface shape parameterized by R0 = 1, r = 0.1045,

∆ = 0.3, N = 4, κh = 1.5 and δh =±0.25. The initial equilibrium parameters are ι- = 1.05013 and

σ = 0, with pressure gradient is held fixed at p′ = 0. The minor radius r is chosen to have a com-

paratively low aspect ratio, expecting the aspect ratio to increase in order to improve quantities like

quasisymmetry. A relatively large ∆ is chosen because it was observed that quasisymmetry tends
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to improve with larger ∆. A rotational transform just above unity was chosen for two of reasons.

First, a benefit is expected in terms of neoclassical confinement65. Second, in combination with a

low global shear, a rotational transform just above unity avoid low-order rational surfaces, which

can degrade plasma confinement through the formation of magnetic islands66. Several toroidal

cross-sections of each initial equilibrium over a half field period are depicted in Fig. 1. The cross-

section at the largest major radius R corresponds to ζ = 0. As ζ increases, the cross-sections

rotate counter clockwise, with the final depicted cross-section at ζ = π/Nfp. The flux surfaces are

symmetric about the Z = 0 plane.

II.2. Optimization Results

Two reduced-TEM local equilibria were generated—one with NT and one with PT—using the

Numerical Evaluation of 3D Local Equilibria (NE3DLE)67 code to generate solutions to the local

3D MHD equilibrium equations and StellaratorOptimization.jl68 to perform the optimization. As a

comparison, an s = 0.5 flux surface of HSX in the QHS configuration23 was also considered. The

toroidal cross-sections of the reduced-TEM flux surfaces and HSX are shown in Fig. 2. Table I

contains a list of quantities that were targeted in the optimization by the objective function. Op-

timized configurations lie well within acceptable ranges of fR and fκ p, meaning the flux surface

did not cross R = 0.4 while maintaining poloidal curvature lower than a tokamak with elongation

κ = 1 and triangularity |δ | = 0.75. The radius of the helical axis increased substantially for the

(a) (b)

FIG. 1: Toroidal cross sections over a half field period for the initial equilibrium used in the

optimization for the NT case (a) and the PT case (b).
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final NT configuartion, as was preferred by the quasisymmetry metric, and the aspect ratio also

increased but remains in the neighborhood of the aspect ratio of the HSX flux surface. The qua-

sisymmetry was improved for the NT configuration as well but did not reach the levels of HSX.

AE decreased substantially, arriving at a value lower by a factor of 2.5 than in HSX, which already

has a relatively low AE compared to the initial equilibria. Similar observations were made in the

PT case; however, the deviation from quasisymmetry was larger and the AE was lower than the

optimized NT case. Based on values of fTEM, HSX would be expected to be the most linearly

unstable to TEMs and produce more TEM-driven heat flux than the reduced-TEM cases. Both the

NT and PT reduced-TEM cases are expected to have similar TEM properties.

(a) (b)

(c)

FIG. 2: Toroidal cross-sections over a half field period for the reduced-TEM equilibria for the NT

case (a), the PT case (b), and the non-reduced-TEM HSX (c).
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Quantity NT initial NT optimized PT initial PT optimized HSX

fQS 1.117 0.2840 8.906 0.3791 0.1311

fTEM 3.148 0.1495 8.683 0.1141 0.3702

ŝ −1.146 −0.3107 −0.3725 0.3225 −0.0798

ι- 1.050103 1.337202 1.050103 1.387012 1.060230

σ 0 −0.0619 0 0.0136 −

A 9.576 15.18 9.576 15.12 14.10

fκ p(κp0 = 0.01) 0 0 0 0 0

fR(Rmin = 0.6) 0 9.605×10−4 0 0 0

max
z

(gyy/gxx) 213.6 7.959 25.96 19.67 21.91

TABLE I: Quantities targeted by optimization for initial, reduced-TEM, and HSX configurations.

A dash entries indicates this quantity could not be computed due technical reasons.

The BAD frequency ω̂y is known to be destabilizing for TEMs69,70 and was targeted through the

available energy in the optimization. In Fig. 3, ω̂y for the initial and optimized NT configurations

is plotted as a function of a normalized pitch angle variable

k2 =

(
1−λ

Bmin

B

)
Bmax

Bmax −Bmin
, (32)

where Bmax is the maximum value of the magnetic field along the field line and Bmin is the

minimum71. Deeply trapped particles correspond to k = 0, and the trapped-passing boundary lies

at k = 1. The line colors correspond to the colors used to shade the magnetic wells in panel (b), and

ω̂y > 0 is destabilizing. The optimization reduced the largest value of ω̂y by an order of magnitude

and reversed ω̂y for weakly trapped and very deeply trapped particles in wells near z= 0. However,

the wells centered at z ≈ ±π for the TEM-reduced NT configuration had the most destabilizing

BAD frequency for deeply trapped particles.

These analyses are repeated for the PT initial and optimized equilibria, see Fig. 4. Once again,

the optimization reduced ω̂y by an order of magnitude. Here, the wells centered at z = 0 and z ≈

±0.15π in the optimized PT configuration have the most destabilizing ω̂y. The most destabilizing

BAD frequencies for the reduced-TEM PT and NT cases are similar in magnitude but are located

in different wells.

Equivalent data are shown for HSX in Fig. 5. In HSX, TEMs are the most unstable modes and

turbulence is driven by TEMs23. The magnitude of ω̂y in HSX is similar to that of the reduced-
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 3: Normalized bounce-averaged drift frequency as a function of normalized pitch angle

variable k2 for the initial NT (a) and optimized NT (c) equilibria. The colors correspond to the

shaded magnetic wells, plotted along the field line in (b) and (d), respectively. Deeply trapped

particles exist near k2 = 0, and the trapped-passing boundary is at k2 = 1. Optimizing for

available energy reduces ω̂y, and trapped particles in the wells centered at z ≈±π (green) have

the most unstable drifts for the optimized configuration.

TEM NT and PT cases. However, the BAD frequency is similarly destabilizing in each well. The

fact that HSX has a destabilizing BAD frequency in each well leads to stronger expected TEM

growth than for the reduced-TEM equilibria.

III. LINEAR STABILITY AND MODE IDENTIFICATION

The linear stability and mode characteristics were studied for each reduced-TEM equilibrium

and the HSX equilibrium. The linear modes were computed with initial value calculations using

the gyrokinetic49,72 turbulence code GENE73–75, where the linearized gyrokinetic equations were

evolved in time to find the most unstable mode at a given wavenumber (kx,ky). Only modes

centered at kx = 0 were computed, as these modes tend to dominate the turbulent spectrum. Growth

rates γ and real frequencies ω are given in units of cs/a, where cs =
√

Ti0/mi is the ion sound

12



(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 4: Normalized bounce-averaged drift frequency as a function of normalized pitch angle

variable k2 for the initial PT (a) and optimized PT (c) equilibria. The colors correspond to the

shaded magnetic wells, plotted along the field line in (b) and (d), respectively. Deeply trapped

particles exist near k2 = 0, and the trapped-passing boundary is at k2 = 1. Optimizing for

available energy reduced ω̂y, and trapped particles in the wells centered at z ≈±0.15π and z = 0

(orange, red, and green) have the most unstable drifts for the optimized configuration.

speed with background ion temperature Ti0. Linear simulations were computed with a numerical

grid size of Nx ×Nz ×Nv∥ ×Nµ = 7× 512× 32× 8 with four poloidal turns (npol = 4), where Nx

is the number of radial grid points. Nz is for parallel spatial, Nv∥ is for parallel velocity, and Nµ

is for magnetic moment grid points. The present scenario is collisionless, has no ion temperature

gradient, uses a hydrogen mass ratio mi/me = 1836, a background temperature ratio of Ti0/Te0 = 1,

and was effectively electrostatic with β = 10−4. The hyperdiffusion coefficients76 are set to εz = 4

and εv = 0.2. A scenario with ωn = 4 and ωT e = 0 was investigated to determine if ∇n-driven

TEMs were stabilized, and a scenario with ωn = 0 and ωT e = 4 examined ∇T -driven TEMs.

To identify which modes are the dominant instability, several different mode properties were

determined. First, the cross phases α between electrostatic potential fluctuations Φ and the fluctu-

ations of density n, parallel electron temperature T∥, and perpendicular electron temperature T⊥ for

13



(a) (b)

FIG. 5: Normalized bounce-averaged drift frequency as a function of normalized pitch angle

variable k2 for HSX (a). The colors correspond to the shaded magnetic wells, plotted along the

field line in (b). Deeply trapped particles exist near k2 = 0 and the trapped-passing boundary is at

k2 = 1. All wells have similarly destabilizing ω̂y up to the trapped-passing boundary.

both the trapped and passing populations of electrons were evaluated. The cross phases between

Φ and the other quantities indicate how efficiently trapped or passing electron populations drive

instability via a given gradient. Nonlinearly, 0 < α < π is associated with outward radial transport,

with the highest efficiency occurring at π/2. For −π < α < 0, a pinch is indicated. An efficient

drive from the density and temperature fluctuations of the trapped electrons nt and Tt, respectively,

the indicates a TEM23, while an inefficient drive from nt and Tt may point to a UI33.

In cases where the phase picture is inconclusive, the magnetic geometry can be artificially

altered to remove the particle trapping by setting B0(z) = B̄0 and ∂B0/∂ z = 0. If the shape of Φ

and the eigenvalues are not substantially different between the physical magnetic geometry and the

constant-B geometry, then the mode is consistent with a UI. Further, a toroidal UI and a slab UI can

be distinguished from one another by zeroing the curvature K x = K y = 0 to produce a slab-like

geometry. Again, if Φ, γ , and ω do not change substantially from the real geometry to the slab-like

geometry, then the mode is consistent with a slab UI. If Φ does not change from the real geometry

to the constant-B geometry but does in the slab-like geometry, then the mode is consistent with a

toroidal UI. However, a mode may be a hybrid77,78 TEM-UI35, with cross phases of a typical TEM

and mode localization consistent with UI or both UI and TEM. Also, it should be noted that by

removing the non-resonant trapped particles, growth rates of UIs can increase in the constant-B

geometry compared to the real geometry33. The change in growth rates can cause one branch of

UIs to become the dominant instability at a certain ky in the constant-B or slab-like geometries

that was subdominant in the physical geometry. The branch change can be observed by a jump
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in frequency. In this case, comparing the mode structure at this ky with Φ at a nearby ky on the

same branch can help to identify the type of mode. A summary of the results of the linear physics

and mode identification procedure detailed is given next, with a more detailed analysis given in

Appendix A.

III.1. Density Gradient Drive

In the scenario with ωn = 4 and ωT e = 0, the growth rates and frequencies are compared for

the reduced-TEM configurations and HSX in Fig. 6. The signs of the real frequencies are in the

electron diamagnetic direction, which means the dominant instabilities were electron-driven. The

modes propagating in the ion direction at 1.9 ≤ ky ≤ 2.6 in HSX hare not the focus of the present

work23,79. Because large-scale structures are more efficient at driving turbulent transport, the focus

is mainly on the low-ky modes. At low ky, each of the configurations has similar growth rates.

The dominant modes are consistent with TEMs in HSX. For ky > 1, the density cross phases of

the trapped electrone population indicates a substantial contribution to the instability drive. While

the fastest growing modes for ky ≤ 1 have cross phases that do not conclusively point to TEMs, the

parallel structure of Φ aligns with regions of particle trapping and destabilizing curvature. With

this information, the fastest-growing modes in HSX with ωn = 4 and ωT e = 0 are consistent with

TEMs.

FIG. 6: Growth rates (top) and frequencies (bottom) of the fastest-growing modes with kx = 0 for

the NT (blue) and PT (orange) reduced-TEM configurations compared to HSX (green) for

ωn = 4, ωT e = 0. The frequencies are in the electron diamagnetic direction, except for

1.9 ≤ ky ≤ 2.6 in HSX. The growth rates at low ky, which drive the most turbulent transport, are

similar for each configuration.

15



In the reduced-TEM NT configuration, the dominant modes are consistent with toroidal UIs for

ky ≤ 0.7 and hybridized TEM-UIss for ky ≥ 0.8 and have stronger TEM characteristics at higher

ky. The cross phases for Φ and nt in modes with ky ≳ 1.5 shows a substantial contribution to the

instability drive, which is consistent with TEMs. However, removing particle trapping from the

magnetic geometry reveals UI-like characteristics for ky ≥ 0.8. For ky ≤ 0.7, removing the parti-

cle trapping did not substantially change Φ, but removing curvature did. Similarly, growth rates

slightly increased when trapped particles were removed, possibly due to the removal of stabiliz-

ing nonresonant electrons33,35. The frequency trends indicate that the dominant branch of UI can

change at a given ky, but the mode still remains toroidal in nature. Combined with the fact that the

cross phases of both trapped and passing electrons indicate inefficient drive, the mode response to

varying the geometry leads to the conclusion that for ky ≤ 0.7, the most unstable modes in the NT

configuration in the density gradient drive scenario are UIs.

In the reduced-TEM PT configuration, the fastest growing modes were consistent with slab

UIs for ky ≤ 0.6 and TEMs for ky ≥ 0.7. While the cross phases indicated that the nt channel is

not an efficient mechanism, removing particle trapping in the geometry showed that for ky ≥ 0.7,

Φ(z) changed substantially, along with the growth rates and frequencies of the dominant mode.

In contrast, for ky ≤ 0.6, |Φ|(z), γ , and ω did not substantially change when the trapping and

curvature were suppressed in the magnetic geometry. Together, the cross phases, mode structure,

and eigenvalues of the fastest growing modes are consistent with slab UIs dominating for ky ≤ 0.6

and TEMs for ky ≥ 0.7.

III.2. Electron Temperature Gradient Drive

For the scenario with ωn = 0 and ωT e = 4, the growth rates and frequencies for the NT, PT,

and HSX configurations are shown in Fig. 7. The signs of the real frequencies were in the electron

diamagnetic direction. At all ky, each of the configurations had similar growth rates. These modes

may be either ∇T -driven TEMs or electron temperature gradient modes (ETGs).

For this scenario, if either parallel or perpendicular temperature fluctuations for passing elec-

trons T∥,p or T⊥,p, respectively, are efficient drives, then the cross phases are consistent with an

ETG. If either of the trapped electron temperature cross phases are efficient, then the mode is a

TEM. Commonly, at intermediate ky, TEM-ETG hybrids are observed for ωT e drive80.

In HSX and both reduced-TEM configurations, the dominant mode at every ky investigated is

consistent with an ETG except for ky = 0.1 in the NT configuration. Consistently, T∥,p is the most
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FIG. 7: Growth rates (top) and frequencies (bottom) of the fastest growing modes with kx = 0 for

the NT (blue) and PT (orange) reduced-TEM configurations compared to HSX (green) for

ωn = 0, ωT e = 4. The frequencies are in the electron diamagnetic direction. The growth rates for

ion-scale modes are similar for each configuration.

efficient drive, with the noted exception of ky = 0.1 in the NT configuration, where T∥,t ≈ π/2.

An analysis of the parallel structure of Φ shows all modes with ETG-like cross phases do not

show localization of the electrostatic potential where destabilizing curvature overlapping regions

of deeply trapped particles. For the fastest growing mode at ky = 0.1 in the NT configuration, Φ is

localized to those regions of deep trapping and destabilizing curvature.

While only the most unstable mode at a given ky was computed, there may exist unstable sub-

dominant modes. Such subdominant modes could be a mix of TEMs and UIs in the density gradient

scenario or TEMs and ETGs in the electron temperature gradient scenario. It is important to keep

these subdominant modes in mind, as it has been shown that subdominant modes can play a major

role in setting turbulent amplitudes in stellarators16,53,81. Nonetheless, targeting available energy

in an optimization was successful in substantially reducing ∇n- and ∇Te-TEM instability at low ky.

IV. NONLINEAR PHYSICS

Studying the properties of linear eigenmodes can be insightful; however, the nonlinear proper-

ties are not guaranteed to be the same as the linear characteristics. Nonlinear simulations are per-

formed for the scenario ωn = 4, ωT e = 0 with converged grid resolutions. For NT, the resolution is

Nx ×Nky ×Nz ×Nv∥ ×Nµ = 128×64×128×32×8 with npol = 4, where Nky is the number of bi-

normal wavenumbers used. The minimum binormal wavenumber is kmin
y = 0.1, and radial box size

Lx = 56.32. The PT case has a resolution of Nx ×Nky ×Nz ×Nv∥ ×Nµ = 256×128×128×32×8
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with npol = 4, kmin
y = 0.05, and Lx = 124. The nonlinear simulations are collisionless, have no ion

temperature gradient, use a hydrogen mass ratio mi/me = 1836, have a background temperature

ratio T0i/T0e = 1, have β = 10−4, and hyperdiffusivities εz = 4 and εv = 0.2. Nonlinear HSX data

is taken from Ref. 53. All nonlinear data in this section time-averaged over the quasistationary

state.

To determine the role of UIs in driving turbulence in the NT and PT geometries when there

is only density gradient drive, the nonlinear cross phases were computed and compared to the

dominant linear cross phases. The cross phases for the NT geometry are shown in Fig. 8 as a

function of ky, with a logarithmic color scale representing a histogram of the nonlinear cross phases

at every grid point in x-z space and the black line representing the linear cross phases. The nonlinear

cross phases are similar to the UI signatures where the trapped and passing densities had similar

cross phases. Additionally, the linear cross phases closely lay on top of the peaks in nonlinear cross

phases at low ky, where UIs were the dominant instability. The differences between the linear and

nonlinear cross phases at 0.4 ≤ ky ≤ 0.7 are suggestive of either clusters of subdominant UIs or

UIs at finite kx playing a larger role in driving turbulence than the fastest growing linear modes at

those wavenumbers.

In Fig. 9, the cross phases for the PT geometry are shown as function of ky. Again, the nonlinear

cross phases were similar to the UI signatures where the trapped and passing densities had similar

cross phases. The linear cross phases also closely lay on top of the peaks in nonlinear cross phases

at low ky, where UIs were the dominant instability. Like with the NT case, differences between

the linear and nonlinear cross phases at 0.4 ≤ ky ≤ 0.6 may point to subdominant or finite kx UIs

action.

In all cases in Fig. 10, flux spectra are very broad, with substantial flux at scales ky ≤ 1 and

multi-peaked. The NT equilibrium had the largest heat flux. The peaks at ky = 0.1 and 0.4 were

where UIs were the dominant instability, and the nonlinear cross phases were consistent with UIs at

these wavenumbers. The most unstable mode at ky = 1 was on the TEM-UI hybrid branch but had

more UI characteristics than TEM. The PT configuration had less heat flux than NT and peaked

at ky = 0.05 and 0.3, where the dominant instability was a slab UI. The nonlinear cross phases

were also consistent with UIs at these wavenumbers. HSX had the lowest heat flux but is driven

by TEMs23.

The total electrostatic heat flux is computed with no electron temperature gradient for a range of

density gradients. The electron electrostatic heat flux is plotted at each density gradient for the NT,

PT, and HSX geometries in Fig. 11. At ωn = 4, the heat flux for the NT configuration, driven by

18



(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

FIG. 8: Histograms of nonlinear cross phases for the NT equilibrium (logarithmic color scale)

and linear cross phases (black line) of the fastest growing modes versus ky with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0.

Linear cross phases are in good agreement with nonlinear cross phases, showing the nonlinear

heat flux is driven by UIs: (a) Φ×np, (b) Φ×nt, (c) Φ×T∥,p, (d) Φ×T∥,t, (e) Φ×T⊥,p, (f)

Φ×T⊥,t.
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FIG. 9: Histograms of nonlinear cross phases for the PT equilibrium (logarithmic color scale) and

linear cross phases (black line) of the fastest growing modes versus ky with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0.

Linear cross phases are in mostly good agreement with nonlinear cross phases, showing the

nonlinear heat flux is driven by UIs: (a) Φ×np, (b) Φ×nt, (c) Φ×T∥,p, (d) Φ×T∥,t, (e) Φ×T⊥,p,

(f) Φ×T⊥,t.
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toroidal UIs, was more than twice as large as the slab-UI-driven heat flux in the PT geometry and

over an order of magnitude larger than the TEM-driven heat flux in HSX. As the density gradient

was decreased, there is a difference in the stiffness of the heat flux in each configuration. The

heat fluxes in the NT and PT configurations decreased at a faster rate than HSX. At ωn = 2, the

PT configuration had a similar heat flux level to HSX. The heat flux of the NT configuration was

similar to that of the PT geometry at ωn = 1.

When there was no density gradient drive and only electron temperature gradient drive, there

were no significant fluctuations observed at scales with ky ≤ 2. The ωn scenarios had heat fluxes

driven at ion scales kyρs ≲ 1. The ωT e scenarios for the reduced-TEM equilibria had ETGs as

FIG. 10: Nonlinear electron electrostatic heat flux with ωn = 4 and ωT e = 0 as a function of ky for

NT (blue), PT (orange), and HSX (green). For NT, UIs are the dominant mode for ky ≤ 0.7 and

TEM-UI hybrid modes at larger ky. UIs are the dominant mode for ky ≤ 0.6 in PT. In HSX, TEMs

drive the heat flux, which peaks at larger ky than the NT and PT cases.

FIG. 11: Nonlinear electron electrostatic heat flux with ωT e = 0 as a function of ωn for NT (blue),

PT (orange), and HSX (green). UIs drive substantial heat flux in the NT and PT cases, while

TEMs drive the heat flux in HSX.
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the dominant instability and had heat flux driven at length scales smaller than the ion scale. It

is important to note that the nonlinear simulations for ωn = 0, ωT e = 4 do not have converged

numerical resolutions. Additionally, nonlinear simulations with adiabatic ions for ωn = 0, ωT e = 4

were not substantially different from simulations with kinetic ions.

V. ELECTROMAGNETIC STABILIZATION OF THE UNIVERSAL INSTABILITY

Because UIs are can be stabilized by electromagnetic effects in slab-like magnetic geometries39–41,

this section discusses the effect of β on linear stabilization of UIs and the reduction in heat flux

in the NT and PT geometries. The linear and nonlinear simulations presented in this section use

the same settings as the electrostatic cases—except for β—and were rechecked for numerical

convergence. A density gradient of ωn = 4 and electron temperature gradient of ωT e = 0 is used.

An initial-value solver scan over β is performed for ky = 0.1, 0.4, and 1. The growth rates for

the NT configuration, shown in Fig. 12, decrease from the initial β = 10−4. For ky = 0.1 and

0.4, the growth rates stopped decreasing at β = 4×10−3, then begin increasing very slightly with

increasing β . The fastest growing mode at ky = 1 is stabilized by increasing β over the whole

range scanned. The frequencies of these modes remain in the electron diamagnetic direction.

The corresponding scan over β for the PT case is shown in Fig. 13. There, the growth rates are

FIG. 12: Growth rates (top) and frequencies (bottom) of the fastest growing modes with kx = 0

for the NT configuration with ωn = 0, ωT e = 4. The eigenvalues for ky = 0.1 (blue), ky = 0.4

(orange), and ky = 1 (green) are plotted as a function of β , with the growth rates at β = 10−4 are

the horizontal dashed lines. The low-ky growth rates decrease with increasing β until

β = 4×10−3, where they are more than half as large as those at β = 10−4. The growth rate at

ky = 1 decreases for the entire range of β .
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reduced from the initial β = 10−4, where the fastest growing mode at ky = 1 is monotonically stabi-

lized by increasing β over the whole range scanned. For ky = 0.1 and 0.4, the growth rates stopped

decreasing at β = 4×10−3, then increase slightly with increasing β until β = 10−2. At β = 10−2,

the fastest growing mode at ky = 0.1 switches to a frequency in the ion diamagnetic direction, with

rapidly increasing growth rates, consistent with a kinetic ballooning mode (KBM)82,83. KBM-

driven turbulence occurs below the ideal MHD ballooning limit84 where ion drifts help destabilize

the mode in the limit of low k⊥85,86. Several stellarator studies have shown that KBMs can be

destabilized at low β and drive or otherwise cause a significant amount of turbulence81,87,88. Be-

cause electromagnetic modes are not the focus of the present work, nonlinear simulations will be

kept well below β = 10−2.

FIG. 13: Growth rates (top) and frequencies (bottom) of the fastest growing modes with kx = 0

for the PT configuration with ωn = 0, ωT e = 4. The eigenvalues for ky = 0.1 (blue), ky = 0.4

(orange), and ky = 1 (green) are plotted as a function of β , with the growth rates at β = 10−4 are

the horizontal dashed lines. The low-ky growth rates decrease with increasing β until

β = 4×10−3. The mode with ky = 0.4 is substantially weakened. The fastest growing mode at

ky = 0.1 is consistent with a KBM for β ≥ 10−2, increasing in growth rate and is in the ion

diamagnetic direction. The growth rate at ky = 1 decreases for the entire range of β .

Nonlinear heat flux as a function of β for the two reduced-TEM configurations is presented in

Fig. 14. With an increase to β = 4× 10−3, the heat flux for the NT geometry is halved, while

the PT geometry sees nearly complete suppression at β = 2×10−3. The decease in heat fluxes is

consistent with the stabilization of the dominant UI instabilities at low ky. While the turbulence

in the NT equilibrium was not completely suppressed, the linear stabilization and large reduction

of the heat flux is evidence that toroidal UIs are also stabilized by β , despite current theory only

covering slab-like UIs39–41. Although slab UIs in the PT equilibrium were monotonically stabilized
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by β , there was a sharp increase in heat flux at β = 5×10−4. This datum is not well understood,

but the phenomenon is numerically resolved, potentially suggesting a nonlinear effect as the cause.

Nevertheless, increasing β to O(10−3) results in a dramatic decrease in electrostatic heat flux in

these UI-dominated scenarios. Additionally, the electromagnetic heat flux remained at least an

order of magnitude lower than the electrostatic heat flux at each β .

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, TEM-driven turbulence was suppressed in two 3D equilibria via optimization. A

highly nonconvex optimization was performed on two 3D local MHD equilibria. These equilib-

ria were optimized for quasihelical symmetry and for TEM turbulence via the available energy

metric47. Additional penalty functions were included to keep the rotational transform away from

low-order rational surfaces, the global shear low, the aspect ratio not too large, the flux-surface-

averaged parallel current near zero, and to keep the flux surface shape amenable to practical nu-

merical resolution requirements. One initial equilibrium was a helically rotating negative triangular

shape and the other initial point had helically rotating positive triangularity. The optimized nega-

tive triangularity (NT) and positive triangularity (PT) cases successfully improved quasisymmetry

FIG. 14: Nonlinear electron electrostatic heat flux with ωT e = 0 as a function of β for the NT

(blue) and PT (orange) reduced-TEM configurations. Increasing β to a fraction of a percent

halves the heat flux in the NT geometry and almost completely suppresses the turbulence in the

PT geometry. The increased heat flux in the PT configuration with β = 5×10−4 is not well

understood. Electromagnetic heat flux was at least an order of magnitude lower than electrostatic

heat flux for all cases.
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and reduced available energy while keeping the other penalty functions low. While NT and PT ini-

tial configurations were chosen for the starting point of the optimization, there is no clear benefit

of positive versus negative helical triangularity with respect to TEM stability or turbulence after

optimization. The improvement of TEM stability and heat flux is likely a result of other geometry

changes introduced by the optimization to achieve improved available energy.

The reduced-TEM equilibria were compared to HSX, which is known to have TEM-driven tur-

bulence. Linear characteristics of the three equilibria with only ∇n drive and with only ∇Te drive

were examined. Linear growth rates at low ky are similar between the three equilibria for both

drive scenarios. However, in the ∇n case, cross phases, eigenmode structure, and the response of

eigenmodes and eigenvalues to artificially removing particle trapping showed that the NT equilib-

rium was dominated by unstable toroidal UIs and the PT by slab UIs. In the ∇Te case, linear cross

phases and eigenmode structures pointed to ETGs.

UIs were shown to drive substantial nonlinear heat flux in the ∇n scenario. Heat flux spectra

showed that modes at low ky drove significant heat flux in the reduced-TEM equilibria. Nonlinear

cross phases were consistent with UIs and agreed with linear cross phases at low ky. The UI-driven

heat flux in the NT scenario was twice as large as that in the PT equilibrium, and was almost ten

times as large as the TEM-driven HSX heat fluxes. As the density gradient was decreased, the

nonlinear heat fluxes for the NT and PT cases decreased much faster than HSX, reaching HSX

levels by ωn = 2 for the PT case and ωn = 1 for the NT case. In the ∇Te drive scenario, there were

no significant heat fluxes or electrostatic potential amplitudes driven at ion scales.

A scan over normalized electron pressure β was performed for the NT and PT configurations for

the ∇n drive scenario to investigate the electromagnetic stabilization of UIs. The growth rates of

the UIs were significantly reduced at ky ≥ 0.4 in both cases. For ky = 0.1, the growth rate decreased

slightly, reaching a minimum at β = 4×10−3, before increasing slightly. In the PT case, a KBM

became the dominant instability at β = 10−2. Nonlinear electrostatic heat fluxes decreased by half

in the NT case when β was increased from 10−4 to 4×10−3. In the PT case, the electrostatic heat

flux were almost completely suppressed at β = 2×10−3.

The objective function used to target TEMs is simple and fast to compute, showing that high-

fidelity models may not always be necessary to achieve the desired results in a stellarator optimiza-

tion. However, when optimizing for one type of instability, one may arrive at a configuration with

unfavorable stability or turbulence properties arising from another type of instability. In the present

work, the results of the density gradient-driven scenarios showed that optimizing for TEMs lead

can to unstable UIs that drive substantial amounts of heat flux. As a result, future optimization
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may need to simultaneously target UIs and TEMs to completely suppress ion-scale electrostatic

turbulence in quasihelically symmetric configurations with substantial density gradients.

A possible path forward to design a stellarator with strongly reduced electrostatic turbulence

is to develop fast reduced metrics for ITGs and UIs and implement them along with the avail-

able energy metric for TEMs in an optimization. However, it is unclear if each instability can

be suppressed or to what degree. Additionally, when considering electrostatic drift-wave-driven

turbulence in the design of a future stellarator experiment or simulating an existing one, the opera-

tional parameters, such as β , should be considered, as they can substantially alter the nature of the

turbulence.
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Appendix A: Linear mode identification

The linear mode identification procedure was applied to two scenarios: one with only ∇n drive

and one with only ∇Te drive. Following the procedure of Ref. 33, also outlined in Sec. III, the

dominant modes are identified. The linear cross phases, electrostatic potenetial structure relative

to the magnetic geometry, and the response of the electrostatic potential and eigenvalues of the

dominant instability are used to distinguish between TEMs and UIs when there is only a density

gradient, and between TEMs and ETGs when there is only an electron temperature gradient.
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1. Density Gradient Drive

Beginning with HSX, the cross phases are presented in Fig. 15. For ky ≥ 1, the cross phase

between Φ and nt is ∼ π/2, and the cross phase between Φ and np is inefficient, which is consistent

with TEMs23. At low ky, both trapped and passing density cross phases are inefficient, a property

both shared by UIs and TEMs23,33. Looking at the mode structure for low ky provides insight into

classifying these modes. In Fig. 16, the magnetic field and curvature are plotted with the kx = 0

component of |Φ| for the most unstable mode at ky = 0.1, 0.4, and 1 along the field line for HSX.

Each mode plotted is strongly localized in regions of magnetic wells with destabilizing curvature.

The localization of these modes was consistent with TEMs.

For the NT reduced-TEM equilibrium, the cross phases are shown in Fig. 17. The density cross

phases indicate that for ky ≥ 1, the modes are TEMs. The modes at lower ky can not be identified

based on their cross phases alone, because both trapped and passing channels are similarly ineffi-

cient. Because there is a smooth increase in cross phase of Φ and nt to π/2 with the decrease of Φ

and np to zero, and the frequencies in Fig. 6 are on the same branch, the properties of these modes

with ky ≥ 0.7 were consistent with a TEM or TEM-UI hybrid mode.

In Fig. 18, the parallel structure of the kx = 0 component of |Φ| for the dominant instability

at ky = 0.5 for the physical NT, for the NT with constant-B, and for the NT slab-like geometries

are plotted with B0 and K y. While the mode is strongly localized in the magnetic wells centered

FIG. 15: Cross phases in HSX with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0 of the dominant instability for electrostatic

potential fluctuations Φ with fluctuations of density (top) of passing (blue) and trapped (orange)

electrons, parallel electron temperature (middle), and perpendicular electron temperature

(bottom). Cross phases of nt near π/2 for ky ≥ 1 indicate TEMs, while similar cross phases of nt

and np at ky ≲ 1 do not distinguish these modes as TEM or UI.
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FIG. 16: Amplitude of the electrostatic potential for dominant modes (solid) in HSX with ωn = 4,

ωT e = 0 plotted with the magnetic field (dashed black, left axis), and curvature drive (blue dot

dash, right axis) as a function of the parallel coordinate z. The normalized |Φ| are plotted for

modes with kx = 0 and ky = 0.1 (yellow), ky = 0.4 (green), and ky = 1 (pink) (right axis). Each

mode has strong localization in magnetic wells with destabilizing curvature, which is consistent

with TEMs.

near z = ±π , it is important to note that the polarization term gyy is low in these wells too. Small

values of gyy where curvature is destabilizing localizes toroidal branches of fluid-like modes at

low ky
44. The destabilizing curvature in the wells centered at z = ±π is much larger than that of

HSX and the reduced-TEM PT equilibrium (see, e.g., Fig. 22), due to the large helical radius of

the magnetic axis, displayed in Fig. 2. When the trapping is removed in the constant-B geometry,

the mode structure does not significantly change, consistent with a UI. When the curvature is also

removed in the slab-like geometry, the mode structure changes significantly, meaning the fastest

growing mode at ky = 0.5 for the NT equilibrium is consistent with a toroidal UI.

In the NT configuration, this toroidal UI response of the mode structure to the changes in

geometry is consistent up to ky = 2.2. Because the cross phases suggests the modes with ky ≳ 1.5

are TEMs, and the mode structure response suggests the modes are toroidal UIs for ky ≤ 2.1, these

modes for 1.5 ≲ ky ≤ 2.1 are likely hybrid modes. At ky = 2.2, the frequency change in Fig. 6

for the NT configuration indicates the dominant instability is on a different branch. The same

information as Fig. 18 but for ky = 2.2 is presented in Fig. 19. While much of the mode structure

is similar for the physical, constant-B, and slab-like geometries, there is localization in Φ at the

bottom of the wells centered near z =±π . This localization in Φ is consistent with a contribution

from the trapped electron population because it is not present in the mode of the constant-B or slab-

like geometries. Therefore, the fastest growing mode at ky = 2.2 is also a TEM-UI hybrid mode.
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FIG. 17: Cross phases in the NT reduced-TEM geometry with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0 of the dominant

instability for electrostatic potential fluctuations Φ with fluctuations of density (top) of passing

(blue) and trapped (orange) electrons, parallel electron temperature (middle), and perpendicular

electron temperature (bottom). Cross phases of nt are closer to π/2 than np for ky ≥ 1 indicating

TEMs. For lower ky, similar cross phases of nt and np do not distinguish these modes as TEM or

UI.

This hybridization occurrs in modes with ky ≳ 0.7 to varying degrees, becoming more TEM-like

as ky increased.

The growth rates and real frequencies of the NT equilibrium and its constant-B and slab-like

variations are presented in Fig. 20. The conclusion of toroidal UIs for ky ≤ 0.7 that was drawn

from the cross phases and eigenfunction trends with geometry concurred with the eigenvalues. At

these low wavenumbers, when the particle trapping effects is removed in the constant-B geometry,

the growth rate trends stayed similar. The slight increase in growth rates is possibly due to the

removal of non-resonant trapped electrons, which play a stabilizing role33,35. The frequencies are

also similar. However, for ky = 0.3 and 0.4, the dominant instability switches UI branches before

the modes in the constant-B and slab geometries.

For the PT case, the cross phases are presented in Fig. 21. At wavenumbers of ky ≥ 0.7, the

density fluctuations for the passing particles are out of phase with Φ, and nt is a moderately ef-

fective loss channel. For ky ≤ 0.6, np is out of phase to a similar degree as nt. From these cross

phases, the most unstable modes at ky ≥ 0.7 are TEMs, and the modes with ky ≤ 0.6 require an

analysis of how the mode structure and eigenvalues respond to the geometry.

The parallel structure of the kx = 0 component of Φ for the dominant instability at ky = 0.5 for

the real PT, for thePT with constant-B, and for the PT slab geometries are plotted with B0 and K y

are shown in Fig. 22. For ky = 0.5, the mode was a slab UI, because the mode structure did not
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FIG. 18: Amplitude of the electrostatic potential for dominant modes (solid) in the NT geometry

with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0 for kx = 0, ky = 0.5 (right axis) normalized to its maximum value plotted

with the magnetic field (dashed black, left axis) and curvature drive (blue dot dash, right axis) as a

function of the parallel coordinate z. The mode with real geometry is in yellow, the constant-B

geometry is in green, and the slab-like geometry is in pink. The mode structure is similar between

the real and constant-B but not the slab geometries, indicating this mode is a toroidal UI.

change significantly from the real geometry to the slab-like geometry.

At ky = 0.7, there was a jump in frequency and cross phases from ky = 0.6, the values of which

indicate a TEM. Figure 23 shows the kx = 0 component of Φ for the dominant instability at ky = 0.7

for the real PT, for the PT with constant-B, and for the PT slab-like geometries plotted with the

magnetic field strength and curvature drive. The mode structure is well localized to the central

magnetic well, where K y is destabilizing. The mode structure also changes when trapping is

removed. Combined with the cross phase information, this mode is consistent with a TEM. As ky

increases, the most unstable modes also exhibit these TEM properties.

In Fig. 20, the growth rates and real frequencies of the PT equilibrium and its constant-B and

slab-like geometries are shown. The conclusion drawn from the cross phases and eigenfunction

trends with geometry also agree with the conclusion of slab UIs for ky ≤ 0.6. The growth rates

were very similar for these low wavenumber modes. The frequencies were also similar, however

for ky = 0.2, the dominant instability switches UI branches before the modes in the slab-like ge-

ometry. Similarly, there is a branch switch of the dominant UI at ky = 0.6 in the physical geometry

compared to the constant-B and slab-like geometries.
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FIG. 19: Amplitude of the electrostatic potential for dominant modes (solid) in the NT geometry

with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0 for kx = 0, ky = 2.2 (right axis) normalized to its maximum value plotted

with the magnetic field (dashed black, left axis) and curvature drive (blue dot dash, right axis) as a

function of the parallel coordinate z. The mode with real geometry is in yellow, the constant-B

geometry is in green, and the slab-like geometry is in pink. The mode has strong TEM and UI

properties.

FIG. 20: Growth rates (top) and frequencies (bottom) of the fastest growing modes with kx = 0

for the NT (blue) and constant-B (orange), and slab-like (green) geometries for ωn = 4, ωT e = 0.

The fastest growing modes in the NT configuration are toroidal UIs for ky ≤ 0.7, with growth

rates increasing from the NT to constant-B due to the removal of stabilizing non-resonant trapped

electrons.

2. Electron Temperature Gradient Drive

In Fig. 25, the cross phases for HSX are shown for the case with ωn = 4 and ωT e = 4. The

cross phase of T∥,p os near π/2 for all ky, while all other temperature fluctuation cross phases are
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FIG. 21: Cross phases in the PT reduced-TEM geometry with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0 of the dominant

instability for electrostatic potential fluctuations Φ with fluctuations of density (top) of passing

(blue) and trapped (orange) electrons, parallel electron temperature (middle), and perpendicular

electron temperature (bottom). Cross phases of nt are closer to π/2 than np for ky ≥ 0.7,

indicating TEMs. For lower ky, nt and np are similarly out of phase with Φ and cannot be used not

distinguish these modes as TEM or UI.

less efficient. Therefore, the cross phases indicate that modes are likely ETGs. In Fig. 26, the T∥,p

cross phase is the most efficient, except at ky = 0.1, so the dominant instability for ky > 0.1 for the

NT case are consistent with ETGs. At ky = 0.1, both trapped electron temperature cross phases are

near π/2, while the passing population cross phases are far from π/2, indicating a TEM. Similarly,

the dominant instabilities in the PT configuration, whose cross phases are shown in Fig. 27, are

consistent with ETGs at all ky except for one datum. It is also important to note that while ETGs

are commonly observed on electron scales, ion-scale ETG activity has been seen previously and

can form hybrid modes with TEMs at low and intermediate ky
80.

As with the density gradient drive scenario, how Φ localizes relative to magnetic wells with

destabilizing curvature is used as supporting evidence to the mode identification given by the cross

phases. In Fig. 28, the amplitude of the kx = 0 component of the electrostatic potential is plotted

along the field line with the magnetic field B0 and curvature drive K y. The fastest growing mode

with ky = 0.5, which was identified as a ETG by its cross phases, had localization of Φ in magnetic

wells with destabilizing curvature, which is attributed as part of the curvature drive of a slab-like

ETG. The fastest growing mode for ky = 1 is also plotted in Fig. 28, where Φ is more localized

near the outboard midplane, suggesting the mode is becoming more toroidal-like.

Likewise, Fig. 29 plots the ky = 0.1 and ky = 0.2 modes for the NT configuration with B0 and

K y. At ky = 0.1, the fastest growing mode, which had cross phases consistent with a TEM has Φ
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FIG. 22: Amplitude of the electrostatic potential for dominant modes (solid) in the PT geometry

with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0 for kx = 0, ky = 0.5 (right axis) normalized to its maximum value plotted

with the magnetic field (dashed black, left axis) and curvature drive (blue dot dash, right axis) as a

function of the parallel coordinate z. The mode with real geometry is in yellow, the constant-B

geometry is in green, and the slab-like geometry is in pink. The mode structure does not change

when the trapping or when the curvature drive is additionally removed in slab geometry, which is

consistent with a slab UI.

localized in magnetic wells with destabilizing curvature. For ky = 0.2, the mode was not localized,

and this, coupled with the ETG-like cross phases, suggests a slab ETG. This is the case for all ky

in the NT configuration, confirming that ETGs were the dominant instability. For all ky ≥ 0.2, the

fastest growing mode structure is consistent with an ETG.

The same analysis as the NT configuration was applied to the PT configuration, with the ky = 0.5

mode plotted with B0 and K y in Fig. 30. For all the dominant instabilities investigated in the PT

case, the mode structures are not consistent with TEMs. Based on the mode localization trends with

magnetic geometry and cross phases, the reduced-TEM configurations have ETGs as the dominant

instability, even at ion scales, except for the NT case at ky = 0.1.
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FIG. 23: Amplitude of the electrostatic potential for dominant modes (solid) in the PT geometry

with ωn = 4, ωT e = 0 for kx = 0, ky = 0.7 (right axis) normalized to its maximum value plotted

with the magnetic field (dashed black, left axis) and curvature drive (blue dot dash, right axis) as a

function of the parallel coordinate z. The mode with real geometry is in yellow, the constant-B

geometry is in green, and the slab-like geometry is in pink. The mode structure in the real

geometry has strong localization in magnetic wells where curvature is destabilizing, and the mode

structure changed significantly when the trapping was removed, indicating a TEM.

FIG. 24: Growth rates (top) and frequencies (bottom) of the fastest growing modes with kx = 0

for the PT (blue) and constant-B (orange), and slab-like (green) geometries for ωn = 4, ωT e = 0.

The fastest growing modes in the NT configuration are slab UIs for ky ≤ 0.7, where growth rates

are similar between the three geometries.
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FIG. 25: Cross phases in HSX with ωn = 0, ωT e = 4 of the dominant instability for electrostatic

potential fluctuations Φ with fluctuations of density (top) of passing (blue) and trapped (orange)

electrons, parallel electron temperature (middle), and perpendicular electron temperature

(bottom). Cross phases of T∥,p near π/2 for all ky indicate ETGs.

FIG. 26: Cross phases in the reduced-TEM NT geometry with ωn = 0, ωT e = 4 of the dominant

instability for electrostatic potential fluctuations Φ with fluctuations of density (top) of passing

(blue) and trapped (orange) electrons, parallel electron temperature (middle), and perpendicular

electron temperature (bottom). Cross phases of T∥,p near π/2 for ky > 0.1 indicate ETGs, while

the fastest growing mode at ky = 0.1 has cross phases of T∥,t and T⊥,t near π/2 indicating a TEM.
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FIG. 27: Cross phases in the reduced-TEM PT geometry with ωn = 0, ωT e = 4 of the dominant

instability for electrostatic potential fluctuations Φ with fluctuations of density (top) of passing

(blue) and trapped (orange) electrons, parallel electron temperature (middle), and perpendicular

electron temperature (bottom). Cross phases of T∥,p near π/2 for all ky indicate ETGs.

FIG. 28: Amplitude of the electrostatic potential along the field line for the fastest growing mode

at kx = 0, ky = 0.5 (yellow) and ky = 1 (green) (right axis), normalized to their maximum value, in

HSX with ωn = 0, ωT e = 4. The magnetic field (dashed black, left axis) and curvature drive (blue

dot dash, right axis) are plotted as a function of the parallel coordinate z. The ky = 0.5 mode with

ETG-like cross phases is more slab-like than the ky = 1 mode, which has more localization close

to the outboard midplane.
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FIG. 29: Amplitude of the electrostatic potential along the field line for the fastest growing mode at

kx = 0, ky = 0.1 (yellow) and ky = 0.2 (green) (right axis), normalized to their maximum value, in

the NT geometry with ωn = 0, ωT e = 4. The magnetic field (dashed black, left axis) and curvature

drive (blue dot dash, right axis) are plotted as a function of the parallel coordinate z. The ky =

0.1 mode has localization in magnetic wells with destabilizing curvature consistent with a TEM.

The mode at ky = 0.2 does not show localization in magnetic wells with destabilizing curvature,

indicating an ETG.

FIG. 30: Amplitude of the electrostatic potential along the field line for the fastest growing mode

at kx = 0, ky = 0.5 (yellow) normalized to its maximum value, in the PT geometry with ωn = 0,

ωT e = 4. The magnetic field (dashed black, left axis) and curvature drive (blue dot dash, right axis)

are plotted as a function of the parallel coordinate z. The ky = 0.5 mode does not show localization

in magnetic wells with destabilizing curvature, indicating an ETG.
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