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Quasisymmetry (QS) is a hidden symmetry of the magnetic field strength, |B|, that confines
charged particles effectively in a three-dimensional toroidal plasma equilibrium. Here, we show
that QS has a deep connection to the underlying symmetry that makes solitons possible. Our
approach uncovers a hidden lower dimensionality of |B| on a magnetic flux surface, which could
make stellarator optimization schemes significantly more efficient. Recent numerical breakthroughs
(M. Landreman and E. Paul, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 035001 (2022)) have yielded configurations
with excellent volumetric QS and surprisingly low magnetic shear. Our approach elucidates why
the magnetic shear is low in these configurations. Furthermore, given |B|, we deduce an upper
bound on the maximum toroidal volume that can be quasisymmetric only from the properties of |B|
and verify it for the Landreman-Paul precise quasiaxisymmetric (QA) stellarator configuration. In
the neighborhood of the outermost surface, we show that |B| approaches the form of the 1-soliton
reflectionless potential (I. Gjaja and A. Bhattacharjee, Phys. Rev. Lett. 68, 2413 (1992)). The
connection length diverges, indicating the possible presence of an X-point that could potentially
be used as basis for a divertor. We present three independent approaches to demonstrate that
quasisymmetric |B| is described by well-known integrable systems such as the Korteweg-de Vries
(KdV) equation. The first approach is weakly nonlinear multiscale perturbation theory, which
highlights the crucial role that magnetic shear plays in QS. We show that the overdetermined
problem of finding quasisymmetric vacuum fields admits solutions for which the rotational transform
is highly constrained. We obtain the KdV equation (and, more specifically, Gardner’s equation for
certain choices of parameters). Our second approach is non-perturbative and based on ensuring
single-valuedness of |B|, which directly leads to its Painlevé property shared by the KdV equation.
Our third approach uses machine learning, trained on a large dataset of numerically optimized
quasisymmetric stellarators. We robustly recover the KdV (and Gardner’s) equation from the data.

I. INTRODUCTION

Physical systems possessing a hidden symmetry attract
serious attention [1–6] because of the far-reaching impact
of the symmetry on the physical properties of the sys-
tems. The hidden symmetry manifests only in special
coordinates, which are constructed, along with the in-
variants, as part of the solution to the problem. In the
presence of hidden symmetries, the partial differential
equations (PDEs) governing classical dynamical fields of-
ten reduce to integrable PDEs [5–7]. An example of the
latter is the well-known Korteweg-de Vries (KdV) equa-
tion with soliton solutions [8, 9].

In plasma physics, a hidden symmetry called quasisym-
metry (QS)[10, 11], forces the magnetic field strength,
B = |B|, to be symmetric [10, 12], whereas B itself de-
pends on all three spatial coordinates, and is thus said to
be three-dimensional (3D). The similarity of this symme-
try with particle relabelling symmetries [13, 14] is known
[12, 15] but yet to be fully explored. The hidden symme-
try in B makes the bounce action (second adiabatic in-
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variant), J∥, independent of the field-line label [11], which
guarantees excellent particle confinement in a torus. The
3D nature of B allows stellarators to avoid intrinsic diffi-
culties (such as powerful transients) associated with large
plasma currents in axisymmetric configurations such as
tokamaks.
It is currently unknown whether exact QS can be

achieved exactly in a toroidal volume for a magnetic field
that satisfies the constraint of force balance in ideal mag-
netohydrodynamics (MHD) [16]. The problem is of fun-
damental importance and potentially significant for the
design of next-generation stellarator fusion reactors. An-
alytical results [17–20] seem to indicate that in the pres-
ence of scalar plasma pressure, the resulting 3D nonlin-
ear system of PDEs does not have solutions in a toroidal
volume [17, 18, 20–23]. In particular, the near-axis ex-
pansion (NAE), which is an asymptotic expansion in
the distance from the magnetic axis [24–26], when ap-
plied to QS [17, 18, 27], becomes overdetermined beyond
the second-order. Moreover, NAEs are typically diver-
gent beyond second-order (L. Fu, private communica-
tion). Overdetermined problems do not generally have
solutions. Even when they have solutions, they can be
subject to restrictive constraints. For example, in the
particular case of isodynamic magnetic fields, which sat-
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isfy a constraint more restrictive than QS [11, 28], it has
been shown [28, 29] that if a solution exists, it must be
essentially 2D: either axisymmetric like a tokamak or a
helically symmetric straight stellarator.

On the other hand, numerical 3D solutions with a pre-
cise level of QS and MHD force balance have been ob-
tained through large-scale numerical optimization, hint-
ing at the possible existence of special and physically
interesting toroidal stellarator solutions to the overdeter-
mined problem. However, the numerical search over a
typically vast parameter space obscures insight into the
quasisymmetric stellarator configuration space that per-
mits precise solutions.

In this work, we demonstrate that QS admits a class of
analytic B that is a periodic solution [9, 30] of the KdV
equation. We proceed along three independent lines of
inquiry to support our result. In the first approach, we
formulate the overdetermined problem of QS in a vac-
uum field in close analogy with the equations that arise
in the theory of shallow water waves. Analogously to
the water wave theory, we highlight the importance of a
traveling wave (TW) frame and the existence of longer
length scales in QS. Using a weakly nonlinear multiscale
perturbation theory, we show that under some assump-
tions, the magnetic field strength must satisfy the KdV
equation whose solutions satisfy the overdetermined set
of equations. We can also show that for small rotational
transform, the next order corrections that are needed will
lead to Gardner’s equation, a generalization of the KdV
equation [31–33]. As in the isodynamic case [28], we show
that the rotational transform is not free but highly con-
strained, and that for a given rotational transform, a
perturbative solution of the overdetermination problem
of quasisymmetric vacuum fields can be constructed only
for some values of the shear. Although the perturbative
approach is necessarily approximate, it provides informa-
tion not only on quasisymmetric B but also the full B
over the entire plasma volume.

In the second approach, starting from the basic defini-
tions and properties of QS, and requiring only analyticity
and single-valuedness of B, we show non-perturbatively
the connection to the theory of periodic KdV solitons.
This approach is complementary to the first approach
and is formally exact. In making the connection to soli-
ton theory, we demonstrate how the field-line label inde-
pendence of the second adiabatic invariant J∥ and other
integrals of B in QS are directly related to the infinite hi-
erarchy of conserved quantities of the KdV equation. The
exact analytic solution for B is valid in the entire toroidal
volume and reduces to the NAE predictions close to the
axis.

Our third approach is data-driven. We use
PySINDy[34, 35] to look for relations between B and its
derivatives in the large family of quasi-axisymmetric con-
figurations generated in [36] and the QUASR database
[37]. PySINDy employs sparse regression techniques
and algorithms to discover governing dynamical systems
models from noisy and limited data. We show that over

a wide range of configurations and parameters, the KdV
equation with the traveling wave form for B holds. As
described later in the paper, the only exceptions we found
are covered by Gardner’s equation.
The connection with periodic KdV solitons allows us

to describe B on a magnetic flux surface with only three
functions of the magnetic flux, related to the so-called
spectral parameters [9] of the KdV equation. We show
that these functions are closely related to the spectrum
of B in Boozer coordinates [11] where the hidden symme-
try is manifest, thereby highlighting the low dimension-
ality of the Boozer spectrum. Furthermore, our analysis
shows that the periodicity of B is maintained only when
these functions are distinct. Consequently, we can esti-
mate the region of validity of volumetric QS based on
where the two spectral parameters intersect (discussed
below). Remarkably, near the point of intersection, the
connection length (period of B) begins to diverge, and B
approaches the form of a reflectionless potential (a single
soliton that decays at infinity) [38, 39]. The diverging
connection length is a characteristic of an X-point that
could potentially be the basis for a non-resonant divertor
[40–42].
We demonstrate using both data-driven and tradi-

tional numerical methods that our analytic theory can
describe well the properties of the field strength on a
flux surface of the vacuum equilibrium with precise quasi-
axisymmetry (QA)[4] and many other optimized qua-
sisymmetric configurations.

II. BASIC FORMULATION OF
QUASISYMMETRY

We begin by reviewing some of the known basic prop-
erties of QS. Several equivalent [11, 12, 16, 22, 43]
mathematical descriptions of QS exist. In this Section,
we will briefly discuss the most relevant equations and
coordinates to describe QS and point out their inter-
relationships.
It can be shown that QS implies the existence of a

divergence-free vector field u that satisfies the system
[22]

∇ · u = 0, (1a)

u ·∇B = 0, (1b)

B × u = ∇ψ. (1c)

It follows directly from (1c) and the divergence-free na-
ture of u,B that u ·∇ and B ·∇ commute, i.e.,

[u ·∇,B ·∇] = 0. (2)

Here, we have used the usual definition of the commuta-
tor [A1, A2] ≡ A1A2 −A2A1 for two operators A1, A2.
The mathematical structure of (1) strongly suggests

that u can be associated with a particle relabelling sym-
metry group ([13, 14, 44–47] and references therein) with
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density replaced by the field strength [12, 15]. There-
fore, understanding the hidden symmetry underlying
QS might also be beneficial in understanding Casimirs
[13, 48] in fluid dynamics and ideal MHD.

From equation (1c) we can show that

u = (B ×∇ψ − F (ψ)B)/B2. (3)

The condition (1b) then implies

B ×∇ψ ·∇B = F (ψ)B ·∇B, (4)

which is sometimes called the two-term form of QS [22].
For a vacuum field B = G0∇Φ [11, 49],

F (ψ) = G0qN , qN ≡ (ι−N)−1, (5)

where ι is the rotational transform, N is the helicity of
QS, 2πG0/µ0 is the poloidal current outside the surface
and Φ is a toroidal angle. Moreover, the two-term form
of QS (equivalently u ·∇B = 0) for vacuum fields leads
to a TW solution for B [50] of the form

|B| = B(Φ + (F (ψ)/G0)α,ψ), F (ψ)/G0 = qN . (6)

Thus, the rotational transform and, hence, the magnetic
shear enters the definition of QS (4) in a fundamental
way. Furthermore, the TW form of B indicates that in
the Boozer coordinate system (ψ, ϑB , ϕB),

ϕB = Φ, ϑB = α+ (ι−N)Φ, |B| = B(ϑB , ψ), (7)

i.e., the field strength B depends only on a single an-
gle ϑB . Thus, QS manifests itself in these coordinates.
This is true not just for the vacuum field but also in the
presence of currents and finite pressure in the plasma.

Another form of QS is the so-called “triple-product”
form [12, 22]

∇ψ ×∇B ·∇ (B ·∇B) = 0. (8)

The two-term and the triple-product form of QS are
equivalent under the assumption of irrational ι and con-
tinuity on rational surfaces [11]. Alternatively, the form

u = (∇ψ ×∇B)/B ·∇B, (9)

is consistent with (3), satisfies (1b), (1c), while (1a) im-
plies (8).

It is useful to use the standard Clebsch coordinate sys-
tem [11, 51] , (ψ, α, ℓ), such that B = ∇ψ×∇α with flux
label ψ, field-line label α, and ℓ, the arclength along the
magnetic field. We impose suitable toroidal cuts since α
is a multi-valued function. The triple-product form (8)
now reads [16]

∂B

∂ℓ
= f(B,ψ). (10)

where f must be a function of ψ and B. Note that be-
cause ∂ℓB can be both positive and negative, we will
assume that f(B,ψ) also depends on σ = sign(∂ℓB).

In toroidal geometry, B is subject to the following pe-
riodic boundary condition [11]:

B(ψ, α, ℓ) = B(ψ, α, ℓ+ L(ψ)). (11)

The period of B, L(ψ), is called the connection length
and is a quantity of great physical interest [52].
As shown in Appendix A, in (ψ, α, ℓ) coordinates, the

u ·∇B = 0 condition takes the form [16]

∂αB +H(ψ, α)∂ℓB = 0, (12)

where H(ψ, α) is independent of ℓ and depends on the
definition of the origin of ℓ. It follows from (12) that

H(ψ, α) = −
∂αB|ℓ
∂ℓB|α

=

(
∂ℓ

∂α

)∣∣∣∣
B

(13)

We note that there is a degree of freedom in choosing the
(ℓ, α) pair. By transforming to the coordinates (ℓ, α),
where

ℓ ≡ ℓ−
∫
H(ψ, α)dα, (14)

we find that

u ·∇ = − ∂α|ℓ , B ·∇ = B∂ℓ, (15)

The condition (12) then reduces to

∂α|ℓB = 0 i.e. B = B(ℓ, ψ). (16)

Thus, there exists a special TW frame (ℓ, α) in QS where
the field strength B is independent of α [16]. We show
the equivalence of the two TW forms of B given by (7)
and (16) in Appendix B 1.
There are, in addition, important integral constraints

that follow from the requirements of QS. From the ∂ℓB
condition (10), any integral along the magnetic field line
between two points of equal values of B = Bb satisfies

∂α

∫
B≤Bb

dℓ F (B;ψ) = 0. (17)

The field line independence of the second adiabatic in-
variant J∥

J∥ =

∮ √
E −B dℓ, (18)

where E is related to the particle energy, is a special
case of (17). It follows from (17) that quasisymmetric B
can not have local maxima or minima on a flux surface
[11, 53].
The distinctions between the cases of exact symmetry

(axisymmetry or helical symmetry), quasisymmetry and
omnigeneity must now be made clear. For the special
cases of exact symmetry, the corresponding symmetry
vectors are the well-known Killing vectors of Euclidean
space [43], which implies that u and B are completely
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decoupled, and the symmetric form ofB is determined by
u. Therefore, the condition (1b) can be trivially satisfied.
Here, we will focus on the case of 3D QS where u cannot
be posited a priori. Consequently, the condition (1b) will
impose a nontrivial constraint. In particular, unlike the
case of exact symmetry, the functional form of f(B,ψ) in
the ∂ℓB equation must be constrained. We address this
question directly in this work.

QS being a special case of omnigeneity [11], the inte-
gral property (17) also holds for omnigeneous magnetic
fields. However, significant differences arise because om-
nigeneity is not a local property, and a symmetry vector
u does not exist for omnigeneous magnetic fields. Thus,
the local conditions such as (4) or (10), which follow from
the properties of u do not hold for omnigeneity. It follows
that omnigenous fields need not be of the TW form (6).
Furthermore, unlike QS [17, 27], omnigeneous B cannot
be uniformly analytic on a flux surface [54–56].

As a final step, one must impose a force-balance con-
dition. Without imposing force balance, one can sat-
isfy the QS condition exactly order by order in the NAE
[23]. However, the nonlinear overdetermination problem
that results when the force-balance condition is imposed
is severely restrictive [17, 18]. In the next Section, we
address this problem head-on by looking at quasisym-
metric vacuum fields. To make the problem analytically
tractable, we first consider slab geometry (or a flat torus).
We then show that the analysis for the general geometry
can be carried out in close analogy with the slab geome-
try under certain additional assumptions.

III. PERTURBATIVE SOLUTION TO THE
OVERDETERMINATION PROBLEM OF QS FOR

VACUUM MAGNETIC FIELDS

With the basic formulation of QS in place, we now
take a perturbative approach to solving the overdeter-
mined problem in a quasisymmetric vacuum magnetic
field and understand the vital role of magnetic shear in
QS. Besides mathematical simplicity, vacuum fields are
of great practical relevance since they are usually a point
of departure for systematic studies of low plasma-beta
systems.

Vacuum fields with a very high degree of QS, obtained
through numerical optimization [4], appear to be charac-
terized by exceptionally low magnetic shear. Since mag-
netic shear plays an essential role in MHD stability the-
ory, it is important to understand if QS is inextricably
tied to the low shear of such configurations.

The second-order NAE theory predictions match the
precise QS configurations remarkably well [12, 57]. How-
ever, the second-order NAE theory cannot readily cap-
ture the effects of magnetic shear for quasisymmetric
configurations. The reason behind this is connected to
the overdetermination problem. While magnetic shear
near the axis needs third and fourth-order contributions
[23–25] in the NAE, the quasisymmetric system becomes

hopelessly overdetermined beyond second-order.
We begin with the observation that the remarkable

accuracy with which the flux surface shapes and the
magnetic field strength are captured within second-order
NAE suggests a multi-scale approach to the QS prob-
lem, where the magnetic shear introduces another length
scale. Let α = θ − ι(ψ)ϕ denote the field line label in a
straight field line coordinate system (ψ, θ, ϕ). Its gradi-
ent, ∇α, is multi-valued and given by

∇α = V1 + V2

V1 ≡ (∇θ − ι(ψ)∇ϕ), V2 ≡ ι′(ψ)ϕ∇ψ (19)

The vector V1 is single-valued, whereas V2 is not. There
are two length scales associated with ∇α

L−1
α1 ∼ |V1|, L−1

α2 ∼ |V2| ∼ ι′(ψ)|∇ψ|. (20)

Near the axis, |∇θ| ∼ ρ−1, where ρ =
√
2ψ is the dis-

tance from the axis, whereas |∇ϕ| ∼ R−1, where R is the
typical radius of curvature of the axis and ρ ≪ R in the
NAE. Thus, the length scale L−1

α1 ∼ ρ−1 near the axis,
which represents the typical scale of poloidal variations
of surfaces. On the other hand, L−1

α2 ∼ ι′(ψ)|∇ψ| ∼ ŝρ
near the axis, where ŝ is the on-axis shear. Thus, Lα2 is
greater than Lα1 by (typically, approximately two) orders
of magnitude in the distance from the axis. In particular,
for second-order NAE, Lα2 tends to infinity since ι is ap-
proximated by the on-axis rotational transform ι0. As we
move further away from the axis, a finite value of Lα2 is
needed to capture the effect of shear. The two disparate
scales Lα1, Lα2 clearly provide a basis for a multi-scale
approach, akin to the well-known approach in the theory
of ballooning modes [58–60].
We propose a free-surface approach to QS with the

two scales in mind. We assume that the second-order
NAE theory has been used to construct a good volu-
metric quasisymmetric vacuum field. The NAE solution
serves as our inner solution near the axis. The outer
free-surface solution arises from the surface expansion
approach. Consistent with the observation that NAE
predictions for the geometry are surprisingly accurate,
we shall assume that the surface expansion can be car-
ried out in a small region around a surface, generated
using the second-order NAE. The surface expansion al-
lows us to bypass the difficulties of including the effects of
shear within the framework of the NAE. The outermost
flux surface will be treated as a free surface, determined
self-consistently by imposing QS and force balance.
An essential step in any multi-scale analysis is to av-

erage over the fast scale to obtain an equation that in-
volves only the slow scale. For example, in the study
of ballooning modes near the axis [58], a poloidal aver-
aging of the standard ballooning equation is carried out
to average over the fast variation Lα1 ∼ ρ and obtain a
“distilled ballooning equation”, which involves only the
longer length scale Lα2 ∼ ŝρ. A rigorous multiscale NAE
program must be carried out for this purpose, which is
beyond the scope of the present work. Here, we shall con-
tent ourselves with geometries that depend only weakly
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on the fast scale, thereby bypassing the need for aver-
aging over the fast scale to obtain the “distilled” equa-
tions. Vacuum fields in slab and cylindrical geometries
offer such possibilities.

In Section IIIA, we first demonstrate the free-surface
approach to solving the overdetermination problem of
QS in a vacuum field for slab geometry. The analysis
is simplified, and lays bare the balance between disper-
sion and nonlinearity needed to realize soliton solutions
[61]. Once this structure is understood, it essentially car-
ries over with minimal modification to the more general
geometry, which we discuss in III B.

A. Vacuum quasisymmetric magnetic field in slab
geometry

In this Section, we will demonstrate that the problem
of finding quasisymmetric vacuum fields in a slab geom-
etry, utilizing the free-surface approach discussed earlier,
can be solved in close analogy with the shallow-water
waves under gravity, which also has a free surface. We
will show that for small amplitude variations of the free
surface, the nonlinearity originating from QS is weak.
Magnetic shear plays the analog of gravity in the QS
problem, and dispersion comes from higher derivatives
due to the surface expansion, with the balance of the
weak nonlinearity and the dispersion leading to a KdV
equation for B. The functional form of f in the ∂ℓB in
(10) is then shown to be a square root of a cubic polyno-
mial with three real roots. In this way, the cubic polyno-
mial is seen not as a fitting function but one that follows
from the construction procedure.

Before we proceed with the calculation, we discuss the
assumptions and our strategy. Cartesian coordinates are
convenient for the description of the slab geometry. We
assume that the inner solution is a vacuum field with
straight field lines B0 = B0x̂ and constant z planes as
flux surfaces. We will assume that the rotational trans-
form is close to a low-order rational number. Thus,
qN = (ι−N)−1 will be assumed to be of the form

qN = m/n+ q̂, (21)

where q̂ is a small deviation from the low-order ratio-
nal. The inner solution is trivially quasisymmetric. We
will then carry out a surface expansion around the plane
z = h with the outermost free-surface parametrized by
z = h + η(x, y). The amplitude of η(x, y) and h will be
assumed small compared to the characteristic length L
along the field line, which allows us to carry out a mul-
tiscale analysis for a weakly nonlinear system typical in
the theory of shallow-water waves [61]. The justification
and the relevance of the assumptions will be made clear
in the following.

Exact vacuum fields in slab geometry with closed field
lines and nested flux surfaces have been obtained in [62].
As shown in [62], one of the peculiarities of closed field
line systems in a slab geometry is that one can always

re-orient the coordinate system such that the magnetic
field is purely along one of the axes. For a closed field
line, tangential to the X,Y plane and ι ≡ (B ·∇Y )/(B ·
∇X) = n/m, this can be achieved through a combination
of rotation and dilation of the coordinates

z = m
√

1 + (n/m)2Z, (22)

x = m(X + (n/m)Y ), y = m(Y − (n/m)X).

It is clear that if the rotational transform is a high-order
rational, the mutually prime numbers n,m are large, and
the coordinate transform (22) becomes ill-defined owing
to the large dilation factor. We also note that if N = 0
and ι ≪ 1, qN will be in general large, and a transfor-
mation of the form (22) will once again be challenging.
Therefore, with the assumption that the rotational trans-
form is nonzero and sufficiently close to a low-order ra-
tional, we can assume without loss of generality that the
inner solution is given by B0 = B0x̂.
Let B = G0∇Φ be a vacuum magnetic field with G0

constant. In the (ψ, α, ℓ) coordinates, the field strength
is given by

B = G0
∂Φ

∂ℓ
. (23)

Equivalently, Φ0 = x/L, where L ≡ B0/G0. The flux
surface and field line labels are given by ψ0 = B0Lz, α0 =
−y/L. Our domain of interest will be the region bounded
by 0 ≤ x, y ≤ L, 0 ≤ ψ ≤ ψ ≡ B0L(h+ a).
We now develop a weakly nonlinear theory of small

but finite amplitude perturbation η(x, y) of the surface
z = h. Since B is predominantly in the x direction, the
flux surfaces, ψ = const, are of the form z = f(x, y). In
particular, z = 0 and z = h + η(x, y) will be chosen to
correspond to ψ = 0 and ψ = ψ respectively. We can
then set up the problem as a “free-boundary” problem,
where determining the “free-surface” (ψ = ψ) is itself a
part of the solution to the problem.
The basic set of equations for the vacuum quasisym-

metric system is

∇2Φ = 0 (0 ≤ z ≤ h+ η) (24a)

∂Φ

∂z
= 0 (z = 0) (24b)

∂Φ

∂α
+H(ψ, α)

∂Φ

∂ℓ
+ q̂(ψ) = 0 (z = h+ η) (24c)

∇Φ ·∇ψ = 0 (z = h+ η) (24d)

Equation (24a) is the Laplace equation for Φ, which fol-
lows from the current-free and divergence-free nature of
the vacuum magnetic field. Note that the Laplace equa-
tion holds in the whole domain 0 ≤ z ≤ h + η(x, y).
The second equation (24b) is the “no-flow” boundary
condition on z = 0, which denotes the tangency of the
magnetic field to the flux surface z = 0. The third
equation (24c) is the QS condition that follows from
u · ∇Φ = −F (ψ)/G0 expressed in (ψ, α, ℓ) coordinates.
Here, the function H(ψ, α) is obtained from derivatives



6

of B using (13). (In Appendix B, we show its equivalence
to the two-term form (4).) Finally, (24d) is another tan-
gential boundary condition on the flux surface ψ = ψ.
Therefore, equations (24a),(24b), (24d) enforce zero cur-
rent and existence of flux surfaces at the top and bottom,
while (24c) impose QS on the top surface. Although the
nestedness of flux surfaces is not guaranteed in generic 3D
vacuum fields, we can guarantee nestedness to the low-
est nontrivial order in the small amplitude perturbation
problem.

The system (24) is mathematically similar to some as-
pects of the theory of shallow-water waves under gravity.
Since our problem does not depend explicitly on time,
we make α the analog of time. Therefore, in analogy
with the shallow-water wave theory [61], we denote the
condition (24d) as the “kinematic boundary condition”
(KBC), and (24c) as the “generalized Bernoulli” (GB)
condition. The differences between water wave theory
and QS arise from the difference in the Bernoulli condi-
tion and the fact that we treat y (approximately α) as a
time-like variable.

In order to proceed systematically with the amplitude
expansion, we need to introduce the scales in (x, y, z) and
their relation to the various physical quantities. Three
length scales are relevant to the problem: L along (x, y),
h along z and a, the amplitude of the perturbation
η(x, y). With these length scales, we can define two small
parameters

ϵ ≡ a/h, δ = h/L (25)

Guided by the “principle of maximal balance” [61, 63],
we order

ϵ ∼ δ2. (26)

In the water-wave theory, the relation (26) represents
the delicate balance between nonlinearity and dispersion,
which is crucial for the existence of solitons. The signif-
icance of (26) in the context of vacuum fields can be
clarified by NAE theory. The small parameter δ is anal-
ogous to the near-axis expansion parameter κρ, which is
the product of the axis curvature κ and distance ρ from
the axis. The balance (26) then implies that there are
second-order corrections to the NAE flux surface shapes
due to the magnetic shear. The difference between the
actual surface and the second-order NAE predictions be-
ing O(δ2) is consistent with the results obtained using
NAE and standard numerical optimization [12, 57]. We
note that (26) is not the only possible relation for balanc-
ing nonlinearity and dispersion [64]. Other possibilities
will be discussed in a future publication.

We now proceed with the following normalizations

x→ x/L, y → y/L, z → z/(
√
ϵL), ℓ→ ℓ/L

B → B/B0, ψ → ψ/(B0L
2
√
ϵ) (27)

It is convenient to separate the secular part of Φ that
leads to the constant magnetic field B0 such that

Φ = x+ ϵφ, B = 1 + ϵφ,ℓ (28)

The small factor ϵ in the second term indicates that
we consider only small deviations from the constant B0

state. The system (24) now reads(
∂2x + ∂2y + ϵ−1∂2z

)
φ = 0 (0 ≤ z ≤ 1 + ϵη) (29a)

∂zφ = 0 (z = 0) (29b)

ϵ∂αφ+H(1 + ϵφ,ℓ) + q̂ = 0 (z = 1 + ϵη) (29c)

φ,z = ϵη,x(1 + ϵφ,x) + ϵ2φ,yη,y (z = 1 + ϵη). (29d)

We now consider the perturbative solution of the sys-
tem (29). The details are provided in Appendix B. The
solution of (29a) and (29b) is given by

φ =

(
1− ϵ

z2

2!
∇2

⊥ + ϵ2
z4

4!
∇4

⊥ + ...

)
A(x, y), (30)

where ∇2
⊥ = ∂2x + ∂2y and A(x, y) is φ to lowest order,

which is yet to be determined.
Next, we note that the field-line following coordinates

(ψ, α, ℓ) only appear in the GB condition (29c), obtained
above. The separation (28), together with ∂zΦ = O(ϵ),
that follows from (30), allows us to conveniently express
(ψ, α, ℓ) in terms of the Cartesian (x, y, z) coordinates.
Up to O(ϵ2), we have

ℓ = x+O(ϵ2)

∂ℓ =
1

1 + ϵ2

2 φ
2
,y

(∂x + ϵφ,y∂y + φ,z∂z) (31)

∂α = −∂y + ϵη,y∂z
1 + ϵφ,x

.

The derivation of these equations is given in Appendix
B. With the help of (13), (28) and (31) we can show that

H = H0 + ϵH1 +O(ϵ2), (32)

H0 =
φ,xy
φ,xx

, H1 =
φ,yφ,yy
φ,xx

−H0(φ,x + 2H0φ,y).

The function q̂, which is assumed to be small, can be
expanded as follows:

q̂ ≈ q0 +∆ψ q̂′(ψ) = q0 + ϵηq1, (33)

where ∆ψ = ϵη is the change in the flux surface. When
(32) and (33) are substituted in the GB equation (24c),
we obtain

A,xy/A,xx + q0 = 0, (34)

to lowest order in ϵ. The implication of (34) is that A is
a TW solution of the form

A = A(ξ, Y ), ξ = x− q0y, Y = ϵy. (35)

Here, Y = ϵy denotes a longer length scale in y. The TW
solution is consistent with (6), expanded to the lowest
order in ϵ.

To O(ϵ), the GB equation (29c) yields

−ηq1/q0 = (1 + q20)A,ξ (36)
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Proceeding with the KBC (29d), we find that at the low-
est order

−η = (1 + q20)A,ξ. (37)

The consistency of the KBC and the GB equations, or
equivalently, the consistency of QS with the force bal-
ance, imply

q1 = q0 +O(ϵ). (38)

To understand the significance of (38) we first note that
the magnetic shear is given by

ŝ ≡ (dqN/dψ)/qN ≈ q1/(m/n+ q0). (39)

Thus, (38) implies that the shear is completely deter-
mined to O(ϵ) ∼ O((κρ)2) by the compatibility of force-
balance and QS. The smallness of shear originates from
the fact that q1 = q0 and q0 is small by construction.
Finally, neglecting quadratic terms in q0, the O(ϵ)

KBC leads to the following equation for B̃ = A,ξ:

2q0∂Y B̃ + 2B̃B̃,ξ +
1

6
B̃,ξξξ = 0. (40)

Through suitable variable transformations, the above
equation can be cast as the standard KdV equation for
B = 1 + ϵB̃, i.e.,

∂tB + 6B∂xB + ∂3xB = 0. (41)

The TW (6) to next order implies that ∂Y = c1∂ξB,
which enables (40) to be integrated twice, resulting in

∂ℓB = f(B,ψ), f2 = 2(BM −B)(B −Bm)(B −BX).
(42)

The above form shows that the unknown f(B,ψ)
is a square root of a cubic polynomial, with roots
BM , Bm, BX ; BM , Bm being the maximum and mini-
mum values of the field strength.

Let us point out some of the important predictions
of the slab theory. Firstly, the sum BM + Bm + BX is
determined by the coefficients of KdV [30], which, as seen
from (40) only depends on q0. Moreover, as predicted by
the NAE theory (Section V) and confirmed numerically
(Section VI and Appendix E), the sum of BM , Bm is
essentially a constant equal to the field strength on the
axis. Therefore, the third root BX , must be determined
by the ι profile. We shall also numerically verify this
observation in Section VI.

Finally, let us discuss the case where qN can be large
or have a steep gradient, which can happen for small ι
and N = 0. This falls outside the scope of our model as
discussed earlier. However, we can attempt to estimate
the deviation from KdV as ι becomes small. We assume
that by choosingm/n, we can still make q0 small enough,
but we need to account for the larger gradient of q̂. First,
we note that the only equation directly affected is the GB
condition (24c). Then from the expansion of q̂ in (33), we

find that the change in the flux surface ∆ψ can no longer
be treated as linear in η. Allowing for quadratic terms in
η through a small correction term C(1)η2 in (33), we get

q̂ ≈ q0 + ϵq1η(1 + C(1)η). (43)

Treating C(1) as a subsidiary expansion parameter, such
that

η = η(0) + C(1)η(1) + . . . , (44)

we now find that the consistency of the KBC and the GB
equations can be satisfied approximately to lowest order
in C(1) by setting

q1 ≈ q0 +O(C(1)), − η(0)

(1 + q20)
= A,ξ, η(1) = −

(
η(0)

)2
.

(45)

Note that due to the O(C(1)) term in q1 − q0 is formally
much larger than the O(ϵ) correction term, the optimum
shear is no longer localized to a particular value as in the
KdV case (39).
As shown in Appendix B, a subsidiary expansion leads

to the Gardner’s equation [33, 65]

∂tB + 6(B + c1C
(1)B2)∂xB + ∂3xB = 0, (46)

where c1 is a constant. Due to the additional B2 term
in the Gardner’s equation (46) compared to the KdV
equation (41), under the TW ansatz we need to replace
the cubic f2 in (42) by a quartic [33]. Therefore, we need
four roots to describe B in this case, either all real, or
two real and a pair of complex conjugates.

B. Extension of the slab geometry results to
general toroidal geometry

To describe the region near the axis, which cannot be
done within the slab model, we turn to the NAE theory.
On the magnetic axis, B is a constant. From first-order
NAE, we find that in the immediate vicinity of the axis,
(∂ℓB)2 is quadratic in B, with B varying within the roots
Bm and BM . The description of B within the second-
order NAE theory agrees completely with the cubic or
the KdV picture we obtained in the slab limit. In partic-
ular, we recover the cubic formula (42) for (∂ℓB)2 with
three real roots (Bm, BM , BX). Any corrections to (42)
is higher order in the NAE picture. We will discuss in
detail the NAE predictions for the roots BM , Bm, BX in
Section V. The major drawback of the NAE theory is
that the effect of shear is missing since it appears only
in higher orders. Thus, the description of BX , which
depends crucially on the shear, is incomplete.
To include the effect of shear, we now go beyond the

NAE limit and extend the free-surface idea proposed ear-
lier in the slab model to more general geometries. We
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seek geometries in which the dependence on the fast vari-
ation is straightforward. Such a case arises with a large-
aspect-ratio torus with nearly circular flux surfaces. In-
stead of the Cartesian coordinates, we now use the Cleb-
sch coordinates (ψs, αs,Φs), where the subscript denotes
the surface around which we carry out the surface expan-
sion. In these NAE Clebsch coordinates, we have

Bs = G0∇Φs, Bs = ∇ψs ×∇αs (47)

Similar to the slab geometry case, we assume a char-
acteristic length L along both αs,Φs, h along ψs and
a maximum deviation a of the free-surface from the pre-
dicted NAE boundary. The various quantities are related
to each other through the same slab geometry relations
(25) and (26). Associated with the small correction to
the boundary is a small amplitude correction to the po-
tential Φs such that

Φ = Φs + ϵφ. (48)

For vacuum fields, Boozer coordinates are semi-
orthogonal since constant Φs surfaces are orthogonal to
ψs, αs as seen from (47) but ∇ψs · ∇αs is nonzero, in
general. In Appendix C 1, we first assume complete or-
thogonality to make the calculations simpler and closer
to the slab geometry. However, since the local shear and
global shear are related to the non-orthogonality of ψs
and αs, it is crucial to account for it. Therefore, we relax
the orthogonality later in Appendix C 2. We find that the
non-orthogonality does not affect the calculations within
the required order of accuracy. The assumption that
the dependence on the fast variable is negligible requires
that |∇ψs|, |∇αs|, Bs do not vary appreciably from their
mean values within the surface expansion region on the
scales of interest. This limitation will be addressed in a
subsequent publication on multiscale NAE theory.

The calculation parallels that for the slab geometry
with the above assumptions except for minor technical
differences. The slight differences from the slab geom-
etry follow from the fact that the lowest order B is a
constant in the slab geometry, which is not the case in
general geometry. As a result, the expressions for H are
different. Therefore, we leave the details to Appendix C.
Assuming second-order NAE near in the core provides
a reasonably accurate description of QS in the inner re-
gion, we can perform a surface expansion to correct for
the missing length scale associated with shear in the outer
region. The overdetermination problem of QS can then
be solved perturbatively. In the inner region, the solu-
tion is achieved through second-order NAE. In the outer
layer, the compatibility condition between QS and the
force balance leads to a unique value of the shear.

In summary, the perturbative approach to solving
the overdetermined vacuum quasisymmetric system leads
to the following results. First, we can show analyti-
cally that the compatibility condition between force bal-
ance and QS determines the rotational transform pro-
file. Within our approximate model, we are able to show

that the compatibility implies that for a given average
rotational transform, there is a preference for an optimal
shear. In fact, recent work [36] has shown that stellara-
tors with precise levels of QS that can be derived from
the Landreman-Paul precise QA indeed have an optimal
shear for the best QS. We discuss this further in Section
VI (see Fig. 5). Second, the functional form of (∂ℓB)2 is
not arbitrary. In general, it is cubic in B, which leads to
the KdV equation for B. For small ι and N = 0, (∂ℓB)2

is a quartic, leading to Gardner’s equation for B.

IV. THE CONNECTION OF QS TO
INTEGRABLE PDES: PAINLEVÉ PROPERTY

In the previous Sections, we established using pertur-
bative techniques that QS is intimately linked to the KdV
equation. In this Section, we take a non-perturbative
route to show that the QS-KdV connection can be made
using only three fundamental properties of B as discussed
in Section II. First, physical quantities such as B,ψ will
be assumed to be analytic and single-valued functions
of their arguments. Second, B must satisfy the periodic
boundary condition (11) in ℓ on a flux surface with a
period L(ψ). Third, u must be such that a nontrivial
special frame exists where B is α independent.
We note that the first assumption is physically reason-

able, has been shown to hold near the axis [17], and is
also borne out by extensive computations. The second
assumption is an essential requirement for QS. Both of
these assumptions do not apply to omnigeneity. Regard-
ing the third assumption, an alternative is to demand
that B must satisfy the fundamental TW condition (6)
everywhere on the flux surface. The third condition leads
to an infinite number of field-line α-independent integrals
of the form (17). In the perturbative approach, in addi-
tion to these assumptions, we also made certain assump-
tions on the geometry to make analytical progress with
the force balance condition.
Before we proceed with our analysis, let us discuss

some of the important known exceptional cases of QS.
As stated earlier, the case with an exact symmetry (ax-
isymmetric or helically symmetric) is a special case of QS
because u is determined independently of B. The third
condition, or equivalently u · ∇B = 0, is satisfied iden-
tically for every choice of f(B,ψ) in the ∂ℓB equation
(10). We find a similar degeneracy in approximate QS
near axisymmetry [19, 66, 67], where no constraints exist
on ∂ℓB. The near-axisymmetric devices can not be made
quasisymmetric to all orders and have higher symmetry-
breaking errors than the Landreman-Paul precise QA. A
more general analysis shows that in configurations that
are not close to either axisymmetry or helical symmetry,
the degeneracy is avoided, and ∂ℓB is once again con-
strained [68]. We shall also exclude the exceptional case
of zero rotational transform [69] since we focus only on
irrational surfaces while assuming continuity on rational
surfaces. We shall return to the comparison with the
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axisymmetric case at the end of this Section.
Our main goal is to study the single-valuedness of B on

a constant flux surface ψ that satisfies the ∂ℓB equation
(10) and the ∂αB equation (12), subject to the periodic-
ity condition (11). Starting with the pioneering work by
S. Kovalevskaya [70] on rigid body dynamics, the study
of single-valuedness and singularities of differential equa-
tions in the complex domain has yielded fundamental
results in several physics problems from quantum field
theory to optics [71]. Extending from the real to the
complex plane is a helpful technique that physicists of-
ten utilize in solving linear problems. However, as Ko-
valeskaya showed, going to the complex plane and an-
alyzing singularities of highly nonlinear systems can be
equally insightful. Moreover, singularities in the com-
plex plane, even those that are far from the real line,
can determine and control the behavior of analytic func-
tions in the real line. An important example of this is a
doubly periodic elliptic function [72, 73] for which, sin-
gularities determine its periodicity on the real line. Our
investigation is primarily motivated by the observation
that the hidden symmetry of QS could admit a special
Kovalevskaya-like solution [43].

We first shift to the TW frame where B is α indepen-
dent, and the ∂ℓB equation can be treated as an ordinary
differential equation (ODE) in ℓ with period L(ψ). Since
B is assumed to be a real analytic function of ℓ on the
real interval (0, L) with a nonzero radius of convergence,
we can extend it to a complex analytic function B(Z)
inside the disk |Z| < L with Z denoting the complex ℓ.
To be precise, we shall now demand that B be a single-
valued complex function of Z, such that it has the same
value at every point independent of the path along which
it is reached by analytic continuation.

To proceed further, we need critical ideas from the
well-developed theory of complex ODEs [70, 72, 74]. In
contrast to solutions of linear ODEs, whose singulari-
ties are determined by those of the coefficients, nonlinear
ODEs allow movable singularities, which depend on the
initial conditions. The standard example is y′ + y2 = 0,
whose general solution, y = (x − x0)

−1, depends on the
integration constant x0 determined by the initial condi-
tion y(0) = −x−1

0 . The possible singularities of ODEs
are known. They include poles, branch points, essen-
tial singular points, and essential singular lines. Single-
valuedness of functions breaks down near critical singu-
larities, such as branch points of algebraic or logarithmic
nature. If the critical singularities are fixed, the functions
can be made single-valued by defining suitable branch
cuts or fixed Riemann surfaces. However, the presence of
singularities, which are both critical and movable, leads
to dense multi-valuedness around movable singularities
of solutions and nonintegrability ([70, 75] and references
therein). The absence of movable critical singularities
in the general solution of an ODE is called the Painlevé
property (PP) of an ODE.
We will now look for B with the PP such that there are

no critical singularity in the entire complex plane since

their very presence can affect B on the real line. We now
recall some classical results on ODEs with the PP (details
given in [70, 72, 74]). Let us rewrite the ∂ℓB equation in
the complex plane as

B′(Z) = F(B(Z)). (49)

The only first-order ODE of the first degree that pos-
sesses the PP is the Ricatti equation, where F is
quadratic in B. For first-order ODEs of degree n > 1,
the equations of the form

B′(Z)2 = Pm(B(Z)) (50)

with Pm a polynomial of degree m possess the PP pro-
vided n ≤ 2m. Furthermore, only four possibilities ex-
haust all ODEs of the form (50). With suitable variable
transformations, all of them can be reduced to the fol-
lowing ODE with a cubic nonlinearity

B′(Z)2 = P3(B(Z)), (51)

which is exactly solvable in terms of elliptic functions
and their degenerate cases. As is well-known, elliptic
functions are doubly-periodic, meromorphic functions.
The dependence on the arbitrary initial condition or
the TW frame thus leads to only movable poles and no
movable critical singularities. Hence, the solution pos-
sesses the PP. These classical results follow from stan-
dard Painlevé test and extensions of Malmquist’s the-
orem [72, 76]. They show how stringent and rigid the
constraint of single-valuedness can be.

Returning to the QS problem, we first observe that
the Riccati equation for B is inconsistent with the NAE
solution. The Riccati equation for B will have constant
real coefficients on a flux surface, which does not ad-
mit nontrivial periodic solutions on the real line [77].
As discussed in Section IIIA and III B the perturba-
tive treatment near the slab or the axis shows that
(∂ℓB)2 = P3(B), P4(B) is more appropriate, which coin-
cides with two of the four forms of ODEs of first order and
second degree with PP. The periodicity condition can be
easily satisfied with the elliptic functions for these cases.
Now, the cubic and quartic polynomials are the twice-
integrated forms of the KdV and Gardner’s equations.
The PP of the KdV and Gardner’s equation in the TW
frame is well-known and is conjectured to be essential for
integrable PDEs with soliton solutions [78, 79].

We now address whether PP is necessary and sufficient
for a quasisymmetric B. It is certainly sufficient for QS
since both the triple product form (8) and the periodic-
ity condition can be satisfied. However, the necessity is
not apparent, particularly in light of axisymmetry, where
no such stringent restriction on ∂ℓB appears. In axisym-
metry, weak singularities such as Rm logRn, with inte-
ger m,n often arise in the description of ψ [80] and in
B in cylindrical coordinates. However, these singulari-
ties are fixed and, therefore, not of the critical movable
type. To further understand the difference between a
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perfectly axisymmetric system and a system with excel-
lent but not exact QS, we need to look deeper into the
u · ∇B = 0 condition. As discussed in Appendix A, if
QS were exact, we would have the same characteristics
as axisymmetry. However, unlike the axisymmetric prob-
lem, the QS problem is intrinsically overdetermined and
three-dimensional. With this in mind, we now motivate
the PP as a criterion that allows one to look for robust
quasisymmetric systems.

In axisymmetry, the geometry and the B decouples.
Thus, all field lines are equivalent, and the TW frame,
where H = 0, is the same for all α. Regarding the effect
on the singularities, this implies that the dependence of
B on the field line label is precisely the same for each sin-
gularity, which amounts to a trivial rigid shift of frame.
However, in a generic approximate 3D QS, the geome-
try and B are strongly coupled. Due to the overdeter-
mined nature, the u ·∇B = 0 condition can only be ap-
proximately satisfied. As a consequence, the TW frame
H = 0 is, in general, different for different field lines.
Thus, the α dependence of the singularities of ∂ℓB will
vary from field line to field line. Since these movable sin-
gularities can be critical, single-valuedness of B will be
harder to achieve. However, when we demand the PP,
the moving singularities are not critical, which respects
the single-valuedness of B. As will be shown in Sections
VI and VII, every numerically optimized quasisymmet-
ric stellarator has the PP. Furthermore, as the optimiza-
tion progresses, the PP property emerges quickly and
is maintained. Therefore, we can argue that the PP is
necessary and sufficient for obtaining robust QS in a 3D
stellarator using numerical optimization methods, where
single-valuedness and periodicity of B are enforced di-
rectly using a Fourier representation.

Finally, we note that none of the above arguments re-
quired knowledge of the exact force balance condition.
From the perturbative calculations, we expect that force
balance determines the optimal shear profile. The roots
of the polynomial can vary with the flux surface label,
and force balance determines their profiles.

V. REDUCED DIMENSIONALITY OF
QUASISYMMETRIC B

In the previous Section, we have shown that (∂ℓB)2

is a cubic or quartic polynomial in B, whose roots can
only be functions of ψ. Therefore, the PP significantly
reduces the dimensionality of quasisymmetric B, which
we shall now fully explore. We shall restrict ourselves to
the cubic or the KdV case since that was shown in the
perturbative approach to lead to better force-balance.

With the TW constraint, the twice integrated KdV
equation can be written as(

∂B

∂ℓ

)2

= D(ψ)(BM −B)(B −Bm)(B −BX), (52)

where the roots of the cubic polynomial, Bi =
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FIG. 1. The value of (dB/dℓ)2 on the outermost flux surface
in the precise QA equilibrium [4] is plotted as a function of
B, alongside a cubic polynomial fit in (a). In (b), the errors
of quadratic, cubic, and quartic fits are compared on each
flux surface, demonstrating that a cubic ansatz (as predicted
by KdV) is sufficient. Hence, precise QA has the Painlevé
property for B.
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FIG. 2. The value of B in a quasiaxisymmetric device in
the core (s = 1/8) and at the edge (s = 1). The separatrix is
outside of the device but close to its edge. Note the increasing
period as the separatrix is approached.

{BM , Bm, BX}, are functions of ψ, and D(ψ) is a pro-
portionality factor. The exact solution of (52) subject to
the periodicity constraint (11) can be expressed in terms
of elliptic functions [9, 30].
To obtain the proportionality factors between (x, t)

and (l, α) explicitly, we now proceed from (52) and de-
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FIG. 3. Prediction of maximum toroidal volume that can be
made quasisymmetric for precise QA. The boundary of the
extended precise QA and two other flux surfaces are shown
inside a Poincare plot of the islands in (a), and the roots are
plotted in (b). The boundary of the original precise QA is
shown in red. Note that the islands occur where the second
and third roots touch approximately.

rive the KdV equation. Differentiating (52) twice with ℓ
and using the ∂αB equation (12) we get (41), the KdV
equation for B. Here, the coordinates (x, t) are defined
in terms of (α, ℓ) as

x

ℓ
=

√
D
2
,

t∫
dαH

=

√
D/2

2(BM +Bm +BX)
. (53)

The ∂αB relation (12), now takes the following form of a
1D traveling wave equation with speed c(ψ),

∂B

∂t
+ c(ψ)

∂B

∂x
= 0, c(ψ) = 2(BM +Bm +BX). (54)

B is then obtained from the cnoidal solution [30] of KdV,

B = Bm + (BM −Bm)cn2

(√
BM −BX

2
(x− ct),m

)
,

m =
BM −Bm
BM −BX

, 0 ≤ m ≤ 1. (55)

Here, cn(u,m) is the Jacobi cosine elliptic function with
modulus m. B varies between Bm and BM . The pe-
riod of B, L(ψ), diverges logarithmically as m→ 1. One
would expect this behavior near a separatrix, where peri-
odicity along a field line is lost because the field line can-
not cross the X-point. In particular, it is interesting to

note that in them→ 1 limit, B takes the form of the infi-
nite KdV soliton (reflectionless potential). The adiabatic
invariant and the integrals (17) obtained from KdV po-
tentials are manifestly time (α) independent [38, 39, 81].
We first note that on any flux surface ψ, we have

four flux functions that determine B, namely D and
BM , Bm, BX , the three real roots of the cubic polyno-
mial in (52). However, as shown in Appendix D, D can
be expressed in terms of the rotational transform ι and
the roots. Therefore, the connection with KdV points to
a hidden low-dimensionality of the description of B.
The functions BM and Bm denote the maximum and

minimum values of B on a flux surface, respectively, and
BX is a third root of the polynomial. The extrema of B,
given by BM and Bm depend only on ψ, which implies
that they can be straightened out using straight field line
coordinates. The behavior of B in Boozer coordinates is
well known [17, 18, 27] near the magnetic axis and is con-
sistent with (52). On the axis B is a constant, B0, and
varies as B ≈ B0(1+ η

√
2ψ cosϑ)+2ψ(B20+B22 cos 2ϑ)

near the axis. Here, ϑ is the well-known Boozer angle
[27]. The constant η dominates the maximum variation
of B on a flux surface, with the O(2ψ) term being only
a small second-order correction. Within the NAE frame-
work, BX and D are constant throughout the volume,
with D ∝ ((ι−N/M))2. The NAE predictions are

BM
B0

,
Bm
B0

= 1± η
√

2ψ,
BX
B0

=
4B22/B0 + η2

4B22/B0 + 2η2
. (56)

Since B22, B0, η are all constants related to the B spec-
trum in Boozer coordinates, the NAE prediction (56) for
the third root is a constant. However, as shown earlier
in Section IIIA, the third root depends on the rotational
transform and, hence, the shear profile. Thus, the NAE
predictions are accurate only when the rotational trans-
form is effectively constant. The limiting surface where
m → 1 corresponds to BX → Bm is the separatrix. We
can use (56) to approximately predict its location.
We now look at several possibilities to understand the

physical mechanisms underlying the divergence of the
connection length. Broadly, these scenarios can be under-
stood as the breakdown of the global straight field-line
coordinates, the most important case being the break-
down of flux surfaces. Another possible scenario is the
formation of magnetic puddles [82].
When the rotational transform is rational, X-points

can form, near which the connection length diverges. X-
points lead to the breakdown of the nestedness of flux
surfaces and the formation of islands. If QS is exact,
X-points can form only when ι resonates with the he-
licity of QS [83]. However, even for minor QS errors,
small resonant magnetic fields can lead to the formation
of X-points and islands. For irrational ι, sharp structures
on the flux surfaces (”ridges”) can also arise [42, 84].
These sharp structures can hinder magnetic field lines
from crossing them [41]. Finally, topological obstruc-
tions such as the “Reeb components” [85] can also lead
to the non-existence of global straight field-line coordi-
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FIG. 4. The BX and ι profiles plotted for precise QA versions
with negative shear (a) and positive shear (b).

nates. However, the Reeb case requires the toroidal mag-
netic field to vanish at some point if MHS force balance is
imposed [85]. Similarly, magnetic field strength topology
breakdown can be avoided if QS does not change drasti-
cally or by numerically filtering out any non-QS part of
B.
In Section VI, we indeed observe the formation of an

X-point as we approach the limiting flux surface. In prac-
tical terms, this means that QS stellarators may natu-
rally form sharp edges as the volume of quasisymmetry
is pushed to its limit, e.g., for compact devices. Sharp
edges are essential for non-resonant divertors [41, 42].
This could have significant beneficial consequences for
stellarator optimization, since these divertors would es-
sentially be obtained for free by optimizing for quasisym-
metry in compact devices.

VI. NUMERICAL VERIFICATION

We shall now demonstrate numerically that a large
class of quasisymmetric B satisfies the integrated form
of KdV as given in (52). As demonstrated in Fig. 1(a),
(dB/dl)2, when plotted as a function of B, has the form
of a cubic polynomial in the precise QA equilibrium [4];
the scatter is due to imperfect QS. On the other hand,
Fig. 1(b) shows that increasing the polynomial order be-
yond three does not lead to an observable decrease in
error (defined as 1− r2, where r2 is the coefficient of de-
termination), as the fit error is dominated by QS error.
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f ̂
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̄ι=0.62

̄ι=0.72

FIG. 5. Radially-summed two-term QS error, fQS , plot-
ted against average shear ¯̂s for different average rotational
transforms, ῑ. The quasisymmetry error is summed over the
s = {0.0, 0.1, . . . 1.0} surfaces. The definitions of the ι and ŝ
averages are given in (57). Note the V-shaped plots indicating
a sharp change in fQS around a preferred ¯̂s for a particular ῑ,
as predicted by our slab-geometry model. Note also the loss
of preference for any particular ¯̂s as ῑ becomes smaller.

Thus, Fig. 1 supports equation (52) as a model for a
device with perfect QS. A similar analysis for other con-
figurations, which tend to have more QS error, is shown
in Appendix E. (Note that s is the normalized toroidal
flux in all figures.)
In Fig. 2, we demonstrate that B appears roughly

sinusoidal far from the separatrix but becomes soliton-
like (sharper peaks, flatter troughs) as the separatrix is
approached. Note that the B shown in Fig. 2 is perfectly
quasisymmetric, as symmetry-breaking modes have been
filtered out. The period of B increases as L(ψ) → ∞ on
the separatrix.
With the global description of the exact quasisymmet-

ric B, (55), at our disposal, we now investigate a key
element of this theory: the physical meaning of the roots
Bi. In Fig. 3(b), we show the typical behavior of the
roots. Symmetry-breaking modes have been filtered out,
and the roots are obtained by a cubic fit of the numerical
data. Points represent the actual minimum and maxi-
mum values of B on each flux surface. Surprisingly, the
NAE description of BM and Bm continues to hold even
far from the axis. As shown in Fig. 3(a), the divergence
in the connection length as the two roots meet is indeed
due to the formation of an X-point that leads to a chain
of islands.
The third root BX depends quite sensitively on the

ι profiles (Fig. 4). We show in Fig. 4 that for small
but finite shear, BX tracks the ι profile quite closely but
varies more for positive shear. This is in accordance with
our free-surface approach to QS, which showed that BX
must be a function of the shear parameter.
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FIG. 6. (∂lB)2 as a function of B, on two surfaces, across the four stages of optimization for the Landreman-Paul precise QA
configuration.
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FIG. 7. The two-term QS error, summed over the surfaces,
is plotted on the ordinate against 1 − r2 (averaged across
all surfaces) on the abscissa, where r2 is the coefficient of
determination for a cubic best fit.

The question of why quasisymmetric devices with ex-
cellent QS, such as the Landreman-Paul solution, have
a small but finite magnetic shear is important to un-
derstand both for theoretical and practical reasons since
shear controls MHD stability. However, NAE for QS is
not very helpful when it comes to shear, as we discussed
earlier. We shall now present an explanation based on
the insight from the slab geometry model and through
optimization with target shears. In Fig. 5, we show how
the quality of QS fQS depends on the average shear for
a given average rotational transform. The average shear
is computed by fitting a line to the ι profile

ι(s) ≈ ι0 + ι1s, ¯̂s ≡ −ι1/ῑ, (57)

where ῑ is the average of the actual ι profile. Since these
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FIG. 8. For a cubic best fit, we plot the coefficient of deter-
mination against the surfaces of the Landreman-Paul config-
uration across the latter three stages of the optimization.

QS devices have very low shear, this definition suffices.
From an optimization point of view, asking for a specific
¯̂s for a specific average ι will generally lead to degradation
in the QS quality because of the extra shear constraint.
However, from the sharpness of the V-shaped plots in Fig.
5, we observe that QS seems to have a strong preference
for a particular ¯̂s for a given ῑ, particularly in the range of
ῑ ≥ 0.32. For lower values of ῑ, the V-shape flattens out.
In light of the slab-geometry model, we can explain this
feature as a direct consequence of the overdetermination
problem. The force balance and the QS condition can
only be satisfied simultaneously for a narrow range of
shear around a preferred value of ι that is not too small.
Next, we demonstrate that the maximum volume that

a quasisymmetric field can occupy can be estimated by
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FIG. 9. (∂lB)2 as a function of B, for s = 0.1, across the six stages of optimization for the ῑ = 0.12 Buller configuration.
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FIG. 10. (∂lB)2 as a function of B, for s = 0.96, across the six stages of optimization for the ῑ = 0.12 Buller configuration.

the crossings of the roots of ∂B/∂l (52). From the an-
alytical solution for B (55), we find that the periodicity
of B is maintained as long as 0 ≤ m < 1. As we saw
earlier, the limit (m → 1, Bm → BX) was the limit in
which the connection length diverges. Using the simple
NAE estimates for the roots Bm and BX , we can esti-
mate where the two roots will intersect, thereby signaling

the breakdown of periodicity. We have shown in Fig. 3
how this estimate can predict the maximum volume of
nested surfaces in precise QA extended using coils de-
veloped recently [86]. We note that the appearance of
the resonant 4/10 island chain in Fig. 3 is not due to a
resonance with the helicity of the QA [83]. We further
note that since the non-QS modes were filtered out, the
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FIG. 12. For a quartic best fit, we plot the coefficient of de-
termination against the surfaces of the Landreman-Paul con-
figuration across the latter five stages of the optimization.

breakdown of the topology of the field strength does not
play any role in the divergence of the connection length.

Lastly, we show how the integrated form of KdV is ap-
proached through the stages of optimization, where the
parameter space is progressively expanded. In Fig. 6,
for the Landreman-Paul precise QA configuration, not
only does the ‘noise’ decrease (as expected from improv-
ing QS), but the shape gets increasingly cubic. We show
this both for a surface close to the axis and a surface
close to the edge. Figures 7 and 8 further show how
the KdV integrated cubic increases in accuracy (as de-
termined by the coefficient of determination) further into
the optimization process. In Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12, we
show similar plots for the low mean rotational transform
configurations introduced in [36]. Note that the trend is
towards quartic instead of cubic. As evident from these
plots, the PP is established in the entire volume within
the very first few stages of optimization and is maintained
thereafter.

VII. DATA DRIVEN VERIFICATION

We have put forth several analytical arguments in favor
of the connection between QS and the well-known inte-
grable PDEs, KdV, and Gardner’s equation (for small ro-
tational transforms). Our analysis so far has been based
on NAEs, an approximate slab geometry model calcu-
lation and its extensions to more realistic geometries,
and finally, soliton theory. We have also demonstrated
numerically good agreement with several configurations
with good QS. In this Section, we take a different ap-
proach based on data-driven techniques to determine the
underlying system of equations describing quasisymmet-
ric B on a flux surface. Our primary tool is pySINDy
[34, 35], which fits for governing differential equations
and favors fewer terms to combat over-fitting.
We have primarily used the family of quasi-

axisymmetric VMEC equilibria generated in [36]. For
additional verification, we considered further configura-
tions from the QUASR database [37]. Henceforth, we
shall refer to them as the Buller and the Giuliani configu-
rations. For the latter, configurations were selected with
three representative mean rotational transforms. They
were chosen to have the number of field periods, Nfp = 2,
an aspect ratio close to six (to mirror the Buller configu-
rations), and the lowest possible quasi-axisymmetry error
(as defined in [37]).
Using the Buller configurations, we verified the

quasisymmetry-imposed traveling wave form (12). We
calculated H = −∂αB/∂lB, taking l = 0 at ϕ = 0
and considering one field period. The traveling waveform
could then be verified by the fact thatH was independent
of l. Equivalently, we calculated t =

∫ α
0
dα′H and plotted

B on a surface parameterized by l and t, in which case
equation (12) indicates that we should see traveling waves
of unit speed. These results are presented in Fig. 13,
where we can clearly see QS manifest as a traveling wave.
With the traveling waveform, the PDE governing B re-
duces to ODEs, which pySINDy can easily determine. In
fact, we also attempted to use pySINDy to identify PDEs
directly, and could straightforwardly recover the travel-
ing wave. Even in configurations with relatively substan-
tial deviations from quasi-symmetry, the traveling wave
structure is quite robust. Under the traveling wave as-
sumption, the equations are reduced to ODEs anyway, so
we focused on the ODE discovery problem. Future work
can try to use pySINDy for PDE identification in regimes
where significant deviations from traveling wave behav-
ior are observed, which might require configurations quite
far from quasi-symmetry.
Next, we use pySINDy to discover the underlying

ODEs that govern B on a flux surface. To that end, a
sequentially thresholded least squares algorithm [87, 88]
was used for the fitting, with a cost function that pro-
motes sparsity in the data fit. For each magnetic con-
figuration’s flux surface, the B against l profiles of mul-
tiple field lines spanning the surface were used as train-
ing data. The quantity (∂ℓB)2 on a flux surface was fit



16

FIG. 13. B on a magnetic surface parameterised by l and t

FIG. 14. (∂lB)2 as a function of B on two surfaces, on configurations at three different mean rotational transforms. Only at
low rotational transform and far away from the axis, as in d), is a cubic a poor fit.

against a linear combination of terms from a ‘feature li-
brary,’ chosen here to be a selection of polynomial terms,
with the model parameters as the coefficients. Since the
KdV and Gardner’s equation, together with the traveling
waveform, lead to cubic and quartic polynomials, using
the polynomial basis in pySINDy was a natural choice. A

range of models was produced at varying sparsity param-
eters; the models were then tested on data from magnetic
field lines not used in the training data. For sparsity pa-
rameters that were too large, it was found that there was
a sharp drop in the success of the fit as too many terms
were dropped; we chose the pySINDy model before this
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FIG. 15. (∂lB)2 as a function of B on the outermost surface, on configurations at three different mean rotational transforms
selected from the QUASR database. Only at low rotational transform and far away from the axis, as in a), is a cubic a poor
fit.
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FIG. 16. The coefficient of determination on the outermost
surface, for different parameterizations of (∂lB)2 as a function
of B, across the Buller configurations, where each configura-
tion has a different mean rotational transform.

drop in performance. This is a version of hyperparameter
scanning to find the Pareto-optimal fit (optimal tradeoff
of model complexity versus model accuracy) to the data.

In Fig. 14, we demonstrate the outcome of the
pySINDy fit to (∂ℓB)2 on a flux surface for three rep-
resentative configurations. A cubic was a good fit for all
the configurations on flux surfaces sufficiently close to the
axis, as expected from the NAE analysis. We see in Fig.
15 that the shapes from the Giuliani configurations are
similar to those of the Buller configurations.

For configurations with low mean rotational transform,
a cubic was no longer the best model on the outermost
surfaces (see Figures 16 and 17); pySINDy indicated that
a quartic was an effective fit on such surfaces. We also
see that a quintic performs well. However, within the
error range, the benefit of using a quintic is very marginal
compared to the quartic, as demonstrated clearly in Figs.
16 and 17. In Fig. 18, we see that the deviation from

the mean from many pySINDy models generated by sub-
sampling is small. This provides additional evidence that
cubic models fit the data extremely well, except near the
plasma boundary in low-iota configurations, for which
a quartic correction is robustly picked up during model
identification.
Finally, the evolution of the roots in the representative

sample configurations and surfaces is shown in Fig. 19.
For the cubic case described by KdV, there are three real
roots, as we discussed earlier in Section VI. The case
for low ι, described by Gardner’s equation, on the other
hand, can have two real and two complex conjugate roots
owing to its quartic nature. In the leftmost panel of Fig.
19, we show the two real roots of the quartic (∂ℓB)2 given
by the maximum and the minimum of B on a flux surface
s and the other pair of complex conjugate roots.

VIII. DISCUSSIONS

In summary, we have demonstrated that periodic soli-
ton solutions of the KdV equation lead to a broad class
of excellent quasisymmetric B. We have done so by em-
ploying three different approaches. In the first approach,
we reformulate the QS problem as a free-surface prob-
lem. The inner (closer to the axis) solution is assumed
to be the second-order NAE solution, which has been
demonstrated to capture essential features of even low-
aspect-ratio practical designs. The outer free-surface so-
lution is then constructed by considering the length scale
over which the magnetic shear varies. We can perturba-
tively solve the overdetermination problem by ensuring
compatibility of the force balance and the QS condition.
Our results show that shear is constrained to have an op-
timum value by the overdetermination problem and the
magnetic field strength. The field strength must also sat-
isfy the KdV equation, a well-known integrable PDE. We
can also obtain Gardner’s equation for small values of the
rotational transform.
In the second approach, we show that under three very

general assumptions, namely, periodicity in ℓ, analyticity
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FIG. 17. The coefficient of determination as a function of the surface, for three different mean rotational transforms, for
different parameterizations of (∂lB)2 as a function of B.
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FIG. 18. 200 pySINDy models for each shown configuration
and surface were produced, each which sampled, with replace-
ment, 60% of 1600 available points on each flux surface. For
each model, the standard deviation spread of the coefficients
(normalized by the mean) is plotted.

of B, and the existence of a nontrivial TW frame, we can
motivate why QS naturally leads to the KdV or Gard-
ner’s equation for the magnetic field strength. The es-
sential property is the Painlevé property, which ensures
B stays single-valued. Several results follow from the
connection between QS and the KdV equation.

Firstly, the description of a class of precisely quasisym-
metric B can be reduced to understanding the behavior
of the roots Bi of a cubic polynomial. These roots cor-
respond to extrema or saddle points of B on a surface.
In particular, B, which satisfies the periodic KdV equa-
tion, is the potential of the periodic Schrodinger equation
where Bi’s are related to the endpoints of the band gap
[9, 30]. Since the spectrum of KdV is time-independent,
the roots do not depend on time. This confirms the well-
known statement that the extrema or saddle points of
B depend only on the flux label in QS [11]. Moreover,
the free-surface approach showed that BX is a function
of the shear. Therefore, the invariance of BX on a flux
surface effectively implies that the rotational transform

ι(ψ) must be independent of the field line label (time). In
other words, QS leads to an integrable field line Hamilto-
nian, which preserves nested flux surfaces [11]. Further-
more, since various aspects of the flux surface shaping
can be deduced [12] from the Fourier coefficients of B,
the hidden lower dimensionality is beneficial for under-
standing shaping. A similar hidden lower dimensionality
is found in the description of the curvature of isodynamic
magnetic field lines [28]. We repeat for mphasis that
these hidden lower dimensionalities in the field strength
or geometry are a direct consequence of the underlying
soliton dynamics: the KdV equation in the case of QS
and vortex filament equation in the case of isodynamic
fields.
Secondly, the hierarchy of quasisymmetric invariants,

as given by (17), can be understood in terms of the hi-
erarchy of the conserved quantities of the KdV equation.
Evolution under the KdV equation guarantees the field-
line independence of these quantities.
Thirdly, we can estimate the maximum toroidal vol-

ume QS allows solely from the properties of the roots and
independent of any particular geometry. The overlap of
the third root with the second signals the breakdown of
periodicity of B, as demonstrated numerically. At this
radius, a separatrix could form, which could potentially
be used as the basis for a non-resonant divertor [41, 42].
Finally, the connection length can be much larger than

the major radius, typically assumed in the literature. A
longer connection length may have important implica-
tions for linear and nonlinear stability in devices with
QS.
Our third approach is data-driven. Utilizing the vast

amount of data on quasisymmetric equilibria generated
in [36] and the QUASR database [37], and the state-of-
the-art tool pySINDy, which uses sparse regression tech-
niques to discover underlying models, we recover KdV
and Gardner’s equation. Thus, the Painlevé property
that demands that (∂ℓB)2 can be at most a quartic in
B is verified accurately. This data-driven approach has
the advantage that it can be applied to any configura-
tion (including when quasi-symmetry is not relevant) to
find low-dimensional ODE or PDE models underlying the
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FIG. 19. (∂lB)2 is fit to a polynomial of B across all flux surfaces – a cubic in all cases except a), which is fit to a quartic as
per Fig. 14. Shown is the evolution of the roots.

data.
Given the well-known robust stability of soliton so-

lutions [89], the spectral stability of the cnoidal waves
[90], and the robustness of the single-valuedness crite-
rion, which led to the Painlevé property, perhaps explain
why any numerical optimizer trying to find good QS us-
ing the 2-term form or the triple product form will most
likely find only cubic or quartic terms in (∂ℓB)2.
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Appendix A: The QS condition u ·∇B = 0 in Clebsch
variables

In the Clebsch coordinates (ψ, α, ℓ) with B ·∇ℓ = B,
the operators B ·∇,u ·∇ take the form

B ·∇ = B∂ℓ, u ·∇ = u ·∇α ∂α + u ·∇ℓ ∂ℓ (A1)

It follows from the expression for u given in (3) that
u ·∇α = −1. Defining H ≡ u ·∇ℓ, we can express the
QS condition u ·∇B = 0 as

u ·∇B = −∂αB +H∂ℓB = 0. (A2)

We can use the fact that the commutator [u·∇,B·∇] = 0
and the QS condition (A2) to show that

∂ℓH = 0, i.e., H = H(ψ, α). (A3)

In axisymmetry, the expressions for the vectors B,u
in standard cylindrical coordinates (R,ϕ, z) are given by

B = F (ψ)∇ϕ+∇ϕ×∇ψ, u = R2∇ϕ, (A4)

where ι, ψ denotes the rotational transform and the
poloidal flux. It is convenient to define a flux coor-
dinate [51] (ψ, θ, ϕ) such that the Jacobian 1/

√
g =

∇ψ × ∇θ · ∇ϕ = F/R2. In the flux coordinates, we
have

B = ∇ψ ×∇α, α = ι−1θ − ϕ, (A5a)

B ·∇ =
1
√
g
(∂ϕ + ι∂θ), u ·∇ = ∂ϕ. (A5b)

It is easy to check that B · ∇,u · ∇ commute since
∂ϕ

√
g = 0 in axisymmetry.

Now, we go to the Clebsch coordinates (ψ, α, ℓ) to ex-
press H in terms of the flux coordinate system we just
introduced. The quantity ℓ can be determined by the
following ODE describing a field line

dℓ

B
=

dϕ

B ·∇ϕ
=

dθ

B ·∇θ
. (A6)

Utilizing dθ = ιdϕ,B ·∇ϕ = 1/
√
g and integrating along

the field line keeping ψ, α fixed, we get

ℓ =
1

ι

∫
ψ,α

B
√
gdθ, (A7)
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upto an overall function h(ψ, α), which can be set to zero
by appropriately choosing the lower bound of the inte-
gral. Changing the coordinates from (ψ, θ, ϕ) to (ψ, α, θ)
such that

ϕ = ι−1θ − α, B ·∇ = (ι/
√
g)∂θ, u ·∇ = −∂α, (A8)

we can calculate the quantities B ·∇ℓ and u ·∇ℓ. It is
easily checked that B ·∇ℓ = B as it should be. On the
other hand, u·∇ℓ and hence H vanishes since a perfectly
axisymmetric B and

√
g depend only on ψ, θ.

A similar analysis can be carried out in standard
Boozer coordinates (ψ, ϑB , ϕB) [27] where

B = ∇ψ ×∇ϑB + ιN∇ϕB ×∇ψ, (A9a)

B = (G+NI)∇ϕB + I∇ϑB +K∇ψ, (A9b)

1/
√
g = B2/(G+ ιI), ιN = ι−N (A9c)

If B is quasisymmetric, B = B(ψ, ϑB) in the Boozer
coordinate. Following the same steps as before, we obtain
in (ψ, α, ϑB) coordinates

B ·∇ =
ιN√
g
∂ϑB

, u ·∇ = −∂α, (A10a)

ℓ =
1

ιN

∫
α

√
gBdϑB . (A10b)

If QS is perfect, u · ∇ℓ would perfectly vanish because
the Jacobian of Boozer coordinates is a function of B
and flux. However, for an approximately quasisymmetric
system, the Jacobian depends on α. Consequently, the
u ·∇ℓ term does not vanish and can introduce a nonzero
α dependent H.

Appendix B: Derivation of the KdV equation for
vacuum quasisymmetric B in slab geometry

We now present a detailed derivation of the KdV equa-
tion in slab geometry. There are several steps in the
calculation and we shall present them in the following
subsections. First, we show the consistency of (24c) with
the two-term form of QS. Second, we derive the relation
between (ψ, α, ℓ) and the Cartesian coordinates. Third,
we derive the expressions for H. Finally, we expand the
GB and the KBC equations order by order.

1. Equivalence of (24c) and the two-term form of
QS

We first point out the equivalence of (24c) to the two-
term relation. Since the QS condition has not appeared
directly in the form (24c) to the best of our knowledge,
let us point out its relation to one of the standard forms
of QS. To impose QS on the vacuum field, we can use the
two-term form (4). We find that

∇ψ ×∇
(
Φ+

F (ψ)

G0
α

)
·∇B = 0 (B1)

Thus, for vacuum fields B satisfies a travelling-wave-like
solution [50] in (Φ, α) of the form [50]

B = B(Φ + αF (ψ)/G0, ψ) (B2)

Equivalently, B = B(ϑ, ψ) in Boozer coordinates.
On the other hand, eliminating H from (24c) using

(13) we find that

{Φ+ αF (ψ)/G0, B}(α,ℓ) = 0 ⇔ {ϑB , B}(α,ℓ) = 0 (B3)

where {, } denotes the usual Poisson bracket with respect
to (α, ℓ). Therefore, (24c) is equivalent to the two-term
form, while its ℓ derivative yields the relation (12). Equa-
tion (B3) also implies the equivalence of the TWs (7) and
(16) in the Boozer and Clebsch coordinate systems.

2. Derivation of (31)

Next, we focus on the derivation of the (α, ℓ) deriva-
tives. We shall use normalized variables for the deriva-
tions. We shall also use the fact that Φ,z = O(ϵ) from
(30). Starting from the relation

dℓ

B
=

dx

Φ,x
=

dy

Φ,y
=

dz

Φ,z
(B4)

we find that

ℓ =

∫
dx

√
1 +

(
Φ,y
Φ,x

)2

+

(
Φ,z
Φ,x

)2

ℓ ≈
∫
dx

(
1 +

ϵ2

2
(φ2
,y + φ2

,x)

)
= x+O(ϵ2). (B5)

To obtain ∂ℓ we use the fact that in (ψ, α, ℓ) coordinates
B ·∇ = B∂ℓ. Thus,

∂ℓ =
1

B
(Φ,x∂x +Φ,y∂y +Φ,z∂z) (B6)

A further simplification is possible due to the fact that

B = |∇Φ| =
√

(1 + ϵφ,x)2 + ϵ2φ2
,y + ϵ2φ2

,z

≈ 1 + ϵφ,x +
ϵ2

2
φ2
,y. (B7)

With the help of above, we find that

∂ℓ =
1

1 + (ϵ2/2)φ2
,y

(∂x + ϵφ,y∂y + φ,z∂z +O(ϵ2)) (B8)

Note that since φ,z = O(ϵ), the ϵ2φ2
,z term in (B7) is

O(ϵ4), whereas the φ,z∂z term in (B8) is O(ϵ). Hence we
drop the former but not the latter. Also, note that in
(B8) the O(ϵ2) terms have y, z derivatives in them and
when we calculate ∂ℓΦ, they do not contribute to O(ϵ2)
since Φ = x+O(ϵ).
To derive ∂α we shall make use of the fact that ℓ is

essentially x up to O(ϵ2). We also note that ∂α is only
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needed on the uppermost surface, where ψ = z − ϵη.
Thus,

∂α =
1

B
∇ℓ×∇ψ ·∇ (B9)

≈ x̂× (ẑ − ϵη,y
√
ϵŷ)

1 + ϵφ,x
·∇ = − (∂y + ϵη,y∂z)

1 + ϵφ,x

3. Calculation of H(ψ, α)

We shall calculate H from the derivatives of B using
the expression for H (13), the expression for B (B7) and
the (α, ℓ) derivatives (31). Thus,

H =

(
1 + ϵ2

2 φ
2
,y

)
(∂y + ϵη,y∂z)

(
φ,x +

ϵ
2φ

2
,y

)
(1 + ϵφ,x) (∂x + ϵφ,y∂y + φ,z∂z)

(
φ,x +

ϵ
2φ

2
,y

)
≈ (φ,xy + ϵφ,yφ,yy)

(1 + ϵφ,x)(φ,xx + 2ϵφ,yφ,xy)
(B10)

=
φ,xy
φ,xx

+ ϵ

(
φ,yφ,yy
φ,xx

− φ,xy
φ,xx

(
φ,x + 2φ,y

φ,xy
φ,xx

))
Note that the φ,z terms do not enter because φ,z = O(ϵ).

4. Generalized Bernoulli equation order by order

The GB equation (24c) implies

−ϵφ,y
1 + ϵφ,x

+ (H0 + ϵH1)(1 + ϵφ,x) + q0 + ϵηq1 = 0

(B11)

Collecting powers of ϵ we get

H0 + q0 = 0, (−φ,y +H1 +H0φ,x + ηq1) = 0. (B12)

The conditionH0+q0 = 0 together with the expression of
H0 from (B10) yields the TW solution φ = A = A(ξ, Y )
with ξ = x − q0y, Y = ϵy. Simplifying H1 with the help
of the TW solution leads to

H1 = q0A,ξ(1 + q20). (B13)

Substitution of (B13) into (B12) results in the following
equation for η

−η q1
q0

= (1 + q20)A,ξ. (B14)

5. Kinematic boundary condition order by order

The KBC is obtained from the equation ∇Φ ·∇ψ = 0
with B = ∇Φ, ψ = z − ϵη and is given by

φ,z = ϵη,x(1 + ϵφ,x) + ϵ2φ,yη,y (B15)

Owing to the fact that φ,z = O(ϵ), we need to evaluate
both sides to keep the O(ϵ2) term in φ. We also need to
keep both the scales y, Y in ∇2

⊥,

∇2
⊥ → ∂2x + (∂y + ϵ∂Y )

2 = ∇2
⊥ + 2ϵ∂Y ∂y + ϵ2∂2Y (B16)

Finally, we note that (B15) has to be evaluated at z =
1 + ϵη.
Starting with

φ = A− ϵ
z2

2!
∇2

⊥A+ ϵ2
z4

4!
∇4

⊥A, (B17)

we find that the left side of the equation (B15) to be

φ,z = ϵ
(
−(1 + ϵη)∇2

⊥A+
ϵ

6
∇4

⊥A
)

(B18)

Similarly, the right side of (B15) correct to O(ϵ2) is

ϵ (η,x + ϵ (η,xA,ξ − q0A,ξη,y)) (B19)

Equating both sides of (B15) we obtain

O(1) : (η,x +∇2
⊥A) = 0 (B20)

O(ϵ) : 2q0A,Y ξ = η∇2
⊥A+ (η,ξ − q0η,y)A,ξ −

1

6
∇4

⊥A

The TW frame and the TW form of A leads to the fol-
lowing simplifications

∂x = ∂ξ, ∂y = −q0∂ξ + ϵ∂Y , ∇2
⊥A = (1 + q20)A,ξξ

(B21)

Thus, (B20) yields

η = −(1 + q20)A,ξ, (B22)

and

2q0
(1 + q20)

2
A,Y ξ − ∂ξ

(
A,ξ

η

1 + q20

)
+

1

6
∂4ξA = 0 (B23)

Substituting (B22) in (B23) we get

2q0
(1 + q20)

2
A,Y ξ + 2A,ξA,ξξ +

1

6
∂4ξA = 0 (B24)

Using B̃ = Aξ we get the KdV equation for B̃ given in
(40).
For the subsidiary expansion in C(1) given in (45),

(B23) takes the form

2q0
(1 + q20)

2
B̃,Y +

(
2B̃ − 3C(1)(1 + q20)B̃

2
)
B̃,ξ +

1

6
∂3ξ B̃ = 0.

(B25)

Appendix C: Derivation of the KdV equation for
vacuum quasisymmetric B in general geometry

We shall first assume complete orthogonality of the
(Φs, ψs, αs) coordinates to simplify the calculations in
C 1. Then in C 2 we drop the orthogonality requirement.
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1. Orthogonal Boozer Coordinates

Proceeding under the orthogonality assumption and
the other assumptions of Section III B, we now define

x =

∫
dΦs
Bs

, y = −
∫

dαs
|∇αs|

, z =

∫
dψs
|∇ψs|

, (C1)

t̂ =
Bs

Bs
, ŷ = − ∇αs

|∇αs|
, ẑ =

∇ψs
|∇ψs|

.

The lower bounds of the integrals in (C1) are arbitrary.
For the case of x, this freedom is analogous to the arbi-
trariness in choosing the origin of ℓ = 0, which also leads
to an arbitrariness in the definition of H as discussed in
Section II.

We shall use the same normalization as in the slab case
(27). In the (Φs, y, z) coordinates,

∇ = ẑ
1√
ϵ
∂z + ŷ∂y + t̂Bs∂Φs (C2)

Applying the gradient to Φ given in (48), we obtain

B = B∥t̂+ ϵŷφ,y +
√
ϵφ,zẑ, B∥ = Bs(1 + ϵφ,Φs)

B ·∇ = B∥Bs∂Φs
+ ϵφ,y∂y + φ,z∂z (C3)

The QS problem can now be formulated exactly as in
(24). The system corresponding to (29) with the choice
z = 0 on the innermost layer of the outer region, and
z = 1 + ϵη on the free-surface ψ = ψs − ϵη, reads(

B2
s∂

2
Φs

+ ∂2y + ϵ−1∂2z
)
φ = 0 (0 ≤ z ≤ 1 + ϵη) (C4a)

∂zφ = 0 (z = 0) (C4b)

∂α|ℓ Φ+H∂ℓΦ+ q = 0 (z = 1 + ϵη) (C4c)

|∇ψs|φ,z = ϵBsη,Φs
B∥ + ϵ2φ,yη,y (z = 1 + ϵη). (C4d)

Note that the QS condition (C4c) is the relation u ·
∇Φ = F (ψ)/G0 written in terms of (ψ, α, ℓ) coordinates
as before.

The expressions for the analog of (31) and (32) are

ℓ = x+O(ϵ2), ∂ℓ = ∂ℓs +
φ,x
B∥

∂x + ϵ
φ,y
B∥

∂y +O(ϵ2)

∂α =
∂αs + ϵη,αs∂ψs

B∥/Bs
, H0 = −∂αsBs

∂ℓsBs
(C5)

H1

H0
= −φ,Φs

− φy
B∥

∂yBs
∂xBs

+
Bs

H0∂xBs
(∂αs

+H0∂x)φ,Φs

The derivation of the above quantities are parallel to the
slab geometry. Therefore, we omit the details and fo-
cus on the differences due to the geometries. The small
differences between the two geometries follow from the
fact that the lowest order B is a constant in the slab ge-
ometry, which is not the case in general geometry. As
a result, the expressions for H are different. In particu-
lar, in the slab geometry we had to keep corrections up
tp O(ϵ2) since derivatives of B vanished to lowest order.
Here, O(ϵ) terms suffice, making the analysis easier.

Proceeding with the solutions of (C4), we find that φ
has the same form as the slab geometry solution (30).
Next, evaluating the QS condition (C4c) to lowest order
we find

∂αsΦs +H0∂xΦs + q0 = 0, ∂αsBs +H0∂xBs = 0, (C6)

which leads to the following solutions for Bs,Φs in
(ℓs, αs) variables

Bs = Bs(ξ), ξ = x−
∫
H0dαs

Φs = −q0αs + B−1
s (ξ). (C7)

Equation (C7) captures the essence of QS. It shows that
B to lowest order is a TW, in both (αs, x) and (Φs, αs)
variables, i.e.,

Bs = Bs(ξ) = Bs(Φs + q0αs). (C8)

Since the TW property of B is true nonperturbatively as
well, it implies that B∥ and therefore φ,Φs must also be
TWs of the form (C8). Integrating over Φs we find that
φ must itself be a TW. Thus, the slab geometry solution
(B17) then reads

φ = A(ξ, ϵY )− ϵz2

2

(
∂2x + ∂2y

)
A+O(ϵ2)

= A− ϵz2

2
(1 +H2

0 |∇αs|2)A,xx +O(ϵ2). (C9)

Here, Y = ϵy is a longer length scale in y and we have
used

∂y = |∇αs|∂αs
, ∂αs

ξ = −H0∂xξ. (C10)

The TW property of Bs, φ helps simplify the expres-
sion of H1 to

H1 = −H0

Bs
(1 + |∇αs|2H2

0 )φ,ξ (C11)

analogous to (B13) from the slab case. Note that unlike
the slab limit, H0 is not necessarily −q0. Finally, the
expression for η (analogous to (B14)) obtained from the
O(ϵ) QS condition (C4c), is given by

−q1
q0
η1 = (1 +H2

0 |∇αs|2)
φ,ξ
Bs

(C12)

Next, we turn to the KBC (C4d). We can rewrite
(C4d) as

|∇ψs|φ,z = ϵη,x(Bs1 + ϵφ,x) + ϵ2φ,yη,y (z = 1 + ϵη).
(C13)

To O(ϵ) (C13) leads to

ϵη,x =
|∇ψs|
Bs

φ,z (C14)
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Substituting the expression for φ (C9) in (C14) we get

−η =
|∇ψs|
Bs

(1 + |∇αs|2H2
0 )Aξ (C15)

Thus, the compatibility between QS (C12) and force-
balance (C15) yields a specific value of q1/q0 (analogous
to (38))

q1 = q0|∇ψs|. (C16)

From O(ϵ2), proceeding just as in the slab geometry case,
we obtain the KdV equation for Aξ

C1A,Y ξ + C2AξA,ξξ +
1

6
C3∂

4
ξA = 0

C1 =
2q̂

C3
, C2 = 1 +

|∇ψs|
Bs

C3, (C17)

C3 = (1 + q̂2), q̂ = H0|∇αs|

By assumption Bs varies only weakly. Therefore, by con-
struction B ≈ Bs + ϵAξ also satisfies the KdV equation.
The weakly varying assumption on Bs can be relaxed but
we leave that details to future work. In fact, the NAE
description of Bs is indeed consistent with the KdV equa-
tion, as shown in Section V. Finally, the modification
for small ι can be done using a subsidiary expansion of
(C12). We omit the details because it parallels the slab
geometry description.

2. Non-orthogonal Boozer Coordinates

We shall now consider generic Boozer coordinates that
are non-orthogonal. We choose the orthogonal triad
(x̂, ŷ, ẑ) such that x̂ is aligned with the unit vector t̂
along the magnetic field Bs. Let λ be the angle that
characterize the non-orthogonality of the system and is
defined by

sin 2λ = − ∇ψs ·∇αs
|∇ψs||∇αs|

. (C18)

In terms of λ we have

∇ψs
|∇ψs|

= cosλẑ + sinλŷ (C19)

∇αs
|∇αs|

= − cosλŷ − sinλẑ

The magnetic field, given by Bs = ∇ψs ×∇αs, yields

Bs = Bsẑ, Bs = |∇ψs||∇αs| cos 2λ (C20)

Expressions (C19) and (C20) determine the the covariant
basis vectors

e1 = ∇ψs, e2 = ∇αs, e3 = Bsẑ (C21)

The Jacobian of the (ψs, αs,Φs) system is J−1 = B2
s The

contravariant vectors [51] are easily seen to be

e1 =
|∇αs|
Bs

(ẑ cosλ− ŷ sinλ), e3 =
ẑ

Bs

e2 =
|∇ψs|
Bs

(−ŷ cosλ+ ẑ sinλ) (C22)

The basis vectors are related to each other through

e1 =
Bs|∇ψs|
cos 2λ

(
1

|∇ψs|
e1 − sin 2λ

e2
|∇αs|

)
, e3 = B2

se3

e2 =
Bs|∇ψs|
cos 2λ

(
1

|∇ψs|
e2 − sin 2λ

e1
|∇αs|

)
(C23)

Using the basis vectors and the relation ship between
them (C23) we find

∇φ =Bsφ,Φs
(C24)

+ |∇ψs|e1
(

1√
ϵ
φ,ψs

|∇ψs| − φ,αs
|∇αs| sin 2λ

)
+ |∇αs|e2

(
− sin 2λ

1√
ϵ
φ,ψs |∇ψs|+ φ,αs |∇αs|

)
.

Using the same definitions of (x, y, z) as in (C1) we can
show that the Laplacian is now given by

∇2φ =
1

ϵ
φ,zz + φ,yy + 2 sin 2λ

1√
ϵ
φ,yz +B2

s∂
2
Φs
φ.

(C25)

The solution of (C25) can be seen to be of the form

φ = A(x, y) + ϵφ1 + ϵ3/2φ3h + ϵ2φ2

−φ1 =
z2

2!
(∂2x + ∂2y)A, φ2 =

z4

4!
(∂2x + ∂2y)

2A

−∂2zφ3h = 2 sin 2λ∂2yzφ1 (C26)

Thus, we see that the effect of the non-orthogonality is
mainly to produce an off-diagonal term in the Laplacian
(C25), which leads to a fractional power O(ϵ3/2) term
φ3h. The effect of non-orthogonality on φ is seen to be
small compared to the O(ϵ) correction. Moreover, be-
cause of the odd fractional power, φ3h does not change
φ1, φ2, which enters into the QS condition and the KdV
equation. Thus, φ3h is a correction term that is com-
pletely determined by A and does not couple back to the
quantities of interest.
Next we calculate B · ∇ and the (α, ℓ) derivatives.

From (C24) it follows that

dx

B∥
=

dz

φ,z +
√
ϵφ,y sin 2λ

=
dy

ϵφ,y +
√
ϵφ,z sin 2λ

(C27)

leading to

ℓ = x+ ϵℓ1 +O(ϵ3/2) ℓ1 ≡
∫

dx

B2
s

sin2 2λ

2
φ2
,y (C28)
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Due to the O(ϵ) correction in ℓ as compared to O(ϵ2)
in the orthogonal case (C5), ∂α has a correction of O(ϵ)
driven by the non-orthogonality

∂α =
Bs
B∥

(
∂αs

+ ϵη,αs
∂ψ + ϵ{ , ℓ1}(αs,x)

)
+O(ϵ3/2)

(C29)

In the calculation of the QS condition (34) we need ∂α
to first order. Therefore, the non-orthogonal correction
is relevant. However, the correction term is in the form
of a Poisson bracket. Fortunately, due to the TW form
of φ,B, this term cancels out.
Therefore, we find that although there are differences

in the orthogonal and the non-orthogonal Boozer coor-
dinates approach, the conclusions drawn from using the
orthogonal approach are not changed within the required
precision.

Appendix D: Derivation of D(ψ) in equation (12)

We present here the derivation of the function D(ψ),
which appears in(

∂B

∂ℓ

)2

= D(ψ)(BM −B)(B −Bm)(B −BX), (12)

in terms of the roots BM (ψ), Bm(ψ), BX(ψ), ι(ψ), the
rotational transform, and the quasihelicity N [11, 27].
For the derivation, we shall utilize the following facts.

Firstly, B is periodic with period L(ψ). Thus, B(ℓ) =
B(ℓ+L(ψ)). Secondly, the average

∮
Bdℓ is a flux func-

tion. To show this, we use Boozer coordinates (ψ, ϑ, ϕ)
[27], where the Jacobian is given by

B ·∇ϑ = ιN
B2

G(ψ) + ι(ψ)I(ψ)
, ιN = ι(ψ)−N. (D1)

Note that G(ψ), I(ψ) are flux functions related to the
poloidal and toroidal currents. [11] Since B · ∇ = B∂ℓ
in (ψ, α, ℓ), (D1) takes the form

∂ϑ

∂ℓ
= ιN

B

G+ ιI
. (D2)

Integrating (D2) with respect to ℓ from 0 to L and noting
that the net change in the Boozer angle ϑ is 2π, we get∫ L

0

Bdℓ = 2π
G+ ιI

ιN
. (D3)

Finally, we shall need some basic identities satisfied by
elliptic functions (see Appendix A of [30]). In particular,
we shall use

dn(z,m) = dn(z + 2K(m),m)

dn2(z,m) = 1−m+mcn2(z,m)∫ K(m)

0

dn2(u,m)du = E(m), (D4)

where dn(z,m), cn(z,m) are standard Jacobi elliptic
functions, and K(m), E(m) are the complete elliptic in-
tegrals of the first and second kind.[30]
We are now in a position to derive an expression for

D(ψ). To simplify the derivation, we shall work in the
frame of reference where ∂αB = 0 (see discussion under
(3)). In this frame, the solution to (12) is

B = BX + (BM −BX)dn2

(√
BM −BX

2

√
D
2
ℓ,m

)
,

m =
BM −Bm
BM −BX

, 0 ≤ m ≤ 1, (D5)

which follows from (13),(15) and (D4).
From the periodicity of B and the Jacobi elliptic func-

tion dn (D4), it follows that

√
DL(ψ) = 4K(m)√

BM −BX
. (D6)

Moreover, integrating (D5) over ℓ we obtain∫ L

0

Bdℓ = L

(
BX + (BM −BX)

E(m)

K(m)

)
(D7)

Combining together the two different expressions of the∮
Bdℓ given by (D3) and (D7), and using the relation

between D and L from (D6), we finally obtain

√
D =

ιN
G+ ιI

K(m)

π/2

(
BX + (BM −BX)E(m)

K(m)

)
√
BM −BX

(D8)

Appendix E: Additional configurations that satisfy
the integrated KdV equation (12)

Here, we present figures similar to Figs. 1 and 3 in the
main text, using data from different stellarator devices.
The precise QA configuration with larger negative

shear in Fig. 21 was obtained by a series of optimiza-
tions starting from the precise QA.[4] Specifically, we
start from the same objective function used to optimize
the precise QA, and the precise QA configuration itself.
The mean shear ¯̂s was extracted from the precise QA
configuration, and a new least-squares term (¯̂s− ¯̂s∗)

2 was
added to the objective function, where the target value
for mean shear ¯̂s∗ is taken to be slightly different from
the extracted value. This new objective is then optimized
locally, using the precise QA as the initial state. This
ensures that the additional least-squares term is almost
zero, so the precise QA is approximately an optimum to
the modified objective function. Hence, the new local
optimum can be expected to be close to the initial con-
figuration. This process is then repeated starting from
the slightly modified optimum, each step generating a
similar equilibrium with a slightly different mean shear.
Mean shear is here defined as b/ῑ, where b is the result of
fitting a first-order polynomial a+ bs to the iota profile,
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where s is the normalized toroidal flux; ῑ is the rotational
transform averaged over all radii. The mean shear in the
original precise QA is about −0.018, and we incremented
the target negative shear in steps of 0.005.
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FIG. 20. The value of (dB/dℓ)2 on the outermost flux surface
in the precise QH [4] as a function of B, alongside a cubic
polynomial fit (a), and the errors of quadratic, cubic, and
quartic fits on each flux surface (b). Panel (c) shows the
behavior of the roots in the precise QH.
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FIG. 21. The value of (dB/dℓ)2 on the outermost flux surface
in a precise QA version with average shear -0.08 as a function
of B, alongside a cubic polynomial fit (a), and the errors of
quadratic, cubic, and quartic fits on each flux surface (b).
Panel (c) shows the behavior of the roots in this version of
the precise QA.
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FIG. 22. The value of (dB/dℓ)2 on the outermost flux surface
in a precise QA version with average shear 0.04 as a function
of B, alongside a cubic polynomial fit (a), and the errors of
quadratic, cubic, and quartic fits on each flux surface (b).
Panel (c) shows the behavior of the roots in this version of
the precise QA.
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FIG. 23. The value of (dB/dℓ)2 on the outermost flux surface
in the QA equilibrium that was used in Fig. 2 in the main
text as a function of B, alongside a cubic polynomial fit (a),
and the errors of quadratic, cubic, and quartic fits on each
flux surface (b). Panel (c) shows the behavior of the roots in
this QA equilibrium.
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FIG. 24. The value of (dB/dℓ)2 on the outermost flux surface
in a QA equilibrium similar to that in Fig. 23 as a function
of B, alongside a cubic polynomial fit (a), and the errors of
quadratic, cubic, and quartic fits on each flux surface (b).
Panel (c) shows the behavior of the roots in this QA equilib-
rium.

We show equilibria that were not derived from the pre-
cise QA/QH in Figures 23 and 24. Instead, they were
only optimized for quasisymmetry on the outermost flux
surface, with the quasisymmetry degrading as the axis
is approached. For both cases, the ratio of symmetry-
breaking modes to quasisymmetric modes near the axis
is ∼ 10−3. While this may seem a small value, the re-
sulting ripple creates enough noise in the (dB/dℓ)2 vs. B
plot to render it meaningless, and the error for all fits is
∼ 1 in that region. The symmetry-breaking modes were
filtered out when calculating the roots shown in panels
(c). Note that the equilibrium shown in Fig. 23 is the
same one used in Fig. 2 in the main text.
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