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Abstract.

Exhausting the power from the hot fusion core to the plasma facing components is

one of fusion’s biggest challenges. The MAST Upgrade tokamak uniquely integrates

strong containment of neutrals within the exhaust area (divertor), away from the hot

fusion core, with extreme divertor shaping. This enables improving power exhaust

through long-legged divertors with a high magnetic field gradient (total flux expansion).

This study shows compelling MAST-U results for the improved power exhaust of long-

legged, totally flux expanded, divertors, without any adverse impact to the hot fusion

core, representing a significant step forward in addressing the fusion power exhaust

challenge. Our comparative analysis of various divertor shapes demonstrates that even

modest adjustments can significantly enhance exhaust performance while preserving core
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plasma performance. Through novel analysis, we attribute the reductions in particle

and power loads to the expanded plasma-neutral interaction volume within long-legged

divertors, in agreement with reduced models and simulation results. Strong segregation

of neutrals enables the benefits of long-legged, totally flux expanded, divertors to

be retrieved. Our study underscores the critical role of strategic divertor shaping

in enhancing exhaust performance, stability and core-edge integration; signifying an

essential advancement towards sustainable fusion energy.

Keywords: Nuclear Fusion; Tokamak; Alternative Divertor Configurations; MAST

Upgrade; Super-X divertor; Plasma detachment

1. Addressing the power exhaust challenge in nuclear fusion: exploring

alternative divertor configurations

The pursuit of nuclear fusion as a sustainable energy source faces a significant hurdle:

power exhaust [1, 2]. In this study, we present experimental findings from the MAST

Upgrade tokamak aimed at addressing this critical challenge.

In magnetic confinement fusion, encompassing tokamaks and stellarators [3], the

fusion plasma is confined within nested, closed flux surfaces. However, the heat and

particles generated within the plasma are expelled into the open flux surfaces forming

the Scrape-Off Layer (Figure 1). Using coils to introduce a magnetic null (’X-point’),

the heat and particle fluxes following the open field lines are redirected into a dedicated

region - ’the divertor’ (Figure 1). The narrow SOL width results in immense target heat

fluxes (150 MW/m2 for the DEMO reactor design [1,2]), far exceeding engineering limits

(5-10 MW/m2 [1, 2]) if unmitigated. Compact reactor designs like STEP, SPARC, and

ARC [4–6] face an even larger power exhaust challenge.

Plasma detachment is crucial to mitigate these heat fluxes and occurs at electron

temperatures ≤ 5 eV. A collection of plasma-atom/molecule interactions result in

simultaneous power, particle, and momentum losses (see Methods section); reducing ion

target fluxes and physically ’detaching’ the ’hot’, ionising plasma (> 4 eV) from the target.

Advanced spectroscopic analysis techniques [7] can reveal the interactions at play, showing

that Molecular Activated Recombination (MAR) and Electron-Ion Recombination (EIR)

form downstream of the ionisation region after detachment (Figure 1(c,d)).

Uncertainties persist whether target heat fluxes can be sufficiently mitigated

whilst maintaining fusion core performance using conventional (detached) divertor

strategies [2, 10]. Various alternatives have been proposed, including (combinations of)

liquid metal targets [11, 12], high impurity injection to induce X-point radiators [13–15],

and using coils to optimise the divertor shape into Alternative Divertor Configurations

(ADCs) [16–18]. ADCs aim to reduce heat loads [16], improve detachment access, increase

its operational window [19,20] and improve control over the detachment front [20] by

reducing its sensitivity to changes in core parameters (see Methods section).

Examples of ADCs include long-legged divertors, achieved by increasing the distance

between the X-point and the target [18, 21], as well as spreading the power over a larger
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Figure 1. Overview of MAST-U plasma shapes, coil positions, combined with an

overview of the plasma processes in the MAST-U divertor. (a) Overview of the magnetic

geometry for the Super-X Divertor (SXD), Elongated Divertor (ED) and, Conventional

Divertor (CD), with an indication of the fuelling and divertor neutral baffle location. (b)

Zoom-in of the lower divertor with diagnostic coverage of the divertor spectrometer [8,9].

(c) Schematic illustration of the characteristic processes in a detached MAST-U Super-

X divertor. (d) 1D profile of the, spectroscopically, line-integrated inferences of the

divertor ion sources and sinks as function of poloidal distance from the X-point to the

target for the Super-X divertor, indicating the ionisation front position (# 46860, 45 %

Greenwald fraction).

area at the target by increasing the spacing between magnetic flux surfaces (’poloidal

flux expansion’) and/or by increasing the magnetic field gradient between the X-point

and the target (FR = Bt

Bxpt
): ’total flux expansion’ (see Methods section). The neutrals

generated from ions recombining at the target or volumetrically can be contained in the

divertor chamber by introducing divertor baffle plates (Figure 1(a,b)). This intensifies

divertor plasma-neutral interactions and reduces the transport of divertor neutrals to

the core [21–23], improving the compatibility between a detached divertor and improved

core performance.

MAST Upgrade is the UK’s national fusion experiment that has been newly built

(2021) to tackle one of fusion’s greatest challenges: power exhaust, by uniquely integrating

strong neutral baffling, long-legged divertors (divertor leg length / major radius > 1),
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and high total flux expansion (up to 2.5). In contrast, conventional divertor solutions

(on JET, Asdex-Upgrade [24]) have short-legged divertors (divertor leg length / major

radius < 0.1), negligible total flux expansion (FR ∼ 1) and no neutral baffles.

This work provides seminal results from MAST-U’s ability to tackle power exhaust

by using its spherical nature (’apple-shaped’) to enable extreme divertor shape variations.

This facilitates FR variations over a much larger range (1-2.5) than possible in conventional

(’doughnut-shaped’) tokamaks with flexible shaping, such as TCV (1-1.6). Preliminary

MAST-U results under low power conditions (PSOL = 0.4 MW) demonstrate the benefits

of the ’Super-X Divertor (SXD)’ [25, 26], which has the highest FR achievable, over the

conventional divertor (FR = 1.2) [8, 19, 27]; consistent with simulations [19]. Instead

of focussing on these two extremes, in this study we utilise MAST-U’s flexibility to

systematically investigate the impact of total flux expansion and divertor leg length in

plasmas with external heating (1.5-1.7 MW Neutral beam heating, PSOL = 1.2 MW).

First, we present the strongest experimental evidence to date for the benefits of combined

total flux expansion and divertor leg length. Secondly, we investigate the physics of such

divertors using novel analysis techniques and comparisons with reduced and full-models.

Thirdly, we discuss how these findings relate to the field and form a milestone towards

ADC design for future reactors [4, 28,29].

2. Benefits of total flux expansion and divertor leg length under strong

neutral baffling

By systematically comparing three divertor geometries: the Conventional Divertor

(CD); Elongated Divertor (ED) and Super-X Divertor (SXD) (Figure 1, divertor shape

parameters shown in table 8), we find five benefits of combined total flux expansion,

poloidal leg length and divertor neutral baffling. For each divertor configuration, the

evolution of their power exhaust and detachment properties are diagnosed as the core

electron density is gradually increased, whilst other parameters are held as constant as

possible, resulting in colder, and more detached, divertor conditions.

(i) Improved access to detachment.

(ii) Increased operational regime for detached divertor operation.

(iii) Improved detachment stability.

(iv) Reduced target heat fluxes and power loads.

(v) Divertor detachment enabled without adverse core impact.

These improved performance of combined total flux expansion and poloidal leg

length are driven by differences in divertor shape, according to our analysis (section 3.1),

consistent with reduced model (section 3.2) and simulation (section 3.3). Maintaining

this strong neutral baffling is key to retrieving the benefits of the divertor shape (section

4).

In the CD, the integrated target particle fluxes (Figure 2a) increase as function of

core density, indicative of an attached discharge, up to a core Greenwald fraction of
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Figure 2. Overview of lower outer divertor parameters (a,b,c) and of core parameters

(d,e,f,g,h) in the CD (red), ED (green) and SXD (blue) as function of core Greenwald

fraction (fGW in %). Divertor parameters: (a) Integrated ion target flux (with

polynomial fits), (b) detachment (ionisation) front position, (c) estimated perpendicular

target heat load combining Langmuir probe and spectroscopy measurements [8, 9].

Core parameters: (d-g) core electron temperatures and densities at two different core

Greenwald fractions (corresponding to vertical dotted lines in (a-c)), (h) PSOL (solid

lines) deduced from the following contributors: NBI absorption (TRANSP, dashed

lines); Ohmic heating (EFIT, not shown); changes to stored energy (EFIT, not shown)

and core radiative losses (bolometry, dotted lines).

fGW ≈ 40%. At this point, both the particle flux at the target decreases and the ionisation

front detaches from the target (Figure 2b), indicative of the onset of detachment. In

contrast, the ED and SXD are detached throughout the scanned core density range: the

ionisation front remains detached from the target and the particle flux does not increase

with increasing density. The longer legged, totally flux expanded, divertors thus have

improved access to detachment compared to the CD. Since there is no difference in the

density limit achievable between the different geoemtries, the operational window for

detached operation is increased for the long-legged divertors, compared to the CD.

The sensitivity of the detachment front to changes in core density, i.e, the slope of the
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detachment front position (Figure 2(b)), at the CD detachment onset point (fGW ≈ 40%)

is a factor 5 steeper for the CD, compared to the ED and SXD. This suggests that

perturbations in core density result in a larger movement of the detached region in the

CD, compared to the ED and SXD, leading to a rapid movement of the ionisation region

out of the divertor chamber after detachment. This coincides with an increase in core

radiation (Figure 2). The longer-legged with increased total flux expansion have a higher

detachment stability to slow, steady-state, perturbations, which is qualitatively consistent

with reduced models [20].

Based on the magnetic geometry [16], a reduction in perpendicular heat flux by

∼ 5.1× and ∼ 2.5× for the SXD and ED is expected, compared to the CD, due to

increased poloidal (∼ 2.7× (SXD) and ∼ 1.8× (ED)) and total (∼ 1.9× (SXD) and

∼ 1.4× (ED)) flux expansion. However, a much larger reduction in target heat flux is

observed: ∼ 18.5× and ∼ 7× for the SXD and ED, compared to the CD (Figure 2 c).

This suggests that the longer-legged divertors result in additional heat flux dissipation

through volumetric and/or cross-field transport by a factor ∼ 3.6× (SXD) and ∼ 2.8×
(ED), beyond heat flux spreading at the target due to the magnetic geometry. This is

consistent with both SOLPS-ITER simulations (section 3.3) [19] and volumetric power

loss estimates (section 3.1).

The core densities, temperatures and PSOL are the same for the CD, ED and

SXD (Figure 2(d-h)). These results indicate a strong decoupling between the divertor

shape and the obtained core conditions the outer target being detached. Therefore,

the combined total flux expansion and poloidal leg length enables divertor detachment

without adverse core impact, in contrast to the CD - which needs high densities to detach

(fGW > 40%) at which the core radiation is increased.

3. What drives the physics of long-legged, strongly baffled, divertors?

After having shown the benefits of strong baffled, long-legged, totally flux-expanded,

divertors, we will explore why these divertors have a superior exhaust performance

using novel spectroscopic analysis [7]. This shows similar ion sources/sinks between the

different shapes as function of poloidal distance to the X-point : the additional volume

in the SXD and ED, compared to the CD, results in their superior power dissipation

and drives the reduction of the ion target flux during detachment through ion sinks.

This result is consistent with reduced model predictions as well as SOLPS-ITER exhaust

simulations.

3.1. Power and particle balance shows benefit long-legged divertors driven by additional

volume

Comparing particle balance for all three divertors shows the total ion source, inferred

through particle balance, is similar between the different geometries, within uncertainties.

Meanwhile, the reduced target fluxes in the SXD and ED are driven by increased ion
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Figure 3. Overview of divertor particle (a-c) and power (d-f) balance in the lower

outer divertor for the SXD, ED and CD configurations as function of core density. (a-c)

Integrated particle balance showing the ion target flux, total ionisation source, MAR

ion sink and EIR ion sink. (d-f) Integrated power balance showing hydrogenic power

losses, target power deposition and estimated power flow into the divertor chamber.

sinks (3(a,b,c)). Ion sinks are significant in both the SXD and the ED from the start of

the discharge, both through MAR (in the SXD and ED) as well as EIR (in the SXD)

integrated throughout the divertor chamber. Our spectroscopic analysis reveals plasma

conditions of ne = 2− 4× 1019m−3 and Te ≈ 0.2 eV in the region where EIR becomes

observable (fGW > 33% in the SXD and fGW > 40% in the ED) [27, 30]. MAR only

appears in the CD at the highest core densities after its ionisation front detaches from

the target (fGW > 40%), but its magnitude remains limited as the spatial region over
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which the CD is detached downstream of the baffle is limited.

Analogously, the inferred power flowing into the divertor chamber (plasma target

power load plus volumetric power loss) is similar for all three geometries (Figure 3): the

reduction in target power loads in the SXD and ED arises from additional volumetric

power dissipation in their divertor volume (Figure 3 (d-f)). As the inferred hydrogenic

radiation is similar to the total measured radiation from an imaging bolometer (not

shown) [9, 31], the divertor power losses mostly arises from hydrogenic processes. These

hydrogenic power losses lower the integrated target power load by a factor ∼ ×4 (SXD)

and ∼ ×2 (ED), compared to the CD; consistent with the observed reduction of target

heat loads Figure 2(c). A significant part of these power losses originate from Molecular

Activated Dissociation (MAD) in the detached region of the plasma, resulting in neutrals

that mostly re-associate at the side-walls according to exhaust simulations. This mostly

contributes to the reduction of target power load between the SXD and ED, illustrating

that power losses can be significantly enhanced in detached conditions by accessing even

deeper detachment.

Further insight into power and particle balance is obtained by studying the 1D

profiles of ion sources and sinks (a-c), as well as power flows (g), along the divertor

leg as function of poloidal distance to the X-point in figure 4 at a fixed core density

(fGW = 35%). The ion sources and sinks, as well as power flow, profiles are similar

between the different geometries (up untill the CD detachment onset) at the same

poloidal distance to the X-point. This suggests the plasma is predominantly altered in

the extended region of the SXD and ED, compared to the CD, which explains why the

core parameters are the same between the three geometries. The deeper detachment and

lower power loads in the SXD and CD are brought on by interactions in the additional

volume available downstream of the ionisation region when the divertor leg is extended.

3.2. Reduced models suggest detachment onset reduction driven by shape differences

To gain further insights into what drives the differences in detachment onset between

the different divertor configurations, the experimental results are compared against the

Detachment Location Sensitivity (DLS) analytical model [20,32,33]. The detachment

threshold (Ct ∝ fGW

P
5/7
SOL

- see Methods section) is a function of the magnetic geometry,

which mostly depends on total flux expansion (FR), connection length (L∥) and the

averaged magnetic field strength < B >: Ct ∝ 1
FR

( Bxpt

<B>
)2/7 1

L
2/7
∥

.

According to the DLS model, the detachment threshold is reduced by 43 and 56 %

for the ED and SXD compared to the CD, mostly due to an increased FR. Since the

CD detaches near fGW ≈ 40% (Te ≈ 4 eV), the SXD and ED are predicted to attach

at fGW < 20%. This is consistent with the experiment where both geometries remain

detached for the entire experiment (fGW > 25% - figure 2 (a-c)). To compare the SXD

against the ED, a colder reference point must be tracked. EIR appears at the target at

a 30 % higher fGW for the ED compared to the SXD (figure 3 (a,b)), consistent with a

DLS model predicted 33 % increase in fGW for the detachment onset. The lack of EIR
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Figure 4. Ion source/sink and power flow profiles at fGW = 35% as function of

poloidal distance to X-point show additional length SXD and ED drives power losses

and deepens detachment. Spectroscopically inferred ion sources and sinks for the SXD

(a), ED (b) and CD (c) with coloured dotted lines indicating their respective strike

point position, indicated by their magnetic geometry (d-f). (g) Power flow inferred

from power balance from the divertor entrance towards the target for the CD (red),

ED (green) and SXD (blue), with a dotted line indicating their respective strike points.

The part where the divertor leg is detached is indicated in grey.

in the CD is consistent with the DLS model which, given the fGW at which EIR appears

in the SXD, predicts the onset of EIR in the CD at higher densities than obtained

epxerimentally (fGW = 68%, Figure 6(b)).

The impact of total flux expansion on detachment onset predicted by the DLS model

is consistent with our experimental observations. Although the additional volume in the

SXD and ED is critical to explain the reduction of target power and particle loads, this

suggests that total flux expansion drives their detachment onset reductions.

3.3. Comparison of strike point scan to exhaust simulations

The results in figure 2(b)suggested that the ionisation front position, once detached

from the target, is insensitive to the magnetic topology downstream of it: its location



10

depends only on the upstream magnetic topology, consistent with DLS predictions. This

is further investigated by slowly sweeping the outer strike point from a CD to an ED to

a SXD geometry at a constant density (30 % Greenwald fraction, nsep
e ≈ 0.8× 1018m−3)

and power (PSOL ≈ 1.0 MW).

The evolution of the D2 Fulcher band emission, which is a proxy for the ionisation

source [8,34], is shown in figure Figure 5 (d-f). Once the D2 Fulcher emission front is

observed to detach from the target (r ≈ 0.95 m), the position of the ionisation front

remains close to this radius throughout the strike point scan. This further illustrates

that the ionisation front position is insensitive to the magnetic topology downstream of

it, consistent with the DLS model.

This behaviour agrees with SOLPS-ITER predictions [19] of the CD, ED and SXD

configurations (Figure 5 a-c). The CD simulation is attached, whereas the SXD and ED

simulations are detached. The radius of both the D2 Fulcher emission front as well as

the 5 eV contour, for the ED and SXD, remains near r = 0.95 m.

A more detailed comparison between experiments and simulations is obtained by

comparing their ion sources and sinks (Figure 5 (g-i)), indicating a quantitative agreement

between experiments and simulations for the ion source and EIR. The MAR ion sinks are

underestimated in the simulation in the low temperature regime, far down the ionisation

region. This discrepancy is resolved when a corrected rate molecular charge exchange

rate is used in SOLPS-ITER, adopted from [27] (Figure 5 (g)).

4. The importance and relevance of our findings

Both simulations and experiments indicate that the neutral pressures and neutral

trapping [26] is similar between the three divertor geometries. This, combined with

the finding that 1) the MAST-U results agree with the DLS model that only considers

the plasma’s magnetic geometry; 2) that the upstream parameters are invariant to the

magnetic toppology downstream, implies that the improved exhaust performance of the

SXD, ED and CD is driven by divertor shape, rather than differences in neutral baffling.

However, as will be shown from comparisons with other results, strong baffling enables

the benefits of long-legged, totally flux expanded, divertors to be retrieved.

4.1. Comparison with results on other devices

The benefits of long-legged divertors, total flux expansion, divertor shaping and neutral

baffling have been individually studied on TCV [16,18]. These results showed neutral

baffling improved power exhaust [22], increased neutral compression, and improved core-

edge integration [35]. TCV results indicated signs of enhanced detachment stability of the

X-Divertor (factor 1.8×) and X-Point Target (factor 1.2×) divertors [16] indicated signs

of enhanced detachment stability, observed more strongly (factor 5×) in the long-legged,

totally flux expanded, MAST-U SXD and ED (Figure 2(b)).

MAST-U [36,37], with its unique capabilities, is able to combine strong baffling and
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Figure 5. Experiment to simulation comparison. (a-c) D2 Fulcher emission from

SOLPS-ITER simulations for the CD, ED and SXD. The synthetic D2 Fulcher emission

(colour map) is indicative of the ionisation region and is overlaid with 5 eV contours

(dotted lines). (d-f) Experimentally measured D2 Fulcher band emission (595-605

nm) for a strike point scan, moving from CD to SXD at constant density and power,

obtained through inverting MWI imaging data for # 46895. To guide the eye, a

magenta vertical line has been added at a radius of 0.95 m (a-f) and an arrow has been

added at the strike point location (a-i). (h-i) 1D ion sources and sinks obtained from

spectroscopic analysis (figure 4 (a-c)) compared against synthetic diagnostic results

from SOLPS-ITER simulations (dotted lines). For the SXD (g) two SOLPS-ITER

simulation results are shown: one with default rates and one with corrected molecular

charge exchange rates ’Sim. Corr. Rate’ obtained from [27].

extreme divertor shaping to test the integration of novel divertor solutions under strongly

baffled conditions. The DLS detachment onset predictions (in terms of upstream density,

PSOL and impurity concentration) varies by 110 % from CD to SXD. Comparatively,

the modelled DLS detachment onset predictions for a range of TCV divertor geometries

(target radius scan, poloidal flux expansion scan, as well as for the X-point target

divertor) [16,18] varies over 70 % (Figure 7).

The benefit of total flux expansion on TCV is smaller than predicted by the DLS
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model [38, 39]. SOLEDGE2D-EIRENE simulations suggests that the neutral baffling on

TCV may be insufficient to recover the benefit of total flux expansion [40], consistent

with previous SOLPS-ITER simulations [26]. The lack of strong baffling results in strong

plasma flows from the midplane to the target due to neutrals escaping the divertor [41],

which can diminish the impact of total flux expansion on the detachment onset [38].

Hence, by integrating strong baffling, long-legged divertors and total flux expansion,

MAST-U enables retrieving the full benefit of its extreme shaping capability (Figure 7).

4.2. Implications for reactors

The validation of both reduced models and exhaust simulations, using the unique

capabilities of MAST-U as a test bed for investigating novel divertor topologies, reduces

uncertainty in extrapolating current knowledge to reactor class devices. This is a

crucial milestone for exploring ADCs as a risk mitigation strategy. Plasma-molecular

interactions, and the critical role they play in the ED and SXD, are one example where

model validation has illuminated discrepancies (Figure 5 (h)) that have been reduced

with improved rates for D2 + D+ → D+
2 + D. Extrapolating these improved rates

to reactors with long-legged, tightly baffled, divertors shows they can make a critical

impact on the reactor scale [27]. Additional experiments at higher power (and higher

divertor densities) would improve our understanding of how alternative divertors scale

with power and are affected by transients, which is an important focus of future MAST-U

experiments [42].

Any reactor requires an integrated core-edge scenario, and one concern for using

ADCs is that the deep detached conditions of an ADC may impact core conditions.

Our work proves that this is not the case in strongly baffled conditions where core-edge

compatibility is improved.

One drawback of some ADCs, including the Super-X divertor, in reactors is that

their engineering will be more complex and more costly, due to the additional constraints

on space, coils, and magnetic control tolerances [28, 43]. A key finding of our research is

that smaller changes in the divertor topology (ED vs SXD) can already strongly improve

the exhaust performance, in agreement with reduced model predictions and exhaust

simulations. This paves the way for reactor ADC designs with improved power exhaust

and core-edge compatibility, which require less space and have a reduced engineering

complexity.
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8. Extended data

Discharge Rt (m) Fx FR L (m) Lpol (m) Description

46860 1.45 9 2.3 19 1.3 Super-X Divertor (SXD)

47079 1.11 6 1.7 17 1.1 Elongated Divertor (ED)

46866 0.79 3.3 1.2 13 0.64 Conventional Divertor (CD)

46895 0.81 - 1.39 4 - 6 1.2 - 2.2 13 - 19 0.65 - 1.3 CD ->ED ->SXD scan

Table 1. Summary of the magnetic divertor shape parameters for the discharges

discussed in this work, featuring target radius (Rt), poloidal flux expansion (Fx), total

flux expansion (FR), connection length (L) and poloidal leg length (Lpol)

.

Ionisation front
a)EIR front
b) f  (%)GW 5020

Front detaches
d)e)c)

Detach. onset pred. ED
EIR onset pred. ED
EIR onset pred. CD

68

0
0.7

Pol. 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nce to SP

 (m)
Pol. dista

nce to SP
 (m)

0
0.7

Detach. onset pred. SXD

Figure 6. Detachment front evolution as function of fGW , including comparisons

against reduced models. Evolution of the ionisation front (a), EIR front (b), in terms of

poloidal distance to the strike point, for the divertor geometries shown in c. Dotted lines

are shown at the onset of the ionisation front movement and EIR appearance. Using

the DLS model, the ionisation front detachment observation of the CD (a) and EIR

appearance of the SXD (b) are rescaled to predictions for the SXD/ED and ED/CD

respectively, indicated by shaded arrows. The X-axis of b) is extended to fGW = 68% to

indicate the predicted CD EIR onset. Illustrations of the ionisation front (downstream)

and EIR front (upstream) are shown (d,e)
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Figure 7. DLS model detachment onset predictions for various MAST-U and TCV

divertor shapes, normalised to the MAST-U Super-X divertor. a) Detachment onset

predictions as function of target radius for the MAST-U SXD, ED and CD, as well as

the strike point scan of # 46895 (presented in Figure 5). DLS onset predictions for

TCV from [16,18] are also shown for a target radius scan (Rt), poloidal flux expansion

scan (Fx), divertor leg-length scan (Zx) and X-Point Target (XPT). Corresponding

equilibria are shown for MAST-U (b) and TCV (c).

9. Methods

9.1. MAST Upgrade, Alternative Divertor Configurations and the Super-X Divertor

MAST Upgrade is a medium sized, small aspect ratio (i.e., spherical) tokamak (major

radius: 0.9 m, minor radius: 0.6 m) operated by the United Kingdom Atomic Energy

Authority [36]. It has a toroidal field of 0.8 T, its plasma current can reach up to 1

MA, and features one off-axis and one on-axis neutral beam external heating injection,

of up to 2.2 MW per neutral beam. TRANSP simulations are used to model the

neutral beam absorption, required to estimate the power entering the scrape-off-layer

(SOL) [44]. MAST-U features core Thomson scattering to obtain core electron density and

temperature profiles, uses far-infrared-reflectometry (FIR) to obtain the line-averaged

electron density and utilises the magnetic equilibrium reconstruction code EFIT to

reconstruct the magnetic equilibria based on magnetic probe measurements [45]. Its

divertor is well diagnosed, featuring line-of-sight spectroscopy [8], imaging diagnostics [34],

Langmuir probes [46], as well as an imaging bolometry system at the X-point [31].

In this work, fuelling injection from the low field side is used to maintain L-mode

conditions whilst controlling the core density in real time with main chamber fuelling [47].
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The advantage of using higher power L-mode conditions in this study is that the upstream

density can be reduced compared to that in H-mode, lowering the detachment onset and

enabling a wider range of upstream density scans to investigate the evolution during

detachment.

MAST-U features upper and lower divertor chambers, enabling double null diverted

scenarios. The divertor chambers prevent neutral transport from the divertor to the

core, providing neutral baffling and contributing to core-edge compatibility. The large

divertor chamber, combined with various divertor coils [37], facilitates the integration of

complex divertor shapes with strong neutral baffling. This enables studying the impact

of divertor shaping on power exhaust while maintaining strong neutral baffling.

With this shaping flexiblity, MAST-U can alter the poloidal flux expansion,

connection length and total flux expansion. Poloidal flux expansion, Fx =
Bu

θ B
t
ϕ

Bt
θB

u
ϕ
[16], is

the ratio of the perpendicular flux surface spacing at the target and upstream, where

Bu,t
θ,ϕ are the poloidal (θ) and toroidal (ϕ) components of the magnetic field at upstream

(u) and at the target (t), respectively. Increasing Fx reduces the target heat loads

(W/m2) by spreading it over a larger surface. Increasing the connection length between

the midplane and the divertor target (L∥), provides a larger radiating volume and is

expected to improve power exhaust [16]. Total flux expansion (FR = Bxpt

Bt
) increases the

cross-sectional area of a flux tube, spreading the heat over a larger radius and lowering

the target temperature [16,20]. The spherical nature of MAST-U enables varying total

flux expansion over an unprecedented range, making it an ideal testbed for studying the

impact of total flux expansion in a strongly baffled divertor.

9.2. Divertor detachment, ion source/sink inferences and power balance

Power exhaust can be facilitated by plasma detachment, which is a state where

simultaneous power, particle and momentum losses result in a simultaneous reduction of

target particle fluxes and plasma target temperature.

Using novel spectroscopic techniques [7, 8] of hydrogen atomic Balmer line emission,

the electron temperature, ion sources (Ii) and sinks (Ir) from plasma-atom and molecular

interactions, as well as the hydrogenic radiative power losses and Molecular Activated

Dissociation, can be inferred from the hydrogen Balmer line emission.

Since the line-of-sight spectroscopy system has a set fan of views throughout the

divertor leg (Figure 1), spatial profiles of chordally integrated ion sources and sinks along

the divertor leg can be obtained (Figure 3 d,e,f). During detachment, first the ionisation

source detaches from the target (Te < 3 − 5 eV, inferred spectroscopically [8]) and

ultimately Electron-Ion Recombination (EIR) starts to occur near the target (Te ≈ 0.2

eV, ne ≈ 2− 4× 1019m−3, according to spectroscopic inferences of the high-n (n > 9)

Balmer line spectra [9]). By tracking the location of the downstream-end of the

ionisation source ((1.5 ± 0.25) × 1021part/m2/s) and the upstream-end of the EIR

sink ((3 ± 0.5) × 1020part/m2/s), the distance between the target and the ionisation

front (defined as the detachment front) and EIR front (colder reference point of deeper
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detachment) can be obtained. These numbers are obtained as onset points based on the

spatial profiles of ion sources and sinks presented in Figure 2 (d).

Combining spectroscopic inferences on ion sources and sinks with Langmuir probe

measurements, information on both particle and power balance can be obtained.

The total ion target flux (It in part./s) is obtained by integrating the ion target flux

Γt (part/m
2/s) measured by Langmuir probes. From conservation of particles, the total

ion target flux should equal the ion sources minus the ion sinks, in addition to any net

ion inflow into the monitored system Iu, Equation 1. Using particle balance, the total

ion source (Ii + Iu) can be inferred by adding the ion target flux and the ion sinks.

It = Ii − Ir + Iu (1)

The target power loading can be inferred using a combination of spectroscopy

and Langmuir probe measurements. To overcome limitations of estimating target

temperatures using Langmuir probes in low temperature conditions [46], spectroscopy

from lines-of-sight closest to the target is used to infer a characteristic target electron

temperature Tt. Using this temperature, the perpendicular plasma target power

deposition can be estimated as P⊥,target = It(γTt + ϵ) (in W), whereas the peak

perpendicular heat flux can be estimated as q⊥,peak = Γt,peak(γTt + ϵ) (in W/m2).

A sheath transmission factor of γ = 7 is assumed (valid for equal electron and ion

temperatures) and both surface recombination and molecular re-association is accounted

for in the potential energy ϵ = 13.6 + 2.2 eV.

Assuming that all volumetric power losses are purely due to hydrogenic radiation as

well as dissociation, which is motivated by the observation that hydrogenic radiation

estimates from spectroscopic analysis align with the measured total radiation in these

conditions [27], the power into the divertor chamber can be estimated by summing

P⊥,target and the inferred hydrogenic divertor radiative power loss.

Although this does include surface recombination, it does not include target heat

loads due to photons and neutral atoms. Including dissociation as a total loss channel

implies assuming that the neutral atoms, after dissociation, are mostly lost to the side

walls, rather than reaching the target (and hence do not contribute as target heating),

which is consistent with findings in SOLPS-ITER simulations.

9.3. Detachment Location Sensitivity (DLS) model

The Detachment Location Sensitivity (DLS) analytical model [20, 32, 33] can model

the impact of the magnetic divertor geometry on the detachment threshold in terms

of upstream density nu, impurity fraction fz and parallel heat flux q∥ (Ct ∝ nu
√
fz

q
5/7
∥

),

as shown in Equation 2, where purely the magnetic geometry dependencies have been

extracted from the DLS model [33]. In here, B is the total magnetic field, ξ is the

coordinate representing the volume of the flux tube between the target and a given
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position along the divertor leg, scaled by a reference area ∝ 1/Bxpt.

Ct ∝
Bt

B
3/7
xpt

× (

∫ xpt

t

B2(ξ)dξ +

∫ u

xpt

B2(ξ)(
L− ξ

L− ξxpt
)dξ)−2/7 (2)

The advantage of this formulation is that it considers the full magnetic field

dependency numerically, rather than approximating the field variation as linear with ξ.

Under those approximations, Equation 2 can be simplified as: Ct ∝ Bt

Bxpt
( Bxpt

<B>
)2/7 1

L
2/7
∥

[32].

The DLS model thus predicts that detachment onset is facilitated by increased connection

length (L∥) and increased total flux expansion Bt

Bxpt
. We find negligible differences between

this approximate form and the full numerical calculation for the MAST-U shapes reported

in this work. The DLS model is applied to a flux tube that is 0.5 mm outwards of the

separatrix into the SOL, to avoid numerical errors.

The DLS model formally assumes that all power is dissipated by impurity radiation

and that the radiating specie has a constant concentration in the radiating region. This

is likely not the case in the MAST-U divertor chamber where the radiative power losses

are dominated by hydrogenic interactions [8]. However, the impact of the divertor

topology on the detachment onset appears to be more generally applicable outside of

impurity radiation dominant conditions. Assuming the impurity fraction is constant

and that the upstream electron density and heat flux are proportional to, and fully

determined by, fGW and PSOL, the detachment threshold is expected to be dependent

on Ct ∝ nu

q
5/7
∥

∝ fGW

P
5/7
SOL

. The DLS model predictions in Figure 6 account for the change in

PSOL during the experiment (Figure 2a).

9.4. Exhaust simulations - SOLPS-ITER

Reduced models, such as the Detachment Location Sensitivity (DLS) model, are useful

for building a physics understanding. However, the divertor behaviour is highly complex:

it is a 2D/3D phenomena that involves interactions between the plasma with neutral

atom sand molecules. SOLPS-ITER is a state-of-the-art code suite for advanced power

exhaust modelling [48]. It combines a fluid code with a Monte Carlo neutral code that

tracks the neutrals and incorporates several atomic and molecular databases [48].

Interpretive SOLPS-ITER simulations have been performed using a baseline SOLPS-

ITER setup that has been matched against Ohmic experimental data [19]. These

simulations have been extrapolated to the higher power experiments presented here,

using corresponding experimental magnetic equilibria, fuelling location, and PSOL. The

fuelling rate has been tuned in order to match the experimentally measured upstream

electron densities.
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