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Abstract 

A nonlinear effect, RF (radio frequency) condensation, can be used to facilitate RF stabilization 
of magnetic islands. Previously studied semi-analytical models for RF condensation are suited 
mainly for broad deposition profiles and are unable to handle power depositions that are 
localized in the interior of a magnetic island. Here, a model is developed that can handle both 
localized profiles and broad profiles. This allows a comparison of RF condensation for narrow 
vs. broad deposition profiles, and it allows a study of the dependence of RF condensation of 
localized deposition profiles on key parameters. 

 
I. Introduction 

 
Calculations in the late 1970’s showing that radio frequency (RF) waves could be used to drive 
currents in tokamak plasmas [1, 2] were followed by calculations in the early 1980’s showing 
that such RF driven currents could be used to stabilize magnetic islands [3, 4]. There is now an 
extensive theoretical literature on RF stabilization of islands along with extensive experimental 
demonstration of RF stabilization [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. Electron cyclotron current drive 
(ECCD) stabilization of magnetic islands is planned for ITER [13, 14, 15]. 

In recent years, it has been recognized that a nonlinear effect associated with the temperature 
perturbation in a magnetic island, called “RF condensation,” can have a significant impact on the 
RF stabilization of magnetic islands [16]. RF condensation arises from the sensitivity of the 
power deposition and driven current of some RF waves to small temperature perturbations in 
magnetic islands. In particular, electron cyclotron waves and lower hybrid waves can display 
such a sensitivity because they tend to deposit their energy on the tail of the electron distribution 
function. The increase in the power deposition leads to a further increase in the temperature and, 
in turn, in the power deposition. There is a nonlinear feedback effect which leads to a nonlinearly 
enhanced temperature perturbation. The effect is further enhanced by the fact that the thermal 
diffusion coefficient in an island with flattened density and temperature profiles is much smaller 
than that outside the island.   

RF driven current can also be sensitive to the temperature perturbation in the island, and the 
combined effect can lead to a concentration of the RF driven current near the center of an island, 
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further enhancing the island stabilization effect. The condensation effect can, however, have a 
deleterious impact on stabilization if not properly accounted for in aiming the RF trajectory. 

This paper discusses a semi-analytical model of the enhancement of the temperature perturbation 
arising from the nonlinear feedback on the power deposition. That nonlinear enhancement is the 
key to the RF condensation effect. The enhancement of the temperature perturbation can 
contribute not only to island stabilization via RF driven current, but also to stabilization via 
heating in regimes where the RF current drive is inefficient [17] 

A series of papers has investigated various aspects of the physics associated with RF 
condensation [18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24] and a semi-analytical model has been developed that 
illuminates key features of the effect [16, 18, 19]. Ref. [16] presented a model that displayed a 
bifurcation, with the temperature increasing to infinity when the bifurcation threshold was 
crossed. Subsequent improvements of the model included additional physics that led to a 
saturation of the temperature increase above the bifurcation threshold [18, 19]. The improved 
model was limited in its ability to handle localized power deposition profiles within the island 
and was suitable primarily for broad power deposition profiles. Here we develop a model that 
can handle narrow deposition profiles as well as broad ones, and we use it to illuminate some key 
features of RF condensation for localized profiles. We apply the model to compare RF 
condensation for narrow vs. broad profiles, and to study the dependence of RF condensation of 
localized profiles on key parameters. 

In Section II of this paper, we will derive our model. Section III will present solutions of the 
model equations and will discuss the implications of those solutions. Section IV contains a 
further discussion of the results and some conclusions. 

II. The Model 
 

The RF condensation effect arises from the sensitivity of RF power deposition and current drive 
to the temperature perturbation in a magnetic island. When the island is heated by the RF, the 
increased temperature in the island leads to an increase in the power deposition in the island, and 
a further increase in the temperature. There is a nonlinear feedback effect that leads to a 
nonlinearly enhanced temperature. The sensitivity of the RF current drive in turn leads to a 
nonlinear increase in the driven current. In this paper we investigate a model for the nonlinear 
temperature enhancement. 
 
Electron cyclotron current drive (ECCD) [25, 2, 26] and lower hybrid current drive (LHCD) [1, 
27, 28, 29] are sensitive to the temperature because they deposit their energy on the tail of the 
electron distribution function. Considering first nonrelativistic resonant electrons, two-
dimensional Fokker-Planck simulations have found that the number of such electrons is 
essentially determined by the lowest resonant phase velocity in the wave spectrum, both for the 
case of LHCD [28] and for the case of ECCD [25]. Denoting this lowest resonant phase velocity 
by 𝑉!, the number of resonant electrons in these cases is determined by the Maxwell distribution 
function, and is therefore proportional to exp&−𝑉!" 𝑉#"⁄ ) = exp(−𝑤"), where 𝑉# is the thermal 
velocity of the electrons and we have defined 𝑤 ≡ 𝑉! 𝑉#⁄ . Writing the temperature as the sum of 
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an unperturbed piece plus a perturbation, 𝑇 = 𝑇$ + 𝑇1, the number of resonant electrons is 
proportional to 

 where  is the unperturbed value of . The RF 

power deposition is proportional to the number of resonant electrons, 
                                              (1) 

 
Relativistic effects need to be taken into account for ECCD [30]. For this more general case, 
numerical calculations find that, if we define  such that the power deposition is proportional 

to exp&−𝑤%&&" ), then it remains the case that  for a broad range of parameters of 

interest. Thus, we can write  where  is now the unperturbed value of 

 [24]. It follows that 

                                           (2) 

 
In previous semi-analytical modeling of the condensation effect [16, 18, 19],  has been taken 
to be a constant, independent of position. Here we will allow  to have a spatial dependence.  
That will be the key to allowing localized deposition of the RF power. The spatial dependence 
arises, in general, through the spatial dependence of the temperature, density, and magnetic field. 
 
We use a slab model of the island interior, corresponding to an infinitely elongated (narrow) 
island. We normalize lengths to the island half-width, so that the island extends from 𝑥 = −1 to 
𝑥 = 1. 	𝑥 = 0 corresponds to the island center (“O-point”). The points at ±𝑥 correspond to the 
same flux surface inside the island, so that 𝑇(𝑥) = 𝑇(−𝑥).  
 
We adopt a simple linear model for the spatial variation of  𝑤8(𝑥) = (1 − 𝑥/𝑥$)𝑤$, where 𝑥$ 
is the scale length of the variation of 𝑤8(𝑥) and 𝑤$ is the value of 𝑤8  at the center of the island. 
The wave trajectory is assumed to traverse the island from left to right, that is, from 𝑥 = −1 to 
𝑥 = 1. The decreasing value of 𝑤8(𝑥) along the wave trajectory is appropriate for situations 
where the wave is moving from a region of lower absorption to a region of greater absorption. In 
the case of ECCD, this corresponds to a ray trajectory that is aimed towards the electron 
cyclotron resonance surface. 
 
Let  be the energy density in the wave. The depletion of the energy density in the wave at 
any given point is proportional to the energy density remaining in the wave at that point, 

 (we absorb the group velocity dependence into  so that  represents 
the power deposition density). The coefficient  is a function of the local temperature, and, 

following Eqs. (1) and (2) above, it can be written as  where  is a 

constant. ( does, in general have a spatial variation, but the spatial variation is dominated by 
that of the exponential.) We assume that the island is sufficiently large that the unperturbed 
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temperature and density are flat in the island. We define u to be a normalized temperature 
perturbation,  The depletion of the energy density is then given by 

 

We assume that the island grows slowly relative to the thermal confinement time in the island, so 
that we may use a steady state thermal diffusion equation to determine the temperature. This is 
justified by the fact that the local energy confinement time in a magnetic island is generally short 
compared to the resistive time scale on which the island grows. The diffusion equation is then 

 where P is the power density,  is the density and  is the thermal 
diffusivity perpendicular to the magnetic field. It follows that

 Letting we obtain our pair of model 

equations 

                                              (3) 

                   (4) 

 
Eqs. (3) and (4) constitute the model that we are seeking. In solving the equations, the RF input 
energy density must be specified. We will denote this in the following by  We will 
also take the temperature at the separatrix to be unperturbed, corresponding to  This 
corresponds to the case where the RF power is initially deposited outside the island, at smaller 
minor radius, and is then redirected to the island. 
 
The nonlinear effect that we are investigating enters through the  factor in Eq. 

(4). If this factor is absent, then the equations are linear. That is, when the factor is absent, if 
functions u(x) and E(x) provide a solution to the pair of equations, then cu(x) and cE(x) also provide 
a solution to the equations, where c is a constant. In the limit that u is small, Eqs. (3) and (4) reduce 
to the linear set of equations. This corresponds to the conventional treatment of RF heating. We 
will refer to this in the following as the linear limit of the equations.   
 
The width of the deposition profile in the model is controlled primarily through x0. When x0 is 
small, the deposition tends to be localized. When x0 is large the deposition profile tends to be broad. 
The model reduces to that of Ref. [18] in the limit here x0 goes to infinity. It is possible to produce 
localized deposition for x0 large by taking E small at x = -1, but the deposition is then localized 
near x = -1. It is not possible to get localization in the island interior in the large x0 limit. 
 
III. Calculations with the model 

 
The model derived in the previous section is capable of handling deposition profiles that are 
localized in the island interior, unlike previous semi-analytical models. Figure 1 shows three 
such localized deposition profiles, each of them corresponding to an energy absorption 
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coefficient 𝛼 = 0.0002, an inverse scale length of 𝑥$ = 1.2 , and a velocity ratio at the center of 
the island 𝑤$ = 3.5. The island region extends from 𝑥 = −1	𝑡𝑜 𝑥 = 1. The green curve is the 
deposition profile in the linear limit for an energy density E1= 23, where E1 is the value of E at x 
= -1. The other two curves are nonlinear deposition profiles, and they will be discussed further 
below. 
 

 
Figure 2 shows the normalized temperature at the center of the island as a function of E1 for the 
values of 𝛼, 𝑥$ and 𝑤$ used above. The orange line is the linear solution and the blue line is the 
nonlinear solution. The linear and nonlinear solutions coincide for sufficiently small E1, as must 
be the case. As E1 is increased further, the two lines begin to diverge. The increased temperature 
along the wave trajectory increases the power deposition there, so that the power is deposited 
earlier along the ray trajectory. This can be seen in the blue curve in Figure 1, which is the 
nonlinear deposition profile corresponding to the same energy density as the linear solution, E1= 
23. The blue curve is closer to the island center, providing improved heating efficiency. 
 

Figure 2. Linear and nonlinear solutions for the 
normalized temperature at the center of the island vs. E1, 
for 𝛼 = 0.0002, 𝑥$ = 1.2, and 𝑤$ = 3.5. 
 
As E1 is increased further, a bifurcation point is 
encountered at a value of E1 slightly above E1=23. This is 
about twice the value of E1 at which the nonlinear solution 
begins to deviate significantly from the linear solution. Just 
below the bifurcation threshold there are three branches to 
the solution for u0. The second branch is unstable, with the 
temperature evolving to the value on the lower branch or 
top branch if the temperature is perturbed slightly below or 

above the value on the second branch, respectively. As E1 is increased above the bifurcation 
threshold, there is a discontinuous jump in the steady state island temperature. 
 

Figure 1. Power deposition profiles in the island 
for α=0.0002, 𝑥$ = 1.2, and 𝑤$ = 3.5. The linear 
calculation neglects the effect of the temperature 
perturbation on the power deposition. The value of 
the normalized temperature perturbation at the 
center of the island corresponding to each 
deposition profile is indicated in the legend. 
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The bifurcation introduces a hysteresis effect. If E1 is increased to just above the bifurcation 
threshold and is subsequently reduced, the solution remains on the third (top) root until a 
threshold in E1 is encountered, at which point the temperature drops back to the first root. The 
threshold value of E1 for dropping from the third root to the first root is lower than that for 
jumping from the first root to the third root. This hysteresis effect will be more pronounced in 
cases to be discussed below. 
 

The blue and orange curves in Figure 1 show the nonlinear deposition profiles just below and 
just above the bifurcation threshold, respectively. As the bifurcation point is traversed, there is a 
discontinuous jump in the location of the deposition. The jump arises from a nonlinear feedback 
effect as the increase in the temperature earlier in the trajectory leads to increased power 
deposition there. The deposition profile above the bifurcation point is closer to the center of the 
island, so that the heating is more efficient and u0 is larger.  

 
Figure 3. Linear and nonlinear solutions for the power 
deposition profiles at the point where the two curves cross 
in Figure. 2. 
 
The values of u0 for the linear and nonlinear solutions 
shown in Figure 2 cross as E1 is increased further above the 
bifurcation threshold. To understand this, we consider the 
deposition profiles shown in Figure 3. The blue curve 
corresponds to the deposition profile for the nonlinear 
solution at the crossing point, and the orange curve shows 
the linear solution at that point. Comparing with the power 

deposition profiles in Figure 1, we see that the nonlinear effect causes the power to be deposited 
increasingly early along the ray trajectory as E1 is increased, so that the heating of the island 
becomes increasingly inefficient, and the temperature increases only slightly despite the increase 
in the wave energy density, E1. The linear deposition profile, on the other hand, is only changed 
in its amplitude, but not in its location or shape. 

 
From a practical point of view, to deposit energy and current in an island, it will be desirable to 
take advantage of the narrowing of the deposition profile above the bifurcation threshold, but to 
avoid the decreasing effectiveness associated with further increase of the energy. In an 
experiment, this can be controlled by appropriate aiming of the trajectory, which is equivalent to 
adjusting 𝑥$. For ECCD, 𝑥$ roughly corresponds to the location of the resonant surface along the 
EC ray trajectory relative to the location of the island. 
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Figure 4. Dependence on α of the nonlinear u0 vs. E1 
solutions, for 𝑥$ = 1.2, and 𝑤$ = 3.5. 
 
The wave absorption coefficient in an experiment is a 
function of the plasma density and temperature. It is of 
interest to determine how the above picture is modified as 
the absorption coefficient changes. Figure 4 shows a set of 
plots of the nonlinear solutions for the normalized 
temperature perturbation at the center of the island as a 
function of E1 for several different values of the 
absorption coefficient. We again encounter bifurcation and 

hysteresis. For 𝛼 = 4 × 10'(, we see that, once 𝐸) is increased above the bifurcation threshold 
and the third root is accessed, it is then possible to decrease 𝐸) significantly without a significant 
reduction in the island temperature. To see why this is so, we plot the deposition profiles on the 
third root for several different values of 𝐸) in Figure 5. The peak of the power deposition profile 
decreases in magnitude as 𝐸) is decreased, but the profile shifts closer to the center of the island, 
increasing the efficiency with which the temperature perturbation is produced. 

 
Figure 5. Power deposition profiles along the third root 
for 𝛼 = 4 × 10'(, 𝑥$ = 1.2, and 𝑤$ = 3.5. 
 
We will see below that the value of 𝑢$ at which a 
bifurcation is encountered in figure 4 is relatively large 
compared to the values at which the bifurcation is 
encountered for larger values of 𝑥$. This dependence 
comes from the (1 − 𝑥/𝑥$)" coefficient in the exponent in 
Eq. 4. In this case, the linear deposition profile has 𝑥 ≈
0.8, 1 − 𝑥/𝑥$ ≈ 1/3, reducing the value of the exponent 
by an order of magnitude. 

 
Figure 6. Dependence on α of the nonlinear u0 vs. αE1 
solutions for 𝑥$ = 10 and 𝑤$ = 3.5. The solutions on the 
first branch are approximately the same. 
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For large 𝑥$, corresponding to relatively broad deposition profiles, it is helpful to plot 𝑢$ as a 
function of 𝛼𝐸) rather than E1. Figure 6 shows a set of such plots for several different values of 
α, for 𝑥$ = 10. The solutions for the bottom branch are approximately the same, and the 
bifurcation points are approximately the same. The plots of the second and third roots diverge. 
This does not hold for smaller 𝑥$, corresponding to more localized profiles. Figure 7 shows a 

plot of 𝑢$ as a function of 𝛼𝐸) for 𝑥$ = 2.   
 
Figure 7. Dependence on α of the nonlinear u0 vs. αE1 
solutions for 𝑥$ = 2, and 𝑤$ = 3.5. The solutions on the 
first branch are no longer approximately the same. 
 
The figures have thus far primarily dealt with localized 
deposition profiles (except for Figure 6). Figure 8 shows 
the effect of the transition from localized to broad profiles 
on the 𝑢$ vs E1 curves, with 𝑥$ ranging from 3 to 100. For 
large 𝑥$ (very broad profiles), the solution approaches a 
limit and becomes insensitive to further increases in 𝑥$, 
with the model reducing to that studied in Ref. [18]. For 
large 𝑥$, the value of 𝑢$ at which a bifurcation is 
encountered asymptotes to a value of approximately 1.4.  
 
Figure 8. Dependence on 𝑥$ of the nonlinear u0 vs. E1 
solutions for 𝛼 = 4 × 10'(	𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑤$ = 3.5. 
 
The curves in figure 8 suggest that, for broad profiles, it 
may be desirable to take advantage of the hysteresis to 
stabilize islands. If E1 is increased above the bifurcation 
threshold, it may then be decreased substantially with little 

decrease in 𝑢$. This may aid in minimizing the impact of the island stabilization on the fusion 
gain 
 
Finally, Figure 9 shows the dependence of the 𝑢$ vs. E1 curves on 𝑤$. Although the value of 𝑢$  
at which a bifurcation is encountered is approximately the same for the different curves, recall 
that the definition of 𝑢 contains a factor of 𝑤$". The magnitude of the temperature perturbation at 
which a bifurcation is encountered scales approximately as 1/𝑤$". 
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Figure 9. Dependence on 𝑤$ of the nonlinear u0 vs. E1 
solutions for 𝛼 = 2 × 10'*	𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑥$ = 5.  
 
 
IV. Discussion 

 
We have developed a semi-analytical model of RF condensation that can handle localized as well 
as broad power deposition profiles. The model has been applied to a comparison of RF 
condensation for narrow vs. broad profiles, and to study the dependence of RF condensation of 
localized profiles on key parameters. Broadness or narrowness of a deposition profile is defined 
in relation to the island width. In this sense, both broad and narrow deposition profiles are 
encountered in practice. 
 
The model described in this paper does not directly include the effect of the stiffness of the 
temperature profile that is encountered when a microinstability threshold is crossed. This effect 
can be taken into account, however, in interpreting the predictions of the model. In the absence 
of heat or particle sources in an island, the diffusion equations for heat and density predict that 
the density and temperature profiles in a large island will be flat [31]. There is experimental  [32] 
[33, 34, 35] and computational [36] evidence that the thermal diffusion coefficient in an island is 
then much smaller than the ambient thermal diffusion coefficient in the surrounding plasma. It 
can be expected that the diffusion coefficient will increase when the temperature gradient in the 
island becomes sufficiently large to encounter a microinstability threshold. With a flat density 
gradient, we would expect to encounter an ITG mode [37]. A bifurcation may not be seen if the 

 microinstability threshold is encountered below the bifurcation threshold. 
 
In Fig. 2, the nonlinear solution for u0 begins to deviate significantly from the linear solution 
when u0 is about half its value at the bifurcation threshold. The calculations for Figure 2 had 
𝑥$ = 1.2, which corresponds to localized deposition, as can be seen in Figure 1. Previous 
investigations for broad deposition profiles have also found a ratio of approximately 2 or 3 
between the two thresholds. The nonlinear effect on the stabilization via RF driven current 
becomes significant at values of u0 well below those at which a bifurcation is encountered. The 
stiffness threshold places much less of a constraint on encountering nonlinear effects than it does 
on encountering the bifurcation threshold. Nonlinear effects may be used to advantage even if 
the bifurcation threshold is not reached; and the nonlinear effects will need to be considered in 
aiming ray trajectories for values of  well below those at which a bifurcation is seen. 

0/T T

0/T T
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To estimate the ITG threshold in an island, we can compare with the threshold in an 
axisymmetric tokamak. The threshold condition for a toroidal ITG mode in an axisymmetric 
tokamak is estimated as −(𝑅/𝑇)(𝜕𝑇/𝜕𝑟) = 𝜅+, where the parameter 𝜅+ determines the threshold 
[38]. Tokamak experiments suggest that 𝜅+ lies in the range from 3 to 8[38]. If we take this as an 
estimate of the ITG threshold in an island, it suggests that the ITG threshold in an island will be 
encountered when , where W is the island width and a is the minor radius of the 
plasma. (We have assumed a tokamak aspect ratio of 3.) In practice, very little is known about 
the turbulent transport in the interior of a magnetic island at this time, so that there is great 
uncertainty attached to this estimate. We also note that the ITG mode affects mainly the ions, so 
in regimes where the collisionality is sufficiently low that the ions and electrons are weakly 
coupled, the ITG threshold has less of an impact. 
 
In Figure 9 it can be seen that the value of u0 at the bifurcation threshold is relatively insensitive 
to w0 for x0 = 5, and that it lies between u0 = 1 and u0 = 2. Also in Fig. 8 the value of u0 at the 
bifurcation threshold is relatively insensitive to x0 for the range of values of x0 included there. 
From the definition of u0 it follows that the temperature perturbation at the bifurcation threshold 
for these parameters is approximately proportional to 1/𝑤$". The stiffness constraint becomes 
less of an issue as w0 is increased. This might have been surmised already from Eqs.1 and 2. An 
increase in the value of 𝑤$" corresponds to the deposition of the power farther out on the tail of 
the electron distribution function. This is also the regime where electron cyclotron current drive 
(ECCD) and lower hybrid current drive (LHCD) are most efficient because the collision 
frequency of the accelerated electrons is lower at higher electron velocities. The economics of 
fusion reactors will be sensitive to the recirculating power, so that it will be desirable to drive 
RF-driven currents as efficiently as possible. For electron cyclotron waves, current drive is most 
efficient when the waves are launched from the top of the torus  [39, 40]. Most contemporary 
tokamak experiments use outside launch, launching the waves from the low field side of the 
torus. Experiments on the DIII-D tokamak have demonstrated top launch efficiencies twice that 
of outside launch [41]. LHCD efficiencies are comparable to those of top launch ECCD. For 
both methods of RF current drive, values of w2 close to 10 have been achieved. 
 
The insensitivity of the threshold value of u0 to x0 does not continue to hold at lower values of x0, 
corresponding to more localized deposition profiles. In Figs. 2 and 4 it can be seen that the value 
of u0 at the bifurcation threshold for x0 = 1.2 is considerably greater than at larger values of x0. 
This effect arises from the (1 − 𝑥/𝑥$)" coefficient in the exponent in Eq. (4). When the stiffness 
threshold comes into play, it imposes an impediment to accessing the bifurcation threshold with 
localized deposition profiles. 
 
In addition to the stiffness threshold, the other key parameter that comes into play in determining 
whether a bifurcation is seen is the magnitude of the injected wave energy density, represented 
by E1 in our model. In Figure 8, α is kept fixed as E1 increases, and it can be seen that 
increasingly large injections of power are needed to reach the bifurcation threshold as the 
deposition profile broadens. This is to be expected. For broad profiles, an increasing fraction of 

0/ /T T W a£
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the wave power is deposited outside the island as the deposition profile broadens further. The 
fraction of the power deposited in the island becomes important. It can be seen from Eq. (4) that, 
in the linear regime, the power deposited in an island by a broad deposition profile is determined 
by αE1. Figure 6 shows solution curves for u0 as αE1 is varied for x0 = 10 and several different 
values of the absorption coefficient α. The solutions as a function of the power deposited in the 
island, as measured by αE1, are almost indistinguishable until the bifurcation threshold is 
reached. When αE1 crosses the bifurcation threshold, the temperature increase along the ray 
trajectory causes the power to be deposited earlier in the trajectory. In particular, the power 
deposition in the island increases. Now the differences in E1 come into play, and the solution 
curves diverge. 
 
The effect of αE1 is different for localized deposition profiles. As can be seen in Fig. 7 for x0 = 2, 
the solutions at the same values of αE1 are no longer approximately the same. For localized 
deposition profiles, it is E1 rather than αE1 that determines the total power deposited in the 
island. In Fig. 7, the value of E1 at a fixed value of αE1 decreases as α increases, and the 
temperature perturbation is correspondingly smaller. Even for the same values of E1, differences 
in α cause the power to be deposited in different regions of the island, leading to differences in 
u0. In Fig. 4, u0 is plotted as a function of E1 for x0=1.2. In the linear regime, corresponding to 
sufficiently small values of E1, the temperature perturbation increases as α increases. In the 
strongly nonlinear regime on the third root, the opposite is true. As the heating along the ray 
trajectories moves the deposition profile earlier in the trajectory, the heating becomes 
increasingly inefficient. 
 
Fig. 1 shows several deposition profiles for α = 0.0002. As E1 is increased to just above the 
bifurcation threshold, the deposition profile jumps to a position closer to the center of the island, 
so that the heating becomes more efficient. The increased efficiency is reflected in the much 
larger value of u0 in Figure 2. The power is now, however, deposited along the ray trajectory 
mostly before the trajectory reaches the center of the island. As E1 is increased further and the 
deposition moves earlier in the ray trajectory, the deposition profile moves farther from the 
center of the island, and the heating becomes increasingly inefficient. This is also reflected in the 
corresponding values of u0 in Figure 2. 
 
The picture that emerges, then, is one where broader profiles are less impacted by profile 
stiffness above microinstability thresholds, but where localized profiles require less power to 
access the bifurcation threshold. Nonlinear effects begin to be significant at temperature 
perturbation levels well below those at which bifurcation occurs, and at lower power. 
 
The insights provided by the model discussed in this paper provide some general guidance that 
will be useful when planning an experiment or a stabilization scenario. The guidance will be 
different, depending on whether the microinstability threshold or the power requirement is more 
of a constraint. For planning, we may have control over many parameters, such as the location of 
the wave launcher, the launching angles, the location and size of the magnetic island, the 
temperature and density profiles in the plasma, and the shapes of the flux surfaces. Increasingly 
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realistic models of RF condensation are being developed that can calculate the effects of these 
parameter choices. The OCCAMI code couples a ray tracing code for a numerically specified 
tokamak equilibrium reconstruction to a solution of the nonlinear thermal diffusion equation in a 
magnetic island [24]. Development of the code is continuing, and it is being used for detailed 
experimental planning. Semi-analytic models, such as the one presented in this paper, provide 
insights that help to guide such planning. Planning exercises will pose questions that suggest the 
development of further improved semi-analytical models. 
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