
Sawtooth crash in tokamak as a sequence of Multi-region Relaxed MHD equilibria

Z. S. Qu,1 Y. Zhou,2 A. Kumar,3 J. Doak,4 J. Loizu,5 and M. J. Hole4, 6

1)School of Physical and Mathematical Sciences, Nanyang Technological University,

Singapore 637371, Singapore
2)School of Physics and Astronomy, Institute of Natural Sciences,

and MOE-LSC, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200240,

China
3)Plasma Science and Fusion Center, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge,

MA 02139, United States of America
4)Mathematical Sciences Institute, the Australian National University,

Canberra ACT 2601, Australia
5)École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne, Swiss Plasma Center, CH-1015 Lausanne,

Switzerland
6)Australian Nuclear Science and Technology Organisation, Locked Bag 2001,

Kirrawee DC, NSW 2232, Australia

(*Electronic mail: zhisong.qu@ntu.edu.sg)

(Dated: 27 January 2025)

This study examines the sawtooth crash phenomenon in tokamak plasmas by modelling it

as a sequence of Multi-region Relaxed Magnetohydrodynamic (MRxMHD) equilibria. Us-

ing the Stepped-Pressure Equilibrium Code (SPEC), we constructed a series of equilibria

representing intermediate states during the sawtooth crash, with progressively increasing

reconnection regions. Numerical results demonstrated that the system prefers the lower en-

ergy non-axisymmetric equilibria with islands and is eventually back to an axisymmetric

state, capturing key features of the reconnection process. Comparisons with the nonlinear

MHD code M3D-C1 showed remarkable agreement on the field-line topology, the safety

factor, and the current profile. However, the simplified MRxMHD model does not resolve

the detailed structure of the current sheet. Despite this limitation, MRxMHD offers an

insightful approach and a complementary perspective to initial-value MHD simulations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Relaxation is a universal phenomenon where plasmas undergo self-organisation to reach a

lower energy state1. Modelling this process often involves running initial-value simulations, which

can be computationally expensive. Variational principles offer a more efficient alternative by di-

rectly constructing the final state through the minimisation of total plasma energy, subject to spe-

cific constraints. A famous example is the Woltjer-Taylor relaxation2–4, which uses the volume-

integrated magnetic helicity as a constraint. This leads to a constant-pressure, constant-current

force-free Beltrami field, and a bifurcated non-axisymmetric state for helicity values exceeding a

certain threshold.

While the Taylor relaxation successfully modelled early reversed-field pinch (RFP) experi-

ments, where overlapping resistive modes cause global relaxation1, such a relaxation is often too

drastic for tokamaks and stellarators. Conversely, the Kruskal-Kulsrud ideal MHD variational

principle5, which enforces nested magnetic flux surfaces and prohibits changes in magnetic topol-

ogy, proves too restrictive for many applications. To overcome these difficulties, the Multi-region

Relax MHD (MRxMHD) was put forward by Robert Dewar based on the Bruno and Lawrence

sharp boundary equilibrium6. The model was first published by Hole, Hudson, and Dewar7–9. The

MRxMHD model assumes the plasma volume to consist of N subregions R1, · · · ,RN , separated

by N nested ideal interfaces I1, · · · ,IN . In the fixed boundary version, IN is a fixed perfectly-

conducting wall. A schematic view of the magnetic geometry is shown in FIG. 1. The magnetic

helicity is constrained in each subregion instead of the entire plasma, allowing local relaxations

meanwhile preserving the magnetic topology of the prescribed interfaces. The resulting equilib-

rium, after minimising the total energy, has a discrete pressure profile with jumps on the interfaces,

namely a stepped-pressure equilibrium. With a sufficient number of interfaces, the global plasma

profiles are recovered discretely. The Stepped-Pressure Equilibrium Code (SPEC)10–12 is a nu-

merical solver designed to find such equilibria in complicated geometry.

MRxMHD and SPEC have been utilised to study plasma equilibrium and relaxation. By scan-

ning the location of an ideal interface acting as a transport barrier, a sequence of equilibria was

constructed for the RFX-mod, which successfully replicated the transition between the single-

helical-axis state and the double-axis state13. Another good example is the direct prediction of

nonlinear tearing mode saturation both in slab14,15 and in cylindrical16 geometry, where the width

of the island was recovered without solving an MHD initial value problem.
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FIG. 1. A schematic view of the plasma regions Ri and ideal interfaces Ii. Reproduced from [Dennis et

al. Physics of Plasmas 20(3), 032509 (2013)]17, with the permission of AIP Publishing.

The main purpose of the current paper is to examine the suitability of MRxMHD in modelling

a sawtooth crash. Sawtooth is a well-known relaxation process in tokamaks18 and current-carying

stellarators19,20. It is triggered when a q = 1 surface presents inside the plasma volume with the

temperature profile undergoing periodic crashes and flattenings, leading to worse confinement in

general. Here q denotes the safety factor. The crash is usually followed by a ramp-up recovering

phase during which the plasma internal energy re-accumulates. The physical mechanism of the

sawtooth is still under debate21. The two most cited models are the Kadomstev model22 and

the Wesson model23,24. The Kadomstev model attributes the crash to a m = n = 1 internal kink

mode and magnetic reconnection, where m and n are the poloidal and toroidal mode numbers,

respectively. During a crash, flux surfaces and their neighbourhood with the same helical flux label

χ = qresψp −ψt reconnects, conserving χ itself and the differential toroidal flux. Here ψp and ψt

are the poloidal flux and toroidal flux, respectively, while qres = 1 is the resonant safety factor. The

Wesson model, on the other hand, relies on interchange instabilities, which are more prominent at

a relatively high plasma β , where β = 2µ0 p/B2 is the ratio between the plasma kinetic energy and

magnetic energy, with µ0 being the vacuum magnetic permeability, p the plasma pressure, and B

the magnetic field strength.

Since variational approaches including MRxMHD contain neither resistivity nor a time vari-

able, it is not purposed to resolve the complicated crash dynamics which depends strongly on the

plasma β and the non-ideal effects (see the review by Chapman21 and references therein). An ap-
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plication would be to predict the after-crash equilibrium given the initial configuration. This was

pioneered by Bhattacharjee and Dewar25–27, in which the volume integrated helicity, now weighed

by arbitrary functions of χ , is added to the Taylor variational principle as invariants. Models based

on Taylor relaxation in only the plasma core were also considered28. Recently, Aleynikova et

al.29 applied SPEC to compute the after-crash current and rotational transform profile in the Wen-

delstein 7-X ECCD heating scenario20, in which the reconnected region is considered a single

subregion after the crash. SPEC was also used to find the relaxed parallel flow profile at the

edge of the Madison Symmetric Torus (MST) before and after a sawtooth crash, showing good

agreements with measurements30.

In this work, we take a further step to construct a sequence of MRxMHD equilibria to re-

solve the intermediate steps during the crash. We limit our case to a nearly zero β plasma so the

Kadomstev model is appropriate. A sequence-of-equilibria model for sawtooth was first proposed

by Waelbroeck31,32 for crashes slower than the Alfvén time scale, but faster than the resistive time

scale, such that the conservation of helicity is a good assumption. At every step, an approxi-

mate helical equilibrium is found with an inner-layer current sheet matched to the outer region,

where each pair of original flux surfaces reconnects into a new crescent flux surface in the island.

Waelbroeck discovered the existence of a ribbon connecting the two Y-points of the island, with

a current sheet in the ribbon. We take a similar approach as Waelbroeck, with a less restrictive

relaxation: the reconnected island is taken as a single Taylor-relaxed subregion without enforcing

a constraint on each crescent flux surface, while the rest of the plasma is kept ideal by the en-

forced interfaces. As the size of the reconnected region changes, we obtain a sequence of helical

states, which have lower energies than the corresponding axisymmetric solutions. Our approach

has the benefit of allowing configurations with a smaller aspect ratio and larger islands, as well

as the emergence of chaotic region surrounding the islands which is confirmed by resistive MHD

simulations.

This paper is organised as follows. Section II briefly introduces the MRxMHD theory and the

SPEC code. Section III explains the procedure of constructing a sequence of MRxMHD equilibria

for a sawtooth crash and presents the numerical results. A comparison with the nonlinear MHD

code M3D-C1 will be presented in Section IV. Finally, Section V draws the conclusion.
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II. THE MRXMHD MODEL

We briefly summarised the MRxMHD model8,9 here. One may refer to Hudson et al.10 and

references therein for the mathematical construction of MRxMHD and the steps in the derivations.

We define the MHD energy in the i-th region, given by

Wi =
∫
Ri

(
p

Γ−1
+

B2

2

)
dV, (1)

as well as the magnetic helicity, written as

Ki =
1
2

∫
Ri

A ·BdV, (2)

where Γ is the adiabatic index, V the volume, A the magnetic vector potential, B = ∇×A the

magnetic field, and B = |B| (equivalent to B/
√

µ0 in SI unit). To find an equilibrium state, we

seek to extremise the MRxMHD functional given by

F =
N

∑
i=1

Wi −µi(Ki −K0,i), (3)

where µi is the Lagrange multiplier, and K0,i the constant helicity constraint in each subregion. A

few additional constraints are to be noted: (1) piV
γ

i = Si in each subregion, where Vi is the volume

of each subregion and Si a constant; (2) both the toroidal magnetic flux ∆ψt,i and the poloidal flux

∆ψp,i in each subregion are constrained to constants ∆ψt0,i and ∆ψp0,i, respectively (the inner-

most subregion only needs the toroidal flux constraint); (3) the magnetic field is tangential to the

interfaces, i.e. the interfaces are ideal MHD barriers.

Extremising (3) with respect to A leads the Beltrami field equation in each subregion, given by

∇×B = µiB, within Ri, (4)

with the tangential boundary condition mentioned above given by

B · n̂= 0, on Ii, (5)

where n̂ is the normal unit vector on the interfaces. In the view of the variational principle pre-

sented here, µi is a dependent variable determined by matching the helicity constraint. Extremising

(3) with respect to the location of Ii leads to the force balance condition on each interface given

by [[
p+

B2

2

]]
= 0, on Ii, (6)
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where [[· · · ]] stands for the difference across the interface. The pressure is then a constant in each

subregion, determined by the constraint piV
γ

i = Si. We emphasise that one needs to specify four

constraints for each subregion: ψt0,i, ψp0,i, K0,i, and pi (or Si). Again, for the innermost subregion,

the constraint ψp0,i is dropped.

The SPEC code solves the MRxMHD equilibrium problem numerically for both tokamaks and

stellarators. The vector potential in each subregion is discretised by Chebyshev (Zernike for the

innermost volume) polynomials in the radial coordinate s and Fourier series in the generalised

poloidal and toroidal angles ϑ and ζ . The interface locations R(ϑ ,ζ ) and Z(ϑ ,ζ ) are also given

in Fourier series, where R and Z are points on the interface in cylindrical coordinates. A Bel-

trami field solver solves (4) and (5) with an initial guess of the interface location, giving A as

output. The force mismatch on interfaces is then computed from A and the interfaces are moved

using Newton’s method to satisfy the force balance condition (6). An additional spectral conden-

sation constraint33 is added to ensure the uniqueness of the boundary representation. The iteration

continues until a tolerance is reached.

III. RESULTS

A. Equilibrium setup

We start from a tokamak plasma with zero pressure, major radius R0 = 1m, minor radius a =

0.3m, vacuum field strength B0 = 1T , and a circular cross-section. The q profile is chosen to be

flat in the core region and increase to towards 2.1 at the edge, as shown in FIG. 2. This q profile is

taken from the class of analytical equilibria in M3D-C1 used to study sawtooth regularly34. There

is a q = 1 surface at mid-radius ψ̄t = 0.42, or equivalently
√

ψ̄t = 0.648, where ψ̄t = ψt/ψt,edge

is the normalised toroidal flux. The equilibrium is constructed in VMEC35 with a fixed circular

boundary.

A linear resistive MHD stability calculation with PHONIEX36 shows the equilibrium is un-

stable to tearing/resistive-kink mode depending on the resistivity. This is demonstrated in FIG. 3

where the linear growth rate γ is plotted as a function of plasma resistivity η . The growth rate γ

is normalised to the Alfvén frequency on axis ωA0 = VA0/R0 = B0/(R0
√

µ0ρ0), where ρ0 is the

density on axis and µ0 the plasma vacuum permeability, while the resistivity η is in the unit of

µ0ωA0R2
0, i.e. the inverse magnetic Reynolds number. At low resistivity, the growth rate follows
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the scaling γ ∼ η3/5, a typical relationship for a tearing mode. At a higher resistivity, it gradually

transits into a resistive kink mode37 with scaling γ ∼ η1/3. Note that the equilibrium is stable to

the ideal internal kink mode38 as no instability is found in the limit η → 0 since β = 0, and the

cross-section circular.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
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q

FIG. 2. The q profile of the initial equilibrium.
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FIG. 3. Resistive instability growth rate calculated by PHOENIX, showing a transition between a tearing

mode (γ ∼ η3/5) to a resistive-kink (γ ∼ η1/3) as the plasma resistivity increases.

B. Initial MRxMHD equilibrium

After setting up the ideal MHD equilibrium in VMEC, we need to convert it into a corre-

sponding MRxMHD equilibrium after partitioning into a number of subregions. In axisymmetric
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geometry, one should use an infinite number of subregions to approximate closely a continuous

pressure/q profile. In practice, the number of subregions is finite to ensure numerical viability. In

this work, we start with 15 subregions.

The vector potential and magnetic field in VMEC are written as

A= ψt∇θ
∗−ψp∇ζ , (7)

B = ∇ζ ×∇ψp +∇ψt ×∇θ
∗, (8)

where ψt labels the flux surfaces and ψp is a function of ψt , ζ the cylindrical angle, and θ ∗ the

straight-field-line angle in PEST coordinates. The helical flux can be computed straightforwardly

for each flux surface as χ(ψt) = ψp −ψt . First of all, it is reasonable to place an ideal interface

to separate the region participating or not in the sawtooth reconnection event. According to the

Kadomtsev model, this interface should be placed at the flux surface with a zero helical flux χ .

Flux surfaces outside the χ = 0 surface will have a negative value of helical flux, so there is

no corresponding flux surface in the core to reconnect with. Then, we choose to place another

interface halfway between this surface and the plasma boundary in the non-reconnecting region to

better match the VMEC solution and to account for the changing current profile.

Within the reconnection region, we also need to set up a few interfaces. Again, according to

the Kadomtsev model, flux surfaces with the same helical flux will reconnect. We therefore place

pairs of interfaces at equal helical fluxes based on the VMEC equilibrium. This is demonstrated

by FIG. 4. Starting from the subregion containing the q = 1 surface, we put I−1 inside the q = 1

surface and I1 outside, such that χ(I−1) = χ(I1). Similarly, we place I−2 and I2, I−3 and I3,

· · · , I−6 and I6, until we are sufficiently close to the non-reconnecting interface at χ = 0. The

distance between each pair of interfaces is equidistant in
√

χ , so the width of each subregion is

similar. Once we have determined the location of the interfaces in terms of VMEC flux label ψt ,

we can compute the constraints for each SPEC subregion from VMEC output. The constraints

∆ψt and ∆ψp are computed by taking the difference between their corresponding VMEC values

on the neighbouring interfaces. Finally, we need to compute the helicity in each volume. Using

(7) and (8), the helicity in VMEC between two flux surfaces ψt,1 and ψt,2 can be computed as

KVMEC = 4π
2
∫

ψt,2

ψt,1

(
ψt

q
−ψp

)
dψt , (9)

where ψ ′
p(ψt) = 1/q has been used. Consider the gauge convention for SPEC10, the relationship
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between VMEC helicity and SPEC helicity is given by

KSPEC =

 KVMEC +ψt,>ψp,> toroidal region

KVMEC −∆ψpψt,<+∆ψtψp,< annulus region
, (10)

where ψt,< and ψp,< are the corresponding fluxes of the inner interface, while ψt,> and ψp,> are

those During the “reconnection”, we will remove the interfaces in pairs to reconnect flux surfaces

with the same helical flux. After an interface is removed, the constraints for the new combined

subregion are recomputed from VMEC given the new interfaces.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

t

-0.15

-0.1

-0.05

0

0.05

Interface

Helical flux

FIG. 4. The helical flux used to subdivide the plasma volume and the location of the interfaces (indicated

by the blue diamonds. The vertical dashed line stands for the q = 1 surface and the horizontal dashed line

stands for χ = 0.

Given the selected interfaces, the toroidal flux, the poloidal flux, and the magnetic helicity for

each subregion are computed from the VMEC magnetic field. They are prescribed as constraints

for SPEC. The initial locations of the interfaces are also extracted from VMEC solution. SPEC

then solves the force balance by adjusting the location of the interfaces, assuming axisymmetry.

The resulting equilibrium cross-section is presented in FIG. 5. Here we use a poloidal Fourier

resolution of Mpol = 10 and a toroidal resolution Ntor = 7. The innermost region uses Zernike

polynomials with order 14 while the other regions use Chebyshev polynomials with order 6.

C. A sequence of equilibria representing the crash process

Since the plasma is unstable, the axisymmetric solution is not in the lowest energy state. This

is confirmed by calculating the Hessian matrix39,40 of the energy functional for the initial equilib-
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FIG. 5. The Poincaré map for the initial SPEC equilibrium with 15 subregions. The interfaces are repre-

sented by the red solid lines.

rium, which turns out to have negative eigenvalues, indicating a direction of perturbation that can

reduce the system’s energy. To reach the lowest energy state, we first apply an m = 1,n = 1 pertur-

bation to all the interfaces to break symmetry. Now the configuration no longer has force balance.

A force descent algorithm is then used to push all the interfaces in the direction of the force, i.e.

towards the lower B2/2 side across the interfaces. During the force descent, the interfaces inside

the q = 1 interfaces are continuously pushed into the outer interfaces. We stop the descent before

they crash into each other, and then switch back to a Newton method. Since we are already very far

from the initial equilibrium, the Newton method will not give us the axisymmetric configuration,

but rather, a new equilibrium state with a helical core: this is a lower energy state that the system

will prefer. This equilibrium is shown in FIG. 6 (a). To ensure the existence and robustness of

the solution, one should in principle increase the Fourier resolution and study the convergence41.

However, an increased Fourier resolution will result in a smaller gap between the two interfaces,

leading to a singular Jacobian and a poorer convergence property or even a lack of convergence.

Given this numerical difficulty, the Fourier resolution is set to be constant in our current paper.

An inspection of FIG. 6 (a) shows that a magnetic island is created, indicating that the flux

surfaces between the two interfaces I−1 and I1 are already reconnected. More importantly, these

two interfaces almost touch each other on the opposite side of the island and form a very thin layer

between them: this is an island with two Y-points connected by a ribbon31,42. We will analysis the

properties of the current sheet in Section IV. The next step is to remove I−1 and I1 assuming they

are reconnected, and merge the neighbouring subregions. We simply just add together their fluxes

and helicity of the three subregions (the original subregion containing q = 1 and its neighbours) to
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 6. Poincaré maps of the lowest energy states as we combine the subregions: (a) 15 subregions; (b) 11

subregions; (c) 7 subregions; (d) 3 subregions. The interfaces are represented by the red solid lines.

form a new subregion. Now the reconnection site is surrounded by I−2 and I2. After removing a

pair of interfaces, the equilibrium is recomputed.

Starting from the initial 15-subregion equilibrium, we remove 2, 4, and 6 pairs of interfaces,

leading to an 11-subregion, a 7-subregion, and a 3-subregion equilibrium, respectively. We show

the Poincaré maps of this sequence in FIG. 6. As more and more subregions/interfaces are re-

connected, the magnetic island is growing bigger, while the subregion containing the original

magnetic axis is becoming smaller. When a larger number of subregions are reconnected in FIG.

6 (c), a chaotic region is developed around the island’s separatrix. Finally, after all the subregions

are reconnected in FIG. 6 (d), the minimum energy state restores to an axisymmetric state, and the

magnetic axis is replaced by the island axis.

In FIG. 7, we plot the total change of magnetic energy
∫

dV B2/2 of the entire plasma as a func-

tion of reconnected helical flux ∆χ , for both the axisymmetric solution and the non-axisymmetric

11



equilibrium as a percentage of the axisymmetric 15-subregion equilibrium. The non-axisymmetric

equilibrium has a lower MHD energy than the corresponding axisymmetric equilibrium. The

difference in energy is very small (on the order of 0.01%), even though the magnetic topology

changes dramatically, consistent with the finding of Cooper et al.43. It is noteworthy that even

when the equilibrium remains axisymmetric as we combine subregions, the total energy will drop.

This is because we are reducing the number of constraints (interfaces) which will naturally lead to

a lower total energy.

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06
Δχ/ψedge

Δ0.05

Δ0.04

Δ0.03

Δ0.02

Δ0.01

0.00

ΔW
m
ag
 (%

)

SPEC Axi ymmetric
SPEC Non-axisymmetric
M3D-C1

FIG. 7. Total change in total magnetic energy compared to the reference case as a function of reconnected

helical flux. For SPEC, the reference is the axisymmetric 15-subregion equilibrium. For M3D-C1, the

reference is the time slice t = 1350 just before the island is visible.

To sum up, the sequence of MRxMHD equilibria we constructed by removing ideal interfaces

represents the process of a sawtooth reconnection. These are bifurcated states with a lower MHD

energy compared to their axisymmetric counterparts.

IV. COMPARISON WITH M3D-C1

We now compare the sequence we obtained in Section III to the simulation result of M3D-C1,

an initial-value MHD code. M3D-C144 solves the nonlinear extended MHD equations using high-

order finite elements with C1 continuity and split-implicit time-stepping. The M3D-C1 has long

been used to study sawtooth crash and sawtooth cycles in tokamaks44–46 and stellarators47. In

this work we use the same VMEC equilibrium to initiate the stellarator extension of M3D-C148 to

ensure the consistency of the equilibrium.

Specifically, we solve the single-fluid extended MHD equations (in dimensionless units, whose
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 8. Poincaré maps of the four time slices of the M3D-C1 simulation that are close to the four SPEC

equilibria: (a) t = 1450; (b) t = 1550; (c) t = 1650; (d) t = 1750.

normalisations are consistent with those in Section III. Time is normalised to τA = ω
−1
A0 , length to

R0, pressure to B2
0, density to ρ0, mass to proton mass)

∂tρ +∇ · (ρv) = D∇
2(ρ −ρeq), (11)

ρ(∂tv+v ·∇v) = j×B−∇p−∇ ·Π, (12)

∂t p+v ·∇p+ γ p∇ ·v = (Γ−1)[η( j2 − j2
eq)−∇ ·q−Π : ∇v], (13)

∂tB = ∇× [v×B−η(j−jeq)], (14)

for the mass density ρ , velocity v, pressure p, and magnetic field B, with the current density

j = ∇×B and the adiabatic index Γ = 5/3. The viscous stress tensor is Π = −ν(∇v+∇vT)−

2(νc −ν)(∇ ·v)I and the heat flux q =−κ⊥∇(T −Teq)−κ∥bb ·∇T with b=B/B and the tem-

13



perature T = Mp/ρ , where M is the ion mass. The transport coefficients used include uniform

mass diffusivity D = 10−6, isotropic and compressible viscosities ν = νc = 10−6 (in the unity of

inverse Reynolds number), resistivity η = 10−6 (in the unit of inverse magnetic Reynolds number)

and strongly anisotropic parallel and perpendicular thermal conductivities κ∥ = 1 and κ⊥ = 10−6.

For this value of η , the relationship between γ and η follows γ ∼ η1/3 as shown in FIG. 3, and

therefore the linear instability is dominated by the resistive kink mode. The equilibrium fields ρeq,

Teq, and jeq subtracted in the dissipative terms act as effective sources to sustain the equilibrium in

the absence of instabilities, and we consider uniform equilibrium density (ρeq = 1) and pressure

(peq = 10−3) profiles for simplicity. We use 3807 reduced quintic elements in the (R,Z) plane

and 8 Hermite cubic elements in the toroidal direction, and the time step size is 2. The boundary

conditions are ideal on the magnetic field, no-slip on the velocity, and Dirichlet on the density and

pressure.

We have selected four different time slices (a) t = 1450, (b) t = 1550, (c) t = 1650, and (d)

t = 1750 (in the unit of τA). These four slices are close to the four different SPEC equilibria

in FIG. 6, namely the 15-, 11- 7-, and 3-subregion equilibria, respectively. The corresponding

Poincaré maps are given in FIG. 8. The toroidal plane shown is chosen to match the island phasing

in SPEC. They are very close to the SPEC equilibria presented in FIG. 6 by visual comparison.

The duration of the crash is 300τA, justifying the assumption that the crash is much slower than

the Alfvén time scale τA but faster than the resistive time scale τR ∼ η−1 = 106. The early phase

of the crash in FIG. 6 and FIG. 8 (a) and (b) are almost identical. This is because in the early stage,

the growth of the island is still slow and the reconnection layer is thin, such that an equilibrium

model is more appropriate. There are more notable differences in the later phase of the crash in

figures (c) and (d). In SPEC equilibrium (c), the chaotic region only appears around the good

flux surfaces surrounding the original and the new magnetic axis, and is bounded by the non-

reconnecting interface. This is due to our assumption that the crash only affects plasma within this

interface. However, in M3D-C1 the crash is more dramatic and the chaotic region extends beyond

the non-reconnecting flux surface to the edge. Finally, SPEC predicts an axisymmetric after-crash

configuration, while in M3D-C1, the outer region remains chaotic for a very long time.

We compare the q profile from both codes, shown in FIG. 9. The q profile is computed with

respect to the original axis by field-line tracing for 100 toroidal turns starting from Z = 0 and a

given R, except that in the after-crash case, it is computed with respect to the new magnetic axis.

Overall, the agreement between M3D-C1 and SPEC is remarkable. For FIG. 9 (a) and (b), the q
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profile outside the reconnection region generally follows the initial configuration. A flattened q= 1

region appears around R = 0.85, corresponding to the O-point of the m = n = 1 island. On both

side of the q = 1 region there are jumps and sharp changes in q, corresponding to the separatrix

of the island. Around R = 1.23, there is a jump in q due to the ribbon of the island, indicating

the existence of a current-sheet. We note that SPEC agrees very well with M3D-C1 for both the

sharp changes around the island and the jump of q across the ribbon, indicating that the magnitude

of the current sheet is correctly captured. This current sheet will present as an interface current

leading to the shearing of B across the interface. Outside the island, the q profile of M3D-C1 is

slightly lower than SPEC. Since M3D-C1 is a global initial value code calculating the total field

instead of the perturbation, even though the initial equilibrium is given by the VMEC equilibrium,

it evolves according to the set source and resistivity. For FIG. 9 (c), the island becomes much

wider and chaotic regions start to develop outside the unreconnected flux surfaces and the new

island. The computed M3D-C1 q value in this region fluctuates due to the chaotic and ergodic

nature of the field lines, though the match with SPEC is still relatively good. Finally, both SPEC

and M3D-C1 predict a pretty flat q profile above unity in the core of the after-crash scenario with

a similar value. We note that the sawtooth we are studying is a complete and global crash, which

allows us to model the reconnected region as a single Taylor-relaxed region and explains the good

match.

In the Kadomtsev model, each pair of flux surfaces with the same helical flux label reconnects

into a new, crescent flux surface surrounding the axis of the island. The quantity µ = J∥/B is not

a constant across these new flux surfaces inside the island, while in SPEC the entire reconnected

island region is modelled as a single relaxed volume with a constant µ . The value of µ is only

allowed to jump across interfaces, leading to a stepped µ profile. We examine the appropriateness

of this assumption by comparing the value µ on the mid-plane of M3D-C1 and SPEC, shown in

FIG. 10. The general agreement between M3D-C1 is again remarkable across all cases despite the

discrete nature of µ in SPEC. More specifically, the value of µ appears flat within the reconnected

region (around R = 0.82,0.87,0.9,1.0, for (a-d), respectively) for M3D-C1, matching the value

predicted by SPEC. This justifies our single-subregion assumption for the reconnected region.

A notable feature of M3D-C1 is the strong peak of current between R = 1.2 and 1.3 as a result

of the current sheet at the reconnection site. This current is missing for the SPEC curve since we

are only plotting parallel currents flowing within the SPEC subregions and leaving out the current

sheet on interfaces. To compare the structure of the current sheet, we plot the parallel current on
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FIG. 9. A comparison between M3D-C1 and SPEC for the safety factor q as a function of field-line tracing

starting point R, for (a) 15-subregion, (b) 11-subregion, (c) 7-subregion, and (d) 3-subregion (after-crash)

equilibrium. The q profile is constructed by field-line tracing starting from Z = 0 and the given R, and

computed with respect to the original axis, except for the 3-subregion equilibrium, which is computed with

respect to the new axis. Some irregularities are found in (c) and (d) due to chaotic region.

a two-dimensional R-Z plane for the M3D-C1 case (b) in FIG. 11. FIG. 11 shows that the current

sheet is concentrated at the reconnection site, and is poloidally asymmetric: its strength decreases

away from the middle of the ribbon and weakens significantly outside the ribbon. We have also

computed the SPEC surface current on the interface immediately outside the reconnected volume,
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FIG. 10. A comparison between M3D-C1 and SPEC for the profile µ = µ0J∥/B on the mid-plane, for (a)

15-subregion, (b) 11-subregion, (c) 7-subregion, and (d) 3-subregion (after-crash) equilibrium. For SPEC,

the currents flowing on the interfaces are ignored: only currents inside the subregions are considered.

defined by49

Iζ =
1
J
[[Bϑ ]] , Iϑ =−1

J

[[
Bζ

]]
(15)

where the superscripts and subscripts indicate the contra-variant and co-variant components, re-

spectively, and J the jacobian. The parallel surface current I∥ is then computed by taking the dot

product of the surface currents in (15) and B, making use of the metric. Note that to resolve the

ambiguity of B and metric on different sides of the interface, we use their value on the inner side

of the interface. In FIG. 12, we plot the ratio I∥/|B| as a function of SPEC generalised poloidal
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angle ϑ , which appears to be almost a constant. We therefore conclude that a SPEC equilibrium

cannot resolve the poloidal structure of the current sheet. Ideally, one can integrate within a neigh-

bourhood of the M3D-C1 current sheet to get the poloidally averaged surface current amplitude

and compare it to SPEC. However, its value is very sensitive to the range of integration and a

direct comparison with SPEC is difficult. Nevertheless, the average amplitude of the current sheet

is correct, which can be reflected by the same jump of the safety factor across the current sheet as

shown in FIG. 9.

FIG. 11. The contour of the parallel current for M3D-C1 time slice (b), corresponding to the 11-subregion

SPEC equilibrium. A current sheet is visible in bright colour.
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FIG. 12. The ratio between the toroidal surface current I∥ and field strength |B| as a function of SPEC

generalised poloidal angle ϑ on the interface just outside of the reconnection site for the 11-subregion

SPEC equilibrium.
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Finally, we calculate the drop in magnetic energy in M3D-C1 and have overplotted it in FIG.

7, taking the time slice t = 1350, just before the crash as a reference. Compared to SPEC, the

magnetic energy in M3D-C1 was reduced more in the early stage. This is because, in M3D-C1,

the entire plasma is allowed to respond resistively to the crash, while in SPEC, only the inner region

containing the reconnection site is relaxed and the rest of the plasma volumes are constrained by

ideal interfaces and fixed helicity/fluxes. At the later stage, as the relaxation volume increases and

the number of subregions reduces in SPEC, the match becomes better.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we have constructed a sequence of Multi-region Relaxed MHD (MRxMHD)

equilibria to represent the sawtooth crash process in tokamak plasmas with zero plasma β . The

plasma is partitioned into subregions separated by ideal interfaces, allowing the relaxation locally

within reconnected regions while preserving the magnetic topology outside. A helical equilibrium

with a magnetic island was identified as having lower energy than the corresponding axisymmetric

state. The reconnection region was then progressively enlarged by removing interfaces in pairs,

representing the intermediate stages of the sawtooth crash, with the island growing larger and the

magnetic energy further reducing. These helical equilibria are all minimum energy states given

the constrained topology of the unreconnected region, with the two interfaces bounding the island

barely touch each other: the only way to reduce the energy further is via reconnecting these two

interfaces. The results demonstrate the capability of MRxMHD in capturing the transition from the

initial axisymmetric equilibrium to states with magnetic islands, chaotic regions, and, eventually,

the post-crash equilibrium.

Comparison with nonlinear MHD simulations using M3D-C1 reveals qualitative and quantita-

tive agreement: this confirms the sawtooth with low β considered in our current paper is indeed

a reconnection process. The jump of the q profile matches across the separatrix, showing that

MRxMHD is correctly capturing the size of the current sheet. The MRxMHD approach fails to

spatially-resolve the poloidal structure of the current sheet due to its coarse assumption of the re-

connected region being a single Taylor-relaxed subregion, despite the flat current profile being a

good assumption for the majority of the island.

Future work may focus on extending this approach to finite-β plasmas. At a higher β , the

property of the instability might become qualitatively different (e.g. the potential transition to the
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Wesson model). It is worthwhile to explore such a transition and see what MRxMHD predicts

as the minimum energy states. We also plan to explore its application in more realistic tokamak

scenarios and in stellarators such as the ECCD-induced crash in W7-X. Finally, the new relaxed

MHD framework developed by Dewar50 recently might give more insights since it contains plasma

flow and allows time evolution.
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