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Omnigenous magnetic fields, where the bounce-averaged radial drift vanishes, offer a promising
solution to confine charged particles in fusion devices, particularly in stellarators. However, non-
quasisymmetric omnigenity has remained underexplored due to the absence of a general optimization
method. We introduce a novel approach for optimizing omnigenity. With simplicity comparable
to quasisymmetry (QS) optimization, the new method unifies both QS and non-QS omnigenity
optimization and can be further generalized to optimize configurations beyond omnigenity. This
approach has led to the realization of precisely omnigenous configurations with exceptional confine-
ment and unprecedented compactness. Additionally, novel configurations like pseudosymmetry and
piecewise omnigenity have been directly optimized for the first time. These advances enable efficient
explorations of practical stellarator designs with enhanced confinement and engineering feasibility.

Introduction—Stellarators confine plasmas for nuclear
fusion using three-dimensional magnetic fields mainly
produced by external coils. Without large plasma cur-
rents, stellarators can be operated at steady state and
are less prone to current-driven instabilities such as dis-
ruptions. They have achieved high fusion triple products
[1], and recent experiments indicate comparable energy
confinement scaling with tokamaks [2]. These advantages
establish the stellarator as a promising route to fusion en-
ergy.

In toroidal systems, trapped particles bouncing be-
tween mirror points typically experience non-zero net
radial drifts. This challenge, which historically limited
stellarator confinement, can be addressed by imposing
specific magnetic field properties.

A widely-used condition, omnigenity [3], ensures that
the bounce-averaged radial drift vanishes, ⟨vd · ∇ψ⟩ = 0
(vd is the drift velocity and ψ is the flux surface label).
Wendelstein 7-X (W7-X), the world’s largest stellarator,
employs an omnigenous configuration that significantly
reduces neoclassical transport [4] and holds the record
stellarator triple product [5]. Omnigenity is closely linked

to the second adiabatic invariant, J =
∫ l2
l1
mv∥dl (l is the

distance along the field line). The radial drift of trapped
particles is ∆ψ = q−1 ∂J /∂α (q is the particle charge)
[6], where α is the field line label (from the Clebsch form,
B = ∇ψ×∇α). Omnigenous fields have ∂J /∂α = 0 im-
plying that J is constant on a flux surface (for particles
with the same energy and magnetic moment). The con-
ditions for omnigenity [7] can also be summarized as 1)
Bmin and Bmax having the same value on the flux sur-
face, 2) straight contours for Bmax in Boozer coordinates
[8], and 3) uniform bounce distance along field lines.

There is a subset of omnigenity called quasisymmetry
(QS) [9]. The magnetic field strength of QS configura-
tions depends on a single angle in Boozer coordinates,
i.e., B = B(ψ,Mθ−Nζ). The symmetry in B conserves
the canonical angular momentum of particles. QS op-
timization is relatively simple and robust. A standard
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FIG. 1: Magnetic field strength contours in different
coordinates for quasi-axisymmetry (top row) and

toroidal omnigenity (bottom row).

way is to reduce the asymmetric components in Boozer
coordinates. The simplicity of QS optimization has led
to great success. The first fully optimized stellarator de-
sign is a quasi-helically symmetric configuration [10], and
subsequent advances have produced numerous QS con-
figurations [11–14]. Recent studies demonstrate that QS
can be achieved with high precision globally, offering ex-
ceptional confinement [15].

Despite being less restrictive than QS, non-QS omni-
genity is underexplored. The difficulty arises from the
absence of simple optimization methods similar to QS.
As shown in Fig. 1, B contours in omnigenous fields are
not straight in either equilibrium code (VMEC [16]) co-
ordinates or Boozer coordinates. Early omnigenous de-
signs minimized particle losses directly [17], while later
approaches optimized the alignment of J contours with
flux surfaces, yielding designs such as QPS [18] and QIPC
[19]. Recent works have attempted to minimize the devi-
ation of the equilibrium field from a prescribed omnige-
nous field [20, 21] or the equilibrium J from an ideal
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J [22, 23]. Omnigenous configurations have also been
derived using near-axis expansions [24–27]. Optimiz-
ing fast-ion confinement proxies has led to designs like
CIEMAT-QI4 [28, 29].

In this Letter, we propose a novel approach for om-
nigenity optimization similar to the standard Boozer-
coordinates-based QS optimization. After identifying a
coordinate system where B-contours are straight along
some angle (as shown in Fig. 1), omnigenity can be
achieved by reducing asymmetric components. This ap-
proach avoids computationally intensive evaluations of
J and does not require pointwise matching in the B-
distribution. Due to the analogy with QS optimization,
we have optimized a large class of new non-QS omnige-
nous configurations with exceptional confinement and
unprecedented compactness. The new approach unifies
both QS and non-QS omnigenity optimization and can
be further generalized to obtain optimized configurations
beyond omnigenity.

Methods—The new method adopts a coordinate trans-
formation similar to the Cary-Shasharina (C-S) one
[7, 30]. The C-S coordinate transformation and its gen-
eralizations [21, 31] provide a way to construct an ex-
act omnigenous field with a mapping M from the (α, η)
coordinates to the Boozer coordinates (θB , ζB). Since
constant η contours represent B contours a priori, the
strength of the constructed omnigenous field in the (α, η)
coordinates depends only on η. For a different equilib-
rium away from omnigenity, the B distribution in the
original (α, η) coordinates can be obtained by using the
inverse mapping M−1 and will not be straight anymore.
In analogy to QS, the (α, η) coordinates can be used as
the general basis and reducing the symmetry-breaking
modes will lead to omnigenity. Instead of matching the B
distribution pointwisely, the new method imposes fewer
constraints by only optimizing ∂B/∂α = 0 and thus can
explore more solutions.

We employ a modified C-S coordinate transformation.
An intermediate coordinate system (θ̃, ζ̃) is used to con-
struct the transformation from (α, η) to (θB , ζB). We
choose θ̃ = α and define ζ̃ as

ζ̃ (α, η) = η −D (η) · S (α, η) , (1)

where α ∈ [0, 2π) labels field lines and η ∈ [−π, π) la-
bels B contours (η = 0 for minimum B and η = ±π for
maximum B). Here, S(α, η) controls the contour shape
and D(η) determines the bounce distance between two
equal magnetic field contours along field lines. To pre-
serve stellarator symmetry, S(α, η) is chosen to be an odd
function and D(η) is an even function, expressed using
Fourier series as

S (α, η) =
∑
m

sm sin [my(α, η)] ,

D (η) =
∑
n

dn cos

[
(n+

1

2
)η

]
,

(2)

where sm and dn are Fourier coefficients.
Field strength contours in omnigenous fields can

close toroidally, poloidally, or helically, corresponding
to toroidal omnigenity (TO), poloidal omnigenity (PO),
and helical omnigenity (HO), respectively. The vari-
able y(α, η) = Y [α η]T is used to control the helic-
ity direction. We choose Y =

[
nfp −nfp/ι

]
for TO,

Y =
[
1 −ι/nfp

]
for PO, and Y =

[
1 ι/(ι+ nfp)

]
for HO,

where ι is the rotational transform and nfp is the number
of field periodicity. The actual Boozer coordinates with
field periodicity is then derived with

[θB ζB ]
T = M [θ̃ ζ̃]T, (3)

with the matrix M given by[
0 1
1 0

]
,

[
1 0
0 1

nfp

]
,

[
1 0

− 1
nfp

− 1
nfp

]
,

for TO, PO, and HO, respectively. Note that nfp is di-
vided in PO and HO, not TO. This avoids TO having a
rotational transform comparable to nfp, which becomes
impractical for configurations with large nfp.
Once the coordinate mapping from (α, η) to (θB , ζB)

has been established, omnigenity can be optimized by
minimizing asymmetric components,

fomni =
∑
m ̸=0

(Bm,n/B0,0)
2 , (4)

where B(α, η) =
∑
Bm,n cos(mα−nη) and Bm,n is com-

puted with Fourier decomposition. This is similar to the
standard QS cost function. In particular, QS will be
optimized if S = 0 is assumed in Eq. 1 which implies
straight B contours in Boozer coordinates. fomni can be
used in any stellarator optimization codes, e.g. STELLOPT
[32], SIMSOPT [33], or DESC [34]. The mapping function
controlled by S and D is not fixed and could be varied
for better numerical convergence. Manipulating the map-
ping function could allow us to obtain new configurations
beyond omnigenity, which will be discussed later.

Precisely omnigenous configurations—Numerical ex-
amples of precisely omnigenous configurations with ex-
ceptional confinement and low aspect ratios have been
obtained. The omnigenity cost function, fomni, has been
implemented in the SIMSOPT optimization framework
[33]. To obtain practical solutions, additional terms are
added to the overall cost function. Here, we have added
two more objective functions. The first one is an aspect
ratio constraint, fap = (A − A∗)2, where A is the flux
surface aspect ratio and A∗ is the target value. Lower
aspect ratios are generally favorable. The second one is
a rotational transform constraint, fι = (ι − ι∗)2, where
ῑ is the rotational transform on the flux surface and ι∗
is the target value. The overall objective function is ex-
pressed as ftotal = fomni+wapfap+wιfι with wap and wι

being user-specified weights. Optimization is performed
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FIG. 2: Gallery of optimized configurations. Column A: toroidal omnigenity (TO), Column B: poloidal omnigenity
(PO), Column C: helical omnigenity (HO), Column D: piecewise omnigenity (pwO), and Column E:

pseudosymmetry (PS). The first row shows cross-sections of the outermost magnetic surface (LCFS) from VMEC

(black solid lines) alongside Poincaré plots from SPEC (colored dots). The second row displays the field strength |B|
on the LCFS in Boozer coordinates. Dashed lines indicate field lines. The third row presents the normalized second
adiabatic invariant J̃ as a function of the relative field strength t = (B∗ −Bmin)/(Bmax −Bmin). The fourth row

illustrates the 3D plasma boundary shape, with colors indicating the field strength as in the second row.

using the trust region reflective optimization algorithm
[35] with the plasma boundary shape (i.e., the Fourier
coefficients {Rm,n, Zm,n} in the VMEC equilibrium code
[16]) as degrees of freedom.

For demonstration, we have selected three precisely
omnigenous configurations with different helicities. The
optimization does not need a “warm” start and the ini-
tial guess is a circular torus. For TO and HO optimiza-
tion, better omnigenity is achieved if QA and QH are
obtained first. For brevity, the three configurations are
vacuum (β = 0) and omnigenity on the outermost mag-
netic surface (s = 1.0) is optimized. Fig. 2 shows the re-
sults, with all configurations scaled to a volume-averaged
field strength of 1 T and a major radius of 1 m. For
TO (Fig. 2 column A), we set nfp = 2, A∗ = 6, and

ιaxis∗ = ιedge∗ = 0.7. The achieved ι profile is almost con-
stant at ι = 0.7. PO (Fig. 2 column B) has nfp = 3,

A∗ = 6.5, and ιedge∗ = 0.76. The achieved ι ranges from
0.872 on the magnetic axis to 0.76 at the edge. HO (Fig. 2
column C) is optimized with nfp = 4 and A∗ = 8. The
average ι is constrained to be 1.15 in the first stage tar-
geting a QH. The achieved ι ranges from 1.186 to 1.3.

The optimized configurations are verified to have con-
tinuous nested magnetic surfaces throughout the volume
using the SPEC code [36]. (Detailed Poincaré plots and
rotational transform profiles can be seen in the Supple-
mental Material [37].)

All three configurations demonstrate precise omni-
genity. The normalized second adiabatic invariant,

J̃ (ψ,B∗) =
∫ l2
l1

√
B∗ −B dl, is almost straight along

α (Fig. 2 (A3)∼(C3)), indicating that ∂J̃ /∂α = 0 is
achieved with high accuracy. The deviation from om-
nigenity can be quantitatively assessed with the aver-
age J̃−1∂J̃ /∂α, as shown in Fig. 3. These results are
compared to the high-mirror configuration of W7-X [38]
(W7X-HM), which has the best omnigenity among the
W7-X equilibria, and the precise QA case from Landre-
man & Paul [15] (LP-QA), which has exceptionally high
precision in QS. LP-QA can also be reproduced using the
new method with the QS optimization capability. The
omnigenity residues of TO, PO, and HO are two orders
lower than W7X-HM and comparable to LP-QA.

High accuracy in omnigenity leads to exceptional con-
finement in both collisional transport and collisionless
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FIG. 3: Radial profiles of the average J̃−1∂J̃ /∂α for
measuring the omnigenity residue.

alpha particle losses. As shown in Fig. 4 (a), neoclassi-
cal transport in the 1/ν regime (ν is the collisionality),

measured by the effective ripple ϵ
3/2
eff calculated using the

NEO code [39], is low and certainly smaller than the turbu-
lence transport. Alpha particle confinement is evaluated
using the SIMPLE code [40] with settings consistent with
Ref. [15]. The configurations are scaled to the ARIES-CS
reactor size (minor radius of 1.7 m, average field strength
of 5.7 T), and 5000 alpha particles (3.5 MeV, isotropic,
initialized at s = 0.25) are followed for 0.2 seconds with-
out collisions. The loss fractions of alpha particles in TO
and HO are 0.50% and 0.16%, respectively, while PO
has no losses before the slowing-down time, as shown in
Fig. 4 (b). The obtained configurations demonstrate su-
perior confinement performance compared to any built
stellarator, achieving the best performance among the
proposed designs (comparable to precise QS). In partic-
ular, the aspect ratios are lower than any existing om-
nigenous configuration (TO: 6.0 vs 19.6 [21], PO: 6.5 vs
8.0 [20], HO: 8.0 vs 18.3 [21]), which will substantially
reduce the construction cost.

Configurations beyond omnigenity—Omnigenity is of-
ten considered as the minimum requirement for confining
all particles. However, several concepts extending beyond
omnigenity leverage more general features of the J dis-
tribution, including pseudosymmetry [41], bumpy sym-
metry [42], isometry [43], isodrastic fields [44], and piece-
wise omnigenity [45]. While not fully eliminating radial
drift, these concepts may offer greater design flexibility
for future fusion reactors. Our omnigenity optimization
method is flexible enough to directly target these concep-
tual configurations. Here, we focus on pseudosymmetry
(PS) and piecewise omnigenity (pwO).

A PS configuration has no locally trapped particles,
i.e., the field strength has no locally closed contours. The
B-contours cannot be tangent to the magnetic field line
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FIG. 4: Confinement of all configurations. (a)

Neoclassical transport coefficient ϵ
3/2
eff . (b) Collisionless

loss fractions of alpha particles at the ARIES-CS
reactor size (PO has no losses).

in PS configurations. To achieve PS, the mapping func-
tion from (α, η) to (θB , ζB) is decoupled from the ro-
tational transform ι. A factitious ι is selected for the
mapping function and remains constant, while an ad-
ditional target function enforces non-tangency between
B-contours and magnetic field lines. Fig. 2 column D
shows a PS configuration with nfp = 2, A = 5, and a
constant ι = 0.39. The B-contours close toroidally, re-
sembling TO, but the non-tangency condition ensures no
neighboring B-lines intersect a field line twice. The field
strength along a field line, shown in Fig. 5, confirms the
absence of local wells, consistent with Ref. [41]. With the
elimination of locally trapped particles, PS has a consid-

erably low ϵ
3/2
eff , comparable to TO, as shown in Fig. 4 (a).

More interestingly, PS is less elongated than an equiva-
lent TO implying potentially simpler coils and it has a
lower aspect ratio which is generally favorable for com-
pact reactors. However, as ∂J /∂α = 0 is not enforced
(Fig. 3), PS configurations show non-straight J̃ contours
(Fig. 2 (D3)). Consequently, the average radial drift is
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FIG. 5: Field strength distributions along the field line
in multiple configurations.

not zero. Fig. 4 (b) confirms that PS has poor alpha-
particle confinement with all trapped particles lost.

The pwO concept arises from ∂J /∂α = 0 being ful-
filled piecewisely [45], explaining good confinement in
configurations deviating from exact omnigenity. How-
ever, there has yet to be a direct optimization method.
Our omnigenity optimization method can be adapted to
produce pwO configurations by modifying the mapping
range of η. In Eq. 1, η ∈ [−π, π) is used to construct
omnigenous fields. For pwO, we can limit the range of η
(e.g. η ∈ [−π/2, π/2)) so that neighboring Bmax contours
intersect with each other. Although the Bmin regions are
still omnigenous, the “squeezed” Bmax region will form
locally closed “islands”. Fig. 2 column E illustrates a
pwO configuration resembling PO, with nfp = 3, A = 6,
ιedge = 0.62. This pwO optimization starts from a PO

with A = 8. J̃ is almost straight in the low-field region,
but deviates in the high-field region. The blank areas in
the J̃ plot (Fig. 2 (E3)) correspond to failures in finding
paired bounce points in one period due to local ripples.
The obtained configuration combines omnigenity (in the
low-field region) and pwO (in the high-field region) [46].
Although pwO has a relatively high omnigenity residue

(Fig. 3), it shows low ϵ
3/2
eff and alpha-particle loss fractions

near 1% at reactor scale. Field strength distributions re-
veal locally closed contours (Fig. 2 (E2)) and multiple
local wells along the field line (Fig. 5), which are dif-
ferent from omnigenity and PS. The minima of B are
equally spaced and at the same value, similar to the con-
cept reported by Mynick et al. [47]. Almost all trapped
particles are well confined in pwO. It is also noted that
pwO is less elongated than PO and has a smaller aspect
ratio, possibly due to weaker constraints in the Bmax re-
gion.

Discussions—We have introduced a novel method for
optimizing omnigenity by reducing symmetry-breaking

modes in the (α, η) coordinates, which is conceptually as
simple as the QS optimization. Besides QS configura-
tions, precisely omnigenous configurations away from QS
have been obtained using the new method. These config-
urations exhibit exceptional confinement in both neoclas-
sical transport and collisionless alpha particles. Notably,
TO and HO have significantly lower aspect ratios than
previously reported configurations, making them promis-
ing candidates for future stellarators. The new method
has demonstrated great robustness, with successful op-
timization starting from a circular torus (“cold” start),
and flexibility, enabling the direct optimization of new
conceptual configurations beyond omnigenity with minor
modifications. For the first time, PS and pwO configura-
tions have been directly optimized. PS and pwO exhibit
low neoclassical transport and reduced elongation, po-
tentially simplifying coil designs. These configurations
highlight the additional flexibility offered by relaxing the
stricter conditions of omnigenity.
While only vacuum configurations are considered here,

finite-beta equilibria can be easily obtained using the
same method. The omnigenity cost function can be ap-
plied to multiple flux surfaces achieving global omnigen-
ity. It can also be combined with other metrics to accom-
modate additional requirements, such as MHD stability
and turbulence transport. Furthermore, engineeringly-
feasible coils can be designed using existing tools [48].
The new method opens avenues for deeper exploration
within the omnigenity design space. As generalized forms
of QA and QH, TO and HO may offer additional de-
grees of freedom to enhance engineering feasibility. With
weaker constraints, PS and pwO demonstrate good con-
finement while potentially reducing coil complexity. pwO
is particularly promising, exhibiting exceptional alpha
particle confinement and warranting further investiga-
tion.
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This document provides some numerical details and
examines several physical properties, including Poincaré
plots, rotational transform profiles, and J distributions
of the pwO configuration.

OPTIMIZATION SETTINGS AND FLUX
SURFACE QUALITY

The optimization presented in this Letter was per-
formed using SIMSOPT with VMEC serving as the MHD
equilibrium solver. The degrees of freedom in the opti-
mization process are the Fourier coefficients that describe
the plasma boundary.
For the TO and HO cases, QA/QH were obtained first,

starting with MPOL = 3, NTOR = 3, NS = 50, and
a tolerance of FTOL = 10−11. During the optimiza-
tion process, MPOL and NTOR were incrementally in-
creased until MPOL = 5 and NTOR = 5, while the high-
est Fourier mode describing the boundary shape was set
to be MPOL − 2 and NTOR − 2. Once a satisfactory
QA/QH configuration was obtained, the TO/HO opti-
mization proceeded with a gradual increase in MPOL
and NTOR up to MPOL = 12 and NTOR = 12, respec-
tively, with the maximum Fourier mode of the boundary
shape reaching 7. For the PO case, the optimization was
initiated with MPOL = 3, NTOR = 3, NS = 50, and
FTOL = 10−14. MPOL and NTOR were progressively
increased during the optimization until MPOL = 13 and
NTOR = 13. The highest Fourier mode describing the
boundary shape was incrementally increased from 1 to 7.
To ensure the accuracy of the final configuration, high-

resolution VMEC runs were conducted with MPOL = 16,
NTOR = 16 for TO , MPOL = 13, NTOR = 16 for HO,
MPOL = 12, NTOR = 12 for PS & pwO, with NS = 201
and FTOL = 10−16 to ensure proper convergence. For
the PO case, we used MPOL = 13, NTOR = 13, NS =
121 and FTOL = 10−16 to ensure convergence.

Magnetic islands induce substantial radial transport
and can give rise to severe instabilities; thus, their pres-
ence should generally be minimized. The imposed con-
straint on the rotational transform serves to mitigate the
occurrence of low-poloidal-mode-number rational sur-
faces. During the optimization process, the entire ι pro-

file was not explicitly controlled. Instead, the rotational
transform was constrained either on a single flux surface
or in terms of its average value. Consequently, it was
necessary to examine the quality of the flux surfaces. To
this end, we employed the SPEC code, as VMEC assumes
the existence of nested flux surfaces. The last closed flux
surface (LCFS) from VMEC was imported into SPEC, with
the main simulation parameters set to NVOL = 1 and
Lrad = 8. The values of MPOL and NTOR were main-
tained consistent with those in VMEC. The Beltrami equa-
tion was solved linearly using the GMRES solver iterat-
ing until the precision reached below 10−14. Fig. 1 shows
the SPEC results together with the rotational transform
profiles. All five configurations have no magnetic islands
or chaos inside the LCFS. The final ι profiles are also
plotted in Fig. 1(f).

J DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE PWO
CONFIGURATION

Here, we examine the J distribution of the pwO config-
uration to check if the pwO characteristics are satisfied.
The calculations were done on the outermost magnetic
surface. 50 magnetic field lines were selected uniformly
over the field line label α ∈ [0, 2π), and each field line
was traced for 100 periods. The bounce points for dif-
ferent field strengths B∗ = (1 − t)Bmin + tBmax were
calculated. 200 values for the relative strength t uni-
formly distributed in [0.05, 0.95] were used to scan B∗.
Figure 2 shows the results. Unlike omnigenous configu-
rations where J has only a single principal value, pwO
can have either a single value (low field) or three discrete
values for J (high field), consistent with the fact that
pwO has the same minimum for B while having different
values for Bmax. However, the three discrete values of J
in the high field region, J I ,J II ,J III , satisfy the rela-
tionship of J I + J II − J III = 0, which is exactly the
characteristic of the piecewise omnigenity concept. This
condition ensures good particle confinement. The J dis-
tribution also confirms that the pwO configuration in the
Letter is a combination of omnigenity and piecewise om-
nigenity.
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FIG. 1: (a)∼(e): Poincaré plots from SPEC at toroidal angle ϕ = π/nfp for TO, PO, HO, PS, and pwO. (Colors are only for
better visualization.) Black dashed lines are the VMEC boundaries. (f): Rotational transform profiles for the five configurations.
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FIG. 2: J distribution on the outmost magnetic surface of the pwO configuration. Each colored region represents an area
where J has three distinct principal values and the condition J I + J II − J III = 0 is satisfied.
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