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Abstract

This paper presents a generalized energy-based modeling framework extend-
ing recent formulations tailored for differential–algebraic equations. The pro-
posed structure, inspired by the port-Hamiltonian formalism, ensures passiv-
ity, preserves the power balance, and facilitates the consistent interconnection
of subsystems. A particular focus is put on low-frequency power applications
in electrical engineering. Stranded, solid, and foil conductor models are in-
vestigated in the context of the eddy current problem. Each conductor model
is shown to fit into the generalized energy-based structure, which allows their
structure-preserving coupling with electrical circuits described by modified
nodal analysis. Theoretical developments are validated through a numeri-
cal simulation of an oscillator circuit, demonstrating energy conservation in
lossless scenarios and controlled dissipation when eddy currents are present.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, energy-based modeling via port-Hamiltonian (pH) for-
mulations has received more and more attention; cf. [1, 2] for a general
overview. The pH framework generalizes classical Hamiltonian systems by
allowing for energy dissipation as well as energy exchange with the environ-
ment. Moreover, the corresponding structure implies a power balance and
ensures passivity, i.e., the system may not internally generate energy. Often,
the power balance also implies (Lyapunov) stability, e.g., if the Hamiltonian
is a squared norm of the state. Furthermore, power-preserving intercon-
nections of pH systems result in an overall system which is again pH. This
makes the framework especially suitable for network modeling and control
[3, 4, 5, 6]. PH structures have been identified in various application areas,
including chemistry [7, 8, 9], electrical engineering [10, 11, 12, 13, 14], and
mechanics [15, 16, 17, 18]. Structure-preserving discretization and model
order reduction techniques are presented, e.g., in [19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24].

Recently, a new representation of energy-based models has been intro-
duced in [25] that appears to be especially suitable for differential–algebraic
equation systems (DAE). Similarly to classical pH formulations, it implies a
power balance, is preserved under power-preserving interconnections, and al-
lows for structure-preserving discretization and model reduction. Moreover,
in some applications, it allows to obtain energy-based formulations with fewer
state variables compared to the pH-DAE formulations presented in [26, 27].
In addition, the new framework also includes systems of index 3, whereas the
linear pH-DAE formulation in [26] is restricted to systems with an index of
at most 2, cf. [28].

This paper introduces a generalization of the original energy-based frame-
work to account for practically relevant models from electrical engineering,
i.e., modified nodal analysis (MNA) for the description of electric circuits in-
cluding lumped elements and refined models describing three-dimensionally
resolved electromagnetic fields based on (quasistatic) Maxwell’s equations.
Such coupled systems arise in various practical situations, e.g., when simu-
lating electric machines or accelerator circuits; see [29, 30]. Mathematically,
the field-circuit coupling is established by prolongation and restriction oper-
ators which can be related to conductor models, e.g., stranded, solid, or foil
models [31, 32, 33, 34]. All models, i.e., circuit and field, are known to be
DAEs of index up to two depending on the circuit topology; see [35, 36, 37].
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2. Energy-Based Modeling

In [25], the authors have introduced a structured energy-based formu-
lation which is especially suitable for DAEs. In this paper, we propose a
generalization that allows for additional algebraic components in the vari-
ables, as this is important for the MNA model to be investigated later. The
new formulation reads∇z1H(z1, z2)

E d
dt
z2

0

 = (J −R)

 d
dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

+ Bu (1)

with state z = (z1, z2, z3) : [t0, tf ] → Rn1 ×Rn2 ×Rn3 , input u : [t0, tf ] → Rm,
Hamiltonian H : Rn1 × Rn2 → R, effort e : Rn1 × Rn2 → Rn2 , and coefficient
matrices E ∈ Rn2×n2 , J ,R ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×m with n := n1 + n2 + n3.
In particular, J must be skew-symmetric and R symmetric and positive
semi-definite. Moreover, we assume that

E⊤e(z1, z2) = ∇z2H(z1, z2),

which is inspired by the port-Hamiltonian structure introduced in [27]. In
addition, we have an equation for the output y : [t0, tf ] → Rm, given by

y = B⊤

 d
dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

 . (2)

Remark 1. The matrix E is not necessarily invertible. However, if E equals
the identity, then e(z1, z2) = ∇z2H(z1, z2) and we regain the basic model
from [25], namely∇z1H(z1, z2)

d
dt
z2

0

 = (J −R)

 d
dt
z1

∇z2H(z1, z2)
z3

+ Bu. (3)

2.1. Power Balance and Interconnections

We first prove that systems of the form (1)–(2) follow the typical power
balance.

Lemma 2 (Energy dissipation). The energy satisfies d
dt
H ≤ ⟨y,u⟩. In par-

ticular, system (1)–(2) is energy dissipative for u = 0.
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Proof. A direct calculation shows

d

dt
H =

〈
∇z1H(z1, z2),

d
dt
z1

〉
+
〈
e(z1, z2), E d

dt
z2

〉
=

〈 d
dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

 ,

∇z1H(z1, z2)
E d

dt
z2

0

〉

= −

〈 d
dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

 ,R

 d
dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

〉
+

〈 d
dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

 ,Bu

〉
≤ ⟨y,u⟩.

The special case u = 0 clearly yields d
dt
H ≤ 0.

A second important property is that systems of the form (1)–(2) can be
coupled, leading again to a system of the same structure.

Lemma 3 (Structure-preserving interconnection). Consider two systems of
the form (1)–(2), namely ∂1H[i]

E [i] d
dt
z
[i]
2

0

 =
(
J [i] −R[i]

) d
dt
z
[i]
1

e[i](z
[i]
1 , z

[i]
2 )

z
[i]
3

+ B[i]u[i],

y[i] = B[i]⊤

 d
dt
z
[i]
1

e[i](z
[i]
1 , z

[i]
2 )

z
[i]
3


with respective states z[1], z[2], energy functions H[1], H[2], efforts e[1], e[2],
and the short notation ∂kH[i] = ∇

z
[i]
k
H[i](z

[i]
1 , z

[i]
2 ). Then an interconnection

of the form [
u[1]

u[2]

]
=

(
Fskew −Fsym

) [y[1]

y[2]

]
+

[
ũ[1]

ũ[2]

]
with Fskew = −F⊤

skew and positive semi-definite Fsym = F⊤
sym yields again a

system of the form (1)–(2).

Proof. We define the new states

z1 :=

[
z
[1]
1

z
[2]
1

]
, z2 :=

[
z
[1]
2

z
[2]
2

]
, z3 :=

[
z
[1]
3

z
[2]
3

]
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as well as the in- and outputs

u :=

[
u[1]

u[2]

]
, ũ :=

[
ũ[1]

ũ[2]

]
, y :=

[
y[1]

y[2]

]
.

We consider H(z1, z2) := H[1](z
[1]
1 , z

[1]
2 ) + H[2](z

[2]
1 , z

[2]
2 ) as the Hamiltonian

of the coupled system. Assuming the block structure

J [i] =

 J [i]
11 J [i]

12 J [i]
13

−J [i]⊤
12 J [i]

22 J [i]
23

−J [i]⊤
13 −J [i]⊤

23 J [i]
33

, R[i] =

 R[i]
11 R[i]

12 R[i]
13

R[i]⊤
12 R[i]

22 R[i]
23

R[i]⊤
13 R[i]⊤

23 R[i]
33

, B[i] =

B
[i]
1

B[i]
2

B[i]
3

,
we define the matrices

J :=



J [1]
11 0 J [1]

12 0 J [1]
13 0

0 J [2]
11 0 J [2]

12 0 J [2]
13

−J [1]⊤
12 0 J [1]

22 0 J [1]
23 0

0 −J [2]⊤
12 0 J [2]

22 0 J [2]
23

−J [1]⊤
13 0 −J [1]⊤

23 0 J [1]
33 0

0 −J [2]⊤
13 0 −J [2]⊤

23 0 J [2]
33


, B :=



B[1]
1 0

0 B[2]
1

B[1]
2 0

0 B[2]
2

B[1]
3 0

0 B[2]
3


,

and R correspondingly. Since J [i] is skew-symmetric, so are J [i]
11 , J

[i]
22 and

J [i]
33 for i = 1, 2. Hence, J is skew-symmetric. Similarly, it can be shown

that R is symmetric and positive semi-definite. The two output equations
can be combined to

y =

[
y[1]

y[2]

]
= B⊤

 d
dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

 , e(z1, z2) =

[
e[1](z

[1]
1 , z

[1]
2 )

e[2](z
[2]
1 , z

[2]
2 )

]
.

With E := Diag(E [1], E [2]), the efforts satisfy

E⊤e(z1, z2) =

[
E [1]⊤e[1](z

[1]
1 , z

[1]
2 )

E [2]⊤e[2](z
[2]
1 , z

[2]
2 )

]
=

[
∂2H[1]

∂2H[2]

]
= ∇z2H.

Together with the interconnection equation, namely u = (Fskew−Fsym)y+ũ,
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we get∇z1H
E d

dt
z2

0

 =
(
J −R

) d
dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

+ B (Fskew −Fsym)y + Bũ

=
((

J + BFskewB⊤)− (
R+ BFsymB⊤)) d

dt
z1

e(z1, z2)
z3

+ Bũ,

which has the form (1). To see this, note that BFskewBT is skew-symmetric
and BFsymBT symmetric positive semi-definite.

2.2. Time Discretization by the Midpoint Rule

We consider an equidistant partition of the time interval with step size τ
and t0 = 0. As usual, xk denotes the approximation of some variable x at
time tk := kτ . Moreover, we use the notation xk+1/2 = 1

2
(xk + xk+1) and

uk+1/2 = u(tk+1/2) for the input.

Lemma 4 (Discrete energy dissipation). Let the Hamiltonian be of the quadratic
form

H(z1, z2) =
1

2
⟨z1,M1z1⟩+

1

2
⟨z2,M2z2⟩

with symmetric matrices M1 ∈ Rn1×n1 and M2 ∈ Rn2×n2. With the discrete
energy Hk := H(zk

1, z
k
2), the midpoint scheme applied to (1) satisfies

Hk+1 −Hk ≤ τ ⟨yk+1/2,uk+1/2⟩.

In particular, we have Hk+1 ≤ Hk for u = 0.

Proof. The midpoint rule applied to (1) results in the iteration τ ∇z1Hk+1/2

E (zk+1
2 − zk

2)
0

 =
(
J −R

) zk+1
1 − zk

1

τ e(z
k+1/2
1 , z

k+1/2
2 )

τ z
k+1/2
3

+ τBuk+1/2, (4a)

τyk+1/2 = B⊤

 zk+1
1 − zk

1

τ e(z
k+1/2
1 , z

k+1/2
2 )

τ z
k+1/2
3

 . (4b)
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Since the Hamiltonian is quadratic, we have ∇zℓ
Hk = Mℓz

k
ℓ , ℓ = 1, 2. This

implies

E⊤e(z
k+1/2
1 , z

k+1/2
2 ) = ∇z2H(z

k+1/2
1 , z

k+1/2
2 ) = ∇z2Hk+1/2

as well as
2Hk = ⟨zk

1,M1z
k
1⟩+ ⟨zk

2,M2z
k
2⟩ = ⟨zk,∇zHk⟩.

Due to the symmetry of M1 and M2, we conclude that

2Hk+1 − 2Hk = ⟨zk+1,∇zHk+1⟩ − ⟨zk,∇zHk⟩ = 2
〈
zk+1 − zk, ∂zHk+1/2

〉
.

Hence,

τ
(
Hk+1 −Hk

)
= τ

〈
zk+1 − zk, ∂zHk+1/2

〉
=

〈 zk+1
1 − zk

1

τ ∇z2Hk+1/2

τz
k+1/2
3

 ,

τ ∇z1Hk+1/2

zk+1
2 − zk

2

0

〉

=

〈 zk+1
1 − zk

1

τ e(z
k+1/2
1 , z

k+1/2
2 )

τz
k+1/2
3

 ,

 τ∇z1Hk+1/2

E (zk+1
2 − zk

2)
0

〉
.

Inserting (4) finally gives

τ
(
Hk+1 −Hk

)
≤

〈 zk+1
1 − zk

1

τ e(z
k+1/2
1 , z

k+1/2
2 )

τz
k+1/2
3

 , τBuk+1/2

〉

= τ 2
〈
yk+1/2,uk+1/2

〉
.

Remark 5. For linear time-invariant systems, the midpoint rule and the
trapezoidal rule coincide. Hence, also the trapezoidal rule conserves the en-
ergy dissipation for this kind of systems, cf. the numerical experiments in
Section 4.

3. Conductor Models

In low-frequency numerical computations of electromagnetic fields, so-
called conductor models are used to couple conducting regions, e.g., coils, to
outside circuitry [31]. Three conductor models are commonly distinguished:
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stranded, solid, and foil conductors, [32, 33, 34, 37]. We consider the con-
ductor models in the magnetoquasistatic regime of Maxwell’s equations, i.e.,
disregarding displacement currents [38]. For that, we choose the (modified)

vector potential formulation using A⃗ : Ω× [t0, tf ] → R3 as the main unknown,
see [39]. Imposing homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions for simplicity
of presentation, this leads to the so-called eddy current problem

∇×
(
ν∇× A⃗

)
= J⃗ in Ω,

n⃗× A⃗ = 0 on ∂Ω,

where n⃗ denotes the outward pointing normal vector, ν is the magnetic per-
meability, and J⃗ : Ω × [t0, tf ] → R3 equals the total current density. Again,
for simplicity, we restrict ourselves to a linear isotropic reluctivity ν ∈ R>0.
The total current density is split into

J⃗ = J⃗c + J⃗s,

where J⃗c is the conduction current density, accounting for the ohmic losses,
and J⃗s the source current density. The conduction current density is given
by Ohm’s law J⃗c = −σ∂tA⃗, where −∂tA⃗ is the electric field strength, and in
which the electric conductivity may jump

σ =

{
σc in Ωc ⊂ Ω

0 otherwise

with σc ∈ R>0. Then, the parabolic semi-elliptic curl–curl equation can be
written as

σ∂tA⃗+∇×
(
ν∇× A⃗

)
= J⃗s in Ω, (5)

n⃗× A⃗ = 0 on ∂Ω (6)

with a given (consistent) initial condition A⃗(x⃗, 0) = A⃗0(x⃗) for x⃗ ∈ Ω. Note

that (5) does not define A⃗ uniquely in non-conducting domains due to gradi-
ent fields spanning the nullspace of the curl operator [38]. There are different
choices to deal with the non-uniqueness and we will follow the tree-cotree ap-
proach from [40].

To discuss the conductor models giving rise to the source current den-
sity J⃗s, we consider Fig. 1. It implicitly encodes the following assumptions
from [37].
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Ω
Ωc

Ωfoil

Ωsol

Ωstr

Figure 1: Computational domain with one representative of each conductor model.

Assumption 1 (Domain). Ω is simply connected and split into two disjoint
subdomains Ωc and Ω0 related to the conductivity, i.e., Ω = Ωc∪Ω0. Further-
more, there is a source domain Ωs ⊂ Ω, with supp(J⃗s) = Ωs, which can be
divided into three disjoint subdomains Ωs = Ωsol ∪ Ωfoil ∪ Ωstr, corresponding
to solid, foil, and stranded conductors, respectively. The source subdomains
satisfy Ωsol,Ωfoil ⊂ Ωc and Ωstr ⊂ Ω0. Note that these domains related to
conductors may appear nstr, nsol and nfoil times. Finally, we assume that all
domains are Lipschitz, open, and – where applicable – their closures do not
intersect, e.g., Ωsol ∩ Ωfoil = ∅.

A mimetic finite element (FE) discretization of (5) requires specific func-
tion spaces spanned by so-called edge-elements basis functions which is well
understood, see e.g. [41]. Without introducing the corresponding function
spaces or basis construction, we directly state the result of semi-discretization
by the Galerkin method

Mσ
d

dt
a(t) +Kνa(t) = js(t), (7)

where a : [t0, tf ] → Rnw contains the FEM coefficients of the magnetic vector

potential A⃗ and js is the discretized source current density which will be
discussed in detail in the upcoming subsections. The ith basis function for

9



A⃗ is denoted as w⃗i, and the FE matrices Mσ,Kν ∈ Rnw×nw and js ∈ Rnw

are defined as

[Mσ]ij =

∫
Ω

σw⃗j · w⃗i dV, (8)

[Kν ]ij =

∫
Ω

ν∇× w⃗j · ∇ × w⃗i dV, (9)

[js]i =

∫
Ω

J⃗s · w⃗i dV. (10)

Note that (7) is a DAE due to the singularity of the conductivity matrix [42].

Property 6 (System matrices). The conductivity matrix Mσ and the reluc-
tivity matrix Kν are positive semi-definite.

Proof. This follows immediately from the Galerkin discretization in (8)-(9)
and the non-negativity of the material properties.

The non-uniqueness of the continuous formulation is inherited by the
discrete one, i.e., there is a joint nullspace of Mσ and Kν . However, this
can be removed by gauging, in particular the tree-cotree approach; see [43,
p. 58].

Assumption 2 (Uniqueness). We assume that a tree-cotree gauging has been
applied such that the matrix pencil λMσ + Kν with λ ∈ R is regular, and
(7) has a unique solution given a consistent initial value a(t0) = a0 ∈ Rnw .

3.1. Stranded Conductor

The stranded conductor is a simple homogenization model that avoids
resolving single strands by considering a bulk material. This is a reasonable
assumption if their radius is significantly below the skin depth such that
eddy current effects are negligible [31]. For multiple conductors of this type,
the source current density has only support in Ωs =

⋃nstr

k=1 Ωstr,k and Ωsol =
Ωfoil = ∅. The model is based on distribution functions χ⃗str,k : Ωstr,k → R3,
called winding function in [33] where

J⃗s =
nstr∑
k

χ⃗str,k ıstr,k

10



with ıstr : [t0, tf ] → Rnstr . Each winding function can be discretized as de-
scribed in (10) and collected in Xstr ∈ Rnw×nstr . Then, this matrix can
also be used to express the voltage drops vstr : [t0, tf ] → Rnstr such that the
resulting system reads [33]

Mσ
d

dt
a+Kνa−Xstrıstr = 0, (11a)

X⊤
str

d

dt
a+Rstrıstr − vstr = 0, (11b)

where the resistance is given by

Rstr = X⊤
strM

+
strXstr

with the Moore–Penrose pseudo-inverse M+
str of M str, which is built analo-

gously to (8) by adding a conductivity σ = σstr > 0 on the stranded conduc-
tor domain Ωstr. This accounts for losses due to direct currents, while eddy
currents are still neglected.

Property 7. The resistance matrix Rstr is positive semi-definite.

Proof. Due to its construction and the fact that σstr > 0, M str is positive
semi-definite and so is M+

str.

In practice, Rstr is positive definite. This can also be proven by exploiting
additional properties of the winding functions. However, we only need semi-
definiteness for the following result

Lemma 8. The stranded conductor model (11) fits into the structure (3).

Proof. We set z1 = a, z3 = ıstr, H(a) = 1
2
a⊤Kνa, u = vstr, and

J =

[
0 Xstr

−X⊤
str 0

]
, R =

[
Mσ 0
0 Rstr

]
, B =

[
0
I

]
,

where I denotes the identity and Mσ and Rstr are positive semi-definite.

Note that all terms in R are indeed related to conductivity or resistivity.
The resulting power balance reads

d

dt
H(a) = −

[
d
dt
a

ıstr

]⊤ [
Mσ 0
0 Rstr

] [
d
dt
a

ıstr

]
+ ıstr · vstr.
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3.2. Solid Conductor

If eddy currents are non-negligible in a conductor, the solid conductor
model is used. Let us assume multiple conductors of this type, then the
source current density has support in Ωs =

⋃nsol

k=1Ωsol,k and Ωstr = Ωfoil = ∅.
The coupling is established by voltage distribution functions such that

J⃗s =

nsol∑
k

σχ⃗sol,kvsol,k

with voltages vsol : [t0, tf ] → Rnsol . Again, each distribution function χ⃗sol,k :
Ωsol,k → R3 can be discretized separately and collected in a matrix Xsol ∈
Rnw×nsol such that the system reads

Mσ
d

dt
a+Kνa−MσXsolvsol = 0, (12a)

−X⊤
solM

⊤
σ

d

dt
a+Gsolvsol − ısol = 0 (12b)

with ısol : [t0, tf ] → Rnsol . The (direct current) conductance matrix is defined
as

Gsol = X⊤
solMσXsol. (13)

Property 9. The conductance matrix Gsol is positive semi-definite.

Proof. This follows immediately from the positive semi-definiteness of (8).

Note that one can show again the stronger result of positive definiteness if
considering the exact images and spaces of the involved matrices. However,
semi-definiteness is enough to prove the following result.

Lemma 10. The solid conductor model (12) fits into the structure (3).

Proof. We define z1 = a, z3 = vsol, H(a) = 1
2
a⊤Kνa, u = ısol, and

J = 0, R =

[
Mσ −MσXsol

−X⊤
solM

⊤
σ Gsol

]
, B =

[
0
I

]
with identity I. Using (13), we observe that R may be factorized as

R =
[
I −Xsol

]⊤
Mσ

[
I −Xsol

]
and thus R inherits the positive semi-definiteness from Mσ, cf. Property 6.

12



Note, all terms in R are again related to conductivity or resistivity. The
power balance reads

d

dt
H(a) = −

[
d
dt
a

vsol

]⊤ [
Mσ −MσXsol

−X⊤
solM

⊤
σ Gsol

] [
d
dt
a

vsol

]
+ ısol · vsol.

3.3. Foil Conductor

The foil conductor is represented by a homogenization model that lies,
in a sense, between the solid and stranded types. It captures eddy currents
within the foils but neglects them in the perpendicular direction [32, 44].
The following discussion is based on [34], to which we refer for more details.
Since the model already resolves several foils, we present here the simplified
case of a single conductor to avoid confusion, i.e., Ωs = Ωfoil. The source
current density is written as

J⃗s = σΦχ⃗sol,

where the electric field is expressed in terms of a voltage function Φ: Ω ×
[t0, tf ] → R and a distribution function χ⃗sol. By imposing the same current
ıfoil through every (virtual) foil, it can be expressed in the homogenized region
as ∫

Γ(α)

σ
(
−∂tA⃗+ Φχ⃗sol

)
· χ⃗sol dS =

ıfoil
b
, (14)

where b is the thickness of a foil and Γ(α) defines a surface perpendicular to
the thickness in Ωfoil. The voltage over the foil winding vfoil is the sum of the
voltage drops of the individual foils, which is expressed for the homogenized
domain as

vfoil =
1

b

∫
f(Lα,β,γ)

Φds, (15)

where f(Lα, β, γ) is the one-dimensional domain of homogenization of the
foil conductor. Finally, the FE discretization of (7), (14), and (15) yields a
system of equations

Mσ
d

dt
a+Kνa−X foile = 0, (16a)

−X⊤
foil

d

dt
a+Gfoile− cıfoil = 0, (16b)

−c⊤e+ vfoil = 0, (16c)

13



where e : [t0, tf ] → Rnp contains the FEM coefficients of the electric scalar
potential, and the matrix X foil ∈ Rnw×np and the vector c ∈ Rnp are defined
by

[X foil]iℓ =
nw∑
j=1

xj

∫
Ω

σpℓw⃗j · w⃗i dV,

[c]k =
1

b

∫
f(Lα,β,γ)

pk ds.

Here, pk, k = 1, . . . , np, denote the FEM basis functions for the discretization
of Φ, which can be defined independently of the underlying mesh. Moreover,
the vector x = [x1, . . . , xnw ]

⊤ contains the coordinates of χ⃗sol w.r.t. the basis
(w⃗i)

nw
i=1. The conductance matrix Gfoil ∈ Rnp×np is defined as

Gfoil = X⊤
foilM

+
σX foil

where M+
σ is the Moore–Penrose pseudo-inverse of Mσ.

Property 11. The conductance matrix Gfoil is positive semi-definite.

Proof. This follows again from the positive semi-definiteness of (8).

Our definition of Gfoil ensures consistency with circuit theory, as is dis-
cussed in [34]. However, the legacy definition from the literature also fulfills
the relevant properties to prove the following Lemma. Note that in the
specific case of discretizing Φ with np = 1 basis function p1 = 1, the foil
conductor model becomes equivalent with the solid conductor model.

Lemma 12. The foil conductor model (16) fits into the structure (3).

Proof. We define z1 = a, z3 = [e⊤ ıfoil]
⊤, H(a) = 1

2
a⊤Kνa, u = vfoil, and

J =

0 0 0
0 0 c
0 −c⊤ 0

 , R =

 Mσ −X foil 0
−X⊤

foil Gfoil 0
0 0 0

 , B =

00
1

 .

It remains to be shown that R is positive semi-definite. We use [45, Th. 1.20]
which states that this is equivalent to

(i) the matrix Mσ is positive semi-definite,
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(ii) the column spaces match, i.e., C(X foil) ⊆ C(Mσ),

(iii) the Schur complement Gfoil −X⊤
foilM

+
σX foil is positive semi-definite.

Since (i) and (iii) follow directly from the definitions, we only need to show
(ii). For this, we denote the projector onto the nullspace of Mσ by Qσ. It
is easy to show that QσX foil = 0, see [34, App. II] which gives (ii) and thus
concludes the proof.

The power balance reads

d

dt
H(a) = −

[
d
dt
a
e

]⊤ [
Mσ −X foil

−X⊤
foil Gfoil

] [
d
dt
a
e

]
+ ıfoilvfoil.

3.4. Field Circuit Coupling using MNA

There are various formulations to describe electric circuits, however, the
arguably most successful is the MNA [46]. Using the notation from [35], the
dynamics of a linear circuit are then described by the governing equations

ACCA⊤
C

d

dt
ϕ+ARGA⊤

Rϕ+ALȷL +AVȷV +AIı = 0, (17a)

L
d

dt
ȷL −A⊤

Lϕ = 0, (17b)

A⊤
Vϕ− v = 0, (17c)

where A⋆ ∈ R(nϕ−1)×b⋆ are incidence matrices, ı : [t0, tf ] → RbI the source
currents and v : [t0, tf ] → RbV the source voltages. The number of nodes in
the circuit is denoted as nϕ and b⋆ is the number of (branches containing)
the examined circuit element. The system unknowns are the node potentials
ϕ : [t0, tf ] → Rnϕ−1, currents through inductances ȷL : [t0, tf ] → RbL , and
currents through voltage sources ȷV : [t0, tf ] → RbV .

The matrices of conductances G ∈ RbR×bR , inductances L ∈ RbL×bL and
capacitances C ∈ RbC×bC are symmetric and positive definite, whereas AC

does not necessarily have full row rank [35]. As a consequence, the matrix
ACCA⊤

C may, in general, be singular and the problem is of differential–
algebraic nature. It is known to have a (differential) index of up to two for
specific circuit configurations. Nonetheless, we can show the following result.

Lemma 13. The MNA model (17) fits into the structure (1).
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Proof. We set

z2 =

[
ϕ
ȷL

]
= e(z2), z3 = ȷV, u =

[
ı
v

]
and consider the energyH(z2) =

1
2
ϕ⊤ACCA⊤

Cϕ+
1
2
ȷ⊤LLȷL. Then the choices

E =

[
ACCA⊤

C 0
0 L

]
, J =

 0 −AL −AV

A⊤
L 0 0

A⊤
V 0 0

 ,

R =

ARGA⊤
R 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0

 , B = −

AI 0
0 0
0 I


satisfy

E⊤e(z2) =

[
ACCA⊤

C 0
0 L

]
z2 =

[
ACCA⊤

Cϕ
LȷL

]
= ∇z2H(z2)

with R being again positive semi-definite.

Let us exploit the structure-preserving interconnection property from
Lemma 3. For the coupling of the MNA equations and the conductor models,
we define the currents and voltages in the MNA equations (17) as

ı⊤ =
[
ı⊤str ıfoil ı⊤src

]
, v⊤ =

[
v⊤
sol v⊤

src

]
, (18)

where ısrc and vsrc may represent external time-dependent current or volt-
age sources. For the inputs of the conductor models, we first introduce the
splittings

AI =
[
Astr Afoil Asrc

]
, ȷ⊤V =

[
ȷ⊤sol ȷ⊤src

]
according to the splittings of ı and v, respectively, and set

ısol = ȷsol, vstr = A⊤
strϕ, vfoil = A⊤

foilϕ. (19)
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In total, the coupling equations (18) and (19) may be summarized as


ı
v
vstr

ısol
vfoil


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=u

=



0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

−I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 −I 0 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0 0 0 0 0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Fskew



−A⊤
strϕ

−A⊤
foilϕ

−A⊤
srcϕ

−ȷsol
−ȷsrc
ıstr
vsol

ıfoil


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=y

+



0
0
ısrc
0

vsrc

0
0
0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=ũ

.

This is a special case of the structure-preserving interconnection from Lemma 3
and, hence, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 14. The field-circuit coupled model consisting of interconnections
of field models (11), (12) and (16) with circuit equations (17) fits into the
structure (1).

4. Numerical Example

This section provides a numerical example of the concepts discussed in
the previous sections. We examine an oscillator circuit containing a lumped
capacitor and an inductor which embeds a field model. The inductor is mod-
eled with the stranded conductor model (11) in a 2D axisymmetric setting
(which requires no gauging). Fig. 2 shows the oscillator circuit and the mod-
eling domain of the field problem. Table 1 lists the parameters of the circuit
and the field model. The models were implemented with the open source
software GetDP [47] and Gmsh [48].

When there is no resistance in the stranded conductor model and the
core is assumed to be nonconducting, the energy in the oscillator circuit
is preserved. An energy conserving time integration scheme is required to
ensure this property. We use the trapezoidal rule, see Remark 5. As initial
conditions, the voltage over the capacitor is set to 1V and there is no current
in the circuit. Fig. 3 shows the oscillation of the energy between the capacitor
and the inductor. It is seen how the energy is preserved with the trapezoidal
rule whereas implicit Euler is damping the oscillation.

When the core is modeled to be conductive, losses caused by the induced
eddy currents are introduced to the system. A conductivity of 100 Sm−1
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Figure 2: (a) Schematic of the oscillator circuit. (b) 2D axisymmetric modeling domain
of the inductor.

Table 1: Parameters of the oscillator example

Quantity Value

Capacitance 100 µF
Core relative permeability 100

Conductor relative permeability 1

Conductor width 25mm

Conductor height 100mm

Conductor inner radius 25mm

Core width 16.7mm

Core height 120mm

Time step 0.1 µs
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Figure 3: The energy of the oscillator with a nonconducting core when (a) the implicit
Euler method and (b) the trapezoidal rule are used for time integration. The Hamiltonian
contains the contributions from the magnetic and the capacitor energies.

is assumed in the core region. Fig. 4 shows the oscillation in this slightly
modified setting. Now, a damping behavior is observed also with an energy
conserving time integrator. However, the additional numerical damping of
the implicit Euler method causes a faster damping of the oscillation. When
the total dissipated energy is taken into account, it is seen that the energy is
still preserved with the trapezoidal rule whereas the implicit Euler method
is not able to conserve the energy.

5. Summary

The paper develops a unified modeling and discretization framework for
coupled field/circuit systems using an energy-based approach inspired by the
pH formalism. It builds upon a recent formulation for DAEs, extending it to
handle additional algebraic components in the state variables and enabling
the structure-preserving interconnection of electric circuits and electromag-
netic field models in a consistent framework.
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Figure 4: The energy of the oscillator with a conducting core when (a) the implicit
Euler method and (b) the trapezoidal rule are used for time integration. The Hamiltonian
contains again the contributions from the magnetic and the capacitor energies.
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