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Abstract—An iterative domain decomposition method is ap-
plied to magnetostatic problems. In our previous methods the
gauge condition is neglected, then the magnetic vector potential is
only one unknown function. On the other hand, it has been well-
known that some theoretical results has been introduced, where
a mixed formulation with the Lagrange multiplier is introduced
in order to impose the gauge condition. Therefore, in this paper,
we formulate again an iterative domain decomposition method
based on a mixed formulation of magnetostatic problem, and
discuss relations with the previous one.
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I. INTRODUCTION

We have introduced an iterative domain decomposition
method to solve quite large scale electromagnetic field prob-
lems; see, for example, Kanayama et al. [7]. In our previous
methods the gauge condition is neglected, then the magnetic
vector potential is only one unknown function. These previous
results focus themselves on the engineering points of view:
the previous formulation enables us to reduce computational
consts in practical large scale simulations. However this for-
mulation yields an indeterminate linear system, it is difficult to
mathematically justify numerical results, for example unique
solvability of the problems and convergency of the approxi-
mate solution.

On the other hand, some theoretical results has been in-
troduced by, for example, Kikuchi [5], [6], where a mixed
formulation with the Lagrange multiplier is introduced in order
to impose the gauge condition. These results focus themselves
on the mathematical point of view: owing to the introduction
of the Lagrange multiplier, their mixed formulation enable us
to prove unique solvability of the problems and convergency
of the approximate solution. However this formulation yields
an indefinite linear system, it is difficult to find an appropriate
iterative solver, which is efficient enough to reduce computa-
tional costs for practical large scale problems.

Now we formulate again an iterative domain decomposi-
tion method based on a mixed formulation of magnetostatic
problem introduced in Kikuchi [5], [6], which enable us to
prove unique solvability of the problems and convergency of
the approximate solution. Moreover, to reduce computational
costs, we simplify our iterative domain decomposition method

into another one, and we discuss relations between the reduced
formulation and the previous one.

II. FORMULATION OF MAGNETOSTATIC PROBLEMS

Let ©Q be a polyhedoral domain with its boundary I". Let u
denote the magnetic vector potential, f an excitation current
density, and v the magnetic reluctivity. Following Kikuchi [5],
a mixed weak formulation of magnetostatic problems with the
Lagrange multiplier p is formulated as follows: given f €
(LA(Q))’, find (u, p) € V X Q such that

{ a(u, v) + b(v, p) = (f,v),
bu, q) =0,

(1)

Y(hg) e VxQ, (lb)

where V and Q denote functional spaces defined by V :={v €
H(rot; Q); vxn =0 on I'} and Q := Hé(_Q), respectively;
a(.,.) and b(., .) denote bilinear forms defined by

a(u, v) :=fvr0tur0tvdx and b(v, q) :=fvgradqu,
Q Q

respectively; and (., .) denote an inner product of L*(Q).

III. DOMAIN DECOMPOSITION METHOD

For simplicity, the domain £ is assumed to be decomposed
into two non-overlapping subdomains Q" and Q® with their
boundaries Q" and 9Q?), respectively; and let y;, be the
interface between QU and Q@ defined by yi2 = .(_2(1)0 !_2(2).
Then, a two-subdomain problem is introduced by the follow-

ings: for i = 1,2, find (@, p®) € V) x Q) such that

a(i)(u(i), v(i)) + b(i)(v (i)’ p(i)) — (f(i)’ v([))_gm, (2a)
O, ¢ =0, (2b)
uVxn=uPxn, p»=p? on yi, (2¢)
a®?@®, vP @) + b2, p?)
= (fY, v Va)on + (f?, vPap)ge

—aP@®, vPap) - bV (P, p), (2d)

PP@®, %) = bV, V), (2e)
Yo® g9, ) e VOx 0Px A x B.

Here, the superscripts denote functions and bilinear forms

restricted into Q@®; function spaces V% EyIl)z VO 09D A,
and = are defined by V;’I)z ={v e Hrot; 29); vxn =10



on 8QM\yp), OV, = {g € H'(@QP); ¢ =0 on 9Q¥\y),
VO = {v e Hrrot; 27); vxn=0 on 427}, 0¥ := Hy(QY),
=fd:yp >Ry A=@xn), ueV)adZ =
{f tye = Ry € = pl,,, p € O}, respectively; and set
u '(I]) by any extension operator from A to V(")2 such that
n = (u (’)(n)x n)Im, and p”(2) by any extension operator
from Z to Q,/12 such that { = p({ly,,- A characterization
of tangential trace spaces A and an tangential extension
operator on E(i)(n) has been given in Alonso—Valli [1], Buffa—
Ciarlet [2], Buffa, et al. [3], and Quarteroni—Valli [8].

The equivalency between both formulations and unique
solvability could be obtained as follows:

Theorem I: There exists a unique solution (u,p®) e
Vi’]l (y’]) of the two-subdomain problem (2). Moreover, the
one-domain problem (1) and the two-subdomain problem (2)
are equivalent.

For i = 1,2, let £@(f, A, £) an extention operator from
(LXQ) x Ax = to Vi) x QY defined by &O(f, A, &) :=

. / Y12
@@, p®), where ', p”) is the solution of the following
magnetostatic problem:

a®, v) +69(q, p) = (f, V)0, (3a)
b, g) = V(v,q) € VOx 0O, (3b)
uxn=A, p=¢ on yp 3¢)
Then, a Steklov—Poincaré operator <7 from A X = to (A X &)’

is set by
2

(A, &),(, O)) := Z{ aP(@® 50y + pO(v@ 5O
i=1
+b0(@? "), VA neA V& LeE, ()
where (2, p?) := £0(0,, £ and (v*, §?) := £9(0,n, 0);
and an inferface source } € (A X Z)’ is set by

2
@0y, = ) (ST D00 = aO@0 D) - b7 5
i=1

-b0@9,g"™)), VpeA, VieE, (5)

where (@@ p) := &£O(f®0,0). Now we introduce the
following interface problem on 7y;:

(A8, M, D)), = @, D),

By using the solution (), p?) of two-subdomain prob-
lem (2), let us set (1,¢) by 4 := uVx n (= u® x n) and
£ = pW(= p@). Then, because of (2d)—(2e), (1, &) satisfies
the interface problem (6). On the other hand, once the solution
(A,¢) is obtained by solving the interface problem (6), for
i = 1,2, each pair (u®, p®) € V(’) X Qf;l)z could be found from
the problem (2a) and (2b) in the corresponding subdomain Q®),
where the solution (4, £) is regarded as the Dirichlet boundary
on the interface: u”x n = A and p = & on y,,. Finally, we
can obtain the solution (u, p) of the one-domain problem (1).

Therefore, error analysis of the approximate solution of the
problem (2) could be reduced into error analysis of the one of
each subdomain problem; For example, when magnetic vector

VY@, ) e AXE. (6)

potential u is approximated by the Nedelec element of the first
order and the Lagrange multiplier p is approximated by the
conventional P1l-element.

The interface problem (6) is symmetric, and not positive
definite. Moreover, if f@ satisfies that div f® = 0 in Q?,
then p® vanishes. These facts implies that, by following
Glowinski et al. [4], the following reduced conjugate gradient
algorithm could be obatined, where the Lagrange multiplier is
not required in the iterative procedure of actual computation:

Choose Ag;

Compute gy by (7);

Wo = 805

for k=0,1,...;
Compute o7 (wy, 0) by (8);
@ = (8> 8/ (A1 (W, 0), wi,);
Aps1 = A — WS
8i+1 = gk — ax A1 (W, 0);
B = (8k+15 8k+1)/(8ks 81);
If (gi+1. 8u+r1)/(80, 80) < &, break;
Wil 1= Zre1 + Br Wi

end;

In the reduced conjugate gradient algorythm, go could be
computed by the first component of the following equation:

2

((80,00), (1. D))y, = Y (a®(@g, ¥+ O, 5"

i=1
— (D, 5D g0 + bO@D, GM),

Yin, HeAxE, (7)
where (Eéi),ﬁéi)) = ED(fD 2y,0); and o7 (wy,0) could be

computed by the first component of the following equation:

2

(A (Wi, 0), (1, {))y12 - Z{ (z)(A(t) (i))

i=1

+ 0G0 + 0@, G, Y@, HeAxE, (8)

where (7", 5" := &D(0, wy, 0).

This algorythm is based on abstract mathematical analysis.
Therefore, we can easily extend the algorythm into other larger
scale computations of magnetic field problems, for example,
eddy current problems, etc.
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