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Abstract

When simulating resistive-capacitive circuits or electro-
quasistatic problems where conductors and insulators co-
exist, one observes that large time steps or low frequencies
lead to numerical instabilities, which are related to the
condition number of the system matrix. Here, we propose
several stable formulations by scaling the equation sys-
tems. This enables a reliable calculation of solutions for
very low frequencies (even for the static case), or large time
steps. Numerical experiments underline the findings.

Keywords: Dielectrics, Finite element analysis, Low-
frequency stabilization, Stability analysis

1 Introduction

Low-frequency electroquasistatic field or resistive-
capacitive circuit simulations, for example of high-voltage
applications, are well established in academia and indus-
try, [1]–[8]. The underlying field approximation disregards
inductive effects and therefore allows a simplified formu-
lation based only on the scalar-valued electric potential.
However, if coupled capacitive, inductive and resistive
phenomena are relevant, classical Maxwell formulations
are necessary or – if wave propagation is negligible –
mixed formulations of Darwin-type that combine the
electro- and magnetoquastistatic cases, see, e.g., [9] and
the references therein. For full-wave formulations in
frequency domain, it is well-known that they exhibit a
low-frequency instability. The issue follows from the fact
that Maxwell equations decouple in the static limit into
three separate magnetostatic, electrostatic and stationary
current problems. In particular, the magnetostatic prob-
lem requires gauging which is well understood in the limit
case, but is (numerically) cumbersome for very small but
non-zero frequencies. Several stabilized formulations have
been proposed, for example by Hiptmair [10], Jochum
[11], Eller [12] which was later also used by Stysch [13]
and Zhao [14].

This paper investigates a similar low-frequency insta-
bility for electroquasistatic field and circuit formulations
that is not related to gauging. The problem was initially
observed in [15], [16]: in the static limit the electroqua-
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Figure 1: A simple RC circuit with problematic low-
frequency behavior.

sistatic field problem turns into a stationary current prob-
lem but only within the conductors. One loses control
over the fields in insulating domains since the displace-
ment current density vanishes in the static limit. This
gives rise to stability issues as in the full-wave case. In
that regime, iterative solvers may suffer from excessive
floating-point rounding-off errors [17]. The solution then
exhibits visible defects (as, e.g., in Figure 7(c)), or may
feature hidden defects, which are even more dangerous,
because they may trigger wrong engineering decisions. In
[15] the low-frequency breakdown was mitigated by addi-
tional constraints enforcing charge-neutrality in the non-
conducting domain, however, at the cost of additional un-
knowns. In this paper, we propose several scalings of the
equations involving the frequency (or time step size) which
do not introduce additional unknowns and are easy to im-
plement. Eventually we demonstrate the effectiveness of
this new approach.

Let us motivate the problem using the simple current-
driven circuit from Figure 1 in frequency domain. We
do not use the law for capacitors in series to simplify the
model. Then, nodal analysis yields([

R−1
3 0
0 0

]
+ jω

[
C1 −C1

−C1 C1 + C2

])[
φ1

φ2

]
=

[
−I
0

]
(1)

where φn is the electric potential related to node n, isrc
is a given current with frequency ω and j =

√
−1 is the

imaginary unit; Rk and Ck are the resistance and capac-
itances of branch k, respectively. The resulting system is
uniquely solvable for any frequency ω > 0 but the con-
dition number of the linear equation system explodes for
ω → 0, e.g.,

κ(ω) = 1 +
1

2ωRC
+O(ω)

for C1 = C2 = C, R3 = R and R−1 > 2ωC and using the
1-norm. In the limit, the condition number is κ(0) = ∞.
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This reflects the fact that we can only recover Ohm’s law
φ1 = R3i from (1) but there is no equation for φ2, i.e.,
the variable is undefined. Luckily, the problem can be
fixed almost trivially when scaling the equation system
appropriately, e.g. by Jacobi-type preconditioners.

The paper is structured as follows: we recall in the next
section common resistive-capacitive circuit and electro-
quasistatic field formulations and introduce a partitioning
according to their insulating and conductive parts. Sev-
eral options for stabilization are introduced in Section III
and are applied to examples in Section IV. Finally, Section
V concludes this paper.

2 Problem Formulation

In this section we recapitulate formulations of resistive-
capacitive (RC) circuits and electroquasistatic (EQS)
fields.

2.1 RC Circuits

We start with circuits in frequency domain described by
modified nodal analysis which is the most common formal-
ism used in academic and industrial SPICE-like solvers,
[18]. The problem is: find ϕ ∈ CNϕ , iV ∈ CNV such that(

ARGA>R
)
ϕ+ jωACCA>C + AViV = −AIisrc (2a)

A>Vϕ = vsrc (2b)

with incidence matrices Ak for element type k ∈
{R,C, I,V}, the Nϕ-dimensional vector of unknown nodal
potentials ϕ, the NV-dimensional vector of unknown cur-
rents through voltage sources iV, given (complex) currents
and voltage isrc and vsrc due to sources, and diagonal
matrices of conductances G and capacitances C. Note
that such a circuit must fulfill several compatibility con-
ditions, e.g., currents may not be prescribed on capacitive
branches if ω → 0.

2.2 Electroquasistatic Fields

The field equivalent of a RC circuit is the electroqua-
sistatic field formulation, see, e.g., [1], [2], given by

−∇ ·
(
σ∇ϕ

)
− jω∇ ·

(
ε∇ϕ

)
= ∇ · Jsrc on Ω (3a)

ϕ = 0 on ∂Ω (3b)

where ϕ is the electric scalar potential, Jsrc the source cur-
rent density, ε > 0 and σ ≥ 0 are the space-dependent ma-
terial coefficients for permittivity and conductivity, respec-
tively. Again for simplicity of notation, we have equipped
the problems with a homogeneous Dirichlet condition and
we do not consider electrodes at constant potential, which
necessitate floating-potential conditions. The introduction
thereof will be sketched below.

Let us investigate the case in which the computational
domain Ω̄ = Ω̄1 ∪ Ω̄2 contains a homogeneous conductor

∂Ω

Ω2

ε2 = const.
σ2 = 0

Ω1

ε1 = const.
σ1 > 0

Γ12

Figure 2: Abstract representation of the computational
domain.

Ω1 and an insulator Ω2, see Figure 2. The problem reads

−∇·
(
σ1∇ϕ1

)
− jω∇·

(
ε1∇ϕ1

)
= ∇·Jsrc,1 on Ω1 (4a)

−jω∇·
(
ε2∇ϕ2

)
= ∇·Jsrc,2 on Ω2 (4b)

ϕ1 − ϕ2 = 0 on Γ12 (4c)

n·(Jtot,1 − Jtot,2) = 0 on Γ12 (4d)

ϕ1 = ϕ2 = 0 on ∂Ω (4e)

where ϕp, Jsrc,p, εp and σp are defined on each domain
Ωp separately. They are glued by interface conditions on
Γ12 = Ω̄1 ∩ Ω̄2 using the total current density Jtot,p =
−(σp + jωεp)∇ϕp and the interface’s normal vector n. In
this formulation, it becomes apparent that we must require
a compatibility condition ∇ · Jsrc,2 = 0 in the limit ω →
0; such a property is called ‘divergence-free in stationary
limit’ in [12].

There are two options for discretization: (a) we derive a
monolithic weak formulation for (3a) with basis functions
on the total domain Ω and allow jumping material coeffi-
cients or (b) we apply finite elements (FE) to both equa-
tions in (4a)-(4e) separately by using basis functions with
support in Ω1 and Ω2 and glue them afterwards weakly.
We will discuss only the first option (a) since this is imple-
mented in most academic or industrial EQS solvers. The
regularizations proposed in Section 3 will work in both
cases.

The weak formulation of the problems reads: find ϕ ∈
H1

0 (Ω) such that∫
Ω

∇ϕ′ · σ∇ϕ+ jω∇ϕ′ · ε∇ϕ dΩ = −
∫

Ω

∇ϕ′ · Jsrc dΩ (5)

for all ϕ′ ∈ H1
0 (Ω), i.e., functions from the space of square-

integrable functions with square-integrable gradient that
vanish on the boundary [19]. Restricting ourselves to an
N -dimensional subspace V ⊂ H1

0 (Ω), we can rewrite this
system in matrix/vector notation, i.e., find ϕ such that

(K + jωM)ϕ = r (6)

with the usual FE matrices, given by the entries

Kmn =

∫
Ω

∇vm · σ∇vn dΩ, (7a)

Mmn =

∫
Ω

∇vm · ε∇vn dΩ (7b)
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and the right-hand-side

rm = −
∫

Ω

∇vm · Jsrc dΩ (8)

with nodal basis functions vn ∈ V and m,n = 1, . . . , N .
In the electrostatic limit case, conductors at a constant

but unknown potential are modeled by floating-potential
conditions. In the electroquasistatic case, it makes sense
to model highly conductive parts by floating-potential con-
ditions as well. To accommodate for them, as well as
for inhomogeneous Dirichlet conditions, the model needs
small adaptations, which are sketched here but not spelled
out in the notations used further below. The floating-
point conditions are introduced by considering a subspace
of H1

0 (Ω) where the potentials are constant at the floating-
potential parts. Inhomogeneous Dirichlet conditions are
considered by shifting the trial space [20]. In the discrete
setting, floating-potential conditions are applied to V by
gluing together all nodal basis functions coinciding with
the same electrode, thereby reducing the number of de-
grees of freedom [21]. This technique can be efficiently
implemented by a few algebraic manipulations to the sys-
tem matrix [22].

2.3 Decomposition

By renumbering of degrees of freedom, both systems (2a)-
(2b) and (6) allow a block-matrix partitioning in the form([

K11 0
0 0

]
+ jω

[
M11 M12

M>12 M22

])[
ϕ1

ϕ2

]
=

[
r1

r2

]
. (9)

The zero contributions in the conductivity-related opera-
tor are a consequence of the insulator in Ω2. In practice,
an explicit reordering is not necessary. One may work with
index sets. For example in the case of low-order FE, we
define the index sets of degrees of freedom in Ω2 and Ω1

as

I2 = {1 ≤ n ≤ N | supp(vn) ∈ Ω2, vn ∈ V } (10a)

I1 = {1 ≤ n ≤ N | n 6∈ I2} (10b)

and thus obtain the structure of system (6) implicitly.
Note, those index sets put the degrees of freedom on the
interface Γ12 in ϕ1 since the basis functions related to the
interface are not fully contained on Ω2. This is necessary
to obtain the zero blocks in (9).

Finally, we observe that (9) has the same structure as
(1) and thus the same issue for ω → 0 must be expected.
Indeed, the bad condition number for low frequencies was
observed in [15]. This problem will be mitigated in the
next section.

3 Low-Frequency Stabilization

While [16] proposes a two step approach, we keep the
original system but multiply equations and unknowns in-
cluding powers of ω such that no equation vanishes for
ω → 0. We investigate in the first section scalar-valued
(‘scaling’) and in the second section matrix-valued mul-
tiplications (‘preconditioning’). Let us start with four

scalars a1, a2, b1, b2 ∈ C and multiply (9) as follows([
a1b1K11 0

0 0

]
+ jω

[
a1b1M11 a1b2M12

a2b1M
>
12 a2b2M22

])[
ξ1

ξ2

]
=

[
a1r1

a2r2

]
where the new (scaled) unknowns are ξk = b−1

k ϕk. We
propose the following scalings in frequency domain:

(i) symmetric: a2 = b2 = ω−1/2 and a1 = b1=1

(ii) non-symmetric: a2 = ω−1 and a1 = b1 = b2 = 1

which must be applied on the analytical level, i.e., the
products of powers of ω must be determined before ma-
trix assembly to avoid numerical errors or division by zero.
Then, both variants ensure that no equation is lost in
the limit ω → 0 since it always holds ωa2b2 > 0. Ad-
ditionally, the first approach (i) maintains the symmetry
of the resulting linear equation system. This allows to
save memory and enables the application of dedicated so-
lution methods, e.g., Cholesky factorization or precondi-
tioned conjugate gradients. It is also in good agreement
with the ideas applied in the full-wave case, for example,
a scaling by fractional powers of ω was similarly applied
in [12]. However, a reconstruction of the potential in the
limit ω = 0 is not possible. This is a natural consequence
of the fact that it is not well-defined from the start. On
the other hand, one may be interested in obtaining the
electrostatic field solution in Ω2 for ω = 0. This is guar-
anteed by variant (ii) which keeps the original unknowns
at the price of losing symmetry.

Note that the same idea can also be applied in time
domain simulation, where similar stability issues may oc-
cur for very large time step sizes. Let us stress that this
is rather related to the formulation than to the numeri-
cal solution method. More precisely, it is not related to
the well-known time step restriction of many (explicit)
time-stepping methods applied to stiff differential equa-
tions [23]. In the time discrete setting, one scales the sys-
tem matrix in every time step by powers of the step size
instead of the frequency. For example, one time step of
the implicit Euler method scaled according to (i) reads[

K11 + 1
δtl

M11
1√
δtl

M12
1√
δtl

M>12 M22

] [
ϕ1(tl+1)
ξ2(tl+1)

]

=

[
1
δtl

M11
1√
δtl

M12
1√
δtl

M>12 M22

] [
ϕ1(tl)
ξ2(tl)

]
+

[
r1(tl+1)√
δtlr2(tl+1)

]
(11)

with time step size δtl = tl+1 − tl and ξ2 = 1√
δtl
ϕ2.

While not strictly related to the low-frequency break-
down, involving material constants in the scaling helps to
further equilibrate the spectrum of the system matrix and
thus to reduce the condition number. For example, the
following scalar choices are obvious candidates for the FE
problem:

(iii) symmetric with material: a1 = b1 = (σ1+jωε1)−1/2

and a2 = b2 = (ε2jω)−1/2

(iv) non-symmetric with material: a1 = (σ1+jωε1)−1,
a2 = (ε2jω)−1 and b1 = b2 = 1

3
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Figure 3: Condition number of the RC circuit example
(C = 1 · 1012 F and R = 1 Ω) in dependence of frequency.

Variant (iv) is closely related to Jacobi-type precondition-
ing but applied here before the matrix assembly [17, Sec-
tion 4.1]. Jacobi-type preconditioning uses the inverse of
the diagonal entries, e.g.,

a1 =
(

diag(K11) + jω diag(M11)
)−1

, (12)

a2 =
1

jω

(
diag(M22)

)−1

(13)

for left multiplication (b1 = b2 = 1) or the square roots to
multiply from left and right in the spirit of variant (iii).
If iterative methods shall be used to solve the resulting
equation system, then this idea can be taken even further.
One may use incomplete inverses of matrix blocks as (left)
preconditioners [17, Section 10.3], e.g.,

(v) frequency dependent block preconditioner:
a1 = (K11+jωM11)−1, a2 = 1

jωM
−1
22 and b1 = b2 = 1

(vi) frequency independent block preconditioner:
a1 = (K11+jω0M11)−1 with a fixed ω0, a2 = 1

jωM
−1
22

and b1 = b2 = 1

where we have assumed that such (incomplete) block in-
verses can be computed. This is for example the case when
all conducting parts touch a Dirichlet boundary.

An advantage of preconditioner (vi) is that the compu-
tational cost of repeated factorization in frequency sweeps
can be significantly reduced since there is no dependence
on ω within the inverse. Furthermore, when choosing
ω0 = 0, the factorization can be carried out in non-
complex arithmetics. On the other hand, one must ex-
pect that the larger the distance |ω − ω0|, the worse the
performance.

Note that we have assumed the domain to consist of one
conducting and one non-conducting subdomain. However,
stabilization variants (i-iv) can easily be generalized to
multiple domains with different material properties; vari-
ants (v-vi) consider this automatically.

4 Examples

We discuss the cases of an RC circuit and two electroqua-
sistatic field problems: an academic toy example and a
high-voltage bushing.

ϕbc,1 ϕbc,2

εi

εo

σo

σi

do di do
x

y
di

dz

y

Figure 4: Two-dimensional representation of the test con-
figuration. Shown is the side view (left) and the front view
(right). This setup is based on [15].

4.1 RC Circuit

Let us start with the simple circuit example (1) in fre-
quency domain using the simplification C1 = C2 = C and
R3 = R. The incidence matrices corresponding to (2a)-
(2b) are

AC =

[
1 0
−1 1

]
,AR =

[
0
1

]
and AI =

[
1
0

]
(14)

and the current I = 1 A. However, this current excitation
does not matter for the following stability analysis. The
first stabilization (i) yields[

R−1 + jωC −j
√
ωC

−j
√
ωC j2C

][
φ1

ξ2

]
=

[
−I
0

]
with ξ2 =

√
ωφ2. The corresponding condition number is

given in the limit ω → 0 by

κ(i) =
1

2RC
+O(

√
ω) (15)

where we used the assumption of R−1 > 2ωC. The
condition number can be improved when including the
parameters of the lumped elements in the scaling, e.g,
a1 = b1 = 1/

√
R−1 + jωC and a2 = b2 = 1/

√
jω2C.

This corresponds to variant (iii) and yields 1 1+j
−2

√
ωC

R−1+jωC

1+j
−2

√
ωC

R−1+jωC 1

[ξ1
ξ2

]
=

[ −I√
R−1+jωC

0

]

which scales both unknowns ξk = ϕk/bk. The correspond-
ing condition number is in the limit ω → 0 even optimal:

κ(iii) = 1 +O(
√
ω). (16)

Note, in both cases the potential φ2 cannot be obtained
from the unknown ξ2 if ω = 0.

Figure 3 visualizes the condition numbers for two
capacitors of C = 1 · 1012 F and one resistor R =
1 Ω. The data is derived semi-analytically using
MATHEMATICA® [24]. Thus, the computational cost is
negligible and a very large frequency range is computable,
i.e., f = 1 · 10−20 Hz to 1 · 1040 Hz. The plot shows that
the original formulation breaks down for frequencies below
1 · 1010 Hz, while formulations (i) and (iii) remain stable
down to 0 Hz. Formulation (iii) has the same qualitative
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Figure 5: Condition number of the EQS example in de-
pendence of time step size. The breakdown for ω → 0
translates her to δt→∞.

behavior for low frequencies as (i) but reduces the con-
dition number by 5 · 1011, i.e., the quotient 1/(2RC), as
expected. We observe that formulation (i) destabilizes for
high frequencies above 1 · 1010 Hz. This is also to be ex-
pected, since the conductive contribution becomes negli-
gible and the problem is essentially capacitive. Similar
behavior is also known from stabilizations of full Maxwell
formulations, see, e.g., Figure 5 in [12].

4.2 Electroquasistatic Toy Example

As a numerical toy example we investigate a layered par-
allel plate capacitor in the time domain whose plates are
connected by a conductor (Figure 4). This benchmark
was originally proposed in [15] and is constructed such
that it yields a homogeneous electric displacement field
in the whole domain. The computational domain Ω is a
cube of side length d = 22 cm, see Figure 4. The do-
main is subdivided into Ωi (blue region) and Ωo (remain-
ing region). Ωi extends along the entire length in y- and
z-directions. The red region extends in the x-direction
and represents a conductor. The other region is non-
conducting. The Ωi region has permittivity εi = ε0 and

conductivity σi = 2.98 · 107 S
m. The region Ωo has permit-

tivity εo = 2ε0 and conductivity σo = 2σi = 5.96 · 107 S
m.

For the geometry parameters, do = 10 cm and di = 2 cm.
At the left and right boundaries of the box, Dirichlet con-
ditions are set for the electric potential ϕ. The boundary
conditions are ϕbc,1 = 0 V and ϕbc,2 = (1 V) sin(ωt) with
angular frequency ω = 2πf and f = 50 Hz. Homogeneous
Neumann conditions are present at the remaining bound-
aries. Moreover, no impressed electric charges or current
densities are given. The excitation is realized solely by the
boundary conditions.

The model is discretized by N = 11109 degrees of free-
dom defined on hexahedral elements of lowest order. From
an engineering perspective, an adequate time step size
for the given right hand side would be δt = 2 ms such
that it resolves each period of the sinusoidal excitation
adequately. We investigate the condition of the system
matrix that results from one step of the implicit Euler
method (11) for varying formulations (i-vi) and time step

(a) Original

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
ϕ (V)

(b) Stabilized

(c) Original

0·10−10

1·10−10

2·10−10

3·10−10

4·10−10

5·10−10

|D| ( As
m2 )

(d) Stabilized

Figure 6: Visualization of the electric scalar potential ϕ
and displacement field |D| at peak voltage for the config-
uration given in Figure 4. The correct analytical solution
is a constant displacement field |D| ≈ 7.38 · 10−11 As/m2.
Shown are results for the original (left, instable) and (iv)-
th formulation (right, stable). The time step was δt = 1 ms
and the iterative solver used was the MATLAB® function
‘bicgstab’ without preconditioner. The original problem
took 565 iterations and variant (iv) 232 iterations to com-
pute for a tolerance of 1 · 10−15.

sizes δt = 1 · 10−10 s, . . . , 1 · 1010 s. The condition number
is estimated using the ∞-norm based on the MATLAB®

function ‘condest’ [25]. Figure 5 shows the results. For
illustration purposes, Figure 6 depicts the resulting field
of the original and a stabilized formulation. Note, that
only the stabilized formulation gives the correct behavior,
i.e., constant displacement field.

All stabilizations improve the condition number for
δt→∞ (low frequency translates to large time step size).
The variants (iii,iv) involving material coefficients signif-
icantly reduce the condition number (∼ 1018) and per-
form well over the entire frequency range. However, in
contrast to the circuit example, we are not dealing with
scalars but matrices. Therefore, the condition number re-
mains around κ ≈ 103. Finally, the variants (v,vi) use the
MATLAB® function ‘ilu’ and bring down the condition
number to approximately κ ≈ 3.

4.3 High-Voltage Bushing

An oil-filled condenser-type bushing is used here as an ex-
ample of industrial relevance [5], [26] (Figure 7). The elec-
tric stress at the triple-junction point is diminished by a
ground electrode reaching into the bushing and by two ad-
ditional, concentric, metallic cylinders mounted between
the central high-voltage electrode and the outer grounded

5



(a) Geometry (b) Mesh (c) Instability

Figure 7: Geometry, mesh and unstable solution for the
high-voltage bushing.

electrode. The oil has a conductivity σoil = 1.0
pS
m and

a permittivity εoil = 2.2ε0. The porcelain housing has a
permittivity εprc = 6.5ε0. The electroquasistatic model
is simulated in frequency domain using an in-house low-
order axisymmetric 2D finite element solver considering
7248 degrees of freedom. All metallic parts are considered
as perfectly conducting and modeled by floating-potential
conditions.

Figure 7(c) illustrates the unstable behavior due the
low-frequency breakdown depicting a wrong solution com-
puted using a sparse direct solver applied to the original
problem formulation at 0 Hz. For comparison, the correct
behavior is shown in Figure 8 for three different frequen-
cies.

Figure 9 shows the condition numbers for the first four
stabilization variants over frequency. The condition num-
ber was again estimated using the ∞-norm based on the
MATLAB® function ‘condest’, [25]. The results for this
more realistic configuration remain similar as for the pre-
vious studies and confirm the theory: all variants signifi-
cantly improve the low-frequency behavior down to 0 Hz.
As before, the first two variants (i) and (ii) can lead to
problems for high frequencies which are not relevant in
the electroquasistatic regime. Variants (iii) and (iv) lead
to excellent results for all considered frequencies. The
Jacobi-type variants (v)-(vi) are not included since it can-
not be guaranteed in general that all conducting parts
touch Dirichlet boundaries.

4.4 Discussion

Let us compare the variants from a practical point of view:
If a direct solver for sparse symmetric linear systems is
used, then formulations (i) or (iii) are well suited. The
latter gives better results but requires knowledge on ma-
terial data which may be inconvenient to implement – or
one uses a Jacobi-type implementation (12)-(13). If the

(a) 0.5 Hz (b) 2 Hz (c) 50 Hz

Figure 8: Stably computed electroquasistatic field in the
high-voltage bushing for three operating frequencies com-
puted using variant (iii)

.
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Figure 9: Condition number of the high-voltage bushing
example as a function of frequency.

direct solver does not exploit symmetry, then (ii) and (iv)
are good choices. They have the additional benefit that
no rescaling after the solution process is necessary. Note,
that some sparse direct solvers, in particular UMFPACK
[27], apply their own scaling based on heuristics, which
may diminish the effect of manual scaling (if ω > 0) but it
cannot harm either since the numerical effort is negligible.

Finally, if an iterative solver is used, it depends on the
available preconditioners. For example the variant (vi) is
a computationally cheap and appropriate choice, e.g., for
a frequency-sweep in the low frequency regime.

5 Conclusion

We have discussed the low-frequency instability of elec-
troquasistatic problems that is less well-known than the
one of full-wave formulations. We proposed several sim-
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ple scalings of the system matrix for time and frequency
domain to circumvent the breakdown. All approaches are
effective and almost trivial to implement. The numerical
examples confirm the necessity of low-frequency stabiliza-
tion for dielectric circuit and field problems.
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