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In lumped-element electrical circuit theory, the
problem of solving Maxwell’s equations in the pres-
ence of media is reduced to two sets of equations, the
constitutive equations encapsulating local geometry
and dynamics of a confined energy density, and the
Kirchhoff equations enforcing conservation of charge
and energy in a larger, topological, scale. We develop
a new geometric and systematic description of the dy-
namics of general lumped-element electrical circuits
as first order differential equations, derivable from
a Lagrangian and a Rayleigh dissipation function.
Through the Faddeev-Jackiw method we identify and
classify the singularities that arise in the search for
Hamiltonian descriptions of general networks. The
core of our solution relies on the correct identifi-
cation of the reduced manifold in which the circuit
state is expressible, e.g., a mix of flux and charge de-
grees of freedom, including the presence of compact
ones. We apply our fully programmable method to
obtain (canonically quantizable) Hamiltonian descrip-
tions of nonlinear and nonreciprocal circuits which
would be cumbersome/singular if pure node-flux or
loop-charge variables were used as a starting config-
uration space. This work unifies diverse existent ge-
ometrical pictures of electrical network theory, and
will prove useful, for instance, to automatize the com-
putation of exact Hamiltonian descriptions of super-
conducting quantum chips.

1 Introduction
The lumped element model of Maxwell’s equations, also
known as the quasi-static approximation, has been ex-
tremely successful in describing the low-energy dynamics
of electrical circuits [1, 2], including the rapidly growing
field of superconducting quantum circuits [3–5]. In do-
ing so, the distributed partial differential field equations
(infinite-dimensional state space) are reduced to ordinary
differential equations (finite dimensional state space), with
an intrinsic high-frequency cutoff embedded in this map-
ping [6].
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The analogy between lumped circuit and mechanical
dynamical systems was known from the origins of the
field, and consequently lumped element circuit theory is
periodically concerned, especially in the problem of syn-
thesis [7–15], with the applicability of methods of ana-
lytical mechanics. Thus, already by 1938 Wells [16, 17]
mentioned as well known that Lagrangians could be con-
structed for some classes of circuits [18–21]. Hamiltonian
approaches have also been regularly undertaken [22–24],
in particular in the port-Hamiltonian perspective [25, 26].

In more recent times the technological explosion in su-
perconducting circuits in the quantum regime has pro-
pelled the investigation of their Lagrangian and Hamilto-
nian formulations [27–32]. Descriptions in terms of (loop)
charge variables were initially dominant [4, 33, 34], but
later the (node) flux presentation took over [27, 35–56].
Mixing as variables both effective loop charges and effec-
tive node fluxes of the network [30, 31, 57, 58] is being
developed currently. This is proven to be necessary for
a general treatment [31, 32, 59–61] of nonreciprocal cir-
cuits [62–69].

Analytical mechanics is a very geometrical theory, and
thus geometrical considerations have entered these de-
scriptions since the work of Brayton and Moser [70, 71]
and Smale [72]. This has led, among other lines of in-
quiry, to the deep concept of Dirac structures [73, 74] ap-
plied to electrical circuits [75]. The main reason is that
the dynamics of the circuit is not simply due to the en-
ergetics of the individual elements (capacitors and induc-
tors). Rather, it is constrained by charge and energy con-
servation in the connections of the elements [76]. Now, as
constrained dynamics is the central object of study in the
geometrical approach to mechanics, we posit that a geo-
metrical approach is essential to further develop this as-
pect of circuit theory and to achieve our goal of a quantum
mechanical description of superconducting circuits. Fur-
thermore, in that context some variables can be compact,
such as fluxes for superconducting islands, and topological
considerations come into play.

In this article, we address the central question in circuit
theory: Can we construct Lagrangian and Hamiltonian de-
scriptions of lumped-element circuits composed of non-
linear inductors, capacitors, voltage and current sources,
transformers [12] and gyrators [11], connected arbitrar-
ily? Our constructive answer is in the affirmative. We
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use a geometric language that ensures that compact vari-
ables are inherently considered. In doing so, we drastically
extend the range of circuits for which these descriptions
exist, with direct applications in canonical circuit quanti-
zation [4, 27–29, 32, 49, 59], for instance in the extension
of the blackbox quantization approach to multiport nonre-
ciprocal linear systems [45, 47, 49, 59, 61]. Furthermore,
within the framework of classical physics, we incorporate
linear multiport resistive elements into the method by in-
troducing a Rayleigh dissipation function.

Our systematic approach is algorithmizable, in com-
puter algebra or numerical software, offering significant
improvements over existing methods [77–80]. We em-
ploy a first-order Lagrangian and use the Faddeev–Jackiw
method (FJ) for symplectic reduction [81–83], which pre-
pares for quantization to be tackled, both canonically and
with a path integral formalism. In cases where obstacles
to a Hamiltonian description arise, our method detects and
characterizes these hindrances [84, 85].

2 Geometrical description of classical
electrical circuits
In traditional circuit theory [86] the electrical state is de-
termined by the values of voltage drop vb and current in-
tensity ib in each port/branch b. These variables are sepa-
rately linear, and this variable space for each branch is of
the form R × R. We investigate flux-charge elements, for
which the state is given by branch fluxes ϕb and charges qb,
whose time derivatives are vb and ib respectively. We do
not consider other elements of the Chua classification [87],
involving higher integrals or derivatives, as these would
systematically lead to Ostrogradsky singularities, i.e. en-
ergetic instability [88, 89]. The manifold of states for
each branch has as tangent R × R, with distinct voltage
and intensity directions. Thus the only possibilities for
fluxes and charges as variables are R and S1 or intervals
thereof [90]. In traditional circuit theory compact vari-
ables were not considered, but the introduction of super-
conducting circuits has led to compact fluxes (in presence
of superconducting islands) or compact charges (for quan-
tum phase slips). Hence, the model for a circuit will have a
state manifold of the form M2B = R2B−k ×

(
S1)k

, with
k the number of compact variables and B the number of
branches in the circuit graph.

There is a natural conjugation between the flux and the
charge of each branch, so M2B is to be styled as a phase
space or precursor thereof. However, there are constraints.
Most importantly, the voltage and current Kirchoff con-
straints are a Pfaff system of equations for one forms [91]
in T ∗M2B ,∑

b∈N

dqb = 0 (KCL) ,
∑
b∈P

dϕb = 0 (KVL) , (1)

with b ∈ N denoting all branches incident on node N
and b ∈ P all branches in loop P . Because of the struc-
ture of M2B , this system is integrable, and the integral

Figure 1: Sketch of the geometrical picture. There are two
variables per branch, and they span M2B . Connecting the
branches in a circuit gives rise to constraints, collected in a
Pfaff system that fixes the possible directions at each point
on M2B . The integration of those directions results in the
integral manifold M that describes the constrained physics.

manifolds are of dimension B. Importantly, the number
of charge type and flux type variables need not be equal,
thus precluding the integral manifolds from being under-
stood as phase spaces T ∗X for some underlying config-
uration space X . Hence the issues in all approaches to
the construction of Hamiltonians for circuits of lumped el-
ements, in one way or another. However, we know that
large classes of circuits do indeed admit Hamiltonian de-
scriptions. On reflection, we observe that the constructions
for those descriptions are associated with the specific dis-
tribution of energetic elements of different types on spe-
cific graph structures, in intimate interplay with the topol-
ogy of the circuit [28, 29].

Therefore, we consider circuits for which each branch
belongs to one of the following categories, all of them
ideal: linear and nonlinear capacitors (C) and inductors
(L), voltage (V) and current (I) sources, linear resistors
(R), and transformer (T ) and gyrator (G) branches. Only
the reactive (C and L) and source (I and V) branches do
actually present conjugate pairs of variables from the dy-
namical perspective, while the dissipative R set and the T
and G sets will be constraints. The constitutive relations
for capacitive c ∈ C and inductive l ∈ L branches are

ϕ̇c = vc = ∂hc

∂qc
, q̇l = il = ∂hl

∂ϕl
, (2)

with a total energy function H =
∑

l∈L hl(ϕl) +∑
c∈C hc(qc). These relations seem to be half of a Hamil-

tonian pair, with opposing signs for capacitive and induc-
tive elements. Thus, we associate a degenerate two-form
on M2B to the actual content of the circuit as

ω2B = 1
2

[∑
l∈L

dϕl ∧ dql +
∑
c∈C

dqc ∧ dϕc

]

+ 1
2

[∑
i∈I

dϕi ∧ dqi +
∑
v∈V

dqv ∧ dϕv

]
.

(3)

Here, if necessary, we incur in the standard abuse of no-
tation dα for the winding one form in an S1 variable, by
writing it in terms of the angle α in one coordinate patch.

2



We also associate a degenerate symmetric 2-covariant ten-
sor field

g2B = 1
2

∑
r∈R

dqrdϕr , (4)

that encodes dissipation, and a source one form σ.

Figure 2: The lumped ideal elements under consideration.
In the periphery the dynamical elements, determined by en-
ergy functions. Anticlockwise from the top right, inductor
(L), capacitor (C), voltage source (V) and current source
(I). In the cloud, various constraints govern the connection
of dynamical elements, including Kirchhoff’s current (KCL)
and voltage (KVL) laws, transformers (T ), gyrators (G), and
linear resistances (R). The constitutive equations of the
(multi-terminal) constraint elements can be expressed in the
scattering matrix formalism S, as systems of linear differen-
tial equations for charges and fluxes, R [Pαb + Sαb] dqb =
[Pαb′ − Sαb′ ] dϕb′

, with P a projector onto the intervening
branches.

The constraints R, T and G that arise from connect-
ing the elements, together with the Kirchoff constraints,
constitute an external Pfaff system that, again, is inte-
grable. The restriction (pullback under the immersion map
ı : M → M2B) of ω2B to integral manifolds M of
the Pfaff system is a (possibly degenerate) homogeneous
closed two-form, ω = ı∗ω2B . The dimension of the final
manifold M, dim(M) = B−rP ≤ B depends on rP , the
relative rank of the resistor, transformer and gyrator con-
straint system with respect to the Kirchhoff constraints.
The first central result of this work is that, in the absence
of dissipation, the equations of motion that would follow
from standard circuit theory, i.e. those that follow from
the constitutive equations (2) when the constraints are im-
posed, are the same as the Euler–Lagrange equations of
motion for the Lagrangian (using Einstein’s convention)

L = 1
2ωαβzαżβ − H − Sαzα , (5)

with zα coordinates in M and ωαβ the matrix elements of
the two-form. Generically the zα coordinates need not be
strictly node fluxes or loop charges. In fact, in the presence
of non-reciprocal elements, with characteristic impedance
parameter, they will be a mixture of those. The integration

constants that determine an integral manifold will only ap-
pear through the energy function H , so they can generi-
cally be chosen such that the origin of coordinates is an
energy minimum.

If there is dissipation, the equations are those derived
from this Lagrangian together with the Rayleigh dissipa-
tion function determined by the restriction of g2B .

3 Summary of the proof
The proof of the previous result hinges on the Tellegen
properties of the constraints. The original Tellegen the-
orem is that for any network that describes an electri-
cal circuit, the Kirchhoff constraints ensure that, inde-
pendently of the actual dynamics,

∑
b ibvb = 0. For

our purposes this theorem is equivalent to the statement
that the restriction of the symmetric 2-covariant tensor
τ2B =

∑B
b=1 dϕbdqb to an integral manifold of a Pfaff

external system that includes the Kirchhoff constraints is
identically zero, ı∗τ2B = 0. If we have a restriction that
satisfies this last equation we say that it presents the global
Tellegen property. In contrast, the local Tellegen property
concerns 2-covariant tensors that involve sums over a re-
stricted set of branches, τS =

∑
s∈S dϕsdqs. The restric-

tion from M2B to M is said to have the local Tellegen
property with respect to the set S if ı∗τS = 0. Crucially,
the integral manifold for the Pfaff exterior system deter-
mined by the Kirchhoff, linear resistors, and transformer
and gyrator constraints satisfies both the global Tellegen
property and the local Tellegen properties with respect to
T and G. Once integrability and Tellegen have been es-
tablished, the proof is algebraic, by identification of the
circuit equations of motion with those derived from the
Lagrangian (and Rayleigh function for dissipation).

Explicitly, with collective coordinates ζT = (qT , ϕT ),
source vector sT = (IT , V T )(t), and projectors PS se-
lecting the branches in a set S, the constitutive equations
for capacitors, inductors and sources can be written com-
pactly as(

0 PC + PV

PL + PI 0

)
ζ̇ = ∇ζH +

(
0 PV

PI 0

)
s .

(6)

On the other hand, the solution of the constraint equations
is given by a matrix K, that connects the derivatives of the
final variables z with those of ζ in the pair

ζ̇ = Kż,
∇zf = KT ∇ζf .

(7)

That is, K is the matrix that implements the pullback ı∗ and
KT the one implementing the pushforward ı∗. We com-
pute it by codifying all the linear constraints as Fdζ = 0,
and computing the kernel of F. A basis of this kernel is
then collected as columns of the matrix K, i.e. FK =
0. See more details for the explicit construction in Ap-
pendix A.
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Thus, system (6) after the imposition of constraints be-
comes

KT

(
0 P

−P 0

)
Kż = 1

2KT

(
0 PR

PR 0

)
Kż + ∇zH

+ KT

(
0 PV

PI 0

)
s ,

(8)

where P = PC + PV +
(
PR + PG)

/2 and the global
(Kirchhoff) and local (T and G) Tellegen properties have
been used. These are the equations of motion from La-
grangian (5) with Rayleigh dissipation function

F = 1
2

∑
r∈R

q̇r(z)ϕ̇r(z) = 1
4 żT KT

(
0 PR

PR 0

)
Kż .

(9)

The source term in the Lagrangian is identified as

Sαzα = zT KT

(
0 PV

PI 0

) (
I(t)
V (t)

)
. (10)

For more details, refer to App. B.

4 Degenerate forms, the Faddeev-
Jackiw method and quantization
We focus on the case without dissipation or sources, see
App. C for further details. The two-form that appears in
Lagrangian (5) is homogeneous by construction, and thus
of homogeneous rank. If it is full rank, then it can be in-
verted and a local Darboux basis can be found by sym-
plectic Gram–Schmidt [92]. If it is global one can proceed
with standard canonical quantization. The generic case,
however, is that the two-form is not full rank. For this rea-
son we chose a first-order lagrangian formalism, Eq. (5),
so as to apply the method of Faddeev and Jackiw [81, 82].

We identify the independent zero modes of the two-
form ω, a set of vectors W = {W I}|W |

I=1, with cardinal-
ity |W | = B − rP − rank(ω). Contracting each zero
mode with dH we obtain dynamical constraints WI =
W I · ∇H = 0.

Some of these can be gauge constraints (i.e., identi-
cally satisfied) revealing redundancies in the description.
If only Kirchhoff and transformer relations have been used
to reach ω, the gauge vectors are purely in charge or purely
in flux directions, this not being the case for a dimension-
ful constraint. A charge (flux) gauge constraint signals an
effective loop (cutset) in which only inductive (capacitive)
elements take part.

In this first round of the method all WI constraints will
be integrable, because ω is homogeneous, and therefore
so are W I , and they commute. Thus there exists an as-
sociated integrable submanifold of M. We now pull back
the two-form to this reduced submanifold and repeat the
analysis. If the new two-form has homogeneous full rank,
then we have completed this process. Lastly, if homoge-
neous but not full rank, we compute its zero modes and

repeat. The new vectors need no longer be homogeneous,
and integrability is not a given. If the new two form is not
homogeneous in rank we have a different type of obstruc-
tion. The process is repeated until either an obstruction is
found or homogeneous full rank has been reached. Partic-
ular methods can exist for specific obstructions [85].

Summarizing, there are three types of obstruction, with
different impact on quantization. First, lack of global Dar-
boux coordinates or nontrivial topology of phase space, as
in the 0 − π qubit [93], giving rise to inequivalent quanti-
zations [94, 95]. Second, nonhomogeneity in rank of ω. In
examples, as previously noted in [84] with the dual Dirac–
Bergmann analysis, this is due to a bifurcation in the un-
derlying classical system, that admits a Hamiltonian de-
scription, such that quantization might be possible in some
cases, see further details in App. G. Third, nonintegrabil-
ity of dynamical constraints, such that there is no classical
Hamiltonian description.

5 Circuit examples
Let us illustrate this method to obtain Hamiltonians sys-
tematically by applying it to two circuit examples that
would be singular, or defective, within the pure node-
flux [27] or loop-charge methods [30], see Fig. 3. Fur-
ther archetypal examples with voltage sources (modelling
time-dependent external magnetic fluxes [96]) and resis-
tances, as well as nonlinear singular circuits [84, 85] are
treated in App. F.

Figure 3: (a) The star circuit: a prototypical singular one.
Conservation of current (inner node) and voltage (outer loop)
may lead to reduction of variables. (b) Josephson and phase-
slip junctions coupled to a 2-port nonreciprocal linear sys-
tem described with an admittance matrix Y(s), which is
canonically-decomposed in a network of inductors, capaci-
tors, gyrator and transformers.
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5.1 Nonlinear star circuit
Consider the circuit in Fig. 3(a) with 3 nodes in a circle
connected by capacitors forming a closed loop, and each
of them connected to a common inner fourth node through
inductors. We first apply our method to the linearized ver-
sion of this circuit. Using as configuration space coordi-
nates only node-flux variables Φi (loop-charge variables
Qi), the kinetic matrix C̃ (L̃) is singular, the Lagrangian is
defective [27, 30], and no Hamiltonian can be obtained by
Legendre transformation.

Following our method, the precanonical two-form (3)
is ω2B = 1

2 (
∑

c dqc ∧ dϕc +
∑

l dϕl ∧ dϕl). We find a
complete basis for charges and fluxes solving the kernel
of FKir, which yields a basis of node-fluxes Φi and loop-
charges Qi (uncoupled, given the fact that there are only
reciprocal elements). Thus, ω = ı∗ω2B becomes

ω =dQ1 ∧ (dΦ1 − dΦ2) + dQ2 ∧ (dΦ2 − dΦ3)
+ dQ3 ∧ (dΦ3 − dΦ1) . (11)

that has zero vectors,

Wl = ∂

∂Φ1
+ ∂

∂Φ2
+ ∂

∂Φ3
, (12a)

Wc = ∂

∂Q1
+ ∂

∂Q2
+ ∂

∂Q3
, (12b)

associated with coordinates wc and wl. Under the perti-
nent change of variables, we obtain ω = dQa ∧ dΦa +
dQb ∧ dΦb, i.e., {Φα, Qβ} = δαβ . If all the ele-
ments are linear, the energy function in this Darboux basis
{ξµ} ∪ {wI} ≡ (Qa, Qb, Φa, Φb, wc, wl) is written as

H =(Qa + wc)2

2C1
+ w2

c

2C2
+ (Qb + wc)2

2C3

+ (wl + ϕ2)2

2L1
+ (wl + Φa + Φb)2

2L2
+ w2

l

2L3
.

(13)

Under elimination of the constraints, we derive the final
Hamiltonian

H = 1
2

(
QT C−1 Q + ΦT L−1 Φ

)
, (14)

with C−1 and L−1 now full-rank 2 × 2 matrices, see
App. F.2 for all details of the computation. Naturally,
this linear circuit is amenable to node-flux (loop-charge)
quantization after making use of the star-mesh equiva-
lence [97], followed by a subsequent reduction of one of
the variables. It is worth emphasizing that this and all other
linear reduction equivalences are inherently integrated into
the method.

Next, let the third capacitor and the first inductor be
nonlinear, with energy functions hc(qc3) and hl(ϕl1) re-
spectively, with qcj the j-th capacitor’s branch charge and
ϕlj the j-th inductor’s branch flux. There are two zero
mode equations Wc(H) = q1+wc

C1
+ wc

C2
+h′

c(q2+wc) = 0,
and Wl(H) = wl+ϕ1+ϕ2

L2
+ wl

L3
− h′

l(−(wl + ϕ2)) = 0,

that implement charge and energy conservation for con-
sistent reduction of the dynamics to two degrees of free-
dom. Under the conditions h′′

c (x) + 1
C1

+ 1
C2

> 0 and
h′′

l (−y) + 1
L2

+ 1
L3

> 0, explicit solutions exist for the
variables wc and wl in terms of these equations, resulting
in a simplified Hamiltonian and canonical two-form, for
two degrees of freedom, and canonical quantization fol-
lows. If not satisfied, this belongs to a more general class
of singularities which are under active research [84, 85],
see App. G.

5.2 Nonreciprocal blackbox-admittance quan-
tization
As a second example, our method enables a natural ex-
tension of the highly effective black-box quantization ap-
proach [45, 47, 49] to nonreciprocal environments with
multiple ports and poles. Consider the circuit in Fig. 3(b),
a canonical nonreciprocal 2-port linear system with admit-
tance matrix Y(s) = D∞ s + (D1 s + E1)/(s2 + Ω2

1) [14]
coupled to a Josephson junction and a phase-slip junction
at the ports. Following our systematic method, we find
that the two-form (ω = ı∗ω2B) is degenerate, with a sin-
gle gauge zero mode. After its systematic elimination, we
reach Hamiltonian

H =1
2

(
qT C−1 q + ϕT L−1 ϕ + qT G ϕ

)
+ hP (q1) + hJ(ϕ2),

(15)

with three pairs of conjugate variables {ϕi, qj} = δij ,
ready for canonical quantization. The computation is set
out explicitly in App. F.3. Note that this Hamiltonian can
be obtained with more effort by following the algebraic
approach proposed in [32] with an adhoc method to elim-
inate transformer constraints followed by a Williamson’s
reduction [98] of the nonreciprocal zero mode.

6 Conclusions & Outlook
In this article, we have developed a new and system-
atic method, fully programmable, to write the dynamics
of general lumped-element electrical circuits, i.e., Kirch-
hoff’s and constitutive equations, as derived from a La-
grangian in first order and a Rayleigh dissipation function,
following a consistent fully geometrical description. Us-
ing the Faddeev-Jackiw method, we identify and classify
singularities. We provide a Hamiltonian description for all
non-singular and for important classes of singular circuits.
Our solution is based on the correct identification of the
circuit-state degrees of freedom (mix of flux and charge
variables), including both compact and extended ones. We
have illustrated the method with pedagogical circuits with
nonreciprocal and nonlinear elements, emphasizing those
not susceptible to treatment or singular in a pure node-
flux/loop-charge configuration space approach.

Further work will be required to add nonlinear dissi-
pation to the classical dynamics of circuits within this
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scheme [19]. Finally, an extension to quasi-lumped el-
ement circuits [78, 99], as well as to construct fully
quantum mechanical models of dissipation for quantized
electrical networks, e.g., following the Caldeira-Leggett
formalism [3, 27, 28, 100], should be natural by tak-
ing appropiate continuous limits of the models here ob-
tained [31, 56].

Note: while finishing this manuscript we became
aware of Ref. [101], which arrives at same results pre-
sented here for a more restricted class of circuits, i.e.,
with only non-dissipative (reciprocal) two-terminal el-
ements.
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A Constraints, geometry and algebra
Let us be explicit here about the construction of the em-
bedding matrix K, and illustrate it by way of a simple ex-
ample. Moreover, this example will also show additional
points of the process we want to stress later on.

First consider the case with purely Kirchhoff con-
straints. Since the work of Kirchhoff himself [76], the
algebraic construction has been well established in terms
of a pair of related matrices, the fundamental loop ma-
trix FL (please note that we use “loop” as is customary
in the circuit literature to name what is termed “cycle”
in the mathematical literature on graphs) and the funda-
mental cutset matrix FC , that furthermore satisfy the Tel-
legen property that FLFT

C = 0. To obtain them, one se-
lects a numbering of nodes, index n, and branches, in-
dex b, and an orientation of the branches in the graph
that represents the lumped element circuit (the incorpo-
ration of graph theory to the analysis dates to Weyl [102]).
The incidence matrix of the graph, Anb, will have rank
min(N , B) − NC = N − NC , where N is the number
of nodes, B the number of branches, and NC the num-
ber of connected components of the graph. If the graph
corresponds to a nontrivial circuit then there exists at least
one loop, which implies B ≥ N . The fundamental cut-
set matrix FC is the reduced row echelon form by Gaus-
sian elimination of this incidence matrix, after discarding
the NC identically zero rows. For readers unfamiliar with
these algebraic constructions, observe that they are equiv-
alent to the identification of a minimal set of node fluxes
that determine all branch voltage drops. The advantage of
using this canonical form is clearly seen in the next step:
this means that the kernel of FC is readily constructed.
Take a basis of this kernel space as vectors in RB . Writing

the basis vectors in row form provides us with the funda-
mental loop matrix FL, and the Tellegen property i · v = 0
follows.

The Kirchoff constraints, written in a format that con-
nects with the notations of this paper, are the statement

FKirdζ =
(

FC 0
0 FL

)
dζ = 0 , (16)

which is a Pfaff exterior system. Solving these constraints
means that we obtain a basis of the kernel space of FKir,
and arrange its vectors as columns of a matrix K, i.e.
FKirK = 0. As we have chosen a canonical form for the
Kirchhof constraints we can write K explicitly if those are
the only constraints, namely

KKir =
(

FT
L 0
0 FT

C

)
. (17)

Observe however that alternative algorithms exist and can
be implemented systematically, were we not to start from
a canonical form. As the Kirchhoff constraints separate in
two sets, the current conservation constraint or Kirchhoff
current law (KCL) on the one hand and the Kirchhoff volt-
age law on the other, the constrained manifold under just
FKir has clearly separated current and voltage directions.
Consider for instance the graph associated with the circuit

Figure 4: Series connection of three two-terminal lumped
elements.

in Fig. 4. It is easy to construct the fundamental matrices
in a canonical form,

FC =
(

1 0 1
0 1 −1

)
, (18)

FL =
(
1 −1 −1

)
. (19)

The minimal set of variables that is required to describe
all possible circuits constructed with the topology of Fig.
4 and one port elements is therefore composed of one loop
charge and two node fluxes, and we have an explicit ex-
pression for KKir,

dζ =
(
dq
dϕ

)
=


1 0 0

−1 0 0
−1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1
0 1 −1


 dQ
dΦ1
dΦ2

 . (20)

This separated structure is also mantained if just trans-
former constraints are added to the mix, since a trans-
former fixes currents in terms of currents and voltages in
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terms of voltages, namely there exists a pair of matrices
T and T′ such that T′TT = 0 (local Tellegen property).
Connecting with the projector notation that has been in-
troduced in the main text (MT), observe that

TPT = T (21)

and similarly for T′. The Pfaff system they provide is

FTdζ =
(

T 0
0 T′

)
dζ = 0 . (22)

Therefore in a system in which we only have Kirchhoff
and transformer constraints, the Pfaff system again parti-
tions into a current set and a voltage set, and the computa-
tion of the kernel is facilitated by observing that in such a
case

ker (FKir) ∩ ker (FT) = ker (Fcur) ⊕ ker (Fvol) , (23)

where

Fcur =
(

FC

T

)
and (24a)

Fvol =
(

FL

T′

)
(24b)

act on RB , unlike FKir and FT , that act on R2B . Thus,
under these conditions we are led to a description of the
system in terms of effective loop charges and flux nodes
(see to this point [49]). Concentrating on the effective loop
charges, we determine those by again applying Gaussian
reduction to Fcur so that it is written in reduced row eche-
lon form (discarding possible null rows),

Fcur ∼
(
1B−L̃ Ã

)
. (25)

Here Ã is a
(
B − L̃

)
× L̃ matrix, and all currents are

independently determined by L̃ effective loop charges
{Qi}L̃

i=1,

i =
(

−Ã
1L̃

) Q̇1
...

Q̇L̃

 . (26)

The interpretation is that the number of independent cycles
of the graph is reduced because of the transformer, and
we are left with a set of effective independent cycles. An
analogous construction holds for the effective node fluxes.

The separability of current and flux constraints for
Kirchhoff and transformer constraints is reflected in the
fact that these two cases are determined by pure numbers,
incidences in the case of Kirchhoff, and turn ratios for
transformers. On the other hand both resistor and gyra-
tor constraints must include parameters with dimensions
of impedance, as they do mix currents and voltages.

As a trivial example, imagine that the first branch of
the example whose Kirchhoff constraints are realized in

Eq. (20) is a resistence with constitutive equation Rdq1 =
dϕ1 = dΦ1, see Fig.4. Then Eq. (20) is substituted by

dζ =
(
dq
dϕ

)
=


1 0

−1 0
−1 0
R 0
0 1
R −1


(
dQ
dΦ2

)
. (27)

More generally, if there are resistive elements there will be
matrix elements with dimensions of either impedance or
admittance in K. However, if there are no non-reciprocal
elements the final coordinates can be chosen as purely
loop-charge or flux-node, as we see in the example.

In fact, the constraint elements (resistive, transformers
and gyrators) can be described in a unified manner with the
scattering matrix formalism, which we now briefly sum-
marize. As stated in the MT, we partition the branches
of the circuit graph in different sets with label S ∈
{C, L, V, I, R, T , G}, which denote, in sequence, capac-
itor, inductor, voltage source, current source, resistence,
transformer, and gyrator. The set of constraint elements is
R ∪ T ∪ G. Then, acting on TM2B homogenously, we
have that for the subset S of the constraint element set the
Pfaff system is

FSdζ =
(
R

(
PS + SS)

|
(
SS − PS))

dζ = 0 . (28)

R is a characteristic impedance, while the SS scattering
matrices are adimensional. PS is the projector onto the S
set. The scattering matrices SS satisfy

PSSS = SSPS = SS . (29)

The constraint is lossless if the scattering matrix is uni-
tary, and reciprocal if it is symmetric. Ideal transform-
ers are lossless and reciprocal, and therefore the eigenval-
ues of the corresponding scattering matrix (on its support
space S) are either 1 or −1, which implies that they are
correctly described by the T and T′ matrices mentioned
earlier, satisfying the local Tellegen property. The separa-
tion between the +1 and −1 eigenspaces means that the
impedance parameter drops out of the transformer con-
straint. An ideal gyrator, on the other hand, corresponds to
the purely nonreciprocal part of a lossless scattering ma-
trix, and therefore mixes the voltage and current variables,
and the impedance parameter is required. Nonetheless,
because it is lossless it satisfies the local Tellegen prop-
erty. The simplest gyrator constraint, with two branches,
is given by (

i1
i2

)
= 1

R

(
0 1

−1 0

) (
v1
v2

)
, (30)

or, more compactly,

iG = YGvG = 1
R

iσy vG , (31)

where σy is the imaginary Pauli matrix. More generally,
the canonical form of a gyrator constraint matrix is

FG =
(
PG | −YG

)
, (32)
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where the admittance matrix YG is real, satisfies PGYG =
YGPG = YG, and is antisymmetric on its support.

Thanks to the scattering matrix formalism we could
unify all these ideal linear constraints into a single scat-
tering matrix and a single impedance parameter, and that
approach might prove useful in the automatization of our
prescription. However, from a conceptual perspective and
with a view to proving general statements it is convenient
to present as separate transformer, gyrator, and linear re-
sistive constraints.

Thus, the full set of Pfaff exterior equations that we con-
sider will have the structure

Fdζ =


FKir

FT

FR

FG

dζ = 0 . (33)

As before, the task is to compute the kernel of F and collect
a basis as column vectors in a matrix K. Then FK = 0
will hold, and we express the embedding of the resulting
integral manifold M, with coordinates zα, by means of

dζ = Kdz , (34)

and correspondingly for the vectors

∇z = KT ∇ζ . (35)

These coordinates will generally be neither loop-charge-
nor node-flux-like. Rather they will mix them adequately.

Having achieved the description of all the branch vari-
ables, ζ, in term of a set of prima facie independent ones,
zα, we can now carry out the task of constructing ω, by us-
ing the K matrix. As we shall now see, this simply means
that

ωαβ = [K]bα [ω2B ]bb′ [K]b′β , (36)

using coordinates.
The global and local Tellegen properties are the state-

ments that

KT

(
0 1
0 0

)
K = KT

(
0 PT

PT 0

)
K

= KT

(
0 PG

PG 0

)
K = 0,

(37)

together with their transposes. The first one is simply the
statement that i · v, for all possible i and v that satisfy
the Kirchhoff constraint. As to the second one, observe
that the matrix T we introduced above can be written in
canonical right Belevitch [12, 103] form T →

(
N 1

)
acting only on the branches in T , and then similarly
T′ →

(
1 −NT

)
on just the branches in T . Here N is

the turns ratio matrix. Then the currents and voltages in
the branches of T must be of the form

PT i →
(

1
−N

)
Ĩ and (38)

PT v →
(

NT

1

)
Ṽ , (39)

for some Ĩ and Ṽ, not necessarily generic, since other con-
straints will have to be fulfilled. From this structure it fol-
lows that

(
PT i

)
·
(
PT v

)
= 0. The local Tellegen property

for G follows analogously from the definitions introduced
by Tellegen [104], that required no dissipation for the ideal
element. Alternatively, it flows from the unitarity of the
scattering matrix SG .

B Algebraic proof
The two-form ω2B in Eq. (3) can be written more com-
pactly as

ω2B = 1
2dqT ∧

(
PC + PV − PL − PI)

dϕ

= 1
2dζT ∧ E2Bdζ , (40)

with

E2B = (41)
1
2

(
0 PC + PV − PL − PI

−PC − PV + PL + PI 0

)
,

which is the antisymmetric part of

Ẽ2B =
(

0 PC + PV

PL + PI 0

)
, (42)

precisely the matrix that appears in the constitutive equa-
tions, Eq. (6). The transformation A → KT AK for an an-
tisymmetric matrix is the expression in components of the
pullback of a two-form by the immersion map ı : M →
M2B . Thus we see that the matrix acting on ż in the LHS
of Eq. (8) is

KT E2BK = KT

(
0 P

−P 0

)
K , (43)

where P = PC + PV +
(
PR + PG)

/2 thanks to the global
(Kirchhoff) and local (T and G) Tellegen properties, Eq.
(37) and its transposes.

For additional reference, we remind the reader that a La-
grangian L(

{
qi, q̇i

}
) and a Rayleigh dissipation function

F(
{

q̇i
}

) provide us with the equations of motion [105]

d

dt

(
∂L

∂q̇i

)
= ∂L

∂qi
− ∂F

∂q̇i
. (44)

C The method of Faddeev and Jackiw
Both the original paper by Faddeev and Jackiw [81] and
the later very pedagogical presentation by Jackiw [83] are
good sources to understand the method. Nonetheless here
we shall provide a brief introduction in support of applica-
tion of the method to the analysis of electrical circuits.

The starting point is a first order lagrangian, that we
write as

L = Aα(z)żα − H(z) . (45)
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The Euler–Lagrange equations of motion derived from this
Lagrangian are

ωαβ(z)żβ = ∂H

∂zα
, (46)

with

ωαβ(z) = ∂Aβ

∂zα
− ∂Aα

∂zβ
. (47)

It is frequently convenient to think in terms of differential
forms, in which case we have

A = Aα(z)dzα , (48a)

ω = 1
2ωαβdzα ∧ dzβ , (48b)

ω = dA . (48c)

If det(ω) ̸= 0 everywhere we are in presence of the
Hamiltonian equations of motion derived from Hamilto-
nian H and Poisson bracket given by the inverse of the
matrix ω, {

zα, zβ
}

= ωαβ , (49)

with the convention than

ωαβωβγ = δα
γ . (50)

However, as we shall see in circuital examples, it is fre-
quently the case that det(ω) = 0 in some locus. In the
examples of interest to us we shall have ω homogeneous
in the first step of the method, while inhomogeneous rank
will possibly appear in later steps of the process.

At any rate, if det(ω) = 0 somewhere (or everywhere)
the motion is not guaranteed to be Hamiltonian. Let us
consider the zero modes of ω at a singularity p (which is
implicit in the following, where required), {WI}. These
are vector fields at p, such that for all vector fields V at the
same point we have

ωp (WI , V) = 0 . (51)

In coordinates, we have

(WI)α
ωαβ = ωαβ (WI)β = 0 . (52)

Thus a zero mode of the two-form corresponds to a con-
straint, since using Eq. (52) with Eq. (46) entails the con-
straint

WI = (WI)α ∂H

∂zα
= 0 (53)

at that point, where we define the value WI and, if
det(ω) = 0 holds in a region with homogeneous rank,
WI is understood as a function on that region.

At this stage the question arises whether one can reduce
the dimensionality of the problem by imposing the con-
straints. Let us assume that ω is of homogeneous rank.
Then, locally, one can find coordinates z →

{
wI

}
∪ {ξµ}

such that the constraints are

∂H(ξ, w)
∂wI

= 0 , (54)

while the one form reads

A = 1
2fµνξµξ̇ν , (55)

and fµν is full rank. If H is a nonlinear function of wI

one can solve Eq. (54) for wI . Thus, at this point, it is
convenient to solve for as many as possible and reduce di-
mensions. Observe that the existence of these coordinates
is guaranteed locally, and obstructions to a global reduc-
tion can exist for nontrivial topologies of M. Furthermore,
if the Hamiltonian were to dependend linearly on wI it is
necessary to carry out additional steps.

There is an alternative approach in which instead of re-
ducing the dimension of the dynamical system as above
we treat all the constraints in the same manner, and intro-
duce a new coordinate for each constraint. The reduction
in dimensionality will be achieved obliquely, by identify-
ing conserved quantities in the final Hamiltonian motion.

Both these procedures fail if, at some point in the itera-
tions, ω is not of homogeneous rank. If the system under
investigation is a physical model this situation will arise
when there is a breakdown in the validity of the model.

Let us now examine the increase in dimensions associ-
ated with constraints. This is carried out by associating a
new dimension to each constraint, and one form dλI dual
to its tangent. Then we modify the one-fom A as

A → A + WIdλI , (56)

leading to

ω → ω + dWI ∧ dλI . (57)

Were this enlarged two-form nondegenerate, we would
have achieved the goal of a Hamiltonian description for
the dynamics. We have not pursued the increase in dimen-
sion route in this work, but do not exclude it being useful
in particular circuital models in the future.

D Time dependent external magnetic
fluxes and sources
There has been some discussion in the literature of su-
perconducting circuits concerning the inclusion of exter-
nal fluxes in their study (see, for instance, [96]). The
main issue seems to be that there does not appear to be
a unique prescription, and the doubts that this creates as
to the uniqueness of their description. Here we study this
question from our perspective. The results are, first, that
indeed there is freedom, as in many other steps of the
process, yet, because of the underlying geometric struc-
ture, the physics in all choices is equivalent, and, two, that
gauge variables might appear, and can be eliminated as
part of our procedure.

The central point to be made is that an external flux is
univocally associated with a loop in the circuit. Thus a pre-
scription, illustrated in Fig. 5, for describing an external
flux in terms of a voltage source goes as follows:
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Figure 5: a) Fluxes Φe
1 and Φe

2 thread a circuit, and are
represented b) by voltage sources Va and Vb corresponding
to the loop charges, with the external fluxes being partitioned
into sources according to a cycle decomposition.

1. Choose a tree and a corresponding chord set to carry
out the Kirchhoff constraint analysis, before impos-
ing transformer and gyrator constraints. Each chord
corresponds to a unique loop, and any loop can be
written as a linear superposition of the chord loops.

2. Specifically, the choice of a tree means that the fun-
damental cutset matrix has been identified and has
been written in Gauß–Jordan form as

(
1 Achord

)
.

In particular, this also entails that the branches have
been ordered in such a way that the chords are the last
branches to be enumerated. The loop basis is given
by the column matrices of

Bloop =
(

−Achord

1

)
. (58)

Let us denote those column vectors by ci, where i
ranges from 1 to the number of chords.

3. Given an external flux, the associated loop is given
by a sequence of edges. These edges are oriented
according to the sign of the flux, and the flux loop is
expressed with a column vector with entries ±1, if
the corresponding edge is in the loop, or 0 otherwise.
Let l be that column vector. If there is more than one
external flux let e be an index for the fluxes, Φe(t),
and denote the corresponding loop vectors as le.

4. Now compute the coefficients of le in the basis {ci},

le = L i
e ci . (59)

We now see that we can expand the flux vector Φele

in the loop basis,

Φele = Φ̃ici = ΦeL i
e ci , (60)

using this to define its components in that basis, Φ̃i =
ΦeL i

e .

5. Starting from the previous directed graph G that de-
scribes the circuit C, we now obtain a new graph
G′ (and a new circuit C ′) by breaking each chord
into two edges (i.e. inserting a new node per chord),
with one of the edges retaining its previous character
(capacitive, inductive, transformer branch...) and the
other becoming a voltage source, with voltage func-
tion Vi(t) = ˙̃Φi. We are working in the maximal case
in which none of the Φ̃i are zero. If there are zeroes,
then we do not break that chord, and the subsequent
counting has to be properly modified, without chang-
ing the result in any essential way. We continue the
description only with the maximal case. Observe that
alternatives exist. For instance, instead of breaking
a chord sometimes it is more convenient (and equiv-
alent) to break a node into two and having the new
connecting branch be the source branch. We shall ac-
tually use this alternative in a later example, Fig. 9 in
section F.4.

6. By following this procedure we have created a new
circuit with a new number of branches, B′, and nodes
N ′, so we have increased the dimension of the ini-
tial manifold to 2B′. The number of components, P ,
does not change. Let the number of chords of the
initial circuit be denoted by Ch, and correspondingly
the number of chords of the resulting circuit by C ′

h.
Then we have the following set of relations that issue
from the procedure:

Ch = B − N + P ,
B′ = B + Ch = 2B − N + P , (61)
N ′ = N + Ch = B + P ,
C ′

h = B′ − N ′ + P = Ch .

7. The rank of the initial two form ω2B is also modified,
in that

rank (ω2B′) = rank (ω2B) + 2(B − N + P ) ,

as we have introduced one conjugate pair per (bro-
ken) chord.

8. However, it is clear that there will be redundancies:
in a language adequate for Kirchhoff constraints, we
have not increased the number of loop charges, which
is still Ch, but we have increased the number of nodal
fluxes to N ′ − P . Therefore, on imposing the lin-
ear constraints, now on M2B′

, the resulting presym-
plectic form might have additional zero modes. Even
more, some of those zero modes will be gauge modes.
By this we mean that the constraint function built as
Ωv = v ·∇zH for the zero mode v is identically zero
on the constraint. In many cases it can be imposed
directly and reduce the system. Otherwise, gauge fix-
ing might be required.

9. It is important to observe that these gauge modes will
also appear for other choices of tree and chords in the
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initial circuit. The result of the procedure is indepen-
dent, from the physics point of view, of the choice of
tree and chords for imposing Kirchhoff constraints.
In fact, our description of the procedure is completely
independent of the character of the chord being split
upt. Admittedly, there are choices in which the num-
ber of gauge modes is smaller: if the chord is induc-
tive then there will be a gauge mode, but not so for the
capacitive case. Nonetheless, the procedure is sys-
tematic and allows the identification of these modes.

As a final comment, observe that alternative prescrip-
tions exist, in which the Kirchhoff constraints are rewritten
to be no longer linear, but affine. This perspective could
be brought to use in a contact geometric analysis, as well.
However, as we show in the next section, the specificity
of the dynamical systems associated to the class of cir-
cuits under consideration means that contact geometry is
not required, and thus we provide this recipe that mantains
the Kirchhoff constraints as linear.

E Dynamical constraints in presence of
sources and dissipation
In this work we are studying the equations of motion for
a lumped element circuit whose reactive elements are ca-
pacitors and inductors, resistences are linear, and possibly
with ideal transformers and gyrators, and we have showed
that they can be written as derived from a first order la-
grangian and a quadratic Rayleigh dissipation function,

L = 1
2ωαβzαżβ − H − Sαzα , (62a)

F = 1
2

∑
r∈R

q̇rϕ̇r = 1
2Fαβ żażβ , (62b)

where the coefficients of the Rayleigh function are

Fαβ = 1
2

[
KT

(
0 PR

PR 0

)
K

]
αβ

. (63)

As mentioned above and shown in examples, generically
ω is degenerate, and this gives rise to constraints that can
be analyzed with the Faddeev–Jackiw method in the ab-
sence of sources and dissipation. Here we shall extend the
analysis of dynamical constraints to those cases.

To do so, observe that the equations of motion can be
written in the form

(ωαβ − Fαβ) żβ = ∂

∂zα

[
H + Sβzβ

]
. (64)

Therefore, if (with obvious notation) the matrix ω − F is
invertible we have a system of ordinary differential equa-
tions, non-autonomous if Sβ are time-dependent, and all
variables zα are dynamical. Observe that if ω is degener-
ate and ω − F is invertible the system is only amenable
to a Hamiltonian plus dissipation description by enlarging
the phase space.

On the other hand, if ω − F is not invertible we have
(time-dependent) constraints, that must be imposed con-
sistently. Namely, let W α be the components of a left
zero-vector of ω − F ,

W α (ωαβ − Fαβ) = 0 . (65)

Then the following condition is a dynamical constraint on
the system of equations in Eq. (64),

W α ∂

∂zα

[
H + Sβzβ

]
= 0 , (66)

in lieu of the FJ constraint (53). A local coordinatization
will again exist in terms of the degenerate (w) and non-
degenerate (ξ) directions, and the dynamical constraint is
the requirement of independence of the total energy func-
tion H + Sβzβ with respect to the degenerate directions.
If the constraints are solvable we will obtain a reduced dy-
namical system. Generally this dynamical system will not
be Hamiltonian, and non-Hamiltonian techniques will be
required for further analysis. At any rate, our description
allows for an identification of the actual dynamical content
of the circuit description.

Let us now concentrate on the non-dissipative case with
sources. In this case an extension of the Faddeev–Jackiw
is possible, with subtleties. The issue of time dependent
constraints has been examined in the literature, both from
the Dirac–Bergmann [106–108] and the Faddeev–Jackiw
[109] perspectives. We give a general description first,
then we compute a couple of simple examples in our con-
text, and we finish this section with a general discussion
of FJ reduction for our nondissipative circuits. The start-
ing point is the (pre-)contact structure, defined on M ×R,
where the real line is the time parameter,

Ωc = ω + d (H + Sα(t)zα) ∧ dt . (67)

For the systems under study, with equations of motion

ωαβ żβ = ∂H

∂zα
+ Sα(t) , (68)

the two-form Ωc is an integral invariant. If we have a set
of time independent constraints that determine a submani-
fold M′ ⊂ M at all times, then there is a pullback of the
contact form that has the same structure, with the pullback
of ω and the time dependent energy function separately.
However, if there exist time dependent constraints there
will be an additional term in the pullback of Ωc, of the
form B ∧ dt, and unless B is a closed form modulo dt
we cannot understand the evolution as Hamiltonian. More
concretely, let the embedding be, in coordinates, zα(ξµ, t).
Then the one form B is

B = −ωαβ
∂zα

∂t

∂zβ

∂ξµ
dξµ . (69)

Thus, explicitly, dB is

dB = ∂

∂ξν

[
ωαβ

∂zα

∂t

∂zβ

∂ξµ

]
dξµ ∧ dξν

+ ∂

∂t

[
ωαβ

∂zα

∂t

∂zβ

∂ξµ

]
dξµ ∧ dt , (70)
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which means that B is locally closed module dt if the first
term is zero. If B is locally closed modulo dt and there are
no global obstructions (which could be the case in pres-
ence of compact variables), then we can determine a func-
tion K such that B = dK modulo dt. Let us additionally
assume that the pullback of ω is nondegenerate. Then the
evolution under the constraints is Hamiltonian, with com-
plete Hamiltonian H + Sµξµ + K.

Let us show a simple example in which there are no
issues, that of a voltage driven LC oscillator. The circuit

Figure 6: Series LC oscillator driven by a voltage or a cur-
rent source. These systems can be described with a time-
dependent Hamiltonian derived from the method, by impos-
ing a constraint.

graph is a ring with three branches and three nodes, as
represented in Fig. 6. Applying our systematic procedure
we have three variables, zT =

(
Q Φ w

)T
, with two-

form

ω = dQ ∧ dΦ (71)

and total energy function h1(Q) + h2(Φ) + QV (t). The
zero-mode coordinate w does not appear anywhere, the
correspoding constraint ∂w(H + QV ) = 0 is automat-
ically satisfied and we have a Hamiltonian system, with
canonical coordinates.

The situation is a bit more involved if it is a current
source instead of a voltage source. In that case the null
direction for the two form is again a coordinate w, the two
form is again (71). The total energy function is however
h1(Q) + h2(w − Φ) − wI(t). Thus there is a nontriv-
ial constraint, namely I(t) = h′

2(w − Φ), which is to be
solved for w. Then the system is Hamiltonian under the
substitution of w by its constrained value.

Let us now show that the FJ reduction we explained in
section C is directly applicable in our context. For an il-
lustration of the geometric setup, see Fig. 7. In a nutshell,
in the context of circuits B is identically zero, and thus
trivially closed. In the systems of interest, as we have in-
dicated above, ω constructed from our algorithm is homo-
geneous. If it is singular, its zero directions have associ-
ated coordinates wI , and ω is nondegenerate in directions
associated with coordinates ξµ. In other words,

ω = 1
2fµνdξµ ∧ dξν , (72)

with homogeneous fµν . The constraints are

∂

∂wI

(
H(ξ, w) + Sµξµ + SIwI

)
= 0 , (73)

Figure 7: The manifold M is restricted by a time dependent
constraint to a submanifold M′

t at time t. The constraint is
made explicit by solving wI as functions of ξµ and t. Because
ω is homogeneous and time independent, the coordinates ξµ

can always describe M′
t for all times t.

and we determine wI(ξ, t) hence, if possible. The coordi-
nates ξµ are free, and in fact are the coordinates for M′

t

(at each instant of time). Therefore B = 0. It follows that,
if we can solve wI from the constraints (73), we can effect
Hamiltonian reduction in this case.

F Examples

In this section, we utilize our method to construct system-
atically (extended) Lagrangian and Hamiltonian dynamics
of circuits containing all the lumped elements introduced
in the main text. In doing so, we recover standard re-
sults from flux-node [27, 28] or loop-charge analysis [30],
as well as more general (nonreciprocal) black-box analy-
sis [45, 49, 59, 61].

F.1 RLC circuit

Figure 8: Parallel RLC circuit. In the classical depiction there
are two loops and one active node involved in general. The
resistor is considered a constraint, allowing the formulation
of dynamical equations using just one set of paired conjugate
variables.

The formalism we have presented includes the system-
atic treatment of linear resistences, making use of the
Rayleigh dissipation function formalism [58]. To illus-
trate this point and to give a very simple example we
now consider the parallel RLC circuit, depicted in Fig. 8.
We choose to order the three parallel branches as the se-
quence capacitor/inductor/resistor. The cutset matrix and
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resistence constraint matrix are

FC =
(
1 1 1

)
, (74)

FR =
(
0 0 R 0 0 −1

)
(75)

to construct F, with kernel

K =


1 0
0 1

−1 −1
−R −R
−R −R
−R −R

 (76)

such that we have two independent charges zT =(
Q1 Q2

)T
, and the precanonical two-form is simply

E2B =


0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1

2
−1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 − 1

2 0 0 0

 . (77)

Mapping to the reduced manifold,

E = KT E2B K =
(

0 −R
R 0

)
(78)

or, equivalently, {Q1, Q2} = R. The Hamiltonian reads

H = Q2
1

2C
+ R2 (Q1 + Q2)2

2L
, (79)

while the dissipation function is, in these coordinates,

F = R

2
(
Q̇1 + Q̇2

)2 . (80)

The equations of motion, as there are no sources, are in
matrix form

Eż = ∇zH + ∇żF , (81)

and thus one obtains

−RQ̇2 = Q1

C
+ R2

L
(Q1 + Q2) + R

(
Q̇1 + Q̇2

)
, (82)

RQ̇1 = R2

L
(Q1 + Q2) + R

(
Q̇1 + Q̇2

)
. (83)

To reach this point, a number of choices have been made,
namely for the ordering of nodes and branches, and the
basis for the kernel of F. It should be clear that the actual
dynamics would be recovered under different ones, as the
prescription is univocal in that regard. Indeed, that is pre-
cisely the main reason to use a Hamiltonian description,
namely to increase the set of possible variables so as to
have more tools to understand and, where possible, solve
the dynamics. To make this point more apparent, let us
carry out an additional change of variables,(

Q1
Q2

)
=

(
1 0

−1 −1/R

) (
Q
Φ

)
. (84)

In terms of these new variables, we read directly the har-
monic oscillator Hamiltonian

H = Q2

2C
+ Φ2

2L
, (85)

canonical commutator {Φ, Q} = 1, and dissipation func-
tion

F = Φ̇2

2R
= 1

2
(
Q̇ Φ̇

) (
1 −1
0 − 1

R

)
× . . . (86)

· · · ×
(

R R
R R

) (
1 0

−1 −1/R

) (
Q̇
Φ̇

)

such that the equations of motion, Eq. (6), are directly
computed from the final Hamiltonian, Poisson bracket,
and dissipation function,

Φ̇ = ∂H

∂Q
+ ∂F

∂Q̇
= Q

C
, (87)

Q̇ = −∂H

∂Φ − ∂F
∂Φ̇

= −Φ
L

− Φ̇
R

.

Naturally we recover the elementary RLC description of a
damped harmonic oscillator, as was only to be expected.

F.2 The star circuit

A cutset matrix for the star circuit in Fig. 3(a) with N = 4
nodes and B = 6 branches is

FC =

 1 0 −1 1 0 0
−1 1 0 0 1 0
0 −1 1 0 0 1

 , (88)

where the first (last) three columns correspond to the ca-
pacitor (inductor) branches with kernel

K =



1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0

−1 0 1 0 0 0
1 −1 0 0 0 0
0 1 −1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 −1 0
0 0 0 0 1 −1
0 0 0 −1 0 1
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 1



, (89)
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such that the two-form matrix representation is

E = KT E2B K =


0 0 0 1 −1 0
0 0 0 0 1 −1
0 0 0 −1 0 1

−1 0 1 0 0 0
1 −1 0 0 0 0
0 1 −1 0 0 0


(90)

∼


0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0

−1 0 0 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

 , (91)

where the second line is written in the Darboux basis under
a linear (point) transformation of coordinates. The null
eigenspace of E corresponding to the voltage and current
constraints in the outer loop and inner node, respectively,
is expanded by

Wl =


0
0
0
1
1
1

 , Wc =


1
1
1
0
0
0

 . (92)

Alternatively, we could start from the loop charges and the
node fluxes depicted in Fig. 3(a), since we know that they
suffice to express all branch charges and fluxes, and obtain
the two-form

ω = dQ1 ∧ (dΦ1 − dΦ2)
+ dQ2 ∧ (dΦ2 − dΦ3) (93)
+ dQ3 ∧ (dΦ3 − dΦ1) ,

with zero vectors

Wl = ∂

∂Φ1
+ ∂

∂Φ2
+ ∂

∂Φ3
, (94a)

Wc = ∂

∂Q1
+ ∂

∂Q2
+ ∂

∂Q3
. (94b)

The Darboux basis above corresponds to the change of
variables

Q1 = Qa + wc, Φ1 = −(wl + Φb)
Q2 = wc, Φ2 = −(wl + Φa + Φb)
Q3 = Qb + wc, Φ3 = −wl,

(95)

such that ω = dQa ∧ dΦa + dQb ∧ dΦb. Consid-
ering, as in the MT, that all the elements are linear,
the Hamiltonian in this Darboux basis {ξµ} ∪ {wI} ≡
(Qa, Qb, Φa, Φb, wc, wl) is written as

H = (Qa + wc)2

2C1
+ w2

c

2C2
+ (Qb + wc)2

2C3

+ (wl + ϕ2)2

2L1
+ (wl + Φa + Φb)2

2L2
+ w2

l

2L3
.

(96)

We can now solve the zero mode constraints (54) wl and
wc, and arrive to the quantizable Hamiltonian

H = 1
2

(
QT C−1 Q + ΦT L−1 Φ

)
, (97)

C−1 = 1
C2

∗

(
C2 + C3 −C2

−C2 C1 + C2

)
, (98)

L−1 = 1
L2

∗

(
L1 + L3 L1

L1 L1 + L2

)
, (99)

where C2
∗ = C1C2 + (C1 + C2)C3 and L2

∗ =
L1L2 + (L1 + L2)L3, with two canonically-quantizable
pairs of coordinates {Φα, Qβ} = δαβ , and positive-
definite kinetic and potential matrices, i.e., there are two
normal frequencies. Observe that there are only two dy-
namical degrees of freedom, even though the Kirchhoff
constraints allow up to three. With a capacitive/inductive
partition of the form being portrayed, one of those dis-
appears, as there exists the nondynamical possibility of
a steady current in the capacitor perimeter, together with
a symmetry of global displacement of the external node
fluxes.

Even though at this point we have only presented the fi-
nal result for a linear circuit, these statements hold more
generally. Namely, let one capacitor, say the third one,
and one inductor, say the first one, be nonlinear, with en-
ergy functions hc(Q3) = hc(Qb + wc) and hl(Φ1) =
hl(−(wl + Φb)), see Fig. 3(a). Then the constraints read

h′
c(Qb + wc) + wc

C2
+ Qa + wc

C1
= 0 , (100)

−h′
l(−(wl + Φb)) + wl + Φa + Φb

L2
+ wl

L3
= 0 .

Under the conditions

h′′
c (x) + 1

C1
+ 1

C2
> 0 and

h′′
l (−y) + 1

L2
+ 1

L3
> 0,

(101)

for all values of the argument of h′′
c and h′′

l , we can solve
explicitly wc and wl from Eqs. (100), and insert the solu-
tion in the Hamiltonian, obtaining a reduced Hamiltonian
and canonical two-form, with two degrees of freedom. In
fact we impose greater than zero sign in Eqs. (101) for
energy stability reasons, but in order to ensure invertibility
simple constancy of sign would be enough. Observe that
this nonlinear example is not amenable to the Y-△ trans-
formation that can help in the solution of the linear one
in terms of fluxes. Even if, however, the conditions (101)
do not hold, the constraints (100) can be solved paramet-
rically. In that case we would be led possibly to a non-
homogeneous two-form, and a singularity in the form of
non-homogeneous rank might arise. We shall see similar
situations in subsection G.

Before setting aside this example, let us point out that
the dual circuit, in which the capacitors are all three on the
inner branches while the inductors are on the perimeter,
is a good illustration of the purely charge and purely flux
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gauge vector case. Namely, the two-form ω for that case
would be (−1) times that of Eq. (93), and the zero vectors
are exactly as in (94) . However, they give rise now to
gauge constraints, exactly because of the purely inductive
loop and the purely capacitive cutset.

F.3 Admittance black-box circuit
We now examine the circuit depicted in Fig. 3(a) of the
main text. The circuit constraints are encoded in the F ma-

trix in Eq. (33). We order the branch elements (columns)
in the following sequence: the phase-slip EP with its se-
ries inductance LP , the Josephson element EJ , capacitors
at the ports of the matrix Ci, left branches of the Bele-
vitch transformer Tleft,i, right branches of the Belevitch
transformer Tright,i, the two internal inductors L and the
gyrator branches Gi, we have (in non-canonical form)

FC =



−1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 −1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 −1


, (102)

FL =


1 1 0 0 0 −1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 −1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 −1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0 −1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 −1 0 −1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 −1 0 −1

 , (103)

The transformer constraints are written as

FT =
(

FT ,cut 0
0 FT ,loop

)
, (104)

FT ,cut =
(
0 . . . 1 N . . . 0

)
, (105)

FT ,loop =
(
0 . . . − NT 1 . . . 0

)
, (106)

with

N =
(

n11 n12
n21 n22

)
, (107)

the Belevitch transformer ratios, while the gyrator ones as

FG =
(

0 . . . 1 0 . . . − YG

)
, (108)

with YG = (1/R)iσy the pure gyrator matrix. Observe
that the fundamental cutset and loop matrices have not
been written at this point in a canonical form, precisely
to leverage the canonical forms of the transformer and gy-
rator constraints. Following the method here described,
we obtain the two form matrix

E =



0 R
∆N

0 R
∆N

1 0 0
− R

∆N
0 − R

∆N
0 0 0 0

0 R
∆N

0 R
∆N

1 1 0
− R

∆N
0 − R

∆N
0 0 0 1

−1 0 −1 0 0 0 0
0 0 −1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 −1 0 0 0



∼



0 0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1 0

−1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 −1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0


, (109)

with ∆N = det(N) = n11n22 − n12n21, where the sepa-
ration between dynamical pairs {ϕi, qj} = δij and zero
mode w1 is evidenced. Writing the energy function in
terms of the natural state circuit variables and perform-
ing a linear shift of the q1 and q3 charges, we arrive at the
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Hamiltonian

H = ϕ2
1

2LPS
+ q2

2
2C2

+ hP (q1) + hJ(ϕ2) (110)

+

(
ϕ3(n12n21−n11n22)

R + q1

)2

2C1

+

(
ϕ1n11 + ϕ2n21 + ϕ3n21 − q3n11R

n12n21−n11n22

)2

2L

+

(
ϕ1n12 + ϕ2n22 + ϕ3n22 − q3n12R

n12n21−n11n22

)2

2L
,

with the phase-slip and Josephson energy functions
hP (q1) = −EP cos(2πq1/(2e)), and hJ(ϕ2) =
−EJ cos(2πϕ2/Φ0), such that it can be recast in the form

H =1
2

(
qT C−1 q + ϕT L−1 ϕ + qT G ϕ

)
+ hP (q1) + hJ(ϕ2). (111)

F.4 Time-dependent external flux in the
SQUID
Here we rederive the well-known result for the quantiza-
tion of (lumped) superconducting loops threaded by time-
dependent fluxes, see further details in [96, 110, 111]. We
shall examine the circuit depicted in Fig. 9. We map a
time-dependent external flux threading only the internal
loop to an emf source Ve(t) = Φ̇e(t), as previously dis-
cussed (section D). Next we carry out the by now standard
constraint matrix F/embedding matrix K/two-form matrix
E (or ω) sequence,

FC =

 1 0 −1 1 0 0
−1 1 0 0 1 0
0 −1 1 0 0 1

 , (112)

Figure 9: A SQUID loop threaded by a time dependent flux
that is replaced by a time dependent voltage source (emf).

K =



1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0

−1 −1 −1 0 0
−1 0 −1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 −1


, (113)

E =


0 0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 0 −1
0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0

 ∼


0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0

−1 0 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

 .

(114)

After this process, the total energy function reads

HT (t) =H + Sα(t)zα = (Q1 + Q2 + w1)2

2 CJ2

+ h1(Φ1) + h2(Φ2) + w2
1

2 CJ1
− (Q1 + w1)Ve ,

(115)

and the constraint ∂HT /∂w1 = 0 is actually the voltage
constraint around the loop,

−Ve + Q1 + Q2 + w1

CJ2
+ w1

CJ1
= 0. (116)

Solving w1 from the constraint, substituting in the total
energy function (115), and making the change of variables

q = 1√
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
Q = O Q, (117)

and, dually, ϕ = O Φ, we derive the energy function

HT (t) =1
2(qT C−1 q +2 qT s(t))

+ h1(Q1(q)) + h2(Q2(q)), (118)

with

C−1 = 2
CΣ

(
1 0
0 0

)
, (119)

where CΣ = CJ1 + CJ2. Note that extra terms not con-
tributing to the dynamics have been neglected.

At this stage, the evolution is hamiltonian with two
canonical pairs, and the total energy function is the Hamil-
tonian. However, the equations of motion are such that the
really dynamical part is of one single degree of freedom,
with effective Hamiltonian

H̃T (t) = q2
1

CΣ
+ q1Ve(t)

(
2C̃ − 1√

2

)
+ h1

(
ϕ1 + Φe/

√
2√

2

)
+ h2

(
ϕ1 − Φe/

√
2√

2

)
,

(120)

with C̃ = CJ1/CΣ. The reader may note the equivalence
of this Eq. (120) with that in Eq. (14) in Ref. [96] under
the particular choice of parameters ml = 1/

√
2 = −mr,

and thus m△ = ml − mr =
√

2, together with the corre-
spondance of junctions Jl ↔ J1 and Jr ↔ J2. Explicitly,
the equations for the {ϕ2, q2} pair are

ϕ̇2 = Ve(t)√
2

, (121)

√
2q̇2 = h′

2

(
ϕ1 − ϕ2√

2

)
− h′

1

(
ϕ1 + ϕ2√

2

)
. (122)
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These equations show that these two variables are slaved
to the external flux and the other pair {ϕ1, q1}. We can
integrate the first one, and substitute ϕ2 in total energy
function. After this substitution, there are time dependent
terms in the total energy function that no effect on the dy-
namics of ϕ1 and q1. We discard those, and in this manner
we arrive at the effective Hamiltonian (120).

Observe, that under constant external flux, the emf Ve is
zero, and there is an ignorable coordinate, and therefore a
conserved quantity in the total energy function (Eq. (115)
with the substitution of w1). In the presence of time depen-
dent external flux, this ignorable coordinate and conserved
quantity couple become the slaved pair.

G Nonlinear singular circuits
In this work we present a systematic method for deriving
the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian dynamics of lumped ele-
ment circuits. Our approach is rooted in a geometric de-
scription and incorporates a Faddeev-Jackiw analysis to
uncover potential implicit constraints. In the preceding
section, we offered concrete examples of circuits, both lin-
ear and nonlinear, along with explicit solutions for cases
where linear constraints were in play. However, in dealing
with the non-linear star circuit, we introduced the overar-
ching challenge of devising reduced models in the pres-
ence of nonlinear constraints.

In this section, we conduct a more comprehensive ex-
amination of circuits exhibiting nonlinear singularities.
These are circuits where nonlinear constraints can man-
ifest, e.g., when non-homogeneous rank (singular) two-
forms are involved. We take two recent works focused on
finding quantum mechanical models for (approximately)
singular circuits, readily, Refs. [84] and [85], and scru-
tinize some of their findings through the lens of our ap-
proach.

G.1 Revisiting Rymarz-DiVincenzo’s singular
circuit
Let us now start the analysis of the circuit in Fig. 10(a),
whose constraints we already solved in Eq. (20). There
we observed that the system is generally described by one
loop charge and two node fluxes. Therefore the two-form
ω is necessarily degenerate and we have to consider either
reduction or Faddeev–Jackiw increase in the number of di-
mensions. Notice that this system could be understood as
a limit of the one in Fig. 10(b) when a capacitor shunting
the second (NL) inductor tends to zero.

Following the steps above, we compute the kernel of
the F matrix, where the elements are ordered such that the
projectors are written as

PC =

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1

 and PL =

1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 0

 ,

(123)

Figure 10: (a) A circuit containing two nonlinear inductive
elements and a nonlinear capacitive element. Potential sin-
gularities arise in obtaining a Hamiltonian description start-
ing with second-order Lagrangians with only flux-node/loop-
charge variables. (b) A particular instance of the singular
circuit in (a), studied in Ref. [84]. A Josephson junction
with a capacitor CJ ≪ C is sometimes approximated by an
open circuit (CJ → 0) [84, 85].

which provides us with the two-form matrix

[ωαβ ] = KT E2B K =

 0 1 1
−1 0 0
−1 0 0

 , (124)

with the ordering Q, ϕ1 and ϕ2.
Observe that we could have obtained the same result

writing directly the Kirchhoff’s constraints in differential
form

dQ = dqC = −dq1 = −dq2

dΦ = dϕC = dϕ1 + dϕ2,

to compute ω = dQ ∧ (dϕ1 + dϕ2), from which one can
read the matrix ωαβ ; recall the 2 factor in the definition of
the matrix with respect to the two-form expression. The
single zero mode is

W =

 0
1

−1

 . (125)

The corresponding constraint function, W(H) =
W (Φ1, Φ2), is

W (ϕ1, ϕ2) = ∂H

∂ϕ1
− ∂H

∂ϕ2
(126a)

= h′
1(ϕ1) − h′

2(ϕ2) = 0 , (126b)

since the Hamiltonian in terms of the loop-charge and the
node-fluxes is H(Q, ϕ1, ϕ2) = h1(ϕ1)+h2(ϕ2)+h3(Q).

This constraint is a useful example to better under-
stand a type of constraints that arise from the formalism.
Namely, it is in this case simply the condition that the cur-
rent through both inductors has to be the same. This con-
trasts with the constraints in the example of F.2, that re-
flected the fact that there can be a nondynamical current
through the capacitors, for instance.

We shall use this example to illustrate obstructions to
a Hamiltonian description due to the interplay of energy
functions and topology. To do so we have to examine the
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process of reduction by the dynamical constraint (126b)
in more detail.

From the structure of the initial manifold of branch
variables and from the first reduction being just Kirch-
hoff, we know that the three dimensional state manifold
is R3−k ×

(
S1)k

, i.e. R3, R2 × S1, R ×
(
S1)2

or
(
S1)3

.
We shall only consider the first two, that correspond clas-
sically to an extended (R) variable for the loop charge and
for the branch flux of one of the inductors (the linear one in
the detailed analysis that follows) and a compact (S1) vari-
able for the other branch flux (the Josephson junction in
the particularization below). In all cases, because the only
constraints to this point were Kirchhoff, the total mani-
fold is a product of the charge and fluxes submanifolds.
Thus the dynamical constraint of eq. (126b) is an implicit
definition of a curve in the two dimensional fluxes mani-
fold: we are systematically assuming that the branch en-
ergy functions are smooth, and therefore so is W (ϕ1, ϕ2)
in Eq. (126), so by the implicit function theorem at all
points except at flux energy extrema there will local ex-
pressions of one variable in terms of the other. If there is
only one connected component of the constraint we can
solve it parametrically, and we will have a description of
the reduced two dimensional dynamical manifold. The re-
maining task is to determine the restricted two-form, and
to check whether it is symplectic or not.

If we take h1(ϕ1) = ϕ2
1/2L we can make a stronger

assertion. As h′′
1 never vanishes in this case, we can solve

ϕ1 in terms of ϕ2, so we have an explicit expression for
the curve satisfying the constraint, and ϕ2 can be used to
describe the reduced two dimensional manifold of inter-
est, with coordinates (Q, ϕ2). Explicitly, we can solve Eq.
(126b) as

ϕ1 = Lh′
2(ϕ2) , (127)

and the reduced elements for the equations of motion are

ω = [1 + Lh′′
2(ϕ2)] dQ ∧ dϕ2 , (128a)

H = hc(Q) + h2(ϕ2) + L

2 [h′
2(ϕ2)]2 . (128b)

The equations of motion,

[1 + Lh′′
2(ϕ2)] ϕ̇2 = h′

c(Q) (129)
Q̇ = −h′

2(ϕ2)

are a two-dimensional autonomous dynamical system, for
which an integrating factor always exists [112], and one
readily computes the first integral

E(Q, ϕ2) = hc(Q) + h2(ϕ2) + L

2 [h′
2(ϕ2)]2 . (130)

The level sets of this first integral are the trajectories in
phase space (ϕ2, Q) of the solutions of the dynamical sys-
tem (129). Therefore, there exists a classically equivalent
Hamiltonian system with canonical Poisson bracket, such

that the equations of motion are

dϕ2

dτ
= ∂E

∂Q
= h′

c(Q) , (131a)

dQ

dτ
= − ∂E

∂ϕ2
= −h′

2(ϕ2) [1 + Lh′′
2(ϕ2)] . (131b)

We now have to take stock of this process. The strong
statement is that the classical dynamics of the system has
been written in Hamiltonian form, as shown in Eqs. (131).
Nonetheless, there are subtleties to be considered. First
and foremost, systematic reduction has taken us to Eqs.
(128b). For ω in Eq. (128a) to be a symplectic form we
require that it be nondegenerate. However, it will be de-
generate if there are lines for which 1 + Lh′′

2(ϕ2) = 0.
The integrating factor resolves that classical singularity if
it exists. The manifold described by coordinates ϕ2 and
Q does admit a canonical symplectic form, and the level
sets of E(Q, ϕ2) are the phase space portrait. Even so,
in many cases we do not simply want a Hamiltonian de-
scription, but rather a Hamiltonian description in terms of
some preferred variables, and that is a completely different
issue.

G.1.1 Singularities and otherwise

As stated above, for the case h1(ϕ1) = ϕ2
1/2L and

smoothness conditions we have a Hamiltonian descrip-
tion as in Eqs. (131), in terms of the loop charge Q
and the branch flux of the possibly nonlinear inductor
ϕ2. However, in most cases of interest we would rather
have a Hamiltonian description in terms of the total flux
Φ = ϕ1 + ϕ2. As ϕ1 has been solved in terms of ϕ2, we
have the relation Φ = ϕ2 + Lh′

2(ϕ2), which slaves the
evolution of Φ to ϕ2. However, if we want a description
exclusively in terms of Φ this relation has to be inverted.
The invertibility condition, given the smoothness of the
energy functions, is 1 + Lh′′

2(ϕ2) ̸= 0 in the range of ϕ2.
i.e. monotony. Notice that this means that the two-form
ω in Eq. (128a) is nondegenerate. In that case it is read-
ily seen that eqs. (129) are equivalent to the Hamiltonian
equations

Φ̇ = h′
c(Q) ,

Q̇ = −V ′(Φ) , (132)

V (Φ) = h2 [ϕ2(Φ)] + L

2 {h′
2 [ϕ2(Φ)]}2 ,

where V (Φ) is the energy for the equivalent inductor. We
can recognize this result from Eqs. (128), with the obser-
vation that ω = dQ ∧ dΦ.

Consider now what happens if the invertibility condition
is not satisfied. Formally, inspecting Eqs. (132), we see
that the evolution is Hamiltonian with conjugate Φ and Q,
and an effective potential that has to be expressed param-
eterically. Much has been made of the fact that this effec-
tive potential is multibranched as a function of Φ if the in-
vertibility condition does not hold. However, the classical
motion is completely deterministic, and the phase portrait
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is unequivocal. Even so, the quantization of a system de-
scribed parametrically deserves further investigation. We
shall now give concrete examples of invertible and non-
invertible situations, restricting the analysis always to the
classical models.

G.1.2 Case 1: Direct reduction with two linear induc-
tors

We now consider that the two inductors are linear, such
that hi(ϕi) = ϕ2

i /2Li. Then the constraint can be solved,
and we coordinatize the constrained surface as

ϕ1 = L1

L1 + L2
Φ , (133a)

ϕ2 = L2

L1 + L2
Φ , (133b)

so the equations of motion for Q and Φ are derived from
the first order Lagrangian

L = QΦ̇ − h3(Q) − Φ2

2(L1 + L2) . (134)

Naturally, this procedure has provided us with the standard
reduction of series linear inductors.

To focus our mind for what follows, let us rephrase what
we have done here: we have applied our procedure and ob-
tained and effective Hamiltonian in a reduced phase space.
The standard reduction formulae for linear inductors and
capacitors are exactly that, a recipe for the construction
of effective energy functions in fewer variables, and flow
immediately from the formalism.

G.1.3 Case 2: Direct reduction with linear inductor and
Josephson junction

As we have stated repeatedly, the formalism we pro-
pose here encompasses the traditional approaches to cir-
cuit analysis. Thus, the dynamical constraints of the form
W(H) = 0 for zero vectors of the two-form will be read-
ily understood in many cases as flowing from current or
energy conservation. The same can be said of a dual
method for obtaining Hamiltonian systems, the Dirac-
Bergmann [84]. Therefore the issue of invertibility of the
function that expresses the total flux Φ as a function of
a parameter has already been addressed in the literature
[84, 85]. The idea of regularization to start from a non-
defective quadratic Lagrangian has also been put forward
in this regard [84], with special emphasis on the derivation
of an effective Lagrangian both under invertibility or in its
absence.

For concreteness let us set the first inductor to be linear
(h1(ϕ1) = ϕ2

1/2L) and the second one a Josephson junc-
tion with energy function h2(ϕ2) = −EJ cos(2πϕ2/Φ0),
where Φ0 the standard quantum of flux, see Fig. 10(b),
where the limit of CJ → 0 has been taken before the
analysis. In order to ease comparison with previous litera-
ture, we perform a standard transformation of the flux and
charge variables to phase and Cooper-pair number vari-
ables, respectively, i.e., n = Q/2e, and φα = 2πϕα/Φ0 ,

a transformation that is symplectic if one sets ℏ = 1. The
classical Lagrangian reads now

L = ℏn(φ̇1 + φ̇2) − H(n, φ), (135)

H(n, φ) = 4ECn2 − EL

2 φ2
1 − EJ cos(φ2), (136)

with EC = (e)2/2C and EL = (Φ0/2π)2/L. Applying
again the zero-mode vector to the energy term, we solve
φ1 from the constraint as

φ1 = β sin (φ2) , (137)

where β = L1EJ(2π/Φ0)2 = EJ/EL, always assumed
positive in what follows. The total phase (at the capacitor),
φ = Φ/Φ0 = φ1 + φ2, is expressed after the reduction as

φ = φ2 + β sin (φ2) . (138)

We can only invert this function φ(φ2) if

β < 1 . (139)

In this particular case, the Lagrangian in Eq. (135) be-
comes [84]

L = ℏnφ̇ − H(n, φ(φ)), (140)

amenable to quantization, with the only caveats arising
for compact φ2, as inequivalent quantizations will ap-
pear [93, 94, 113]. In other words one must then consider
the possibility of a gate charge parameter.

G.1.4 Multivaluedness and singularity of case 2

In spite of or because of the issues with the regime β ≥ 1,
that we shall now examine, it has picqued the curiosity
of researchers [84, 85], and the connection to a regular-
ized model is under active discussion. Now we study this
regime intrisically, i.e. without connection to a regularized
circuit.

We shall consider the two cases of φ2 being: i) an
extended variable (φ2 ∈ R), and ii) a compact variable
(φ2 ∈ [0, 2π) for definiteness). Observe that the total
flux φ inherits this extended or compact characteristic, al-
though not its range.

We restate the system of Eqs. (129) for the aforemen-
tioned elements:

ℏ [1 + β cos (φ2)] φ̇2 = h′
3(n) = 8ECn, (141a)

ℏṅ = EJ sin (φ2) . (141b)

This system has a first integral

E1 = 4ECn2 − EJ

[
cos φ2 + β

4 cos(2φ2)
]

. (142)

This first integral is periodic in φ2 with period 2π, for the
extended case. The extrema in the interval [0, 2π) are at
0, φ∗ (the solution of 1 + β cos φ2 = 0 in the interval
(π/2, π)), π, and 2π − φ∗, when β > 1. φ2 = 0 is always
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a minimum of the potential. However, φ2 = π is a max-
imum when β < 1 and becomes a minimum for β > 1.
φ∗ and 2π − φ∗ enter the stage only for β > 1, and they
are maxima in that case. The parameter β is a classical
bifurcation parameter.

For later use, we study φ∗ as a function of β. Clearly,
φ∗(1) = π, and φ∗ → π/2 as β → ∞. One readily
computes

dφ∗

dβ
= −1

β
√

β2 − 1
. (143)

Notice that φ∗ is a monotonous decreasing function of
β. Direct computation also shows that close to β = 1
one has φ∗ = π −

√
2(β − 1) + O

[
(β − 1)2

]
. Con-

sider now φ2 compact with support in [0, 2π). The ex-
trema for φ(φ2) = φ2 + β sin(φ2) will be reached either
at the endpoints of the interval for φ2 or at the solutions
of 1 + β cos(φ2) = 0, if they exist. Thus, for β < 1 the
range of φ will also be (0, 2π). On the other hand, for
β ≥ 1 we have to assess φ(φ∗) = φ∗ +

√
β2 − 1 and

φ(2π − φ∗) = 2π − φ∗ −
√

β2 − 1. For values of β
slightly larger than 1, the range of φ will be again (0, 2π),
until a critical value βc ≈ 4.6033 is reached, such that
2π = φ∗(βc)+

√
β2

c − 1. From that point on, the range of
φ will be (φ(2π − φ∗), φ(φ∗)). Asymptotically, (−β, β)
for large β.

Let us examine qualitatively the system from the per-
spective of the total phase φ. The current is always
bounded, by Eq. (141b), and as φ̇ = 8ECn the evolution
is not singular. The issue is that if φ2 reaches φ∗ or 2π−φ∗
(modulo 2π in the extended case) the velocity of φ2 is re-
quired to be infinite, to compensate that φ̇ = 8ECn/ℏ is
finite. This corresponds to infinite voltage drops in both
inductor branches, even though the total voltage drop is
finite. We can describe the motion with a parametric ex-
pression for potential energy and the total phase,

φ = σ + β sin σ ,

V = −EJ

[
cos σ + β

4 cos(2σ)
]

. (144)

There has been previous discussion about this kind of
system and its quantization (for instance by Shapere and
Wilczeck [114]), and we defer to future work this aspect
of the model.

The parametric presentation of the potential allows a
qualitative analysis for small and large β, that will guide
that quantum analysis. Small β corresponds to the induc-
tance of the linear inductor going to 0, which corresponds
to there being no phase drop, and the system is simply
the capacitor and the nonlinear inductor. This physical de-
scription matches the limit of the effective potential. Large
β, physically, means that the linear inductor has no current
flowing through it, so the system is no longer dynamical,
and all the energy will be the electrostatic energy of the
capacitor. I.e., the physical expectation is that the effec-
tive potential will be flat in that limit. Consider the case
of compact φ2. Then so is φ, with range (in the large β

case) (φ(2π − φ∗), φ(φ∗)). Therefore φ/β is uniformly
bounded as β → ∞, |φ|/β < 1 + π/β. Inversion is not
possible in the full range. However, given a large fixed
Φ, for all |φ| < Φ , as β → ∞, inversion is possible,
σ = φ/β + O(β−2). It follows that

V ≈ −EJ

[
1 + β

4 − 1
2

φ2

β
+ O(β−2)

]
, (145)

effectively flat as expected, for a fixed range (−Φ, Φ). For
extended φ2, the argument is slightly different. There will
exist an integer N such that σ = 2πN + ζ, with ζ in
[0, 2π). Then ζ will be small, ζ = (φ − 2π/N) /β +
O(β−2), and applying the same argument as before we see
again that V flattens out as β → ∞, matching the physical
argument.

It is important to observe that in the large β limit the
variable φ effectively decompactifies, if it started out with
a finite range, at the same time that its potential flattens
out away from the boundaries. Therefore, when it comes
to quantization, where the behaviour of compact variables
is radically different from extended ones, we will in both
cases have an approximate continuum spectrum. This ar-
gument can be presented in an alternative way: in this
large β limit, all the energy is in the capacitor, due to its
charge, and that charge need no longer be discretized.

G.1.5 Regularized problem of case 2

In order to have a better handle of the quantization of these
circuits, Rymarz and DiVincenzo [84] start their analy-
sis with the regularized classical circuit Hamiltonian (ob-
tained from Fig. 10(b) with finite Josephson capacitance
CJ ). After canonical quantization, they carry out a Born–
Oppenheimer analysis as CJ → 0 with the expectation
that there will be a clear separation of scales.

Using the same redefinitions as above and the notation
in the corresponding figure, and following our method (ob-
serve that here the standard flux-node analysis [27] pro-
vides us with the same result), one obtains the Hamilto-
nian

H = 4EC(n2
C + rn2

CJ
) + EJ

2β
(φC − φ2)2 − EJ cos φ2,

(146)

with the additional parameter r = C/CJ , as well as the
canonical brackets {φC , nC} = {φ2, nCJ

} = 1. Recall
the definition β = EJ/EL. The main goal in the analysis
of [84] is its quantization and separation of scales. Here
we shall just analyze it classically, including adiabatic ex-
pansions, i.e. classical separation of scales. In particu-
lar, we want to address the exchangeability of the limits
β → ∞ or β → 0, on one hand, and r → ∞ on the other.
Physically, as β → 0 the argument above holds: there will
be no phase drop in the strict limit through the linear in-
ductor. Therefore the circuit will be equivalent to that of a
JJ with a parallel total equivalent capacitance C̃ = C+CJ ,
independent of the value of CJ . Let us now check this in-
tuition against the equations of motion, after a symplectic
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0 < r < ∞ r → ∞
0 < β < ∞ 2 d.o.f., H in Eq. (146) 1 d.o.f. H in (136)

β → 0 1 d.o.f. (H = 4ECrn2
a/(r + 1) − EJ cos φa) 1. d.o.f (H = 4ECn2

a − EJ cos φa)
β → ∞ 2 d.o.f. (1 free) (H = 4ECn2

C +
[
ECrn2

CJ
− EJ cos φ2

]
) 1 (free) d.o.f. (H = 4ECn2

C)

Table 1: Summary table for the different classical Hamiltonian models of circuit in Fig. 10(b). We stress the number of
effective degrees of freedom, and the appearance of a free particle.

change of variables

nC = 1
2na + nb, nCJ

= 1
2na − nb,

φC = φa + 1
2φb, φ2 = φa − 1

2φb,
(147)

with obvious notation, φa and na being a conjugate pair
and φb and nb a second one, such that the mass matrix is
no longer diagonal,

H = EC

[
4(1 + r)n2

b + 4(1 − r)nanb + (1 + r)n2
a

]
+ EJ

2β
φ2

b − EJ cos (φa − φb/2) . (148)

This means that the only equation of motion in which the
β parameter appears is ṅb = −∂H/∂φb, and we conclude
that

φb = β

[
1
2 sin

(
φa − φb

2

)
− 1

EJ
ṅb

]
. (149)

Adiabatic elimination to first order is therefore φb = 0,
and for consistency φ̇b = ∂H/∂nb = 0 that fixes nb =
(r − 1)na/2(r + 1), providing us with a reduced system,
i.e. of one fewer degree of freedom, with total charge
number n conjugate to the phase of the JJ, and poten-
tial energy that of the JJ. Explicitly, H = 4ECrn2

a/(r +
1) − EJ cos φa, which corresponds to the equivalent ca-
pacitor with total capacity C + CJ . Furthermore, no-
tice that this system of equations is amenable to a sys-
tematic expansion in β, giving rise perturbatively to a re-
duced dynamics. Explicitly, in a β expansion of the form
φj =

∑∞
m=0 βmφ

(m)
j , with j being either a or b, and cor-

respondingly for nj , order by order φ
(m)
b and n

(m)
b are

completely determined by
{

φ
(m′)
a

}
and

{
n

(m′)
a

}
, with

m′ ≤ m. This result is independent of the value of r,
so the limit r → ∞ is immediate.

Now we start from the limit r → ∞ first with Hamil-
tonian (146). From the equations of motion we see that
n2 has to be zero. Rather that direct substitution in the
Hamiltonian, one should stick to the equations of motion
to carry out this approximation. Thus n2 = 0 demands
for consistency ṅ2 = 0, whence φC = φ2 + β sin φ2, and
the approximate equations of motion are exactly the sys-
tem we analyzed above. Again the limit is singular in that
there is only one remaining degree of freedom. It has to
be pointed out that this appears to be in contradiction with
the result in [84], where it was suggested that in the quan-
tum mechanical context the effective potential in the limit
r → ∞ is always zero. Clearly the issue deserves further
investigation, that we defer to future work.

Finally we check again the limit β → ∞, now in this
regularized model. The physical intuition is as above, that
there will be no current through the linear inductor. Con-
sequently, we shall have electrostatic energy in the C ca-
pacitor, and a dynamical system composed exclusively of
the JJ and the regularization capacitor CJ . This intuition
is read off directly from the equations of motion, in fact,
since one sees the requirement for ṅC = 0 in the limit,
separating off the n2 and φ2 variables. However there are
two degrees of freedom, one of which is a free particle.

As β → ∞ gives us two degrees of freedom and
r → ∞ one, we now check whether these limits com-
mute. Starting from the β → ∞ limit Hamiltonian,
H = 4ECn2

C +
[
ECrn2

CJ
− EJ cos φ2

]
, and consid-

ering r → ∞, nCJ
must be frozen to zero and φ2

has no dynamics, thus having an effective Hamiltonian
H = 4ECn2

C . Interchanging the order, we begin with
H = 4ECn2 − EJφ2

1/2β − EJ cos φ2 and take β → ∞,
as we analyzed above, with the effective potential flatten-
ing out and leaving us again with one free particle.

In these classical analyses the issue of compactness or
otherwise of the variables has not played a crucial role.
On the other hand, were we to fully address quantization
(which we defer to later work), it would be crucial to have
this aspect in mind. For instance, even if the effective po-
tential for a compact variable were flat, the corresponding
spectrum would be discrete. On the other hand, in a system
with two degrees of freedom with an extended variable
and a bounded potential in some direction that partakes of
this extended aspect, the spectrum will be continuous. The
models we have been looking at here are debated currently
as extremely idealized ones for simple circuits in which a
superconducting island appears. In this situation, the as-
sumption of a compact phase (φ2 ∈ S1) matches the ex-
perimental data, e.g., the discrete spectra, on charge qubits
in any coupling regime, including the Cooper-Pair Box
(EJ ∼ EC) and transmon regimes (EJ ≫ EC). Thus,
even deferring to future work the detailed study of quanti-
zation under regularization, we point out that the classical
analysis we put forward here, together with general con-
siderations on the quantum models that flow from it, is in
accordance with experiments [115, 116].

G.2 Singular multi-junction branches
In this section we will apply our method to reproduce,
contextualize, and expand on the results presented in
Ref. [85], as an example of the versatility of this formal-
ism. The objective of Miano et al. is to provide a method
to identify minima in a superconducting circuit context
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and thus allow for an expansion around those minima. Mi-
ano et al. consider a very particular class of circuits, in
which there exists a loop of Josephson junctions and in-
ductors. They want to study low energy physics, in the
sense that they want to characterize the minima of the po-
tential energy, that is a function of the node fluxes, as they
assume that a node-flux description of the larger circuit is
not defective. To do so, they ask what current intensity
is being injected into the inductive loop at each node be-
tween inductive elements in a general state, and then they
observe that in a minimum of inductive energy, and thus
in a possible steady state, this current injection must be
zero. They arrive to that result by a Tellegen like argu-
ment. They next study the equivalent inductive element
that would describe the same low energy phenomena, if
the adjoining capacitors are negligible.

Figure 11: A nonlinear dipole, investigated in Ref. [85], is
constructed using a series of Josephson junctions and lin-
ear inductors. A persistent inquiry in the literature revolves
around the challenge of mapping the response of a multi-
dipole problem to a single element.

G.2.1 Effective Hamiltonian

The main objective of Miano et al. is the study of the ef-
fective Hamiltonian for a configuration included in those
presented in Fig. 11. We shall compute that effective
Hamiltonian straightforwardly using our method. In par-
ticular, we will make use of the differential form presen-
tation rather than the equivalent matricial one we have in-
sisted on above, as it is more convenient for the treatment

of general models. We intend this material to be pedagog-
ical, so we shall be very explicit in the construction. It
should be pointed out that, as the system consists purely
of ideal reactances, the result can be derived as a direct ap-
plication of Kirchhoff’s laws. However, we contend that
the generality and systematics of our proposal are useful in
identifying correctly the relevant quantities. In particular,
the goal of [85] is to evidence that the full system is well
described by

H = 4ECn2
0 + Ueff(φ0, φe) , (150)

where φ0 is conjugate to n0 and dynamical, and φe a (con-
stant) external flux controls the inner current.

In a nutshell, we have three effective branches, the ca-
pacitor one and two inductive series, that we shall refer to
respectively as the outer and inner edges of the inductive
loop. We shall use n0 and n1 charge number and {φk}N+1

k=0
branch phase variables. From the figure, we see that φ0 is
also the top node phase. The energy function is simply

H
(

n0, {φk}N+1
k=0

)
= hc(n0) +

N+1∑
k=1

hk(φk) . (151)

Prima facie, it seems that neither φ0 nor φe play a role.
However, we have yet to determine all the constraints. To
do so, we observe that the KVL forces us to have

dφe =
N+1∑
k=1

dφk , (152a)

dφ0 = −
M∑

k=1
dφk (152b)

= −dφe +
N+1∑

k=M+1
dφk . (152c)

We shall make use of these in the two form, that, following
our general constructions, reads

ω = 1
2dn0 ∧ dφ0 (153a)

+ 1
2

N+1∑
k=M+1

dφk ∧ dn1 (153b)

+ 1
2

M∑
k=1

dφk ∧ (dn0 + dn1) (153c)

= dn0 ∧ dφ0 + 1
2dφe ∧ dn1 . (153d)

For simplicity we have set ℏ = 1. The first line (153a) cor-
responds to the capacitive branch, the second one (153b)
to the outer inductive branch, and finally the third one
(153c) to the inner inductive branch.

As was to be expected, there can be only two degrees of
freedom, and that just if φe is time dependent. Otherwise
only n0 and its conjugate will be dynamical, and we have
to carry out symplectic reduction to make that fact explicit.
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For definiteness we shall only consider fixed φe, so we
have the simple two-form ω = dn0 ∧ dφ0.

It is clear that this two form is defective: we have N +2
branches in total, so before imposing Kirchhoff’s laws we
had 2N +4 branch variables, and after imposing Kirchhoff
these must be reduced to N + 2. These are in fact the the
two charges and N phases. One of the charges, n1, is di-
rectly eliminated, as it appears neither in the two-form nor
in the Hamiltonian, so the associated zero vector ∂/∂n1 is
gauge. In other words, there can exist a nondynamical cur-
rent around the inductive loop. If φe were time-dependent
it would drive this current ṅ1. We fix it to zero, with con-
stant φe.

Therefore, we are left with one charge, n0, and N
phases. However the two form, ω = dn0 ∧ dφ0, is ob-
viously rank two. Therefore there must exist N − 1 in-
dependent zero vectors. Now, because of Eq. (152b) we
have 〈

dφ0, ∂

∂φk

〉
= −1 (154)

for k ∈ {1, . . . , M}, and from Eq. (152c), together with
dφe = 0, 〈

dφ0, ∂

∂φk

〉
= 1 (155)

for k ∈ {M + 1, . . . , N + 1}. Therefore we have

Wk = ∂

∂φk+1
− ∂

∂φk
(156)

with k from 1 to M − 1 and from M + 1 to N are zero
vectors. They are in fact independent, and they number a
total of M − 1 + (N − (M + 1) + 1) = N − 1. We have
a complete independent set.

These zero vectors provide us with the consistency con-
straints, Wk(H) = 0, which are in fact current conserva-
tion constraints in this case, here

h′
k+1(φk+1) = h′

k(φk) (157)

for k ∈ {1, . . . , M − 1} ∪ {M + 1, . . . , N}. Essentially,
for k = 0 and k = M there can be current extraction or
injection, and therefore those nodes are missing from the
sequence of Eq. (157).

Putting everything together, we have an expression for
the inductive energy in terms of the N +1 inductive branch
phases, on the one hand, 2 KVL constraint equations in
which the additional φ0 and φe are introduced (raising the
number of total phase variables to N + 3), and an addi-
tional N − 1 current conservation constraints. All in all,
N + 3 phases and 1 + 2 + N − 1 = N + 2 relations,
which, after elimination of the N +1 loop inductive branch
phases, leaves us with an expression of the inductive en-
ergy in terms of φ0 and φe. In other words, this system
will always present with an inductive energy depending
on those variables. The only caveat to provide an explicit
form is that it might well be the case, as we will now show,
that it is not possible to reexpress all φk from 1 to N +1 in

terms of φ0 and φe. At any rate, if not we would still have
the inductive energy as a function of φ0 and φe, albeit in
implicit form.

G.2.2 Example

Let us apply the previous computation to the case where
all the inductive elements, in both the inner and the outer
edges of the loop, are either linear inductances or JJ in-
ductances. I.e. where all the inductive energies hk are of
either the form

hk(φk) = Ek

2 φ2
k (158)

or

hk(φk) = −Ek cos(φk) . (159)

If all the inductors in one of the edges of the loop
are linear, they can all be parameterized by φlinedge =∑

k∈edge φk as φk = Elinedgeφ/Ek, with Elinedge =(∑
k∈edge E−1

k

)−1
, and we have the standard equivalent

inductor of the linear case. Let us therefore assume that
there is at least one JJ inductance in the edge. Without
loss of generality, let the JJ inductance with the smallest
E coefficient amongst the JJ inductances be the first one
of the edge of the loop. We shall first take the inner edge
for definiteness, so E1 is the smallest energy coefficient of
all the JJ inductances on that loop. Define βk = E1/Ek

for all inductors on the inner edge. Then the constraint
equations (157) are either

φk = βk sin φ1 , (160)

for the linear inductances of the edge, or

φk = arcsin (βk sin φ1) (161)

for the JJ inductances. Observe that for all JJ inductances
βk ≤ 1 by construction, so Eq. (161) can be followed con-
sistently. At any rate, we have an explicit parameterization
of the solution of the constraint equations, φk = fk(φ1),
for the inner edges. In exactly the same manner we also
have φk = fk(φM+1) for the outer edge.

Now we express the final variables φ0 and φe in terms
of the two parameters φ1 and φM+1,

φ0 = −
M∑

k=1
fk(φ1) , (162a)

φe = −φ0 +
N+1∑

k=M+1
fk(φM+1) . (162b)

The relevant question at this point is whether these rela-
tions can be inverted, so that we can express φ1 = g1(φ0)
and φM+1 = g2(φ0 + φe). As all fk functions are
smooth, the question is whether the sums in eqs. (162) are
monotonous functions of φ1 and φM+1. In other words,
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we have to investigate whether the equations

M∑
k=1

f ′
k(σ1) = 0 and

N+1∑
k=M+1

f ′
k(σ2) = 0

have roots. We defer to Ref. [85] for an analysis of some
examples.

G.2.3 Stationary state and inductive loop.

In the previous G.2.1 we have addressed the construction
of the principal object of interest in [85], the effective po-
tential of an inductive dipole. Another aspect that Miano
et al addressed was the identification of minima for ex-
pansions. Let us give a direct proof of their first result at
this point, concerning the steady state of an inductive loop
connected to a network through capacitive elements. We
use an index k to identify individual inductive elements
in the loop, and denote branch currents (in fact, number
currents, as we are normalizing charges with the Cooper
pair charge, but we maintain the notation of current inten-
sity) and branch phases as ik and φk. The energy function
for each inductive element is hk(φk). The total inductive
energy of the loop is the sum of these energy functions,
Uind =

∑
k hk. In fact, a reduction of variables due to

the Kirchhoff constraints in the circuits they consider is
equivalent to considering node phases. We number the in-
ductive elements sequentially, and choose the numbering
of the nodes correspondingly, such that the k-th element
connects the k − 1-th node to the k-th node. The 0th node
is the reference node. Thus the branch phase of the k-th
element, φk, equals the difference of the k-th and the k−1-
th node phases, φk = ϕk − ϕk−1. The inductive energy
of the loop is presented as a function of the node phases,
Uind(ϕ).

The constitutive equation for the inductive elements is

ik = ∂hk

∂φk
. (163)

Now, by construction, φk = ϕk − ϕk−1, so

∂

∂ϕk
= − ∂

∂φk
+ ∂

∂φk+1
. (164)

Therefore,

∂Uind

∂ϕk
= −ik+1 + ik = jk , (165)

where we have introduced the symbol jk for the current
injected at the k-th node. This result (Eq. (5) of Ref. [85])
holds for any dynamical situation, be it a steady state or
not. Even more, this holds even if the inductive loop is
connected to other elements, not solely capacitors provid-
ing one loop per inductive element, as in the description
by Miano et al. For instance, this holds true even if the
node-flux Lagrangian is defective. The derivation here

flows from the Kirchhoff constraints. In Ref. [85] it was
obtained from a Tellegen type argument. As Tellegen’s
global property flows from the Kirchhoff laws, and, fur-
thermore, any one of the Kirchhoff laws together with Tel-
legen’s property implies the other one, these derivations
are equivalent.

The next statement in the search of minima that are suit-
able for expansion and posterior quantization is that, in a
classical stationary state, ∇ϕUind(ϕ) = 0. This is not as
general as the previous result. For this to hold, the only
inductive elements connected to the nodes of interest must
be those in the loop. Under this condition, the next result
by Miano et al. is that in a stationary state the current in
all branches of a purely inductive loop has to be the same.
In other words, for all elements j, k in the inductive loop
in a stationary state we must have

h′
k(φk) = h′

j(φj) . (166)

This more concrete result is the starting point in the anal-
ysis of Miano et al to look at an effective inductive dipole,
along the lines of subsection G.2.1. Notice that (166) are
in direct correspondence with (157).
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