
1

Power System Electromagnetic Transient Stability:
an Analysis Based on Convergent Hamiltonian

Xinyuan Jiang, Constantino M. Lagoa, and Yan Li

Abstract— Transient stability is crucial to the reliable opera-
tion of power systems. Existing theories rely on the simplified
electromechanical models, substituting the detailed electromag-
netic dynamics of inductor and capacitor with their impedance
representations. However, this simplification is inadequate for the
growing penetration of fast-switching power electronic devices.
Attempts to extend the existing theories to include electromag-
netic dynamics lead to overly conservative stability conditions. To
tackle this problem more directly, we study the condition under
which the power source and dissipation in the electromagnetic
dynamics tend to balance each other asymptotically. This is
equivalent to the convergence of the Hamiltonian (total stored
energy) and can be shown to imply transient stability. Using
contraction analysis, we prove that this property holds for a
large class of time-varying port-Hamiltonian systems with (i)
constant damping matrix and (ii) strictly convex Hamiltonian.
Then through port-Hamiltonian modeling of the electromagnetic
dynamics, we obtain that the synchronized steady state of the
power system is globally stable if it exists. This result provides
new insights into the reliable operation of power systems. The
proposed theory is illustrated in the simulation results of a two-
machine system.

Index Terms— Transient stability analysis, contraction anal-
ysis, port-Hamiltonian system, electromagnetic dynamics, limit
cycle

I. INTRODUCTION

TRANSIENT stability is crucial to the planning and op-
eration of power systems and has become even more so

with the increasing penetration of power electronic technolo-
gies, whose dynamics are dependent primarily on their local
controls. These local controls operate on the electromagnetic
time scale from 1 µs to 1 ms, which necessitates more detailed
analyses into the transient dynamics of power systems in the
electromagnetic time scale [1]. In addition to the increased
complexity in the types of dynamic agents involved, there is
also a growing trend of individual generators for industrial
and commercial power systems to sustain islanding situations
during blackouts and to sell power to the bulk power system
during normal operation [2]. This creates increased complexity
in the loading and configuration, which magnifies the limita-
tions of the existing methods for transient stability analysis.
There are mainly four types of methods for analyzing tran-
sient stability, namely, angle stability, feedback linearization,
passivity, and direct methods.

Firstly, angle stability [2], [3] aims at monitoring the torque
angles of every synchronous generator in the system to detect
whether some generators are entering into stable or unstable
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swing post fault. It relies on the observation that if the angles
do not exceed the limits of the power-angle curves, in out-
of-step conditions [4], then the restoring and damping torque
cause the angles to synchronize. The limitation, however, is
that it does not study the system dynamics directly, but aims
to extract patterns from numerical simulations of instability.
Therefore, it does not provide enough insight into the effects
of the controls.

Secondly, feedback linearization can algebraically linearize
and decouple the interactions between the generators and the
loads to obtain linear subsystems which are suitable for linear
control. In [5], an synchronous generator excitation control is
designed to guarantee transient stability of the simplified mul-
timachine power system model. In [6], a microgrid secondary
control is designed for improving the tracking performance
for frequency and voltage. However, the limitation is that the
electromagnetic dynamics usually cannot be fully linearized
so that only partial stability can be attained.

Thirdly, passivity is a distributed subsystem-level property
for verifying overall transient stability. It is closely related to
physical energy dissipation, and so it can handle systems with
nonzero line conductance [7], [8]. The main issue in its appli-
cation to transient stability is that the nonlinear transformations
between different dq-reference frames of the generators is a
major obstacle for verifying passivity [9].

Last but not least, the direct method for transient stability
analysis [10]–[13] consists of (i) a model of the power system
with simplifications, and (ii) the associated energy function (a
function of voltage angles and frequencies), which decreases
in time monotonically. Under certain conditions, the energy
function becomes locally a Lyapunov function, but their dif-
ferences are seen from the following aspects:

• To define the energy function, the periodic angle domain
is unrolled into a real domain.1 This explains why the
input power, which is non-conservative, can seemingly
be “integrated” to get a linear function of the unrolled
angles, i.e., ∫

Pm∆ω dt = Pmδ.

Then, by designating a reference bus of 0 voltage angle,
the steady state becomes an isolated equilibrium point.2

1We mean that the 2π equivalence of the domain Tn is removed so that
two equivalent angle vectors in Tn as their difference is multiplies of 2π are
no longer deemed equivalent [14], [15].

2If a reference bus is not chosen, the system has angle symmetry, which
causes a set of equilibrium points whose angles are rigidly shifted. To deal
with this problem, usually a reference angle rotating at the average frequency
is chosen [10]. However, this does not work without the constant impedance
assumption.
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• The stability of the equilibrium point is not implied from
the energy function because of its boundedness. Instead,
given that this equilibrium point is locally asymptotically
stable,3 an estimated region of attraction can be obtained
by calculating the values of the energy function at those
unstable equilibrium points located on the boundary of
the region of attraction. Then the minimum of the func-
tion values is used for estimating the critical clearly time
for a fault given the post-fault initial condition [13].

The limitation of the direct method, which prevents its wider
application, is the difficulty in finding the unstable equilibrium
points on the boundary of the region of attraction. It is worth
noting that the estimated region of attraction from the direct
method is unbounded [11] compared to the bounded estimate
from angle stability [2].

An important limitation that is shared by almost all existing
methods is that they inadvertently focus on the slower elec-
tromechanical dynamics. In an electromechanical model, the
dynamics of the inductors and capacitors are replaced by the
impedance value at a certain frequency. In contrast, in the full-
order equations for the inductor and capacitor in (28) and (27)
in a stationary reference frame, there is a lack of frequency-
dependent terms. This is because the steady-state frequency,
in fact, an incidence of an energy balance in the system. For
example, the value of the steady-state frequency changes as
soon as the load is changed slightly. Therefore, based on the
electromagnetic model, the equilibrium of the system is not an
equilibrium point, but rather an energy-balancing limit cycle.
If an infinite bus is present, the frequency of the limit cycle
is equal to the frequency of the infinite bus. If an infinite bus
is not present, the frequency of the limit cycle is determined
autonomously.

By viewing the power system transient stability problem as
checking the ability of the system to reach a certain energy
balance, it is reasonable to ask the question: Whether there
is a certain class of systems such that its Hamiltonian (total
stored energy) is convergent to the same value (not necessarily
zero) along every solution?

It will be shown in this paper that the answer to the above
question is affirmative. In particular, the class of time-varying
port-Hamiltonian system with constant damping matrix and
strictly convex Hamiltonian verifies that the Hamiltonian along
every trajectory converges to the same value (the converging
Hamiltonian principle in Proposition 4). It is implied from a
more fundamental property called contraction in the quotient
space, which is developed first in Section III. Then, by
modeling the electromagnetic dynamics of the power system
as a time-varying port-Hamiltonian system in Section IV, we
obtain converge of the Hamiltonian, which combined with the
constant (not depending on the state) network structure of
the power system yields the global attractivity of the limit
cycle. Finally, in Section V, electromagnetic simulation of
a two-machine power system from random initial conditions
confirms the theoretical results, and the existence of a syn-
chronized limit cycle is identified as the main challenge in

3Without this condition, it is almost impossible to establish that the region
of attraction is nonempty. See the same idea used later in [16].

operating AC power systems. The contributions of this paper
are summarized as follows:

• The global attractivity of the limit cycle steady state of the
electromagnetic power system model is proved based on
the converging Hamiltonian principle. The compositional
feature of the method provides a general framework for
cooperation of synchronous generator and power elec-
tronics control.

• A large class of time-varying port-Hamiltonian system is
proved to be contractive in a special quotient space. Only
the constant positive-definiteness of the damping matrix
and the strict convexity of the Hamiltonian are assumed,
which enables its wider application.

• The numerical example shows that several instability con-
cepts in power engineering are related to the nonexistence
of a synchronized limit cycle, rather than related to the
non-attraction of its orbit.

Notation: The imaginary unit is j. A vector of zeros is 0n.
A vector of ones is 1n. Their subscripts are usually omitted
when the dimension is clear. The transpose of a matrix is AT;
the Hermitian transpose is AH. For a matrix A in an inner
product space, the adjoint is A∗. The symbol col(xi) denotes
a column vector that stacks the vectors xi for i = 1, . . . , n.
The complex vector space Cn we consider in this paper is
equivalent to the R2n considering the mapping

U : x 7→ x̂ = col(
[
ℜxi, ℑxi

]T
).

The derivative of real-valued functions defined on Cn are
taken after mapping them to the equivalent real function. For
f : Cn → Cn, the real Jacobian Df(x) is the Jacobian of
f(U−1(x̂)). For H : Cn → R, the real Hessian D2H(x) is the
Hessian of H(U−1(x̂)). An exception is the complex gradient.
For the inner product ⟨z,x⟩ = ℜ{zHx}, the complex gradient
is defined, for H : Cn → R, as ∇H(x) = 2 col( ∂H∂x∗

i
), where

∂H
∂x∗

i
is the Wirtinger derivative [17]. The complex gradient

allows us to replace a direction derivative by an inner product:
∂

∂x
H(x) · v = ℜ{∇H(x)Hv}.

II. BACKGROUND

In this section, we discuss the background for the main
theoretical development in Section III: the contraction property
implied from the port-Hamiltonian structure of a nonlinear
time-varying (NLTV) system. We introduce this background
knowledge by reviewing standard results on contraction of a
general NLTV system, and contraction of a port-Hamiltonian
NLTV system. We highlight the conservativeness of the
standard results to motivate the more involved theoretical
development in Section III.

A. Standard Contraction Definition
Consider the NLTV system ẋ = f(t,x) for t ∈ R and

x ∈ D, for an invariant set D ⊂ Cn such that, at each x ∈ D,
the tangent space4 is TxD = Cn with the inner product

⟨y,x⟩ = ℜ{yHPx}, (1)

4The tangent space TxD of a manifold D at x is the collection of tangent
vectors of smooth curves in D that passes through x; see [18, Def. 3.33].
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where P ∈ Cn×n is Hermitian positive-definite. This inner
product verifies the inner product axioms for the vector space
Cn with the field R. The associated norm is

∥x∥ =
√
⟨x,x⟩ =

√
ℜ{xHPx}.

We choose to work with the space Cn instead of the equivalent
real space R2n because complex variables readily represent
amplitudes and angles in models of the power system.

Contraction of the NLTV system is a sufficient condition
for stability that requires two solutions from any two initial
conditions to converge exponentially to each other in terms
of the norm of their difference in time. The contraction
property is particularly useful in stability analysis in that the
global condition can be checked locally with the Jacobian
matrix Df(t,x): the NLTV system is said to be infinitesimally
contracting if, for some c > 0 (the contraction rate),

⟨δ,Df(t,x)δ⟩ ≤ −c⟨δ, δ⟩, (2)

for all t ∈ R and δ ∈ TxD = Cn. It is not hard to prove that if
the domain D is convex, then infinitesimal contraction implies
global contraction [19], [20]; that is, for every x1,x2 ∈ D and
t0 ∈ R, the condition (2) implies∥∥Φ(t, t0,x1)− Φ(t, t0,x2)

∥∥ ≤ e−c(t−t0)∥∥x1 − x2

∥∥ (3)

where Φ(t, t0,x0) is the solution of the NLTV system from
the initial condition (t0,x0). The contraction condition (2)
depends critically on the inner product chosen. Let us examine
the condition (2) in more detail.

For every matrix A ∈ Cn×n, the matrix measure is defined
as5

µ(A) = sup
δ∈Cn\{0}

⟨δ,Aδ⟩
⟨δ, δ⟩

. (4)

From this definition, the contraction condition (2) is equiva-
lently expressed as µ(Df(t,x)) ≤ −c. Since the skew-adjoint
part of A yields zero in the numerator of (4), µ(A) is equal
to

µ(A) = sup
δ∈Cn\{0}

⟨δ, 12 (A+A∗)δ⟩
⟨δ, δ⟩

(5)

The adjoint A∗ is a mapping such that ⟨x,Ay⟩ = ⟨A∗x,y⟩;
see [22, Sec. 4.4]. For the inner product (1), the adjoint of A
is obtained as P−1AHP, which we substitute into (5) to get

µ(A) = sup
δ∈Cn\{0}

ℜ
{
δHP 1

2 (A+P−1AHP)δ
}

ℜ{δHPδ}

= sup
δ∈Cn\{0}

ℜ
{

1
2δ

H(PA+AHP)δ
}

ℜ{δHPδ}

= sup
s∈Cn\{0}

ℜ
{

1
2s

HP− 1
2 (PA+AHP)P− 1

2 s
}

ℜ{sHs}
,

where s = P
1
2 δ. We then obtain the following expression for

the matrix measure that is dependent on the matrix P:

µ(A) = λmax

{
1

2
P− 1

2 (PA+AHP)P− 1
2

}
.

5The matrix measure is commonly defined in terms of a vector norm [21]
or in terms of an inner product. The latter is more appropriate for port-
Hamiltonian systems, which are naturally defined in inner product spaces.

By [23, Thm. 4.6], if A is Hurwitz, there exist (many) P’s and
the associated inner products such that µ(A) < 0. However,
not all P’s and such inner products verify µ(A) < 0.

In dealing with the general NLTV systems, the skew-adjoint
part of the Jacobian matrix is ignored in order to check
contraction. The skew-adjoint part can usually be related to the
energy-preserving or structural part of the dynamics; this part
is explicitly separated from the energy-dissipating or damping
part in the port-Hamiltonian formulation of NLTV systems.

B. Port-Hamiltonian System

In this paper, we consider the input-state-output port-
Hamiltonian (pH) system with a constant damping matrix:

Σ :

{
ẋ = (J(t,x)−R)∇xH(t,x) +Gu

y = GH∇xH(t,x)
. (6)

In (6), x ∈ Cn is the state vector, u ∈ Cn and y ∈ Cm are the
input and output vectors, J(t,x) ∈ Cn×n is the time-varying
interconnection matrix that is skew-Hermitian, R ∈ Cn×n is
the constant damping matrix, G ∈ Cn×m is the input matrix,
H(t,x) ≥ 0 is the time-varying Hamiltonian, and ∇xH(t,x)
is the complex gradient with respect to the inner product
⟨y,x⟩ = ℜ{yHx}.6 We assume the following:

(i) J(t,x) is full-rank.
(ii) H(t,x) is uniformly strictly convex, i.e., for some a > 0,

it holds that

D2H(t,x)− aIn ⪰ 0, for all t ∈ R, (7)

and H(t,x) = 0⇔ x = 0n.
For the main result on contraction, we consider a “closed”

pH system that is without input or output, which is a term
coined by J. C. Willems [24]. In the port-Hamiltonian model
of a network system [25], each edge is modeled as an “open”
pH system, and the input to every edge is mapped from every
output by the network constraints:

col(ui) = W col(yi)

for some skew-Hermitian network matrix W. The connected
system is written as

ẋ = (J(t,x)−R)∇H(t,x) (8)

where

x = col(xi), H(t,x) =
∑
i

Hi(t,xi), R = diag(Ri),

J(t,x) = diag(Ji(t,xi)) + diag(Gi)W diag(GH
i ).

The closed pH system (8) has an inherent energy balance
relation:

Ḣ(t,x) =
∂

∂t
H(t,x) + ℜ{∇H(t,x)H(J(t,x)−R)∇H(t,x)}

=
∂

∂t
H(t,x)−∇H(t,x)HR∇H(t,x), (9)

where J(t,x) is energy-preserving because it is skew-adjoint
with respect to the assumed inner product.

6The subscript for the complex gradient in ∇xH(t,x) is omitted in the
sequel.
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To the best of our knowledge, there exist only two groups
of papers dedicated to the contraction of pH systems. In [26],
which extends [27], two LMI and one BMI condition are
proposed for contractive pH systems. The conditions require
lower and upper bounds on the Hessian D2H(t,x), and
in [26, Prop. 3], the interconnection matrix is required to
be bounded relative to the damping matrix, similar to the
contraction condition for a general NLTV system. In [28], the
partial contraction is used to decouple the state-dependence
of A(x) = J(x)−R(x) from the dynamics, which results in
a nonlinear matrix inequality contraction condition; it relies
critically on the assumption that the Taylor expansion of the
matrix-valued function A(x) has no first-order term. Both of
the two group of results impose upper bound on D2H(t,x),
and constraints on the interconnection (skew-adjoint) J(t,x)
of the dynamics. The main results in Proposition 1 to 4 are
free of these constraints; the only additional assumption is for
the damping matrix R to be a constant. This assumption is
satisfied at least by the electromagnetic power system model,
as the main application in this paper.

III. HORIZONTAL CONTRACTION OF PH SYSTEM

The goal is to introduce a special quotient space associated
with the pH system (6) (the canonical quotient space) and to
show that the system is contractive with respect to the quotient
distance (horizontal contraction). It is then shown that a direct
consequence of this property is that the Hamiltonian of the pH
system is convergent.

A. The Canonical Quotient Space

A quotient space is a partition of the original space Cn into
subsets called equivalence classes. Every point in the same
equivalence class is equivalent; that is distance between them
is set to zero. The distance between equivalence classes is
defined in terms of a Finsler-like distance. Before we give
the definition for this distance, we first define the canonical
quotient space of the pH system.

For the pH system (8), at every time instance t, let us
consider the quotient space where every equivalence class is
an integral curve of the vector field with parameter t:

Ft : x 7→ J(t,x)∇H(t,x). (10)

The equivalence class of every x0 ∈ Cn at time t is

[x0]t =
{
Φt(τ,x0) | τ ∈ R

}
(11)

where Φt(τ,x0) is the integral curve of (10) from the initial
condition x0, i.e.,

d

dτ
Φt(τ,x0) = Ft(Φt(τ,x0))

= J(t,Φt(τ,x0))∇H(t,Φt(τ,x0))

Equivalently, the integral curve Φt(τ,x0) is conceptually the
solution of the following system with parameter t:

d

dτ
x(τ) = J(t,x(τ))∇H(t,x(τ)) (12)

where τ is the independent variable. Since J(t,x) is skew-
Hermitian, we obtain that the value of H(t,x) is constant at

every x = Φt(τ,x0) for τ ∈ R. This is because (12) entails
the energy balance d

dτH(t,x(τ)) = 0 where t is a parameter.
Hence, at every time instance t, the equivalence class [x0]t
belongs to the level set of H(t,x) for x0; that is,

[x0]t ⊂
{
x ∈ Cn | H(t,x) = H(t,x0)

}
. (13)

Given the definition of the (time-dependent) equivalence
classes (11), we can define a (time-dependent) distance mea-
sure for any two points x1,x2 ∈ Cn. We choose to work with
the inner product,

⟨y,x⟩ = ℜ{yHR−1x}. (14)

The definitions of norm and orthogonal subspaces for Cn are
consistent with (14). However, with a slight violation of this
convention, the definition of the complex gradient ∇H(t,x) in
the pH system (6) is not adapted to (14). This inconsistency is
unimportant because the subsequent contraction analysis con-
cerns the derivative of the RHS of (6), i.e., second derivatives
of H(t,x). It is chosen to simplify notation.

At every time instance t, the distance measure according to
equivalence classes (quotient distance) is defined as follows.
By the definition in (10),

{
J(t,x)∇H(t,x)

}⊥
is the tangent

subspace perpendicular to the boundary of the equivalence
class at x. For x ̸= 0n, define the local projection operator
that projects tangent vectors onto this subspace as

P(t,x)δ = δ− ⟨J(t,x)∇H(t,x), δ⟩
∥J(t,x)∇H(t,x)∥∥δ∥

J(t,x)∇H(t,x), (15)

where δ ∈ Cn ̸= 0n is the tangent vector of a curve segment
to be defined. It is well-defined because the denominator in
(15) is nonzero by the two assumptions near (7). Then, the
quotient distance between two points x1,x2 ∈ Cn is defined
as the integral of the projected infinitesimal curve segment in
(15) along a minimizing curve from x1 to x2. To be precise,
consider a piecewise smooth curve γ : [0, 1] → Cn such that
γ(0) = x1, γ(1) = x2, and ∂γ

∂s (s) ̸= 0. Denote the set of all
such curves as Γ(x1,x2). The quotient distance is defined as

dist(t,x1,x2) = inf
γ∈Γ(x1,x2)

∫ 1

0

∥∥∥∥P(t, γ(s))∂γ∂s (s)
∥∥∥∥ ds. (16)

The existence of a minimizing curve in (16) is guaranteed by
the Gauss lemma [29, Ch. 6]. We list the following properties
of the quotient distance (16):

(i) dist(t,x,y) = dist(t,y,x).
(ii) dist(t,y,x) ≤ dist(t,y, z) + dist(t, z,x).

(iii) dist(t,y,x) = 0 if [y]t = [x]t and dist(t,y,x) ≥ 0
otherwise.

(iv) If H(t,y) ̸= H(t,x), then dist(t,y,x) > 0.
The proof is given in the Appendix.
Remark 1: The projection P(t,x) defines a local (n−1)-

dimensional tangent subspace. Contraction in a tangent sub-
space (or a horizontal distribution) is referred to as horizontal
contraction in Section III-A of [30] where the motivation is
to not enforce contraction in the symmetry directions. Note,
however, that, for the quotient space defined in (10) and (11),
we do not assume that the dynamics of the system preserve
the equivalence classes, which is a scenario called a quotient
system in Section III-B of [30].
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B. Horizontal Contraction in the Quotient Space

The main contraction results are stated without proofs in
this subsection. Their proofs are provided in the Appendix.

Definition 1: Let Φ(t, t0,x0) be the solution of the pH
system (6) from the initial condition (t0,x0). The pH system
(6) is said to be horizontally contracting in the canonical
quotient space (HC for short) if, for some c > 0 (the
contraction rate), it holds that, for every x1,x2 ∈ Cn and
t0 ∈ R,

dist(t,Φ(t, t0,x1),Φ(t, t0,x2)) ≤ e−c(t−t0) dist(t0,x1,x2).
(17)

The pH system is said to be weakly HC if (17) holds with
c = 0. ♢

The following two results concern the intrinsic contraction
properties of the pH system.

Proposition 1 (Horizontal Contraction with R ≻ 0): The
closed pH system (8) that has a uniformly strictly convex
Hamiltonian, i.e., condition (7), is HC with the contraction
rate,

c = min
t∈R

λmin(D
2H(t,x))λmin(R),

where λmin(A) is the smallest eigenvalue of the Hermitian
matrix A. ♢

Proposition 2 (Weak Horizontal Contraction with R = 0):
The closed pH system (8) that has a uniformly strictly convex
Hamiltonian, i.e., condition (7), and zero dissipation, i.e.,
R = 0, is weakly HC. ♢

Remark 2: The classical Hamiltonian dynamics with a
time-varying strictly convex Hamiltonian is covered by Propo-
sition 2 with the interconnection matrix J =

[
0, I;−I, 0

]
. ♢

The following two results concern the implications of HC
on the behavior of the solutions.

Proposition 3 (Converging Hamiltonian Difference):
Consider the closed and HC pH system (8). Let x̄(t) be a
particular solution. Then, the Hamiltonian value converges to
H(t, x̄(t)) from every initial value, i.e., from every initial
condition (t0,x0), limt→∞H(t,Φ(t, t0,x0)) − H(t, x̄(t)) =
0. ♢

Remark 3: By definition, every equivalence class of the
canonical quotient space is 1D; meanwhile, every level set
of the Hamiltonian H(t,x) for a fixed t has dimension 2n−1
(since Cn has the same dimension as R2n). For n = 1 (every
level set is 1D and coincides with an equivalence class), then
HC implies difference in the Hamiltonian values converges
at the exponential rate e−ct. For n > 1 (every level set has
dimension higher than one), then exponential contraction of
the difference in the Hamiltonian values is not guaranteed. ♢

The following is the main condition for the convergence of
the Hamiltonian, i.e., convergence to a single constant value.

Proposition 4 (Hamiltonian Convergence Principle):
Consider the closed and HC pH system (8). Assume that the
set in which the Hamiltonian has zero derivative, i.e.,

Et =

{
x ∈ Cn | ∂

∂t
H(t,x)−∇H(t,x)HR∇H(t,x) = 0

}
,

is time-independent. Then, the Hamiltonian value converges
from every initial value, i.e., from every initial condition

(t0,x0), limt→∞H(t,Φ(t, t0,x0)) = H̄ for some constant
H̄ ≥ 0. ♢

The set Et in Proposition 4 is usually found to be time-
independent because the system can be alternatively written
as a time-invariant system. In most applications, including the
power system model to be introduced, the time dependence of
the Hamiltonian represents a power source; that is,

η(x) =
∂

∂t
H(t,x)

represents the the input power.7 It is a mathematical technique
to represent state-dependent power input/output without intro-
ducing negative eigenvalues into the damping matrix R. If a
time-invariant form of the system exists, then the set Et, which
represents the states where the stored energy is steady, can be
alternatively defined by a time-independent condition, and is
hence a time-independent set.

When the system has a power input, the limit set or steady
state usually cannot be described by an equilibrium point (for
example the van der Pol equation [23]). In this case, the limit
set is the result of a balance between the power input and
dissipation. For studying these systems, Proposition 4 asserts
that, if the power input can be mathematically expressed as
a time-dependence part of the Hamiltonian, then the limit set
is contained in a level set of the original time-independent
Hamiltonian. On the possible types of limit sets, if the dimen-
sion of the system is 3 and the dimension of the level set is
2, then by the Poincare-Bendixson theorem [23], the limit set
must be a limit cycle. If the dimension of the system greater
than 3, more complicated limit sets may exist (a chaos).

IV. STABILITY OF THE ELECTROMAGNETIC POWER
SYSTEM MODEL

The electromagnetic model or the fundamental model is dif-
ferent from the electromechanical model in that the fundamen-
tal inductor and capacitor equations are included, rather than
simplified into linear impedance equations. The impedance
equations are based on the assumption of a steady state of
a synchronized frequency throughout the system, omitting all
other types of limit cycles and necessitating separate harmonic
power flow studies [33]. The difficulty in studying the electro-
magnetic model is twofold. First, the dimension of the system
including the inductor fluxes and the capacitor charges is
much higher. Second, the inductor and capacitor dynamics are
much faster than the mechanical dynamics of the synchronous
generator (SG). Attempts on the hard problem of extending the
electromechanical stability conditions to the electromagnetic
model lead to overly conservative conditions [34], [35].

We consider in this section the stability of the electromag-
netic power system model. As the main application of Propo-
sition 4, we show that the convergence of the Hamiltonian
is sufficient for stability assuming that a desirable limit cycle
steady state exists. To this end, we first introduce the physical
model of the SG, followed by its formulation into a time-
varying pH system that is covered by Proposition 4. Then,

7We refer the reader to [31], [32] for some perspectives on port-Hamiltonian
system with power input.
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the model of a power system with two SG is provided as an
example. Lastly, the stability of this model is proved.

A. Physical Model in αβ-Coordinates

Assume the motor sign convention, i.e., positive stator
current goes into the machine. The mechanical dynamics is
given by the swing equation:

Jω̇ = −Fω − Te + Tm (18)

θ̇ = ω, (19)

where ω is the rotor angular frequency, θ is the rotor angle, J is
the rotational inertia, F is the viscous damping, and Te and Tm
are respectively the (accelerating) electrical and mechanical
torque.8

We assume balanced condition such that the 0-phase in the
stationary αβ0-coordinates is a decoupled DC system whose
state is constant zero [38]. Choose the complex variable I =
Iα + jIβ for the stator current and V = V α + jV β for the
terminal voltage. Let ψ = MIF ∈ R be the constant field
flux, i.e., mutual inductance M times the field current IF .
The stator equation is given by

Lİ = −ψ(jωejθ)−RI + V,

where R is the stator current, and −ψ(jωejθ) is the internal
EMF. To complete the swing equation (18), note that the
electrical torque is equal to the power transfer divided by the
frequency:

Te =
ℜ{−ψ(jωejθ)IH}

ω
= ℜ{jψe−jθI},

Assume that the mechanical source has droop characteristic:

Tm = T0 − F1ω,

where F1 is the torque droop ratio, and T0 is the projected
zero-freqeuncy torque. Then we obtain the controlled swing
equation,

Jω̇ = −Fω −ℜ{jψe−jθI}+ T0,

where we absorbed F ← F + F1.

B. Time-Varying PH Model

Choose the state vector x =
[
x1, θ

]T ∈ R× C× T where

x1 =
[
x1, x2

]T
=

[
Jω − T0t, LI

]T
. (20)

The space T is the 2π-periodic torus [18] for the angle. The
equations for the state vector are given by

d

dt
(Jω − T0t) = −Fω −ℜ{jψωe−jθI} (21)

d

dt
(LI) = −jψωejθ −RI + V (22)

d

dt
θ = ω. (23)

8We refer the reader to [15], [36], [37] for perspectives on the difficulty in
studying the stability of systems in periodic angle spaces, i.e., the 2π periodic
torus space T in which θ lives.

Define the Hamiltonian as

H(t,x1) =
1

2
J−1(x1 + T0t)

2 +
1

2
L−1

∥∥x2∥∥2,
which is equal to the inertial energy plus the magnetic energy.
The gradient of the Hamiltonian is

∇H(t,x1) =

[
J−1(x1 + T0t)

L−1x2

]
=

[
ω
I

]
. (24)

Note that the Hamiltonian can be alternatively expressed as

H(t,x1) = H(s) =
1

2
sHQ−1s

with the co-state s = ∇H(t,x) and Q = diag(J−1, L−1).
We can find the real Hessian of the Hamiltonian as9

D2H(t,x1) =

[
J−1 0
0 L−1I

]
(25)

for the equivalent real state vector, Ux1 =
[
Jω −

T0t, LI
α, LIβ

]T
. Since J, L > 0, the Hamiltonian is uni-

formly strictly convex. Based on (20) and (24), the pH model
for x1 is obtained as

Σsg :

{
ẋ1 =W

[
(J(θ)−R)∇H(t,x1) +Gu

]
y = GH∇H(t,x1)

, (26)

where u = V, y = I ,

W =

[
ℜ 0
0 1

]
, G =

[
0
1

]
,

and

J(θ) =

[
0 −jψe−jθ

−jψejθ 0

]
, R =

[
F 0
0 R

]
.

For the dynamics (26), the inner product assumed is

⟨y,x⟩ = ℜ{(Wy)H(Wx)}.

Note that the SG system (21)–(23) is not exactly an open
pH system (6); the pH system for the SG in (26) does include
the last equation (23) while the physical Hamiltonian H(t,x1)
is not dependent on the angle θ. Note, however, that the main
propositions in Section III still apply to this system with the
minimal modification as follows. For the quotient distance in
(16), the projection of the x1 dimensions is defined as in (15),
i.e.,

P(t,x)
[
δ1
0

]
=

[
δ1 − ⟨J(θ)∇H(t,x1),δ1⟩

∥J(θ)∇H(t,x1)∥∥δ1∥J(θ)∇H(t,x1)

0

]
for δ1 ∈ Tx1(R × C) = R × C, and the projection of the θ
dimension is set to 0, i.e.,

P(t,x)

 0
0
δθ

 =

00
0


for δθ ∈ TxT = R. Then, it is easy to checked that the proofs
of the main propositions in Section III still work under the
respective conditions.

9The set of independent variables are {x, t}. All partial derivatives are
defined with respect to these independent variables.
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We can check the condition of Proposition 4 as follows,
Note that, from (9), the power input is ∂

∂tH(t,x1) = T0ω, and
the dissipation is −sHRs. Both are time-independent. Then,
by Proposition 4, the Hamiltonian is convergent if we ignore
the input. The input is supplied from other subsystems of the
power system, which are introduced in the next subsection.

Remark 4: The technique for modeling the SG with con-
stant field current as a pH system can be easily applied to
the full-order SG dynamics with one excitation winding and
three damper windings [39]. To do this, the DC circuits are
modeled as real variables similar to x1 in the above. We choose
to present the simpler SG model in this paper to show the idea
more clearly. ♢

C. Two-Machine System with Constant Impedance Loads

As an example, consider a two-machine system with con-
stant impedance loads. With the pH modeling technique intro-
duced in [25], the system is seen as a directed graph where
each edge is either a SG, a shunt capacitor, or an R–L line. The
sign convention for the edge voltage and current follows the
direction of the edge; that is positive edge voltage and current
consumes real power. See Fig. 1 for the graph topology of the
two-machine system considered.

The two SG systems are denoted as Σsgi , i ∈ {1, 2}. The
transmission lines are modeled by the lumped-parameter Π-
model [40]. The equations for the shunt capacitor edge is, for
i ∈ {3, 4, 5},

Σshi
:

{
d
dt (CiVi) = −Yi∇Hi(CiVi) + Ii

Vi = ∇Hi(CiVi)
, (27)

where Vi and Ii are respectively the edge voltage and current,
Hi(xi) =

1
2C

−1
i ∥xi∥2 with xi = CiVi, Yi with ℜ{Yi} > 0 is

the admittance of the constant impedance load. The equations
for the line edges are, for i ∈ {6, 7},

Σlni

{
d
dt (LiIi) = −Ri∇Hi(LiIi) + Vi

Ii = ∇Hi(LiIi)
, (28)

where Vi and Ii are respectively the edge voltage and current;
Hi(xi) = 1

2L
−1
i ∥xi∥2 with xi = LiIi; Ri is the series line

resistance.
Based on the inputs and outputs,

u =
[
V1, V2, I3, I4, I5, V6, V7

]T
,

y =
[
I1, I2, V3, V4, V5, I6, I7

]T
.

and KCL and KVL, the network matrix which relates the
inputs and outputs of the edges, is found as

W =



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


.

We verify that that W is skew-symmetric. Hence, recalling
(8), the two-machine system connected through W is a pH

21 3

N

a b
c de

f g

1 23

N N N

21 3

N

a b
c de

f g

1 23

N N N

Fig. 1. Single-line diagram of the two-machine system and the underlying
graph topology (SG: red, shunt capacitor: blue, R–L line: green)

system with R ≻ 0 and D2H(t,x)− aIn ⪰ 0. Note that the
skew-symmetry of the network matrix results from KVL and
KCL, and so it holds regardless of the topology of the power
system [41].

D. Stability of the Two-Machine System

To prove the stability of the two-machine system, we need
the following result on the uniqueness of the limit cycle of an
RLC circuit with sinusoidal forcing.

Lemma 1: Consider an RLC circuit with sinusoidal forcing.
With the edge dynamics given by (27) and (28), the equations
can be written in the form,

ẋ = (J−R)∇H(x) + gu

with u = ejω0t and H(x) = 1
2x

HQx for diagonal Q and R.
Assume the system has a limit cycle x̄(t) = ejω0τ x̄(0). Then
the orbit of the limit cycle is the only possible limit set. ♢

The proof is given in the Appendix.
Proposition 5: Assume the two-machine system has a limit

cycle solution x̄(t) of a synchronized frequency ω̄ ∈ R such
that the complex variables change as xi(t) = ejω̄txi(0). Then
every solution of the system converges to the limit cycle
solution as t→∞. ♢

The proof is given in the Appendix.
Since the proof for the two-machine system does not rely on

the graph topology, the same stability result can be generalized
to multi-machine systems with constant impedance loads. For
the sake of the analysis, the only difference is the dimen-
sionality of the network matrix. In general, one can consider
distributed-parameter model of the transmission lines where
the number of edges approaches infinity [40].

Proposition 6: Assume that a multi-machine system con-
sisting of SG, shunt capacitor, and R–L line edges, has a
limit cycle solution of a synchronized frequency. Then every
solution of the system converges to the limit cycle solution as
t→∞. ♢

The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition 5 and is
omitted.

Remark 5: By Proposition 1, the convergence rate of the
Hamiltonian is proportional to λmin(D

2H(t,x))λmin(R). As-
suming that the mechanical energy storage is dominant in
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TABLE I
PARAMETERS OF THE TWO-MACHINE TEST SYSTEM

Description Parameter
SG mechanical J = 2.846× 104 kg ·m2, F = 85.5601 N ·m · s,

p = 4, T0 = 1× 104 N ·m
SG electrical Rs = 1.542 mΩ, Ls = 6.341 mH,

ψ = 39.7877 V · s
Shunt capacitor Csh,3 = 50 mF, Csh,4 = 100 mF,

Csh,5 = 50 mF

Load Rld,3 = 1 kΩ, Lld,3 = 10 H

Rld,4 = 4 Ω, Lld,4 = 1 H

Rld,5 = 1 kΩ, Lld,5 = 10 H

R–L line Rln,6 = 3 Ω, Lln,6 = 1.061 H,
Rln,7 = 3 Ω, Lln,7 = 1.061 H

H(t,x) and the electrical energy dissipation is dominant in
R, we obtain that the convergence rate of the power system
Hamiltonian is estimated as min{ℜYi}/max{Ji}. ♢

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In Proposition 5, we proved that a limit cycle of the power
system with constant impedance loads, is globally convergent
if it exists. Note that stability in power system traditionally
refers the steady-state behavior of the system; this includes

1. convergence of all the SG frequencies to a single constant
synchronized frequency,

2. no low-frequency oscillations, i.e., the envelope of every
three-phase AC signal is a straight horizontal line,

3. no harmonics, i.e., every AC signal has a single Fourier
component at the synchronized frequency from (i).

We will show that these steady-state instability conditions do
not contradict with the global convergence result proved in
Proposition 5 because the traditional stability concerns the
regularity of the steady state as opposed to its convergence
property. Here we should adopt a geometric approach to the
system by considering its set of solutions that has ran for all
finite time. The steady state, be it a synchronized limit cycle
or an imperfect (negation of 1–3) limit cycle, is the target set
whose Hamiltonian value is convergent, and, in the case of a
synchronized limit cycle, the orbit is convergent as well. In
fact, we will show that the instability of the steady-state in
traditional power engineering correspond to the nonexistence
of a synchronized limit cycle, due to the conflict between the
power flow constraint from the RLC network and the power
injection constraint from the SGs.

The two machine system in Fig. 1 is chosen. A electromag-
netic model is build in Simulink Specialized Power System
in SI units. The PMSM model is used to model a SG with
constant field current. The parameters of the SG are obtained
from Example 4.1 from [39], which are given in Table I as
well as all the other parameters.

A. Global Convergence in the Regular Case

In the first case, we set the parameters of the system such
that there is reflection symmetry between the left and right half
of the topology. This ensures that a synchronized limit cycle

exists so that we can test convergence alone. More generally,
a symmetric radial network is similar to a single SG system,
and so a synchronized limit cycle exists [42]. We test the
convergence property of the system by starting from a random
initial condition generated by 100*rand(26) for 26 real state
variables. We can see from Fig. 2d that immediately after the
initial condition there is a large overshoot in the Hamiltonian
caused by the RLC network quickly returning to an almost
quasi steady state. Between 0 s and 485 s, the waveform of
the voltage is not regular at all as it exhibits low-frequency
oscillation. During this time, the voltage waveform appears
constant except for the increasing widths of the distinct wave
packets, while the rotor frequencies continue to approach each
other. Between 485 s and 700 s, the rotor frequencies are
locked to each other, and the low-frequency oscillation is
dying. At around 700 s, the system returns to the synchronized
limit cycle with a single-frequency waveform. We tested 50
other initial conditions from 1000*rand(26) to verify that the
system returns to the same synchronized limit cycle. We tested
multiplying the damping matrix by a factor and observe that
the transient time reduces by the same factor. We also tested
multiplying the SG inertia by a factor of the nominal value and
observed that the qualitative behavior of the system remains
the same except that the transient time is extended with higher
inertias and shortened with lower inertias.

Note that the initial conditions tested here are much farther
from the synchronized limit cycle compared to those consid-
ered in traditional power system stability studies—the initial
condition is far outside the region of convergence predicted by
the direct method. Moreover, in traditional power engineering,
the excitation control is considered to have a the biggest effect
on (steady-state) stability, whereas, here, the field current is
kept constant. The transient condition tested here corresponds
to uncontrolled black starts or protection device malfunction-
ing in faults where the rotor angle stability [4] is lost. The
test result shows that the traditional stability concepts such as
critical clearing time, and the negative effect of low inertia on
stability, do not hold at least for this test system. We suspect
the reason for these traditional concepts is that it takes two
distinct stages for the state to converge. From Fig. 2, there
is almost no sign that the low-frequency oscillation is dying
before 485 s while the rotor frequencies are approaching each
other. This behavior is qualitatively different from the more
familiar linear dynamics where convergence is exponential in
every state variable.

B. Loss of Synchronized Limit Cycle Steady State

There are several ways that a synchronized limit cycle can-
not be reached asymptotically. In the first case, we increased
the torque input of SG 2 from 1×104 N·m to 1.5×104 N·m so
that right side of the two-machine system will inject 1.5 times
the power than the left side if the two rotor frequencies are to
converge to the same value. As we can see from Fig. 3, the fre-
quencies of the two machines converge to different values. The
frequency of SG 2 is approximately 1.5 times the frequency of
SG 1, possibly due to the additional torque input. The steady
state shown in Fig. 3b shows that the steady-state limit cycle
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Fig. 2. Case where there exists a synchronized limit cycle
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Fig. 3. Case where there only exists an imperfect limit cycle with low-
frequency oscillation (existence of two steady-state frequencies) due to the
large difference between the input torques of the two SGs

exhibits low-frequency oscillation which forms distinct wave
packets. This otherwise undamped low-frequency oscillation is
dampened in practice by excitation control which modulates
the excitation voltage based on measurement of the terminal
voltage [39].

In the second case, we multiplied the constant field flux
of both SGs by 2.5 times. We can see from Fig. 4 that the
voltage and the frequency both collapse to close to zero after
a transient period. This is because the high field flux results
in high EMF, which results in high real power consumption
from the constant impedance loads, compared to the relatively
low torque input. Note that, even in this case, the final steady
state is not exactly zero, but is an equilibrium point that is
very close to zero—the zero state is not stable whenever the
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Fig. 4. Case where the system collapses to close to zero due to the field
fluxes of the SGs being too high

input torque is nonzero.
In the third case, we observed during our test that, under

certain parameter choices, the system goes into a bounded
chaotic state rather than a limit cycle.

C. Discussion

It is shown that global stability, i.e., convergence of every
solution to a synchronized limit cycle, holds for multi-machine
power system dynamics if the synchronized limit cycle ex-
ists. The convergence rate is observed to be proportional to
1/max{Ji} and min{ℜ{Yi}}. It is justified both theoretically
and experimentally that the remaining question to ask about
power system dynamics is whether the synchronized limit
cycle exists, because it is stable if it exists. This explains why
the focus on phasor analysis in traditional power engineering
has proved successful thus far, despite the highly nonlinear
dynamics. The revealed stability property of the traditional
SG power system is insightful for the control of inverter-based
resources (IBR). Although the SG dynamics implies globally
stability, there is still room to design IBR control schemes to
improve transient smoothness and power sharing as the future
power system is seeing more frequent reconfigurations. See
our work toward this direction in [41].

From the test results, we can see that the biggest challenge
in operating AC power system versus DC power system is
not in stability but the potentially complicated steady-state
behavior. The steady state behaviors of AC system include
undesirable oscillations and chaos. These important features
of the steady state cannot be represented in the traditional
phasor analysis, and not fully by harmonic power flow studies.
For future research, more research effort is needed toward
the precise steady state behaviors of AC power systems to
obtain conditions on the existence of synchronized limit cycles
and the corresponding steady state control schemes. A notable
recent work toward this direction is [43].

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper presents a theoretical analysis of the novel CQS
property of the time-varying pH system and applied it to the
stability analysis of the electronmagnetic model of the power
system. It is found that, if the system has a synchronized limit
cycle, then its orbit is globally convergent. In the case study
of a two-machine system, we verified this stability result and
identified that several instability concepts in traditional power
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engineering are related to the nonexistence of the synchronized
limit cycle. The contributions of this paper is threefold. Firstly,
it provides a rigorous analysis of power system stability,
which unifies the common instability phenomena in power
systems. It is identified that the main challenge in the operation
of future AC power systems with high power electronics
penetration is the existence of a synchronized limit cycle.
Secondly, the converging Hamiltonian principle provides an
elegant way to characterize the stability of systems with power
sources, exhibiting limit cycle behavior. Thirdly, the horizontal
contraction property of time-varying pH system is applicable
to the stabilization of periodic motions in other areas such as
robotics and multi-agent systems.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Properties (i)–(iv) of the Quotient Distance (16)

(i) Denote V (x, δ) = ∥P(t,x)δ∥. Since V (x,−δ) = V (x, δ),
the pseudo-metric (16) is symmetric, which implies (i).
(ii) It is implied from the principle of dynamic programming.
(iii) The quotient distance (16) being nonnegative is obvious. If
[x1]t = [x2]t, then, by the definition (10), there is an integral
curve of (10) that joins x1 and x2. The tangent vectors of
this integral curve are orthogonal to span of the projection
P(x, δ) by definition. Therefore, this curve causes the integral
in the RHS of (16) to evaluate to zero, which, combined with
nonnegativity, implies dist(x1,x2) = 0.
(iv) From (13), each equivalence class is contained in a level
set of H(t,x). Since tangent vector of the equivalence class
is span(P(t,x))⊥, ∇H(t,x) ∈ span(P(t,x)). Then, for each
x,y with H(t,x) ̸= H(t,y), it holds that dist(t,y,x) ≥
min

{
∥z1−z2∥ | H(t, z1) = H(t,x), H(t, z2) = H(t,y)

}
>

0, where we expanded each equivalence relation to entire level
set for the first inequality and used that level sets are disjoint
and closed for the second inequality. □

B. Proof of Proposition 1

1. From Grönwall’s lemma, to prove (17), it suffices to prove
that

d

dt
dist(t,Φ(t, t0,x1),Φ(t, t0,x2))

?
≤ −cdist(t,Φ(t, t0,x1),Φ(t, t0,x2)). (29)

Using (16), we can express (29) as

d

dt
dist(t,Φ(t, t0,x1),Φ(t, t0,x2))

=
d

dt
min

γ∈Γ(Φ(t,t0,x1),Φ(t,t0,x2))

∫ 1

0

∥∥∥∥P(t, γ(s))∂γ∂s (s)
∥∥∥∥ ds

≤ d

dt

∫ 1

0

∥∥∥∥P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)
∥∥∥∥ ds (30)

?
≤ −c

∫ 1

0

∥∥∥∥P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)
∥∥∥∥ ds (31)

= −cdist(t,Φ(t, t0,x1),Φ(t, t0,x2)),

where ψ(t, s) is a curve that achieves the minimum at t = t0,
and ψ(t, s) = Φ(t, t0, ψ(t, s)) is the solution of the system

rooted at ψ(t0, s) = ψ(t, s), s ∈ [0, 1]. The inequality (30)
holds because the curve ψ(t, s) is either minimizing or not
for t > t0. Note that, to prove the inequality (31), it suffices
to prove that the integrand satisfies the inequality uniformly,
i.e.,

d

dt

∥∥∥∥P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)
∥∥∥∥ ?
≤ −c

∥∥∥∥P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)
∥∥∥∥.
(32)

The inequality (32) is equivalent to

1

2

d

dt

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ

∂s
(t, s),P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ

∂s
(t, s)

〉
?
≤ −c

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ

∂s
(t, s),P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ

∂s
(t, s)

〉
, (33)

because, for any m(t) ≥ 0, d
dtm ≤ −cm⇔

1
2
d
dtm

2 ≤ −cm2.
2. The LHS of (33) can be manipulated as
1
2
d
dt

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),P(t, ψ(t, s))

∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
=

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

d
dt

[
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)

]〉
=

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),P(t, ψ(t, s))

∂
∂t
∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
+

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

d
dtP(t, ψ(t, s))

∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
=

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

∂
∂x

[
P(t, ψ(t, s)) ∂∂tψ(t, s)

]
∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
−

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

∂
∂xP(t, ψ(t, s))

∂ψ
∂t (t, s)

∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
+

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

d
dtP(t, ψ(t, s))

∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
(34)

=
〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

∂
∂x

[
P(t, ψ(t, s)) ∂∂tψ(t, s)

]
∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
+

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

∂
∂tP(t, ψ(t, s))

∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
(35)

=
〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

∂
∂x

[
−R∇H(t, ψ(t, s))

]
∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
+

〈
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s),

∂
∂tP(t, ψ(t, s))

∂ψ
∂s (t, s)

〉
(36)

≤ −ℜ
{[
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)

]H
D2H(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)

}
(37)

≤ −cℜ
{[
P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)

]H
R−1P(t, ψ(t, s))∂ψ∂s (t, s)

}
.

(38)

To obtain (34), we replaced ∂
∂t
∂ψ
∂s (t, s) in the first term of the

LHS by

· = ∂

∂s

∂ψ

∂t
(t, s) =

∂

∂s
f(t, ψ(t, s))

=
∂

∂x
f(t, ψ(t, s))

∂ψ

∂s
(t, s)

=
∂

∂x

∂

∂t
ψ(t, s)

∂ψ

∂s
(t, s).

To obtain (35), we combined the last two terms in the LHS.
The reasoning for the (in-) equalities (36), (37), and (38) are
as follows. To obtain (36), the first term in (35) is simplified
by substituting in

P(t,x)ẋ = P(t,x)
[
J(t,x)∇H(t,x)−R∇H(t,x)

]
= −R∇H(t,x),

where the last equality is a consequence of the definition (15).
In the LHS of (37), the second term is eliminated as follows.
Note that, the integral of the second term over s ∈ [0, 1],
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A

B Equivalence 
classes

Minimizing 
curve

Zigzag curve

Fig. 5. Illustration of a key step in proving the contraction of the quotient
distance: a zigzag approximation of the minimizing curve and to prove
contraction of every transverse zigs.

can be approximated up to arbitrary accuracy with a series of
zigzag curve segments ψ̂i(t, s), i = 1, . . . , N such that

P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))
∂ψ̂i
∂s

(t, s) =

{
∂ψ̂i

∂s (t, s) transverse zig
0 parallel zag

The approximation is illustrated in Fig 5. Since P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))
shrinks the transverse zigs for t > t0, for the transverse zigs,
we have that〈

P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))
∂ψ̂i
∂s

(t, s),
∂

∂t
P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))

∂ψ̂i
∂s

(t, s)
〉

=
〈∂ψ̂i
∂s

(t, s),
∂

∂t
P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))

∂ψ̂i
∂s

(t, s)
〉
≤ 0,

because any change in the projection P(t, ψ̂i(t, s)) decreases
the length of the zig segment, and, for the parallel zags,〈

P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))
∂ψ̂i
∂s

(t, s),
∂

∂t
P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))

∂ψ̂i
∂s

(t, s)
〉

=
〈
0n,

∂

∂t
P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))

∂ψ̂i
∂s

(t, s)
〉
= 0

because P(t, ψ̂i(t, s))∂ψ̂i

∂s (t, s) = 0n. To obtain (38), we used
the same zigzag approximation and

c λmax(R
−1) =

c

λmin(R)
= λmin(D

2H(t,x)).

3. From steps 1 and 2, we have proved that, at t = t0 and
for a series of zigzag curve segments ψ̂i(t, s), 1 = 1, . . . , N
approximating the minimizing (at t = t0) curve ψ(t, s), the
inequality (31) holds. Since as the number of zigzag curves
segments N increases, both the LHS and the RHS of (31)
converge to the minimum value. Hence (29) holds. □

C. Proof of Proposition 2

Choose the inner product ⟨y,x⟩ = ℜ{y∗x}. The proof is
otherwise the same as the proof of Proposition 1. □

D. Proof of Proposition 3

From Proposition 1, we have that, for every initial condition
(t0,x0), there is

lim
t→∞

dist(t,Φ(t, t0,x0), x̄(t)) = 0.

By property (iv) of the quotient distance that follows (16), it
implies that

lim
t→∞

H(t,Φ(t, t0,x0)−H(t, x̄(t)) = 0.

This completes the proof. □

E. Proof of Proposition 4

From Proposition 3, it suffices to show that there is a
particular solution x̄(t) such that

d

dt
H(t, x̄(t)) = 0 (39)

for all t ∈ R. To this end, consider the set E = Et in which
the Hamiltonian has zero derivative. By definition, E is an
invariant set. Assume that the flow is complete. Then from
any initial condition (t0,x0) ∈ R × E, the solution x̄(t) =
Φ(t, t0,x0) satisfies (39). Hence we have found a particular
solution, which completes the proof. □

F. Proof of Lemma 1

We change to coordinates that are rotating at the frequency
ω0 by the change of variables

x← e−jω0tx.

The system equation then writes

ẋ = (J1 −R)∇H(x) +Gu1

where u1 = 1 and J1 = J − jω0Q
−1. Now, consider the

shifted Hamiltonian function

H(x, x̄(0)) = 1

2

[
x− x̄(0)

]H
Q
[
x− x̄(0)

]
.

It is easy to find its time derivative as [44]

Ḣ(x, x̄(0)) = −
[
x− x̄(0)

]H
QRQ

[
x− x̄(0)

]
≤ −λmin(R)λmin(Q)H(x, x̄(0)).

Hence

lim
t→∞

H(x(t), x̄(0))

= lim
t→∞

1

2

[
x(t)− x̄(0)

]H
Q
[
x(t)− x̄(0)

]
= 0.

Hence we obtain that the state vector x converges to the limit
cycle x̄(0), and the orbit of the limit cycle is the limit set of
all solutions. □

G. Proof of Proposition 5

By Proposition 4, we obtain that the limit set of every
solution is contained in the level set of H(s) = 1

2s
HQ−1s

occupied by x̄(t), which is the first constraint we will use
to characterize the limit set. We proceed to prove that the
Hamiltonian of every edge satisfies the same property.

Consider a perturbation of the gradient of the Hamiltonian
written as

∇Ĥ(t,x1) = P−1∇H(t,x1)

where

P = diag(p1I2, p2I2, p3, p4, p5, p6, p7)
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for pi > 0, i = 1, . . . , 7. The overall pH system can then be
written as

ẋ1 = (J(x)−R)P∇Ĥ(t,x1).

It can be checked that
1

2

[
(J(x) +R)P+P(J(x) +R)H

]
(40)

is a constant matrix, and (40) remains negative definite if we
choose col(pi) ≈ 17. By Proposition 3, we have that the value
of Ĥ(s) on the positive limit set should be equal to the value
at x̄(τ). By choosing linearly independent col(pi)’s we can fix
the value of the Hamiltonian of every edge; that is, the voltage
amplitude of every shunt capacitor, the current amplitude of
every R–L line, and the energy stored in every SG are all equal
to their values at x̄(τ).

To separate the Hamiltonian associated with the mechanical
and the electrical energy of the SG, consider a perturbed sys-
tem having a shunt capacitor that splits the stator inductance
of each SG; that is, the subsystem (the subscript i ∈ {1, 2} is
omitted)

Lİ = −RI − ψjωejθ + V

is replaced by
αLİ1 = −αRI1 − ψjωejθ + V1

CV̇1 = −GV1 + I2 − I1
(1− α)Lİ2 = −(1− α)RI2 − V1 + V

where 0 < α < 1 and C,G > 0 are small. By Theorem 3.5
in [23], as α,C,G tend to zero, the solutions of the perturbed
system tends to those of the original system. Applying the
same contraction analysis to the perturbed system, we have
that the mechanical energy 1

2Jω
2
i and stator electrical energy

1
2Li∥Ii∥

2 are both equal to their value at the perturbed limit
cycle. Taking the added shunt capacitance to zero, we obtain
that the value of ωi in the positive limit set of the original
system is equal to the synchronized frequency of x̄(τ). The
dynamics on the positive limit set is then constrained to be
a passive RLC circuit with two voltage sources of the same
frequency. By Lemma 1, the orbit of x̄(τ) is the only possible
limit set. □
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[31] K. Krhač, B. Maschke, and A. van der Schaft, “Port-hamiltonian systems
with energy and power ports,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 58, no. 6, pp.
280–285, 2024.



13

[32] P. Monshizadeh, J. E. Machado, R. Ortega, and A. van Der Schaft,
“Power-controlled hamiltonian systems: Application to electrical sys-
tems with constant power loads,” Automatica, vol. 109, p. 108527, 2019.

[33] D. Xia and G. T. Heydt, “Harmonic power flow studies part i-formulation
and solution,” IEEE Transactions on Power Apparatus and systems,
no. 6, pp. 1257–1265, 1982.

[34] D. Groß, M. Colombino, J.-S. Brouillon, and F. Dörfler, “The effect of
transmission-line dynamics on grid-forming dispatchable virtual oscilla-
tor control,” IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, vol. 6,
no. 3, pp. 1148–1160, 2019.
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