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The calculation of the demagnetization field is crucial in various disciplines, including magnetic resonance imaging
(MRI) and micromagnetics. A standard method involves discretizing the spatial domain into finite difference cells and
using demagnetization tensors to compute the field. Different demagnetization tensors can result in contributions from
adjacent cells that do not approach zero, nor do their differences, even as the cell size decreases. This work demonstrates
that in three-dimensional space, a specific set of magnetization tensors produces the same total demagnetization field
as the Cauchy principal value when the cell size approaches zero. Additionally, we provide a lower bound for the
convergence speed, validated through numerical experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Calculation of magnetic field is important in various fields,
including Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) and micro-
magnetics. The solution of macroscopic demagnetization field
for open boundary conditions is give by1,2

H =−∇ψ(r), (1)

ψ(r) =− 1
4π

∫
∇′ ·M(r′)

|r−r′|
d3r′, (2)

where ∇ is applied to the functions with respect to r, and ∇′

is applied to the functions with respect to r′, ψ is the scalar
potential. Although the function 1

/
|r−r′| with respect to r′

diverges at r, the divergence is slow, and the integration of Eq.
(2) exists as an improper integral. After some mathematical
processing, Eq. (2) can be formally written as

H(r) =− 1
4π

∫
M(r′) ·∇∇

′ 1
|r−r′|

d3r′. (3)

However, the term ∇∇′ (1/|r−r′|) as a function of r′ diver-
gent rapidly at r, and the result of Eq. (3) depends on how the
singularity is treated. One way is to use the Cauchy principal
value

Hp(r) =− 1
4π

∫
−S

M(r′) ·∇∇
′ 1
|r−r′|

d3r′, (4)

where
∫
−S denotes integration over the outside of the sufficient

small sphere.
In numerical methods, one class of methods discretizes the

spatial domain into finite cells. The magnetization of each cell
is represented by the value at its center, denoted as M(r). The
demagnetization field can be expressed as follows:

− ∑
r′ ̸=r

N(r′−r) ·M(r′), (5)

where N is the demagnetization tensor. Typically, in micro-
magnetics, the demagnetization tensor is defined based on the
interaction energy between cells, assuming each cubic cell is
uniformly magnetized3–5. This approach is referred to as the
uniformly magnetized cube (UMC) method, and the demagne-
tization tensor of this approach is denoted as Nc.

Another approach treats each cell as a point dipole located
at its center. This approach is used in both micromagnetics6,7

and MRI8–10 owing to its simplicity of calculation for the
demagnetization tensor. This approach is referred to as the
dipole method, and the demagnetization tensor of this ap-
proach is denoted as Nd.

Besides UMC and dipole methods, the cell at r′ can be
treated as a uniformly magnetized cube; however, the cell
at r is treated as a point dipole11. This method can bene-
fit from averaging r′ over a cell and keeping the calculation
relatively simple. We refer to this method as uniformly mag-
netized cube-dipole (UMCD) method and its demagnetization
tensor as Ncd.

The equivalence of these methods is non-trivial due to
the singularity of ∇∇′ (1/|r−r′|) at r′ = r. The field at
r from a volume element at r′ is given by ∼ (Md3r′) ·
∇∇′ (1/|r−r′|). The term ∇∇′ (1/|r−r′|) diverges as r−3

when r → 0, where r = |r−r′|. The volume element d3r′ can
be expressed as r2 sinθdrdψdθ in spherical coordinates. Con-
sequently, the contribution from the small volume diverges as
r−1. The integral

∫
r−1dr is divergent at r = 0. The inte-

gral’s value depends on the domain of integration. In other
words, the demagnetization field is significantly influenced by
the shape of the cavity and the location where the field is being
evaluated inside the cavity.

The Cauchy principal value method utilizes an integration
over a domain with a spherical cavity. In the UMC, dipole,
and UMCD methods, however, the demagnetization field rep-
resents the average field in the cubic cell cavity. Thus, the
equivalence of the Cauchy principal value integral method and
the UMC method must be examined.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

16
79

3v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
ap

p-
ph

] 
 2

3 
Ju

l 2
02

4

mailto:xinqiang.yan@vumc.org


2

Another reason these methods’ equivalence is non-trivial is
the approximation in the dipole method. While Nd is a good
approximation of Nc for r′ far from r, this is not the case for
cells adjacent to the cell at r. The contribution of the cell
adjacent to the cell at r does not approach zero, nor does the
difference between different methods, even as the cell size (h)
approaches zero. The difference can be more than ten percent,
regardless of h12,13, as shown in Fig. 1. Even more, there is a
difference between the Nc and Ncd

14, cell by cell.
To our knowledge, the relationship between these methods

is not sufficiently discussed. Numerous works implicitly as-
sumed that UMC, dipole, and UMCD can give the correct re-
sults, i.e., converge to the same result3–10. However, other
works hint that these methods can not, due to significant dis-
crepancy between the demagnetization tensors for individual
cells12–15. Additionally, some works treat the result of the
dipole method as equivalent to that of the Cauchy principal
value8–10.

This work aims to prove all these methods result in con-
sistent results at the limit of h approaching zero in three-
dimensional space, namely

lim
h→0

Hd(r) = lim
h→0

Hc(r) = lim
h→0

Hcd(r) =Hp. (6)

The equivalence is not on a cell-by-cell basis but on the total
field for sufficient smooth magnetization.

This article is structured as follows: Section II reviews
the demagnetization tensors, presents the proof of our state-
ment, provides a lower bound on the convergence speed, and
outlines the implementation using FFT. Section III demon-
strates the validation of the statement through numerical ex-
periments. Section IV discusses the extension and limitation
of the current work. Section V offers concluding remarks.

II. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

A. Cauchy principal value

We decompose M(r′) into two functions, u−S(r′)M(r′)
and uS(r′)M(r′). Here, uS = 1 inside a sufficiently small
sphere S, and uS = 0 elsewhere; conversely, u−S = 1 out-
side the sphere and u−S = 0 elsewhere. This ensures uS(r)+
u−S(r)≡ 1. Using this notation,

∫
always means the integral

over the whole space:

H =
1

4π
∇

(∫
∇′ ·u−S(r′)M(r′)

|r−r′|
d3r′+

∫
∇′ ·uS(r′)M(r′)

|r−r′|
d3r′

)
. (7)

The surface magnetic charge has been implicitly counted in
Eq. (7).

Since u−S = 0 inside of the sphere, we can avoid the sin-
gularity issue in evaluating the first part in Eq. (7). The first
part in Eq. (7) can be simplified as follows using the method
of integration by parts:

1
4π

∇

∫ (
∇
′ · u−S(r′)M(r′)

|r−r′|
−u−S(r′)M(r′) ·∇′ 1

|r−r′|
d3r′

)
(8)

The first term in (8) is simply zero by the Gauss’s law, not-
ing that u−SM inside the sphere and around infinity is zero,

respectively. Thus, Eq. (8) becomes

− 1
4π

∇

∫
u−S(r′)M(r′) ·∇′ 1

|r′−r|
d3r′

=− 1
4π

∫
−S

M(r′) ·∇∇
′ 1
|r−r′|

d3r′.

(9)

We identify this as the Cauchy principal value, denoted as Hp.
The integration of the second term of the integrands in (7) is
a well-known problem, and the result is − 1

3M according to,
for example, literature16. The macroscopic field H can be
decomposed into two parts

H =−1
3
M +Hp. (10)

The Hp is given by

Hp(r) =−
∫
−S

Np(r−r′) ·M(r′)d3r′, (11)

where

Np(r−r′) =
1

4π
∇∇

′ 1
|r′−r|

=− 1
4π

3(r′−r)(r′−r)−|r′−r|2

|r′−r|5

(12)

is the so-called 3× 3 demagnetization tensor. (Np)ab repre-
sents the field component in direction a at position r, gen-
erated by the magnetization component in direction b of a
volume element at position r′, where a and b are indices for
axes. The integration of Eq. (12) is operational because the
integration domain excludes the singularity point of Np. It is
important to note that the Cauchy principal value at r is dis-
tinct from the macroscopic magnetization by −M/3. More
precisely, it represents the field observed in a spherical cavity
generated from the remaining parts of the magnetization.

In MRI, the magnetic field with the so-called sphere
Lorentz correction, denoted as B′ is of interest 17, namely

B′ =B− 2
3

µ0M = µ0

(
H+

1
3
M

)
. (13)

Thus we have B′ = µ0Hp, which is already presented in lit-
eratures18,19.

B. UMC and UMCD methods

As mentioned above, UMC refers to the approach where
each cubic cell is uniformly magnetized (however, the mag-
netization is not necessarily equal for different cells). In this
method, the field is given by

Hc(r) =− ∑
r′ ̸=r

Nc(r−r′) ·M(r′). (14)
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FIG. 1. Upper panel: demagnetization tensor, Nzz, for UMC method,
dipole method, variant of dipole method with b = 0.2ı, the asymp-
totic expansion for UMC method up to n = 4, i.e., O

(
(h/r)7

)
, and

UMCD method. In the plots, x− x′ = y− y′ = 0, and k is defined
by z′− z = kh. Lower Panel: the relative differences between these
methods and UMC method. Specifically, the relative difference is
defined as |Nzz/(Nc)zz −1| for demagnetization tensor N.

The term r′ = r is excluded from the summation for conve-
nient comparison with other methods. The value of the de-
magnetization tensor is defined as the average demagnetiza-
tion field in a cell centered at r, which is generated by an-
other uniformly magnetized cubic cell (with a unit magnetiza-
tion) centered at r′. Specifically, the demagnetization tensor
is given by:

Nc(r−r′) =
1

4πh3

∫
cell r

d3r2

∫
cell r′

d3r3∇r2∇r3

1
|r2 −r3|

.

(15)
The demagnetization tensor Nc can be calculated using var-

ious methods, including numerical integration3,20, exact an-
alytical formulas1,13,14,21, or analytical formulas combined
with asymptotic expansions15. As an example, Nzz is calcu-
lated and shown in Fig. 1.

For the UMCD method, the cell at r′ is treated as a uni-
formly magnetized cube, but the cell at r is treated as a point
dipole. This results in a demagnetization tensor of

Ncd(r−r′) =
1

4π

∫
cell r′

d3r3∇∇r3

1
|r−r3|

. (16)

The analytical expression of the demagnetization tensor for
UMCD11,14 is simpler than that for UMC. The Nzz as an ex-
ample is shown in Fig. 1. Similar to the UMC method, r′ = r
is excluded from the summation for the UMCD method, for
convenient comparison with other methods.

However, for both methods, by noticing that
Tr [∇∇′ (1/|r′−r|)] = ∇ · (∇′ (1/|r′−r|)) = 4πδ (r′ − r)

and considering the symmetries of x, y, and z axes, it is not
difficult to demonstrate that demagnetization tensor at r′ = r
is (1/3)δab, where δ (r−r′) is the Dirac delta function,
δab Kronecker delta, Tr denotes the trace of a 3× 3 tensor.
Therefore, the demagnetization field generated by the cell
itself is −(1/3)M . Thus,

H full
c ≡−∑Nc(r−r′) ·M(r′) =Hc(r)−

1
3
M , (17)

and

H full
cd ≡−∑Ncd(r−r′) ·M(r′) =Hcd(r)−

1
3
M . (18)

C. Dipole method

As mentioned above, dipole method replaces a uniformly
magnetized cubic cell with a single dipole at the cell’s center.
The demagnetization field is expressed by:

Hd(r) =− ∑
r′ ̸=r

Nd(r
′−r) ·M(r′), (19)

where Nd represents the demagnetization tensor for the dipole
method. This tensor quantifies the demagnetization field at r,
generated by a dipole with moment of h3 at r′, specifically:

Nd(r
′−r) =− 3

4πρ5

i2 −ρ2/3 i j ik
i j j2 −ρ2/3 jk
ik jk k2 −ρ2/3

 ,

(20)

ρ ≡
√

i2 + j2 + k2, (21)

r′−r = (iex + jey + kez)h. (22)

where i, j, and k are integers, and ex, ey, and ez are the unit
vectors along x, y, and z directions, respectively.

Note that Eq. (20) does not explicitly depend on h. There-
fore, the contribution from cells adjacent to the cell at r does
NOT approach zero as h → 0. It is also noteworthy that
since the interaction energy between two uniformly magne-
tized spheres equals that between two dipoles of the same
moment1,22,23, the method can also be referred to as the uni-
formly magnetized sphere method. Similar to the UMC and
UMCD methods, r′ = r must be excluded from summation
because the demagnetization tensor for the dipole method is
singular at this point.

D. Asymptotic expansions

Nc and Ncd can be expanded as a series in terms of 1/r in
the form of

∑
n=0,2,...

N(n)= ∑
n=0,2,...

∑
s,t

cn,s,t

(x
r

)s(y
r

)t ( z
r

)n+2−s−t
(

h
r

)n+3

,

(23)
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where cn,i, j are coefficients of mathematical constants. This
can also be written in another form:

∑
n=0,2,...

∑
s,t

cn,s,t

(
i
ρ

)s( j
ρ

)t ( k
ρ

)n+2−s−t ( 1
ρ

)n+3

. (24)

Again, h does not explicitly appear in the formula. For
n = 0, this represents the dipole approximation. For n = 2,
these values are zero for cubic cells, which explains why the
convergence is faster in the dipole method compared to the
UMC and UMCD methods. For n = 4, the asymptotic expan-
sions for Nc, such as N(4)

xx and N(4)
xy , are given as follows:

N(4)
xx =

1
4π

· 7
16ρ13

(
2i6 − j6 − k6 −15i4( j2 + k2)+15i2( j4 + k4)

)
, (25)

and

N(4)
xy =

1
4π

· 7
16ρ13 i j

(
7i4 −19i2 j2 +7 j4 −13(i2 + j2)k2 +13k4) . (26)

For the UMCD method, the correction of n = 4 to the demag-
netization tensor is only half of that for the UMC method.
The asymptotic expansion of the magnetization tensor for the
UMC is shown in Fig. 1. The figure shows that the asymptotic
expansions for the UMC method up to n = 4 converge much
faster than the dipole approximation. However, higher-order
corrections increase the error for the cell adjacent to the cell
where the field is being evaluated.

E. Near and far field decomposition

We use an analysis method similar to that described in
literature16 to split the demagnetization field into near and far
fields. The near magnetic field originates from a cubic volume
V of size L×L×L, while the far field encompasses contribu-
tions outside this cubic volume. We can always choose L to
be macroscopically small but much larger than h, and ensure
that V contains exactly 2N +1 cubic cells, which satisfies:

h ≪ 1, L ≪ 1, and
L
h
= 2N +1 ≫ 1. (27)

We will prove that these methods result in the same field under
the limit

h → 0, L → 0, and
L
h
→+∞. (28)

It is intuitive that these methods yield the same far field, given
that L/h → ∞ under the limit defined in equation (28). There-
fore, it is only necessary to prove these methods produce the
same near field under the limit (28).

F. Near field for uniform magnetization

First, we prove that the near part of the demagnetization
field produced by all these methods equals zero in the case of
uniform magnetization, i.e., the magnetization is uniform in
the near cells. We utilize a similar treatment as in literature16.

For the Cauchy principal value method, the near field can be
expressed as

HV
p (r) =−

∫
V−S

Np(r−r′) ·M0(r
′)d3r′. (29)

The superscript V indicates that only the contribution from
the cubic volume V is counted. We can directly examine that
(Np)xx(r−r′)+ (Np)yy(r−r′)+ (Np)zz(r−r′) = δ (r′−r)
according to (12), thus∫

V−S

(
(Np)xx +(Np)yy +(Np)zz

)
d3r′ = 0. (30)

Since r is exactly at the center of V , there is the symmetry
between x, y, and z axes. Thus, the integral of the three terms
in (30) are equal and must be equal to zero, namely∫

V−S
(Np)xxd3r′ =

∫
V−S

(Np)yyd3r′ =
∫

V−S
(Np)zzd3r′ = 0

(31)
For dipole method, we need to evaluate the magnetic from

dipoles inside the cube, according to (19), namely

HV
d (r) =− ∑

r′ ̸=r
r′∈V

M(r′) ·Nd(r−r′) (32)

We can directly examine (Nd)xx +(Nd)yy +(Nd)zz = 0 accord-
ing to (20), thus,

N

∑
r′∈V
r′ ̸=r

((Nd)xx +(Nd)yy +(Nd)zz) = 0. (33)

Since the symmetry between x, y, and z axis, summations of
the each of three terms in (33) are equal to zero, as follows:

∑
r′∈V
r′ ̸=r

(Nd)xx = ∑
r′∈V
r′ ̸=r

(Nd)yy = ∑
r′∈V
r′ ̸=r

(Nd)zz = 0. (34)

For the reason of parity (mirror) symmetry, the off-diagonal
elements of the demagnetization tensor are also zero:∫

V−S
(Np)xyd3r′ =

∫
V−S

(Np)yzd3r′ =
∫

V−S
(Np)xzd3r′ = 0,

(35)

∑
r′∈V
r′ ̸=r

(Nd)xy = ∑
r′∈V
r′ ̸=r

(Nd)yz = ∑
r′∈V
r′ ̸=r

(Nd)xz = 0. (36)

For the UMC, UMCD, and their asymptotic expansions
methods, the symmetries also exist, allowing similar equa-
tions to Eq. (34) and (36) to hold. Note that dipole method can
be seen as the leading order of UMC and UMCD’s asymptotic
expansions. In summary, we have proved that, for all these
methods, the near part of the demagnetization field is exactly
zero, namely,

HV
p (r) =HV

c (r) =HV
cd(r) =HV

d (r) = 0. (37)
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Modifications to the demagnetization tensors, while pre-
serving Eq. (33) and symmetries of x, y, and z axes, can
also result in (34). This guides us in creating variation
methods of the dipole method. An example is replacing
ρ =

√
i2 + j2 + k2 in denominator in Eq. (20) with ρ =√

i2 + j2 + k2 +b, namely,

Nd(r
′−r)=−ℜ

3
4πρ ′5

i2 −ρ2/3 jk ik
jk j2 −ρ2/3 jk
ik jk k2 −ρ2/3

 ,

(38)

ρ =
√

i2 + j2 + k2, ρ
′ =

√
i2 + j2 + k2 +b, (39)

where b can be positive real number or imaginary number,
ℜ⋆ denote the real part of ⋆. The additional term b softens the
demagnetization tensor, possibly leading to a smoother result
where M changes rapidly.

G. Near field for nonuniform magnetization

In the previous subsection, it has been established that the
near demagnetization field is exactly zero for uniform magne-
tization. Then, we prove that the near demagnetization field at
r approaches zero as L → 0, provided that the magnetization
is Hölder continuous at r.

By subtracting a constant magnetization, M0 = M(r),
from M(r′), the result remains unaffected. Consequently,
with this subtraction, (M(r′)−M0)|r′=r = 0, allowing us
to potentially address the challenges raised from the discrep-
ancy of the demagnetization tensor around r.

For the principal integral method, we have

HV
p (r) =−

∫
V−S

(M(r′)−M0) ·Np(r−r′)d3r′. (40)

We assume M(r′) hold Hölder condition for r, namely

|M(r′)−M0|< K|r′−r|α , (41)

where K is a constant independent of r′ and α > 0.
First, we can estimate the magnitude of the demagnetiza-

tion field for the principal integral method. Since the Np di-
verges as r−3 as r → 0, thus the integral in spherical coordi-
nates is bounded by

HV
p ∼

∫
V−S

Krα(1/r3)r2drdθdφ ∼ KLα . (42)

In the estimation, we neglect constants on the order of one.
Eq. (42) approaches zero as L → 0. Then, we turn to the
dipole method. Similarly, we can estimate the magnitude of

the demagnetization field of the dipole method as

HV
d (r)∼ ∑

i, j,k
K(ρh)α(1/ρ

3)

∼
N

∑
I=1

∑
max(|i|,| j|,|k|)=I

K(Ih)α(1/I3)

∼
N

∑
I=1

K(Ih)α I2/I3

∼
N

∑
I=1

Khα Iα−1 ∼ KLα .

(43)

Thus, HV
d (r)→ 0 at limit of L → 0.

The differences between the dipole method and other meth-
ods are bounded by the higher-order terms in the asymptotic
expansions, possibly multiplied by a factor of order one. For
these higher-order corrections, we replace ρ−3 with ρ−(3+n)

in Eq. (43). After summing over all cells in V , the higher-
order correction is on the order of KLα(1−n −N−n), where
N ∼ L/h. Thus, the higher-order correction to the near field is
on the same order as that for the dipole method.

In summary, provided M(r′) holds Hölder condition for r,
all these methods result in a zero near demagnetization field
as L → 0, specifically

lim
L→0

HV
d (r) = lim

L→0
HV

c (r) = lim
L→0

HV
cd(r) = lim

L→0
HV

p (r) = 0.

(44)
Note that to prove the demagnetization field is zero for a suf-
ficiently small cubic volume centered at r, Eq. (41) is suf-
ficient. It does not necessarily require Hölder continuity to
hold everywhere in V .

H. Lower bound on the convergence speed

We have proved that the near field is zero as L → 0, assum-
ing Hölder condition holds at r. All methods intuitively yield
the same result for the far field; thus, a detailed analysis is not
provided. Now, We give a lower bound on the convergence
speed with the specific condition for magnetization, i.e., the
Hölder condition holds for every cell. All these methods, in-
cluding the exact Cauchy principal value method, yield values
on the order of KLα for the near field, excluding r′ = r from
summation. Consequently, the error in the near field is of the
order

KLα . (45)

For the analysis of the far field, we begin with the UMCD
method, in which each cell has an error on the order of
Khα/ρ3. The total error for the far field is bounded by the
order of

∑
i, j,k/∈V

Khα

ρ3 ∼ ∑
I /∈V

Khα I2

I3 ∼ Khα log(Lmax/L), (46)

where Lmax is the maximum material length. Taking L ∼ h,
the total error of near and far field is on the order of

Khα log(Lmax/h). (47)
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For the other methods, the error has two parts: first, the error
of the UMCD method, and second, the differences between
these methods. For the far field, the difference between these
methods is bounded by the asymptotic expansion of n = 4,
i.e., |maxM|/ρ7 for a cell. After summing over all cells, the
total error is bounded by the order of

|maxM|(h/L)4 . (48)

The total error for the near field and the far field part of
Eq. (48) is minimized to the order of

h4α/(4+α), (49)

for L ∼ h4/(4+α). For L ∼ h4/(4+α), the error of far
field for UMCD method as in Eq. (46) is on the order
of Khα log(Lmax/h) is smaller than the error described in
Eq. (49) and can be neglected. Given that this analysis is con-
servative and the errors are over-estimated, the actual conver-
gence speed may exceed these estimates.

I. Implementation using FFT

Noticing the translation symmetry property of the demag-
netization tensor, the summation of the demagnetization ten-
sor weighted by magnetization is a convolution operation.
According to the cyclic convolution theorem, cyclic convo-
lution can be performed using fast Fourier transform (FFT)
and inverse FFT (IFFT) operations. To avoid the side ef-
fects of cyclic convolution, zero padding on the original array
M is needed. The detailed steps are as follows: (1) Evalu-
ate the array N of dimension Nx ×Ny ×Nz representing the
demagnetization function, assuming r is at the center of ar-
ray. Then, circularly shift the center to the frontmost position.
(2) Extend the dimension of M and N from Nx ×Ny ×Nz to
(2Nx−1)×(2Ny−1)×(2Nz−1) by padding zeros on the end
side. (3) Apply the cyclic convolution to M and N according
to the cyclic convolution theorem24:

M⊗G = IFFT(FFT(M)×FFT(N)), (50)

where ⊗ is the cyclic convolution operation, × is the element-
wise product operation. (4) Finally, clip the Nx ×Ny ×Nz el-
ements of M ⊗ G at the front. Except for rounding errors,
the result would be identical to the direct summation. How-
ever, the time complexity is reduced from O(N2

x N2
y N2

z ) to
O(NxNyNz log(NxNyNz)) using FFT. Noticing the FFT(N) is
independent of M, thus can be reused for different Ms pro-
vided the dimension of the problem is unchanged.

III. NUMERICAL VALIDATION

To validate the conclusion that the three methods agree un-
der certain conditions, we construct two problems. The prob-
lem I with magnetization

M = ez

{
|x|α (1+ y2 + z2) for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, |y| ≤ 1, and |z| ≤ 1,
0 otherwise,

(51)

and problem II with magnetization

M = ez

{
|x|α + |y|α + |z|α for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, |y| ≤ 1, and |z| ≤ 1,
0 otherwise,

(52)

where α > 0. The magnetizations are shown in Fig. 2. For the
problem I, the magnetization is discontinuous at the bound-
aries of the magnet at x = 1, z = ±1, and y = ±1. While the
magnetization is continuous at the boundary of the magnet at
x = 0, its derivative is not for 0 < α ≤ 1. For the problem
I, at the center of each cell, r, we have |M(r′)− M(r)| ≤
3|r′ − r|α , thus it satifies the Hölder continuous condition.
For the problem II, the magnetization is discontinuous at the
boundaries except for the point x= y= z= 0. At x= y= z= 0,
the magnetization is continuous; however, its derivative is not
for 0 < α ≤ 1. The Hölder condition still holds at r = 0.
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FIG. 2. Upper panel: the magnetization for z = 0 described by Eq.
(51) for different αs. Lower panel: the magnetization for z = 0 de-
scribed by Eq. (52) for different αs.

For the problem I, the exact analytical result can be ex-
pressed using special functions, as shown in App. A, with the
aid of symbolic processing software25. Thus, the result can be
effectively calculated to arbitrary precision. We calculate the
result to at least 20 digits, although the precision is truncated
to about 16 digits when converting from a multi-precision
presentation to a double-precision floating-point presentation.
For problem II, the exact result is zero for symmetry reasons.

On the numerical side, we employ several methods: the
UMC method, the dipole method, and a variant of the dipole
method described in (38) with b = 0.2ı, where ı represents
the imaginary unit, the asymptotic expansion for UMC and
UMCD methods. In the asymptotic expansion method, the
asymptotic expansions are used for both far and near cells.
The coordinate system is set such that the origin is at the
center of a cell. The cell size is adjusted so that at x = 1,
y =±1, and z =±1, the boundaries of the magnet align with
the boundaries of the cells. At x = 0, the cells’ centers are on
the magnet’s boundary. Thus, we minimize the error fluctua-
tions arising from the discretization of the magnet boundary.
Computations are performed using double-precision floating-
point arithmetic. The demagnetization tensors for UMC and
UMCD methods are calculated using exact formulas for cells
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FIG. 3. Error in the demagnetization field of numerical calculations
as a function of cell size using magnetization for problem I and for
different values of α .
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FIG. 4. Error in the demagnetization field of numerical calculations
as a function of cell size using magnetization for problem II and for
different values of α .

at short distances and asymptotic expansions for cells at long
distances. These asymptotic expansions include terms up to
O
(
(h/r)7

)
. The demagnetization tensor has a maximum er-
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FIG. 5. The converge speed as as function of α for problem I (upper
panel) and problem II (lower panel).

ror on the order of 10−12 around the crossover between analyt-
ical formulas and asymptotic expansions. The numerical er-
rors observed in this experiment, which are larger than 10−7,
significantly exceed those of double-precision floating-point
arithmetic (10−16) and the error of the demagnetization ten-
sors. Therefore, all errors are attributed to discretization er-
rors.

The numerical errors of Hz for α of 0.2, 0.6, 1, and 2 at
r = 0 are illustrated in Fig. 3 and 4. The numerical errors
of Hz are modeled by c · hκ+d(logh)−2

. The parameter κ de-
termines the convergence speed as h → 0. The κ as a func-
tion of α are shown in Fig. 5. We observe the κ > 0 for
α > 0. Thus, we verify that these methods converge to the
same value for α > 0, which is consistent with the predic-
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tion of our statement. All convergence speeds slow down as
α → 0 where the magnetization becomes more non-smooth.
In problem I, the convergence speeds for the UMC method
and UMCD method are much faster and have almost identical
convergence speeds. These two methods are significantly bet-
ter than the other methods. This can be explained as follows:
for the magnetization relevant to the term xαez, the volume
magnetic charge is zero and only surface magnetic charges
appear on z = ±1. For these two methods, the error can be
attributed to the discretization error for the magnetic surface
charge at the magnet surface of z = ±1. This surface is far
from where the field is under evaluation; thus, the error is sup-
pressed. For the magnetization relevant to xα(y2 + z2)ez, the
discretization error from the near field is highly suppressed by
the term x2 + y2. Thus, these two methods show an advan-
tage over the other methods. We also note that the variation of
the dipole method shows a better convergence speed than the
dipole method. The asymptotic expansion does not take ad-
vantage compared to other method, this is as expected, since
the asymptotic expansions are not good for near cells. The
convergence speed is faster than our conservative estimate;
thus, our results are not violated. For α ≥ 2, the κ value is
close to 2 for all methods, consistent with other studies26,27.
In Problem II, all these methods exhibit similarly slow con-
vergence speeds. This issue can be attributed to the discon-
tinuity at x = 0, which worsens the results from all methods.
Additionally, as α approaches zero, the κ for all methods ap-
proaches zero, indicating non-convergence. This confirms the
assertions of this work.

IV. DISCUSSIONS

Some references use Nc for cells near cell to r and use
the asymptotic approximations for far cells12. Indeed, the
summation of demagnetization tensor over any cubic shells,
max(|i|, | j|, |k|) = I, is zero. If the crossover happens on a cu-
bic shell, max(|i|, | j|, |k|) = Icrossover, it will maintain similar
equations to Eqs. (33) and (36) and will result in the same
limit of demagnetization field as h → 0. It should be noted
that this conclusion does not require Icrossover to be sufficiently
large; it only requires h → 0.

One might use a rectangular prism instead of a simple cube.
For the uniform magnetized prism method, the macroscopic
demagnetization field can still be correctly calculated26. How-
ever, in the dipole method, using different cell sizes along dif-
ferent directions will disrupt Eqs. (33) and (34), leading to dis-
crepancies between the two methods. They represent different
physics in this case. It is worth noting again that this discrep-
ancy can not be eliminated as cell size approaches zero.

For sufficiently smooth magnetization, the convergence
speed estimated by Eqs. (47) and Eqs. (49) are not faster than
h. However, numerical experiments indicate a convergence
speed of h2 for sufficiently smooth magnetization. Therefore,
the lower bound of the convergence speed is much worse than
that observed in numerical experiments. To achieve a better
lower bound estimation for the convergence speed, one may
need methods beyond the simple near and far field splitting,

and cell-by-cell analysis. Considering the potential for error
cancellation among cells, it is crucial to carefully analyze the
correlations between errors of different cells.

The section of our proof that demonstrates the near field
is zero for uniform magnetization closely resembles the ap-
proach described in literature16. However, it serves a different
purpose: while the literature16 aims to establish the relation-
ship between molecular polarizability and electric suscepti-
bility, our goal is to prove that different magnetization ten-
sors yield consistent results for both non-uniform and uniform
magnetizations.

The conclusion does not readily extend to two-dimensional
materials in three-dimensional space. The magnetization of a
two-dimensional thin material that is one cell thick cannot be
considered a three-dimensional Hölder continuous function.
Specifically, the symmetry between x, y, and z is broken for
two-dimensional materials.

V. CONCLUSION

We prove that the UMC, UMCD, and dipole methods,
their asymptotic expansions, and the Cauchy principal value
method yield consistent results in three-dimensional space as
the cell size approaches zero, namely,

lim
h→0

Hd(r) = lim
h→0

Hc(r) = lim
h→0

Hcd(r) =Hp. (53)

If the self-contribution of the cell to the demagnetization field
is included in both the UMC method and the UMCD, then

lim
h→0

Hd(r)−
1
3
M

= lim
h→0

H full
c (r) = lim

h→0
H full

cd (r)

= Hp −
1
3
M =H.

(54)

The primary challenge of the proof arises from the fact that
the magnetization field contributed by nearby cells remains fi-
nite as the cell size approaches zero, as do the differences in
these methods. To address this challenge, we utilize the fact
that the contribution from all cells in a simple cubic volume to
the demagnetization field is zero for uniform magnetization.
This allows us to subtract a uniform magnetization from the
total magnetization, leaving a zero magnetization at the points
where the field is being evaluated. Thus, the values of the de-
magnetization tensor for short distances do not affect the to-
tal demagnetization field. Additionally, we provide a lower
bound on the convergence speed. The conclusions are vali-
dated by numerical experiments. We acknowledge that while
the conclusions are applicable in three-dimensional materials,
further investigation is required for two-dimensional materials
in three-dimensional space.

The agreement among these demagnetization tensors is sig-
nificant. The principal integral method offers a macroscopic
perspective, while the demagnetization tensor on a grid pro-
vides a microscopic perspective. As the cell size approaches
zero, results from different methods converge to the same
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limit, bridging the macroscopic and microscopic perspectives
and making them comparable. This agreement shows the cor-
rectness of the numerical methods and that different micro-
scopic physics models are equivalent in the limit h → 0. The
so-called method error for the dipole method can be attributed
to a type of discrete error.

In the calculation of the demagnetization tensor for the
UMC method, both numerical integrals and lengthy exact ana-
lytical formulas introduce complexity in implementation. Ad-
ditionally, exact analytical formulas can suffer from numerical
stability issues, such as catastrophic cancellation15. In con-
trast, the implementation of the demagnetization tensor in the
dipole method is considerably simpler. For numerical calcula-
tions, the consistency among these methods allows us to em-
ploy the dipole method in situations where convergence speed
is not a critical factor.
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Appendix A: Solution for problem I

Hz at r = 0 for problem I is given by
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where log is the natural logarithm, ψ(0) the polygamma func-
tion of order 0, F1 the Appell series, 2F1 the hypergeometric
function, and Φ the Lerch transcendent.

1A. J. Newell, W. Williams, and D. J. Dunlop, “A generalization of the de-
magnetizing tensor for nonuniform magnetization,” Journal of Geophysical
Research: Solid Earth 98, 9551–9555 (1993).

2C. Abert, “Micromagnetics and spintronics: models and numerical meth-
ods,” The European Physical Journal B 92, 1–45 (2019).

3B. Van de Wiele, F. Olyslager, L. Dupré, and D. De Zutter, “On the accu-
racy of fft based magnetostatic field evaluation schemes in micromagnetic
hysteresis modeling,” Journal of magnetism and magnetic materials 322,
469–476 (2010).

4R. Victora and P.-W. Huang, “Simulation of heat-assisted magnetic record-



10

ing using renormalized media cells,” IEEE Transactions on Magnetics 49,
751–757 (2013).

5R. Ferrero and A. Manzin, “Adaptive geometric integration applied to a 3d
micromagnetic solver,” Journal of Magnetism and Magnetic Materials 518,
167409 (2021).

6N. Inami, Y. Takeichi, C. Mitsumata, K. Iwano, T. Ishikawa, S.-J. Lee,
H. Yanagihara, E. Kita, and K. Ono, “Three-dimensional large-scale micro-
magnetics simulation using fast fourier transformation,” IEEE transactions
on magnetics 50, 1–4 (2013).

7A. L. Wysocki and V. P. Antropov, “Micromagnetic simulations with pe-
riodic boundary conditions: Hard-soft nanocomposites,” Journal of Mag-
netism and Magnetic Materials 428, 274–286 (2017).

8B. Müller-Bierl, H. Graf, U. Lauer, G. Steidle, and F. Schick, “Numeri-
cal modeling of needle tip artifacts in mr gradient echo imaging,” Medical
physics 31, 579–587 (2004).

9B. Müller-Bierl, H. Graf, G. Steidle, and F. Schick, “Compensation of mag-
netic field distortions from paramagnetic instruments by added diamagnetic
material: measurements and numerical simulations,” Medical physics 32,
76–84 (2005).

10Y. Shang, S. Theilenberg, M. Terekhov, W. Mattar, B. Peng, S. R. Jambawa-
likar, L. M. Schreiber, and C. Juchem, “High-resolution simulation of b0
field conditions in the human heart from segmented computed tomography
images,” NMR in Biomedicine 35, e4739 (2022).

11M. Jenkinson, J. L. Wilson, and P. Jezzard, “Perturbation method for mag-
netic field calculations of nonconductive objects,” Magnetic Resonance in
Medicine 52, 471–477 (2004).

12E. Della Torre, “Magnetization calculation of fine particles,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Magnetics 22, 484–489 (1986).

13M. Schabes and A. Aharoni, “Magnetostatic interaction fields for a three-
dimensional array of ferromagnetic cubes,” IEEE Transactions on Magnet-
ics 23, 3882–3888 (1987).

14H. Fukushima, Y. Nakatani, and N. Hayashi, “Volume average demagne-
tizing tensor of rectangular prisms,” IEEE Transactions on Magnetics 34,
193–198 (1998).

15M. J. Donahue, “Accurate computation of the demagnetization tensor,”

(2007).
16J. D. Jackson, Classical Electrodynamics (John Wiley & Sons, 1999) pp.

159–162.
17R. Salomir, B. D. De Senneville, and C. T. Moonen, “A fast calculation

method for magnetic field inhomogeneity due to an arbitrary distribution
of bulk susceptibility,” Concepts in Magnetic Resonance Part B: Magnetic
Resonance Engineering: An Educational Journal 19, 26–34 (2003).

18Y. Wang, D. Zhou, and P. Spincemaille, “What is the lorentz sphere cor-
rection for the mri measured field generated by tissue magnetic susceptibil-
ity: the spatial exclusivity of source and observer and the cauchy principal
value,” in Proceedings of the International Society for Magnetic Resonance
in Medicine, Vol. 23 (2015).

19Y. Wang and T. Liu, “Quantitative susceptibility mapping (qsm): decoding
mri data for a tissue magnetic biomarker,” Magnetic resonance in medicine
73, 82–101 (2015).

20D. Chernyshenko and H. Fangohr, “Computing the demagnetizing tensor
for finite difference micromagnetic simulations via numerical integration,”
Journal of Magnetism and Magnetic Materials 381, 440–445 (2015).

21Y. Nakatani, Y. Uesaka, and N. Hayashi, “Direct solution of the landau-
lifshitz-gilbert equation for micromagnetics,” Japanese Journal of Applied
Physics 28, 2485 (1989).

22K. Milton and J. Schwinger, Classical electrodynamics (CRC Press).
23B. F. Edwards, D. M. Riffe, J.-Y. Ji, and W. A. Booth, “Interactions between

uniformly magnetized spheres,” American Journal of Physics 85, 130–134
(2017).

24W. H. Press, W. T. Vetterling, S. A. Teukolsky, and B. P. Flannery, Numer-
ical recipes (Citeseer, 1988).

25W. R. Inc., “Mathematica, Version 14.0,” Champaign, IL, 2024.
26J. E. Miltat, M. J. Donahue, et al., “Numerical micromagnetics: Finite dif-

ference methods,” Handbook of magnetism and advanced magnetic materi-
als 2, 742–764 (2007).

27C. Abert, L. Exl, G. Selke, A. Drews, and T. Schrefl, “Numerical meth-
ods for the stray-field calculation: A comparison of recently developed
algorithms,” Journal of Magnetism and Magnetic Materials 326, 176–185
(2013).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TMAG.1987.1065775
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TMAG.1987.1065775
https://math.nist.gov/~MDonahue/talks/hmm2007-MBO-03-accurate_demag-corrected.pdf
https://www.wolfram.com/mathematica

	On the Equivalence of Demagnetization Tensors as Discrete Cell Size Approaches Zero in Three-Dimensional Space
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical analysis
	Cauchy principal value
	UMC and UMCD methods
	Dipole method
	Asymptotic expansions
	Near and far field decomposition
	Near field for uniform magnetization
	Near field for nonuniform magnetization
	Lower bound on the convergence speed
	Implementation using FFT

	Numerical Validation
	Discussions
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	AUTHOR DECLARATIONS
	Conflict of Interest
	Author Contributions

	DATA AVAILABILITY
	Solution for problem I


