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We respond briefly to a comment [1] recently posted online on our paper [2]. Complete and cluster
synchronization of random networks is undoubtedly a topic of interest in the Physics, Engineering,
and Nonlinear Dynamics literature. In [3] we study both complete and cluster synchronization of
networks and introduce indices that measure success (or failure) of application of the SBD technique
in decoupling the stability problem into problems of lower dimensionality. Our usage of the word
‘failure’ indicates that the technique does not produce a decomposition which results in a system
which is easier to analyze, not that the technique fails in correctly decoupling these problems.

This brief reply is in response to a comment [1] recently posted online on our paper [2]. Synchronization of networks
of coupled oscillators has received considerable attention in the Physics, Engineering, and Nonlinear Dynamics litera-
ture [4–10]. Following the original work by Pecora and Carroll [11], several approaches have been developed to reduce
the dimensionality of the stability analysis for the synchronous solution of arbitrary networks. Among these, there are
the techniques for simultaneous block diagonalization (SBD) of a set of matrices [12–16], which were originally applied
to problems in the areas of semidefinite programming and signal processing (independent component analysis), see
e.g. [13]. The first application of these techniques to network synchronization was presented in a 2012 paper [17].
Only recently they have been applied to the problem of cluster synchronization of networks [3, 18, 19]. Our recent
paper [2] investigates application of SBD to stability of both complete and cluster synchronization in random (generic)
networks. For both these problems, an index is defined that measures success (or failure) of application of the SBD
technique in decoupling the stability problem into problems of lower dimensionality. In the case of random networks
the extent of the dimensionality reduction achievable is very low and equal to that produced by application of a trivial
transformation.
In response to [1], we emphasize that it is useful to know the limitations of analytical tools. In [2] we consider

networks that display both complete and cluster synchronization, but for which application of the SBD techniques
does not reduce the stability problem in a meaningful way. Therefore, it is important to recognize that from a practical
standpoint analysis of these networks is still essentially an open problem.
In [3], when we speak of the failure of the SBD technique applied to the study of various networks, what we refer

to is the failure of the technique to produce a decomposition which results in a system which is easier to analyze. In
particular, we do not mean to imply that the methods fail from the standpoint of actually producing an SBD – just
that in practice this SBD may not actually be any easier to analyze than the original system. It seems that certain
systems are essentially beyond the scope of the analysis possible with the tools currently available. Again we would
like to stress that we believe knowing the limitations of our tools is a good and useful thing.
That having being said, we think our paper states clearly why it is important to study random networks and what

we exactly mean by ‘failure’. Below we excerpt two paragraphs from [2], which we think clearly explain the exact
context of our words and the importance of our conclusions.

On the importance of random networks

Random networks are broadly studied in the literature as fundamental and paradigmatic models for the structure
and dynamics of complex systems [4]. Previous work has investigated random networks in the context of epidemics
[20–22], percolation [23, 24], resilience to attacks and failures [25, 26], games [27], network synchronization [28] and
control [29]. It is therefore important to characterize both complete and cluster synchronization for this class of
networks. We show that application of the SBD reduction to these random networks does not lead to a beneficial
reduction of the stability problem, either in the case of complete synchronization or cluster synchronization. Nonethe-
less, we do not mean that the technique is not useful, but that its usefulness is limited to the non-generic case, for
which the reduction can sometimes be very significant[17, 18].

On the extent of the dimensionality reduction

In this paper we take the approach of the natural scientist and focus on whether or not a mathematical tool (the
SBD decomposition) is effective in dealing with the synchronization of random networks. Ref. [1] takes a different
perspective and claims that random networks are not a good testbed for application of the SBD technique. Here we
are interested in assessing whether problems of practical interest can be successfully addressed by the SBD tool, rather
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than looking for problems to which the tool can be successfully, or rather conveniently, applied. Previous work in this
area has often only emphasized the strengths and not the limitations of the technique, which is partially corrected in
this paper. The fact that the technique mostly fails when applied to random networks points out the importance of
developing alternative tools and/or new techniques to deal with the important class of random networks. A relevant
related question is whether the SBD technique can be successfully applied to the analysis of real network topologies.
This question has been recently considered in [3], which has shown a moderate success of the SBD technique in this
case.
In closing we would like to thank Zhang et al for their contributions to the field. We appreciate the feedback on

our work and their role as contributors to this field in general.
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