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Abstract

We present a phase-amplitude reduction framework for analyzing collective oscillations in networked dynamical
systems. The framework, which builds on the phase reduction method, takes into account not only the collective dynamics
on the limit cycle but also deviations from it by introducing amplitude variables and using them with the phase variable.
The framework allows us to study how networks react to applied inputs or coupling, including their synchronization
and phase-locking, while capturing the deviations of the network states from the unperturbed dynamics. Numerical
simulations are used to demonstrate the effectiveness of the framework for networks composed of FitzHugh-Nagumo
elements. The resulting phase-amplitude equation can be used in deriving optimal periodic waveforms or introducing
feedback control for achieving fast phase locking while stabilizing the collective oscillations.

Networked dynamical systems can exhibit collective oscillations that are important in their functioning, such as
in biological and engineered systems. We develop a phase-amplitude reduction theory for collective oscillations in
networked systems by extending previous theories, which enables us to describe the collective oscillations of high-
dimensional dynamical networks using low-dimensional phase-amplitude equations. As an illustration, we analyze
optimal phase locking of FitzHugh-Nagumo networks and demonstrate that we can achieve faster phase locking
by using the amplitude equation. In particular, we show that multi-element control outperforms single-element
control in realizing stable phase locking.

1 Introduction
Synchronized collective dynamics of networked dynamical systems are commonly observed in the real world, e.g., in
biological systems and engineered systems [1, 2, 3, 4]. The use of dimensionality reduction methods is widespread in the
analysis of complex dynamics in various systems exhibiting synchronization. One particularly common method, known
as phase reduction [2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11], is especially effective in the study of limit-cycle oscillators. This approach
simplifies the dynamics of a stable limit-cycle oscillator by projecting the state of the oscillator onto the phase direction
of the unperturbed limit-cycle orbit.

When the perturbations applied to the oscillator are sufficiently weak, the phase sensitivity function [1, 2, 5] can be
used to evaluate their effect on the oscillator’s phase under linear approximation, resulting in a simple one-dimensional
equation that describes the evolution of the phase variable. The phase reduction technique is crucial in the examination of
how oscillators interact, including mutual synchronization of coupled oscillators, phase locking of an oscillator to external
forcing, and formation of rhythmic spatiotemporal patterns in chemical and biological systems [2, 3, 4, 7, 12, 5]. The
phase equation presents a diverse range of uses in the control of limit-cycling systems. Its various applications include
optimal phase control [13, 10, 11], increasing the phase-locking range [14, 15, 16, 17], improving the linear stability
of phase locking [18] or mutual synchronization [19], maximizing the coherence [20], and achieving phase-selective
entrainment [21].

Recently, a generalization of the conventional phase reduction method, known as phase-amplitude reduction, has been
developed [22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31]. This method takes into account not only the dynamics projected on
the limit cycle but also deviations from it. Unlike phase reduction, which uses only the phase variable to describe the
oscillator state relying on the assumption that the oscillator is only weakly perturbed and the oscillator state does not
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deviate from the unperturbed limit cycle, phase-amplitude reduction uses amplitude variables in addition to the phase
variable to describe the deviations of the oscillator state from the unperturbed limit cycle.

For an exponentially stable limit-cycle oscillator, the asymptotic phase is introduced such that it increases with a
constant frequency as the oscillator state evolves in the basin of the limit cycle [1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 8, 10]. The amplitudes
of the oscillator state can be introduced similarly to the asymptotic phase such that they decay exponentially to zero as
the oscillator state converges to the unperturbed limit cycle [32, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29]. The phase and amplitudes
are closely related to the Koopman eigenfunctions of the system [32, 33, 24, 25, 27], where the Koopman eigenvalues are
characterized by the natural frequency and the Floquet exponents of the limit cycle, and the level sets of the phase and
amplitude functions are called isochrons and isostables, respectively. By keeping only the slowest-decaying amplitude
variable, it is possible to derive a pair of coupled equations for the phase and amplitude of a weakly perturbed limit-cycle
oscillator state from its dynamical equation. There have been recent suggestions for various uses of these phase-amplitude
equations.

In this study, building upon the phase reduction method, in particular, that for networked or spatially-extended dy-
namical systems [34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39], we develop a phase-amplitude reduction framework for networks of dynamical
elements that exhibit stable collective oscillations. In addition to the phase variable characterizing the collective phase
of the network, we also consider amplitude variables, which describe how the network deviates from its unperturbed
collective oscillations. We derive the coupled adjoint equations that describe how the collective phase and amplitude of
the network respond to small perturbations applied to the individual elements of the network. These phase and ampli-
tude sensitivity functions can be used to derive a pair of coupled phase and amplitude equations describing the collective
oscillations of the network under weak perturbations.

To illustrate our method, we consider collective oscillations in networks of FitzHugh-Nagumo elements with two dif-
ferent topologies and perform phase-amplitude reduction to study their synchronization properties [37, 38]. The resulting
phase-amplitude equation are used in deriving the optimal periodic waveforms to achieve phase-locking [13, 18, 29, 17,
16] while suppressing amplitude deviations from the limit cycle. We also implement a simple feedback control of the
amplitude, which was previously proposed for a single oscillator [29], and show that it can stabilize the collective oscil-
lations without altering the phase dynamics. We also demonstrate that multi-element control outperforms single-element
control in both cases.

2 Collectively oscillating networks
We consider a network of N coupled dynamical elements described by

ẋi(t) = fi(x)+
N

∑
j=1

gi j(xi,x j), (i = 1, ...,N). (1)

Here, xi(t) ∈ Rni represents an ni(≥ 1)-dimensional state of element i at time t, overdot ⟨̇⟩ represents time derivative,
fi : Rni → Rni represents individual dynamics of element i, and gi j : Rni ×Rn j → Rni describes the effect of element j
on element i, respectively. The vector fields fi and gi j are assumed to be continuously differentiable. We assume that no
element is isolated, i.e., the interaction network is a connected graph. We denote the total dimensionality of the whole
networked dynamical system by

M =
N

∑
i=1

ni. (2)

Let X = (x⊤
1 ,x

⊤
2 , . . . ,x

⊤
N )

⊤ ∈ RM , where ⊤ indicates matrix transpose, collectively represents the network state as an
M-dimensional column vector. Then Eq. (1) can also be expressed collectively as a single M-dimensional dynamical
system Ẋ(t) = F (X) where F : RM → RM is determined from fi and gi j (see Appendix A). The dimensionality of
each individual element of the network can vary and the coupling of the network can be arbitrary, as long as the network
displays linearly stable limit-cycle dynamics.

We assume that the network described by Eq. (1) exhibits stable collective oscillations, in which each individual ele-
ment behaves periodically, i.e., x̃i(t) = x̃i(t+T ) for i= 1, ...,N with a natural period T and frequency ω = 2π/T . Specifi-
cally, we assume that Eq. (1) has an exponentially stable limit cycle solution X(t) = X̃(t) = (x̃⊤

1 (t), x̃
⊤
2 (t), ..., x̃

⊤
N (t))

⊤ ∈
RM , satisfying X̃(t) = X̃(t +T ). The linear stability of this limit-cycle solution is characterized by its Floquet exponents
λ0,λ1, . . . ,λM−1. One of the Floquet exponents is zero, λ0 = 0, which is associated with the tangent direction along the
limit cycle of the network. The other exponents λ1, . . . ,λN−1, which are either real or complex, are associated with the
amplitude directions away from the limit cycle and possess negative real parts.

We note that each element may not necessarily be oscillatory when isolated, but the network exhibits stable collective
oscillations as a whole. For example, in the example of the ring network introduced later, all elements are excitatory rather
than oscillatory, but the whole network exhibits collective oscillations in the form of traveling waves.
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3 FitzHugh-Nagumo networks

3.1 Networks of FitzHugh-Nagumo elements
The phase-amplitude reduction framework for collectively oscillating networks that we develop in this study is general, but
as concrete examples, we consider networks of interconnected FitzHugh-Nagumo elements with two types of topologies.
The state of the i-th element is given by a column vector xi(t) = (ui(t),vi(t))⊤ for i= 1, ...,N, and the individual dynamics
fi(ui,vi) of the i-th element is given by a two-dimensional vector field(

u̇i
v̇i

)
=

(
δ (vi +a+bui)

vi −
v3

i
3 −ui + Ii

)
, (3)

where δ , a, and b are parameters identical for all the elements, and Ii is the excitation current being applied to the i-
th element. Each element of the network can be excitatory or oscillatory depending on the value of Ii. Because the
FitzHugh-Nagumo model is a neuron model, we assume that the interaction between the elements can only occur through
their membrane potential. Specifically, we define the coupling function between the elements i and j by

gi j(xi,x j) = Ki j

(
0

v j − vi

)
, (4)

where Ki j represents the coupling strength between the elements i and j (i, j = 1, . . . ,N).
Two cases for the coupling and excitation current have been taken into account: (i) a ring network where each element

is coupled only to its adjacent two elements with periodic boundary conditions and (ii) a random network where all
elements are randomly coupled. The parameters a = 0.7, b = 0.8, and δ = 0.08 are identical while the excitation current
Ii and the coupling strengths {Ki j} differ depending on the networks. We use the numerical algorithms described in
Ref. [29] to calculate the Floquet exponents that characterize the linear stability of the limit cycle corresponding to their
collective oscillations.

3.2 Ring network with local coupling
As the first example of the network, we consider a locally coupled network of N = 10 excitatory FitzHugh-Nagumo ele-
ments, where every element of the network is coupled only to its two adjacent elements with periodic boundary conditions
(Fig. 1(a)). The matrix of coupling strengths is given by Ki,i−1 =+0.3, Ki,i+1 =−0.3, and Ki, j = 0 otherwise, where the
elements 0 and N +1 are identified with the elements N and 1, respectively. The input currents to the elements are fixed
as I1−10 = 0.32 for this network, hence all elements are excitatory. The limit-cycle solution of the ring network is a pulse
that travels through the elements of the network in one period of oscillation (Fig. 2(a)), which can be obtained by choosing
appropriate initial conditions.

We have numerically evaluated the natural period of this network to be T ≈ 17.66 and accordingly, the natural
frequency of the network to be ω ≈ 0.355. The slowest decaying Floquet exponents have been calculated as λ1,2 =
−0.022±0.171ı, and the second slowest exponents as λ3,4 = −0.067±0.1ı. It is noted that the slowest exponents are a
complex-conjugate pair and therefore the amplitude exhibits oscillatory decay towards the limit cycle.

3.3 Network with random coupling
As another example of the network, we consider a randomly coupled network of N = 10 excitatory and oscillatory
FitzHugh-Nagumo elements (Fig. 1(b)), which was analyzed in Refs. [37, 38]. We use the matrix of random coupling
strengths given in Appendix B. The input currents are fixed as I1−7 = 0.2 (excitatory) and I8−10 = 0.8 (oscillatory). Since
the elements are randomly coupled and their parameters are different, they do not exhibit uniformly synchronized oscil-
lations, but all the elements are synchronous in the sense that each element regularly exhibits periodic dynamics while
keeping constant timing with the other elements (Fig. 2(b)). Such time-locked dynamics of neurons are called ’poly-
chronization’ in Ref. [40]. This is the limit-cycle solution corresponding to the collective oscillations of this random
network.

We have numerically evaluated the natural period of this network as T ≈ 75.711 and accordingly the natural frequency
as ω ≈ 0.083. The slowest-decaying Floquet exponent has been calculated as λ1 = −0.058, and the second-slowest
exponents as λ2,3 = −0.088± 0.0027ı. The slowest exponent is real and the amplitude exhibits a simple exponential
decay in this case.

4 Phase-amplitude reduction
We now formulate a phase-amplitude reduction method for networks of dynamical elements exhibiting collective oscil-
lations, extending the phase reduction method for networks [37] and the phase-amplitude reduction method for ordinary
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limit-cycle oscillators [29] developed previously. When the network is composed of many elements, the dimensionality
M of the network state is large. However, when the network exhibits stable collective oscillations as assumed, we can
approximately describe the network dynamics under weak perturbations by using only the phase and a few amplitudes.
This reduces the dimensionality of the dynamics and facilitates analysis and control of the network.

We consider a stable limit-cycle solution of the network given by Eq. (1). In the basin B ⊂ RM of the limit cycle
X̃(t) = (x̃⊤

1 (t), x̃
⊤
2 (t), . . . , x̃

⊤
N (t))

⊤, we can define an asymptotic phase function Θ : B → [0,2π) and amplitude functions
Rm : B → C (m = 1, ...,M−1), which map a network state X = (x1,x2, . . . ,xN) ∈ B to a phase and to (real or complex)
amplitudes, respectively.

We assume that the phase function Θ(X) = Θ(x1,x2, . . . ,xn) constantly increases with the frequency ω of the col-
lective oscillations as given by the following equations:

Θ̇(x1,x2, . . . ,xN) =
N

∑
i=1

∂Θ

∂xi
· ẋi =

N

∑
i=1

∂Θ

∂xi
·

(
fi(xi)+

N

∑
j=1

gi j(x j,xi)

)
= ω, (5)

where ∂/∂xi represents the gradient with respect to xi, ⟨·⟩ represents the ordinary scalar product of two vectors, i.e.,
a ·b=∑

N
i=1 aibi, and we used the chain rule of differentiation and Eq. (1). We choose one point X̃O = (xO

1 ,x
O
2 , . . . ,x

O
n ) on

the limit cycle as the phase origin, i.e., Θ(xO
1 ,x

O
2 , . . . ,x

O
n )= 0. In what follows, we will also use the phase θ =ωt ∈ [0,2π)

to represent a point on the limit cycle as X̃(θ) = (x̃1(θ), . . . , x̃N(θ))
⊤ in place of the time t ∈ [0,T ).

Similarly, we introduce the amplitude functions Rm(X) = Rm(x1,x2, . . . ,xn) satisfying

Ṙm(x1,x2, . . . ,xN) =
N

∑
i=1

∂Rm

∂xi
· ẋi =

N

∑
i=1

∂Rm

∂xi
·

(
fi(x)+

N

∑
j=1

gi j(x j,xi)

)
= λmRm, (6)

for m = 1, ...,M−1, where λ1, . . . ,λM−1 are the Floquet exponents of the limit cycle. Namely, the amplitude Rm charac-
terizing the deviation from the limit cycle obeys a linear equation with the decay rate λm and, when the network state is
on the limit cycle, the amplitude vanishes, i.e., Rm(x̃1, ..., x̃N) = 0.

The phase function and amplitude functions are closely related to the Koopman eigenfunctions of the system [27,
32, 28]; the complex exponential of the phase function, eiΘ, and the amplitude functions, R1, ...,Rm, are the Koopman
eigenfunctions associated with the eigenvalues iω and λ1, ...,λM−1 of the limit cycle, respectively.

We now assume that each element of the network is driven by a weak external input pi(t) ∈ Rni . The perturbed
network obeys

ẋi(t) = fi(xi)+
N

∑
j=1

gi j(x j,xi)+pi(t), (i = 1, ...,N). (7)

We assume that pi(t) is sufficiently weak such that the collective oscillations of the network persist and the network state
does not deviate from the unperturbed limit cycle too largely.

We define the phase and amplitude variables of this network by θ(t) = Θ(X(t)) = Θ(x1(t), ...,xN(t)) and rm(t) =
Rm(X(t)) = Rm(x1(t), ...,xN(t)) for m= 1, ...,M−1. By using the chain rule of differentiation and Eq. (7), we can derive
the following equations for the phase and amplitude variables:

θ̇(t) = ω +
N

∑
i=1

∂Θ

∂xi
·pi(t), (8)

ṙm(t) = λmrm(t)+
N

∑
i=1

∂Rm

∂xi
·pi(t), (9)

for m = 1, ...,M−1. These equations are not yet closed in θ and r1, ...,rM−1 because of the gradient terms that explicitly
depend on X = (x1, ...,xN).

To obtain the phase-amplitude equations in a closed form, we assume that the weak inputs p1, ...,pN are of order
O(ε) (0 ≤ ε ≪ 1) and the deviation of the state of each element xi from the unperturbed state x̃i is also of order O(ε).
We can then approximately evaluate the gradient terms on the limit cycle at X̃(θ) = (x̃1(θ), . . . , x̃N(θ)) as ∂Θ/∂xi =
zi(θ)+O(ε) and ∂Rm/∂xi = Im,i(θ)+O(ε), where we defined

zi(θ) =
∂Θ(x1, ...,xN)

∂xi

∣∣∣∣
(x̃1(θ),...,x̃N(θ))

∈ Rni , (10)

and

Im,i(θ) =
∂Rm(x1, ...,xN)

∂xi

∣∣∣∣
(x̃1(θ),...,x̃N(θ))

∈ Rni . (11)
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We call zi and Im,i the phase (isochron) sensitivity function (PSF) and the isostable (amplitude) sensitivity functions
(ISFs), respectively. We note that they are 2π-periodic functions of θ by definition. Neglecting the terms of O(ε2), we
obtain a set of approximate phase-amplitude equations:

θ̇(t) = ω +
N

∑
i=1

zi(θ) ·pi(t),

ṙm(t) = λmrm(t)+
N

∑
i=1

Im,i(θ) ·pi(t), (12)

which are closed in the phase θ and amplitudes r1, ...,rM−1 and correct up to O(ε), i.e., to the first order in the external
input. The PSF and ISFs characterize the linear response properties of the phase and amplitudes of the collective oscil-
lation to small inputs given to individual elements. Although it is difficult to obtain Θ and Rm explicitly, the PSF zi and
ISFs {Im,i} can be numerically evaluated by solving the adjoint equations as explained in the next section.

We have so far retained all M degrees of freedom. For typical limit-cycling networks, it is often the case that many
Floquet exponents have small real parts, namely, the corresponding modes quickly decay to zero and only λ0 = 0 as-
sociated with the phase variable and a few Floquet exponents associated with slowly-decaying amplitude variables are
practically important. In such cases, by keeping only the n (< M − 1) slowest decaying modes of the network, we can
effectively reduce the dimensionality of the network. In particular, if we retain only the slowest-decaying amplitude with
the Floquet exponent λ1, we obtain a pair of phase-amplitude equations:

θ̇(t) = ω +
N

∑
i=1

zi(θ) ·pi(t),

ṙ1(t) = λ1r1(t)+
N

∑
i=1

I1,i(θ) ·pi(t). (13)

We note that r1 is a complex variable when λ1 is complex. Thus, we have reduced the dimensionality of the network from
M to 2 (when λ1 is real) or 3 (when λ1 is complex).

5 Adjoint equations for the sensitivity functions
The phase-amplitude equations (12) are characterized by the natural frequency ω , Floquet exponents {λm}, PSFs {zi(θ)},
and ISFs {Im,i(θ)} for m = 1, ...,M − 1 and i = 1, ...,N. In practice, it is difficult, if not impossible, to obtain the phase
function Θ and amplitude function Rm explicitly. However, their gradients evaluated on the limit cycle, namely, the PSF
and ISFs, can be obtained by solving the adjoint equations as explained below. The adjoint equation for the PSF has
been derived in Ref. [37] by using the method in Ref. [8], which can also be considered a discrete version of the adjoint
equation for reaction-diffusion systems in Ref. [36, 39]. We here use the same idea to derive the adjoint equations for PSF
and also ISFs.

We consider a reference network state starting from the phase origin X̃(t = 0) = X̃O at t = 0, whose phase θ =
Θ(X̃O)= 0. We also consider a network state X(t)= (x⊤

1 (t), ...,x
⊤
N (t))

⊤ near this reference state X̃(t)= (x̃⊤
1 (t), ..., x̃

⊤
N (t))

⊤

at t, represented by

xi(t) = x̃i(t)+yi(t) (14)

for i = 1, ...,N, where yi ∈ Rni is a small variation. Plugging into Eq. (1), the linearized equation for yi is obtained as

ẏi(t) = Ji(t)yi(t)+
N

∑
j=1

Ji j(t)y j(t), (15)

where T -periodic Jacobian matrices Ji(t) ∈ Rni×ni and Ji j(t) ∈ Rni×n j are given by

Ji(t) =

[
D0fi(x̃i(t))+

N

∑
j=1

D1gi j(x̃i(t), x̃ j(t))

]
,

Ji j(t) = D2gi j(x̃i(t), x̃ j(t)). (16)

Here, D0,D1,D2 are gradient operators defined as

D0fi(xi) =
∂fi(x)

∂x

∣∣∣∣
x=xi

, (17)
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and

D1gi j(xi,y j) =
∂gi j(x,y)

∂x

∣∣∣∣
(x,y)=(xi,y j)

,

D2gi j(xi,y j) =
∂gi j(x,y)

∂y

∣∣∣∣
(x,y)=(xi,y j)

. (18)

We consider the asymptotic phase and amplitudes of the network state (x1, ...,xN). The phase and amplitude functions
can be expanded to the first order in yi as

Θ(x1, ...,xN) = Θ(x̃1 +y1, ..., x̃N +yN)≈ Θ(x̃1, ..., x̃N)+
N

∑
i=1

zi ·yi,

Rm(x1, ...,xN) = Rm(x̃1 +y1, ..., x̃N +yN)≈
N

∑
i=1

Im,i ·yi, (19)

where we used that zi and Im,i are the gradients of Θ and Rm evaluated on the limit cycle at (x̃1, ..., x̃N) and that
Rm(x̃1, ..., x̃N) = 0 on the limit cycle.

First, differentiating Θ by time t, we obtain

d
dt

Θ(x1, ...,xN)≈
d
dt

Θ(x̃1, ..., x̃N)+
N

∑
i=1

(
dzi

dt
·yi +zi ·

dyi

dt

)

= ω +
N

∑
i=1

dzi

dt
·yi +

N

∑
i=1

zi ·

(
Jiyi +

N

∑
j=1

Ji jy j

)

= ω +
N

∑
i=1

(
dzi

dt
+ J⊤i zi +

N

∑
j=1

J⊤jiz j

)
·yi, (20)

where we used Θ̇ = ω and exchanged i and j in the double sum. Now, since Θ̇ = ω should also be satisfied for arbitrary
small yi obeying Eq. (15), the PSFs should satisfy the following adjoint equation for i = 1, ...,N:

dzi(t)
dt

+ Ji(t)⊤zi(t)+
N

∑
j=1

J ji(t)⊤z j(t) = 0. (21)

Similarly, differentiating the amplitude Rm by time t, we obtain

d
dt

Rm(x1, ...,xN)≈
N

∑
i=1

(
dIm,i

dt
·yi +Im,i ·

dyi

dt

)

=
N

∑
i=1

dIm,i

dt
·yi +

N

∑
i=1

Im,i ·

(
Jiyi +

N

∑
j=1

Ji jy j

)

=
N

∑
i=1

(
dIm,i

dt
+ J⊤i Im,i +

N

∑
j=1

J⊤ji Im, j

)
·yi. (22)

Now, since Ṙm = λmRm should be satisfied,

N

∑
i=1

(
dIm,i

dt
+ Ji(t)⊤Im,i +

N

∑
j=1

J ji(t)⊤Im, j

)
·yi = λm

N

∑
i=1

Im,i ·yi. (23)

should hold for arbitrary yi. Thus, the ISFs of the elements i = 1, ...,N should satisfy the following adjoint equations for
m = 1, ...,M−1:

dIm,i(t)
dt

+ Ji(t)⊤Im,i(t)+
N

∑
j=1

J ji(t)⊤Im, j(t) = λmIm,i(t). (24)

If the above adjoint equations are satisfied, Θ̇ = ω and Ṙm = λmRm are satisfied for arbitrary yi up to the first order.
We have so far represented the quantities as functions of time t. When expressed with the phase θ = ωt of the

reference orbit, the adjoint equations are expressed as

ω
dzi(θ)

dθ
+ Ji(θ)

⊤zi(θ)+
N

∑
j=1

J ji(θ)
⊤z j(θ) = 0, (25)
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ω
dIm,i(θ)

dθ
+ Ji(θ)

⊤Im,i(θ)+
N

∑
j=1

J ji(θ)
⊤Im, j(θ) = λmIm,i(θ), (26)

where the quantities are now regarded as functions of the phase θ . The PSF and ISFs are found as 2π-periodic solutions
to these adjoint equations. We note that, since we only consider a single amplitude, we need to solve the adjoint equations
only for zi(θ) and I1,i(θ) with i = 1, ...,N.

As shown in the Appendix, we can also derive the adjoint equations by considering the whole network as a large
single limit-cycle oscillator, which gives the adjoint equations for the collectively expressed PSF Z = (z1, . . . ,zN) and
ISFs Hm = (Im,1, . . . ,Im,N). The merit of writing the adjoint equations in the above element-wise form is that we can
avoid the evaluation of M ×M Jacobian matrices for the collective variables, which can be considerably large when the
number N of the elements is large.

6 Optimal phase locking with amplitude stabilization

6.1 Phase-locking by external forcing
One of the possible applications of the phase-amplitude equations is the phase-locking of the network by a periodic
external input and its optimization to improve the stability and convergence to a phase-locked state. We analyze the case
where some of the elements in the network are driven periodically. We denote by S the set of elements receiving inputs
and assume that each element i ∈ S is subjected to a weak external periodic input pi ∈ Rni of O(ε). The period of the
input is Te and frequency Ω = 2π/Te , i.e.,

pi(Ωt) = pi(Ω(t +Te)). (27)

We assume that Te is close to the natural frequency T of the network such that Ω−ω = O(ε).
The lowest-order approximate phase-amplitude equations (13) for this system are given by

θ̇(t) = ω +∑
i∈S

zi(θ) ·pi(Ωt),

ṙ1(t) = λ1r1(t)+∑
i∈S

Ii(θ) ·pi(Ωt). (28)

Here and in what follows, we write the ISFs {I1,i} of the slowest-decaying amplitude R1 as {Ii} for simplicity. Following
the standard phase-locking analysis [5, 6, 9], we introduce a slow relative phase φ = θ −Ωt, which satisfies

φ̇ = ∆+∑
i∈S

zi(φ +Ωt) ·pi(Ωt), (29)

where ∆ = ω −Ω is the frequency mismatch between the network and the periodic input, and to remove the explicit time
dependency of the equation, using the assumption that the frequency mismatch between the network and the periodic
input is of O(ε), we average the right-hand side of the phase equation over one period of oscillation [5] and obtain

φ̇ = ∆+Γ(φ),

Γ(φ) = ∑
i∈S

Γi(φ),

Γi(φ) =
1
Te

∫ Te

0
zi(φ +Ωs) ·pi(Ωs)ds, (30)

where Γi(φ) represents the phase coupling function of the element i ∈ S to the periodic external input. The phase-locking
point φ ∗ is characterized by one of the stable fixed points of Eq. (30) and the linear stability of φ ∗ is determined by the
sum of the negative slopes of Γi(φ) evaluated at φ = φ ∗, i.e.,

−Γ
′
(φ ∗) =−∑

i∈S
Γ

′
i(φ

∗). (31)

The convergence speed of the relative phase φ to the phase-locking point φ ∗ in the linear regime is characterized by
−1/Γ′(φ ∗).

6.2 Optimization of external forcing with amplitude suppression
As discussed in Ref. [18] for a single oscillator, using the phase coupling function Γ, we can formulate an optimization
problem for the periodic input pi for i ∈ S that (i) guarantees the existence of a phase-locking point φ ∗ to which the
relative phase eventually converges, given by ∆+Γ(φ ∗) = 0, and (ii) maximize the linear stability under a constraint on
the average power of the external input over one period,

∑
i∈S

[
∥pi(t)∥2]

t = P, (32)
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where P > 0 is the power, ∥pi(t)∥=
√
pi(t) ·pi(t), and [ f (t)]t = (1/Te)

∫ Te
0 f (s)ds denotes an average of the function f (t)

over one period Te. This problem can be formulated as

max: −Γ
′
(φ ∗),

s.t: ∑
i∈S

[
∥pi(t)∥2]

t = P, ∆+Γ(φ ∗) = 0. (33)

The above optimization problem for a single oscillator can be solved as follows [18]. Noting that [z′
i(φ

∗+Ωt) ·zi(φ
∗+Ωt)]t =

0 because zi is a 2π-periodic function, we obtain

pi(Ωt) =− 1
2ν

z
′
i(φ

∗+Ωt)+
µ

2ν
zi(φ

∗+Ωt) (i ∈ S), (34)

and

µ =
2ν∆

∑i∈S[∥zi(t)∥2]t
, ν =

1
2

√√√√ ∑i∈S[∥z′
i∥2]t

P− ∆2

∑i∈S[∥zi∥2]t

, (35)

by the method of Lagrange multipliers, which maximizes the linear stability −Γ′(φ ∗) under the given constraint on the
power P.

When the periodic inputs are sufficiently weak, the above optimal inputs realize faster synchronization than, for
example, simple sinusoidal inputs. However, when the inputs are not sufficiently weak, the network state can deviate
from the unperturbed limit cycle and the phase-only reduction method may fail to describe the collective oscillations
of the network. In Ref. [29], two methods, the amplitude penalty method and amplitude feedback method, have been
proposed for a single oscillator by using the reduced amplitude equation. In this study, we extend these methods to the
collective oscillations of the network and examine their efficiency.

In the amplitude penalty method, by including the ISFs of the system in the cost function, we penalize the possible
deviations of the network state from the limit cycle. This optimization problem can be posed as

max: −Γ
′
(φ ∗)−∑

i∈S
Wi

[
|Ii(φ

∗+Ωt) ·pi(Ωt)|2
]

t
,

s.t: ∑
i∈S

[
∥pi(t)∥2]

t = P, ∆+Γ(φ ∗) = 0, (36)

where the second term in the objective function is the amplitude penalty that comes from the amplitude equation and
Wi ≥ 0 is the weight of the penalty to be included in the optimization. From the extremum condition, we can obtain the
optimal inputs {pi} for i ∈ S as

pi(Ωt) =
1
2

(
νei +Wi Re Ii(φ

∗+Ωt)I†
i (φ

∗+Ωt)
)−1{

−z′
i(φ

∗+Ωt)+µzi(φ
∗+Ωt)

}
, (37)

where † denotes the Hermitian conjugate (conjugate transpose) of the matrix and the Lagrange multipliers µ and ν should
satisfy

∆+∑
i∈S

[
zi ·

1
2

(
νei +Wi Re IiI

†
i

)−1 (
−z′

i +µzi
)]

t
= 0, (38)

and

µ =

∑i∈S

[
zi ·
(

νei +Wi Re IiI
†
i

)−1
z′

i

]
t
−2∆

∑i∈S

[
zi ·
(

νei +Wi Re IiI
†
i

)−1
zi

]
t

, (39)

where ei is an ni ×ni identity matrix and Re applies to each individual component of the matrix.
It is expected that the above result gives compromised inputs that maximize the linear stability of the phase-locking

point as much as possible while avoiding large amplitude deviations of the network state from the unperturbed limit cycle.
Although it is difficult to find ν and µ analytically, we can numerically find the correct value for ν , which then determines
µ and {pi} for i ∈ S such that the power constraint given in Eq. (36) is satisfied.

Finally, in the amplitude feedback method, the optimization problem (33) remains the same as the phase-only case,
but a feedback input

p f b
i (t) = pls

i (t)−αyi(t) (i ∈ S) (40)

is added to the optimized periodic input, where α ≥ 0 is the feedback gain and yi(t) = xi(t)− x̃i(θ(t)) with θ(t) =
Θ(x1(t), . . . ,xN(t)) is the deviation of the network state from the state on the unperturbed limit cycle with the same
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asymptotic phase θ(t). As the network states (x1, ...,xN) and (x̃1(θ), ..., x̃N(θ)) have the same asymptotic phase, the
inner product of the PSF (z1, . . . ,zN) and the feedback signal (y1, . . . ,yN) vanishes and the addition of the feedback does
not affect the phase coupling function at the lowest order. Using this method, we can apply stronger periodic inputs to the
elements for phase locking while making sure that the amplitude deviations of the network state from the limit cycle are
suppressed.

We note that the amplitude penalty method gives a feedforward control, which does not require measurement of the
network state, while the amplitude feedback method requires continuous measurement and evaluation of the asymptotic
phase of the network state. Therefore, the amplitude penalty method requires much smaller cost if it works successfully.

7 Numerical results

7.1 Phase-locking of a ring network
Numerically obtained PSFs {zi} and ISFs {Ii} of the traveling-pulse solution of the ring network are shown in Figs. 3(a)
and (b), respectively. Because the slowest-decaying eigenvalue is complex, the ISFs have both real and imaginary com-
ponents as shown in Fig. 3(b). In this network, reflecting the translational (shift) invariance of the traveling-pulse solution
on the ring, the PSFs and ISFs are also translationally invariant. Therefore, the responses of all elements are equivalent,
but we can utilize their phase differences to realize efficient phase locking.

Figures 5 shows the results of optimal phase locking for the case (i) where only a single element (i = 1) is controlled,
and Fig. 6 shows the results for the case (ii) where three elements (i = 1,2 and 3) of the network are simultaneously
controlled. We assume that there is no frequency mismatch, i.e., ∆ = 0, and the target phase-locking point is φ ∗ = 0.
We use an amplitude penalty with the weight Wi = 30 for all i = 1, ...,10 and set the gain for the amplitude feedback to
α = 30. The initial value of the relative phase is set as ∆φ(0) = π/5 in order to realize phase locking at φ ∗ = 0. The
average input powers are set as P = 0.0005, 0.01, and 0.05 for the case (i), and P = 0.001, 0.01 and 0.05 for the case (ii).
Note that P is the net power of the inputs to the three elements in the case (ii). In the insets of Figs. 5(a, c, and e) and 6(a,
c, and e), the result for sinusoidal inputs of equivalent powers without amplitude suppression are shown as baselines in
addition to the results with the optimized inputs.

Figures 5(b, d, and f) show the phase coupling functions for the optimized inputs with and without amplitude penalty
for the case (i), where the functions Γ(φ) for varying values of the input power are plotted. Similarly, Figs. 6(b, d, and
f) show the phase coupling functions for the case (ii). We can observe that the linear stability of the phase-locking point
φ ∗ = 0 is lower in the case with amplitude penalty than in the case without amplitude penalty. It is interesting to note that
deterioration in the linear stability is large for the case (i), while it is much smaller for the case (ii). Thus, the three-element
control can more efficiently suppress the amplitude than the single-element control without lowering the linear stability.

Figures 5(a, c, and e) show direct numerical simulations of the phase locking for the case (i) with single-element
control. We observe that for the weakest input P = 0.0005, the relative phase converges to the target phase-locking
point φ ∗ = 0 for all three methods successfully but slowly (though much faster than the simple sinusoidal input). For
intermediate and stronger inputs, P = 0.01 and P = 0.05, the phase-only method fails to converge to the target phase-
locking point because the amplitude deviations from the limit cycle become too large and the validity of the reduced
phase equation is not preserved. The amplitude penalty method is slightly better than the phase-only method, but it also
fails to realize the target phase-locking point. Only the amplitude feedback method successfully suppresses the amplitude
deviations and realizes correct phase-locking point.

Finally, Figs. 6(a, c, and e) show the results of simulations for the case (ii) with three-element control. We observe
that all three methods lead to convergence to the target phase-locking point when the average power of the input is the
weakest, P = 0.001. At the intermediate input, P = 0.01, the phase-only method starts to deviate from the target, while the
amplitude penalty method and amplitude feedback method correctly converge to the target. At the largest input, P = 0.05,
the phase-only method shows considerable deviation from the target, while the amplitude penalty and feedback methods
both successfully realize convergence to the target.

The improvement in the convergence speed in both cases with amplitude suppression is remarkable. It is also interest-
ing that the amplitude penalty method works much better in the present three-element control case (ii) than in the previous
single-element control case (i). This is because there is greater flexibility in optimizing the input when three elements
with different PSFs and ISFs can be used.

7.2 Phase-locking of random network
Numerically obtained PSFs {zi} and ISFs {Ii} of the limit-cycle solution of the random network are shown in Figs. 4(a)
and (b), respectively. The PSFs of the networks are analyzed previously in [37], while ISFs are newly analyzed in this
study.

Figures 7 shows the results of optimal phase locking for the case (i) where only a single element (i = 1) is controlled,
and Fig. 8 shows the results for the case (ii) where three elements (i = 1,2 and 3) are simultaneously controlled. In the
insets of Figs. 7(a, c) and 8(a, c), the result for sinusoidal inputs of equivalent powers without amplitude suppression
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are shown as baselines in addition to the results with the optimized inputs. We again assume that there is no frequency
mismatch ∆ = 0 and set the target phase-locking point as φ ∗ = 0. We set the weight of the amplitude penalty as Wi = 20
and use a feedback gain of α = 500. The initial value of the relative phase is set as ∆φ(0) = π/15 in order to realize phase
locking at φ ∗ = 0. For the case (i) with single-element control, the power of the input is set as P = 5 ·10−5 or P = 5 ·10−4,
and for the case (ii) with three-element control, the net power of the inputs is set as P = 1 ·10−5 or P = 5 ·10−4.

Figures 7(b,d) show the phase coupling functions with and without amplitude penalty for the case (i), and similarly
Figs. 8(b,d) show the phase coupling functions for the case (ii). Due to the complex functional shapes of the PSFs, many
stable phase-locking points coexist. We focus only on the target point φ ∗ = 0 in this study. We can observe that the linear
stability of φ ∗ = 0 is lower in the case with amplitude penalty than in the case without amplitude penalty.

Figures 7(a,c) show the results of direct numerical simulations for the case (i) with the single-element control. We
observe that for the weaker input P = 5 · 10−5, the relative phase converges to the target phase-locking point φ ∗ = 0 for
all three methods correctly but slowly (though much faster than the simple sinusoidal input). For the stronger input P =
5 ·10−4, the phase-only method yields some deviations from the target point, while the amplitude penalty and amplitude
feedback methods successfully realize the target phase-locking point.

Finally, Figs. 8(a,c) show the results of direct numerical simulations for the case (ii) with the three-element control.
All three methods lead to successful but slow convergence to the target phase-locking point when the input power is
sufficiently weak, P = 1 ·10−5. For the stronger input P = 5 ·10−4, the phase-only method largely deviates from the target
phase-locking point and converges to a far distant point within one period of the oscillation. In contrast, both the amplitude
penalty and amplitude feedback methods realize remarkably fast convergence to the correct target. This example clearly
demonstrates what could happen when the amplitude is not suppressed and the validity of the reduced phase equations is
not preserved.

8 Conclusion
A general framework for the phase-amplitude reduction of collective oscillations in networked dynamical systems is
formulated and applied to networks of coupled FitzHugh-Nagumo elements with two different topologies. It was shown
that the reduced phase-amplitude equations can be used to derive optimal input waveforms for fast phase locking of the
collective oscillations. We observed that simple sinusoidal inputs yielded significantly slower convergence or even failure
of convergence to the target phase-locking point, while the optimized inputs yielded improved convergence. By further
suppressing the amplitude deviations using the amplitude penalty or amplitude feedback method, we could realize even
faster convergence to the target phase-locking point. Moreover, it was shown that collective oscillations can be more
efficiently controlled by applying inputs to multiple elements rather than to a single element. These results elucidate the
necessity and utility of optimized control schemes for efficient phase locking of collectively oscillating networks. It would
also be possible to extend the present method to such optimization problems as choosing the most suitable combination
of elements to achieve stable phase locking or finding the combination of elements to avoid unnecessary phase-locking
points other than those of interest.
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A Floquet theory and adjoint equations
In the main text, we derived coupled adjoint equations for the PSF and ISFs of the network elements. As discussed in
Refs. [41, 29], the PSF and ISFs of the limit cycles are the left Floquet eigenvectors of the oscillator. We here briefly
explain their relations in the case of networked dynamical systems.

We use the collective expression Ẋ = F (X) to describe the whole network, where X = (x1, ...,xN) ∈ RM and
F ∈ RM is given by

F (X) =

(
f1(x1)+

N

∑
j=1

g1 j(x j,x1), ..., fN(xN)+
N

∑
j=1

gN j(x j,xN)

)
. (41)

We consider a network state X(t) = X̃(t)+Y (t) near the limit-cycle solution X̃(t) = (x̃1(t), ..., x̃N(t)), where Y (t) =
(y1(t), ...,yN(t)) is a small variation (yi ∈ Rni ). The linearized dynamics of the small variation Y (t) is expressed as

Ẏ (t) = J(t)Y (t), (42)
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where J(t) = DF (X̃(t)) ∈ RM×M is a T -periodic Jacobian matrix of the system’s vector field F (X) evaluated on the
limit cycle at X = X̃(t). This J(t) can be expressed as

J(t) =


J1(t)+ J11(t) J12(t) ... J1N(t)

J21(t) J2(t)+ J22(t) ... J2N(t)
...

...
. . .

...
JN1(t) JN2(t) ... JN(t)+ JNN(t)

 , (43)

where Ji(t) and Ji j(t) are defined in the main text.
We denote the fundamental matrix of this linearized system as Ψ(t) ∈ RM×M , which satisfies Ψ̇(t) = J(t)Ψ(t), with

an initial condition Ψ(0) = E, where E is the M×M identity matrix. According to Floquet theory, the fundamental matrix
can be further represented as [42]

Ψ(t) = Q(t)exp(Λt), (44)

where Q(t) ∈ RM×M is a T -periodic matrix and Λ ∈ RM×M is a constant matrix.
The eigenvalue problem for the matrix Λ is given by

ΛUm = λmUm, (45)

Λ
†Vm = λ

∗
mVm, (46)

for m = 0, ...,M−1, where λm is the mth eigenvalue (Floquet exponent), Um = (u1, ...,uN) ∈CM is the right eigenvector
(ui ∈ Rni ), Vm = (v1, ...,vN) ∈ CM is the left eigenvector (vi ∈ Rni ), † indicates transpose, and ∗ indicates complex
conjugate. The left and right eigenvectors Um and Vm can be bi-orthogonalized to satisfy ⟨Um,Vn⟩= δmn, where δ is the
Kronecker delta and ⟨A,B⟩= ∑

M
i=1 A∗

i Bi is an inner product of two vectors.
Note that these eigenvectors are also the left and right eigenvectors of Ψ(T ) = eΛT , called the monodromy matrix,

associated with the eigenvalues eλ ∗
mT and eλmT , respectively. Since Y (t) = Ψ(t)Y (0), Y (T ) = eΛTY (0). Thus, the

eigenvalues characterize the linear stability of the limit cycle. The Floquet exponents λm, are sorted in decreasing order
of their real parts i.e., λ0 = 0 > Re(λ1) ≥ Re(λ2) ≥ . . . ≥ Re(λN−1), which are all negative except λ0 because of the
assumption that the limit cycle is exponentially stable. The tangent vector (d/dt)X̃(t)|t=0 of the limit cycle at X̃(0) is
proportional to a right eigenvector of Ψ(T ) with λ0 = 0, since it should remain the same after a one-period evolution. In
this study, we define U0 = (1/ω)(d/dt)X̃(t)|t=0, where the scaling factor 1/ω is introduced to be consistent with the
definition of the asymptotic phase.

From the left and right eigenvectors Um and Vm, we can derive a set of bi-orthogonal T -periodic basis vectors
Um(t) = Q(t)Um(0) and Vm(t) = Q(t)−†Vm(0) for 0 ≤ t ≤ T satisfying the bi-orthogonality and periodicity condition i.e,
⟨Um(t),Vn(t)⟩ = δmn. We call these vectors U(t) and V (t) accordingly the right Floquet eigenvectors and left Floquet
eigenvectors, respectively.

As shown in [29], the left and right Floquet eigenvectors satisfy the adjoint equations

dUm(t)
dt

= [J(t)−λm]Um(t), (47)

dVm(t)
dt

=−[J†(t)−λ
∗
m]Vm(t), (48)

with initial conditions
Um(0) =Um Vm(0) = Vm. (49)

We note that the adjoint equation for the left eigenvector Vm(t) gives the set of adjoint equations for zi (m = 0) and Im,i
(m = 1, ...,M−1) in the main text. The PSF and ISFs are given by the left Floquet eigenvectors as

Z(θ) = V0(θ/ω), Im(θ) = Vm(θ/ω)∗, (50)

for m = 1, ...,M−1.
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B Coupling matrix for the random network
The coupling matrix for the random network is given by

K =



0.000 0.409 −0.176 −0.064 −0.218 0.464 −0.581 0.101 −0.409 −0.140
0.229 0.000 0.480 −0.404 −0.409 0.040 0.125 0.099 −0.276 −0.131
−0.248 0.291 0.000 −0.509 −0.114 0.429 0.530 0.195 0.416 −0.597
−0.045 0.039 0.345 0.000 0.579 −0.232 0.121 0.130 −0.345 0.463
−0.234 −0.418 −0.195 −0.135 0.000 0.304 0.124 0.038 −0.049 0.183
−0.207 0.536 −0.158 0.533 −0.591 0.000 −0.273 −0.571 0.110 −0.354
0.453 −0.529 −0.287 −0.237 0.470 −0.002 0.000 −0.256 0.438 0.211
−0.050 0.552 0.330 −0.148 −0.326 −0.175 −0.240 0.000 0.263 0.079
0.389 −0.131 0.383 0.413 −0.383 0.532 −0.090 0.025 0.000 0.496
0.459 0.314 −0.121 0.226 0.314 −0.114 −0.450 −0.018 −0.333 0.000


. (51)
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Figure 1: (a) Connectivity of the FizHugh-Nagumo ring network. (b) Connectivity of the FizHugh-Nagumo random
network. Each vertex color represents the value of the state variable vi of the element i at the collective phase θ = π .

a) b)

Figure 2: (a) One-period time evolution of xi(t) = (ui(t),vi(t))⊤ for the ring network. (b) One-period time evolution of
xi(t) = (ui(t),vi(t))⊤ for the random network.
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a) b)

Figure 3: Phase and amplitude sensitivity functions of the ring network. (a) PSFs zi(θ) = (zu
i ,z

v
i ). (b) ISFs Ii(θ) =

(Ii,u,Ii,v). Note that the amplitude sensitivity functions for the ring network are complex.

a) b)

Figure 4: Phase and amplitude sensitivity functions of the random network. (a) PSFs zi(θ) = (zu
i ,z

v
i ). (b) ISFs Ii(θ) =

(Ii,u,Ii,v).
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Figure 5: Phase locking with single-element control for three different input powers. (a, c, e) Evolution of phase differ-
ences (calculated at every period). The insets show the results with sinusoidal inputs with equal powers for comparison.
(b, d, f) Corresponding phase coupling functions. (a, b) P = 0.0005, (c, d) P = 0.01, and (e, f) P = 0.05.
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Figure 6: Phase locking with three-element control for three different input powers. (a, c, e) Evolution of phase differences
(calculated at every period). The insets show the results with sinusoidal inputs with equal powers for comparison. (b, d,
f) Corresponding phase coupling functions. (a, b) P = 0.001, (c, d) P = 0.01, and (e, f) P = 0.05.
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Figure 7: Phase locking with single-element control for two different input powers. The insets show the results with
sinusoidal inputs with equal powers for comparison. (a, c) Evolution of the phase differences (calculated at every period).
(b, d) Corresponding phase coupling functions. (a,b) P = 5 ·10−5, (c,d) P = 5 ·10−4.
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Figure 8: Phase locking with three-element control for two different input powers. (a, c) Evolution of the phase differences
(calculated at every period). The insets show the results with sinusoidal inputs with equal powers for comparison. (b, d)
Corresponding phase coupling functions. (a,b) P = 1 ·10−5, (c,d) P = 5 ·10−4.
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