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We propose a method for optimizing mutual coupling functions to achieve fast and global syn-
chronization between a pair of weakly coupled limit-cycle oscillators. Our method is based on phase
reduction that provides a concise low-dimensional representation of the synchronization dynamics
of mutually coupled oscillators, including the case where the coupling depends on past time series
of the oscillators. We first describe a method for a pair of identical oscillators and then generalize
it to the case of slightly nonidentical oscillators. The coupling function is designed in two optimiza-
tion steps for the functional form and amplitude, where the amplitude is numerically optimized to
minimize the average convergence time under a constraint on the total power. We perform numer-
ical simulations of the synchronization dynamics with the optimized coupling functions using the
FitzHugh-Nagumo and Rössler oscillators as examples. We show that the coupling function opti-
mized by the proposed method can achieve global synchronization more efficiently than the previous
methods.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synchronized rhythms are universally found in the real
world and often play important functional roles [1, 2].
Physiological examples include brain waves [3, 4], circa-
dian rhythms [5, 6], animal gaits [7, 8], heartbeats and
breathing [9], synchronous flashing of fireflies [10, 11],
and synchronized secretion of insulin from pancreatic
beta cells [12, 13]. Synchronized rhythms are also applied
in various fields of engineering, for example, to control
the dynamics of robots such as salamander robots [14]
and hexapod robots [15], human robot interactions [16],
and networks of power generators [17, 18].

Stable periodic dynamics of rhythmic systems are typi-
cally modeled as limit-cycle oscillators [19]. Synchroniza-
tion of limit-cycle oscillators occurs when they are peri-
odically perturbed or mutually coupled. When a periodic
input is given to a limit-cycle oscillator, entrainment or
phase-locking can occur [1, 20]. When two or more oscil-
lators are coupled, they can exhibit mutual synchroniza-
tion, in which their rhythms align with each other.

Phase reduction is a useful method for analyzing
synchronization of weakly coupled limit-cycle oscilla-
tors [12, 20–27]. By phase reduction, nonlinear multi-
dimensional dynamics of a limit-cycle oscillator are re-
duced to a single-variable phase equation characterized
by the natural frequency and phase response of the os-
cillator. It has widely been used to describe nontriv-
ial synchronization dynamics of coupled oscillators. The
phase reduction method is also useful for designing desir-
able dynamics of limit-cycle oscillators. For example, we
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recently proposed a method to design a limit-cycle oscil-
lator with a desirable periodic orbit and phase-response
characteristics [28].

Recently, the phase reduction method has also been
applied to the control of rhythmic systems to realize effi-
cient synchronization dynamics. Many studies have been
conducted to find optimal inputs that realize desired en-
trainment dynamics under various conditions [29–31], in
particular, optimizing the input power [32–37], locking
range [38–40], convergence time [41, 42], and linear sta-
bility of the phase-locking point [43, 44]. For a large
population of oscillators, control of the phase distribu-
tion [30, 45, 46] and phase-selective entrainment have also
been performed [47, 48]. For rhythmic systems perturbed
by noise, maximization of the phase coherence has also
been considered [49]. In addition, methods for control-
ling limit-cycle oscillators using delayed feedback have
also been studied [50, 51].

Optimization of synchronization in networks of rhyth-
mic systems, including chaotic dynamics, has been exten-
sively studied in the literature [52–62]. Regarding mutual
synchronization between a pair of limit-cycle oscillators,
optimization of diffusive coupling to improve the linear
stability of mutual synchronization has been considered
in [63], and further extended to the case where the oscil-
lators can interact not only through their present states
but also through their past time series [64]. The opti-
mal delay time, coefficients for linear temporal filtering,
and optimal response and driving functions have been
derived under the assumption that the mutual coupling
has a drive-response structure [64].

In this study, we propose a general method that does
not rely on such a specific coupling structure for opti-
mizing mutual coupling to achieve fast and global syn-
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chronization. We optimize the average convergence time
towards synchronized states for coupled pairs of identical
and slightly nonidentical oscillators. Our numerical sim-
ulations demonstrate that the mutual coupling function
optimized by the proposed method achieves more effi-
cient global synchronization than the previous methods
in [64].

This paper is organized as follows. We first introduce
a mathematical model of weakly coupled oscillators and
reduced phase equations in Sec. II. We then describe a
method to optimize the mutual coupling for fast and
global synchronization in Sec. III. In Sec. IV, we demon-
strate the performance of the proposed method by nu-
merical simulations and compare the results with the pre-
vious methods. Concluding remarks are given in Sec. V.
Appendices provide a review of the previous methods and
details of the numerical optimization methods.

II. MODEL OF MUTUAL SYNCHRONIZATION

In this section, we first introduce a general mathemat-
ical model of coupled oscillators and reduced phase equa-
tions, generalizing the results in [64].

A. A pair of weakly coupled oscillators

We consider a pair of weakly coupled limit-cycle os-
cillators with nearly identical properties, where they can
interact mutually not only through their current states
but also through their past time series. We assume that
the dynamics of the oscillators are described by the fol-
lowing functional differential equations:

Ẋ1(t) = F1(X1(t)) + εH̃1

{
X

(t)
1 (·),X(t)

2 (·)
}
,

Ẋ2(t) = F2(X2(t)) + εH̃2

{
X

(t)
2 (·),X(t)

1 (·)
}
,

(1)

where X1,2(t) ∈ RN is the state of each oscillator at time

t, the overdot denotes the time derivative, X
(t)
1,2(·) repre-

sents the past time series of each oscillator (see below),
F1,2 : RN → RN is a sufficiently smooth vector field de-
scribing the dynamics of each oscillator, and 0 < ε ≪ 1
is a sufficiently small parameter representing weakness of
the mutual coupling.

We assume that the properties of the two oscillators
are nearly identical, that is, we can split the vector field
F1,2 into a common part F and a small deviation εf1,2

as

F1,2(X) = F (X) + εf1,2(X), (2)

where f1,2 is of O(1). We assume that the common part
of the vector field F has an exponentially stable limit-
cycle solution, X̃0(t) = X̃0(t+T ), whose period is T and
natural frequency is ω = 2π/T . We also assume that the

vector field of each oscillator is only slightly perturbed
by the deviations and the mutual coupling.
In Eq. (1), each functional H̃1,2 : F × F → RN repre-

sents a sufficiently smooth mutual coupling that depends
on the past time series of X1,2, where F is a function
space consisting of the time series of length TL ≥ 0.
We use the standard notation of functional differential
equations [65] to represent the time series of X1,2 in the

coupling functional H̃1,2. The symbol X
(t)
1,2(·) ∈ F rep-

resents the time series of X1,2 on the interval [t− TL, t],
whose value at each point of time is defined by

X
(t)
1,2(s) = X1,2(t+ s) (3)

for s ∈ [−TL, 0]. The symbol (·) in Eq. (1) means that

H̃1,2 is a functional, which depends not only on the values
of X1,2 at a certain moment of time but generally on the
time series of X1,2. We omit this symbol hereafter unless
necessary.

B. Phase reduction

The dynamics of weakly coupled limit-cycle oscillators
can be analyzed by coupled phase equations, approxi-
mately derived from the original mathematical model by
the phase reduction method [12, 20–27]. For an expo-

nentially stable limit-cycle solution X̃0(t) obeying the

dynamics Ẋ = F (X), we can introduce an asymp-
totic phase function Θ(X) : B → [0, 2π) into the basin
B ⊆ RN of the limit cycle satisfying ∇Θ(X) ·F (X) = ω,

where a · b =
∑N
i=1 aibi represents the scalar product of

two vectors a, b ∈ RN . Using the asymptotic phase, we
can define the phase value θ of the state X ∈ B of the
oscillator by θ = Θ(X). Then, the phase value increases
constantly at the frequency ω as

θ̇(t) =
d

dt
Θ(X(t)) = ∇Θ(X(t)) · F (X(t)) = ω, (4)

where 0 and 2π are considered identical. The state on the
limit cycle can be expressed as X0(θ) = X̃0(t = θ/ω) as
a function of the phase θ, where X0(θ) is a 2π-periodic
function satisfying X0(θ) = X0(θ + 2π). As in Eq. (3),

we can express the time series X
(θ)
0 (·) on the limit cycle

as a function of θ, whose value at each point of time is
defined by

X
(θ)
0 (s) = X0(θ + ωs) (5)

for s ∈ [−TL, 0]. In what follows, the symbol (·) will
be omitted and the time series on the limit cycle will be

denoted as X
(θ)
0 .

We now denote the phase of each limit-cycle oscilla-
tor as θ1,2 = Θ(X1,2). As the perturbation applied to
the oscillator is sufficiently weak and of O(ε), the state
of each oscillator can be approximated as X1,2(t) =
X0(θ1,2(t)) + O(ε). If this approximation is valid over
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the whole time interval [t− TL, t], the time series can be
approximated by

X
(t)
1,2(s) = X

(θ1,2(t))
0 (s) +O(ε) (s ∈ [−TL, 0]) (6)

and the smoothness of the functional H̃ implies

H̃1,2

{
X

(t)
1 ,X

(t)
2

}
= H̃1,2

{
X

(θ1(t))
0 ,X

(θ2(t))
0

}
+O(εTL).

(7)

We assume that TL is of O(1) in what follows. Substi-
tuting Eq. (7) into (1) and ignoring the errors of O(ε2),
we can obtain the following reduced phase equations:

θ̇1(t) = ω + εZ(θ1(t)) · f1(X0(θ1(t)))

+ εZ(θ1(t)) · H̃1

{
X

(θ1(t))
0 ,X

(θ2(t))
0

}
,

θ̇2(t) = ω + εZ(θ2(t)) · f2(X0(θ2(t)))

+ εZ(θ2(t)) · H̃2

{
X

(θ2(t))
0 ,X

(θ1(t))
0

}
,

(8)

which are correct up to O(ε). Here, Z : [0, 2π) → RN
is the phase sensitivity function (PSF) of the limit cycle
X0(θ), defined by Z(θ) = ∇Θ(X)|X=X0(θ)

. The PSF

characterizes linear response of the phase θ to a weak
input applied to the oscillator state X0(θ) on the limit
cycle. It can be obtained as the 2π-periodic solution to
the following adjoint equation [22, 23]:

ω
d

dθ
Z(θ) = −J(X0(θ))

⊤Z(θ), (9)

where J : RN → RN×N is a Jacobian matrix of F at
X, i.e., J(X) = ∇F (X). The PSF should satisfy a
normalization condition Z(θ) · dX0(θ)/dθ = 1 so that
the identity Θ(X0(θ)) = θ holds [22, 23].

Although the mutual coupling H̃1,2

{
X

(θ1)
0 ,X

(θ2)
0

}
is

a functional of two series X
(θ1)
0 and X

(θ2)
0 , we can re-

gard this functional as an ordinary function of θ1 and

θ2, because the functions X
(θ1)
0 and X

(θ2)
0 are uniquely

determined only by the phase values θ1 and θ2, respec-
tively, provided that X0 is the closed orbit of the limit
cycle. Therefore, we can define the mutual coupling func-
tions (MCFs) H1,2(θ1, θ2) as

H1,2(θ1, θ2) = H̃1,2

{
X

(θ1)
0 ,X

(θ2)
0

}
. (10)

We thus obtain the following pair of ordinary differential
equations as the reduced phase equations:

θ̇1 = ω + εZ(θ1) · (f1(X0(θ1)) +H1(θ1, θ2)) ,

θ̇2 = ω + εZ(θ2) · (f2(X0(θ2)) +H2(θ2, θ1)) .
(11)

We remark that the functional differential equations (1)
with a general coupling function depending on the past
time series of the oscillators can be expressed as simple

ordinary differential equations depending only on the cur-
rent phases θ1,2 by use of the phase-reduction approxima-
tion. Therefore, we can use the reduced phase equations,
which are simply ordinary differential functions, for ana-
lyzing practical coupling schemes such as coupling with
a time delay or coupling via temporal filters.

C. Mutual synchronization

Once we derive the phase equations, we can analyze
mutual synchronization of the two oscillators by the stan-
dard methods [20, 21, 24]. By introducing relative phase
variables ϕ1,2(t) = θ1,2(t) − ωt ∈ R, which are slowly

varying because their derivatives ϕ̇1,2 are of O(ε), we
can conduct the averaging approximation of the coupling
terms over one period of oscillation and obtain

ϕ̇1 = ε (∆1 + Γ1(ϕ1 − ϕ2)) ,

ϕ̇2 = ε (∆2 + Γ2(ϕ2 − ϕ1)) ,
(12)

which are correct up to O(ε). Here, Γ1,2 are the phase
coupling functions (PCFs), which are 2π-periodic func-
tions defined by

Γ1,2(φ) = ⟨Z(φ+ ψ) ·H1,2(φ+ ψ,ψ)⟩ψ
= ⟨Z(ψ) ·H1,2(ψ,ψ − φ)⟩ψ .

(13)

Also, ∆1,2 are the deviations of the frequencies from the
frequency ω of the common part F , represented as

∆1,2 = ⟨Z(ψ) · f1,2(X0(ψ))⟩ψ . (14)

Here, we denote the averaging of a smooth function g(ψ)
over one period of oscillation as

⟨g(ψ)⟩ψ =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

g(ψ)dψ. (15)

To analyze mutual synchronization of the oscillators,
we introduce the phase difference φ = ϕ1−ϕ2 ∈ R, which
obeys

φ̇ = ε (∆ + Γd(φ)) . (16)

Here, ∆ = ∆1−∆2 is a frequency mismatch between the
oscillators, where we can assume ∆ ≥ 0 without loss of
generality, and Γd(φ) is the difference between the PCFs
Γ1,2 (denoted hereafter as DPCF) defined as

Γd(φ) = Γ1(φ)− Γ2(−φ)
= ⟨Z(ψ) · (H1(ψ,ψ − φ)−H2(ψ,ψ + φ))⟩ψ .

(17)

If φ̇ = 0, the two oscillators are synchronized. A sta-
ble phase-locking point φ∗ satisfies the following phase-
locking condition (18) and stability condition (19):

∆ + Γd(φ
∗) = 0, (18)

Γ′
d(φ

∗) < 0, (19)
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where Γ′
d(φ) is the derivative of Γd(φ). If a stable φ∗

exists, Γd also has at least one unstable fixed point φ
within [0, 2π) from the continuity and periodicity of Γd.
If both MCFs are identical, namely, H1,2 = H, we

obtain Γ1 = Γ2, and Γd(φ) becomes twice the antisym-
metric part of Γ1,2 and is also a 2π-periodic function. We
denote this Γd(φ) by Γa(φ), which can be represented as

Γa(φ) = ⟨Z(ψ) · (H(ψ,ψ − φ)−H(ψ,ψ + φ))⟩ψ .
(20)

We call this Γa (twice) the antisymmetric part of the
PCF (APCF). Moreover, if the two oscillators are iden-
tical, namely, F1,2 = F , we obtain ∆ = 0, so the phase
difference obeys

φ̇ = εΓa(φ). (21)

In this case, a stable phase-locking point φ∗ satisfies the
following phase-locking condition (22) and stability con-
dition (23):

Γa(φ
∗) = 0, (22)

Γ′
a(φ

∗) < 0. (23)

From the antisymmetry and 2π-periodicity of Γa, the
phase-locking condition Γa(φ) = 0 is always satisfied in
the cases of in-phase synchronization (φ = 0) and anti-
phase synchronization (φ = π) within φ ∈ [0, 2π).

III. DERIVATION OF OPTIMAL COUPLING

In this section, we propose a general method to opti-
mize the MCFs that exhibit fast and global phase syn-
chronization. We show that the optimal MCFs are pro-
portional to the PSF.

A. Symmetrically coupled identical oscillators

1. Representation of the mutual coupling function

We first consider the case where identical oscillators
are symmetrically coupled and assume that F1,2 = F and

H̃1,2 = H̃ (i.e., H1,2 = H). In this case, the frequency
mismatch is ∆ = 0, so the dynamics of the phase differ-
ence φ is determined solely by the APCF Γa in Eq. (20)
and both in-phase and anti-phase synchronized solution
always exist. We need to consider Γa(φ) only on the in-
terval φ ∈ [−π, 0]; Γa(φ) for φ ∈ [0, π] is then determined
from the antisymmetry. We express the APCF as

Γa(φ) = ⟨Z(ψ) · (H(ψ,ψ − φ)−H(ψ,ψ + φ))⟩ψ
=
〈
Z(ψ) · (H−φ(ψ)−H+φ(ψ))

〉
ψ

(24)

by introducing the following representations of the MCF
H:

H+φ(ψ) = H(ψ,ψ + φ),

H−φ(ψ) = H(ψ,ψ − φ),
(25)

which are both 2π-periodic in φ and ψ. We can inde-
pendently optimize Γa(φ) at each value of φ ∈ [−π, 0],
because H+φ(ψ) and H+φ̃(ψ) have no overlap with each
other when φ ̸= φ̃ for φ, φ̃ ∈ [−π, 0]. The same holds true
for H−φ(ψ).

2. Optimal functional form of the mutual coupling function

We first consider stable in-phase synchronization and
seek an energy-efficient functional form of the MCF. To
realize the fastest convergence of the phase difference φ
towards the stable in-phase synchronized state φ∗ = 0
at each value of φ, we maximize the APCF Γa(φ) un-
der a given average input power P (φ)2 of the functions
H±φ(ψ), where P (φ) ≥ 0. From the antisymmetry of
Γa(φ), this yields the fastest convergence towards φ

∗ = 0
also for φ ∈ [0, π].
This optimization problem at each fixed value of φ ∈

[−π, 0] is formulated as follows:

max
H+φ,H−φ

Γa(φ)

s.t.
1

2

〈∥∥H+φ(ψ)
∥∥2 + ∥∥H−φ(ψ)

∥∥2〉
ψ
= P (φ)2,

(26)

where the norm is defined as ∥a∥ =
√∑N

i=1 a
2
i . This

optimization problem can be analytically solved by the
method of Lagrange multipliers. We introduce a func-
tional

S
{
H+φ,H−φ, λ

}
=
〈
Z(ψ) · (H−φ(ψ)−H+φ(ψ))

〉
ψ

+ λ

(
1

2

〈∥∥H+φ(ψ)
∥∥2 + ∥∥H−φ(ψ)

∥∥2〉
ψ
− P (φ)2

)
,

(27)

where λ is a Lagrange multiplier. From the extremum
conditions for S with respect to H±φ:

∂S

∂H+φ
= −Z(ψ) + λH+φ(ψ) = 0,

∂S

∂H−φ = Z(ψ) + λH−φ(ψ) = 0,

(28)

we obtain

H+φ(ψ) =
1

λ
Z(ψ),

H−φ(ψ) = − 1

λ
Z(ψ),

(29)

where we find thatH+φ andH−φ are proportional to the
PSF Z. Considering the constraint on the input power,
the Lagrange multiplier should satisfy

λ2 =

〈
∥Z(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ

P (φ)2
. (30)
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Thus, the optimal functional forms of H±φ are ob-
tained as

H+φ(ψ) = −H−φ(ψ) = − P (φ)Z(ψ)√〈
∥Z(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ

, (31)

where the negative value of λ should be chosen for maxi-
mizing Γa(φ). We note that the optimal MCF in Eq. (31)
is proportional to Z(ψ), namely, it is given as a product
of P (φ) and the waveform of the PSF Z(ψ) for each
φ ∈ [−π, 0]. In this sense, we call P (φ) the amplitude of
the MCF in what follows. In the original variables, the
optimal MCF can be represented as

H(θ1, θ2) =
Z(θ1)P (θ1 − θ2)√〈

∥Z(ψ)∥2
〉
ψ

. (32)

From Eq. (24), the optimal APCF Γa(φ) with the above
H±φ(ψ) can be represented as

Γa(φ) = 2P (φ)

√〈
∥Z(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ
= CP (φ), (33)

where C = 2

√〈
∥Z(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ
.

It is remarkable that the optimized Γa(φ) is simply
proportional to the amplitude P (φ) for each φ and de-

pends only on the averaged norm
〈
∥Z(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ
over one

period, not on the functional form, of the PSF Z(ψ).
Therefore, we only need to obtain P (φ) and use it in
Eq. (33) for determining the full functional form of Γa(φ)
for φ ∈ [−π, 0]. Thus, because the MCF is factorized
into the oscillator-specific part (PSF) and the oscillator-
independent part (amplitude), we can realize fast and
global synchronization irrespective of the detailed char-
acteristics of the limit-cycle oscillators by finding the op-
timal amplitude P (φ).

3. Optimization of the amplitude

As explained above, the optimal MCF that yields the
fastest convergence at each φ is simply proportional to
Z(ψ) and we only need to determine the amplitude P (φ).
We now optimize the amplitude P (φ) for φ ∈ [−π, 0]
to minimize the average convergence time to the stable
in-phase synchronized state. Since Γa(φ) can be inde-
pendently chosen at each value of φ ∈ [−π, 0], we can
assume that Γa(φ) ̸= 0 for all φ ∈ (−π, 0) (note that
Γa(−π) = Γa(0) = 0).

Therefore, as in [42], which addressed optimization of
periodic driving signals for fast entrainment of a single
oscillator, we can define the average convergence time
Tave of the phase difference between the two oscillators

by

Tave =
1

π

∫ −εφ∗

−π+εφ

∫ −εφ∗

φ̃

1

φ̇
dφdφ̃

=
1

πε

∫ −εφ∗

−π+εφ

∫ −εφ∗

φ̃

1

Γa(φ)
dφdφ̃

=
1

πεC

∫ −εφ∗

−π+εφ

∫ −εφ∗

φ̃

1

P (φ)
dφdφ̃,

(34)

where the first integral (1/π)
∫ −εφ∗

−π+εφ dφ̃ represents an av-

erage over the initial phase difference φ̃ uniformly dis-
tributed in the interval [−π + εφ, −εφ∗ ], and the second

integral
∫ −εφ∗

φ̃
dφ of (1/φ̇) represents the time necessary

for φ to converge from the initial phase difference φ̃ to a
small acceptance range [−εφ∗ , 0] near the in-phase syn-
chronized state from the negative side. Here, εφ∗ and εφ
(0 < εφ∗ , εφ ≪ 1) are small parameters for preventing
the divergence of the integral at the stable fixed point
(φ∗ = 0) and unstable fixed point (φ = −π), respec-
tively. This is because the time necessary for the phase
difference φ to reach the stable fixed point or escape from
the unstable fixed point diverges for smooth Γa. Thus,
εφ∗ is the threshold value below which we judge that the
two oscillators are in-phase synchronized and, similarly,
εφ is introduced to exclude the initial conditions near the
unstable fixed point. The average convergence time Tave
for φ ∈ [0, π] is the same as that for φ ∈ [−π, 0] because
of the antisymmetry of the APCF.

We can formulate the optimization problem to mini-
mize the average convergence time Tave towards φ∗ = 0
under a given total average input power Q as follows:

min
P

∫ −εφ∗

−π+εφ

∫ −εφ∗

φ̃

1

P (φ)
dφdφ̃+ γ

∫ 0

−π

(
dP (φ)

dφ

)2

dφ

s.t.
1

π

∫ 0

−π
P (φ)2dφ = Q,

P (φ) ≥ 0 (φ ∈ [−π, 0]),
P (0) = 0,

P (−π) = 0,

(35)

where we introduced the integral of the squared gradi-
ent of P (φ) over φ ∈ [−π, 0] to the objective function
with a weight γ > 0 in order to suppress sharp varia-
tions. As shown in Appendix B, this regularization term
suppresses the discontinuity of P (φ) near φ∗ = 0. The
third constraint represents the condition for the stable
fixed point and the fourth constraint represents that for
the unstable fixed point, i.e., Γa(0) = CP (0) = 0 and
Γa(−π) = CP (−π) = 0 from Eq. (33), respectively.

It is difficult to solve this problem analytically, so we
numerically obtain P (φ) by discretizing its functional
form as P (φm) = Pm (m = 0, 1, . . . ,M), where φ ∈
[−π, 0] is discretized as φm = −m∆φ (m = 0, 1, . . . ,M)
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with an interval of ∆φ = π/M . The numerical optimiza-
tion problem is then

min
{Pm}

∆2
φ

M−1∑
m=1

m∑
j=1

1

Pj
+ γ

1

∆φ

M∑
m=1

(Pm − Pm−1)
2

s.t.
1

M

M∑
m=0

P 2
m = Q,

Pm ≥ 0 (m = 0, 1, . . . ,M),

P0 = 0,

PM = 0.

(36)

We denote the optimal Pm obtained numerically by
Popt(φm; γ). The optimal functional form of Popt(φm; γ)
for φm ∈ [0, π] is given by −Popt(−φm; γ) for φm ∈
[−π, 0] from the antisymmetry of the APCF. Using
the obtained Popt(φm; γ), we can calculate H±φ(ψ) by
Eq. (31) and Γa(φm) by Eq. (33) at each φm, respectively.
The above formulation aims to achieve stable in-phase

synchronization (φ∗ = 0). If we consider realizing stable
anti-phase synchronization (φ∗ = π) instead, we can ob-
tain the optimal solution as Popt(φ+π; γ) by shifting the
optimal solution Popt(φ; γ) for stable in-phase synchro-
nization by π.

B. Nearly identical oscillators

1. Representation of the mutual coupling function

In this subsection, we generalize the method for a pair
of oscillators with nearly identical (slightly nonidentical)

dynamics F1,2 interacting through different H̃1,2, while
we considered a pair of identical oscillators with sym-
metric coupling (F1,2 = F , H̃1,2 = H) in the previous
subsection.

Since Γd(φ) is 2π-periodic but no longer antisymmet-
ric in general, we need to consider Γd(φ) on the whole
interval φ ∈ [0, 2π). We express the DPCF as

Γd(φ) = ⟨Z(ψ) · (H1(ψ,ψ − φ)−H2(ψ,ψ + φ))⟩ψ
=
〈
Z(ψ) · (H−φ

1 (ψ)−H+φ
2 (ψ))

〉
ψ

(37)

by introducing the following representations of the MCFs
H1,2:

H−φ
1 (ψ) = H1(ψ,ψ − φ),

H+φ
2 (ψ) = H2(ψ,ψ + φ).

(38)

We can optimize Γd(φ) at each value of φ ∈ [0, 2π) inde-

pendently, because H−φ
1 (ψ) and H−φ̃

1 (ψ) have no over-
lap with each other when φ ̸= φ̃ for φ, φ̃ ∈ [0, 2π). This

is also the case for H+φ
2 (ψ).

2. Optimal functional form of the mutual coupling function

Without loss of generality, we can assume the target
phase difference to be zero, i.e., in-phase synchroniza-
tion, because Γd(φ) can be chosen independently at each
φ. That is, if the target phase difference is originally φ∗,
we optimize the DPCF Γd(φ) for stable in-phase synchro-
nization and then shift it as Γd(φ − φ∗). Note that we
are considering Γd(φ) on the whole interval φ ∈ [0, 2π).
Thus, it is no longer antisymmetric and can take both
positive and negative values, in contrast to the previous
case for identical oscillators where Γa(φ) was considered
only for φ ∈ [−π, 0] and assumed always positive.
As in the previous case, at each fixed φ, we maximize

the absolute value of the DPCF |Γd(φ)| under a given

average input power P (φ)2 of the MCFs H−φ
1 and H+φ

2 .
Here, because Γd(φ) can take both positive and negative
values, the absolute value of Γd(φ) is maximized to make
efficient use of the given input power. This problem is
formulated as

max
H−φ

1 ,H+φ
2

|Γd(φ)|

s.t.
1

2

〈∥∥H−φ
1 (ψ)

∥∥2 + ∥∥H+φ
2 (ψ)

∥∥2〉
ψ
= P (φ)2.

(39)

It is easy to see that we need to maximize Γd(φ) when
P (φ) ≥ 0 and minimize Γd(φ) when P (φ) ≤ 0. As in the
previous case, we find that the optimal functional forms
of the MCFs are given in the form

H−φ
1 (ψ) = −H+φ

2 (ψ) =
P (φ)Z(ψ)√〈
∥Z(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ

, (40)

which can also be represented in the original variables as

H1(θ1, θ2) =
Z(θ1)P (θ1 − θ2)√〈

∥Z(ψ)∥2
〉
ψ

, (41)

H2(θ1, θ2) = −Z(θ1)P (θ2 − θ1)√〈
∥Z(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ

. (42)

The optimal DPCF is obtained as

Γd(φ) = 2P (φ)

√〈
∥Z(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ
= CP (φ), (43)

where we can again find that the optimal DPCF Γd(φ) is
proportional to P (φ) and does not depend on the func-
tional form of Z(ψ).

3. Optimization of the amplitude

We next optimize P (φ) by minimizing the average con-
vergence time. Since the value of P (φ) can be indepen-
dently chosen at each φ ∈ [0, 2π), we can assume that
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only one unstable fixed point φ of Eq. (16) exists in
(0, 2π). The average convergence time Tave is then de-
fined as

Tave

=
1

2π

(∫ −εφ∗

φ−2π+εφ

∫ −εφ∗

φ̃

1

φ̇
dφdφ̃ +

∫ φ−εφ

εφ∗

∫ εφ∗

φ̃

1

φ̇
dφdφ̃

)

=
1

2πε

(∫ −εφ∗

φ−2π+εφ

∫ −εφ∗

φ̃

1

∆ + Γd(φ)
dφdφ̃

+

∫ φ−εφ

εφ∗

∫ εφ∗

φ̃

1

∆ + Γd(φ)
dφdφ̃

)
(44)

by summing up the convergence times of uniformly dis-
tributed initial phase differences on [φ − 2π, φ] (except
for the regions near the fixed points) to the in-phase
synchronization state (more precisely to [−εφ∗ ,+εφ∗ ]
around φ∗ = 0) from negative and positive sides, where
we again introduced the sufficiently small parameters
0 < εφ∗ , εφ ≪ 1 for preventing the divergence of the
integrals near the stable and unstable fixed points. In
this case, Tave consists of two terms, where the first term
represents the sum of the convergence time of φ from
[φ− 2π + εφ,−εφ∗ ] to −εφ∗ , i.e., from the negative side
of φ∗ = 0, and the second term represents that from
[εφ∗ , φ− εφ] to εφ∗ , i.e., from the positive side of φ∗ = 0.
We note that we now consider the interval [φ − 2π, φ]
instead of [0, 2π].

The minimization problem of Tave under a given total
average input power Q is formulated as

min
φ,P

∫ −εφ∗

φ−2π+εφ

∫ −εφ∗

φ̃

1

∆ + Γd(φ)
dφdφ̃

+

∫ φ−εφ

εφ∗

∫ εφ∗

φ̃

1

∆ + Γd(φ)
dφdφ̃

+ γ

∫ φ

φ−2π

(
dP (φ)

dφ

)2

dφ

s.t.
1

2π

∫ φ

φ−2π

P (φ)2dφ = Q,

∆+ Γd(φ) ≤ 0 (φ ∈ [0, φ]),

∆+ Γd(φ) ≥ 0 (φ ∈ [φ− 2π, 0]),

∆+ Γd(0) = 0,

∆+ Γd(φ− 2π) = 0,

∆+ Γd(φ) = 0.

(45)

Note that we optimize not only the amplitude P (φ) of the
MCFs but also the location of the unstable fixed point
φ in the present case, as φ can be chosen arbitrarily and
affects the average convergence time Tave. As before, we
introduced the integral of the squared gradient of P (φ)
on φ ∈ [φ−2π, φ] to the objective function with a weight
γ > 0 as the regularization term to avoid sharp variations
of P (φ), in particular, the discontinuity near φ∗ = 0.

Since this problem is also difficult to solve analyti-
cally, we numerically obtain P (φ) by discretizing its func-
tional form as P (φk) = Pk (k = 0, 1, . . . ,K), where
φ ∈ [φ−2π, φ] is discretized as φm = k∆φ+φ−2π (k =
0, 1, . . . ,K) with the interval of ∆φ = 2π/K. The nu-
merical optimization problem is then

min
k∗,{Pk}

∆2
φ

k∗−1∑
k=1

k∑
j=1

1

∆ + CPj

−∆2
φ

K−1∑
k=k∗+1

k∑
j=k∗+1

1

∆ + CPj

+ γ
1

∆φ

K∑
k=1

(Pk − Pk−1)
2

s.t.
1

K

K∑
k=0

P 2
k = Q,

Pk ≤ −∆

C
(k = k∗, . . . ,K),

Pk ≥ −∆

C
(k = 0, . . . , k∗),

Pk∗ = −∆

C
,

P0 = −∆

C
,

PK = −∆

C
,

(46)

where the problem is now converted to the optimization
of the location of the stable fixed point k∗ and the func-
tion {Pk}. Once we obtain the optimal k∗, we determine
φ so that φk∗ = 0 holds.
In practice, we used ternary search for finding the opti-

mal k∗, which can efficiently find local minima of a given
objective function without calculating derivatives. See
Appendix C for the details of numerical optimization.
We note that, if |∆| is too large for a given total aver-
age input power Q, there is no feasible solution because
∆ + Γd(φ) = 0 cannot be realized for all φ.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we illustrate how the proposed opti-
mization method works using two types of limit-cycle os-
cillators and compare the performance with the previous
optimization methods.

A. Methods for evaluation

We now demonstrate the results of the proposed op-
timization method for two types of limit-cycle oscilla-
tors and compare the results with those for the pre-
vious optimization methods in [64] that assume drive-
response structures of the MCF (see Appendix A). We
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call the latter ‘drive-response methods’ in what follows.
Before showing the numerical results, we explain two
methods for evaluating the performance. We optimize
the average convergence time in the present study, while
the linear stability of the in-phase synchronized state
is optimized in [64]. Therefore, we evaluate both the
linear stability (for the identical cases) and the aver-
age convergence time. When we compare the proposed
method to the previous drive-response methods, where
we optimized either the response matrix or the driv-
ing function, the response matrices were rescaled so that〈〈

∥H(ψ1, ψ2)∥2
〉
ψ1

〉
ψ2

= Q in both cases to make the

conditions equal.
The linear stability is characterized by the slope of the

APCF at the synchronized state φ∗. Since the functional
form of the optimal APCF Γa(φ) is only numerically ob-
tained in the present method, the value of the linear sta-
bility Γ′

a(φ) cannot be obtained analytically. We there-
fore use

Γ̃′
a(φ

∗) =
Γa(φ

∗ +∆φ)− Γa(φ
∗ −∆φ)

2∆φ
(47)

as the approximate value of the linear stability, where ∆φ

is the discretization interval introduced in Sec. III. For
the previous methods, we can calculate the linear stabil-
ity analytically, but we evaluate the value of the linear
stability by the above equation for a fair comparison.

The convergence time to the synchronized state is mea-
sured by excluding the small regions near the fixed points.
Since the system state of smooth one-dimensional dy-
namics does not generally converge to a fixed point in a
finite time, we regard the minimum time to reach the in-
terval [φ∗ − εφ∗ , φ∗ + εφ∗ ] that is sufficiently close to the
synchronized state as the convergence time. The conver-
gence time is averaged over different initial conditions.

B. FitzHugh-Nagumo oscillator

1. Symmetrically coupled identical oscillators

We first consider a pair of weakly and symmetrically
coupled FitzHugh-Nagumo (FHN) oscillators [66, 67]
with identical properties, given by Eq. (1), where F1,2 =

F (i.e., f1,2 = 0) and H̃1,2 = H̃ (i.e., H1,2 = H). The
FHN oscillator is represented as

Ẋ =

[
ẋ
ẏ

]
=

[
x− ax3 − y
(x+ b)c

]
, (48)

where we assume (a, b, c) = (1/3, 0.25, 0.15). This oscilla-
tor has a limit cycle with a period T = 21.94 and natural
frequency ω = 0.2864. We show the limit cycle on the
xy plane in Fig. 1(a), limit-cycle solution as a function of
the phase in Fig. 1(b), and PSF calculated by the adjoint
equation in Fig. 1(c), respectively.

We first show the results by the proposed method.
Figure 2 shows the optimal amplitude Popt(φ; γ), where
Q = 1, M = 600, and γ = 10−2. The small parameters
in the objective functions are chosen as εφ = εφ∗ = π/M .
The optimal amplitude Popt(φ; γ) takes 0 at φ = −π, in-
creases with φ, and then suddenly drops to 0 near φ = 0.
We can confirm that Popt(φ; γ) does not exhibit discon-
tinuity near φ = 0 owing to the additional regularization
term in Eq. (36). We show the optimal MCF H(θ1, θ2)
in Fig. 3. It is notable that we observe three oblique
lines, θ2 = θ1 and θ2 = θ1 ± π, which correspond to
the in-phase and anti-phase synchronized states, respec-
tively. Both components Hx and Hy of the MCF sharply
change their signs as these lines are crossed to stabilize
in-phase synchronization and destabilize anti-phase syn-
chronization, respectively.

We compare the APCFs obtained by different opti-
mization methods as shown in Fig. 4(a). For the drive-
response optimization, when we optimize the response
matrix, the driving function was assumed to be the raw
oscillator state, i.e., G(ψ) = X0(ψ), and when we opti-
mize the driving function, the response matrix was as-
sumed to be a unit matrix, A(ψ) = diag(1, 1) (see Ap-
pendix A). We can confirm that the APCF obtained by
the proposed method achieves higher linear stability at
φ∗ = 0 than the other two drive-response methods. In-
deed, the APCF obtained by the proposed method can
achieve arbitrary high linear stability, in principle, be-
cause the linear stability can be improved arbitrarily by
reducing the weight parameter γ as explained in Ap-
pendix B.

We performed numerical simulations of the oscillators
given by Eq. (1) from five different initial conditions
and compared to the phase equation (21) with the op-
timal MCF for each method, assuming that the phase
reduction and averaging approximation are valid under
ε = 10−2. The numerical integration was performed
by the fourth-order Runge-Kutta (RK4) method with a
fixed time step ∆t = T/2M . When we directly sim-
ulated the states X1,2 of the oscillators, we regarded

the functional H̃1,2

{
X

(t)
1 (·),X(t)

2 (·)
}

as the function

H̃1,2

{
X

(θ1(t))
0 ,X

(θ2(t))
0

}
= H(θ1, θ2) of the oscillator

phases under phase reduction, whereH(θ1, θ2) was calcu-
lated using the phase values evaluated from the oscillator
states at each time step.

Figure 4(b) shows the dynamics of the phase differ-
ence φ with the MCF obtained by the proposed method,
and Figs. 4(c) and (d) show the results with the MCF
obtained by the previous drive-response methods, where
the response matrix is optimized in (c) and the driving
function is optimized in (d), respectively. We can confirm
that the proposed method achieves faster convergence to
the in-phase synchronized state. It is remarkable that the
convergence time can be reduced to about 1/4 of that of
the previous drive-response method.
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FIG. 1. Limit cycle and PSF of the FHN oscillator.
(a) Limit cycle on the xy plane. (b) Limit-cycle solution
X = [X0,x X0,y]

⊤ vs. phase θ. (c) PSF Z = [Zx Zy]
⊤

vs. phase θ.
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FIG. 2. Functional form of the optimal amplitude Popt(φ; γ)
for the coupled FHN oscillators (Q = 1, M = 600, and γ =
10−2).

2. Nearly identical oscillators

We next show the results of optimization for a pair of
weakly coupled FHN oscillators with slightly nonidentical
properties. The parameters of the vector fields F1 and
F2 of the oscillators are (a, b, c) = (1/3, 0.25, 0.16) and
(1/3, 0.25, 0.14), respectively. The time scale determined
by the parameter c is slightly different from each other,
resulting in the frequency mismatch ∆ = 2.6549. We
regard the vector field with (a, b, c) = (1/3, 0.25, 0.15) as

FIG. 3. Optimal MCF H(θ1, θ2) = [Hx(θ1, θ2) Hy(θ1, θ2)]
⊤

by the proposed method for the symmetrically coupled iden-
tical FHN oscillators. (a) x component Hx. (b) y component
Hy. In each figure, the straight lines represent Hx,y(θ1, θ2) =
0.
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FIG. 4. (a) Optimized APCFs for the coupled identical
FHN oscillators. The red line shows the APCF by the pro-
posed method, the blue line shows the APCF with the op-
timal response matrix, and the green line shows the APCF
with the optimal driving function, respectively. Each dashed
straight line shows the slope of the APCF characterizing the
linear stability of in-phase synchronization. (b)-(d) Dynam-
ics of the phase difference between the FHN oscillators with
the optimized APCFs; (b) proposed method, (c) optimal re-
sponse matrix, and (d) optimal driving function. In (b)-(d),
black solid lines represent the convergence of the phase dif-
ference φ by Eq. (21) and colored dots represent the phase
difference φ at t = ℓT (ℓ = 0, 1, . . . ) obtained by direct nu-
merical simulations of Eq. (1); the vertical gray dashed line
shows t = Tave in each figure.

the common part F and the differences of F1,2 from F
as εf1,2, respectively.
We obtained the optimal MCF with Q = 1, K = 1200,

and γ = 10−5, assuming εφ = εφ∗ = 2π/K. The optimal
k∗ was obtained as k∗opt = 1025 by a ternary search,
corresponding to the unstable fixed point φ = 0.9215 (see
Fig. 14(a) in Appendix). The optimal MCF H1(θ1, θ2)
is shown in Figs. 5(a) and (b) and H2(θ1, θ2) is shown
in Figs. 5(c) and (d), respectively. The optimal DPCF
Γd(φ) is shown in Fig. 6(a). It is interesting to note
that φ is considerably smaller and closer to 0 than the
midpoint π, which indicates that it is easier for the phase
difference φ to converge to φ∗ = 0 from the negative side
(φ < 0) than from the positive side (φ > 0). This is
due to the difference in the natural frequency of the two
oscillators.
We performed numerical simulations of the oscillators

given by Eq. (1) with ε = 10−2 and ∆t = T/K from five
different initial conditions and compared with the phase
equation (16). The dynamics of the phase difference φ
by the proposed method is shown in Fig. 6(b). The av-
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FIG. 5. Optimal MCFs H1(θ1, θ2) =

[H1,x(θ1, θ2) H1,y(θ1, θ2)]
⊤ and H2(θ1, θ2) =

[H2,x(θ1, θ2) H2,y(θ1, θ2)]
⊤ for the coupled nonidentical

FHN oscillators. (a) x component of H1. (b) y component
of H1. (c) x component of H2. (d) y component of H2. In
each figure, the straight lines represent Hi,n(θ1, θ2) = 0 for
i = 1, 2 and n = x, y.
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FIG. 6. (a) Optimized DPCF for the pair of nearly iden-
tical FHN oscillators. (b) Dynamics of the phase difference
between the oscillators. In (b), the solid lines represent the
convergence of the phase difference φ by Eq. (16) and the
dots represent the phase difference φ at t = ℓT (ℓ = 0, 1, . . . ),
obtained from the direct numerical simulation of Eq. (1). The
vertical gray dashed line shows t = Tave.

erage convergence time is only about 2.4 times the pe-
riod, which is as fast as the case of identical oscillators.
Thus, the proposed method can be used to synchronize
oscillators efficiently even if their properties are slightly
different.

C. Rössler oscillator

1. Symmetrically coupled identical oscillators

As the second example, we consider a pair of weakly
and symmetrically coupled Rössler oscillators [68] with
identical properties, described by Eq. (1) with F1,2 = F

and H̃1,2 = H̃. The Rössler oscillator is represented as

Ẋ =

ẋẏ
ż

 =

 −y − z
x+ py

q + z(x− r)

 , (49)

where we assume (p, q, r) = (0.2, 0.2, 2.5). This oscillator
has a limit cycle with a period T = 5.745 and natural
frequency ω = 1.0937. We show the limit cycle in the
xyz space in Fig. 7(a), limit-cycle solution as a function
of the phase in Fig. 7(b), and PSF calculated from the
adjoint equation in Fig. 7(c), respectively.

We first show the results by the proposed method. The
optimal amplitude Popt(φ; γ) is plotted in Fig. 8, where
Q = 2, M = 600, and γ = 10−1, and the small pa-
rameters are chosen as εφ = εφ∗ = π/M . We chose a
smoother functional shape of Popt(φ; γ) than that of the
FHN oscillator to avoid sharp variations near the sta-
ble fixed point. The optimal MCF H(θ1, θ2) is shown
in Fig. 9. As in the case of the FHN oscillator, we ob-
serve three oblique lines corresponding to the in-phase
and anti-phase synchronized states, and the sign of the
MCF changes when these lines are crossed.

We next compare the proposed method to the previous
drive-response methods. As in the case of the FHN oscil-
lator, when optimizing the response matrix, the driving
function was given by G(ψ) = X0(ψ), and when op-
timizing the driving function, the response matrix was
given by A(ψ) = diag(1, 1, 1). The optimized APCFs
are shown in Fig. 10(a). We can again confirm that the
APCF by the proposed method achieves higher linear
stability at φ∗ = 0 than those optimized by the previous
drive-response methods.

We performed numerical simulations of coupled
Rössler oscillators described by Eq. (1) from five different
initial conditions using the optimal MCF with ε = 10−2

and compared with the reduced phase equation (21) for
each method. Numerical integration was performed by
the RK4 method with a time step ∆t = T/2M . Evo-
lution of the phase difference φ with the APCF by the
proposed method is shown in Fig. 10(b), and those with
the APCFs with the optimal response matrix and with
the optimal driving function are shown in Figs. 10(c) and
(d), respectively. We can again confirm that the pro-
posed method achieves faster average convergence time
than the previous drive-response methods. It should be
noted that the convergence time can be reduced to about
1/3 of the previous methods in this case.
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FIG. 7. Limit cycle and PSF of the Rössler oscillator.
(a) Limit cycle in the xyz space. (b) Limit cycle solution X =
[X0,x X0,y X0,z]

⊤ vs. phase θ. (c) PSF Z = [Zx Zy Zz]
⊤ vs.

phase θ.
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FIG. 8. Functional form of the optimal amplitude Popt(φ; γ)
for coupled Rössler oscillators (Q = 2, M = 600, and γ =
10−1).

2. Nearly identical oscillators

Next, we optimized the MCFs of a pair of weakly
coupled Rössler oscillators with nearly identical proper-
ties. The parameters of the vector fields F1 and F2 are
(p, q, r) = (0.2, 0.2, 2.4) and (0.2, 0.2, 2.6), respectively,
which yields a frequency mismatch ∆ = 0.2988. We con-
sider a vector field with (p, q, r) = (0.2, 0.2, 2.5) as the
common part F , and defined the phase with respect to
this F .

We optimized the MCF for Q = 2, K = 1200, and
γ = 10−2, where the small parameters were chosen as
εφ = εφ∗ = 2π/K. The optimal value of k∗ was found
as k∗opt = 673 by a ternary search, which corresponded
to φ = 2.7646 (see Fig. 14(b) in Appendix). The op-
timal MCF H1(θ1, θ2) is shown in Figs. 11(a)-(c). and
H2(θ1, θ2) is shown in Fig. 11(d)-(f), respectively. The
resulting optimal DPCF Γd(φ) is shown in Fig. 12(a).

We performed numerical simulations from five different
initial conditions with ε = 10−2 and ∆t = T/K. The dy-
namics of the phase difference φ with the optimal DPCF
obtained by the proposed method is shown in Fig. 12(b).
The average convergence time is about 17.3 times the pe-
riod, which is as fast as the case of identical oscillators.
Due to approximation errors of the phase reduction and

averaging, the results of the phase equation (16) slightly
differ from the direct numerical simulation of Eq. (1), but
they eventually converge to the correct in-phase synchro-
nized state.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this study, we proposed a method for optimizing
the MCFs that lead to fast and global synchronization
for a pair of weakly coupled limit-cycle oscillators with
identical or slightly nonidentical properties, where the
coupling between the oscillators can depend not only on
their present states but also on their past time series.
We have shown that we can design the optimal coupling
function without considering the effect of time delay, even
if the oscillators interact via their past time series, pro-
vided that the reduced phase equations are sufficiently
accurate.
The present method does not assume the drive-

response structure assumed in the previous study, which
enabled optimization of the MCFs in a wider class of
functions. We revealed that the optimal MCFs by the
proposed method can be represented as a product of
the PSF and the amplitude, where the amplitude can
be optimized to minimize the convergence time to the
synchronized state. Through numerical simulations, we
demonstrated that the oscillators coupled with the opti-
mal MCFs by the proposed method exhibit significantly
faster global synchronization than the previous drive-
response methods.
It is quite natural that the optimized MCF is propor-

tional to the PSF, as it obviously provides the most effi-
cient direction for the driving input to induce the largest
instantaneous phase shift of the oscillator. The fact that
the resulting optimized APCF or DPCF does not de-
pend on the functional form of the PSF indicates that
this indeed offers a universally optimal method to drive
the oscillator, irrespective of the detailed characteristics
of the oscillator.
We introduced an additional regularization term in the

optimization problem for the amplitude of MCF to avoid
sharp variations. Although the limit with γ → +0 the-
oretically gives the true optimum, it results in a discon-
tinuous change in the APCF or DPCF at φ = 0, leading
to strong fluctuations in the dynamics of φ near φ = 0,
which hamper stable synchronization. In the examples,
we empirically chose appropriate values of γ and success-
fully realized fast global synchronization.
In the proposed method of weak mutual coupling, mea-

suring the phase values of the two oscillators is required,
which may be an obstacle in practical applications. In
the present setting, the weak coupling between the oscil-
lators is assumed and therefore the oscillator states are
always near the limit cycle. In this case, evaluating the
phase values can be relatively easy (see, for example, [69–
71]). We could also reduce the number of measurements
because the phase of each oscillator increases mostly with
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FIG. 9. Optimal MCF H(θ1, θ2) = [Hx(θ1, θ2) Hy(θ1, θ2) Hz(θ1, θ2)]
⊤ for the symmetrically coupled identical Rössler os-

cillators. (a) x component Hx. (b) y component Hy. (c) z component Hz. In each figure, the straight lines represent
Hx,y,z(θ1, θ2) = 0.
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FIG. 10. (a) Optimized APCFs for the coupled identical
Rössler oscillators. The red line shows the APCF by the pro-
posed method, the blue line shows the APCF with the optimal
response matrix, and the green line shows the APCF with the
optimal driving function, respectively. Each dashed straight
line shows the slope of the APCF characterizing the linear
stability of in-phase synchronization. (b)-(d) Dynamics of the
phase difference between the Rössler oscillators with the op-
timized APCFs; (b) proposed method, (c) optimal response
matrix, and (d) optimal driving function. In (b)-(d), black
solid lines represent the convergence of the phase difference φ
by Eq. (21) and colored dots represent the phase difference φ
at t = ℓT (ℓ = 0, 1, . . . ) obtained by direct numerical simula-
tions of Eq. (1); the vertical gray dashed line shows t = Tave

in each figure.

a constant frequency and deviations from it are generally
small from the weak-coupling assumption. Also, analyz-
ing the effect of time delay in the phase measurement
and developing methods to compensate for it will also be
a practical future subject.
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Appendix A: Review of the previous methods

Here, we briefly review our previous drive-response
method for optimizing mutual synchronization of sym-
metrically coupled oscillators [64], which is compared
with our present method in the main text.
In Ref. [64], the MCF H(θ1, θ2) ∈ RN is assumed to

be separated into a response matrix A(θ1) ∈ RN×N of
the oscillator and a driving function G(θ2) ∈ RN of the
other oscillator as

H(θ1, θ2) = A(θ1)G(θ2). (A1)

Given one of the response or driving function, the other
function is optimized to maximize the linear stability at
the in-phase synchronized state. While the MCF is de-
composed into the response or driving function and one
of them is assumed to be given in the previous study, in
this study, we put no such assumption on the MCF and
derived that the optimal MCF can be factorized into the
PSF Z and optimal amplitude P as in Eq. (32). More-
over, we optimize not the linear stability of the synchro-
nized state but the average convergence time to it. That
is, we focus on the global property (average convergence
time) rather than the local property (linear stability),
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FIG. 11. Optimal MCFs H1(θ1, θ2) = [H1,x(θ1, θ2) H1,y(θ1, θ2) H1,z(θ1, θ2)]
⊤ and H2(θ1, θ2) =

[H2,x(θ1, θ2) H2,y(θ1, θ2) H2,z(θ1, θ2)]
⊤ for the coupled nonidentical Rössler oscillators. (a) x component of H1. (b) y

component of H1. (c) z component of H1. (d) x component of H2. (e) y component of H2. (f) z component of H2. In each
figure, the straight lines represent Hi,n(θ1, θ2) = 0 for i = 1, 2 and n = x, y, z.
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FIG. 12. (a) Optimized DPCF for the coupled nearly iden-
tical Rössler oscillators. (b) Dynamics of the phase difference
of the Rössler oscillators by the proposed method. In (b), the
solid lines represent the convergence of the phase difference
φ by Eq. (16) and the dots represent the phase difference φ
at t = ℓT (ℓ = 0, 1, . . . ), obtained from the direct numerical
simulation of Eq. (1). The vertical gray dashed line shows
t = Tave.

because larger linear stability does not necessarily indi-
cate faster global synchronization. These are the major
differences between the two studies.

First, we consider optimizing the response matrix A,

given a driving function G. The optimal response matrix
A(ψ) that maximizes the linear stability of the in-phase
synchronized state is obtained as

A(ψ) = − 1

2λ
Z(ψ)

d

dψ
G(ψ)⊤, (A2)

where

λ = −

√√√√ 1

4QA

〈∥∥∥∥Z(ψ)
d

dψ
G(ψ)⊤

∥∥∥∥2
〉
ψ

, (A3)

by analytically solving the optimization problem

max
A

− 1

2
Γ′
a(0)

s.t.
〈
∥A(ψ)∥2F

〉
ψ
= QA,

(A4)

where ∥·∥F is the Frobenius norm.
Next, we consider optimizing the driving function G,

given a response matrix A. The optimal driving function
G(ψ) that maximizes the linear stability of the in-phase
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synchronized state is obtained as

G(ψ) =
1

2λ

d

dψ

(
A(ψ)⊤Z(ψ)

)
, (A5)

where

λ = −

√√√√ 1

4QG

〈∥∥∥∥ d

dψ
(A(ψ)⊤Z(ψ))

∥∥∥∥2
〉
ψ

, (A6)

by analytically solving

max
G

− 1

2
Γ′
a(0)

s.t.
〈
∥G(ψ)∥2

〉
ψ
= QG.

(A7)

Our numerical results in the main text show that the
method proposed in the present study outperforms the
previous methods explained above, indicating that the
separation of the MCF into the drive and response struc-
ture limits the efficiency of synchronization.

Appendix B: Effect of the regularization term

Here, we discuss the effect of the weight parameter γ in
the regularization term of the objective function in the
optimization problem (35). Although the case without
the regularization term, i.e., γ = 0, would be truly opti-
mal, the resulting functional form of Popt(φ; γ) is unde-
sirable because it may cause unnecessary sharp variations
in φ due to the discontinuity at φ = 0. We thus added
the sum of the square of the gradient with the weight γ
to the objective function so that P becomes smoother.

We solved this problem for γ = 0, 0.01, 0.1, 1, and ∞
with Q = 1 and M = 600, where the resulting functional
forms of Popt(φ; γ) are shown in Fig. 13. We can find that
the larger the parameter γ, the smoother the functional
form. We note that γ = ∞means the case where only the
regularization term of the objective function in Eq. (35)
is considered (i.e., the first term of the objective function
is neglected). In this case, the optimization problem is
simply given by

min
P

∫ 0

−π

(
dP (φ)

dφ

)2

dφ

s.t.
1

π

∫ 0

−π
P (φ)2dφ = Q,

P (φ) ≥ 0 (φ ∈ [−π, 0]),
P (0) = 0,

P (−π) = 0.

(B1)

This problem can be analytically solved and the resulting
P (φ) is proportional to sin(φ) on the interval [−π, 0]. In
Fig. 13, we can clearly observe the crossover from the dis-
continuous function (γ = 0) to the sine function (γ → ∞)
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FIG. 13. The optimal solutions of Popt(φ; γ) for different
weight parameters: γ = 0, 0.01, 0.1, 1, and ∞. The red line
shows when γ = 0, the blue line shows when γ = 0.01, the
green line shows when γ = 0.1, the yellow line shows when
γ = 1, and the black line shows when γ = ∞.

of the optimal P (φ). Similarly, in the case of nonidentical
oscillators, γ also controls the smoothness of the DPCF.
In the practical implementation of the proposed

method, we should empirically choose an appropriate
small hyperparameter γ > 0 so that the DPCF remains
sufficiently smooth near the synchronized state to avoid
strong fluctuations in the phase difference.

Appendix C: Numerical method of optimization

Here, we briefly explain the numerical optimization
method for the problem (46) in the nonidentical case.
Since it is difficult to optimize {Pk} and k∗ simulta-
neously, we first search the optimal k∗opt with γ =
0 and then optimize {Pk} by using the optimal k∗opt
and non-zero γ. We denote the objective function
of Eq. (46) by J(P (φk), k

∗; γ) and the optimal func-
tional form of the amplitude by Popt(φk; k

∗, γ), both
of which depend on k∗ and γ. The value of the ob-
jective function J(Popt(φk; k

∗, 0), k∗; 0) with the opti-
mal functional form Popt(φk; k

∗, 0) is a function of k∗

when γ = 0, but we cannot calculate the derivative of
J(Popt(φk; k

∗, 0), k∗; 0) with respect to k∗. We thus used
ternary search for finding the local optimal solution k∗opt.
Figure 14 shows the optimal values of k∗opt that mini-
mize J(Popt(φk; k

∗, 0), k∗; 0) obtained by ternary search
for FHN and Rössler oscillators.
As shown in Fig. 15, if ∆ > 0, since the velocity is

mainly increased with ∆ for [0, k∗], while it is decreased
for [k∗,K], it is not efficient to allocate the input power
on [k∗,K], indicating that the interval [k∗,K] should be
shorter than [0, k∗], i.e., k∗ > K/2. Therefore, we only
need to explore the interval [K/2,K]. We note that we
cannot choose k∗ = K − 1, K because the stable and
unstable fixed points are too close. If ∆ = 0, k∗ = K/2
should be optimal from the symmetry of the optimization
problem. Once we find the optimal k∗opt, we obtain the
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∆ (blue part). Therefore, it is efficient to allocate more power
in the interval [0, k∗] and not in the interval [k∗,K].

optimal Popt(φk; k
∗
opt, γ) by introducing an appropriate

weight parameter γ. After we obtain the optimal P (φ),
we determine the optimal DPCF Γd(φ) by Eq. (43).

Though the global optimum is not completely guaran-
teed, we generally obtained sufficiently good numerical
solutions with the method described here.
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