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We present an extension of the Kuramoto-Sakaguchi model for networks, deriving the second-order
phase approximation for a paradigmatic model of oscillatory networks - an ensemble of non-identical
Stuart-Landau oscillators coupled pairwisely via an arbitrary coupling matrix. We explicitly demon-
strate how this matrix translates into the coupling structure in the phase equations. To illustrate the
power of our approach and the crucial importance of high-order phase reduction, we tackle a trendy
setup of non-locally coupled oscillators exhibiting a chimera state. We reveal that our second-order
phase model reproduces the dependence of the chimera shape on the coupling strength that is not
captured by the typically used first-order Kuramoto-like model. Our derivation contributes to a
better understanding of complex networks’ dynamics, establishing a relation between the coupling
matrix and multi-body interaction terms in the high-order phase model.

I. INTRODUCTION

A central problem of network science is an account
of multi-body interactions [1], which can be responsible
for various dynamical phenomena [2]. In oscillatory net-
works, such interactions naturally appear on the level of
phase description via the terms depending on the phases
of three or more oscillators. In particular, such terms
emerge due to the high-order phase reduction of pair-
wisely coupled oscillators. In this Letter, we elaborate
on this scenario and treat a system of N Stuart-Landau
(SL) oscillators:

żi = (ηi + iνi)zi − ηi(1 + iβi)|zi|2zi + ε

N∑
j=1

Lije
iαijzj ,

(1)

where zi are complex variables and ηi, νi, βi ∈ R, ηi > 0,
are parameters [3]. We emphasize that oscillators are
non-identical and the real-valued coupling matrix L and
phase shifts αij are arbitrary. Parameter ε explicitly
quantifies the coupling strength; in the following, we as-
sume that it is small compared to ηi, which quantify the
stability of the limit cycles. The choice of the model is
motivated by the well-known fact that the phase approx-
imation of SL systems in the first order in ε yields the
celebrated Kuramoto-Sakaguchi (KS) model [4]. Here,
we derive the second-order phase approximation for sys-
tem (1), providing an extension of the KS system on net-
works for coupling that is not too weak:

ϕ̇i = ωi + εRi(ϕ⃗− ϕie⃗) + ε2Si(ϕ⃗, ϕi) . (2)

Here, ϕi is the phase of the ith oscillator, ϕ⃗ =
(ϕ1, ϕ2, . . . , ϕN )⊤, e⃗ = (1, . . . , 1)⊤, and first- and second-
order coupling functions Ri and Si are explicitly given
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below by Eqs. (14,21). The crucial feature of Eq. (2) is
that the KS terms Ri depend only on phase differences
while Si contains both difference and triplet terms.

II. MAIN RESULTS

The high-order terms are important because (i) they
increase the phase-reduced model’s accuracy, and (ii)
they can describe the effects of the original dynamics not
captured by the first-order approximation. To illustrate
this, we consider a particular but important setup - a
ring of identical nonlocally coupled SL oscillators - ex-
hibiting symmetry-breaking solutions known as chimera
states [5, 6]. In this case, ωi = ω,Ri = R,Si = S do not
depend on the index i, so Eq. (2) simplifies to

ϕ̇i = ω + εR(ϕ⃗− ϕie⃗) + ε2S(ϕ⃗, ϕi) , (3)

where the exact relation between the matrix L and cou-
pling functions R,S is given by Eqs. (25,26) below. Re-
call that chimera state is a dynamical pattern with self-
organized domains of synchronized (coherent) and desyn-
chronized (incoherent) oscillators. We emphasize that
in the first-order approximation, the spatial distribution
of coherent and incoherent oscillators on the ring is in-
dependent of coupling strength. Indeed, if one neglects
the terms ∼ ε2, goes to the co-rotating frame, and then
rescales the time, t 7→ t/ε, then the resulting equation
does not depend on ε. We demonstrate that, however,
the full SL model exhibits dependence of the chimera
shape on ε, and so does the second-order phase model (3).
For this, we revisit the classical model where chimera
states were discovered by Kuramoto and Battogtokh [5].
We choose the nonlocal coupling in the form

Lij =
2

N
Gexp

(
2dij
N

)
− δij , (4)

where δij is the Kronecker delta,

Gexp(x) = e−2x/(1− e−2) (5)
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is an exponentially decaying function associated with the
adiabatic elimination of the diffusive mediator in a two-
component system, and dij = min{|i − j|, N − |i − j|}
is the distance between the ith and jth oscillators on
the ring of length N . (Note the normalization factors
in (4) and (5) guarantee that the interaction is asymp-

totically balanced, i.e.,
∑N

j=1 Lij = 0 for N → ∞.) As

for other parameters, we adopt them from [7]. Namely,
we fix the parameters of SL oscillators as ηi = βi = 1
and νi = 0, and we choose αij = α = − arctan(0.9) for
all i and j. Next, we compare the results of the numer-
ical simulation for the SL ring with those for the first-
and second-order phase models [8]. The computations
for the SL model clearly demonstrate that the shape of
the chimera state changes for different values of ε even
if ε remains relatively small, see Fig. 1. Moreover, the
same simulations show that as ε increases, the chimera
states cease to exist at a fold bifurcation, while the first-
order phase model does not signal this. However, if, along
with the ε1-terms, we also keep the ε2-terms in Eq. (3),
the performance of the phase reduction improves signifi-
cantly. In particular, Fig. 1 shows that the second-order
phase model adequately reproduces the changes in the
shape of the chimera state for the variation of ε, which
the first-order phase model cannot capture.

III. SECOND-ORDER PHASE REDUCTION
FOR THE SL NETWORK

Our derivation of Eq. (2) follows [9, 10] and consists of
two main steps. The first step is the (invertible) trans-
formation of each oscillator to its phase-isostable normal
form [11, 12], expressing its state by phase ϕi ∈ [0, 2π)
and isostable amplitude ri ∈ R that is zero at the limit
cycle. The actual phase reduction relies on the weak
coupling assumption. In this case, our coupled SL sys-
tem with ηi > 0 has an attractive smooth invariant N -
dimensional torus [13] parameterized by the phases ϕi.
Thus, focusing on the system’s long-term behavior, we
take all isostable amplitudes as functions of the phases,

i.e., ri = Ri(ϕ⃗, ε). In the second step, we suppose that

each Ri(ϕ⃗, ε) is smooth and Ri(ϕ⃗, 0) = 0 so that

Ri(ϕ⃗, ε) = Ri;1(ϕ⃗)ε+O(ε2) . (6)

Then, we use ansatz (6) to obtain the first and second-
order terms in (2) from the formal asymptotic expansion.

For convenience, we first switch to physically meaning-
ful parameters for each unit: frequency of the limit-cycle
oscillation, ωi = νi − ηiβi, Floquet exponent of the cy-
cle, κi = −2ηi < 0, and the non-isochronicity parameter
γi = arctan(βi). With ci = κi tan(γi)/2, Eq. (1) becomes

żi =
(
iωi + (

κi

2
+ ici)(|zi|2 − 1)

)
zi + ε

N∑
j=1

Lije
iαijzj .

−π

φ
i

π

1 i 1024

(a)

−0.99

Ω
i

−0.94

1 i 1024

(b)

−π

φ
i

π

1 i 1024

(c)

−0.96

Ω
i

−0.78

1 i 1024

(d)

Figure 1. Chimera states in the system of N = 1024 non-
locally coupled identical Stuart-Landau oscillators (black cir-
cles) and in the corresponding phase-reduced models of the
first (magenta triangles) and second (blue crosses) orders.
Phase snapshots ϕi and time-averaged phase velocities Ωi are
shown for coupling strengths ε = 0.05 (a,b) and ε = 0.2 (c,d).
Panel (e) exhibits the dependence of the relative size C of
the chimera’s coherent region (i.e., the fraction of frequency-
locked oscillators) on the coupling strength ε. The time-
averaged phase velocity of coherent oscillators Ω versus the
coupling strength ε is shown in panel (f). Numerical results in
this figure demonstrate that the second-order phase approx-
imation successfully reproduces the shape and frequency of
the coherent domain for chimera states with quite a strong
coupling ε ⪅ 0.25. Like the SL system, the 2nd-order phase
model shows the disappearance of the chimera for ε ≈ 0.4.

Next, we re-write the system in polar coordinates ρi =
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|zi| and θi = arg(zi):

θ̇i = ωi + ci(ρ
2
i − 1) + ε

N∑
j=1

Lijρj
ρi

sin(θj − θi + αij) ,

(7)

ρ̇i =
κi

2
ρi(ρ

2
i − 1) + ε

N∑
j=1

Lijρj cos(θj − θi + αij) . (8)

We recall that without loss of generality, we wrote Eq. (1)
so that on the limit cycle ρi = 1 for all i.
It is well-known [12] that for each SL oscillator of the

form θ̇ = ω + c(ρ2 − 1), ρ̇ = κρ(ρ2 − 1)/2, there exists a
phase-isostable transformation:

ϕ = Φ(θ, ρ) = θ − tan(γ) ln(ρ) , (9)

r = P (ρ) = (ρ2 − 1)/(2ρ2) (10)

with tan(γ) = 2c/κ, which is defined by two characteris-
tic properties. First, in the new coordinates, the dynam-
ics of the amplitude r and the phase ϕ decouple and take
on a simple linear form ϕ̇ = ω and ṙ = κr. Second, on
the limit cycle (ρ = 1), it holds r = 0 and ϕ = θ. Note
that the transformation (9,10) defined in this way [14] is
isomorphic on the entire basin of attraction of the limit
cycle, i.e. for all ρ > 0 [11]. In addition, the isochrones of
the SL oscillator Φ(θ, ρ) = const are logarithmic spirals
with the inclination angle γ relative to the outward nor-
mal on the limit cycle (ρ = 1). For γ = 0, these spirals
turn into straight rays and Eq. (9) degenerates into the
identity ϕ = θ.

Using (9,10) and the identities ϕ̇i = ∂θiΦi ·θ̇i+∂ρi
Φi ·ρ̇i

and ṙi = ∂ρi
Pi · ρ̇i, we write system (7,8) in the form:

ϕ̇i = ωi + εQi(ϕ⃗, r⃗) , ṙi = κiri + εFi(ϕ⃗, r⃗) , (11)

where Qi is the phase coupling function

Qi(ϕ⃗, r⃗) =

N∑
k=1

Lik
ρk sin(θk − θi − γi + αik)

ρi cos(γi)
(12)

and Fi is the amplitude coupling function

Fi(ϕ⃗, r⃗) =

N∑
k=1

Lik
ρk cos(θk − θi + αik)

ρ3i
. (13)

In Eqs. (12,13), the polar coordinates ρi, θi are functions
of ϕi, ri according to transformations (9,10). In the fol-

lowing, for brevity, we omit the arguments ϕ⃗ and r⃗.
The first-order term Ri in model (2) follows from the

phase coupling function evaluated at the limit cycle, i.e.,
Ri = Qi|r⃗=0. Thus, from Eq. (12) we obtain

Ri =

N∑
j=1

Lij

cos(γi)
sin(ϕj − ϕi − γi + αij) , (14)

which is the well-known Kuramoto-Sakaguchi [4] term.

For the second-order term Si, we substitute formula (6)
into the first equation of system (11) and expand Qi in

powers of ε. This yields Si =
∑N

j=1 ∂rjQi

∣∣
r⃗=0

Rj;1. On

the other hand, by substituting formula (6) into the sec-
ond equation of system (11) we find that Rj;1 is deter-
mined by the linear partial differential equation (PDE)

κjRj;1 −
N∑

k=1

ωk∂ϕk
Rj;1 = − Fj |r⃗=0 , (15)

which can be solved using the Fourier transform [10].
Thus we obtain Rj;1 = −Ξj [Fj |r⃗=0], where

Ξj [f ] =
1

(2π)N

∫ 2π

0

f(ϕ⃗− s⃗)
∑
m⃗∈Z

e−im⃗·s⃗

κj + im⃗ · ω⃗
ds⃗ (16)

denotes the solution operator of PDE (15) with arbitrary
r.h.s. f , and m⃗ · s⃗ and m⃗ · ω⃗ are scalar products. In
conclusion, as a result of this consideration, we obtain

Si = −
N∑
j=1

∂rjQi

∣∣
r⃗=0

· Ξj [Fj |r⃗=0] , (17)

where all terms in the resulting formula can be found
explicitly. Indeed, using (9,10,12) and the identity
∂rjρi

∣∣
r⃗=0

= δij , we calculate

∂rjQi

∣∣
r⃗=0

=

N∑
k=1

Lik ∂rjqik
∣∣
r⃗=0

(18)

with

∂rjqik
∣∣
r⃗=0

=
(δkj − δij) sin(ϕk − ϕi + γj − γi + αik)

cos(γi) cos(γj)
.

(19)

Next, substituting r⃗ = 0 into Eq. (13) we obtain

Fj |r⃗=0 =

N∑
k=1

Ljk cos(ϕk − ϕj + αjk) .

Thus, using Eq. (16) we find:

Ξj [Fj |r⃗=0] =

N∑
k=1

Ljk

κj
cos(∆jk) cos(ϕk − ϕj −∆jk + αjk)

(20)

where ∆jk = arctan((ωj − ωk)/κj) is the phase lag
due to the frequency mismatch. Finally, substituting
Eqs. (18,19,20) into Eq. (17) and using basic trigono-
metric identities, we obtain

Si =
1

2

N∑
j=1

N∑
k=1

(
Ŝijk − S̃ijk

)
(21)
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with

Ŝijk =
LijLik cos(∆ik)

κi cos2(γi)

(
sin(ϕj − ϕk +∆ik + αij − αik)

+ sin(ϕj + ϕk − 2ϕi −∆ik + αij + αik)

)
(22)

and

S̃ijk =
LijLjk cos(∆jk)

κj cos(γi) cos(γj)

(
sin(2ϕj − ϕk − ϕi + γj − γi +∆jk + αij − αjk)

+ sin(ϕk − ϕi + γj − γi −∆jk + αij + αjk)

)
. (23)

Equations (14,21-23) complete the second-order phase
model (2) for heterogeneous SL oscillators coupled pair-
wisely via an arbitrary complex-valued matrix. We em-
phasize some facts about them. Si is a sum of two
pairwise and two triplet (multi-body interaction) terms.
Structurally, all terms can be divided into direct and me-
diated interactions, indicated by Ŝijk and S̃ijk, respec-

tively. The pairwise and triplet terms in Ŝijk share the
coefficient LijLik, so they influence node i only if both
nodes j and k have a structural connection to i. Inter-
estingly, for identical oscillators, ωi = ω, the pairwise
terms in Ŝijk cancel when summed over j and k. On the

contrary, the terms in S̃ijk share the coefficient LijLjk,
thus they include the pairwise and triplet interactions of
node i with all nodes k that are connected via a mediator
j. [15] Finally, we note that by definition cos(γi) > 0 and
cos(∆ij) > 0 for all indices.

A. A particular case: global coupling

For global diffusive coupling we have Lij = 1
N − δij .

For brevity, we consider isochronous oscillators (γi = 0)
with identical Floquet exponents κi = κ and phase lags
αij = α but non-identical frequencies. Then, Eqs. (14,21-
23) yield

ϕ̇i = ωi − ε sinα+
ε

N

N∑
j=1

sin(ϕj − ϕi + α)

+
ε2

2κN2

N∑
j,k=1

(
cos(∆ik) sin(ϕj − ϕk +∆ik)

+ cos(∆ik) sin(ϕk + ϕj − 2ϕi −∆ik + 2α)

− cos(∆jk) sin(2ϕj − ϕk − ϕi +∆jk)

− cos(∆jk) sin(ϕk − ϕi −∆jk + 2α)

)
. (24)

Note that the frequency differences, encoded in ∆ij =
arctan((ωi − ωj)/κ), influence both the amplitude and
the phase shift of the second-order coupling terms. For
identical frequencies, ∆ij = 0, our model reduces to that
of León and Pazó (up to a choice of parameters) [16].

B. A particular case: non-locally coupled identical
units

Now, we use formulas (14,21-23) to write an explicit
form of the second-order phase approximation for a ring
of identical SL oscillators, i.e., for the chimera setup. We
take ωi = ω, γi = γ, and κi = κ [17]. Then, ∆ij = 0.
The non-local coupling is organized in the standard way:

Lij =
1

N
G(i− j)− δij , (25)

whereG is a periodic functionG(i) = G(i±N), which can
be symmetric or not, and we also fix αij = α. Inserting
Eq. (25) into expressions for Ri and Si we obtain

ϕ̇i = ω̄+
ε̄

N

N∑
j=1

G(i− j) sin(ϕj − ϕi − γ + α)

+
ε̄2

2κN2

N∑
j,k=1

(
G(i− j)G(i− k) sin(ϕj + ϕk − 2ϕi + 2α)

−G(i− j)G(j − k) sin(2ϕj − ϕk − ϕi)

−G(i− j)G(j − k) sin(ϕk − ϕi + 2α)

)
, (26)

where ε̄ = ε/ cos(γ) and ω̄ = ω+ ε̄ sin(γ−α), cf. Eq. (3).
We used Eq. (26) for numerical simulations shown in
Fig. 1 for a special choice ofG, see Eq. (5); this simulation
validates the obtained approximation for moderate values
of ε. Notice that Eq. (26) remains phase-shift invariant,
therefore going to a corotating frame and rescaling time
we can show that the resulting dynamics depend on the
ratio ε/κ, but not on ε and κ separately.

IV. DISCUSSION

We summarize our results. We presented second-order
phase reduction for a network of non-identical and ar-
bitrarily coupled SL oscillators. The main effect is that
pairwise coupling of the SL units results in the emer-
gence of hypernetwork with triplet interactions on the
level of phase description. Our derivation yields the cor-
rect structure of multi-body interaction in the physically
motivated extension of the Kuramoto-Sakaguchi model
on networks, in particular, for globally coupled units, see
Eq. (24). Furthermore, we provide the phase equation de-
scribing chimera states with an account of second-order
terms. The relation of the coupling strength and the
Floquet multiplier of the cycle determines the amplitude
of these terms. Our derivation implies that the second-
order terms are small compared to the KS terms only
for ε ≪ |κ|, while they cannot be neglected for moderate
coupling. Generally, high-order phase reduction yields
qualitative and quantitative improvement in describing
the dynamics. The illustration for the former case is in-
creased precision in determining the synchronization do-
main of the harmonically forced van der Pol oscillator
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[10]. Examples for the latter case include an explana-
tion of the remote synchrony in a motif of three coupled
SL systems [18], coupling-dependent effects in chimera
dynamics shown in Fig. 1, and delay-induced synchro-
nization [19].

In addition, we emphasize that the demonstrated ef-
fect of high-order terms on the chimera’s shape applies
to a much broader range of models and phenomena. In-
deed, the standard theory says that for general limit-
cycle oscillators and arbitrary network topology, the first-
order approximation (the Kuramoto-Daido form) reads

ϕ̇i = ωi+εRi(ϕ⃗−ϕie⃗), where Ri(ϕ⃗−ϕie⃗) are 2π-periodic
functions which generally contain high harmonics, not
only the first one. Nonetheless, in the case of identical
oscillators ωi = ω, we again eliminate the coupling pa-
rameter ε by moving to the co-rotating frame and rescal-
ing time. Therefore, a Kuramoto-Daido first-order phase
model cannot, in principle, describe the effect of the cou-
pling strength on the shape of any coherence-incoherence
pattern in a network. Thus, incorporating the second-
order terms ∼ ε2 becomes crucial.
Finally, we mention that general results [10] provide a

route to computing third- and higher-order terms, lead-
ing to quadruplet and so on terms, though this task is
tedious and highly time-consuming. Another conclusion
is that multi-body interaction appears for networks of
arbitrary limit-cycle oscillators, though the closed ana-
lytical derivation of the second-order terms becomes un-
feasible and must be partially done numerically, cf. [10].
We emphasize that there exists an entirely different sce-
nario resulting in multi-body interaction terms due to
nonlinear coupling [20] which we do not address here.

We believe our results contribute to a better under-
standing of the nature of phase models with multi-body
interactions. In particular, the results suggest physically
meaningful types of such models, avoiding speculative
guesswork in choosing their structure.

E.T.K.M. acknowledges financial support from
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Re-
search Foundation), Project-ID 424778381 – TRR 295.
The work of O.E.O. was supported by the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft under Grant No. OM 99/2-2.
We thank A. Pikovsky for helpful discussions.

[1] F. Battiston, G. Cencetti, I. Iacopini, V. Latora, M. Lu-
cas, A. Patania, J.-G. Young, and G. Petri, Physics Re-
ports 874, 1 (2020); F. Battiston, E. Amico, A. Bar-
rat, G. Bianconi, G. Ferraz De Arruda, B. Franceschiello,
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[21] C. Bick, T. Böhle, and C. Kuehn, Journal of Nonlinear
Science 34, 77 (2024).
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