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Physiological networks are usually made of a large number of biological oscillators evolving on
a multitude of different timescales. Phase oscillators are particularly useful in the modelling of
the synchronization dynamics of such systems. If the coupling is strong enough compared to the
heterogeneity of the internal parameters, synchronized states might emerge where phase oscillators
start to behave coherently. Here, we focus on the case where synchronized oscillators are divided
into a fast and a slow component so that the two subsets evolve on separated timescales. We assess
the resilience of the slow component by reducing the dynamics of the fast one and evaluating the
variance of the phase deviations when the oscillators in the two components are subject to noise with
possibly distinct correlation times. From the general expression for the variance, we consider specific
network structures and show how the noise transmission between the fast and slow components is
affected. Interestingly, we find that oscillators that are among the most robust when there is only a
single timescale, might become the most vulnerable when the system separates into two timescales.
We also find that layered networks seem to be insensitive to timescale separations when the noise
has homogeneous correlation time.

I. INTRODUCTION

The synchronization dynamics of coupled phase oscilla-
tors finds numerous applications ranging from Josephson
junctions and electrical power grids to physiological net-
works [1–5]. The collective behavior displayed by these
system is made possible by the interplay between the in-
ternal parameters of the individual dynamical units and
the interaction coupling their degrees of freedom [6–9].
Due to the nonlinear nature of the coupling together with
the complex network topology of the interaction, multi-
ple synchronized states might exist for the same param-
eters and might be visited by the system due to pertur-
bations or noise [10–13]. Importantly, synchronization is
not always a desirable feature. For example, in electrical
power grids, a synchronous operational state ensures the
good functioning and distribution of power [14–16]. The
answer is less binary in physiological systems. Indeed,
synchronization is of primal importance for some cogni-
tive processes in the brain ensuring an adequate level of
communication between neuronal groups [17]. Also, syn-
chronized dynamics emerge in healthy neuronal systems
during sleep [18]. Therefore, a lack of synchronization
might result in some impairment of physiological system.
However, direct connections have been drawn between
the excess of synchronization in some neuronal groups
and brain diseases [19, 20]. Therefore, the synchroniza-
tion dynamics as well as its resilience to external pertur-
bations are topics of primal importance in order to better
understand the interplay between synchronized groups of
dynamical units.
Synchronization typically occurs in the phases or frequen-
cies, where in the latter case all the oscillators are in a
phase-locked state with time-independent phase differ-
ences, while in the former case all phases are the same.
Perturbations of these synchronized states can take a
great variety of forms such as external input signals in-

jected into some internal parameters or noisy environ-
ments [12, 21–27], interruption of the interaction between
some oscillators due to local failures [28, 29], alteration of
the dynamics of some units [30, 31]. Here, we are inter-
ested in networks of phase oscillators in a phase-locked
state where, due to damage to a subset of oscillators or
simply because of their intrinsic characteristics, two sep-
arate timescales of the dynamics exist so that the system
is divided into a fast and a slow component. This kind
of timescale separation might occur for example in the
human physiological system thanks to the wide range of
timescales reported [32]. In such a scenario, the fast oscil-
lators adapt to any input signal quickly compared to the
ones in the slow component. Therefore, the input signals
into the oscillators belonging to the fast component are
transmitted differently to those in the slow component
compared to the case where all oscillators evolve on the
same timescale. Such timescale separation in systems of
coupled phase oscillators have been used in the modelling
of power systems [33] and synchronization dynamics of
Kuramoto oscillators with attractive and repulsive cou-
plings [34]. As a paradigmatic model to investigate syn-
chronization, we use Kuramoto oscillators, but the frame-
work presented here applies more generally to coupled
dynamical systems evolving close to a stable fixed point.
We consider time-correlated noisy inputs as in many rele-
vant situations, dynamical systems are constantly pushed
away from their synchronized fixed point by ambient
noisy conditions [35]. The resilience of the system to
such perturbations can be assessed in various ways. One
can estimate the size of the basin of attraction [36, 37],
or evaluate the amplitude of small fluctuations or the es-
cape rate of large fluctuations [11, 12, 22, 23, 26, 38, 39].
In this manuscript, we assess the resilience of the slow
component in the small fluctuation regime by quanti-
fying the phase deviations from the synchronized state.
This is important as it clarifies which features of the dy-
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namical system make it robust to noise when coupled
oscillators evolve over multiple timescales. Within the
assumption of small fluctuation, we investigate the lin-
ear response of the system around a stable fixed point.
We first account for the timescale separation applying
Mori-Zwanzig formalism [40, 41] to the slow and fast
components. This leads to a reduced dynamics of the
oscillators which is equivalent to a Kron reduction of the
Jacobian matrix [42, 43]. The latter elucidate how the
inputs in the fast component are transmitted to the slow
one. Then, solving the linear system, we calculate the
variance of the phase deviations in the slow component
when time-correlated noises with distinct typical correla-
tion times are applied in each component. We show how
the amplitude of the excursion essentially depends on the
characteristics of the noise, as well as the system prop-
erties through the spectrum of its reduced Jacobian. In
some specific settings, we are able to further predict the
transmission of the noise from the fast to the slow com-
ponent based on the properties of the oscillators in the
fast component as well as the inter-component coupling
structure. In particular, we find that some oscillators
having smaller variance when there is no timescale sepa-
ration, might become the ones with larger variance when
there is a timescale separation, if there a well connected
to the fast component. Also, when the slow and fast com-
ponents are defined on a layered network, the variance is
mostly insensitive to the timescale separation when the
noise correlation time is homogeneous.

In Sec. II, we introduce the model of Kuramoto oscil-
lators with timescale separation and apply Mori-Zwanzig
formalism to obtain a reduced dynamics for the slow
component. In the same section, we then calculate the
variance of the degrees of freedom of the oscillators in
the slow component subject to time-correlated noise. In
Sec. III, we numerically confirm and illustrate the theory
on various network structures. The conclusions are given
in Sec. IV

II. TIMESCALE SEPARATION

A. Networks of phase oscillators

We are interested in the situation where, due to an
external perturbation or change in the environment, the
intrinsic timescales of the individual oscillators separate
into a fast and a slow subsystem. We consider a set of N
oscillators each with a compact phase degree of freedom
θi ∈ (−π, π] whose time-evolution is governed by the set
of coupled differential equations [7],

di θ̇i = ωi −
N∑
j=1

bij sin(θi − θj) + ηi , (1)

for i = 1, ... N . The natural frequency of the ith oscilla-
tor is denoted ωi , the structure of the coupling network is

given by elements bij of the adjacency matrix [44]. Am-
bient noise is modelled at the ith oscillator by ηi and is
taken as a time-correlated noise, uncorrelated in space,
i.e. ⟨ηi(t)ηj(t′)⟩ = η20,iδij exp[−|t− t′|/τi] , where τi is the
typical correlation time of the noise at the ith oscillator.
The non-negative parameters di’s define the individual
timescale of each oscillator. Removing the noise term,
Eq. (1) may have multiple stable fixed points of the dy-
namics which essentially depend on the coupling topol-
ogy and strength as well as the distribution of natural
frequencies. Below, we assume that such a stable fixed
point {θ∗i } exists and that the noise term is small enough
such that the dynamics remains inside the initial basin
of attraction. In the present scenario, we assume that
we have two sets of oscillators that we denote F and S ,
respectively with NF and NS oscillators, such that

di =

{
d i ∈ F
d i ∈ S

(2)

with d ≪ d . The latter means that oscillators belonging
to S have a much slower intrinsic timescale than those
belonging to F . In the following, we focus on the dy-
namics of the oscillators in the slow component. Within
the assumption of timescale separation, one can rewrite
Eq. (1) as,

θ̇i = ωi −
N∑
j=1

bij sin(θi − θj) + ηi , i ∈ S

ϵ θ̇i = ωi −
N∑
j=1

bij sin(θi − θj) + ηi , i ∈ F ,

(3)

where we defined d/d = ϵ−1 and, without loss of gener-
ality, set d to unity. In the limit ϵ → 0 , the oscillators
within F instantaneously adapt their phases. In the next
section, we consider the dynamical system Eqs. (3) in the
vicinity of a stable fixed point and perform a singular
perturbation analysis using Mori-Zwanzig formalism.

B. Near-equilibrium and reduced dynamics

Even though we consider Kuramoto oscillators, the fol-
lowing approach applies in general to coupled dynamical
systems that have a stable fixed point around which they
evolve and where linearization is valid. To analyze the re-
silience of the slow component, we consider the dynamics
of the system close to a fixed point {θ∗i } . In particular,
we are interested in the time-evolution of the phase de-
viations xi(t) = θi(t)− θ∗i for i ∈ S and yi(t) = θi(t)− θ∗i
for i ∈ F whose dynamics at the first order reads,[

ẋ
ϵ ẏ

]
=

[
JSS JSF
JFS JFF

] [
x
y

]
+

[
ηS
ηF

]
(4)

where we defined the matrix

Jij =

{
bij cos(θ

∗
i − θ∗j ) i ̸= j

−
∑N

k=1 bik cos(θ
∗
i − θ∗k) i = j ,

(5)
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which is the Jacobian of the system and is a Laplacian
matrix when phase differences are between −π

2 and π
2 .

Using Mori-Zwanzig formalism [40, 41] with x and y
being respectively the resolved and unresolved variables
(see [45] for an introduction), one can express the first
row of Eq. (4) as,

ẋi =

NS∑
j=1

JSS ij xj + ηS i +

NF∑
α=1

∫ t

0

ϵ−1eναϵ−1(t−t′) (6)

×
NF∑

k,m=1

NS∑
l=1

JFSklxl(t
′)wα,kJSF imwα,m dt′

+

NF∑
α=1

∫ t

0

ϵ−1eναϵ−1(t−t′)
NF∑

k,m=1

ηFk(t
′)wα,kJSF imwα,m dt′ ,

where we denoted wα the eigenvectors of JFF with cor-
responding eigenvalues να < 0 . In Eq. (6) , the first
two terms on the right-hand side are Markovian while
the other ones have memory. We are interested in the
time-evolution of the slow components x when there is a
timescale separation, i.e. ϵ → 0 . Taking the latter limit
in Eq. (6) yields in a matrix form,

ẋ = JSS x− JSF J−1
FF JFS x+ ηS − JSF J−1

FF ηF (7)

= Jred x+ ξ ,

where in the second line we defined the reduced Jacobian
Jred = JSS − JSF J−1

FF JFS , and denoted the noise term

as ξ = ηS − JSF J−1
FF ηF . It is interesting to note that

the reduced dynamics given by Eq. (7) can be obtained
by a Kron reduction [42, 43] of the fast component of the
system (see [46] for an example). The dynamics of the
slow component is then governed by Eq. (7) where the
effective noise at the ith oscillator is a combination of the
noise at the ith oscillator combined with a superposition
of the noise inputs at oscillators belonging to the fast
component. For undirected coupling as we consider in the
following, one has that JFS = J⊤

SF . The linear system
Eq. (7) can be solved by expanding over the eigenmodes
of Jred denoted uα , with corresponding eigenvalues λα ,
α = 1, ...NS = |S| . As Jred is also the negative of a
Laplacian matrix, one has that 0 > λ1 ≥ ... ≥ λNS with
u1,i = 1/

√
NS . The general solution to Eq. (7) is given

by,

xi(t) =

NS∑
α=2

∫ t

0

exp[λα(t− t′)]uα · ξ(t′) dt′uα,i , (8)

for i = 2, ...NS and where we omitted the first mode in
the sum as any perturbation along it does not modify the
system . This expression can be used directly to calculate
the moments of the phase deviations.

C. Fluctuations from the synchronized state

Various characteristics of the response can be used to
determine the resilience of the coupled oscillators. When

FIG. 1. Connectivity where oscillators in the fast component
are disconnected. The fast oscillators are shown in red while
the slow oscillators are shown in blue.

subject to stochastic inputs, a natural choice is to eval-
uate the magnitude of the deviations from the synchro-
nized fixed point by calculating the variance of the phase
deviations. The variance of the phase deviations in the
slow component is calculated from Eq. (8) and reads in
the long time limit,

⟨x2
i ⟩ = η20,S

NS∑
α=2

u2
α,i

λα(λα − τ−1
S )

(9)

+η20,F

NS∑
α,β=2

(λα + λβ − 2τ−1
F )Γαβ uα,iuβ,i

(λα + λβ)(τ
−1
F − λα)(τ

−1
F − λβ)

,

with the scalar Γαβ = u⊤
αJSFJ

−2
FFJFSuβ . In Eq. (9),

we set the standard deviation of the ambient noise in
the slow and fast components respectively, to = η0,S and
η0,F . We also set distinct homogeneous correlation times
for the noise in each component as τi = τS for i ∈ S
and τi = τF for i ∈ F . While the contribution to the
variance from the additive noise in the slow component is
essentially given by the position of the oscillators on the
slowest eigenmodes, the effect of the noise coming from
the fast component involves combinations of eigenmodes.
The precise combination depends on the effective reduced
dynamics through Γαβ . The shortest timescale in the
system is set by the oscillators belonging to F . However,
by tuning the correlation time of the noise τ = τF = τS ,
one can investigate the regimes where the λNS τ ≪ 1 and
λ2τ ≫ 1 . Indeed, in the limit where the noise correlation
time is shorter than the timescales of the slow component
and the same in both components, the variance becomes,

⟨x2
i ⟩ = η20,S τ

NS∑
α=2

u2
α,i

(−λα)
+ η20,F τ

NS∑
α,β=2

2Γαβ uα,iuβ,i

(−λα − λβ)
.

(10)

In the other limit where the noise correlation time is the
longest timescale, one has,

⟨x2
i ⟩ = η20,S

NS∑
α=2

u2
α,i

λ2
α

+ η20,F

NS∑
α,β=2

Γαβ uα,iuβ,i

λαλβ
. (11)

Comparing the two limiting cases Eqs. (10) and (11) , one
remarks that in both variances, a significant contribution
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FIG. 2. Connectivity where oscillators in the fast component
with inter-component connections are connected to all the
oscillators in the slow component. The fast oscillators are
shown in red while the slow oscillators are shown in blue.

FIG. 3. Connectivity where a single oscillator in the slow
component is connected to all the oscillators in the fast one.
The fast oscillators are shown in red while the slow oscillators
are shown in blue.

might come from the slowest eigenmodes. Note also that
Eq. (9) is more generally valid in the case where τF and
τS are different.
In the Appendix A , we give the variance of the phases

when there is no timescale separation.
To obtain more insights into the contribution from the

fast component, let us consider specific situations in the
strong coupling limit.

D. Strong coupling limit

In the strong coupling limit, one has |θ∗i − θ∗j | ≪ 1
∀i, j , so that one can approximate the Jacobian Eq. (5)
as,

Jij =

{
bij i ̸= j

−
∑N

k=1 bik i = j .
(12)

Within this coupling limit and some other assumptions
that are specified below, one can further consider network
structures that give more insights about Eq. (9) .

1. Disconnected oscillators in the fast component

In the simple scenario where only a single oscillator l
belongs to the fast component while all the others are
in the slow one, JFF is a scalar such that J−2

FF = k−2
l

is the inverse of the squared weighted degree of the

fast oscillator indexed by l . Therefore, one has Γαβ =(∑
j∈N (l) uα,jblj

)(∑
k∈N (l) uβ,kblk

)
/k2l , where N (l) is

the set of oscillators in the slow component connected
to the fast oscillator l . The contribution from the sec-
ond term in Eq. (9) therefore crucially depends on the
location of the oscillators on the slowest eigenmodes of
the reduced Jacobian. This situation easily generalizes
to the case of multiple oscillators in the fast component
that are not connected as shown in Fig. 1 . One then has

Γαβ =
∑

l∈F

(∑
j∈N (l) uα,jblj

)(∑
k∈N (l) uβ,kblk

)
/k2l ,

where we took the sum over all the oscillators in the fast
component.

2. All-to-all coupling from fast to slow component

When the oscillators in the fast components that have
inter-component connections are connected to all the os-
cillators in the slow component with homogeneous cou-
pling, i.e. blj = bl > 0 ∀j ∈ N (l) = S , with l ∈ F (see
Fig. 2), the second term in Eq. (9) vanishes. Indeed, in
such a situation, the columns of the matrix JSF = J⊤

FS
corresponding to the inter-component coupling are full of
ones and as u1 · uα = δ1α by orthogonality of the eigen-
modes, one has that Γαβ = 0 for all α, β = 1, ..., NS .
Intuitively, if the signal from one oscillator in the fast
component is transmitted with the same strength to all
the oscillators in the slow one, then it will result in an
overall phase shift without affecting the fixed point. How-
ever, if the coupling is not homogeneous between the slow
and fast components, the variance will be different from
zero.

3. All-to-all from slow to fast component

In the opposite case where only a single oscillator in
the slow component is homogeneously connected to all
the oscillators in the fast one (see Fig. 3), the intra-
component structure of the coupling within the fast com-
ponent does not influence the propagation of the noise.
Indeed, if blj = bl > 0 ∀j ∈ M(l) = F where here
M(l) is the set of oscillators in the fast component con-
nected to the lth oscillator in the slow component, one
has Γαβ = b2l uα,luβ,lNF . Therefore, only the size of
the fast component and not the intra-component net-
work structure of the oscillators influence the variance
in the slow one. This can be generalized to the case
where multiple oscillators in slow component are con-
nected to all the ones in the fast component. One then
has, Γαβ =

∑
l∈S b2l uα,luβ,lm

−2 with m the number of
oscillators in the slow component that have all-to-all con-
nections to the fast component. Here again, the structure
of the coupling within the fast component does not influ-
ence the variance.
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4. Layered networks

An interesting case arises when oscillators are con-
nected on layered networks so that the fast component
is on one layer, the slow one on another layer, and the
two layers are connected together. In the specific sce-
nario where each fast oscillator is connected to a single
distinct oscillator in the slow component and the number
of units in the layers is the same, one has that JSF is a
diagonal matrix (up to a permutation of the oscillators
indices). This is illustrated in Fig. 4 . If one further as-
sumes that the inter-layer coupling is homogeneous, i.e.
JSF = b̃ I is a multiple of the identity matrix, one has
that the eigenbases of Jred and JSS = JFF satisfy the
following relations,

Jreduα = λαuα = (JSS − b̃2JSS
−1)uα , (13)

(JSS − b̃2JSS
−1)vβ = (µβ − b̃2µ−1

β )vβ = Jredvβ , (14)

with α, β = 1, ..., NS and where the eigenmodes of JSS
are denoted vβ with corresponding eigenvalue µβ . Notic-

ing that (µβ− b̃2 µ−1
β ) is a monotonically increasing func-

tion of µβ , one has a one-to-one correspondence between
the eigenmodes of Jred and JSS such that uα = vα and
λα = (µα − b̃2 µ−1

α ) for α = 1, ..., NS . Given the specific

structure of the coupling, one further has that µβ = γβ−b̃
where γβ are the eigenvalues of the Jacobian in each of
the layer when removing the inter-layer coupling. Assum-
ing that the noise amplitudes as well as the correlation
times are the same in both components, one can rewrite
Eq. (9) as,

⟨x2
i ⟩ = η20

NS∑
α=2

v2α,i(µ
2
α + b̃2)

(µ2
α − b̃2)(µ2

α − b̃2 − µατ−1)
. (15)

One can also calculate the variance when there is no
timescale separation by remarking that the eigenmodes
of the full Jacobian Eq. (5) are given by [vα,±vα]

⊤/
√
2

with corresponding eigenvalues (µα ± b̃) for α =
1, ..., (NS + NF ) . Using Eq. (A1) , the variance then
reads,

⟨x2
i ⟩ = η20

NS∑
α=2

v2α,i(−µατ
−1 + µ2

α + b̃2)

(µ2
α − b̃2)(τ−2 − 2µατ−1 − b̃2 + µ2

α)
(16)

+
η20(NS +NF )

−1

2b̃(τ−1 + 2b̃)
.

While Eqs. (15), (16) are different in general, when the
correlation time of the noise becomes short, the two vari-
ances only differ by a constant given by the second term
in the right-hand side of Eq. (16) .

In the following section, we illustrate and confirm nu-
merically the results discussed so far.

FIG. 4. Connectivity in layers where the fast oscillators are
shown in red in the top layer while the slow oscillators are
shown in blue in the bottom layer. Each oscillator in one of
the layer can be connected only to a single oscillator in the
other layer.

FIG. 5. Sum of the variance of the phase deviations at every
oscillator in the slow component as a function of the cou-
pling strength K . The variance is obtained by time-evolving
Eq. (1) for a Watts-Strogatz network of 50 oscillators with
heterogeneous natural frequencies (var[ω] = 0.01) where the
ratio of the damping parameters in the slow and fast compo-
nent is d/d = 0.1 . The correlation times of the noise are
fixed to τS/d = τF/d = 0.05 . Each dot is obtained by
time-averaging the variance over a single simulation of the
dynamics while the solid curve gives the theory that is the
sum of the variances in Eq. (9) . The noise amplitudes are
η0,S/d = η0,F/d = 0.05 . The black dashed and dotted-dashed
lines give respectively, ∼ K−1 and ∼ K−2 .

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We first confirm numerically Eq. (9) in Fig. 5 where we
consider a Watts-Strogatz network [44] withm = 4 initial
nearest neighbors and a rewiring probability prewiring =
0.1 , of sizeNS+NF = 50 , with respectivelyNS = 35 and
NF = 15 oscillators in each component. The damping
parameters are taken homogeneous in each component
and satisfy d/d = 0.1 in order to effectively simulate a
timescale separated system . We fix the correlation times
of the noise τS/d = τF/d = 0.05 and tune the coupling
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FIG. 6. Variance of the phase deviations at every oscillator
in the slow component when noise is only applied on the fast
component. The variance is obtained by time-evolving Eq. (1)
for a modified Erdős-Rényi network of 13 oscillators where
3 oscillators in the fast component are connected to all the
oscillators in the slow component. The ratio of the damping
parameters in the slow and fast component is d/d = 0.1 . The
correlation time of the noise in the fast component is fixed to
τF/d = 0.05 for the orange and green data points and τF/d =
10 for the red and blue ones. The natural frequencies are such
that var[ω] = 0.01 for the green and blue points and var[ω] =
0.05 for the red and orange ones. Each dot is obtained by
time-averaging the variance over a single simulation of the
dynamics while the solid curve gives the theory Eq. (9) . The
noise amplitude is η0,F/d = 0.1 .

weights of the network as bij → K bij ∀i, j = 1, ..., 50
in order to visit the different regimes. As predicted by
the theory Eq. (9) and its two limiting cases Eqs. (10),
(11) , when the noise correlation time is shorter than the
system’s timescales, one has that

∑
i∈S⟨x2

i ⟩ ∼ 1/K while
in the case where the noise is much slower than the sys-
tem’s timescales one has

∑
i∈S⟨x2

i ⟩ ∼ 1/K2 . Moreover,
the theory given by the solid line matches the numerical
results given by the dots.

Next, in Sec. IID , we discuss particular examples in
the strong coupling limit. We numerically investigate
these examples also going beyond the strong coupling
limit.

A. All-to-all coupling from fast to slow component

We consider the situation described in Sec. IID 2 where
oscillators in the fast component that have some connec-
tion to the slow one are connected to all of them. The
numerical results are shown on Fig. 6 where this particu-
lar setting has been simulated for a modified Erdős-Rényi
network of NS +NF = 13 oscillators with various corre-
lation time of the noise and different heterogeneity levels
in the natural frequencies. Here, only the fast compo-
nent is subjected to noise, while the slow component is
noiseless. One observes that increasing the heterogene-

a

c d

b

e

FIG. 7. Variance of the phase deviations at every oscillator
when there no timescale separation [panels (a), (c) and or-
ange and green data points in panel (e)] and when there is a
timescale separation [panels (b), (d) and red and blue data
points in panel (e)], for a modified Watts-Strogatz network of
NS +NF = 30 where the yellow node (with largest variance)
in (b) is connected to all the oscillators in the fast component.
The oscillators depicted by grey squares are in the fast compo-
nent while all the others are in the slow component. The vari-
ance is numerically obtained by time-averaging over a single
realization of the dynamics Eq. (1) . (e) Comparison between
the theory Eq. (9) given by the solid lines and the numerical
simulations given by the dots when there is no timescale sep-
aration (in orange and green) and when there is a timescale
separation (in red and blue). The ratio of the damping pa-
rameters in the slow and fast component is d/d = 0.02 . The
correlation times of the noise are fixed to τF/d = τF/d = 0.05
(orange and red) and τF/d = τF/d = 50 (green and blue).
The natural frequencies are such that var[ω] = 0.03 . The
noise amplitude is η0,F/d = 0.2 .

ity in the natural frequencies of the oscillators induces
larger variances for the phase deviations. Not shown on
Fig. 6 is the homogeneous case of oscillators with iden-
tical natural frequencies, for which the variance vanishes
as predicted in Sec. IID 2 . While the heterogeneity in-
creases the noise transmission from the fast to the slow
component, one observes that the amplitude of the de-
viations is still rather small in Fig. 5 . Besides u⊤

αJSF
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a

c d

b

e

FIG. 8. Variance of the phase deviations at every oscilla-
tor when there no timescale separation [panels (a), (c) and
orange and green data points in panel (e)] and when there
is a timescale separation [panels (b), (d) and red and blue
data points in panel (e)], for a modified Watts-Strogatz net-
work of NS + NF = 30 where the yellow node (with largest
variance) in (b) is connected to all the oscillators in the fast
component. The oscillators depicted by grey squares are in
the fast component while all the others are in the slow compo-
nent. The variance is numerically obtained by time-averaging
over a single realization of the dynamics Eq. (1) . (e) Com-
parison between the theory Eq. (9) given by the solid lines
and the numerical simulations given by the dots when there
is no timescale separation (in orange and green) and when
there is a timescale separation (in red and blue). The ratio
of the damping parameters in the slow and fast component
is d/d = 0.02 . The correlation times of the noise are fixed
to τF/d = 0.05 τF/d = 50 (orange and red) and τF/d = 50 ,
τF/d = 0.05 (green and blue). The natural frequencies are
such that var[ω] = 0.03 . The noise amplitude is η0,F/d = 0.2 .

being small, this is because the oscillators in the fast com-
ponent with inter-component connections have relatively
large degrees which directly reduce the noise transmission
in Γαβ = u⊤

αJSFJ
−2
FFJFSuβ .

a

b

FIG. 9. Variance of the phase deviations at every oscillator
in the slow component when noise is only applied on both
the slow and the fast components. The variance is obtained
by time-evolving Eq. (1) for a layered network made of two
copies of an Erdős-Rényi network of 15 oscillators. One layer
is the fast component while the other is the slow one. Pairs of
corresponding oscillators in the two layers have a single inter-
component connection. The correlation time of the noise in
both components is fixed to τ/d = 0.05 for the red and orange
data points, τ/d = 50 for the green and blue ones, and τ/d =
2 for the purple and pink ones. The natural frequencies are
identical and vanishing for all oscillators. Each dot is obtained
by time-averaging the variance over a single simulation of the
dynamics while the solid curve gives the theory Eq. (9) when
there is no timescale separation (d/d = 1) for the orange,
green and purple data points, and when there is a timescale
separation (d/d = 0.05) for the red, blue and pink ones. The
noise amplitude is η0,F/d = 0.1 .

B. All-to-all from slow to fast component

In the other situation where some oscillators in the
slow components are connected to a large fraction of the
oscillators in the fast component, we showed in Sec. IID 3
that their variance is more important than oscillators
with fewer or no connection to the fast component. This
result is particularly interesting and intriguing, as in the
regular situation where there is no timescale separation,
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oscillators that have a larger number of connections to
the other elements typically have a smaller variance [47].
Indeed, this is first illustrated in Fig. 7 where the vari-
ance of each oscillator is given by the color map when
there is no timescale separation in panels (a) and (c), and
when there is a timescale separation in panels (b) and (d)
within the synchronized oscillators. In both correlation
time limits (with τS = τF ), one observes that oscilla-
tors belonging to S having larger variances in Fig. 7(b)
and (d) are among the ones with smaller variances in
panels (a) and (c). Comparing Fig. 7(c) and (d), one
also observes that the timescale separation modifies the
variance of the oscillators far from the fast component.
The theory and the numerical simulations for the two
systems with and without timescale separation are con-
firmed in Fig. 7(e) . We then move to the case where the
noise correlation times are different in each component.
In Fig. 8 , we show both limits λNS τF ≪ 1 and λ2τS ≫ 1
[panels (a), (b) and orange and red data points in panel
(e)], and λNS τF ≫ 1 and λ2τS ≪ 1 [panels (c), (d) and
green and blue data points in panel (e)]. Similar am-
plification of the fluctuations as in the previous case are
observed. However, comparing Fig. 8(c) and (d), one re-
marks that some oscillators well connected to the fast
component keep rather small variances while others hav-
ing fewer connections become more vulnerable.

C. Layered networks

Here, we check the theory when the system is defined
on a layered network, i.e. the slow and fast components
each corresponds to one layer. We consider the specific
setting where both layers have the same network connec-
tivity and the inter-layer coupling is made through sin-
gle connections between corresponding oscillators in each
component (such structure are sometimes called multi-
plex [44]). In Fig. 9 , the numerical simulations for the
variance (dots) match the theory Eqs. (9) and (A1) (solid
lines) for various correlation times of the noise [homoge-
neous in panel (a), i.e. τF = τS and inhomogeneous in
panel (b)]. The red, blue and pink data points correspond
to the situation where there is a timescale separation be-
tween the two components, while for the orange, green
and purple ones, there is no timescale separation. In-
terestingly, one observes that the two different situations
produce similar variances for the phases. As predicted in
Sec. IID 4 , in the limit where τ is the longest timescale
in the system, the variances in the two situations only
differ by a constant, which is small when comparing the
blue and green data points in Fig. 9(a) . However, in
Fig. 9(b) where the noise correlation times are distinct
in each component, one sees that the variances with and
without timescale separation differ.

IV. CONCLUSION

Physiological systems are composed of a multitude
of synchronized dynamical units evolving on various
timescales. It is therefore relevant to investigate how
these different timescales impact the synchronization dy-
namics of networked phase oscillators. Here, we consid-
ered networks of synchronized phase oscillators where a
timescale separation divides the units into a slow and
a fast component. Using Mori-Zwanzig formalism, we
derived a reduced dynamical system describing the time-
evolution of the slow component which we used to assess
the resilience of the slow component by calculating the
variance of the phase deviations. We obtained a closed-
form expression for the variance of each oscillator as a
function of the eigenmodes of the reduced Jacobian. In-
terestingly, noise propagation from the fast to the slow
component essentially depends on the mixing of the dif-
ferent eigenmodes. The precise mixing is given by the
inter- and intra-component coupling structures. In par-
ticular, we showed that oscillators that have a small vari-
ance when there is no timescale separation, might have a
strongly amplified variance when there is a timescale sep-
aration and they have numerous connections to the fast
component. Also, for homogeneous long correlation time
of the noise, we found that when the fast and slow compo-
nent are connected over a layered structure, the variance
of the oscillators is mostly insensitive to a timescale sep-
aration.
The theory presented here highlights the importance of
timescales to assess the resilience of coupled phase oscil-
lators. Some oscillators that might be the most robust
within one ratio of the timescales, might become the most
fragile ones for another ratio (see Figs. 7 and 8).
While the results of this manuscript were obtained for
Kuramoto oscillators, they apply more generally to cou-
pled dynamical system evolving close to a stable fixed so
that the linear approximation is valid.
Future research should consider more than one timescale
separation, evaluate the resilience of the fast component,
and go beyond the small fluctuation framework presented
here.
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Appendix A: No timescale separation

One can also calculate the variance of the oscillators
belonging to S (and also F) when there is no timescale
separation. Assuming as previously that the oscillators
in S and F are subject to noises with correlation times
τS and τF respectively, and that the standard deviations
are homogeneous, one has,

⟨x2
i ⟩ = η20

NS+NF∑
α,β=2

∑
j∈S

(γα + γβ +−2τ−1
S )qα,jqβ,jqα,iqβ,i

(γα + γβ)(τ
−1
S − γα)(τ

−1
S − γβ)

(A1)

+ η20

NS+NF∑
α,β=2

∑
j∈F

(γα + γβ − 2τ−1
F )qα,jqβ,jqα,iqβ,i

(γα + γβ)(τ
−1
F − γα)(τ

−1
F − γβ)

,

where qα are the eigenvectors of the Jacobian Eq. (5) ,
with corresponding eigenvalues γα .
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