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We study a simple model of swarmalators subject to periodic forcing and confined to move around
a one-dimensional ring. This is a toy model for physical systems with a mix of sync, swarming, and
forcing such as colloidal micromotors. We find several emergent macrostates and characterize the
phase boundaries between them analytically. The most novel state is a swarmalator chimera, where
the population splits into two sync dots, which enclose a ‘train’ of swarmalators that run around a
peanut-shaped loop.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synchronization is a common type of pattern forma-
tion that occurs in many systems, from fireflies [1] to
lasers [2] to heart cells [3]. In the synchronized state,
the units coordinate the timing of their oscillations, but
do not move through space. Swarming is a complemen-
tary form of self-organization where the units coordinate
their motion but do not have internal phase variables that
self-synchronize. Examples are the flocking of birds [4],
schooling of fish [5], and the herding of sheep [6].

Though related – in sense spatiotemporal opposites –
sync and swarming have historically developed indepen-
dently. New research has however brought the two fields
into contact by considering oscillators that are mobile,
their movements and phase oscillations mutually coupled.
These entities are called swarmalators, since they gener-
alize swarms and oscillators. Swarmalators are expected
to be useful as toy models for the many systems which
combine sync and self-assembly such as chemical motors
and biological microswimmers [7–16].

Recently, researchers have started to map out
the space of swarmalator phenomenology by studying
physics-style, minimal models. Simple mean field mod-
els, where all swarmalators’ interact with equal strength,
produces sync disks and vortex-like phase waves seen in
arrays of sperm and active colloids [17]. Adding pinning
led to chaos, quasi-periodicity, and other unsteady behav-
ior that matched the dynamics of magnetic domain walls
[18, 19]. Time delays led to pseudo-crystalline states with
slow dynamics reminiscent of glasses [20]. Local coupling
[21], thermal noise [22], mixed-sign interactions [23, 24],
and other effects [25–36] have also been explored.

Yet one effect has yet to be understood: external forc-
ing. Forcing is conspicuous in many swarmalator systems
such as colloidal micromotors [10, 37] but is difficult to

∗ sayeedanwar447@gmail.com
† diba.ghosh@gmail.com
‡ kevin.p.okeeffe@gmail.com

analyze theoretically due to the nonlinearities and nu-
merous degrees of freedom at play. A first step in this
direction was carried out a few years ago [38]. The au-
thors took the two-dimensional (2d) swarmalator model
[17] and added a simple sinusoidal forcing term, and
found diverse behavior. Yet even in the simpler math-
ematical setting of a minimal model, analysis was still
intractable.

This paper aims to advance the theoretical study
of forced swarmalators by considering an even simpler
model where the swarmalators’ motion is confined to a
one-dimensional (1d) ring. As we will show, these sim-
plifications allow the expressions for the stabilities and
bifurcations of several collective states to be derived ex-
actly. Moreover, the model can be generalized in many
ways, hopefully making it a useful tool for follow-up stud-
ies.

II. MATHEMATICAL MODEL

Since our goal is to maximize tractability, we study
the simplest possible model of forced swarmalators: the
1d swarmalator model [39, 40] with sinusoidal forcing on
the phase dynamics (yet as we will show, even in this rad-
ically simplified setting, the model have behaviour that
remains out of analytic reach). The model is

ẋi = ν +
J

N

N∑
j

sin(xj − xi) cos(θj − θi), (1)

θ̇i = ω +
K

N

N∑
j

sin(θj − θi) cos(xj − xi)

+ F sin(Ωt− θi). (2)

Here, xi, θi ∈ S1 are the position and phase of the i-th
swarmalator (S1 is the unit circle). The spatial dynam-
ics model aggregation (the Kuramoto sin(xj − xi) term)
which depends on phase (the accompanying cos(θj − θi)
factor). Conversely, the phase dynamics model syn-
chrony which depends on distance, with the addition of
the sine forcing.
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FIG. 1. Collective states of the forced swarmalator model. (a) Pinned (blue dot) and split pinned (red dots) state for
(K,F ) = (1, 0.5), (b) Sync dots for (K,F ) = (−2, 1), (c) Phase locked state for (K,F ) = (−2, 1.8), (d) Chimera state for
(K,F ) = (−2, 0.7), (e) Unsteady coherence state for (K,F ) = (−2, 0.2). All results are found by integrating Eqs. (1) and (2)
for T = 1500 for N = 1000 swarmalators.

The parameters J,K and (ν, ω) are the associated
couplings and natural frequencies, and F,Ω are the
strength and frequency of the forcing. For simplicity,
we study resonant forcing where the driving frequency is
the same as the natural frequency Ω = ω. Then, by going
to a suitable rotating frame, we set ω = ν = 0 without
loss of generality. By rescaling time, we set J = 1 which
leaves a model in two-parameters (K,F ),

ẋi =
1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(xj − xi) cos(θj − θi), (3)

θ̇i = −F sin θi +
K

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − θi) cos(xj − xi). (4)

The model contains a competition between the forcing
F , which wants to pins the phases of the oscillators at
θ = 0 [41], and the phase coupling K, which tends to
maximize or minimize the oscillators phase differences
for K > 0 or K < 0. The overall dynamics are, however,
more complex than that because the spatial dynamics
also play a role. They induce spatial aggregation also and
mediate the strength of the phase interactions.

We use the following order parameters to classify the
macroscopic behavior that emerges,

W± = S±e
iϕ± = ⟨ei(x±θ)⟩, (5)

(Z, Y ) = (ReiΨθ , QeiΨx) = (⟨eiθ⟩, ⟨eix⟩), (6)

V = ⟨
√
v2x + v2θ⟩, (7)

where ⟨.⟩ denotes ensemble average. W± are rainbow
order parameters introduced in previous studies of swar-
malators [17, 39] and measure the space/phase correla-
tion. When xi = ±θi, they are maximal, and when xi is
uncorrelated with θi, they are minimal. Z is the regular
Kuramoto sync order parameter, and Y a natural gen-
eralziation for the spatial degree of freedom x. Finally,
V is the mean speed of the ensemble and is included to
discern static states from non-static ones.

III. NUMERICS

Numerics show the system always reached six long-
term modes of self-organization depending on the initial
conditions and parameters (Figure 1). These are

Pinned. Panel (a) blue dot. Swarmalators are pinned
to the driving field θi = 0 and fully aggregated in space
xi = C for constant C (the constant C stems from the
rotational symmetry in the space equation). Figures 2(a,
f), show all the order parameters saturate at unity Q =
R = S± = 1.

Split pinned. Panel (a) red dots (plotted on the same
panel to save space). Like the pinned state above, ex-
cept the swarmalators split into two camps. One at the
pinning site θi = 0, the other at θi = π. The number of
swarmalators in each camp depends on the initial condi-
tions and means the sync order parameters take values
between 0 < R,Q < 1 (Figure 4).

Sync dots. Panel (b) Swarmalators form two sync
dots with coordinates (x1, θ1) = (C, θ∗), (x2, θ2) =
(C + ∆x,−θ∗). As before, the constant C is arbitrary
and stems from the rotational symmetry in the ẋ equa-
tions. The number of swarmalators in each dot depends
on the initial conditions. Two dots appear when the ini-
tial positions and phases are drawn uniformly at random
from (0, 2π), and one dot when they are drawn from the
(0, π). Figures 2(b, g) show R,Q, S± < 1.

Phase locked. Panel (c) Swarmalators aggregate at
a single position xi = C1, but exhibit phases locking,
defined by constant phase differences θi − θj = Cij , as
distinct from perfect synchrony where θi = C2, constant
phase. Figure 6 in the Appendix-A shows the distribu-
tion of phases is compactly supported. Seeing phase lock-
ing, but not perfect synchrony, in a system of identical
oscillators, is uncommon. For example, in the Kuramoto
model with identical units, only full sync of θi is realized.
The order parameters take values S+ = S− = R < 1
[Figs. 2(c), 2(h) and 5(a), 5(b)].

Swarmalator chimera. Panel (d). This is an exotic
state where the swarmalators split into three subpopu-
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FIG. 2. (Upper panel) S± vs t, (lower panel) Q,R vs t. Parameter values for each state are listed in the caption of Fig. 1. The
split pinned state is omitted for clarity.

FIG. 3. Phase diagram in the (K,F ) plane. The solid black
lines are the theoretically predicted boundaries for different
states.

lations: Two sync dots (magenta dots), which enclose a
“sync train”. This train is the peanut-shaped loop col-
ored red in the figure. This is a generalization of the
chimera states in regular oscillators [42, 43]. The chimera
is unsteady. The sync dots oscillate back and forth slowly
and with small amplitude while the swarmalators in the
train execute full cycles around the loop. The move-
ments manifest as small oscillations in the order param-
eters time evolution [Figs. 2(d), 2(i)]. You can see the
dynamics most clearly in Supplementary Movie 1.

Unsteady incoherence. Panel (e). The swarmalators
form an incoherent and unsteady mess like a gas cloud.
The state is also unsteady, with noisy vacillations in the
order parameters [Figs. 2(e), 2(j)].

Figure 3 shows where each state occurs in the (K,F )
plane, while Figs. 4, 5 show the transition between the

states as we vary the forcing amplitude F . The results
are divided into two cases depending on the sign of the
phase coupling K.

Figure 4 shows what happens for positive phase cou-
pling K > 0. The pinned state is stable for all K > 0.
The split pinned state, on the other hand, is stable only
when F < K (we will prove it analytically), when the
pinning is weak relative to the phase coupling. Beyond
a critical F ∗, the pinning becomes the sole attractor.
This makes sense when you consider that as F/K → ∞,

θ̇i → −F sin θi which has just one fixed point.

Figure 5 shows the case of repulsive phase coupling
K < 0. For K < K∗, the system transition between
five of the six collective states as F is tuned from 0. For
small F , unsteady incoherence is realized. The large but
negative phase coupling |K| > F means the swarmalators
want to maximize their phase differences, leading to a
uniform distribution in x, θ, which implies S± = 0. Yet at
the same time, the driving wants to pin the oscillators to
(xi, θi) = (C, 0), where S± = 1. The result is an unsteady
competition, which manifests as jumpy oscillations in the
order parameters (Figures 2(e), 2(j)).

As F is turned up, the driving pushes the system
faster and faster, and the mean speed V increases mono-
tonically (Figure 5). This reaches a peak at some F ∗,
at which point the chimera is born. Here the V declines
monotonically, while S±, R,Q increase. The dynamics
are quite subtle here. At first, the chimera is the lone at-
tractor (grey shaded region), but for larger F , it coexists
with the sync dots (red region). Figure 7 in Appendix-
B illustrates this bistability behavior. Then, for larger
F , the sync dots become monostable, which eventually
bifurcates into the phase locked state, which in turn bi-
furcates into the pinned state as F → ∞. Finally, no-
tice that for K∗ < K < 0, only the sync dot → phase
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FIG. 4. Order parameters R,Q, and mean velocity ⟨V ⟩ versus
forcing amplitude F for attractive phase coupling K = 1 > 0.
The pinned state (red dots) is stable for all F and defined
by Q = R = 1. The split pinned (blue dots) is stable for
F < F ∗ = 1 and has 0 < Q,R < 1. The vertical dashed black
line is the theoretical prediction up to which the split pinned
state is stable, obtained from Eq. (21). The rainbow order
parameters S± are not plotted because they do not provide
any additional information. The simulation parameters used
are (N,T ) = (1000, 1500). Each data point is plotted by
taking the average of the last 20% realizations.

locked → pinned state transition sequence is realized (in
Fig.3).

Next, we analyze the states, deriving the stability
boundaries drawn as thick black lines in the phase di-
agram of Fig. 3.

IV. ANALYSIS

A. Pinned state

In the pinned state, the fixed points are

xi = C, θi = 0 (8)

for some constant C. The Jacobian Mpinned evaluated at
this point has a simple block structure

Mpinned =

[
A0 0
0 A1

]
, (9)

FIG. 5. Variation of order parameters : (a) rainbow order pa-
rameters S±, (b) space, phase order parameters Q, R, and (c)
mean velocity ⟨V ⟩ as a function of external forcing amplitude
F for repulsive phase coupling K = −2 < 0. The vertical
dashed black lines are the theoretical boundaries associated
with the three static states, obtained from Eqs. (15), (39),
and (46), respectively. The red-shaded region corresponds to
the region of bistability where both ‘sync dots’ and ‘chimera’
states exist depending on the choice of initial condition, while
the grey-shaded region represents the area where only the
chimera state emerges. The simulation parameters used are
(N,T ) = (1000, 1500). Each data point is plotted by taking
the average of the last 20% realizations.

where A0 and A1 are N ×N blocks. Here,

A0 =



−N−1
N

1
N . . . 1

N

1
N −N−1

N . . . 1
N

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1
N

1
N . . . −N−1

N


, (10)

A1 =

 a0 a1 . . . aN−1

aN−1 a0 . . . aN−2

. . . . . . . . .
a1 a2 . . . a0

 , (11)

with

a0 = −K
N − 1

N
− F, (12)

a1 = a2 = · · · = aN−1 =
K

N
. (13)
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The eigenvalues of Mpinned are the sum of the eigenval-
ues of A0 and A1. A0 has one zero eigenvalue λA0

=
0 stemming from the rotational symmetry of the model
and N −1 stable eigennvalues λA0

= −1. The matrix A1

is a circulant matrix and thus its eigenvalues are known

exactly λA1

∣∣
j
=

N−1∑
k=0

akα
kj (j = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1) where

α = e
2πI
N is a primitive n-th root of unity and I is the

imaginary unit.

Putting these altogether give

λ0 = 0,
λ1 = −1,
λ2 = −F,
λ3 = −K − F,

(14)

with multiplicities 1, (N−1), 1, N−1, respectively. This
tells us that the pinned state dies via zero eigenvalue
bifurcation at

Fc = −K, (15)

which is plotted in Fig. 3.

B. Split pinned state

Here, the swarmalators form two clusters with fixed
point (x1, θ1) = (C, 0) and (x2, θ2) = (C+π, π). The Ja-
cobian evaluated at the fixed points has a block structure
similar to that of the pinned state, i.e.,

Mspilt pinned =

[
A0 0
0 A1

]
, (16)

where A0 is given as previously by Eq. (10), and the
elements of the block A1 are given by

A1ij =


K
N , i ̸= j

−F − N−1
N K i = j, and 1 ≤ i ≤ [N2 ]

F − N−1
N K i = j, and [N2 ] + 1 ≤ i ≤ N.

(17)
The eigenvalues of A1 are

λ1 = −F −K, (18)

λ2 = F −K, (19)

λ3,4 =
1

2

(
−k ±

√
4F 2 + k2

)
, (20)

with multiplicities N
2 − 1, N

2 − 1 and 1, respectively. The
eigenvalues of A0 and A1 altogether tells that the split
pinned state exists for

F < K for K > 0. (21)

The corresponding critical curve is plotted in
Fig. 3.

C. Sync dots

In the sync dots, swarmalators form two groups, and
the number of swarmalators in each group depends on the
initial conditions. The first group is defined by (x1, θ1) =
(C, θ∗), while the second is defined by (C+∆x,−θ∗). The
constant C is arbitrary and stems from the rotational
symmetry in the ẋ equations. The values (∆x, θ∗) can
be found by substitution into the equation of motions (1)
and (2) as

θ∗ = −π/4, (22)

cos∆x = −
√
2F

K
. (23)

(24)

The Jacobian of this state is given by

Msync dots =

[
A B
C D

]
, (25)

where A,B,C,D are N × N blocks such that C = KB
and D = − F√

2
I +KA. Here,

A =

[
A0 0
0 A0

]
, (26)

A0 =



− 1
N (N2 − 1) 1

N . . . 1
N

1
N − 1

N (N2 − 1) . . . 1
N

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1
N

1
N . . . − 1

N (N2 − 1)


,

(27)

B =

[
B0 B1

B1 B0

]
, (28)

B0 =


− 1

2

√
1− 2F 2

K2 0 . . . 0

0 − 1
2

√
1− 2F 2

K2 . . . 0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

0 0 . . . − 1
2

√
1− 2F 2

K2

 ,

(29)
and

B1 =


− 1

N

√
1− 2F 2

K2 − 1
N

√
1− 2F 2

K2 . . . − 1
N

√
1− 2F 2

K2

− 1
N

√
1− 2F 2

K2 − 1
N

√
1− 2F 2

K2 . . . − 1
N

√
1− 2F 2

K2

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

− 1
N

√
1− 2F 2

K2 − 1
N

√
1− 2F 2

K2 . . . − 1
N

√
1− 2F 2

K2

 .

(30)
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Now, the characteristic equation for the Jacobian
Msync dots can be written by,

det(Msync dots − λI) =

det [(A− λI)(D − λI)−BC] = det(G) = 0 (31)

Here, in the above equation, we used the fact that A and
C commute with each other. Then, the matrix G again
can be represented as a block matrix as follows,

G =

[
G0 G1

G1 G0

]
, (32)

where G1 = cI with c = K
N

(
1− 2F 2

K2

)
, and

G0 =

a b . . . b
b a . . . b
. . . . . . . . . .
b b . . . a

 , (33)

such that

a = λ2 +

(√
2FN +K(N − 2) +N − 2

)
2N

λ

+
F 2(N+2)

K +
√
2F

(
N
2 − 1

)
− 2K

2N
, (34)

and

b = −−2F 2 +
√
2FK + 2K(λ+ λK +K)

2KN
. (35)

We want the determinant of the matrix G, which is
basically the product of its eigenvalues λ̃i, to be zero.
Note that λ̃i are different from the eigenvalue λi of the
Jacobian Msync dots. Now, the eigenvalues of G are

known exactly and given by λ̃1 = a − b with multici-
plity N − 2, λ̃2 = a+ (N2 − 1)b− N

2 c with multiplicity 1,

and λ̃3 = a + (N2 − 1)b + N
2 c with multiciplity 1. Plug-

ging into the values of a, b and c, we can obtain that the
eigenvalues are independent of N and are given by

λ̃1 = 2F 2+
√
2FK(2λ+1)+2Kλ(K+2λ+1)

4K ,

λ̃2 = 2F 2

K + Fλ√
2
+ λ2 −K,

λ̃3 = Fλ√
2
+ λ2.

(36)

Since we have

det(G) =

N∏
i=1

λ̃i = 0, (37)

each term λ̃i must be zero, which eventually provides
us the eigenvalues of the Jacobian Msync dots as fol-
lows,

λ1 = 0,
λ2 = − F√

2
,

λ3,4 =
−K(

√
2F+K+1)±

√
K(2F 2(K−4)+2

√
2F (K−1)K+K(K+1)2)

4K ,

λ5,6 =
−F

√
K±

√
F 2(K−16)+8K2

2
√
2K

.

(38)

Now, we will use the eigenvalues of the Jacobian
Msync dots to find the stability conditions. The eigen-
value λ1 = 0 does not play any role in the stability of sync
dots state. It is simply due to the rotational symmetry
of the model. Similarly, the eigenvalue λ2 is unimportant
for the analysis as it has a negative real part for all the
parameter regions of interest. However, the eigenvalues
λ3,4 and λ5,6 play the role of stability indicators. Thus,
the state becomes stable when

− (K + 1)√
2

< F < − K√
2

for K < 0, (39)

which is plotted in Fig. 3.

D. Phase locked

The fixed points here take the form

xi = C, (40)

θi ∈ (−a, a), (41)

where C and a are constants. Plugging these expressions
into the equation of motions (1) and (2) gives us

KR sin (ϕ− θi)− F sin θi = 0, (42)

where

Reϕ =
1

N

N∑
j=1

eiθj (43)

is the Kuramoto order parameter. Assuming ϕ = 0 with-
out loss of generality, we have

KR = −F. (44)

Now, the state bifurcates from the sync dots state where
the phases of the swarmalators are θi = −π

4 for one group
of the population and θi =

π
4 for another group. Putting

the fixed point condition for the sync dots provides us
with Rsync dots =

1√
2
. Thus, the phase locked state bifur-

cates from the sync dots through the critical curve

F = − K√
2
, (45)

which matches the stability boundary of the sync dots de-
rived previously. Similarly, the pinned state is defined by
θi = 0, which provides R = 1. So, the pinned state bifur-
cates from the static coherent state through the critical
curve F = −K, which matches the stability boundary of
the pinned state.

Hence, the phase locked state exists when

− K√
2
< F < −K for K < 0. (46)

The corresponding critical curve is delineated in
Fig. 3.
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E. Incoherence & Chimeras

Being unsteady, we were unable to analyze these
states. We hope future researchers can shed some
analytic light here, especially on the swarmalator
chimera.

V. DISCUSSION

We studied a simple model of forced swarmalators
which exhibited a variety of collective states. We analyze
all static states and provide phase boundaries for all but
one of the states. A surprise finding was the swarmalator
chimera, which has never been seen before.

A natural puzzle for future work is to analyze this
chimera. Why do the incoherent swarmalators run in a
peanut-shaped loop? What controls the shape? What
is the critical driving Fc at which the chimera grows out
of unsteady incoherence? We know it is born via a Hopf
bifurcation from the sync dots, but what is the bifurca-
tion type on the incoherent side? We suspect it might
be a global bifurcation since it separates two unsteady
states, but further investigations are needed to back up
this intuition. Chimeras usually arise when there is a
phase frustration term α in the inter-element coupling
sin(θj − θi −α) [42, 43]. Yet that doesn’t appear to hap-
pen here. Why? Is this exclusive to swarmalators, or
might there be varieties of regular ”oscillator chimeras”
that sustain themselves without phase frustration α = 0?
We hope other researchers will join us in grappling with
these questions in future work.

Another avenue to explore would be to relax some of
the idealizations of the 1D swarmalator model we stud-
ied. For simplicity’s sake (we were aiming, recall, for
maximum tractability), we analyzed the simplest model
of forced swarmalators we could think of: one where
the spatial motion was confined to one periodic dimen-
sion, the swarmalators were identical, the forcing was
resonant (Ω = ω) and fixed position coupling. Effects
like non-resonant driving, environmental noise, heteroge-
neous natural frequencies, local coupling, random cou-
pling, delayed coupling, motion in two spatial dimen-
sions, and so on could be added back in to make the
model more faithful to real forced swarmalators sys-
tems.

Many of these and other effects have been studied
in swarmalator models in the absence of forcing [18–
21, 25–33, 39, 40, 44–52]. These analyses may be useful
as starting points. In particular, the solvable 2D model
of swarmalators recently presented in [47] would be a
nice play to start studying the more realistic case of 2D
or even 3D colloids. The model has the same form as the
1D model presented here and so inherits its tractability

(i.e. we expect it may analyzed with the same methods
we used here).

Appendix A: Compact support of the phases of
swarmalators in phase locked state

Figure 6 shows the phase distribution in the phase
locked state has compact support.

FIG. 6. Histogram of phases in the phase locked state. The
phases have compact support θ ∈ (−a, a) for some a < π. The
width of the support a depends on the system parameters.

Appendix B: Coexistence of sync dots and chimera
state

For the case of repulsive phase coupling K < 0, as F
is turned up, one can observe the coexistence of chimera
and the sync dots within a small parameter region (red
shaded region in Fig. 5). Here, both the states emerge
depending on the choice of initial positions and phases of
the swarmalators. Specifically, the chimera state occurs
when the initial conditions are drawn uniformly at ran-
dom from the square of length 2π. In contrast, the sync
dots emerge when the initial conditions are drawn from
relatively smaller squares, i.e., when the initial positions
and phases of the swarmalators are very close to one an-
other. Figure 7 illustrates this bistable nature by plotting
the rainbow order parameter S+(F ) and the mean veloc-
ity V for the aforementioned two different sets of initial
conditions. The blue curves represent the result for initial
conditions drawn from the square of length 2π, revealing
an increasing trend of S+(F ) and a non-zero decreasing
trend of mean velocity ⟨V ⟩(F ) within the red-shaded re-
gion. This suggests the occurrence of the chimera state.
Whereas the red curves depict the results for closer ini-
tials, demonstrating a decreasing pattern of S+(F ) and
zero mean velocity, suggesting the emergence of the sync
dots.
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FIG. 7. (a) S+(F ), and (b) ⟨V ⟩(F ) for K = −2. Other simu-
lation parameters used are (N,T ) = (1000, 1500). The dotted
black vertical lines are the theoretical boundaries of the static
states. The blue and red curves in both panels indicate the
results for two different initial conditions: the blue curves are
for the choice of initial conditions uniformly at random from
the square of length 2π, while the red curve corresponds to
the result with initial conditions drawn uniformly at random
from the interval (0, 0.1π). It is observable that within the
shaded red region, both sync dots and chimera states coexist.
Here, the other order parameters are not plotted since they
do not provide any additional information.
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